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About This Report

The National Guard Youth ChalleNGe program (Youth ChalleNGe) is a residential, quasi-
military program for young people ages 16 to 18 who are at risk of not completing high school. 
This is the tenth report in an annual series that RAND researchers have issued. The prior 
annual reports cover 2015 through 2023 and can be found on RAND’s ChalleNGe webpage 
(RAND Corporation, undated). As was the case in earlier reports, this report documents the 
progress of young people who entered the program during a specific year; in this case, we 
tracked the progress of those who entered the program during 2024 and provide some follow-
up on participants who entered in 2023. 

For this report, we draw primarily on administrative data collected and provided by the 
39 Youth ChalleNGe sites operating in 2024. We also draw from existing literature and exter-
nal data sources as appropriate. Limitations to consider include documented inconsistencies 
in data from individual sites; these are detailed in Appendix A. 

This report is intended for Youth and Job ChalleNGe program staff and the personnel 
who provide program oversight. These individuals may benefit from the detailed informa-
tion on site- and program-level operations, as well as the variation across sites. Policymakers 
and researchers who are focused on designing and implementing effective youth programs 
may also find useful information in this report. 

The research reported here was completed in October 2025 and underwent security 
review with the sponsor and the Defense Office of Prepublication and Security Review before 
public release.

RAND National Security Research Division

This research was sponsored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and conducted within 
the Personnel, Readiness, and Health Program of the RAND National Security Research 
Division (NSRD), which operates the National Defense Research Institute (NDRI), a federally 
funded research and development center sponsored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
the Joint Staff, the Unified Combatant Commands, the Navy, the Marine Corps, the defense 
agencies, and the defense intelligence enterprise.

For more information on the RAND Personnel, Readiness, and Health Program, see  
www.rand.org/nsrd/prh or contact the director (contact information is provided on the 
webpage).

http://www.rand.org/nsrd/prh
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Summary

The National Guard Youth ChalleNGe program (Youth ChalleNGe), initiated in the mid-
1990s with ten sites, has expanded significantly over the past 30 years to encompass 39 opera-
tional locations across 28 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico in 2024. This 
residential, quasi-military program supports youths who are at risk of leaving high school 
without a credential. To date, more than 291,000 young people have participated, and more 
than 215,000 have successfully completed the program.

Youth ChalleNGe’s design incorporates eight core components: academic excellence, 
health and hygiene, job skills, leadership and followership, life-coping skills, physical fitness, 
responsible citizenship, and service to community. These components are woven through-
out the curriculum and are emphasized during the post-residential period (National Guard 
Youth ChalleNGe Program, undated-b). 

The U.S. Department of Defense launched the Job ChalleNGe program in 2016 to fur-
ther assist graduates in acquiring job skills through career and technical education, thereby 
enhancing their employability and long-term financial stability.1 In this, our tenth annual 
report on Youth ChalleNGe, we focus on those individuals who entered a Youth ChalleNGe 
site during 2024. We also describe our analysis of the implementation of a mentoring pilot 
program tested by a small number of sites for the post-residential phase of the program. 
Finally, we present trend analyses using data collected over the past decade and provide some 
analyses on the Job ChalleNGe sites. 

Approach

Much of the information presented in this report is based on data from the Youth ChalleNGe 
sites (collected in response to our most recent annual data call, which took place in summer 
2025). We also use information collected from the Youth ChalleNGe sites that were taking 
part in the mentoring pilot program, as well as site-level information from the Job ChalleNGe 
program. Finally, when appropriate, we present information from the broader literature. 

Key Findings

We present metrics from the 39 sites that operated at least one class in 2024, supplemented 
by site- and class-level presentations of the data to support decisionmaking and continuous 

1	 Executive Order 14347, signed September 5, 2025, authorized the use of Department of War as a second-
ary name for the Department of Defense. This publication refers to the secretary and department by their 
current statutory names under Public Law 81-216, National Security Act Amendments of 1949.
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improvement efforts, and include high-level trends for Job ChalleNGe. Our key findings are 
the following: 

•  The total numbers of applications, entrants, and graduates trended upward in 2024 
compared with earlier years. The trend was largest among applicants; this is consistent 
with the increasing effectiveness of recruiting strategies, as well as with changes in the 
education climate within states.

•  Education remains the most common placement for graduates in the post-residential 
phase. The overall high levels of education placements suggest a need to carefully track 
high school completion among graduates. Successful high school completion can pro-
vide a powerful and easily understood measure of program success. 

•  Cadets who entered Youth ChalleNGe in 2024 were, on average, nearly three months 
younger than cadets entering prior to the pandemic. This could have implications for 
programs in terms of recruiting, operations, and/or placements. In states with Job Chal-
leNGe sites, the fact that cadets are younger means that fewer are eligible for Job Chal-
leNGe immediately after completing Youth ChalleNGe. 

•  Many Job ChalleNGe graduates reported employment, but the majority were not work-
ing in their Job ChalleNGe training fields. This may indicate a mismatch between train-
ing and local labor markets; conversely, graduates may find better opportunities outside 
their credentialed fields. Understanding the driver(s) of this trend may help leaders find 
ways to improve Job ChalleNGe. 

•  Program staff who participated in the mentoring pilot program were consistently enthu-
siastic about the new model of mentoring and its potential to improve cadet outcomes. 

•  The same program staff also identified a need for additional training and supports and 
possibly additional staff, should the mentoring pilot program be continued or expanded. 

•  The pilot program creates the potential for increased interactions and longer relation-
ships between mentees and mentors. Therefore, we expect the pilot program to have a 
positive impact on Youth ChalleNGe graduates.

•  The pilot program and its use of an app have the potential to create issues around data 
privacy, security, and access. 

Recommendations

We make four recommendations, drawn from the analyses presented in this report, with a 
goal of continuing to enhance the program and bolster its success:

•  Program leadership should continue tracking the ages of cadets (as well as the growing 
proportion of 15-year-old cadets) to better understand how these changes will influence 
program operations and outcomes; we expect this tracking to be especially pertinent in 
states with Job ChalleNGe sites. 
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•  If the new mentoring pilot program is adopted widely, training, policy, and guidance 
should be developed or adapted to support the sites and staff. 

•  Program leaders should seek to understand more about Job ChalleNGe graduates’ 
employment patterns, especially the determinants of working within versus outside 
their credentialed areas. 

•  Program and site leadership need to ensure that both data ownership and data permis-
sions of any data systems used to support Youth and Job ChalleNGe operations align 
with the program’s permissions and required protections. 
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CHAPTER 1

The National Guard Youth ChalleNGe 
Program

The National Guard Youth ChalleNGe program (Youth ChalleNGe) began in the mid-1990s 
with ten sites; in 2024, the program had 39 operational sites across 28 states, the District of 
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The program is a residential, quasi-military initiative designed 
for individuals ages 16 to 18 who are at risk of not earning a high school credential. It features 
two phases: a 5.5-month residential phase that combines military culture and discipline with 
support for academic, life, and job skills development and a 12-month post-residential phase 
during which Youth ChalleNGe graduates use their acquired skills, credentials, and personal 
growth to succeed in education, employment, and other positive pathways to adulthood. As 
of the end of 2024, more than 291,000 young people had participated in Youth ChalleNGe 
and more than 215,000 had successfully completed the program.

This is the tenth consecutive annual report to Congress that has been completed by RAND 
researchers. We focus, in this report, on the individuals who entered Youth ChalleNGe sites 
during 2024. We also present data collected on a mentoring pilot program tested by a small 
number of sites for the post-residential phase of the program. We designed this document as 
a stand-alone report; however, some of the material in this report is drawn from or reflective 
of our prior reports (see, e.g., Wenger, Cottrell, and Wrabel, 2023; Wenger et al., 2024; Wrabel 
et al., 2024; Wrabel, Wenger, and Cottrell, 2025).

In the remainder of this chapter, we present an overview of Youth ChalleNGe and intro-
duce the Job ChalleNGe continuation program. We describe the population served by the 
programs. We provide the Youth ChalleNGe logic model, a simplified visual depiction of the 
program’s operational design and the intended outcomes for participants and communities. 
We also offer a brief overview of the data and analytic methods used in the remainder of this 
report.

Youth ChalleNGe

The Youth ChalleNGe mission is “to intervene in and realign the trajectory of underper-
forming youths’ lives to produce program graduates with the values, life skills, education, job 
skills, and self-discipline to become citizens realizing their full potential” (National Guard 
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Youth ChalleNGe Program, undated-a). Although many things about the education land-
scape have changed since the program’s founding, Youth ChalleNGe remains highly relevant. 
For example, the number of students leaving high school without a diploma has fallen by 
about 50 percent over the past 25 years. This has implications for Youth ChalleNGe. But at 
any point over this entire period, roughly one in seven young people was not in school, in 
training, or employed (Lewis et al., 2024). Such a constant and high rate of disconnected youth 
or opportunity youth and the substantial costs of disconnection to the individual and to soci-
ety indicate the need for effective interventions. Youth ChalleNGe is designed to intervene 
before most young people become disconnected; the program has been found to improve 
participant outcomes and to be cost-effective.1 

The Donohue intervention model has served as the foundation for the program’s approach 
throughout program history (Price, 2010). The model integrates expertise from social, educa-
tion, and military sectors to support at-risk youth (Center on Children and Families, 2007). 
The Youth ChalleNGe model features eight core components—academic excellence, health 
and hygiene, job skills, leadership and followership, life-coping skills, physical fitness, respon-
sible citizenship, and service to community—woven throughout the curriculum. 

Participants, or cadets, typically live in housing similar to military barracks and follow 
structured weekday schedules with classroom instruction delivered by site-employed instruc-
tors, as well as time for physical fitness, meals, studying, leadership and group experiences, 
community service, and planned social and developmental activities. Many activities are 
organized within platoons, which fosters teamwork and camaraderie. Staff known as cadres 
supervise and support cadets at all times.

Youth ChalleNGe cadets typically learned about the program from family, friends, school 
counselors, or other community members. Each potential cadet (applicant) must complete a 
formal application process, which may include an on-site interview. Some sites require each 
applicant to attend an in-person information session at the program site or another location 
or to visit the site before enrolling; other sites use virtual tools to aid in the recruiting and 
application process (see Wenger, Constant, et al., 2022). 

Although not all applicants are admitted, there are no academic benchmarks required 
for admission, and participation is open to applicants regardless of family income. Appli-
cants who need supports beyond the program’s capacity, or who do not wish to participate, 
may be screened out.2 Roughly 75 percent of cadets are male; about 60 percent are ages 16 
or younger at entry (15-year-olds who will turn 16 during the residential phase are eligible). 

1	 See Millenky et al. (2011) for an assessment of Youth ChalleNGe’s impact on participants’ education 
levels and earnings; see Perez-Arce et al. (2012) for a detailed assessment of the program’s costs and benefits 
(to the individual and to society). 
2	 The Donohue model for Youth ChalleNGe emphasizes that every participant has to volunteer to be a 
cadet and should not be mandated to participate in the program by adults or government systems (Center 
on Children and Families, 2007). The interviews help site staff assess whether a potential participant is vol-
unteering to engage in the program or is being pressured to participate by an adult in their life. 
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A cadet must begin the residential phase before their 19th birthday, although they may turn 
19 while enrolled.

Graduation from Youth ChalleNGe does not require earning specific education creden-
tials or credits; rather, cadets must complete the 5.5-month residential phase, fully partici-
pate in all required activities, and demonstrate learning across the eight core components. 
One specific requirement is that cadets must complete at least 40 hours of community ser-
vice. Although the program initially focused on helping cadets earn a GED, nearly all sites 
now offer pathways to traditional high school completion, through cadets either earning a 
diploma at the Youth ChalleNGe site or receiving credits so that they can return to their 
home high schools on track for graduation.

Traditionally, each cadet was encouraged to identify a mentor before joining, with sites 
assisting those who could not; the mentor generally lived in a cadet’s home community and 
maintained contact and provided support during the 12-month post-residential phase. Men-
tors also reported to sites on cadets’ progress (their activities, such as education, training, 
employment, and military service, typically are referred to as placements). Most sites still use 
this model, but, beginning in 2022, six sites began to experiment with an alternative mentor-
ing model. We discuss this model and its initial implementation in Chapter 3. 

Recognizing the need for continued support after Youth ChalleNGe, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense (DoD) established Job ChalleNGe in 2016 as a three-site pilot.3 By October 
2025, seven Job ChalleNGe sites were operating, with two more planned. Job ChalleNGe 
is modeled after Youth ChalleNGe, although Job ChalleNGe emphasizes the job skills core 
component, offering career and technical education (CTE) in partnership with community 
colleges, adult education centers, and private training providers. Participants pursue CTE 
tracks, such as automotive, construction, culinary arts, heavy equipment operation, informa-
tion technology, phlebotomy, and welding. CTE training through Job ChalleNGe can lead 
to industry-recognized certificates and college credits, which supports job placement and 
long-term financial stability.4 Program offerings are intended to align with high-demand 
occupations in each site’s region, and participants receive assistance in securing employment 
or further education on completion. Like Youth ChalleNGe, Job ChalleNGe provides a struc-
tured, supportive environment to help at-risk youth transition successfully into adulthood.

3	 Executive Order 14347, signed September 5, 2025, authorized the use of Department of War as a second-
ary name for DoD. This publication refers to the secretary and department by their current statutory names 
under Public Law 81-216, National Security Act Amendments of 1949.
4	 The type of credential received by Job ChalleNGe graduates when completing their training varies by 
site and training program. We use the term credential throughout this report as a broader term for the cer-
tificates, certifications, and/or course credits that graduates can and do earn through participation in the 
program. 
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The Youth ChalleNGe Logic Model

RAND researchers have collected and analyzed data on and provided analytic support to 
Youth ChalleNGe continuously since 2016. First efforts included development of a logic 
model to indicate the program’s resources and describe how resources and activities could be 
expected to generate the desired outputs and outcomes for cadets and communities (the cur-
rent version appears in Figure 1.1).5 Logic models are intended to be dynamic; we continue to 
refine this model to incorporate feedback from Youth ChalleNGe stakeholders and capture 
any modifications or refinements. 

Program inputs include the resources needed for administration, such as policy materi-
als and facilities for cadets. Activities are undertaken both during the admission phase and 
residential phase; these include counseling, communication, and activities related to the 
eight core components, as well as assessments and tracking of progress. Outputs, the imme-
diate results of program activities, include housing, instructing, and mentoring cadets. Out-
comes, which are reflective of the program’s mission, include short-term (within three years), 
medium-term (three to seven years), and long-term (seven or more years) benefits for cadets, 
their families, and communities that result from program completion. Although Youth Chal-
leNGe sites collect considerable information about the cadets during the residential and post-
residential phases, most of the data track with the left-hand side of the model and with some 
short-term outcomes. Sites meet their data collection requirements but do not have the capac-
ity or processes in place to track longer-term outcomes (listed on the right-hand side of the 
logic model). But these long-term outcomes are key because they determine whether Youth 
ChalleNGe is achieving long-term goals for cadets and the program’s mission. Tracking these 
outcomes is a focus of the ongoing, multiyear RAND project; we documented some longer-
term outcomes in a prior report (Wrabel et al., 2024) and will provide additional information 
on these outcomes in a future report. 

Methods and Sources of Data

Data Provided by ChalleNGe Sites
Our data request, issued during summer 2025, was designed to provide a snapshot of the 
ChalleNGe program for 2024. The data request included program characteristics; top-level 
budget and funding information; the numbers of applicants, cadets, and graduates (by class); 
academic credentials awarded; and measures of physical fitness and community service. 

We also requested cadet-level information on academic assessments, graduation, creden-
tials awarded, and post-residential placements. Although we collected no personally identify-

5	 For more information on logic models, see, among others, Knowlton and Phillips (2008) and McLaugh-
lin and Jordan (2010). For a discussion of how we developed the Youth ChalleNGe logic model, see Wenger 
et al. (2017). 
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FIGURE 1.1

Youth ChalleNGe Logic Model

SOURCES: Features information collected from Youth ChalleNGe sites (Wenger et al., 2017) and feedback collected from stakeholders since 2017. 

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes

Policy and 
Planning:
• Curricula
• Guidelines on 

youth fitness 
programs and 
nutrition

• ChalleNGe, DoD, 
and National 
Guard 
instructions

• Donohue 
intervention 
model

• State or local 
education 
agreements

• Job training 
partnerships

• Program staff 
training

Assets:
• Instructors
• Administrative 

staff
• Mentors
• Cadre
• Facilities
• Funding

Recruitment and Application:
• Create program awareness and communi-

cate mission
• Get applicants, screen, admit
• Get admits to acclimation

Acclimation Phase:
• Administer orientation, physicals, and 

placement tests
• Organize team-building
• Counsel cadets and instruct on program 

expectations, life skills, and well-being

Residential Phase:
• Provide housing, meals, medical support
• Administer drug tests
• Enforce appropriate cadet behavior and 

protocol
• Communicate and collaborate with parents 

and guardians
• Coordinate cadet activities
• Enact the core components 

◦ Physical fitness training
◦ Academic instruction
◦ Life skills instruction
◦ Job skills instruction and exposure to 

vocations
◦ Community service activities
◦ Voter registration
◦ Selective service registration
◦ Leadership or followership opportunities
◦ Health and hygiene guidance

• Administer assessments
• Track cadet progress
• Post-residential planning and goal-setting 

(Post-Residential Action Plan, or P-RAP)

Cadets:
• Recruited to ChalleNGe
• Experience life in 

quasi-military setting
• Understand and comply 

with behavior expectations
• Remain drug free
• Engage in physical training
• Receive academic and life 

skills instruction
• Participate in job skills 

training
• Perform community 

service
• Register to vote
• Register for selective 

service
• Participate in leadership 

and followership activities
• Fulfill personal health and 

hygiene requirements
• Connect with a mentor
• Are retained through end 

of residential phase
• Graduate from ChalleNGe
• Earn credentials or credits

Graduates:
• Earned additional 

credentials, 
certifications, and 
degrees

• Better cadet job skills
• Improved career 

opportunities
• Maintained steady 

employment
• Provided service to 

local communities
• Enhanced physical 

well-being

Graduates:
• Placed in school, 

military, job, or 
community service

• Earned a high school 
and/or postsecondary 
credential

• Improved health 
outcomes, e.g., weight 
management, smoking 
cessation, and 
physical fitness

• Increased awareness 
and desirability of 
military service

• Improved life-coping 
skills, such as 
leadership and 
self-discipline

Graduates:
• Increased civic 

participation
• Healthier social 

functioning and social 
interactions

• Improved economic 
self-sufficiency

• Enhanced physical 
well-being

Communities and Government:
• Employed individuals who support family and contribute to the tax base
• Reductions in drug addiction, crime, and the resulting economic losses
• Decreased expenditures on social services
• Healthier communities and community members
• Communities improved through increased levels of community service
• Greater involvement in government processes

Military:
• Higher regard for armed services from participants
• Increases in high-quality enlistees, including from underrepresented populations

External Factors: Parents, unexpected family events, job market, outside peer influence, cadet motivations, 
preexisting academic levels, prior criminality or drug use, preexisting mental or physical conditions
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ing information, we received the data through a secure data transmittal process. All of this 
information is broadly similar to what was collected for each of our previous annual reports. 
The analyses in Chapter 2 and the tabulations in Appendix A are based on this information. 

Finally, we requested site-level data on the Job ChalleNGe sites operating during 2024. We 
present this information in Chapter 2. 

Study Limitations
As noted above, the data used for this report were obtained from the Youth ChalleNGe sites 
in summer 2025. Some sites did not report complete information. In other instances, data ele-
ments appeared to be incorrect. These issues, which can arise for several reasons (either when 
data are entered into a database or when they are extracted), should be considered limitations. 
For more details, see Appendix A, as well as the table and figure notes throughout. 

This research has other limitations as well. Especially in the presentation of trends, we 
note the irregular operations that occurred at many sites as a result of the coronavirus disease 
2019 (COVID-19) pandemic and its aftereffects. Finally, as noted above, the data collected by 
the sites, and thus our analyses, pertain primarily to outputs and short-term outcomes rather 
than to longer-term outcomes (see Figure 1.1 for examples). 

Organization of This Report

The remainder of this report consists of three chapters and two appendixes:

•  Chapter 2 focuses on Youth ChalleNGe and site-level measures of some cadet activities 
and outcomes, as well as descriptive information on operations within the Job Chal-
leNGe program. 

•  Chapter 3 includes a discussion of the mentoring pilot program running at some sites, 
with a focus on implementation to date.

•  Chapter 4 presents our key findings, concluding thoughts, and recommendations.
•  Appendix A provides a complete list of the Youth ChalleNGe sites and tables document-

ing the detailed information collected from each site.
•  Appendix B presents the protocol we developed to collect information from sites about 

the mentoring pilot program. 
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CHAPTER 2

Data and Analyses, 2024 ChalleNGe 
Classes

In this chapter, we provide a snapshot of the 2024 Youth ChalleNGe classes and participants. 
We follow this with detailed site- and class-level information on a series of measures based on 
Youth ChalleNGe’s eight core components. We based most analyses on the data received from 
Youth ChalleNGe sites in July 2025. We then document trends in program operations from 
2015 through 2024, drawing on data collected in 2025 and in past years. In a final section of 
the chapter, we provide a snapshot of Job ChalleNGe participants and their activities after 
completing the program. We based these analyses on site-level Job ChalleNGe data provided 
by the National Guard Bureau (NGB). 

We provide more information about our data collection and any identified data issues 
and limitations in Appendix A. The ChalleNGe program uses a standardized class number-
ing system; the two classes that began during 2024 are referred to by NGB as Class 62 and 
Class 63, and we use this numbering system in this report.1 We also indicate calendar years 
when that information is helpful. 

Summary Metrics for the 2024 Classes

In Table 2.1, we provide an overview of the Youth ChalleNGe operations in 2024, as well as 
measures of program applicants, cadets, graduates, and other program outputs over the pro-
gram’s entire history. We include year-specific measures for 2021 through 2023 as a way of 
understanding recent program trends. The figures from 2021 reflect operations during the 
latter part of the COVID-19 pandemic.2 Many sites either closed or severely restricted their 

1	 Although within-year calendars vary somewhat across sites, Class 62 represents all classes that began 
between January and June 2024, and Class 63 represents all classes that began between July and December 
2024. At times, sites have inconsistently used class numbers. When possible, we have harmonized class 
numbers within the data we collected. 
2	 Although we acknowledge that different sites responded to the pandemic in different ways and recov-
ered at different paces, for purposes of our analyses, we consider the pandemic era to encompass 2020 and 
2021 (NGB Classes 54–57). In this chapter, we discuss several measures of the program’s recovery (see the 
“Trends in Youth ChalleNGe Operations over Time” section).
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operations during this period; therefore, the numbers of cadets and graduates were lower 
than they were in previous years. The number of applicants for the 2021 classes was relatively 
low; prospective cadets typically submit applications several months before a class begins, 
and the pandemic disrupted some of the admissions processes.3 

The numbers of applicants, cadets, and graduates have increased in each of the past three 
years, and we would expect these trends to continue, although perhaps at a modest pace. Prior 
to the pandemic, the sites typically received around 19,000 applications, and approximately 
13,000 individuals enrolled in the program. Nearly 9,500 cadets successfully completed the 
program (graduated) each year. The number of applicants has rebounded to nearly this rate, 
but sites are still operating with smaller classes than they were prior to the pandemic. The 
optimal size of the program is not clear, but we note that the number of alternative programs 
for high school students has increased substantially in recent years (for more discussion of 
this topic, see Wrabel, Wenger, and Cottrell, 2025).

The programwide graduation rate for 2024 is roughly 74 percent. This graduation rate is 
higher than those of the 2022 and 2023 classes, similar to the 2021 rate, and higher than rates 
from 2016 through 2020. Although the difference appears small, even a 1-percentage-point 

3	 We documented sites’ adjustments in Wenger, Constant, et al. (2022). 

TABLE 2.1

Youth ChalleNGe Statistics, 1993–2024

Youth ChalleNGe Statistics 1993–2024 2021 2022 2023 2024

Number of applicantsa 508,355 13,165 16,172 17,035 18,123

Number of cadetsb 291,865 7,774 9,072 9,547 9,558

Number of graduates 215,089 5,892 6,562 6,817 7,049

Academic credentials 
awardedc 

120,322 2,339 2,402 2,492 2,199

Hours of service to 
community 

13,605,814 208,139 341,885 366,452 323,561

Value of service hours ($)d 294,234,625 5,908,902 10,064,234 11,419,721 10,681,871

a Applicants includes all who completed an application (although sites may define application completion in slightly different 
ways).
b Number of cadets reflects the number who showed up and enrolled on the first day of the program (the first two weeks 
often are referred to as pre-ChalleNGe, and entrants are technically considered cadets only after they complete the 
pre-ChalleNGe period).
c Academic credentials reflects cadets who graduated and received a GED, a High School Equivalency Test (HiSET) 
diploma, or a high school diploma (limited to one credential per cadet). When we include high school credits, about 
76 percent of graduates received an academic credential (see Table A.3 in Appendix A for more information). Programs may 
have reported the total number of academic credentials for earlier classes rather than limiting credentials to one per cadet; 
therefore, these numbers may not be comparable with those documented in reports pertaining to Youth ChalleNGe classes 
that graduated prior to 2015. 
d The value of service hours was computed by summing the community service hours performed by each graduating 
cadet and multiplying this sum by the value of volunteer time (Independent Sector, 2025). The value of service hours is not 
calculated in inflation-adjusted dollars.
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increase in the graduation rate implies nearly 100 additional graduates. We discuss program 
trends in more detail later in this chapter. 

Given the centrality of academic preparation to Youth ChalleNGe, we include in Table 2.1 
the number of academic credentials awarded by the program. In 2024, the program awarded 
around 2,200 credentials, which included GED diplomas, HiSET diplomas, and high school 
diplomas. About 31 percent of graduates received one of these credentials; the majority of 
these were high school diplomas.4 But most sites also offer high school credits as part of a 
credit recovery model that prepares cadets to rejoin their home high schools. When we also 
consider high school credits, about 76 percent of 2024 graduates received an academic cre-
dential (see Table A.3 in Appendix A for more information).

Cross-Site Metrics

In this section, we discuss a variety of cross-site metrics, including the numbers of cadets and 
graduates per site and measures of citizenship activities, physical fitness, and community 
service. We also document changes in standardized test scores during Youth ChalleNGe and 
provide information on the activities of graduates after completing Youth ChalleNGe. 

In this section, we provide data on several Youth ChalleNGe core components, presented 
for each site and each class.5 The table and figures document each site’s progress on multiple 
activities. When data are missing, we note the reason; see Appendix A for more informa-
tion about our data quality assurance processes. The table and figures in this section include 
information on only cadets who graduated from Youth ChalleNGe and for whom we have 
complete information on their progress on the core component being presented. 

Numbers of Entrants and Graduates
In Table 2.2, we list the number of entrants and graduates by site for 2024. These numbers 
constitute key metrics for sites because each site has a target number of graduates, established 
by NGB. We see that some, but not all, of the Youth ChalleNGe sites graduated at least as 
many cadets as planned based on their target number. We provide supporting site-by-class 
numbers in Table A.2 in Appendix A.

In some cases, the target number of cadets is substantially higher than the number of 
graduates. In a few cases, the target number is higher than the number of entrants. For exam-
ple, a site where cadets graduate at the typical rate of 74 percent needs to bring in about 135 
entrants to result in 100 graduates. But the data in Table 2.2 indicate that a typical site brought 
in about 15 percent more entrants than its target graduation rate (in this analysis, we consider 

4	 In this group, 1,339 received a high school diploma, and 860 received a GED or HiSET. 
5	 Table A.1 lists the full name, location, and abbreviation for each site; the rest of Appendix A provides 
additional information about the sites.
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the data for Classes 62 and 63 together). Additionally, we found that the graduation rate is 
slightly lower at sites that brought in fewer entrants than their targets.6 One interpretation of 
this difference is that sites that struggle to achieve sufficient numbers of cadets to meet their 
graduation target may admit at least some entrants who are not prepared to perform well at 
Youth ChalleNGe. Of course, in some cases, these numbers may be driven by short-term or 
sudden changes within the relevant states. NGB develops the targets for each site, taking into 
account the number of graduates at the site in the past and other factors. Therefore, some sites 
that admitted large numbers of entrants in the past but then experienced sudden changes 
may find themselves with smaller-than-desired numbers of entrants. We plan to track these 
trends in more detail in future reports.

6	 During Classes 62 and 63, 20 sites brought in a number of entrants that represented at least 115 percent 
of their target numbers of graduates; the other 18 sites brought in fewer entrants such that the number of 
entrants represented less than 115 percent of their targets. The sites with entrants that numbered at least 
115 percent of their target numbers of graduates had an average graduation rate of 74 percent, whereas the 
sites that brought in smaller numbers of entrants (compared with their target graduation numbers) had an 
average graduation rate of 71 percent. We excluded the Maryland site from this calculation because it did 
not report numbers of entrants or graduates or target numbers of graduates. 

TABLE 2.2

Entrants, Graduates, and Target Numbers of 
Graduates, by Site (Classes 62 and 63)

Site
Number of 
Entrants

Number of 
Graduates

Target Number of 
Graduates

AK 306 244 259

AR 71 32 100

CA-DC 261 176 240

CA-LA 410 360 380

CA-SL 469 413 440

DC 120 70 80

FL 253 190 240

GA-FE 141 100 150

GA-FS 290 191 225

HI-BP 150 117 150

HI-HI 36 28 50

ID 291 250 230

IL 414 221 250

IN 175 144 150
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Site
Number of 
Entrants

Number of 
Graduates

Target Number of 
Graduates

KY-FK 214 140 160

KY-HN 233 175 180

LA-CM 304 232 400

LA-GL 398 234 400

LA-TCP 319 235 400

MD —a —a —a

MI 303 234 230

MS 488 314 334

MT 276 224 205

NC-NL 153 94 116

NC-S 167 100 200

NJ 151 76 150

NM 207 153 200

NV 119 88 100

OK 374 265 250

OR 360 308 306

PA 125 87 120

PR 471 417 400

SC 161 102 150

TX 276 207 200

VA 103 44 92

WA 333 275 260

WI 276 198 200

WV-N 252 175 200

WV-S 108 58 100

NOTE: Target numbers indicate the target for the entire year, except in the case of 
programs that were operational for only a single class; for these programs, we report 
the target for only the operational class. See Table A.1 in Appendix A for the full 
names of Youth ChalleNGe sites. 
a Site did not report data.

Table 2.2—Continued
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Measures of Progress on Selected Core Components of Youth 
ChalleNGe
Youth ChalleNGe focuses on eight core components, which sites emphasize in many ways 
throughout the program. In the next four subsections, we present measures of progress on 
some of these core components: responsible citizenship (measured through registering to 
vote and registering for selective service, as appropriate), service to community (cadets learn 
about the importance of community service through volunteer work in communities near 
the sites), physical fitness (we measured cadets’ physical fitness progress by comparing initial 
and final run times), and academic excellence (for which we measured progress using the Test 
of Adult Basic Education [TABE] assessment). We also document the academic credentials 
awarded.

Responsible Citizenship
Sites use many different activities and experiences to encourage responsible citizenship 
among cadets throughout the residential period and beyond. We tabulated registering to vote 
(among those whose age makes them eligible to register) and registering for selective service 
(among male cadets whose age makes them eligible to register) as measures of responsible 
citizenship. Most sites indicated that the vast majority of cadets who are eligible for these two 
aspects of citizenship are registered during the residential phase of Youth ChalleNGe.7 We 
provide tabulations in Tables A.4 and A.5, by site and class, in Appendix A. 

Service to Community
We show, in Figure 2.1, the average hours of community service performed by graduates, by 
class and site. We provide an estimate of the overall value of this service in Table 2.1, and, in 
Table A.6 in Appendix A, we list the calculated value by site and class. Although community 
service hours varied across sites and by class, averages nearly always exceeded the standard 
requirement of 40 hours per graduate. During Classes 62 and 63, graduates averaged 49 hours 
of community service across the entire program. 

Physical Fitness
We provide, in Figure 2.2, one-mile run times, by site and class.8 By the end of Youth Chal-
leNGe, the average cadet one-mile run time improved by more than two minutes among both 
Class 62 and Class 63 graduates. Initial run times for the two classes were similar; a typical 
cadet ran one mile in about 11 minutes at the beginning of the program, and times at the end 
of the program averaged roughly 8 minutes and 45 seconds across the program. As we show 

7	 The average age of cadet cohorts has become younger over time; this means that fewer cadets are eligible 
to register to vote or to register for selective service. We discuss the trend in cadet age in more detail in a 
later section of this chapter. 
8	 We also collected data on push-ups, provided in Tables A.7 and A.8 in Appendix A. Push-ups and run 
times show similar patterns and levels of improvement.
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FIGURE 2.1

Community Service Hours, by Site and Class

NOTE: Sites not reporting community service hours have no markers on this figure, and these sites are excluded from 
the overall calculations. The horizontal dotted line represents the combined average—49 hours per graduate—which 
was the same for Class 62 and Class 63.

in Figure 2.2, times and improvement varied across sites, but the overall level of improvement 
in run times is similar to that of previous years. We present additional site-by-class physical 
fitness data in Tables A.7 and A.8 in Appendix A.

Each site has both male and female cadets. During Classes 62 and 63, a little more than 
one-fourth of graduates were female at a typical site, but the proportion of female cadets 
varies somewhat. This variation may affect some of the statistics we report. For example, 
female cadets typically graduate at higher rates than male cadets; the difference is small, only 
about 2 percentage points, but could explain at least a portion of site-level graduation differ-
ences. Scores also vary somewhat on the TABE; because we report TABE scores by categories, 
the proportion of cadets who are female would be expected to have a very minor effect on the 
scores reported in the “Academic Excellence” section. 

Physical fitness measures, in contrast, vary substantially between male and female cadets. 
This suggests that some of the site-level differences shown in Figure 2.2 could be explained 
by differences in the ratio of female to male cadets across sites. 

We carried out additional analyses to better understand this issue. We examined initial 
and final run times for female and male cadets separately; we also looked at the distributions 
of scores rather than focusing solely on means or medians. Male cadets post faster (initial and 
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FIGURE 2.2

Improvements in Average One-Mile Run Times, by Site and Class
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NOTE: The edges of the gray columns indicate cross-site average initial and final run times. Calculations include only 
graduates because nongraduates typically do not have a final run time. Sites that did not report data were excluded 
from the analysis. 
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final) run times than female cadets do.9 On the initial one-mile run, female cadets’ run times 
are typically about three minutes slower than male cadets’ times; the difference is roughly 
constant across the distribution with the female cadets. Female cadets typically improve 
more than male cadets; by their final run, they typically run the mile in about 138 seconds 
less than their initial time. Male cadets improve nearly as much, about 128 seconds on aver-
age. Therefore, although the proportion of female cadets may influence the overall average 
run times (the placement of the two dots in Figure 2.2), the data suggest that this proportion 
has little influence on the gain (the length of the gray line between the dots in Figure 2.2). 
We will continue to consider how the makeup of cadet cohorts affects site- and program-level 
outcomes in our future work.

Academic Excellence
The TABE, a standardized test commonly used in adult basic and secondary education pro-
grams, consists of subtests in reading, language arts, and math.10 Youth ChalleNGe has used 
the TABE, which provides one measure of academic progress, for many years. Cadets typi-
cally take the test at least twice (once soon after arriving at the site and again near the end of 
the residential period). Here, we report initial and final scores to capture full improvement. 
Most sites use the TABE 11/12.

We requested cadet-level TABE scale scores, and we linked the scores to the approxi-
mate education level represented by each score.11 We grouped the grades as follows: elemen-
tary (grades 1–5), middle school (grades 6–8), early high school (grades 9–10), and late high 
school (grades 11–12). We plot, in Figure 2.3, the average TABE scores in reading and math, 
separately for initial and final tests, by education level.12

We display the average achievement on the TABE in Figure 2.3. By the time cadets are 
ready to complete Youth ChalleNGe, they typically have higher scores than at the beginning 
of the program. Post-TABE scores are substantially less likely than pre-TABE scores to be in 
the elementary range and are much more likely to be in the middle school or early high school 
range. But Figure 2.3 also provides clear evidence that most cadets arrive at Youth ChalleNGe 
many years behind their grade level. The overall pattern in Figure 2.3 is similar to the pat-

9	 There is some overlap in the two distributions; in other words, some female cadets post faster run times 
than some male cadets. However, the typical male cadet whose run time places him in the 25th, 50th, or 
75th percentile among male cadets is faster than the typical female cadet whose run time places her in the 
25th, 50th, or 75th percentile among female cadets.
10	 See U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Division of Adult Educa-
tion and Literacy (2016) for more information about the TABE. 
11	 Scale scores can also be linked to the likelihood of passing the GED or HiSET exams; for specifics, see 
Wenger et al. (2024).
12	 Scores on the TABE 11/12 are not directly comparable to scores on earlier versions of the TABE. The 
TABE 11/12 is more difficult; the same cadet would be expected to score lower on the TABE 11/12 than on 
the earlier versions. Therefore, such statistics as those shown in Figure 2.3 are not directly comparable to 
similar statistics on cadets who took earlier versions of the TABE. 
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13	 See Corte and Sontag-Padilla (2021) for additional details about the P-RAP and its use within Youth 
ChalleNGe. 

FIGURE 2.3

Improvements in Average Scores on TABE 11/12 Reading and Math Tests

NOTE: Calculations include only sites that used the TABE 11/12 because scores on earlier TABE exams are not directly 
comparable to scores on the TABE 11/12. The figure includes only graduates who had both pre- and post-TABE 
scores. Sites that did not report data are excluded from the figure. 

terns observed in earlier years. See Tables A.9 to A.14 in Appendix A for more-detailed infor-
mation on TABE scores. 

Placement
Working with program staff and mentors, all cadets spend time during the residential period 
developing a detailed plan, called the P-RAP, for their time after Youth ChalleNGe.13 Plans 
may include obtaining additional education (by returning to high school or enrolling in col-
lege), obtaining specialized training or credentials, searching for and obtaining employment, 
or joining the military; some cadets may plan to undertake these activities in succession or to 
combine them. Youth ChalleNGe defines any of these placements (alone or in combination) 
as a successful outcome. 

Sites collect placement data through contacts with mentors, from the graduates them-
selves, or through site staff outreach. Collecting these data requires substantial time, and 
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most reporting is retroactive rather than conducted in real time. At the time of our data col-
lection, in July 2025, a typical Class 62 graduate had been out of Youth ChalleNGe for nearly 
one year, whereas a typical Class 63 graduate was six to seven months into the post-residential 
phase. Thus, sites had limited information on Class 62 graduates’ 12-month placements or 
Class 63 graduates’ six-month placements when we requested these data. 

We present placement information in Figure 2.4, divided into distinct categories and at 
various time points after program graduation. We include the number of graduates who 
reported not having a placement.14 The figure helps demonstrate two trends. First, sites main-
tain contact with fewer graduates as time passes, but the drop-off is minor. Sites reported 
an outcome (even if that outcome is not placed) for 93 to 95 percent of graduates in the first 
month after graduation and for 90 percent of Class 62 graduates after six months. These 
rates are substantially higher than rates reported in some past years; this plausibly represents 
significant effort on the part of program staff to maintain contact with cadets and mentors. 
Second, achieving a placement takes time for some cadets; about 10 percent more graduates 
reported a placement of some type (versus not placed) in month 3 than in month 1 as they 
moved further into the post-residential phase. 

14	 We exclude from Figure 2.4 the small percentage of graduates who were not in touch with the site (we 
discuss this in more detail below) and the small percentage who were in touch with the site but whose place-
ments were unknown. 

FIGURE 2.4

Placements of Youth ChalleNGe Graduates, Classes 62 and 63

NOTE: This figure includes information on graduates only. Sample sizes differ across the classes. In Class 62, sites 
reported having contact with as many as 2,988 of the 3,222 graduates, whereas in Class 63, sites reported having 
contact with as many as 3,236 of the 3,401 graduates. 
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We found that education was the most common placement among graduates (31 to 38 per-
cent of graduates reported an education placement). Employment was typically the second 
most common placement, with 14 to 20 percent of graduates reporting employment among 
those who reported a placement. A substantial proportion of graduates (21 to 31 percent) 
reported not having a placement in any month. Military placements were relatively uncom-
mon but were more likely to occur further from graduation; after nine months, 4 percent of 
Class 62 graduates reported military enlistment. We found this small fraction not surprising 
given that many Youth ChalleNGe graduates are too young to enlist when they leave the pro-
gram. We discuss the ages of cadets in more detail later in this chapter. 

Youth ChalleNGe graduates are increasingly likely to pursue additional education after 
completing the program. Graduates from Classes 62 and 63 reported education placements 
in larger proportions than during the pandemic (2020 and 2021), slightly higher levels than 
immediately prior to the pandemic, and marginally higher levels than for the prior year. This 
may reflect an increasing emphasis on credit recovery at some Youth ChalleNGe sites; grad-
uates who leave Youth ChalleNGe with substantial high school credits would be expected 
to enroll in additional education after Youth ChalleNGe graduation. Consistently tracking 
eventual high school completion among those Youth ChalleNGe graduates who reenroll in 
their home high schools after leaving Youth ChalleNGe would provide a powerful measure 
of program success.

To get a more detailed sense of placements, we combined data from across classes that 
started between 2016 and 2024 and included a separate category for placements that com-
bined activities (for example, a cadet may combine education with employment or with the 
military or may indicate that they are pursuing all three). In Figure 2.5, we show the domi-
nance of education as a placement across years. In each year, more than 50 percent of cadets 
reported enrolling in school immediately after Youth ChalleNGe graduation. This translates 
to more than 21,000 Youth ChalleNGe graduates enrolling in school within a month of com-
pleting Youth ChalleNGe. More than 14,500 graduates reported gaining employment within 
one month of completing Youth ChalleNGe.

During the first six months after completing Youth ChalleNGe, graduates became some-
what less likely to report education placements and increasingly likely to report employment. 
During this same period, the number of graduates who reported military enlistment doubled, 
and the number who reported combining activities increased substantially as well. These 
findings suggest that graduates’ placements change over time, even during the six months 
immediately following completion of ChalleNGe. These changes may represent alterations 
to graduates’ plans, or they may represent an expected rhythm to their activities as graduates 
complete specific schooling, wait to enter the military, etc. 

About 750 Youth ChalleNGe graduates reported entering Job ChalleNGe within one 
month of completing Youth ChalleNGe (recall that Job ChalleNGe is not available in all states 
and that the program did not exist during the initial years included in the graph). Each of the 
numbers in Figure 2.5 is an undercount of the total number of graduates taking part in these 
post-ChalleNGe activities, both because some graduates did not report a placement to the 
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15	 Entrance into pre-ChalleNGe versus entrance into ChalleNGe was defined inconsistently in the data 
collected from Classes 44 and 45, so we do not present those data here. Overall trends for these two classes 
resemble those shown for the next few classes (Classes 46 through 49). 

FIGURE 2.5

Placements of Youth ChalleNGe Graduates, Classes 44–63

NOTE: This figure includes information on graduates across Classes 44 through 63 who reported placements in 
education, employment, the military, Job ChalleNGe, or some combination of these activities. Sample sizes differ 
across the placement periods (we asked for different measures of placements, such as three-month versus 
six-month, in different data collections). This figure excludes graduates who reported no placement, partial placement 
(such as a part-time job with few hours per week), or volunteer work only and those with whom the site reported no 
contact. Therefore, this figure includes 56 to 65 percent of graduates in each period. 

site and because graduates may choose to enroll in any of these activities after a longer period 
away from Youth ChalleNGe. 

Trends in Youth ChalleNGe Operations over Time

In this section, we document some trends in Youth ChalleNGe operations that are apparent 
when we examine the data we have collected over the past decade. We focus on two areas: the 
overall numbers of cadets and graduates and trends in cadet age over time. 

We show program-level trends in the numbers of applicants, entrants, and graduates at 
each site in Figure 2.6, over the period covered by RAND researchers’ annual data collec-
tions.15 Several of the predominant patterns in Figure 2.6 were driven by the COVID-19 pan-
demic and its aftereffects. The pandemic began while most sites were holding Class 54; there-
fore, the numbers of applicants and entrants were similar to those of previous classes, but 
the number of graduates was sharply lower. Most sites either shut down or shifted to online 
operations during this class. For more details of sites’ responses to the pandemic, see Wenger, 
Cottrell, and Wrabel (2023). The sites’ recovery period began with Class 56. We observed first 
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16	 See Table A.2 in Appendix A for detailed information about sites’ targets during the 2024 classes, and 
see the discussion around the table for more information about how sites’ recent targets compare with the 
numbers of entrants and graduates.

FIGURE 2.6

Youth ChalleNGe Trends in Applicants, Entrants, and Graduates, 2016–2024

NOTE: This figure includes data from the past 18 classes of Youth ChalleNGe (2016–2024), from which we collected 
consistent pre-ChalleNGe and ChalleNGe entrants’ information. 

a rebound in the number of applicants; the numbers of entrants and graduates rebounded 
more slowly. During the pandemic and postpandemic years, sites’ targets fell, too, although 
not as much as the numbers of entrants and graduates. Targets have continued to be reduced, 
and the numbers of entrants and graduates have increased slightly in the past few years. 
Throughout the entire period shown in Figure 2.6, the number of graduates for the program 
has remained below the total target, despite some sites consistently meeting their targets.16 
There are sites that miss their targets during every class cycle for a wide variety of reasons. 
Some sites exceed their targets, but many sites lack the capacity to exceed their targets by 
more than a few cadets. Therefore, when we sum up the target numbers from all sites and 
compare the targets with the total number of graduates, the total number of graduates tends 
to be lower than the total number of target graduates.

Like sites of similar programs, Youth ChalleNGe sites operate within their state and local 
contexts. Therefore, the state-level education landscape and certain changes to state-level 
or even local education policies have the capacity to affect some sites. Large-scale national 
trends also can affect the program. We mention here a few of the factors that may help to 

 0

 2,000

 4,000

 6,000

 8,000

 10,000

 12,000

46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63

N
um

b
er

 o
f y

ou
th

s

Class

Target Applicants Pre-ChalleNGe entrants

ChalleNGe entrants Graduates



Data and Analyses, 2024 ChalleNGe Classes

21

explain the postpandemic growth patterns in Youth ChalleNGe (while noting that, in some 
cases, we do not yet have national postpandemic data on these trends). First, over the past two 
decades, the high school completion rate has increased substantially. Today, roughly half as 
many young people leave high school without a credential as was the case two decades ago.17 
This could result in fewer young people applying to Youth ChalleNGe. Although the scale 
of Youth ChalleNGe is still quite small compared with the number leaving school without a 
credential, this trend certainly could affect some sites. The existence of alternative schools, 
which typically serve high school students, may help explain the increase in high school com-
pletion rates, and the growth of these schools also would be expected to have an impact on 
Youth ChalleNGe. Although these programs grew rapidly until about 2013, the number of 
students in alternative school programs fell between 2013 and 2019.18 Finally, see an earlier 
RAND ChalleNGe report for a broader discussion of the contextual factors that affect site-
level operations (Wenger, Wrabel, Trail, et al., 2022).

Youth ChalleNGe is designed for 16- to 18-year-olds, but the program also accepts appli-
cants who are (1) at least 15.5 years old and will turn 16 during the residential phase and 
(2) those who will turn 19 during the residential phase. Past RAND work has documented
slightly lower graduation rates among cadets who entered the program at age 16 or younger.19

Our earlier analyses were based on six classes’ worth of information; we now have data on 20
classes. We return to the subject of cadets’ ages here, examining all the data collected to date
to look for trends over time and to better understand how cadets of various ages perform in
the program. We explore three specific questions:

• Are cadets in 2024 older or younger than cadets in past classes?
• Are cadets at some sites older or younger than the program norm?
• Do we observe performance differences at sites with younger cadets?

We show the ages of cadets at entry into the program and the trend toward younger cadets 
over time in Figure 2.7. In the earliest classes included in our data, about half of cadets were 
younger than 17, and 10 to 12 percent were at least 18 at entry. For classes beginning in 2023 
and 2024, about 63 percent of cadets entering Youth ChalleNGe were 16 or younger, and 
around 6 percent were at least 18 at entry.20 We found that the largest proportional change 

17	 See Harris et al. (2023) for a discussion of the causes of this increase. McFarland et al. (2018) provides a 
compendium of the various measures of high school dropout and completion rates and demonstrates that 
the general increase in completion does not depend on the specific measure used. Wrabel, Wenger, and Cot-
trell (2025) discusses the trends in high school completion, as well as other relevant trends that are likely to 
affect the program. 
18	 For more information on alternative schools, see Kho and Rabovsky (2022). Postpandemic information 
on the number of students in alternative schools was not available as of this writing.
19	 See Constant et al. (2019). The same report also demonstrates lower graduation rates among male cadets 
and among cadets at sites with higher staff turnover. 
20	 We discuss entry, graduation, and placement based on age at program entry. 
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21	 We also tested for differences across seasons; applicants, entrants, and graduates of the first class of the 
year are slightly older than those of the second class of the year. First classes typically (although not always) 
enter the program in January, while second classes typically enter in July. The difference across classes is 
very small; average ages differ by less than one week. We ran a simple regression model to control for these 
small differences attributable to first versus second class and the proportion of female cadets; consistent 
with the results shown in Figure 2.7, the model results indicated that cadet age fell slightly starting in 2016, 
fell more sharply in 2019, and fell again in 2022. 

FIGURE 2.7

Age Distribution of Youth ChalleNGe Cadets at Entry

NOTE: This figure includes data from sites for classes that began in 2015 through 2024.

is among 15-year-olds. Among classes that entered Youth ChalleNGe in 2015 or 2016, fewer 
than 20 cadets typically entered the program at age 15, while the most-recent classes (those 
entering in 2023 or 2024) have had an average of 350 to 400 cadets entering at age 15. This 
increase began around 2021, during the later phases of the pandemic. The average cadet today 
is around three months younger than the average cadet in 2015 to 2016. 

While the proportion of 16-year-olds has remained roughly constant over time, the pro-
portions of 17- and 18-year-olds have fallen at around the same time the proportion of 15-year-
olds has risen (again, see Figure 2.7). In other words, over time, 15-year-old cadets appear to 
be substituting for 17- and 18-year-old cadets. We examined the distribution of ages among 
applicants, those who were accepted, and those who participated in Youth ChalleNGe. The 
distribution was similar at each point.21 This suggests that the increase in 15-year-olds in the 
program is driven by an increased interest among a younger population rather than by some 
change in admissions procedures or practices. 
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Female cadets are slightly younger on average than male cadets (by about 2.5 weeks on 
average); the difference is consistent at application, entry, and graduation points. This dif-
ference has been stable over time and thus does not explain the trend shown in Figure 2.7.22 

We found that age differed systematically across sites. Cadets at some sites have consis-
tently been younger than those at other sites. Cadets at all sites in Indiana, Louisiana, Ken-
tucky, Nevada, and Oklahoma were most often among the youngest cadets on average.23 
These results are consistent with systematic differences in these states that influence the age 
of potential ChalleNGe cadets. 

The average age at most sites dropped over the period included in our data. The drop was 
especially notable at South Carolina and Oklahoma, where cadets were roughly six months 
younger, on average, in 2024 than in 2016. Cadets at four more sites—Capital Guardian Youth 
ChalleNGe Academy (District of Columbia), Kalaeloa Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Hawaii), 
Idaho Youth ChalleNGe Academy, and Appalachian ChalleNGe Academy (Kentucky)—were 
an average of five to six months younger in 2024 than in 2015.24 Appalachian ChalleNGe Acad-
emy is the only site where the average age of cadets entering the program is younger than 16.

Finally, we examine performance by age. We chose three relatively straightforward mea-
sures: completing pre-ChalleNGe, completing ChalleNGe (graduation), and attaining a 
placement. We focus on the past six classes (both to exclude the disruptions of the pandemic-
era classes of 2020 and 2021, some of which dismissed cadets prior to graduation, and to look 
at the period when the largest number of 15-year-olds attended ChalleNGe). Young cadets 
(defined as those who enter the program at age 15 or 16) are about as likely as older cadets to 
complete pre-ChalleNGe and enter ChalleNGe but less likely to complete Youth ChalleNGe 
(to graduate). Those who enter the program at 15 or 16 are about 1.3 percentage points less 
likely to graduate than those who enter at 17 or older. The difference is similar to what we 
found in past research.25 Substituting 15-year-olds for 17-year-olds at the rate we have seen 
would be expected to decrease graduation rates by just more than 0.5 percentage points. The 

22	 The difference is statistically significant but quite small. At every stage from application through gradu-
ation, female cadets are, on average, about 2.5 weeks younger than male cadets. The difference is driven by 
those ages 17 and older: About 42 percent of female cadets (versus about 45 percent of male cadets) are 17 or 
older.
23	 These sites require school attendance until age 18 and did not change their school attendance ages for 
2020 (Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, 2022, Table 234.10; these 
data were collected in 2020, but more-recent national data are not yet available). Note that, although Ken-
tucky lowered the state maximum age for compulsory attendance during this period, each district in the 
state continues to require attendance until age 18.
24	 The Idaho site did not report age in the cadet-level data in response to our 2025 data call; we base its sta-
tistic on data from 2023 cadets collected in summer 2024.
25	 Constant et al. (2019) found a difference of about 1 percentage point in graduation rates between 16- and 
17-year-olds; at the time, there were too few 15-year-olds to estimate their rates separately. We also used a 
simple regression model to hold constant site- and class-level differences. In this model, which controls for 
site-level and class-specific effects, we found a smaller effect of age on Youth ChalleNGe graduation; 15- 
and 16-year-olds are estimated to graduate ChalleNGe at a rate about 1.2 percentage points lower than older 
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difference in graduation rates between male cadets and female cadets is much larger than the 
difference between younger and older cadets; female cadets are about 2 percentage points 
more likely to graduate.

Placement rates are higher for 15-year-old cadets than for older cadets, and, in some cases, 
these differences are fairly large. Fifteen-year-old graduates were far more likely than older 
graduates to report an education placement.26 Given the compulsory education enrollment 
ages across the United States, these young cadets typically are required to attend schools 
in their home communities after completing Youth ChalleNGe. The majority (more than 
76 percent) of 15-year-old cadets earned high school credits while at Youth ChalleNGe, 
whereas only 30 to 35 percent of 16-, 17-, and 18-year-old cadets reported earning high school 
credits while in the program. These changes could be driven, at least partly, by the increasing 
demand for credit recovery at the sites. 

Trends in Job ChalleNGe

The number of Youth ChalleNGe graduates is one direct measure of program success. In 
states that offer a Job ChalleNGe program (described in Chapter 1), graduates also form the 
potential pool of Job ChalleNGe participants. At the beginning of 2024, six Job ChalleNGe 
sites were operating, in California, Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan, South Carolina, and West 
Virginia. Four of these sites are in states with two or three Youth ChalleNGe sites, whereas 
Michigan and South Carolina each operate a single Youth ChalleNGe site. Hilo Job Chal-
leNGe Academy (Hawaii) became operational in August 2024; this program, too, is sup-
ported by a single Youth ChalleNGe site.27 

In this section of the report, we use data provided by NGB to examine the operations of 
Job ChalleNGe sites. The data include class- and site-level information for the Job ChalleNGe 
classes operated between 2019 and 2024. We received program-level aggregates for classes 
operated between 2016 and 2018 in Georgia, Michigan, and South Carolina. The Louisiana 
program was originally funded by the U.S. Department of Labor and then transitioned to 
DoD funding in fiscal year 2023; data for Louisiana are not available for the Department 
of Labor–funded period. We edited class numbers to align with cycle start dates to ensure 
accurate comparison across classes and calendar years. This change resulted in one edit to 

cadets. Overall graduation rates have increased somewhat over time (with the exception of Class 54; during 
this class, some of the sites closed and did not record graduates). 
26	 Fifteen-year-old cadets were 2 to 4 percentage points more likely than 17- to 18-year-old cadets to be 
placed in the first month after graduation. By the sixth month, the difference had grown, with 15-year-old 
cadets 4 to 9 percentage points more likely to be placed than 16-, 17-, and 18-year-old cadets. Fifteen-year-old 
cadets were more likely than older cadets to report having placements in multiple months after graduation.
27	 Hawaii had two Youth ChalleNGe sites at the beginning of 2024, and each operated NGB Class 62. At the 
start of NGB Class 63, Hilo Youth ChalleNGe Academy had ceased operations as a Youth ChalleNGe site 
and transitioned to become the newest Job ChalleNGe site.
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the provided data, modifying a South Carolina class number to align with the standardized 
class number system.

In 2019, there were six Job ChalleNGe sites, and the total number of Youth ChalleNGe 
graduates in states with a Job ChalleNGe site was around 3,900 per year, or 1,950 per class 
(Wenger et al., 2021). In 2023, there were still six Job ChalleNGe sites, but the number of 
Youth ChalleNGe graduates was around 2,400 per year (around 1,200 per class) (see Wrabel, 
Wenger, and Cottrell, 2025). By the end of 2024, seven Job ChalleNGe sites were operating. 
We do not know the exact number of Youth ChalleNGe graduates required to supply a single 
Job ChalleNGe site with participants; the number surely depends on the size of the Job Chal-
leNGe site, the popularity of the training options available, the age of Youth ChalleNGe grad-
uates, and the local labor market. But we do know that, in 2024, about 1,800 cadets graduated 
from one of the Youth ChalleNGe sites in the seven states with a Job ChalleNGe site.28 

In 2024, about 66 percent of Job ChalleNGe participants completed the residential phase 
of Job ChalleNGe. The graduation rate changes from year to year, but we found no clear 
trend in the rate to date. Across all classes for which we have data, the total graduation rate 
is 72 percent. The total number of graduates per year has grown since 2019, when there were 
312 across all sites. In 2023, sites reported the largest number of graduates to date with 536. In 
2024, the sites collectively reported a total of 468 graduates.

Given the downward trend in the age of Youth ChalleNGe cadets, we examined the 
age distribution of Job ChalleNGe cadets. Job ChalleNGe sites typically set minimum age 
requirements for their participants, most often 17.5 years. These requirements originate from 
the job training or credentials offered to Job ChalleNGe participants. For this reason, the 
trend toward younger Youth ChalleNGe cadets has implications for Job ChalleNGe. In our 
Job ChalleNGe data, more than 99 percent of participants were at least 17 years of age. Basing 
eligibility only on age, less than 40 percent of the 2024 Youth ChalleNGe graduates in states 
with a Job ChalleNGe program were eligible for Job ChalleNGe immediately after graduation. 
This is a key metric because Job ChalleNGe participants are all Youth ChalleNGe graduates 
(although Youth ChalleNGe graduates need not enter Job ChalleNGe immediately after com-
pleting Youth ChalleNGe). If Youth ChalleNGe cadets continue to trend younger, this will 
have even larger implications for Job ChalleNGe in the future. 

Job ChalleNGe provides training for specific occupations. Training tracks are chosen after 
considering the tracks available from the site’s education partner, the time required to com-
plete the trainings, and local labor market conditions (see Wrabel et al., 2024). Participants 
also have a voice in this; typically, they can choose between several offered tracks. Therefore, 
credentials completed vary by site and sometimes over time. Between 2019 and 2024, sites 
reported awarding nearly 7,000 individual credentials (a participant can receive more than 

28	 With the exception of South Carolina, each state with a Job ChalleNGe site had well greater than 100 
Youth ChalleNGe graduates in total in 2024. The number of Youth ChalleNGe graduates in Hawaii could 
decrease slightly in the near term because one of the Hawaii Youth ChalleNGe sites has been converted to a 
Job ChalleNGe site.
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one credential). Given the differences in offerings and local labor markets, we might expect 
credentials to vary across sites, and we do observe this in the data. We show the 14 most 
common credentials in Figure 2.8. This group includes all credentials that have been issued 
more than 100 times; while these 11 common credentials include more than 75 percent of all 
credentials issued, the sites have issued 67 other credentials in smaller numbers.29 A typical 
site reported issuing eight different credentials during a Job ChalleNGe class.

Similar to Youth ChalleNGe sites, Job ChalleNGe sites collect data on graduate place-
ments. Figure 2.9 shows placements by category and quarter for Job ChalleNGe graduates 
who completed the program in 2023, within the first year after graduation. During 2023, 

29	 Some of the credentials are quite similar and likely reflect different requirements across states; for exam-
ple, a certified nursing assistant credential is among the top ten, and a nursing assistant credential is the 36th 
most common. Sites also report issuing credentials in other, related areas, such as medical administration/
technology, emergency medical technician, and National Healthcareer Association phlebotomy technician.

FIGURE 2.8

Common Credentials Earned by Job ChalleNGe Participants, 2019–2024

NOTE: All others includes 67 varied credentials that were less common among participants. CPR = cardiopulmonary 
resuscitation; FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Agency; OSHA = Occupational Safety and Health Administra-
tion. This figure includes data from the past 12 classes of Job ChalleNGe (2019–2024).
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30	 During fiscal year 2022, the total active component enlistment goal was about 128,100; the total youth 
population (ages 18 to 24) was around 31 million (see, respectively, Office of the Under Secretary for Per-
sonnel and Readiness, 2022, Table B.1; and U.S. Census Bureau, 2025). In a comparison of the number of 
enlistments with a single cohort, the enlistment rate is roughly 3 percent.

FIGURE 2.9

Post-Residential Placements of 2023 Job ChalleNGe Graduates, by Placement 
Type

NOTE: The data for this figure are from graduates of Job ChalleNGe classes that began in 2023. 

there were 536 graduates; reporting increased over time, and sites reported that, by the third 
and fourth quarters, about two-thirds of graduates were placed. The remainder of graduates 
may have been without a placement or may not have reported information to the site.

Each quarter, the majority of graduates (65 to 70 percent) whose placement was known 
reported holding a job. Roughly 10 percent of graduates indicated that they were enrolled in 
school. A relatively large share of Job ChalleNGe graduates (about one in six, or 16 to 19 per-
cent) reported joining the military; this enlistment rate is substantially higher than the over-
all youth enlistment rate and is higher than the military placement rate reported by Youth 
ChalleNGe graduates (see the previous subsection).30 Job ChalleNGe provides opportunities 
for participants to gain additional education and training, both of which likely improve their 
military eligibility. Finally, Job ChalleNGe graduates are substantially older than Youth Chal-
leNGe graduates; this, too, increases their eligibility. 

Job ChalleNGe programs offer training in specific occupations and award a variety of 
credentials. Among those who are employed, Figure 2.9 distinguishes between graduates 
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who were employed in the area of their Job ChalleNGe training track and those who were 
employed in a different area. In each quarter, the majority (about 60 percent) of employed 
Job ChalleNGe graduates were not working in their training areas, and roughly 40 percent 
of those employed reported that they were working in their training areas. This rate could 
indicate that Job ChalleNGe graduates struggle to find employment in their training areas 
(perhaps because of weak local demand or because they cannot complete enough training 
during Job ChalleNGe to qualify for jobs in that area). Conversely, it could indicate that Job 
ChalleNGe graduates find better opportunities outside their training areas. Understanding 
the reason(s) that a small proportion of Job ChalleNGe cadets are employed in their training 
areas would help leaders devise specific ways to improve the program.

Finally, Figure 2.9 shows that a small number of Job ChalleNGe graduates were taking part 
in apprenticeships, all of which came from Michigan’s Job ChalleNGe program. Apprentice-
ships offer considerable value for an individual’s professional development, but they remain 
a small part of the U.S. labor market.31 To the extent practical, expanding the apprenticeship 
opportunities for Job ChalleNGe graduates could improve their longer-term outcomes. Of 
course, apprenticeships require available local slots in one of the areas in which the program 
offers training. 

Summary

In this chapter, we presented a variety of measures related to Youth ChalleNGe core compo-
nents and cadets’ progress in 2024. In many cases, we documented substantial progress; pat-
terns of progress were typically similar to those observed in earlier years. We also presented 
trend analyses; these focused on site operations over time, with an emphasis on the changes 
in cadets’ ages over time. The numbers of cadets and graduates were slightly larger than 
numbers observed in 2022 and 2023. The marked increase in applications over each of the 
past two years could indicate increased success in reaching potential cadets. This could also 
reflect changes in the education environment in some or all of the states. 

Education remains a common placement for graduates in the post-residential phase. The 
overall high levels of education placements suggest a need to carefully track high school 
completion among graduates; successful high school completion can provide a powerful and 
easily understood measure of program success. 

Today’s cadets are significantly younger than cadets in past years. This could have impli-
cations for program recruiting, operations, and placements. Additionally, in states that also 
offer Job ChalleNGe, younger age of recruits may mean that fewer Youth ChalleNGe gradu-
ates are eligible to enter Job ChalleNGe immediately after graduation. Job ChalleNGe data 

31	 As of fiscal year 2024, about 680,000 individuals were taking part in apprenticeships in the United 
States (Bruno and Manzo, 2025). For context, the total undergraduate enrollment in degree-granting post-
secondary institutions in 2023 was around 15.8 million (Institute of Education Sciences, National Center 
for Education Statistics, 2024, Table 303.70).
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indicate that the majority of graduates who are employed are not working in their creden-
tialed field. This may indicate a mismatch between training and local labor markets; con-
versely, graduates may find better opportunities outside their credentialed fields. 
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CHAPTER 3

Pilot Program: Mentoring Within Youth 
ChalleNGe

Mentoring has been a fundamental component of the Youth ChalleNGe program design and 
whole-person intervention approach since the program’s inception. Given the relative brev-
ity of the program’s residential phase, ChalleNGe staff have said that mentors are essential 
for providing continuity of support for graduates as they transition into their post-residential 
phase placements. Youth ChalleNGe has used a mentoring approach that is consistent with 
the program’s original design since 1993. Since 2022, ChalleNGe leadership had been exper-
imenting with modifications to the mentoring approach, with a goal of better equipping 
cadets for their transition back to their home communities and into productive placements. 
Program leadership decided to support a pilot program, with six Youth ChalleNGe sites, to 
assess the feasibility of a new mentoring approach. The pilot approach was first used by a site 
in 2022. We collected data to understand the pilot’s implementation, with a keen focus on 
benefits and challenges of the pilot approach relative to those of the original design, implica-
tions of the pilot for staff and budget, expected benefits of the new approach, and the supports 
or resources that sites needed to successfully implement the pilot. 

In this chapter, we provide a brief history of mentoring in the United States and the effects 
that mentoring has on young people. We next describe the original mentoring approach of 
Youth ChalleNGe and the ways in which the pilot program differs from the original model. 
We present our collection and analytic approach for understanding the rollout of the pilot 
program. Finally, we discuss changes in outcomes one might expect to see as a result of the 
mentoring pilot program.

Mentoring in the United States

For a young person, having a mentor is expected to improve their emotional, social, and 
psychological well-being; their education performance and attainment; their eventual 
earnings and civic participation; and their relationships with peers and parents.1 Mentor-

1	 Rhodes (2020) provides a thorough and up-to-date summary of what is hoped for from mentoring pro-
grams and what the programs have been shown to accomplish. 
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ing programs—formal systems or structures through which young people are connected to 
mentors—have a long history in the United States, and research evidence indicates that at 
least some programs produce the expected outcomes. 

Perhaps the best example of such a program is Big Brothers Big Sisters (BBBS), which was 
founded in 1904 and remains a predominant program today.2 BBBS pairs volunteer men-
tors with children who are determined to be at risk; the program includes both a school-
based model and a more intensive community-based model. BBBS is the most extensively 
studied mentoring program, but many different youth programs focus on or at least include 
mentoring (Garringer, McQuillin, and McDaniel, 2017). Mentoring also remains among the 
most popular forms of volunteer work for U.S. adults, with about 20 million adults reporting 
having served as mentors.3

Researchers have studied the BBBS program using a randomized controlled trial design 
since 1991. The initial results indicated that young people who had a mentor through BBBS 
were far less likely than their otherwise-similar peers to use illicit substances, less likely to use 
alcohol, and less likely to become physically violent; these mentees (littles, in BBBS language) 
also had better school attendance and better reported relationships with peers and parents 
(Tierney, Grossman, and Resch, 1995). As this sample of BBBS mentees has aged, research-
ers have tracked longer-term outcomes. A decade ago, researchers found that former mentees 
were less likely than their peers to be arrested (Tolan et al., 2014). The most-recent research, 
which tracks these mentees to around age 30, has found statistically significant and large 
increases in college enrollment and earnings: Former BBBS mentees were about 20 percent 
more likely than their peers to attend college and appear to earn nearly 20 percent more than 
their peers (Bell and Petkova, 2024).4 For context, an additional year of education is thought to 
increase earnings by about 10 percent.5 Notably, the BBBS community-based model features 
substantial screening and training for mentors, as well as relatively long-term relationships 

2	 The program was originally founded as Big Brothers in New York City in 1904; at roughly the same time, 
Ladies of Charity began a similar program, also in New York City, for girls; the two programs merged in 
1977 (BBBS, undated-a). The program typically serves about 200,000 young people per year. See annual 
reports for various years at BBBS (undated-b).
3	 As of 2017, more than one-fourth of all adult volunteers (about 20 million U.S. adults) indicated that they 
served as mentors to youth (Grimm et al., 2005; Schlachter, 2024). Turner, Klein, and Sorrentino (2020) 
reports similar findings from 2015. More-recent data indicate that, aside from the pandemic years, vol-
unteering and mentoring rates have remained similar over most of the past decade and appear to have 
increased since 2006 (Foster-Bey, Dietz, and Grimm, 2006). The National Mentoring Partnership periodi-
cally surveys a group of mentoring programs (more than 1,400 in the 2016 publication); its estimates indi-
cate that nearly 200,000 mentors served more than 410,000 young people in 2016 (Garringer, McQuillan, 
and McDaniel, 2017).
4	 Intermediate results appear in DuBois, Herrera, and Rivera (2018). All the results cited here are from 
the BBBS community model; BBBS also offers a school-based mentoring program, which typically features 
shorter relationships and fewer hours of contact per week. See BBBS (undated-a) and Herrera et al. (2011). 
5	 Among others, see Card and Krueger (1992) and Heckman, Humphries, and Veramendi (2018), which 
also document other health-related returns resulting from education.
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between the mentor and the mentee. Most mentee-mentor relationships are about two years 
in length, and there is an expectation that the mentor and the mentee will spend around four 
hours per week together. Finally, BBBS does not focus on academic performance or building 
specific skills per se; rather, the program is designed to create a strong and trusting relation-
ship between the mentee and the mentor. 

Mentoring programs that feature less contact than BBBS for shorter periods might be 
expected to have smaller effects. A series of meta-analyses suggests that most mentoring pro-
grams have some positive effects across a fairly broad spectrum of outcomes but that the 
sizes of the effects are often smaller than what is found for BBBS.6 The traditional Youth 
ChalleNGe mentoring model included the expectation that cadets and their mentors would 
remain in touch for one year (or about one and a half years, if including the program’s resi-
dential phase), which is a reasonably long mentoring relationship. But the ChalleNGe men-
toring model has fairly modest expectations in terms of time commitments on the part of 
mentors. Mentors and mentees are expected to be in contact at least once per month (Chief 
of the National Guard Bureau Manual 9350.01, 2023). Thus, the expected outcomes for the 
Youth ChalleNGe mentoring approach would be more modest than those for BBBS. Cadets 
are older than the typical BBBS mentee, which also could result in different effects. 

But there are other reasons to use caution when applying findings from the broader men-
toring literature to Youth ChalleNGe. Chiefly, Youth ChalleNGe is a wrap-around residential 
program that uses mentoring to assist cadets with their reentry into their home communi-
ties; in this sense, it is quite different from a traditional stand-alone mentoring program. For 
this reason, program outcomes (such as increases in education attainment and employment) 
are properly viewed as outcomes of the entire program rather than as outcomes of mentoring 
alone. Thus, we are not suggesting that ChalleNGe adopt the full scope and approaches used 
by stand-alone mentoring programs but rather that it use the broader mentoring literature 
to inform its mentoring program design and implementation and, in turn, how mentoring 
(along with other aspects of the program) may influence outcomes. 

Other research shows that, for young people from low-income backgrounds, living in 
communities where they have more connections to higher-income individuals is linked to 
upward economic mobility (Chetty et al., 2022). Thus, ensuring that Youth ChalleNGe grad-
uates have access to a variety of mentors or other advisers may help improve cadets’ longer-
term success.

6	 The capability to track mentees for very long periods, as can be done with the BBBS sample, is also 
unusual. Other programs could also show evidence of long-term effects and cost-effectiveness if partici-
pants could be followed for decades.
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Youth ChalleNGe Mentoring

Youth ChalleNGe mentoring has operated on a “warm match” model. The initial Donohue 
intervention model planned that “[p]articipants would be  .  .  . supervised and mentored by 
fulltime personnel” during the residential phase and that participants would be “paired with 
mentors, mostly of their own choosing, who stick with them for a year after they graduate” 
(Price, 2010, pp. 9, 13). In their application to Youth ChalleNGe, each potential cadets was 
expected to identify their own mentor. The requirements for a mentor were that they be a 
same-sex individual, at least 25 years of age, and from the youth’s home community but not 
a close relative or living in the cadet’s home. Sites recommended sports coaches, teachers, 
principals, pastors, neighbors, or other adults who held a positive connection to the applicant. 
These mentors are volunteers; they are not paid for the time they spend with cadets. We refer 
to these mentors as community-based mentors throughout the remainder of this chapter. 

During the residential phase of the program, site staff conduct background checks on all 
potential mentors and spend the first 13 weeks of the program ensuring that every cadet has 
a mentor capable of meeting the requirements and commitments of the role. Mentors are 
expected to support cadets through the end of the 12-month post-residential phase. Sites pro-
vide training for mentors to ensure that they understand their role and responsibilities. Chal-
leNGe policy and guidance require only limited contact between the mentor and the cadet. 
Beginning in week 14 of the residential period, mentors are expected to contact cadets weekly 
(by phone, email, letter, text, or social media platform). 

In the post-residential phase, mentors are expected to contact graduates a minimum 
of once per month (in-person contact is preferred, but phone, email, letter, text, and social 
media are also acceptable). The residential phase and post-residential phase requirements 
are specified in the manual for the program (Chief of the National Guard Bureau Manual 
9350.01, 2023). Some sites established expectations for more-substantial contact and engage-
ment than that defined by the federal-level policy and guidance. Some mentors may maintain 
more-regular contact with their graduate mentees, but even very limited contact meets the 
formal expectations of the program. 

Mentors have played an additional important role for Youth ChalleNGe in terms of data 
collection and post-residential outcome tracking. Mentors had the primary responsibility of 
reporting graduates’ activities during the post-residential phase (i.e., education enrollment, 
work, military enlistment, and substantial volunteer activities) back to the sites. Incomplete 
mentor reporting has been an ongoing issue. As documented in Wenger, Constant, and Cot-
trell (2018), fewer than two-thirds of mentors were providing information on cadets nine 
months after graduation, and this lack of reporting means that sites (1) must expend consid-
erable resources attempting to contact cadets and (2) have difficulties identifying graduates 
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most in need of assistance and assessing program effectiveness.7 Additionally, in cases with 
no reporting, sites do not know whether mentors were in touch with cadets.

Youth ChalleNGe Mentoring Pilot Program

The Spectrum Group, after consulting with external experts in mentoring, played an impor-
tant role in designing the new mentoring model.8 It also helped identify six Youth ChalleNGe 
sites to join the pilot program to test the new model of mentoring.9 The ChalleNGe mentor-
ing pilot program was, like all pilots, small in scale and preliminary in nature.10 The goals 
were to test a new method of mentoring before potentially rolling out the changes to all Youth 
ChalleNGe sites. The results of the pilot program are expected to reveal information about 
the feasibility, implementation, and cost of the full-scale program and to inform leadership 
on ways to strengthen the program. Our focus here is on implementation.11

The Youth ChalleNGe pilot mentoring program is simple in concept: Program staff will 
take on the primary mentoring role, with one staff member typically assigned to a platoon. 
One advantage of this system is that staff can build relationships with cadets during the res-

7	 As noted earlier, mentors are volunteers; this is the norm among youth mentoring programs across the 
United States. Youth ChalleNGe has not experimented with paying mentors for reporting (or for the time 
they spend with cadets). Although this could have the potential to increase reporting, we believe that it 
would be prohibitively expensive and would likely create resentment among paid program staff, who often 
work for relatively low wages. For every 9,000 graduates, paying mentors even $10 per month would cost 
approximately $1.1 million per year, plus the costs required to administer and oversee payments. For more 
on staff pay, see Wenger et al. (2024). Finally, we note that current reporting rates are substantially higher 
than the rates indicated in earlier data collections; this difference is driven at least partly by staff efforts to 
collect post-residential information directly from graduates.
8	 The Spectrum Group is a strategic consulting organization. Staff include former Youth ChalleNGe pro-
gram directors, state directors, and others with previous budgetary and policy experience with the program. 
9	 The original six sites were Alaska Military Youth Academy, California Grizzly Youth Academy, Idaho 
Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Pennsylvania Keystone State ChalleNGe Academy, Virginia Commonwealth 
ChalleNGe Academy, and Washington Youth ChalleNGe Academy. Additional sites have joined the pilot 
program in the interim; here, we focus on the sites with the longest experience in the pilot program.
10	 The Youth ChalleNGe mentoring pilot program differs from other pilot programs in important ways. 
First, the sites chosen for the original pilot were not randomly selected; second, in the interim since the first 
six sites began to roll out the pilot program, other sites have also begun to experiment with the new mentor-
ing model. For these reasons, we focus our analyses on the first six sites to take part in the pilot program, 
and we do not explicitly compare outcomes between pilot and non-pilot Youth ChalleNGe sites. 
11	 One goal of the pilot program is to have more-complete reporting of cadets’ post-residential activities. 
However, given the timing of the pilot program and the relatively high reporting rates at many of the sites 
taking part in the pilot program, we do not expect the pilot program to produce large increases in reporting 
that are discernable at this point. We will, however, track this outcome for future reports. 



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2024–2025

36

idential phase and then maintain those relationships during the post-residential period.12 
Community-based volunteers will still serve an important role, but now their role will be 
more targeted; the pilot design allows for community advocates or flash mentors to provide 
support and input in specific areas (for example, to provide job-related information or con-
tacts to their industry). This change eliminates the need for some or most mentor training. 

For the mentor pilot, graduates and their staff-mentors are expected to connect once per 
month during the 12-month post-residential phase and quarterly in the second year follow-
ing program graduation. The pilot extends the length of time that a graduate has contact 
and connection with the site. The changes made as part of the pilot program also mean that 
a single staff member is mentoring more than a dozen young people (as part of their official 
duties); this is fundamentally different from the one-to-one model previously employed. But 
staff will still likely spend at least some time one-on-one with each cadet, and group mentor-
ing is quite common in other settings.13 

The pilot program eliminates (1) the need for Youth ChalleNGe applicants to identify a 
mentor and (2) many staff responsibilities related to mentor verification and training. The 
mentoring pilot program also removes the community-based mentor from the data collec-
tion and reporting role they previously held. Instead, the pilot program presumes the use of 
a web-based system of communication and data collection (MentorPRO) and an expectation 
that staff mentors are collecting and verifying the placements of the graduates under their 
mentorship. Collectively, these changes could have implications for staffing and, subsequently, 
program budgets. 

In our assessment, the ChalleNGe mentoring pilot program is likely to feature both 
increased interactions and longer relationships between mentees and mentors than those in 
the previous model (although contact will still likely be substantially lower than in the BBBS 
community-based model). Therefore, we would expect this new pilot program to produce more 
positive outcomes among ChalleNGe graduates than those of the traditional program.

Next, we present the findings from our discussions with ChalleNGe program staff at the 
original six sites that took part in the mentoring pilot program.

Analysis of the ChalleNGe Mentoring Pilot Program

To learn about the sites’ experiences with the mentoring pilot program, we held discussions 
with staff at each of the original six pilot sites. These conversations occurred during 2024 and 
2025. Because of the relatively long period of data collection and the differential time points 

12	 As one way of distinguishing different roles, traditional ChalleNGe mentors can be referred to as matched 
mentors (Spectrum Group, undated).
13	 According to one survey, around one-third of mentees experience one-on-one mentoring, whereas 
35 percent experience group mentoring and 12 percent experience blended (one-on-one and group) men-
toring. Other types of mentoring, such as peer mentoring and team mentoring, are less common; see Gar-
ringer, McQuillin, and McDaniel (2017). 
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when individual sites started the pilot, we collected information when the pilot sites were at 
somewhat different phases of adopting the pilot approach. 

We used a semi-structured protocol with a series of questions about overall impressions of 
the pilot program to date.14 The protocol also included more-detailed questions that focused 
on exactly when the site began to participate in the pilot, what benefits the staff expected 
from the pilot, how the pilot was to operate, and feedback from staff, cadets, and families. We 
also discussed training and other resources required, impacts on staff, and changes (if any) to 
post-residential cadet outcomes. In the next section, we summarize the information provided 
by the pilot sites. In most cases, many or all sites provided very similar information (although 
we flag a few points of difference).15 

Given the small number of sites, we focused on identifying common and recurrent themes 
across the responses. We also identify key points of disagreement when those occur. While 
some sites opted into the pilot program and others were recruited, responses to questions 
about the pilot did not differ systematically between those groups. In the next section, we 
present themes from the most-pertinent questions. 

Results

Sites reported consistent and positive feedback about the pilot program. Despite some concerns 
about resources and staffing (discussed below), the sites were united in their positive impres-
sions of the pilot program. Site staff indicated that they were now providing better support to 
cadets and program graduates and that they appreciated the opportunity to use MentorPRO 
to improve communication with graduates. Sites also reported higher levels of communica-
tion with families both during and after the residential phase. Several sites indicated that the 
pilot program was quite consistent with the way they wished to operate even before it began. 
One staff member noted that, if they were forced to go back to the original model, “I would 
resign!” Staff at all six sites favored staying in the pilot program. In short, staff said that this 
pilot made the overall program stronger and that it would improve outcomes for graduates 
and their families.

Sites reported the need for additional training and guidance to ensure that the pilot program 
was working as intended. Staff consistently reported the need for additional training on the 
pilot approach, the expectations and indicators of success, and the MentorPRO app itself. 
This is not surprising, as the pilot program was rolled out fairly soon after development and 
the program is unique to Youth ChalleNGe, so there was no off-the-shelf training available. 
But if the pilot is expanded to other sites, structured training and supports, coupled with 

14	 See Appendix B for a copy of our protocol.
15	 The Pennsylvania Keystone State ChalleNGe Academy took part in the mentor pilot starting with its ini-
tial operational cycle. Therefore, staff at this site were not asked questions about their experiences with the 
previous mentoring model. 
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clear guidance on expectations and indicators of success, will be necessary to ensure that the 
pilot’s implementation aligns with the intended approach. 

Sites reported some concerns around the use of MentorPRO. Several sites noted concerns 
about phones and phone use by cadets or graduates and worries that graduates might not 
use the app. However, sites also noted that MentorPRO at least has the potential to overcome 
the ongoing issue of graduates’ phone numbers changing frequently, which otherwise causes 
difficulties in maintaining long-term communication with them. One site noted that many 
cadets come from areas with significant connectivity issues; its interviewee indicated con-
cern that operating through the app may be more difficult for graduates from these areas.

Some sites reported that running the mentoring pilot program requires additional staff. 
Some sites noted that because they have more classes in the post-residential phase and con-
tinue to track placement for 24 months, they might require additional staff or risk staff burn-
out. Two sites had hired more staff to maintain alignment with updated guidance on staff-
to-cadet ratios and to ensure that they could mentor cadets effectively; program staff noted 
that these staff members had played a key role in the rollout of the pilot program. We also 
observed that sites may require staff with skills that are different from or in addition to those 
already possessed by staff members to successfully enact the mentoring pilot program.

Reported feedback from staff and families was strikingly positive. Staff were nearly universal 
in their support of the pilot program and indicated that the pilot program would allow them 
to better support cadets. Staff also appreciated no longer needing to process mentor applica-
tions, train mentors, or spend time tracking down mentors to learn of graduates’ activities. 
Staff indicated that parents were generally supportive of the program, after it was explained. 
Initially, some parents expressed concern about the lack of a mentor for their child, but parents 
generally described the pilot program positively after they understood how it would work. 

Staff expressed uncertainty about how the pilot program would affect placement rates and 
mentioned a wide variety of potential outcomes that they expected as a result of the pilot pro-
gram. Among the questions asked of all sites, the question about expected outcomes pro-
duced perhaps the most–widely varied responses. Staff from one site mentioned that they had 
observed an increase in requested and submitted applications; they interpreted this to mean 
that identifying a mentor may have been a barrier to application for some young people. Staff 
from this site noted that it already had a high graduation rate, so they would not expect to see 
changes there, and that they did not believe that they had had time yet to observe changes in 
placement or reporting rates. A couple of other interviewees also mentioned that their sites’ 
placement and reporting rates were high and that they did not expect to see further improve-
ment on these measures. Staff at another site mentioned the expectation that the pilot pro-
gram would allow them to form stronger connections, with both cadets and cadets’ families. 
This site focuses on working with families to help prepare them to receive their changed 
post-ChalleNGe children and indicated that this work is key in their success. Staff from one 
site described MentorPRO primarily as a communication platform that allows them to more 
easily stay in touch with graduates; the outcomes they expected came from this perspective, 
and they noted that they can easily post information about resources or job fairs on Mentor-
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PRO. One site mentioned testing various incentives to keep graduates interacting with them 
on MentorPRO; the most effective incentive to date turned out to be the chance to interact 
with their former cadre. 

Ownership of the data in MentorPRO is unclear. Only one site raised a concern in this area, 
but because of our extensive experience with Youth ChalleNGe and the various data collec-
tion and storage practices that have been used over the history of the program, we believe 
that this point warrants highlighting. Ownership over past databases and data collection and 
storage systems has historically remained with contractors. The program has not owned the 
data or had access to backup data files, and this has caused data disruptions when contracts 
expired or contractors changed. 

Sites began to participate in the pilot program on slightly different schedules. Although four 
of the sites began the pilot with their second class in 2023 (referred to as Class 61), the Penn-
sylvania site used the mentoring pilot program beginning with its inaugural class in 2022 
(Class 59). The Washington site also began the pilot program during Class 59 but elected to 
run a hybrid model for the first class because some cadets already had mentors. Understand-
ing exactly when each site began participating in the mentoring pilot program will be key as 
we seek to understand how this program has changed longer-term outcomes.

Conclusions

Mentoring has been linked with positive outcomes for young people, but approaches vary 
widely across mentoring programs. In this chapter, we contrasted the original and pilot 
approaches to mentoring used with Youth ChalleNGe cadets. Both approaches are aligned 
with the program’s original design framework of providing continued supports for graduates 
when they return to their home communities following completion of the residential phase. 
In examining the implementation of the mentoring pilot program, we found consistent per-
spectives from participating site staff in terms of which mentoring model was preferred, the 
need for training and supports, and anticipated outcomes. Staff also highlighted a few areas 
of concern, including potential staff burnout, that will need continued monitoring if the pilot 
approach is continued. 

In our assessment, the Youth ChalleNGe mentoring pilot is likely to feature both increased 
interactions and longer relationships between mentees and mentors compared with the previ-
ous model, although these are still likely lower than the levels shown to matter in the men-
toring research. Therefore, we would expect this new pilot program to produce more-positive 
outcomes among Youth ChalleNGe graduates compared with the traditional mentor approach. 
We also would expect the pilot program to increase the rate at which placements are reported. 

The staff members who talked with us were, nearly without exception, enthusiastic about 
the pilot program. They expressed their belief that the pilot program would strengthen the 
program and that this approach to mentoring would lead to better outcomes for cadets.
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Assuming that the pilot program is maintained or expanded, and in accordance with 
our conversations with program staff, we recommend building a stronger training curriculum 
and clarifying expectations. Finally, Youth ChalleNGe leadership should take clear steps to 
maintain access and ensure protection of the data collected in MentorPRO as part of this pilot 
program.

The new mentoring approach has the potential to influence many other dimensions of the 
program’s operations and outcomes. For example, applications could increase; the increase 
might be observed across the board or from only geographic areas that lack appropriate men-
tors and where the mentor requirement was a barrier to application. For similar reasons, the 
ratio of accepted applicants who enter Youth ChalleNGe could increase. The Youth Chal-
leNGe graduation rate could increase if staff mentors are able to form lasting and supportive 
bonds with cadets. Placement types could change; for example, more graduates may enroll 
in postsecondary programs. Staff turnover could increase or decrease, depending on how 
the pilot changes working conditions and staff satisfaction. The pilot could also result in an 
increase in program cost if additional or more-experienced staff are required to operate in 
the new system. However, even if costs do increase, the program could remain cost-effective. 
Indeed, if cadet outcomes improve substantially, this could result in a higher benefit-to-
cost ratio for the program. We will track these outcomes and present our findings in future 
reports. 
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CHAPTER 4

Key Findings, Recommendations, and 
Closing Thoughts

Youth ChalleNGe is designed to support young people at risk of not completing high school. 
Cadets spend 5.5 months in the program’s residential phase focusing on academics and other 
core components. Graduates then transition to a 12-month post-residential phase, in which 
they use their new skills, credentials, and personal growth to seek additional education, 
employment, or other positive pathways into young adulthood. Youth ChalleNGe sites sup-
ported 7,049 individuals to successfully graduate from the program in 2024.

This is the tenth in a series of annual reports focused on program performance. We present 
metrics across the 39 sites that operated at least one class in 2024, supplemented by site- and 
class-level presentations of the data to support decisionmaking and continuous improvement 
efforts. We also include high-level trends for Job ChalleNGe. As with each prior report, we 
selected a dimension of the program to provide more in-depth documentation and analysis. 
This year, we opted to examine mentoring in the post-residential phase because of the intro-
duction of a pilot program to explore a new mentoring approach. We also chose to focus on 
the trend toward younger program participants. 

Key Findings

Our analyses show that the numbers of applicants, cadets, and graduates continued to trend 
upward modestly in 2024. The programwide graduation rate was more than 2 percentage 
points higher than the preceding year’s rate, which is not a negligible change and reflects nearly 
200 additional graduates. We found that programs were in contact with 93 to 95 percent of 
graduates in the month after they graduate and 90 percent of graduates (Class 62) six months 
into the post-residential phase; these rates reflect higher contact rates than those in prior years 
and plausibly indicate substantial efforts by staff to maintain relationships with graduates. We 
also see that placement rates increase with time in the post-residential phase, which suggests 
that finding the right placement may take time after residential phase completion. 

The average cadet in 2024 was approximately three months younger than the average 
cadet in 2016. In our trend analyses, we found that 15-year-olds are an increasing propor-
tion of cadets; there has been a 24-percent increase in this population of cadets since 2016. 
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Although all sites have at least one 15-year-old, some sites serve substantially larger propor-
tions of younger participants than other sites do. The age of cadets has implications for the 
program that span across recruiting and retention, residential phase supports and curricula, 
post-residential phase placement options, and the time frame in which longer-term outcomes 
could be observed or should be measured. 

Our review of Job ChalleNGe identified that, in 2024, a total of 468 participants com-
pleted the program, for a programwide graduate rate of roughly 66 percent. During the time 
span of 2019 through 2024, sites report awarding nearly 7,000 individual credentials to pro-
gram participants, with some participants receiving more than one credential. In examining 
the placements of Job ChalleNGe graduates, we found two noteworthy trends. First, gradu-
ates of Job ChalleNGe are more likely than Youth ChalleNGe–only graduates and the broader 
U.S. youth population to report military service. Job ChalleNGe participants’ military eligi-
bility is likely improved by the fact that they are, on average, older than Youth ChalleNGe 
participants and because the program provides opportunities for participants to gain addi-
tional education and training. Second, while the overall employment rates of Job ChalleNGe 
graduates are quite high, about 60 percent of graduates who were in the labor market in 2024 
were working in a field outside their Job ChalleNGe training program. 

We also assessed the post-residential mentoring pilot program that six sites adopted. 
This new approach moves away from cadets having to identify their own community-based 
mentor and also from having mentors act as data collection agents for the program. Instead, 
site staff—who have the opportunity to build relationships with cadets during the residen-
tial phase—continue to act in a mentoring capacity after graduation. Sites use a web-based 
platform to engage with graduates and to provide resources and information that support a 
graduate’s well-being and attempts at finding placement opportunities. Staff participating in 
this pilot expressed consistently positive perceptions of the new approach and said that this 
approach would lead to better longer-term outcomes for cadets. The pilot program is still too 
early in its implementation for us to assess the differences in site or cadet outcomes; however, 
we would expect this new pilot program to produce more-positive outcomes among Youth 
ChalleNGe graduates compared with the traditional mentoring approach. However, the new 
approach generates new needs for sites, including additional training needs and clarifications 
on policy and guidance. This approach also has the potential to influence other aspects of 
program operations (e.g., recruiting and applications, staff burnout, staff hiring needs), and 
more analyses are needed to identify and track the influence of this mentoring approach on 
program needs.

In the next section, we identify four recommendations, drawn from the analyses pre-
sented in this report, with a goal of continuing to enhance the programs and bolster partici-
pants’ success. 
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Recommendations

Program leadership should continue tracking the age of cadets and the growing propor-
tion of 15-year-old cadets to understand how these changes influence program operations 
and outcomes. This may be especially important in states with Job ChalleNGe, because those 
sites rely on Youth ChalleNGe to produce eligible participants (typically 17.5 years of age or 
older). Youth ChalleNGe staff need to consider the needs of Job ChalleNGe (along with other 
factors) when planning their recruiting strategies. The analyses we present in this report and 
the data available to the research team do not allow us to understand why the average age 
of cadets is dropping, and it is too soon to fully comprehend how this change in enrollment 
demographics does or should influence program operations. 

If the new mentoring pilot program is to be adopted more widely, training, policy, 
and guidance need to be developed or adapted to support the sites and staff. Training 
and site-level resources are needed to ensure that there are sufficient staff and staff with 
the needed skills to support cadets in the residential phase and for an additional year in the 
post-residential phase. Staff members with experience in the pilot may be able to contribute 
materials or recommendations for how best to approach training and resourcing staff mem-
bers appropriately. Program policy and inspection guidelines, specific to the new mentoring 
approach, need to be adapted appropriately so that staff have a clear understanding of expec-
tations and requirements when entering into the new approach. These documents should be 
developed in advance of requiring the new approach of all sites. 

Program leaders should seek to understand more about Job ChalleNGe graduates’ 
employment patterns, especially the determinants of working inside versus outside their 
credentialed area. We found a relatively low rate of Job ChalleNGe graduates who reported 
working in the area in which they trained. Graduates may have a multitude of reasons for not 
using their credentials, and, in some cases, taking a job outside the credentialed area could 
lead to better outcomes for graduates. But these trends also could suggest that some Job Chal-
leNGe training is not aligned with local labor market demands. Understanding these reasons 
could reveal ways to adjust program offerings and/or improve placement supports. 

Program and site leadership need to ensure that data ownership and data permis-
sions of any data systems used to support Youth and Job ChalleNGe operations align with 
the program’s permissions and required protections. All contractual language should be 
reviewed, and any necessary steps to address shortcomings or issues in the contracts should 
be taken. We recommend that leadership understand how data are stored and protected, who 
owns the data once they are entered into the system, for what purposes the data can be used 
by the database providers or individuals outside the program with or without express permis-
sion of the program leadership, and what happens to data should the program or site termi-
nate the database contract. 
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Closing Thoughts

Since launching in 1993, Youth ChalleNGe has contributed to the growth and personal devel-
opment of more than 215,000 program graduates. More than 30 years later, the program con-
tinues to emphasize the foundational eight core components, although the mechanisms or 
approaches through which the components are delivered have adapted to align with broader 
social and policy changes in education, the labor market, and available technologies. In 
this report, we examined the potential changes to the program’s post-residential mentoring 
approach. This approach, begun as a pilot program at six sites, was created to better support 
cadets and to improve graduates’ long-term outcomes. The new approach to mentoring will 
require additional scrutiny and analysis in the future to understand the extent to which it is 
generating the desired improvements. In this interest, we will continue to collect and exam-
ine data on Youth ChalleNGe, Job ChalleNGe, and the broader social and economic trends 
that have the potential to influence the programs. 
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APPENDIX A

Supplemental Information on Youth 
ChalleNGe Sites

This appendix includes a complete list of the Youth ChalleNGe sites, as well as program- and 
site-level tables of information. Table A.1 provides the complete name and state of each site 
and the type of credential the site most frequently awards. Tables A.2 to A.53 include detailed 
information collected from each site: Tables A.2 through A.14 summarize certain measures 
of success, and Tables A.15 through A.53 present profiles of the individual sites. We collected 
data in June and July 2025. The focus of the data collection was on classes that began in 2024 
(i.e., Classes 62 and 63, according to the ChalleNGe class numbering system). 

In some cases, sites provided incomplete data or data that were suspect in some way. When 
this occurred, we requested clarification from the relevant site. In cases in which we were 
unable to resolve the issue, the suspect elements were not reported, and their omission is 
noted in the relevant table(s). Some of these data issues are related to variations in how the 
individual sites collected and stored data. Our analysts have developed a series of data checks 
that have helped improve data quality; we continue to explore strategies to increase the accu-
racy of future data collected from the sites, with a focus on limiting the burden of data collec-
tion for sites and Youth ChalleNGe personnel. In some cases, these checks have led us to dis-
cover data issues well after we collected the data. When this occurred, we corrected the data as 
appropriate; when we present trend data, the information we present now may differ slightly 
from information we previously presented. We identify in table notes specific instances of 
sites not operating, as well as instances in which sites operated but data were not reported. 

We requested, in some cases, similar information at the site and cadet levels; for example, 
we requested the overall number of credentials awarded to cadets for each class at the site 
level and indicators of which cadets received credentials. We found occasional minor dis-
crepancies in these data. When such discrepancies occur, we report values calculated from 
the cadet-level data. 

The sites are listed alphabetically by state or territory name. Each profile table (Tables A.15 
to A.53) includes metrics of the number and type of staff, total funding in 2024, and the 
numbers of cadets who applied, entered, graduated, and received various credentials. The 
tables also include data related to several of the core components: service to community 
(and calculated values based on local labor market conditions), gains on specific physical fit-
ness tests, and the numbers of cadets registered to vote and for Selective Service. Finally, the 



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2024–2025

46

tables include information about post-residential placement (but because of our accelerated 
data collection schedule, the placement information is not always directly comparable with 
information in past reports). The tables also include nine-month placement rates for Class 61 
(from the 2023 program); at the time of our previous data collection, this information was 
not yet available for cadets. Some of the data in the following tables (along with other cadet-
level data collected at the same time) formed the basis of the analyses presented in Chapter 2.

TABLE A.1

National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Sites and Credential Types

Site 
Abbreviation State Site Name Credential Type

AK Alaska Alaska Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

AR Arkansas Arkansas Youth ChalleNGe HS credits or diploma

CA-DC California Discovery Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma

CA-LA California Sunburst Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET, 
GED

CA-SL California Grizzly Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET, 
GED

DC District of 
Columbia

Capital Guardian Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

HS credits or diploma, GED

FL Florida Florida Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

GA-FE Georgia Fort Eisenhower Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

HS credits or diploma, GED

GA-FS Georgia Fort Stewart Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

HI-BP Hawaii Kalaeloa Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET

HI-HI Hawaii Hilo Youth ChalleNGe Academy HiSET

ID Idaho Idaho Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

IL Illinois Lincoln’s Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

IN Indiana Hoosier Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET

KY-FK Kentucky Bluegrass Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma

KY-HN Kentucky Appalachian Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

LA-CM Louisiana Camp Minden Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

HS credits or diploma, HiSET

LA-GL Louisiana Gillis Long Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET

LA-TCP Louisiana Training Center Pineville Youth 
ChalleNGe Academy

HS credits or diploma, HiSET

MD Maryland Freestate Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma
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Site 
Abbreviation State Site Name Credential Type

MI Michigan Michigan Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

MS Mississippi Mississippi Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma

MT Montana Montana Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET

NC-NL North Carolina Tarheel Youth ChalleNGe Academy–New 
London

HS credits or diploma, HiSET

NC-S North Carolina Tarheel Youth ChalleNGe Academy–
Salemburg

HS credits or diploma, HiSET

NJ New Jersey New Jersey Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma

NM New Mexico New Mexico Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET

NV Nevada Battle Born Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, HiSET

OK Oklahoma Thunderbird Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

OR Oregon Oregon Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

PA Pennsylvania Keystone State Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

HS credits or diploma, GED

PR Puerto Rico Puerto Rico Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma

SC South Carolina South Carolina Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

HS credits or diploma, GED

TX Texas Texas Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

VA Virginia Commonwealth Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

HS credits or diploma, GED

WA Washington Washington Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma

WI Wisconsin Wisconsin Youth ChalleNGe Academy HS credits or diploma, GED

WV-N West Virginia Mountaineer Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy–North

HS credits or diploma, GED

WV-S West Virginia Mountaineer Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy–South

GED

NOTE: Program names reflect those used in the “National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Facts FY2025” fact sheet 
(National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program, 2025). HS = high school. 

Table A.1—Continued
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TABLE A.2

Target Numbers of Graduates and Numbers of Applicants, Entrants, and 
Graduates, by Site (Classes 62 and 63)

Site

Class 62 Class 63

Target Applied Entrants Graduates Target Applied Entrants Graduates

All sites 8,897 4,769 3,488 9,226 4,789 3,561

AK 125 140 133 111 125 193 173 133

AR 100 154 71 32 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-DC 120 224 131 89 120 221 130 87

CA-LA 190 350 197 171 190 423 213 189

CA-SL 220 270 239 208 220 280 239 205

DC 40 91 65 29 40 78 55 41

FL 120 165 127 95 120 167 126 95

GA-FE 75 101 86 61 75 178 55 39

GA-FS 125 410 160 87 100 325 130 104

HI-BP 75 146 57 50 75 256 98 67

HI-HI 50 59 36 28 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

ID 115 429 150 123 115 413 141 127

IL 125 266 217 110 125 271 197 111

IN 75 171 84 75 75 173 91 69

KY-FK 80 135 90 64 80 153 124 76

KY-HN 90 207 117 78 90 192 116 97

LA-CM 200 286 140 108 200 323 164 124

LA-GL 200 295 199 119 200 314 199 115

LA-TCP 200 375 168 117 200 407 151 118

MD —a —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

MI 115 162 145 116 115 195 158 118

MS 180 339 235 138 154 379 253 176

MT 102 265 136 105 103 244 140 119

NC-NL 66 386 76 49 50 303 77 45

NC-S 100 331 90 55 100 353 77 45

NJ 75 179 62 36 75 194 89 40

NM 100 180 88 63 100 230 119 90
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Site

Class 62 Class 63

Target Applied Entrants Graduates Target Applied Entrants Graduates

NV 50 66 58 45 50 66 61 43

OK 125 467 194 136 125 500 180 129

OR 153 390 172 143 153 462 188 165

PA 56 111 56 42 64 133 69 45

PR 200 273 233 201 200 303 238 216

SC 75 164 93 59 75 154 68 43

TX 100 221 134 98 100 248 142 109

VA NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP 92 150 103 44

WA 130 266 166 139 130 302 167 136

WI 100 508 149 112 100 448 127 86

WV-N 100 164 116 85 195 136

WV-S 100 151 108 58 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: Target columns represent the program’s graduation goals. Additional information on each ChalleNGe site is available 
in the site profile tables, Tables A.15 through A.53 in this appendix. NOT OP = site was not operational. 
a Site did not report data.

Table A.2—Continued
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TABLE A.3

Numbers of Youth ChalleNGe Graduates and Numbers of Graduates, by Type of 
Credential Awarded and Site (Classes 62 and 63)

Site

Class 62 Class 63

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED or 
HiSET

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS 
Diploma

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED or 
HiSET

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS 
Diploma

All sites 3,488 477 1,498 609 3,561 383 1,684 730

AK 111 0 93 18 133 1 113 18

AR 32 0 32 0 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-DC 89 0 77 12 87 0 53 33

CA-LA 171 0 147 24 189 0 159 30

CA-SL 208 0 165 43 205 0 162 43

DC 29 5 2 1 41 7 9 0

FL 95 40 17 1 95 41 14 0

GA-FE 61 14 26 3 39 15 11 2

GA-FS 87 16 0 0 104 17 0 0

HI-BP 50 28 1 0 67 33 1 0

HI-HI 28 18 0 0 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

ID 123 DI DI DI 127 DI DI DI

IL 110 43 33 1 111 0 99 12

IN 75 14 48 4 69 12 43 9

KY-FK 64 0 60 4 76 0 59 16

KY-HN 78 —a —a —a 97 0 79 0

LA-CM 108 38 16 0 124 39 19 0

LA-GL 119 49 0 0 115 46 0 0

LA-TCP 117 27 0 0 118 0 115 3

MD —a —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

MI 116 0 20 96 118 0 20 96

MS 138 68 0 0 176 85 0 0

MT 105 0 105 0 119 0 69 50

NC-NL 49 17 0 24 45 4 0 28

NC-S 55 0 0 31 45 0 0 5

NJb 36 0 0 31 40 0 0 32
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Site

Class 62 Class 63

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED or 
HiSET

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS 
Diploma

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED or 
HiSET

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS 
Diploma

NM 63 34 14 0 90 46 14 0

NV 45 0 45 0 43 0 43 0

OK 136 0 114 22 129 3 107 12

OR 143 0 125 18 165 0 145 19

PA 42 0 36 6 45 0 42 2

PR 201 0 0 201 216 0 0 216

SC 59 22 10 2 43 17 12 2

TX 98 3 60 27 109 1 65 37

VA NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP 44 14 11 0

WA 139 0 138 0 136 0 134 0

WIc 112 0 112 0 86 0 86 0

WV-Nd 85 4 2 40 90 2 0 65

WV-Sd 58 37 0 0 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: Credentials awarded are those conveyed during the ChalleNGe residential phase. Counts reflect a single credential 
per cadet. Cadets with multiple credentials are assigned according to the hierarchy of HS diploma, HS credits, then GED 
or HiSET. Additional information on each ChalleNGe site is available in the site profile tables, Tables A.15 through A.53 in 
this appendix. DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; HS = high school; NOT OP = site was not 
operational.
a Site did not report data.
b In New Jersey, each ChalleNGe graduate who passed the GED was awarded a state HS diploma. 
c The Wisconsin program generates a pathway for all credentialing options awarded through the Wisconsin Department of 
Instruction and associated school districts, including credit recovery, GED, an HS equivalency diploma, and an HS diploma. 
d In West Virginia, each ChalleNGe graduate who passed the state standardized test was awarded a state HS diploma. 

Table A.3—Continued
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TABLE A.4

Core Component Completion: Responsible Citizenship, Youth ChalleNGe 
Graduates (Class 62)

Site

Voting Selective Service

Number 
Eligible to 

Vote

Number 
Registered 

to Vote

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

Number Eligible 
for Selective 

Service

Number 
Registered for 

Selective Service

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

All sites 541 438 81 569 546 96

AK 18 18 100 11 11 100

AR 5 4 80 12 10 83

CA-DC 15 13 87 11 11 100

CA-LA 29 29 100 19 19 100

CA-SL 24 24 100 18 18 100

DC 5 3 60 2 2 100

FL 13 13 100 9 9 100

GA-FE 11 11 100 5 5 100

GA-FS 16 0 0 11 11 100

HI-BP 10 10 100 21 21 100

HI-HI 2 2 100 1 1 100

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 11 11 100 8 8 100

IN 7 7 100 23 23 100

KY-FK 5 5 100 5 5 100

KY-HN 1 1 100 1 1 100

LA-CM 52 12 23 38 31 82

LA-GL 68 68 100 6 6 100

LA-TCP 9 0 0 37 37 100

MD —a —a —a —a —a —a

MI 16 16 100 18 18 100

MS 21 21 100 38 38 100

MT 16 16 100 13 13 100

NC-NL 9 9 100 16 16 100

NC-S 8 8 100 7 7 100

NJ 7 5 71 7 7 100
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Site

Voting Selective Service

Number 
Eligible to 

Vote

Number 
Registered 

to Vote

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

Number Eligible 
for Selective 

Service

Number 
Registered for 

Selective Service

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

NM 11 11 100 20 20 100

NV 10 7 70 13 8 62

OK 8 6 75 12 12 100

OR 23 23 100 47 47 100

PA 11 0 0 10 4 40

PR 23 23 100 19 19 100

SC 6 0 0 3 0 0

TX 7 7 100 10 10 100

VA NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

WA 27 27 100 47 47 100

WI 23 22 96 40 40 100

WV-N 8 0 0 6 6 100

WV-S 6 6 100 5 5 100

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; NOT OP = site was not operational.
a Site did not report data. 
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TABLE A.5

Core Component Completion: Responsible Citizenship, Youth ChalleNGe 
Graduates (Class 63)

Site 

Voting Selective Service

Number 
Eligible to 

Vote 

Number 
Registered 

to Vote 

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

Number Eligible 
for Selective 

Service 

Number 
Registered for 

Selective Service 

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered 

All sites 566 469 83 655 613 94

AK 20 20 100 15 15 100

AR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-DC 10 10 100 8 8 100

CA-LA 22 22 100 18 18 100

CA-SL 25 25 100 18 18 100

DC 14 7 50 5 5 100

FL 13 13 100 9 9 100

GA-FE 13 13 100 9 9 100

GA-FS 14 1 7 10 10 100

HI-BP 12 12 100 32 32 100

HI-HI NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 11 11 100 10 10 100

IN 8 8 100 23 23 100

KY-FK 8 8 100 7 7 100

KY-HN 5 4 80 4 4 100

LA-CM 57 20 35 41 13 32

LA-GL 66 66 100 22 22 100

LA-TCP 10 5 50 22 22 100

MD —a —a —a —a —a —a

MI 13 13 100 28 28 100

MS 29 29 100 50 50 100

MT 9 9 100 10 10 100

NC-NL 8 8 100 10 10 100

NC-S 2 2 100 1 1 100

NJ 3 0 0 2 2 100
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Site 

Voting Selective Service

Number 
Eligible to 

Vote 

Number 
Registered 

to Vote 

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

Number Eligible 
for Selective 

Service 

Number 
Registered for 

Selective Service 

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered 

NM 20 20 100 34 34 100

NV 2 2 100 15 9 60

OK 16 15 94 18 18 100

OR 32 32 100 61 61 100

PA 7 0 0 5 4 80

PR 29 22 76 29 22 76

SC 4 4 100 4 4 100

TX 7 7 100 25 25 100

VA 16 0 0 16 16 100

WA 31 31 100 53 53 100

WI 17 17 100 32 32 100

WV-N 13 13 100 9 9 100

WV-S NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; NOT OP = site was not operational.
a Site did not report data. 
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TABLE A.6

Core Component Completion: Service to Community, ChalleNGe Graduates 
(Classes 62 and 63)

Site

Residential Class 62 Residential Class 63

Service 
Hours per 

Cadet
Value per 
Hour ($)

Total Community 
Service 

Contribution ($)

Service 
Hours per 

Cadet
Value per 
Hour ($)

Total Community 
Service 

Contribution ($)

All sites 45 5,210,035 46 5,471,836

AK 53 37.13 220,385 49 37.13 242,663

AR 45 29.09 42,253 NOT OP 29.09 NOT OP

CA-DC 45 40.14 159,356 44 40.14 154,218

CA-LA 49 40.14 336,132 51 40.14 386,709

CA-SL 40 40.14 333,965 47 40.14 382,735

DC 44 52.06 66,689 55 52.06 117,187

FL 51 33.00 160,354 60 33.00 188,308

GA-FE 51 32.63 102,213 48 32.63 61,247

GA-FS 40 32.63 113,552 20 32.63 69,045

HI-BP 54 37.43 101,922 62 37.43 156,345

HI-HI 62 37.43 64,567 NOT OP 37.43 NOT OP

ID DI 32.48 DI DI 32.48 DI

IL 59 34.29 220,742 54 34.29 203,775

IN 44 31.05 102,776 47 31.05 101,565

KY-FK 49 29.47 92,766 50 29.47 110,999

KY-HN —a 29.47 —a 45 29.47 128,828

LA-CM 46 29.14 146,021 44 29.14 160,343

LA-GL 44 29.14 153,306 42 29.14 141,795

LA-TCP 46 29.14 157,239 45 29.14 154,573

MD —a 35.53 —a —a 35.53 —a

MI 46 32.87 177,071 49 32.87 191,665

MS 62 27.01 232,664 52 27.01 248,222

MT 49 32.15 167,051 50 32.15 191,871

NC-NL 59 33.01 95,102 62 33.01 92,511

NC-S 59 33.01 106,540 59 33.01 87,744

NJ 43 36.97 56,934 49 36.97 72,942
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Site

Residential Class 62 Residential Class 63

Service 
Hours per 

Cadet
Value per 
Hour ($)

Total Community 
Service 

Contribution ($)

Service 
Hours per 

Cadet
Value per 
Hour ($)

Total Community 
Service 

Contribution ($)

NM 48 28.69 85,855 42 28.69 109,711

NV 40 30.86 55,548 40 30.86 53,079

OK 50 30.63 207,503 45 30.63 179,354

OR 58 36.44 302,725 60 36.44 359,062

PA 45 32.28 60,867 43 32.28 62,559

PR 43 17.32 149,073 44 17.32 164,020

SC 44 31.16 80,954 49 31.16 66,153

TX 50 33.59 165,767 44 33.59 162,811

VA NOT OP 34.42 NOT OP 48 34.42 73,418

WA 55 41.70 316,461 54 41.70 307,308

WI 45 34.00 172,618 57 34.00 165,869

WV-N 43 29.13 107,431 47 29.13 123,205

WV-S 57 29.13 95,634 NOT OP 29.13 NOT OP

NOTE: The value of community service is calculated using published numbers at the state level for 2024 that are available 
online (Independent Sector, 2025). The value of community service was calculated in the same manner in the previous 
annual reports (Constant et al., 2019; National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program, 2015; Wenger, Constant, and Cottrell, 2018; 
Wenger et al., 2017). DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; HS = high school; NOT OP = site was 
not operational.
a Site did not report data.
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TABLE A.7

Residential Phase Performance: Physical Fitness as Measured by the 
Average Number of Initial and Final Push-Ups Completed and Initial 
and Final Run Times for Graduates, per Site (Class 62)

Site

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Initial Final Initial Final

All sites 22 39 10:53 8:39

AK 21 46 12:18 8:51

AR NR NR 12:16 5:41a

CA-DC 24 42 10:27 8:38

CA-LA 22 36 11:11 8:16

CA-SL 19 34 10:35 8:36

DC 22 40 12:44 10:13

FL 21 36 10:09 8:55

GA-FE 23 39 11:23 9:21

GA-FS 25 40 11:18 8:30

HI-BP 29 35 9:58 7:49

HI-HI 14 21 10:27 9:31

ID DI DI DI DI

IL NR NR NR NR

IN 17 33 11:11 8:43

KY-FK 22 33 10:51 8:44

KY-HN —b —b —b —b

LA-CM 14 30 12:14 10:23

LA-GL 24 37 11:18 9:58

LA-TCP 22 44 9:44 8:11

MD —b —b —b —b

MI 29 43 9:10 9:02

MS 25 47 11:03 8:03

MT 18 44 12:23 8:16

NC-NL 28 32 8:54 8:22

NC-S NR NR 11:07 9:02

NJ 19 40 9:43 9:04
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Site

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Initial Final Initial Final

NM 26 43 8:37 6:34

NV 25 38 9:35 9:34

OK 17 37 11:09 8:07

OR 17 39 11:18 8:32

PA 25 41 11:31 8:25

PR 15 35 10:59 8:30

SC 26 37 11:37 10:39

TX 23 44 10:56 9:38

VA NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

WA 23 39 11:33 8:08

WI 24 34 8:59 8:11

WV-N 17 53 11:39 7:53

WV-S 25 41 11:41 9:53

NOTE: The table presents data for only graduates who took both initial and final tests. DI = provided data 
were excluded because of data quality issues; NOT OP = site was not operational; NR = data not reported. 
a We detected anomalies that suggest that the provided data may not accurately reflect cadets’ actual final 
run times.
b Site did not report data.
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TABLE A.8

Residential Phase Performance: Physical Fitness as Measured 
by the Average Number of Initial and Final Push-Ups Completed 
and Initial and Final Run Times for Graduates, per Site (Class 63)

Site

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Initial Final Initial Final

All sites 22 40 11:02 8:53

AK 24 51 10:54 8:39

AR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-DC 22 40 10:33 9:25

CA-LA 27 42 10:03 7:52

CA-SL 25 34 10:13 8:41

DC 19 42 12:15 9:27

FL 16 32 10:54 8:59

GA-FE 27 43 10:07 8:38

GA-FS 20 40 11:56 9:04

HI-BP 33 42 8:46 7:34

HI-HI NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

ID DI DI DI DI

IL 21 49 11:52 10:30

IN 16 29 11:43 9:09

KY-FK 25 41 10:43 8:42

KY-HN 19 38 11:41 9:09

LA-CM 20 36 12:15 10:10

LA-GL 30 38 12:58 10:51

LA-TCP 25 40 10:37 9:29

MD —a —a —a —a

MI 23 42 11:32 9:27

MS 24 47 10:41 7:52

MT 22 45 10:21 9:07

NC-NL 23 24 9:38 9:24

NC-S NR NR 11:03 9:40

NJ 21 39 12:40 10:33
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Site

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Initial Final Initial Final

NM 25 46 9:32 7:10

NV 43 39 10:11 7:18

OK 16 36 10:28 8:34

OR 18 37 12:13 9:20

PA 16 33 11:32 9:22

PR 14 35 11:14 8:35

SC 29 47 11:23 10:10

TX 24 34 11:16 9:40

VA 19 50 11:50 9:21

WA 19 44 12:17 8:07

WI 23 39 9:17 7:46

WV-N 19 62 10:16 7:14

WV-S NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: The table presents data for only graduates who took both initial and final tests. DI = provided 
data were excluded because of data quality issues; NOT OP = site was not operational; NR = data 
not reported. 
a Site did not report data. 
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TABLE A.9

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Math Grade-
Equivalents, by Site (Class 62)

Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Sites using 
9/10

71 20 9 48 35 17

Sites using 
11/12

79 19 2 62 33 5

AK 72 25 3 59 34 6

AR 81 16 3 59 38 3

CA-DC 81 16 2 77 22 1

CA-LAa 71 20 9 48 35 17

CA-SL 92 4 3 68 24 8

DC 90 10 0 72 24 3

FL 88 12 0 70 30 0

GA-FE 69 31 0 67 31 2

GA-FS 80 20 0 52 46 2

HI-BP 81 19 0 71 24 5

HI-HI 82 18 0 68 29 4

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 88 9 3 77 21 2

IN 76 20 4 67 29 4

KY-FK 83 16 2 91 8 2

KY-HN —b —b —b —b —b —b

LA-CM 78 20 2 52 37 11

LA-GL 78 21 1 40 47 13

LA-TCP 72 23 4 34 53 13

MD —b —b —b —b —b —b

MI 92 8 0 84 11 4

MS 70 29 1 50 41 9

MT 76 22 2 65 30 5

NC-NL 69 29 2 47 49 4

NC-S 76 22 2 42 47 11
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Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

NJ 75 25 0 31 69 0

NM 85 15 0 71 26 3

NV NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD

OK 77 21 1 61 32 7

OR 84 15 1 63 33 4

PR ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP

PA 69 26 6 63 26 11

SC 82 15 3 59 41 0

TX 59 41 0 70 30 0

VAa NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

WA 83 17 1 73 24 3

WI 71 27 3 56 30 13

WV-N 85 15 0 71 29 0

WV-S 91 9 0 56 42 2

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; ETP = exception to policy; NOT AD = site did not 
administer the assessment as required; NOT OP = site was not operational.
a Site administered the TABE 9/10. 
b Site did not report data.
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TABLE A.10

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Math Grade-
Equivalents, by Site (Class 63)

Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Sites using 
9/10

70 14 16 57 30 14

Sites using 
11/12

80 19 1 66 29 5

AK 71 27 2 62 32 5

AR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-DC 79 21 0 75 24 1

CA-LA 88 11 1 62 32 6

CA-SL 72 18 9 60 23 17

DC 93 8 0 70 30 0

FL 78 22 0 67 32 1

GA-FE 76 24 0 76 24 0

GA-FS 100 0 0 100 0 0

HI-BP 88 12 0 60 38 2

HI-HI NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 84 14 2 76 24 0

IN 79 19 1 60 39 1

KY-FK 92 7 1 93 7 0

KY-HN 96 4 0 88 11 1

LA-CM 77 21 2 53 39 8

LA-GL 81 19 0 55 40 5

LA-TCP 73 23 5 41 43 16

MD —a —a —a —a —a —a

MI 86 12 3 69 19 13

MS 76 22 2 57 38 5

MT 75 24 1 59 35 6

NC-NL 67 31 2 47 44 9

NC-S 78 20 2 47 38 16
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Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

NJ 73 27 0 51 46 3

NM 81 19 0 83 12 4

NV 100 0 0 78 16 5

OK 73 27 1 61 34 5

OR 85 15 0 75 21 4

PR ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP

PA 60 37 2 70 28 2

SC 92 8 0 59 38 3

TX 67 33 0 90 10 0

VAb 70 14 16 57 30 14

WA 81 18 1 71 26 3

WI 69 29 2 50 36 14

WV-N 73 23 3 53 36 11

WV-S NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; ETP = exception to policy; NOT OP = site was not 
operational.
a Site did not report data.
b Site administered the TABE 9/10.

Table A.10—Continued



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2024–2025

66

TABLE A.11

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Reading Grade-
Equivalents, by Site (Class 62)

Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Sites using 
9/10

54 31 16 17 37 47

Sites using 
11/12

67 25 8 56 30 14

AK 61 28 11 51 25 23

AR 63 31 6 53 34 13

CA-DC 56 34 9 63 28 9

CA-LAa 54 31 16 17 37 47

CA-SL 50 25 25 22 49 29

DC 90 3 7 76 17 7

FL 58 32 11 56 30 14

GA-FE 62 28 10 52 34 13

GA-FS 80 17 2 59 28 14

HI-BP 86 12 2 88 10 2

HI-HI 64 32 4 43 39 18

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 80 15 6 87 10 3

IN 68 19 14 59 24 16

KY-FK 77 20 3 83 14 3

KY-HN —b —b —b —b —b —b

LA-CM 50 41 9 31 38 31

LA-GL 68 24 8 36 36 28

LA-TCP 49 35 17 36 33 31

MD —b —b —b —b —b —b

MI 86 9 4 80 15 5

MS 54 28 19 51 33 17

MT 60 30 10 54 34 11

NC-NL 59 31 10 27 55 18

NC-S 60 27 13 38 36 25
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Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

NJ 47 53 0 42 58 0

NM 74 21 5 71 15 15

NV NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD

OK 68 24 7 53 31 16

OR 63 24 13 43 35 22

PR ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP

PA 58 33 8 47 33 19

SC 88 9 2 53 47 0

TX 62 38 0 83 17 0

VA NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

WA 75 19 6 63 24 12

WI 48 33 19 52 28 21

WV-N 80 19 1 72 19 9

WV-S 86 10 3 60 22 17

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; ETP = exception to policy; NOT AD = site did not 
administer the assessment as required; NOT OP = site was not operational.
a Site administered the TABE 9/10. 
b Site did not report data.
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TABLE A.12

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Reading Grade-
Equivalents, by Site (Class 63)

Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Sites using 
9/10

34 41 25 27 34 39

Sites using 
11/12

69 22 9 56 27 16

AK 62 20 17 47 29 23

AR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-DC 71 27 1 58 33 8

CA-LA 71 21 8 44 30 26

CA-SL 55 24 21 28 40 33

DC 75 18 8 60 25 15

FL 64 25 11 60 28 12

GA-FE 56 42 3 47 36 17

GA-FS 100 0 0 100 0 0

HI-BP 65 22 13 67 24 10

HI-HI NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 71 22 7 81 14 5

IN 68 22 10 55 33 12

KY-FK 86 13 1 91 7 3

KY-HN 98 2 0 69 24 8

LA-CM 56 33 11 37 41 21

LA-GL 66 21 13 48 30 23

LA-TCP 55 28 17 32 32 36

MD —a —a —a —a —a —a

MI 68 25 7 61 18 21

MS 59 28 14 46 39 15

MT 58 30 12 47 32 21

NC-NL 62 13 24 40 27 33

NC-S 51 31 18 47 31 22
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Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

NJ 62 31 8 38 38 23

NM 66 28 7 59 30 11

NV 100 0 0 82 16 3

OK 66 24 10 59 27 15

OR 68 25 7 46 29 25

PR ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP

PA 77 9 14 67 19 14

SC 80 18 3 50 50 0

TX 71 29 0 98 2 0

VAb 34 41 25 27 34 39

WA 66 25 9 57 26 17

WI 62 21 17 43 34 23

WV-N 59 27 14 44 37 19

WV-S NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; ETP = exception to policy; NOT OP = site was not 
operational.
a Site did not report data.
b Site administered the TABE 9/10.

Table A.12—Continued



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2024–2025

70

TABLE A.13

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Language Grade-
Equivalents, by Site (Class 62)

Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Sites using 
9/10

NT NT NT NT NT NT

Sites using 
11/12

84 12 4 75 18 7

AK 85 13 3 75 18 7

AR 78 13 9 69 13 19

CA-DC 86 12 2 83 13 5

CA-LAa NT NT NT NT NT NT

CA-SL 73 18 9 45 39 17

DC 90 10 0 90 3 7

FL 72 22 6 81 14 4

GA-FE 80 15 5 75 20 5

GA-FS 91 9 0 52 40 8

HI-BP 95 2 2 98 2 0

HI-HI 93 4 4 68 21 11

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 90 8 2 91 9 0

IN 80 13 7 76 15 9

KY-FK 97 2 2 92 8 0

KY-HN —b —b —b —b —b —b

LA-CM 74 24 2 53 31 16

LA-GL 87 11 2 63 24 13

LA-TCP 81 12 7 55 27 18

MD —b —b —b —b —b —b

MI 97 2 2 94 2 4

MS 80 16 4 73 20 7

MT 88 10 3 78 13 9

NC-NL 84 12 4 67 24 8

NC-S 89 7 4 71 22 7
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Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

NJ 87 13 0 77 23 0

NM 84 13 3 86 8 6

NV NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD

OK 85 12 4 73 21 7

OR 81 13 6 73 18 8

PR ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP

PA 75 19 6 66 22 13

SC 94 3 3 76 24 0

TX 73 27 0 73 23 5

VA OP OP OP OP OP OP

WA 85 12 3 84 14 2

WI 80 13 6 74 19 7

WV-N 89 8 2 82 11 7

WV-S 79 17 3 76 22 2

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; ETP = exception to policy; NOT 
AD = site did not administer the assessment as required; NOT OP = site was not operational; NT = subject 
not tested in the TABE 9/10. 
a Site administered the TABE 9/10. 
b Site did not report data.

Table A.13—Continued
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TABLE A.14

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Language Grade-
Equivalents, by Site (Class 63)

Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Sites using 
9/10

NT NT NT NT NT NT

Sites using 
11/12

86 11 3 74 19 7

AK 80 14 6 75 18 7

AR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-DC 83 17 0 83 12 6

CA-LA 91 7 2 91 7 2

CA-SL 75 16 8 50 35 15

DC 89 5 5 87 13 0

FL 84 13 4 81 14 5

GA-FE 87 11 3 76 24 0

GA-FS 100 0 0 67 33 0

HI-BP 87 13 0 82 13 5

HI-HI NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

ID DI DI DI DI DI DI

IL 89 6 5 85 12 4

IN 86 11 3 69 25 6

KY-FK 97 1 1 99 1 0

KY-HN 100 0 0 86 13 1

LA-CM 77 19 4 65 25 10

LA-GL 84 12 4 67 18 15

LA-TCP 81 10 9 57 25 18

MD —a —a —a —a —a —a

MI 91 8 2 77 7 16

MS 81 14 5 74 20 6

MT 82 16 2 73 19 8

NC-NL 69 29 2 69 24 7

NC-S 82 13 4 62 31 7
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Site

Pre-TABE Post-TABE

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

Elementary 
(Grades 1–5)

Middle 
(Grades 6–8)

High  
(Grades 9–12)

NJ 88 9 3 82 9 9

NM 86 11 3 81 16 3

NV NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD NOT AD

OK 80 16 5 74 17 9

OR 83 12 4 71 23 6

PR ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP ETP

PA 77 12 12 81 12 7

SC 94 6 0 14 81 6

TX 100 0 0 100 0 0

VAb NT NT NT NT NT NT

WA 87 11 2 80 15 4

WI 86 10 3 71 20 9

WV-N 83 12 4 72 13 14

WV-S NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; ETP = exception to policy; NOT AD = site did not 
administer the assessment as required; NOT OP = site was not operational; NT = subject not tested in the TABE 9/10.
a Site did not report data.
b Site administered TABE 9/10.

Table A.14—Continued
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TABLE A.15

Profile of Alaska Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Alaska Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 6,926 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 7 26 7 5 3 1 14

Class 63 7 25 7 5 3 1 14

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 6,823,750 4,571,000 415,000

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

140 133 111 0 93 18

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

193 173 133 1 113 18

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 21 46 12:18 8:51 25.9 NR

Class 63 24 51 10:54 8:39 25.9 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 18 18 11 11

Class 63 20 20 15 15

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 53 37.13 220,385

Class 63 49 37.13 242,663
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 126 76 70 24 17 10 19

Class 62

Month 1 111 75 54 11 25 0 21

Month 3 111 80 76 41 13 1 22

Month 6 111 78 70 39 11 3 20

Month 9 111 77 68 32 14 9 17

Class 63

Month 1 133 97 81 55 11 1 16

Month 3 133 104 94 56 19 1 18

Month 6 133 48 48 19 11 4 14

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.15—Continued
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TABLE A.16

Profile of Arkansas Youth ChalleNGe

Arkansas Youth ChalleNGe, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 4,615 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 5 28 11 13 0 3 0

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 916,562 305,521 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

154 71 32 0 32 0

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 NR NR 12:16 5:41a 23.7 NR

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 5 4 12 10

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 45 29.09 42,253

Class 63 NOT OP 29.09 NOT OP
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 60 17 15 2 6 0 7

Class 62

Month 1 32 19 16 7 2 2 6

Month 3 32 13 9 3 2 1 4

Month 6 32 5 5 3 1 0 1

Month 9 32 10 10 3 4 0 3

Class 63

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NOT OP = Site was not operational; NR = data 
not reported. 
a We detected anomalies that suggest that the provided data may not accurately reflect cadets’ actual final run times. 

Table A.16—Continued
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TABLE A.17

Profile of Discovery Youth ChalleNGe Academy (California)

Discovery Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2017

Graduates since inception: 1,461 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 0 26 12 2 2 0 6

Class 63 0 25 12 3 2 0 6

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,785,210 1,963,403 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

224 131 89 0 77 12

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

221 130 87 0 53 33

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 24 42 10:27 8:38 NR NR

Class 63 22 40 10:33 9:25 NR NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 15 13 11 11

Class 63 10 10 8 8

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 45 40.14 159,356

Class 63 44 40.14 154,218



Supplemental Information on Youth ChalleNGe Sites

79

Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 NR 5 5 0 0 5 0

Class 62

Month 1 89 89 81 65 8 0 8

Month 3 89 89 79 67 6 0 6

Month 6 89 89 70 59 5 0 6

Month 9 89 89 72 55 8 3 6

Class 63

Month 1 87 86 73 69 3 1 0

Month 3 87 86 76 68 5 1 0

Month 6 87 24 19 12 5 1 1

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.17—Continued
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TABLE A.18

Profile of Sunburst Youth ChalleNGe Academy (California)

Sunburst Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2008

Graduates since inception: 5,251 Program type: Credit recovery, HiSET, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 18 23 16 3 1 4 3

Class 63 18 22 17 4 2 3 3

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 6,500,000 2,166,667 3,481,916

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

350 197 171 0 147 24

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

423 213 189 0 159 30

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 22 36 11:11 8:16 26.7 26.0

Class 63 27 42 10:03 7:52 26.3 25.6

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 29 29 19 19

Class 63 22 22 18 18

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 49 40.14 336,132

Class 63 51 40.14 386,709
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 156 156 78 59 7 7 3

Class 62

Month 1 171 118 44 39 4 1 0

Month 3 171 124 86 74 5 4 3

Month 6 171 125 81 70 3 5 3

Month 9 171 124 67 54 4 4 5

Class 63

Month 1 189 189 91 90 0 0 1

Month 3 189 189 109 104 0 4 1

Month 6 189 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.18—Continued
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TABLE A.19

Profile of Grizzly Youth ChalleNGe Academy (California)

Grizzly Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1998

Graduates since inception: 8,213 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, HiSET, 
GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 29 36 10 3 10 4 3

Class 63 29 36 10 3 10 4 3

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 8,213,671 2,737,890 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

270 230 208 0 165 43

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

280 239 205 0 162 43

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 19 34 10:35 8:36 26.9 26.3

Class 63 25 34 10:13 8:41 25.3 25.5

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 24 24 18 18

Class 63 25 25 18 18

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 40 40.14 333,965

Class 63 47 40.14 382,735
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 200 200 83 51 17 2 13

Class 62

Month 1 208 208 138 116 4 2 27

Month 3 208 208 120 104 8 3 7

Month 6 208 208 72 58 11 1 6

Month 9 208 207 77 49 16 7 8

Class 63

Month 1 205 205 135 128 1 2 4

Month 3 205 205 105 94 5 3 8

Month 6 205 128 77 68 5 4 1

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school.

Table A.19—Continued
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TABLE A.20

Profile of Capital Guardian Youth ChalleNGe Academy (District of Columbia)

Capital Guardian Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2007

Graduates since inception: 1,055 Program type: Credit recovery, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 3 14 8 1 2 0 1

Class 63 4 12 8 1 2 0 1

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 1,800,000 2,083,340 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

91 65 29 5 2 1

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

78 55 41 7 9 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 22 40 12:44 10:13 25.4 25.4

Class 63 19 42 12:15 9:27 24.0 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 5 3 2 2

Class 63 14 7 5 5

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 44 52.06 66,689

Class 63 55 52.06 117,187
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 35 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Class 62

Month 1 29 29 29 5 17 0 7

Month 3 29 29 16 9 3 0 7

Month 6 29 29 17 9 5 0 7

Month 9 29 29 21 10 6 1 5

Class 63

Month 1 41 41 41 36 4 0 1

Month 3 41 41 41 37 4 0 0

Month 6 41 41 40 36 4 0 1

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.20—Continued
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TABLE A.21

Profile of Florida Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Florida Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2001

Graduates since inception: 6,258 Program type: Credit recovery, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 11 21 24 6 2 5 4

Class 63 11 22 22 6 2 5 4

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,351,569 1,450,523 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

165 127 95 40 17 1

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

167 126 95 41 14 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 21 36 10:09 8:55 25.5 25.8

Class 63 16 32 10:54 8:59 24.7 25.9

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 13 13 9 9

Class 63 13 13 9 9

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 51 33.00 160,354

Class 63 60 33.00 188,308
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 111 65 51 4 29 15 3

Class 62

Month 1 95 69 24 15 5 1 3

Month 3 95 76 40 17 15 1 7

Month 6 95 76 56 31 15 3 7

Month 9 95 78 61 30 14 8 9

Class 63

Month 1 95 52 11 4 7 0 0

Month 3 95 61 28 9 18 0 1

Month 6 95 58 41 11 23 1 6

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school.

Table A.21—Continued
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TABLE A.22

Profile of Fort Eisenhower Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Georgia)

Fort Eisenhower Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2000

Graduates since inception: 7,191 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 3 22 9 3 1 4 13

Class 63 3 23 9 4 1 4 11

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,074,872 1,358,291 259,367

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received HS 
Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 April 2024–
September 
2024

101 86 61 14 26 3

Class 63 November 
2024–April 
2025

178 55 39 15 11 2

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 23 39 11:23 9:21 24.8 24.6

Class 63 27 43 10:07 8:38 26.4 26.4

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 11 11 5 5

Class 63 13 13 9 9

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 51 32.63 102,213

Class 63 48 32.63 61,247
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 75 64 49 26 14 3 6

Class 62

Month 1 61 1 1 0 1 0 0

Month 3 61 43 43 31 12 0 0

Month 6 61 34 34 25 9 0 0

Month 9 61 42 42 20 22 0 0

Class 63

Month 1 39 18 18 15 3 0 0

Month 3 39 25 25 15 10 0 0

Month 6 39 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; N/A = not applicable because the follow-up 
period had not occurred.

Table A.22—Continued
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TABLE A.23

Profile of Fort Stewart Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Georgia)

Fort Stewart Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 11,496 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 8 37 10 0 2 4 18

Class 63 8 35 10 0 1 4 28

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,681,929 1,893,976 518,499

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

410 160 87 16 0 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

325 130 104 17 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 25 40 11:18 8:30 NR NR

Class 63 20 40 11:56 9:04 NR NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 16 0 11 11

Class 63 14 1 10 10

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 40 32.63 113,552

Class 63 20 32.63 69,045
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 99 54 47 18 17 5 7

Class 62

Month 1 87 78 55 48 4 0 7

Month 3 87 73 60 44 9 1 11

Month 6 87 63 46 23 17 1 8

Month 9 87 49 40 11 20 3 6

Class 63

Month 1 104 87 62 47 9 1 5

Month 3 104 89 75 42 22 3 8

Month 6 104 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; N/A = not applicable because the follow-up 
period had not occurred; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.23—Continued
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TABLE A.24

Profile of Kalaeloa Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Hawaii)

Kalaeloa Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 5,228 Program type: Credit recovery, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 5 16 7 2 3 0 4

Class 63 3 17 12 2 3 0 4

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 3,375,000 1,125,000 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

146 57 50 28 1 0

Class 63 August 
2024–
January 
2025

256 93 67 33 1 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 29 35 9:58 7:49 25.0 NR

Class 63 33 42 8:46 7:34 25.5 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 10 10 21 21

Class 63 12 12 32 32

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 54 37.43 101,922

Class 63 62 37.43 156,345
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 54 50 38 1 19 9 9

Class 62

Month 1 50 48 30 7 20 0 3

Month 3 50 50 38 8 26 1 3

Month 6 50 48 37 9 21 1 6

Month 9 50 44 35 4 24 4 3

Class 63

Month 1 67 53 36 20 9 2 10

Month 3 67 64 42 11 23 3 5

Month 6 67 53 38 13 20 4 1

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.24—Continued
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TABLE A.25

Profile of Hilo Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Hawaii)

Hilo Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2011

Graduates since inception: 1,315 Program type: HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 3 11 9 2 1 1 1

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 2,340,000 780,000 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

59 36 28 18 0 0

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 14 21 10:27 9:31 24.6 24.7

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 2 2 1 1

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 62 37.43 64,567

Class 63 NOT OP 37.43 NOT OP
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 25 25 23 1 18 3 1

Class 62

Month 1 28 24 19 3 14 0 2

Month 3 28 22 18 3 14 0 1

Month 6 28 21 19 1 16 0 2

Month 9 28 9 8 1 5 0 2

Class 63

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NOT OP = site was not operational. 

Table A.25—Continued
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TABLE A.26

Profile of Idaho Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Idaho Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2014

Graduates since inception: 2,325 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 9 25 10 5 2 0 11

Class 63 8 25 10 5 2 1 11

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,819,036 1,798,799 206,140

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

429 150 123 DI DI DI

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

413 141 127 DI DI DI

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 DI DI DI DI DI DI

Class 63 DI DI DI DI DI DI

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 DI DI DI DI

Class 63 DI DI DI DI

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 DI 32.48 DI

Class 63 DI 32.48 DI
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 122 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Class 62

Month 1 123 123 17 4 12 0 1

Month 3 123 107 100 70 20 1 9

Month 6 123 111 94 68 15 2 10

Month 9 123 108 88 61 13 4 11

Class 63

Month 1 127 127 62 58 4 0 0

Month 3 127 127 75 62 7 3 3

Month 6 127 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; DI = provided data were excluded because of data quality issues; 
HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.26—Continued
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TABLE A.27

Profile of Lincoln’s Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Illinois)

Lincoln’s Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 16,450 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 7 42 19 6 5 0 6

Class 63 7 30 24 5 4 0 8

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,996,196 2,408,244 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

266 217 110 43 33 1

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

271 197 111 0 99 12

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Class 63 21 49 11:52 10:30 NR NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 11 11 8 8

Class 63 11 11 10 10

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 59 34.29 220,742

Class 63 54 34.29 203,775
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 130 50 40 8 11 2 19

Class 62

Month 1 110 47 9 2 3 3 7

Month 3 110 52 28 10 12 1 9

Month 6 110 50 32 14 8 3 16

Month 9 110 61 32 11 7 6 21

Class 63

Month 1 111 84 17 11 5 0 4

Month 3 111 81 28 14 9 0 15

Month 6 111 57 21 8 11 0 9

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.27—Continued
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TABLE A.28

Profile of Hoosier Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Indiana)

Hoosier Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2007

Graduates since inception: 2,551 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 Contracted 22 9 5 2 2 3

Class 63 Contracted 22 9 5 2 2 3

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 3,623,200 1,207,733 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

171 84 75 14 48 4

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

173 91 69 12 43 9

Physical fitness

Push-Ups 1-Mile Run BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 17 33 11:11 8:43 24.2 23.8

Class 63 16 29 11:43 9:09 24.3 24.7

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 7 7 23 23

Class 63 8 8 23 23

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 44 31.05 102,776

Class 63 47 31.05 101,565
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 75 75 72 53 14 4 1

Class 62

Month 1 75 75 44 36 8 0 0

Month 3 75 75 45 35 6 1 3

Month 6 75 75 41 29 4 2 6

Month 9 75 75 41 29 3 3 6

Class 63

Month 1 69 69 45 40 2 1 2

Month 3 69 69 48 39 4 2 3

Month 6 69 69 58 37 12 2 9

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 

Table A.28—Continued
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TABLE A.29

Profile of Bluegrass Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Kentucky)

Bluegrass Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 3,898 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 6 24 9 1 3 0 2

Class 63 6 25 9 2 3 0 1

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 3,891,643 1,297,214 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

135 90 64 0 60 4

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

153 124 76 0 59 16

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 22 33 10:51 8:44 24.1 22.5

Class 63 25 41 10:43 8:42 23.9 22.4

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 5 5 5 5

Class 63 8 8 7 7

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 49 29.47 92,766

Class 63 50 29.47 110,999
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 63 62 51 35 4 4 8

Class 62

Month 1 64 64 62 49 9 1 3

Month 3 64 64 62 49 9 1 3

Month 6 64 64 62 48 11 0 3

Month 9 64 64 63 49 11 1 2

Class 63

Month 1 76 76 73 63 9 0 1

Month 3 76 76 73 56 13 3 1

Month 6 76 76 73 56 13 3 1

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 

Table A.29—Continued
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TABLE A.30

Profile of Appalachian Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Kentucky)

Appalachian Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2012

Graduates since inception: 1,992 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 6 23 10 1 3 4 2

Class 63 6 23 10 3 3 4 2

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,351,301 1,450,434 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

207 117 78 NR NR NR

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

192 116 97 0 79 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Class 63 19 38 11:41 9:09 24.3 24.3

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 1 1 1 1

Class 63 5 4 4 4

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 NR 29.47 —a

Class 63 45 29.47 128,828
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 91 87 86 67 16 2 1

Class 62

Month 1 78 61 61 50 8 2 1

Month 3 78 77 77 67 7 2 1

Month 6 78 70 70 67 0 2 1

Month 9 78 70 70 67 0 2 1

Class 63

Month 1 97 97 93 79 14 0 0

Month 3 97 97 93 79 14 0 0

Month 6 97 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 
a Value cannot be calculated.

Table A.30—Continued
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TABLE A.31

Profile of Camp Minden Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Louisiana)

Camp Minden Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2002

Graduates since inception: 6,593 Program type: Credit recovery, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 13 42 14 9 2 8 24

Class 63 14 35 14 9 2 8 26

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 7,500,000 2,500,000 436,615

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 February 
2024–July 
2024

286 140 108 38 16 0

Class 63 August 
2024–
January 
2025

323 164 124 39 19 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 14 30 12:14 10:23 25.3 25.3

Class 63 20 36 12:15 10:10 24.6 23.9

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 52 12 38 31

Class 63 57 20 41 13

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 46 29.14 146,021

Class 63 44 29.14 160,343
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 106 106 96 31 39 1 24

Class 62

Month 1 108 108 107 26 29 0 52

Month 3 108 108 103 32 37 1 33

Month 6 108 108 97 29 42 3 24

Month 9 108 108 97 32 41 3 21

Class 63

Month 1 124 124 122 35 26 0 61

Month 3 124 124 117 41 37 0 39

Month 6 124 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; N/A = not applicable because the follow-up 
period had not occurred. 

Table A.31—Continued
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TABLE A.32

Profile of Gillis Long Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Louisiana)

Gillis Long Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 9,982 Program type: Credit recovery, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 12 37 13 10 2 5 41

Class 63 9 38 12 10 3 5 40

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 7,450,000 2,500,000 244,000

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 April 2024–
September 
2024

295 199 119 49 0 0

Class 63 October 
2024–
March 2025

314 199 115 46 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 24 37 11:18 9:58 NR NR

Class 63 30 38 12:58 10:51 NR NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 68 68 6 6

Class 63 66 66 22 22

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 44 29.14 153,306

Class 63 42 29.14 141,795
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 81 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 62

Month 1 119 115 112 37 40 1 34

Month 3 119 112 107 34 35 1 37

Month 6 119 119 108 38 38 4 28

Month 9 119 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Class 63

Month 1 115 115 101 23 38 1 39

Month 3 115 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Month 6 115 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; N/A = not applicable because the follow-up 
period had not occurred; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.32—Continued
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TABLE A.33

Profile of Training Center Pineville Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Louisiana)

Training Center Pineville Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 11,961 Program type: Credit recovery, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 16 39 15 9 7 7 22

Class 63 14 42 15 9 7 6 21

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 7,500,000 2,500,000 980,967

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

375 168 117 27 0 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

407 151 118 0 115 3

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 22 44 9:44 8:11 24.2 NR

Class 63 25 40 10:37 9:29 24.5 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 9 0 37 37

Class 63 10 5 22 22

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 46 29.14 157,239

Class 63 45 29.14 154,573
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 120 106 96 26 42 2 26

Class 62

Month 1 117 117 112 21 59 0 33

Month 3 117 111 103 31 38 0 34

Month 6 117 107 93 29 37 1 28

Month 9 117 108 88 23 40 2 24

Class 63

Month 1 118 112 96 31 47 0 18

Month 3 118 108 108 43 44 1 20

Month 6 118 109 109 42 44 5 18

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.33—Continued
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TABLE A.34

Profile of Freestate Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Maryland)

Freestate Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 5,123 Program type: HS diploma

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 —a° —a —a —a —a —a —a

Class 63 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 —a —a —a

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

—a —a —a —a —a —a

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

—a —a —a —a —a —a

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 —a —a —a —a —a —a

Class 63 —a —a —a —a —a —a

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 —a —a —a —a

Class 63 —a —a —a —a

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 —a 35.53 —a

Class 63 —a 35.53 —a
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 68 —a —a —a —a —a —a

Class 62

Month 1 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

Month 3 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

Month 6 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

Month 9 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

Class 63

Month 1 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

Month 3 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

Month 6 —a —a —a —a —a —a —a

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 
a Site did not report data.

Table A.34—Continued
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TABLE A.35

Profile of Michigan Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Michigan Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 5,106 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 0 17 8 5 4 0 8

Class 63 0 18 8 5 4 0 8

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,459,010 1,486,670 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

162 145 116 0 20 96

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

195 158 118 0 20 96

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 29 43 9:10 9:02 25.7 24.8

Class 63 23 42 11:32 9:27 25.2 24.4

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 16 16 18 18

Class 63 13 13 28 28

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 46 32.87 177,071

Class 63 49 32.87 191,665
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 103 71 44 11 25 0 8

Class 62

Month 1 116 109 65 29 32 0 6

Month 3 116 107 70 40 23 0 11

Month 6 116 92 58 21 28 1 12

Month 9 116 94 58 16 32 2 13

Class 63

Month 1 118 101 65 41 18 0 12

Month 3 118 109 73 44 25 0 8

Month 6 118 96 76 38 36 0 2

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school.

Table A.35—Continued
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TABLE A.36

Profile of Mississippi Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Mississippi Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 11,606 Program type: HS diploma

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 16 38 16 7 6 6 13

Class 63 16 40 17 7 6 6 12

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,700,000 1,900,000 191,296

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

339 235 138 68 0 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

379 253 176 85 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 25 47 11:03 8:03 24.8 NR

Class 63 24 47 10:41 7:52 24.1 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 21 21 38 38

Class 63 29 29 50 50

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 62 27.01 232,664

Class 63 52 27.01 248,222
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 173 133 120 11 80 2 27

Class 62

Month 1 138 110 71 6 55 0 20

Month 3 138 113 92 10 63 2 20

Month 6 138 100 92 10 64 4 18

Month 9 138 97 90 9 61 5 18

Class 63

Month 1 176 132 129 15 86 9 19

Month 3 176 166 165 24 102 13 26

Month 6 176 16 16 1 9 3 3

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.36—Continued
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TABLE A.37

Profile of Montana Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Montana Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 4,218 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 4 21 9 4 4 4 8

Class 63 4 26 9 4 4 4 8

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,182,028 1,732,963 263,752

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

265 136 105 0 105 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

244 140 119 0 69 50

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 18 44 12:23 8:16 26.1 NR

Class 63 22 45 10:21 9:07 25.1 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 16 16 13 13

Class 63 9 9 10 10

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 49 32.15 167,051

Class 63 50 32.15 191,871
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 105 81 69 19 36 3 11

Class 62

Month 1 105 101 80 16 63 1 6

Month 3 105 99 73 25 45 3 5

Month 6 105 98 66 14 42 5 17

Month 9 105 99 72 17 45 2 20

Class 63

Month 1 119 117 87 33 46 5 16

Month 3 119 116 92 35 52 3 11

Month 6 119 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.37—Continued
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TABLE A.38

Profile of Tarheel Youth ChalleNGe Academy–New London (North Carolina)

Tarheel Youth ChalleNGe Academy–New London, Established 2015

Graduates since inception: 1,427 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 7 18 17 3 2 2 5

Class 63 7 15 19 3 2 2 5

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 3,615,372 1,205,124 202,500

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 April 2024–
September 
2024

386 76 49 17 0 24

Class 63 October 
2024–March 
2025

303 77 45 4 0 28

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 28 32 8:54 8:22 26.0 25.5

Class 63 23 24 9:38 9:24 24.5 25.2

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 9 9 16 16

Class 63 8 8 10 10

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 59 33.01 95,102

Class 63 62 33.01 92,511
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 37 37 9 2 4 1 2

Class 62

Month 1 49 49 19 2 13 3 8

Month 3 49 49 22 1 13 4 8

Month 6 49 49 24 6 8 5 6

Month 9 49 49 13 2 3 5 5

Class 63

Month 1 45 45 13 1 5 3 8

Month 3 45 45 15 0 9 5 4

Month 6 45 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; N/A = not applicable because the follow-up 
period had not occurred. 

Table A.38—Continued
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TABLE A.39

Profile of Tarheel Youth ChalleNGe Academy–Salemburg (North Carolina)

Tarheel Youth ChalleNGe Academy–Salemburg, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 5,771 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 10 18 15 3 2 2 12

Class 63 8 14 15 3 2 2 11

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,484,294 1,494,764 99,494

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

331 90 55 0 0 31

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

353 77 45 0 0 5

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 NR NR 11:07 9:02 24.0 23.6

Class 63 NR NR 11:03 9:40 24.2 24.1

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 8 8 7 7

Class 63 2 2 1 1

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 59 33.01 106,540

Class 63 59 33.01 87,744
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 74 68 51 10 21 4 16

Class 62

Month 1 55 55 24 2 12 1 9

Month 3 55 55 35 10 19 0 6

Month 6 55 55 42 11 22 0 9

Month 9 55 55 42 11 24 2 5

Class 63

Month 1 45 45 23 0 19 0 4

Month 3 45 45 32 1 22 1 8

Month 6 45 45 23 5 14 1 3

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.39—Continued
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TABLE A.40

Profile of New Jersey Youth ChalleNGe Academy

New Jersey Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 4,426 Program type: HS diploma

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 8 14 6 2 3 0 1

Class 63 8 18 8 1 1 0 1

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,187,167 0 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

179 62 36 0 0 31

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

194 89 40 0 0 32

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 19 40 9:43 9:04 NR NR

Class 63 21 39 12:40 10:33 26.4 26.3

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 7 5 7 7

Class 63 3 0 2 2

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 43 36.97 56,934

Class 63 49 36.97 72,942
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 38 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Class 62

Month 1 36 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 3 36 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 6 36 6 4 1 0 3 0

Month 9 36 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 63

Month 1 40 13 2 0 2 0 0

Month 3 40 7 1 1 0 0 0

Month 6 40 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.40—Continued
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TABLE A.41

Profile of New Mexico Youth ChalleNGe Academy

New Mexico Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2001

Graduates since inception: 3,344 Program type: Credit recovery, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 8 21 11 6 4 2 1

Class 63 8 19 11 4 3 2 2

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,355,000 1,365,555 268,014

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

180 88 63 34 14 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

230 119 90 46 14 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 26 43 8:37 6:34 24.0 25.1

Class 63 25 46 9:32 7:10 24.7 24.8

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 11 11 20 20

Class 63 20 20 34 34

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 48 28.69 85,855

Class 63 42 28.69 109,711
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 50 37 35 4 15 4 12

Class 62

Month 1 63 63 30 17 10 3 2

Month 3 63 53 36 15 16 2 5

Month 6 63 55 41 19 17 2 6

Month 9 63 54 38 13 18 3 5

Class 63

Month 1 90 90 21 5 10 4 4

Month 3 90 78 41 8 24 5 9

Month 6 90 56 29 4 19 5 4

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 
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TABLE A.42

Profile of Battle Born Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Nevada)

Battle Born Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2021

Graduates since inception: 216 Program type: HS diploma, credit recovery, HiSET

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 6 11 5 2 4 0 3

Class 63 6 14 5 2 4 0 2

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 3,049,998 1,016,666 437,044

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

66 58 45 0 45 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

66 61 43 0 43 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 25 38 9:35 9:34 25.7 NR

Class 63 43 39 10:11 7:18 25.0 25.2

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 10 7 13 8

Class 63 2 2 15 9

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 40 30.86 55,548

Class 63 40 30.86 53,079
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 37 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Class 62

Month 1 45 11 0 0 0 0 2

Month 3 45 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 6 45 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 9 45 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 63

Month 1 43 31 0 0 0 0 0

Month 3 43 11 0 0 0 0 0

Month 6 43 2 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.42—Continued
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TABLE A.43

Profile of Thunderbird Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Oklahoma)

Thunderbird Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 6,168 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 8 28 8 5 7 4 14

Class 63 8 43 8 5 7 4 14

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,630,278 1,876,749 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

467 194 136 0 114 22

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

500 180 129 3 107 12

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 17 37 11:09 8:07 24.0 24.3

Class 63 16 36 10:28 8:34 25.1 25.3

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 8 6 12 12

Class 63 16 15 18 18

Service to community

Total Service Hours Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 50 30.63 207,503

Class 63 45 30.63 179,354
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 138 130 130 78 8 2 42

Class 62

Month 1 136 131 127 96 6 1 25

Month 3 136 131 130 86 6 2 36

Month 6 136 128 126 77 6 3 42

Month 9 136 119 116 65 10 5 39

Class 63

Month 1 129 123 123 110 3 2 8

Month 3 129 123 121 96 3 2 22

Month 6 129 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.43—Continued
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TABLE A.44

Profile of Oregon Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Oregon Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 6,142 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 9 20 12 2 1 0 9

Class 63 8 20 12 4 1 0 9

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 6,031,862 2,010,621 593,872

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

390 172 143 0 125 18

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

462 188 165 0 145 19

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 17 39 11:18 8:32 26.5 26.3

Class 63 18 37 12:13 9:20 27.0 26.8

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 23 23 47 47

Class 63 32 32 61 61

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 58 36.44 302,725

Class 63 60 36.44 359,062
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 163 163 161 66 58 10 27

Class 62

Month 1 143 143 143 104 23 1 15

Month 3 143 143 140 100 19 1 20

Month 6 143 143 137 90 20 4 23

Month 9 143 143 131 78 26 4 23

Class 63

Month 1 165 165 165 138 14 1 12

Month 3 165 165 164 129 15 2 18

Month 6 165 162 152 116 15 1 20

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 
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TABLE A.45

Profile of Keystone State Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Pennsylvania)

Keystone State Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2022

Graduates since inception: 147 Program type: Credit recovery, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 6 23 7 1 4 3 7

Class 63 6 23 7 1 2 3 7

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,346,411 1,448,800 726,200

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

111 56 42 0 36 6

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

133 69 45 0 42 2

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 25 41 11:31 8:25 25.0 24.8

Class 63 16 33 11:32 9:22 25.2 24.9

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 11 0 10 4

Class 63 7 0 5 4

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 45 32.28 60,867

Class 63 43 32.28 62,559
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 23 23 19 5 10 1 3

Class 62

Month 1 42 40 39 16 15 2 6

Month 3 42 38 38 13 12 2 11

Month 6 42 38 38 14 12 3 9

Month 9 42 35 35 10 14 4 7

Class 63

Month 1 45 44 39 20 10 4 5

Month 3 45 43 41 14 13 4 10

Month 6 45 45 43 22 10 7 4

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 
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TABLE A.46

Profile of Puerto Rico Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Puerto Rico Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 8,800 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 12 39 38 13 3 8 5

Class 63 12 38 38 13 3 8 5

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,475,000 1,825,000 0

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 April 2024–
September 
2024

273 233 201 0 0 201

Class 63 October 
2024–March 
2025

303 238 216 0 0 216

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 15 35 10:59 8:30 23.3 22.6

Class 63 14 35 11:14 8:35 NR NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 23 23 19 19

Class 63 29 22 29 22

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 43 17.32 149,073

Class 63 44 17.32 164,020
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 227 225 192 100 44 13 35

Class 62

Month 1 201 201 68 29 29 3 38

Month 3 201 201 114 65 38 5 41

Month 6 201 201 132 76 39 10 41

Month 9 201 201 131 72 46 9 27

Class 63

Month 1 216 216 44 22 20 0 31

Month 3 216 216 101 47 46 2 50

Month 6 216 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; N/A = not applicable because the follow-up 
period had not occurred; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.46—Continued
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TABLE A.47

Profile of South Carolina Youth ChalleNGe Academy

South Carolina Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1998

Graduates since inception: 4,398 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 5 38 7 5 2 2 20

Class 63 6 32 6 8 2 2 17

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 2,812,500 937,500 1,800,000

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

164 93 59 22 10 2

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

154 68 43 17 12 2

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 26 37 11:37 10:39 25.7 25.8

Class 63 29 47 11:23 10:10 26.4 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 6 0 3 0

Class 63 4 4 4 4

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 44 31.16 80,954

Class 63 49 31.16 66,153
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 72 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 62

Month 1 59 59 28 11 4 0 15

Month 3 59 59 32 22 5 0 5

Month 6 59 59 28 17 5 1 5

Month 9 59 59 28 9 5 2 13

Class 63

Month 1 43 43 17 11 5 0 1

Month 3 43 43 14 9 5 0 0

Month 6 43 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NR = data not reported. 

Table A.47—Continued
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TABLE A.48

Profile of Texas Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Texas Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2014

Graduates since inception: 1,322 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 11 25 10 7 3 0 10

Class 63 10 24 11 7 4 0 9

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,125,000 1,429,500 202,122

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

221 134 98 3 60 27

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

248 142 109 1 65 37

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 23 44 10:56 9:38 25.2 25.7

Class 63 24 34 11:16 9:40 26.1 25.9

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 7 7 10 10

Class 63 7 7 25 25

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 50 33.59 165,767

Class 63 44 33.59 162,811
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 102 102 59 30 11 9 9

Class 62

Month 1 98 93 45 26 15 0 4

Month 3 98 90 72 46 18 3 5

Month 6 98 85 68 42 14 6 6

Month 9 98 82 66 40 12 9 5

Class 63

Month 1 109 104 56 42 12 0 2

Month 3 109 99 74 48 19 3 4

Month 6 109 105 72 42 20 7 3

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 
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TABLE A.49

Profile of Commonwealth Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Virginia)

Commonwealth Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 5,809 Program type: Credit recovery, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 63 9 15 5 3 1 1 1

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,857,090 1,619,030 150,000

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

150 103 44 14 11 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 63 19 50 11:50 9:21 25.6 NR

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 63 16 0 16 16

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 NOT OP 34.42 NOT OP

Class 63 48 34.42 73,418
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 67 37 33 5 18 3 7

Class 62

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 9 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 63

Month 1 44 44 33 17 15 1 0

Month 3 44 40 32 12 18 2 0

Month 6 44 NR NR NR NR NR NR

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NOT OP = site was not operational; NR = data 
not reported. 

Table A.49—Continued
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TABLE A.50

Profile of Washington Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Washington Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2009

Graduates since inception: 3,811 Program type: Credit recovery

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 10 29 12 7 2 3 8

Class 63 10 30 11 4 2 3 10

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 5,653,103 1,884,368 2,340,059

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

266 166 139 0 138 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

302 167 136 0 134 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 23 39 11:33 8:08 25.6 25.4

Class 63 19 44 12:17 8:07 26.5 25.7

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 27 27 47 47

Class 63 31 31 53 53

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 55 41.70 316,461

Class 63 54 41.70 307,308
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 134 134 67 49 11 5 2

Class 62

Month 1 139 139 121 118 1 0 4

Month 3 139 139 113 101 5 0 11

Month 6 139 139 116 107 4 1 4

Month 9 139 139 109 102 3 1 5

Class 63

Month 1 136 136 121 119 0 0 3

Month 3 136 136 130 129 0 0 1

Month 6 136 136 127 124 0 0 3

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 
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TABLE A.51

Profile of Wisconsin Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Wisconsin Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1998

Graduates since inception: 4,845 Program type: Credit recovery, HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 6 27 5 4 6 0 4

Class 63 7 32 4 5 5 0 4

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 4,232,938 1,410,979 222,667

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

508 149 112 0 112 0

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

448 127 86 0 86 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 24 34 8:59 8:11 24.6 24.7

Class 63 23 39 9:17 7:46 25.2 25.6

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 23 22 40 40

Class 63 17 17 32 32

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 45 34.00 172,618

Class 63 57 34.00 165,869
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 97 56 25 3 6 1 15

Class 62

Month 1 112 83 36 1 28 0 16

Month 3 112 66 14 0 8 2 29

Month 6 112 56 17 1 9 6 17

Month 9 112 79 25 2 12 8 21

Class 63

Month 1 86 75 16 3 7 0 30

Month 3 86 69 20 4 12 1 20

Month 6 86 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 
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TABLE A.52

Profile of Mountaineer Youth ChalleNGe Academy–North (West Virginia)

Mountaineer Youth ChalleNGe Academy–North, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 5,449 Program type: HS diploma, GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 3 29 17 5 3 2 10

Class 63 6 25 16 5 2 1 9

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 3,996,195 1,332,065 130,100

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 January 
2024–June 
2024

164 116 85 4 2 40

Class 63 July 2024–
December 
2024

195 136 90 2 0 65

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 17 53 11:39 7:53 26.9 26.0

Class 63 19 62 10:16 7:14 26.7 26.2

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 8 0 6 6

Class 63 13 13 9 9

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 43 29.13 107,431

Class 63 47 29.13 123,205
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 101 100 61 17 30 6 8

Class 62

Month 1 85 79 19 11 7 0 12

Month 3 85 80 51 26 16 0 14

Month 6 85 76 44 21 15 0 11

Month 9 85 71 41 12 23 0 10

Class 63

Month 1 90 80 21 20 1 0 5

Month 3 90 76 36 19 13 2 9

Month 6 90 70 30 7 18 3 10

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school. 
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TABLE A.53

Profile of Mountaineer Youth ChalleNGe Academy–South (West Virginia)

Mountaineer Youth ChalleNGe Academy–South, Established 2020

Graduates since inception: 451 Program type: GED

Employed staff

Instructional Cadre Admin.
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Class 62 55 20 23 4 2 2 1

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Funding, in dollars

Federal State Other

Classes 62 and 63 3,726,748 1,242,249 101,000

Residential phase performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSET

Received 
HS Credits

Received 
HS Diploma

Class 62 April 2024–
September 
2024

151 108 58 37 0 0

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 62 25 41 11:41 9:53 24.5 24.5

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 62 6 6 5 5

Class 63 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours per Cadet Dollar Value per Hour Total Value ($)

Class 62 57 29.13 95,634

Class 63 NOT OP 29.13 NOT OP
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Post-residential phase performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/ 

Other

Class 61

Month 9 66 23 17 7 6 2 2

Class 62

Month 1 58 54 11 5 3 2 5

Month 3 58 52 23 8 9 3 7

Month 6 58 47 27 8 12 2 8

Month 9 58 24 12 2 7 2 3

Class 63

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: Admin. = administrative; BMI = body mass index; HS = high school; NOT OP = site was not operational. 

Table A.53—Continued
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APPENDIX B

Protocol: ChalleNGe Mentor Pilot Semi-
Structured Interviews

The questions below formed the protocol for our discussions with staff at the first six sites to 
enter the mentoring pilot program. We had some conversations in the course of our site visits 
and some during a workshop to discuss policy and process around the mentoring pilot pro-
gram in October 2024. The discussions at the October 2024 meeting were constrained by the 
workshop schedule; in some cases, we were not able to discuss each question with staff mem-
bers from each site. We list the questions by general topic area; we use the same categories as 
in the discussion of the results in Chapter 3.

Joining and Launching the Pilot

1.	 Why did your site choose to participate in the Mentor Pilot? Who was involved in this 
decision? PROBE: Case managers, directors, those who oversee recruiting, placement, 
and mentoring?

Expected Benefits of the Pilot

2.	 Before your site joined, what benefits did you expect the pilot would generate for your 
site? 
a.	 For cadets?
b.	 For staff? 

 – PROBES: Increased contact in post-residential? Improved placement? Staff 
time freed up from prior mentor coordination? Staff satisfaction increases from 
more cadet contact? 

3.	 How will you determine success? How long do you think it will take to reach that 
outcome (if it can be reached)?

4.	 What potential drawbacks did you see to taking part in the pilot?
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Logistics

5.	 When did you begin the pilot? 
This question may require probing; it’s key to understand with as much fidelity as 

possible exactly which cadets experienced mentoring through the pilot program and 
which cadets did not. Note specifics below.

a.	 When did your staff receive training?
i. 	  How much and what type(s) of training did staff receive?
ii. 	  What could have been added to the training to improve it? What could have 

been subtracted?
b.	 For which class did you begin implementing the pilot? [Class #, Week #]?

i. 	  Did you begin with full implementation (all cadets integrated into pilot) or 
partial implementation (some cadets had traditional mentors; others were in 
the pilot)? 

6.	 Describe how the pilot operates at your site. If starting with partial implementation, 
ask for details of how that was done. 
a.	 Which staff are involved? 

i. 	  How many staff members do you have in that role? 
ii. 	  Is that enough staff members? 
iii. 	 How did their role change (new responsibilities, loss of responsibilities)?

b.	 How many cadets does each staff member work with? 
c.	 During the average week, how much of a staff member’s time is spent on pilot 

activities? 
d.	 What are cadets told about the pilot? What do they experience during the resi-

dential phase as part of the pilot? The post-residential phase? 
 – Has there been any feedback (positive or negative) from cadets’ families about 
the pilot?

e.	 What activities are conducted as part of the pilot? 
i. 	  Relationship building (case managers, cadets)
ii. 	  P-RAP completion
iii. 	 Other? 

f.	 For classes with more than one class in/through the pilot . . .
i. 	  Do staff members simultaneously work with individuals in the residential 

and post-residential phase[s]? 
 – If yes, how has the process been going so far? Challenges? Wins? 

g.	 What technology is used in this process? 
i. 	  Staff?
ii. 	  Cadets? 

h.	 What additional materials or resources (not already discussed) has the pilot 
required?
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i.	 IF PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION:
i. 	  Describe your initial implementation approach. Would you be able to iden-

tify, in your database, which cadets were or were not part of the initial imple-
mentation? 

ii. 	  Can you identify which cadets were in the pilot vs. which were not during 
that initial phase? 

iii. 	 When did/will you move to full implementation? 

Prior Mentor Relationships and Management

7.	 Describe how your program previously worked with mentors. 
a.	 Did cadets need to have a mentor for admission into the program? 

i. 	  At what week in the class cycle were cadets required to have a mentor fully 
vetted and ready to participate? 

b.	 For what proportion of an average class was getting a vetted mentor in a timely 
manner a challenge? 

c.	 Who managed background checks (cost and processing)? 

8.	 Describe for us any issues or concerns your site had in recruiting and establishing 
mentors for participants, prior to the mentor pilot. 
a.	 How much staff time was spent coordinating mentor placements, on mentor 

training, etc.? 
b.	 Besides staff time, how much did it cost your program to have mentors (back-

ground checks, training, activities, etc.)? 
c.	 To what extent was finding a mentor a barrier to entry for potential cadets? Did 

you have any plans in place for cadets who could not locate a mentor? Or for 
cadets whose mentors quickly lost touch with the cadets (for example, prior to or 
immediately after graduation)?

9.	 Were there benefits to the prior mentor approach that are not covered by the new 
pilot? Please describe.
 – PROBE: Having an adult in the graduate’s home area? Having mentors as a network 
of supporters of ChalleNGe?

Staffing and Hiring

10.	 How has [the pilot influenced or will the pilot influence] hiring? 
a.	 Will you increase the number of individuals who work with the pilot? 

i. 	  Do you have concerns about securing funding for the additional positions? 
ii. 	  What is the entry salary of individuals in these roles? 
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b.	 Are there positions in which you will need fewer staff members for in the future 
because of the pilot? 
i. 	  If so, have you signaled this to current staff? 
ii. 	  Will you be able to shift staff between positions as necessary?

11.	 What has been the staff reaction to participating in the pilot thus far? What about 
staff who aren’t involved in the pilot? 

Post-Residential (If Already Working with Graduates)

12.	 How far into the post-residential phase is your first pilot class? Second? Third? 

13.	 How has this pilot been going in the post-residential phase? 
a.	 What outcomes have you seen from it? 
b.	 Do you have a sense of your contact rate with graduates? What proportion of 

graduates has staff been able to keep in touch with? 
i. 	  Month 1? 3? 6? 

Overall Impressions to Date

14.	 What aspects of the program have been working well? 

15.	 What aspects of the program could be improved upon? 
a.	 What would you change, if you could?

16.	 If given the choice, would you opt to stay in or leave the pilot? 

17.	 What advice would you give another site who is considering launching the pilot? 

18.	 What benefits or improved outcomes have you noticed so far? How do you know? 
How are you measuring/documenting this? 

19.	 What costs (expected or unexpected)? How are you assessing those?
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Abbreviations

BBBS Big Brothers Big Sisters
BMI body mass index
COVID-19 coronavirus disease 2019
CTE career and technical education
DoD U.S. Department of Defense
HiSET High School Equivalency Test
NGB National Guard Bureau
P-RAP Post-Residential Action Plan
TABE Test of Adult Basic Education
Youth ChalleNGe National Guard Youth ChalleNGe program
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