[image: image13.png]



[image: image14.png]e

RESEARCH




[image: image15.jpg]RESEARCH




Evaluation Report

Delaware 21st Century Community of Learning Centers
Submitted to: 
Theresa Vendrzyk Kough
Education Associate, Curriculum Development
Delaware Department of Education
401 Federal Street, Suite 2
Telephone; 302.735.4269
Fax: 302.739.3744
Submitted by:
Sonia Jurich, MD, Ed.D., Senior Research Associate 
Michael Frye, B.S. Research Assistant

RMC Research Corporation

1501 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 1205
Arlington, Virginia 22209
Phone: 703.558.4800
Fax: 703.558.4823
Tony Ruggiero, President

Liling Research 


June 15, 2009

Table of Contents

iTable of Contents
   
List of Tables
  ii
List of Figures
 iii
Introduction
  1
Section I: Literature Review
  5
Section II: Program Overview
10
A. Grantees and Partners
10
B. Participants
15
C. Personnel
20
D. Activities
22
E. Interactions
24
Section III: Outcomes
27
A. Descriptive analysis (21st CCLC participants only)
27
B. Comparative analyses (21st CCLC vs. Non-21st CCLC)
31
Section IV: Conclusions and Recommendations
35
A. Addressing the evaluation questions
35
B. Wrapping up
39
References
42
Appendix A: Evaluation Design
44
Appendix B:  Literature review chart
46
Appendix C:  List of grantees, sites and schools served (SY 2003-2004 to SY 2007-2008)
50



List of Tables


10Table 1:  List of state-funded grantees per cohort


11Table 2: List of grantees and number of centers for the Delaware 21st CCLC program


14Table 3: Type of partners at the Delaware 21st CCLC (SY 2003 to SY 2008)


18Table 4: Demographics of students participating in the Delaware 21st CCLC program


21Table 5: Staff pattern in the Delaware 21st CCLC program


23Table 6: Student-related activities provided by Delaware 21st CCLC program


24Table 7: Number of Delaware 21st CCLC Centers with family-related activities


30Table 8: Comparison of means on DSTP results for 21st CCLC students disaggregated by subgroups (spring of 2008)




List of Figures

13Figure 1: Delaware 21st Century Community Learning Centers – approximate location of centers operating in SY 2007-2008


14Figure 2: Partners' contributions to the Delaware 21st CCLC


16Figure 3: Five years participation in the Delaware 21st CCLC program*


16Figure 4: Percentage of regular versus non-regular students across years*


17Figure 5: Average participation per center in the past five years


19Figure 6: Grade level of Delaware 21st CCLC students across time


20Figure 7: Percentage of paid and volunteer staff at the Delaware 21st CCLC program


27Figure 8: Percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards on the 2008 DSTP reading (21st CCLC and state)


28Figure 9: Percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards on the 2008 DSTP mathematics (21st CCLC and state)


32Figure 10: Changes in mean scaled scores for 21st CCLC participant and non-participant students between 2007 and 2008 DSTP reading


33Figure 11: Changes in mean scaled scores for 21st CCLC participant and non-participant students between 2007 and 2008 DSTP mathematics


34Figure 12: Students scoring below standards in the 2007 DSTP reading and changes in score on the 2008 assessment


34Figure 13: Students scoring below standards in the 2007 DSTP mathematics and changes in score on the 2008 assessment





 Introduction

The 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) was first authorized as a national program under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1995 (Public Law 89-10).  The program provided grants to local education agencies or schools to organize recreational and enrichment activities with the main objective of keeping children safe after school hours.  The program was reauthorized under Title IV, Part B of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Public Law 107-110) with four major modifications.  First, the program emphasis shifted from keeping children safe after school hours to helping students improve academically and meet state standards in mathematics and reading through the use of scientifically-based interventions.  Second, program eligibility was expanded to include community-based organizations.  Third, the program administration was transferred from the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) to the State Education Agencies (SEA).  Additionally, the law strengthened the role of program evaluation and accountability.

Between 2002 and 2008, Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) has funded seven competitions for 21st CCLC grants.  Funds are awarded to the grantees for a five year period, with full funding for the first three years, 25% funding in year four, and 50% in year five.  Grantees are expected to match the funds and sustain the program as the state money dwindles.  The first cohort of grantees to receive 21st CCLC funds under DDOE administration has already completed its five-year cycle, while the second cohort completed the cycle by the end of the school year (SY) 2008-2009.  In SY 2007-2008, 30 grantees ran 58 centers
  across the state and served a total of 4,031 students and 615 adults.  From 2003 to 2008, the Delaware 21st CCLC program served approximately 16,000 students and 2,500 adults.   As part of the State’s administrative duties, federal legislation requires a comprehensive evaluation of the statewide program that must be conducted by an external evaluator.  This evaluation satisfies that requirement.

Delaware 21st Century Community Learning Centers: Evaluation Report (SY 2003-2005 to SY 2005-2006)

 In 2006, DDOE contracted with RMC Research Corporation to review existing 21st CCLC data and address questions related to program implementation and outcomes.  The evaluators reviewed data from the national 21st CCLC database – the Profile and Performance Information Collection System (PPICS) – to provide a three-year summary of the program, beginning in SY 2003-2004.  For schools with a critical student mass, the evaluators also analyzed results in the statewide assessments, the Delaware State Testing Program (DSTP), comparing results on the DSTP mathematics and reading for program attendees and non-attendees in the same schools, matched by performance levels.  

The 2006 evaluation report
 found that between SY 2003-2004 and SY 2005-2006:

· The number of 21st CCLC sites grew from 18 to 43.

· Grantees reflected small partnerships, generally comprised of schools and one other partner (mostly community-based organizations).

· 70% of the personnel working on the 21st CCLC sites were paid staff, particularly certified teachers.

· The program served a large percentage of students eligible for free and reduced meals (FARM) program and from minority backgrounds.  For instance, in SY 2005-2006, 48% of the 21st CCLC participants were FARM-eligible and 73% were from minority backgrounds, compared to 34% FARM-eligible and 45% from minority backgrounds in the statewide student population.  

· One third of the participants attended the centers for fewer than 30 days a year.

· About 90% of 21st CCLC participants attended elementary grades (1 to 6), 7% were in middle school (grades 7 and 8), and 2% were in grades 9 to 12.

· The 46 centers providing services in SY 2005-2006 offered a total of 1,603 hours a week of academic activities and support (on average, 34.84 hours a week per program). 
· Only one third of the sites offered programs for participants’ families.

· The analysis of results in the DSTP reading and mathematics suggested that the scores of 21st CCLC participants improved at a rate that was consistent with the average Delaware student, even though the program was serving larger percentages of children and youth who were at risk for academic failure. 

· A longitudinal analysis indicated that gains in the DSTP mathematics for 3rd grade participants were larger than the average gains for all Delaware students.

Recommendations based on the findings included a suggestion for the centers to review their activities and ensure that they were providing well-structured programs that reinforced and complemented the regular academic program.  The programs should also be interesting enough to attract and maintain students across the school year.  Expanding the partnerships to ensure resources and sustain the program after the state grant ended was another recommendation for the grantees.  For the state, a request was made to expand the evaluation by focusing on program quality, and to provide further technical assistance to the centers, thereby ensuring program quality and sustainability.  The evaluation also proposed a set of objectives to guide the state and grantees in their assessment of progress.

As a result of the 2006 evaluation, DDOE strengthened the application requirements for the new grantee cohorts and improved the monitoring process.  Grantees in Cohorts 5 and 6 were required to complete a self-assessment, and the monitoring process consists now of two visits a year to each of the sites.  The monitoring observations, conducted through a contract with the University of Delaware and DDOE, provide the centers with feedback for continuous improvement. 

Delaware 21st Century Community Learning Centers:  Evaluation Report (SY 2006-2007 to SY 2007-2008)

In November 2008, DDOE requested RMC Research Corporation to update the 2006 evaluation report.  The evaluators reviewed data from the PPICS, the DSTP, and the monitoring reports to provide a descriptive summary of the Delaware 21st CCLC grantees and centers, identify their progress, and propose recommendations.  Additionally, the evaluators conducted a synthesis of the literature on the effectiveness of 21st CCLC in improving student academic performance.  This report presents the findings from those activities, and is comprised of four sections and three appendices, as follows:

· Section I, Literature Review, summarizes the literature on the effectiveness of 21st CCLC to improve student academic performance.

· Section II, Program Overview, analyzes PPICS and monitoring reports data to delineate the status of the Delaware 21st CCLC program and the changes experienced from SY 2003-2004 to SY 2007-2008.

· Section III, Outcomes, focuses on indicators of student achievement using a treatment-comparison group approach, whenever possible.

· Section IV, Conclusions and Recommendations, discusses findings and proposes recommendations. 

· Appendix A describes the evaluation questions, design, methods and limitations.

· Appendix B includes a brief description of the documents discussed in Section I.

· Appendix C provides a list of the 21st CCLC grantees, their centers, and feeder schools.

Section I: Literature Review

This section presents a brief review of recent literature related to out-of-school time programs focusing on the impact of these programs on student academic performance.  Out-of-school time programs include programs that are offered before or after the regular school day, on Saturdays, or during the summer.  The review is aimed at providing DDOE with a summary of research findings that may be used to guide decisions regarding the implementation and monitoring of the Delaware 21st CCLC program.

Search process: To keep the focus and address the limited time allocated to the study, the search was restricted to published documents (hard copies or electronic copies) available in two large education databases.  The databases were: ERIC (Education Research Information Center), the largest database for education resources (http://www.eric.ed.gov/), and the Harvard Family Research Project, at Harvard University, which has a collection of evaluations of 21st CCLC and other out-of-school time programs (http://www.hfrp.org/out-of-school-time).  A search was also conducted on web sites of State Education Agencies for statewide evaluations of 21st CCLC programs. 

Inclusion criteria: Documents were included in the review if they satisfied three criteria: (a) written in the past five years; (b) focused on structured out-of-school programs that extended throughout the school year (rather than unstructured and sporadic activities); and (c)  included findings regarding the impact of the program on student achievement.  A total of 11 documents were reviewed.  Eight of the documents were meta-analyses
 or literature reviews and, therefore, include a larger number of studies.  However, many of these primary studies were examined by more than one of the cited meta-analyses, reflecting the small numbers of evaluations of out-of-school time programs that use rigorous designs and reliable outcome data.  A brief description of the documents is provided in Appendix B.  The evaluations of the LA’s BEST and Sacramento START programs, although older documents, were also included as they are among the few studies that explore the relationship between program features and outcomes.

Description of programs: The studied included after school sites, summer schools, and Saturday schools funded under the federal 21st CCLC program and other funding sources.  Most programs offered a mix of academic support, recreational, enrichment, and youth development activities, although the types of activities and their emphasis varied across programs.  For instance, some programs emphasized academics and offered tutoring and mentoring, or only tutoring, while other programs emphasized youth development, with academics limited to homework completion.

Except for the IES study (Black, Doolittle, Zhur, Unterman & Grossman, 2008), which was limited to grades 2 to 5, all other studies involved K-12 students in public and/or private schools. The majority of the sites served students from high-poverty, low performance schools.  Reflecting the academic focus of the 21st CCLC program, sites funded under this program were predominantly staffed by teachers who worked in the host school during the regular school day (James-Burdumy, Dynarski, Moore, Deke, Mansfield, & Pistorino, 2005).  A review of the PPICS database found that half of the sites funded in SY 2003-2004 were open between 6 to 15 hours a week, and from 22 to 35 weeks a year (Mitchell, Naftzger, Margolin, & Kaufman, 2005).  However, a common finding in the evaluations was that actual contact hours were limited, as student attendance in the programs tended to be sporadic (Kane, 2004; Zief & Lauver, 2004).

Outcomes: Evaluations of after school programs measured a number of outcomes that included academic (performance in statewide assessments, grades, homework completion, etc); behavioral (violence, drug usage, sexual activity, etc); and personal (self-care, self-esteem, etc).  Findings from the different studies tended to be contradictory, with some reviews proclaiming the success of the programs on a range of indicators, while others saw no impact.  Granger (2008) examined three meta-analyses (included in this review), calling attention to the fact that studies were assessing different programs and looking at different objectives.  The contradiction reflected the evaluations’ characteristics (how program, outcomes and success are defined and examined) more than the programs’ characteristics.

Overall, recent evaluations and meta-analyses of structured, long-term, out-of- school time programs tended to agree that program effects were small to moderate and varied across sites.  Within sites, effects might vary according to the indicators being measured or the participants’ grade level.  For instance, the national evaluation of the 21st CCLC program found a difference in program attendance and course success according to participants’ grade levels.  Among the elementary school students, 76% attended 21st CCLC programs 26 days or more, compared to 46% for middle school students.  Additionally, elementary school students attending after school programs showed gains in their scores on social studies, while middle school students improved grades in mathematics (James-Burdumy et al., 2009).  

Outcomes frequently mentioned in the literature can be listed under three broader categories: academic, behavioral and personal.  Only one document measured family participation.

· Academic outcomes: Lauer et al. (2004) found small but positive effects on standardized tests for reading (.046 to .221 for 43 samples) for students in K-2 and high school; small to medium on mathematics (.095 to 2.53 for 33 samples) for all age groups, except K-2.  For both tests, positive effects were related to after school and summer school participation, but not Saturday schools.  Scott-Little, Hamann, & Jurs (2002) found small effect sizes on standardized tests for reading (.21) and mathematics (.16).  Improvements in grades and test scores were also reported by Durlak & Weissberg (2007). Alternatively, Bodilly & Beckett (2005) and Zief & Lauer (2006) reported no significant effects on grades or standardized test scores in their review of after school programs. No study found that after school programs influenced school attendance. 

· Behavioral outcomes: Bodilly & Beckett (2005) found a decline in high-risk behaviors (drug use and violence) for middle and high school students attending after school programs.  Reductions in challenging or risky behaviors were also reported by Durlak & Weissberg (2007), Little & Harris (2003), and Scott-Little, Hamann, & Jurs (2002).  Yet, the national evaluation reported no impact on children’s after school supervision, as students not in the program tended to have adult supervision when out of school (James-Burdumy et al., 2005).

· Personal outcomes: Improvements in feelings about oneself (Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Little & Harris, 2003), and improved social and communication skills (Little & Harris, 2003) were some of the positive effects of the program on participants’ emotional development.

· Family participation: The national evaluation of the 21st CCLC observed an increase in family involvement with their children’s schooling for students in the program (James-Burdumy et al., 2005).

Contributing factors: The variety of programs studied and the sporadic attendance within those programs limited the studies’ ability to make strong statements about program characteristics related to positive outcomes.  Some findings regarding contributing factors included:

· Exposure to the program: The few studies that looked at relationships between program characteristics and outcomes emphasized exposure to the program as the main factor contributing to successful outcomes.  The first study to find a positive relationship between program attendance and academic performance was the 2000 evaluation of the L.A. Best Program (Huang, Gribbons, Kim, Lee & Baker, 2000).  Students who participated more frequently in the program showed higher attendance in the regular school day and improved performance in standardized tests (controlled for effects of demographics).  Little & Harris (2003) also highlighted that time spent in the program was positively related to improved academic and youth development outcomes.  A similar relationship between attendance and positive behavioral changes was also established by Hudley (1999) in a study of a 4H after school program.  The idea of exposure to the program as a major factor for student success was later challenged by the national evaluation of the 21st CCLC program (James-Burdumy et al, 2005).  James-Burdumy and the team compared the academic outcomes of frequent and infrequent participants, and found that simply increasing attendance was unlikely to improve academic outcomes, if the quality of the program was questionable.

· Specific program features: In their meta-analysis of after school programs, Lauer et al. (2006) found that some program features predicted results for specific outcomes.  For instance, tutoring was related to reading achievement.  The evaluations of LA’s BEST and Sacramento START programs suggested that well-structured programs were related to improved student academic outcomes.  Both programs required membership and ongoing attendance, provided a defined curriculum for their academic intervention, and made an effort to maintain a small student to staff ratio (Huang et al., 2000; Lamare, 1998).

· SAFE programs: According to Durlak & Weissberg (2007), programs that actively involved youth, focused on specific social and personal skills, and employed sequential learning activities to develop these skills showed, on average, more positive effects than programs that did not have these characteristics.  These programs were called SAFE that stood for sequential, active, focused, and explicit (Granger, 2008).

· Quality of program: The national evaluation of the 21st CCLC program (James-Burdumy et al., 2005) found that most academic activities at the evaluation sites consisted of homework sessions in which students received limited additional academic assistance.  Sporadic activities coupled with a weak foundation could explain, more than program exposure, the findings regarding little or no impact of after school programs on participants’ academic performance.  In response to this finding, the Institute for Education Science (IES) funded a study to develop and evaluate rigorous, scientifically-based reading and mathematics curricula that were adapted to after school settings.  Mathletics (Harcourt Publishers) and Adventure Island (Success for All) were the two selected curricula submitted to rigorous evaluation using randomized controlled trials.  After the first trial year, both curricula showed small but significant gains measured by results in standardized tests (Black, Doolittle, Zhu, Unterman, & Grossman, 2008).  

Granger (2008) observes that a number of instruments to gauge program quality have been developed recently.  The number of documents reflecting expert opinions on the quality of after school programs is also growing (Wimer, Bouffard, & Little, 2008), due to the increased interest at the federal, state, and local levels on out-of-school time programs.  Nonetheless, research is still inconclusive regarding the characteristics of a successful after school program, in part because these programs are not uniform in their demographics, delivery mode, or objectives.  The difficulty in defining what success is for an after school program leads to instruments that measure untested theories and practices that are not based on rigorous evidence.  More studies are needed that establish causal relationships between program characteristics and student outcomes.  Results from these studies are essential to promote evidence-based best practices for 21st CCLC programs.

 Section II: Program Overview 


This section updates the 2006 evaluation of the Delaware 21st CCLC using information obtained from PPICS and monitoring reports to provide a descriptive view of the Delaware 21st CCLC programs in the past five years, from SY 2003-2004 to SY 2007-2008.  The section is divided into four subsections that summarize information about the grantees and their partners, the centers’ participants, their staff patterns, and services provided.  A fifth subsection reviews the SY 2007-2008 monitoring reports to provide a more in-depth view of the local programs.

A. Grantees and Partners
Awards: DOE awards 21st CCLC grants through a competitive process.  The grantees receive full funding for three years.  In the fourth grant year, grant funds are reduced by 25%, and by 50% in year five.  Award amounts vary across grantees, reflecting differences in size and intensity of proposed activities.  For Cohort 3, the five-year award ranged from $302,176 to $1,806,250, with an average $988,128 per grantee. The average award for Cohort 5 was $798,300, with a range from $408,750 to $1,275,000.  For Cohort 6, the five-year award ranged from $699,048 to $1,125,000, with an average $895,943 per grantee.  The average award for Cohort 7 was $545,276, with a range from $298,000 to $750,000.  Table 1 displays the starting number of state-funded grantees.  Table 2, on the next page, lists grantees per cohort.  Appendix C provides the names of grantees, their centers, and the schools they serve. 

Table 1:  List of state-funded grantees per cohort 
	State-funded Cohorts
	Starting
	Ending
	Grantees 
(Number)

	Cohort 1
	January 2003
	2008
	 6

	Cohort 2
	September 2003
	2009
	 5

	Cohort 3
	October 2004
	2010
	10

	Cohort 4*
	

	Cohort 5
	March 2007
	2012
	10

	Cohort 6
	May 2008
	2012
	  5

	Cohort 7
	April 2009
	2013
	  8

	Total state-funded awardees                                                                                           44


Note: PPICS information starts at Cohort 3.

*The state held a competition but no grants were awarded because no application passed the review process 

Table 2: List of grantees and number of centers for the Delaware 21st CCLC program

	Cohort1
	Grantee Name
	No. Centers2

	1
	Boys and Girls Club of Western Sussex - Laurel
	1

	
	Capital School District
	1

	
	Colonial School District
	2

	
	Lake Forest School District-North South
	4

	
	Latin American Community Center
	2

	
	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension - Woodbridge
	1

	2
	Boys and Girls Club of Western Sussex – Seaford
	1

	
	Lake Forest School District-East
	1

	
	Neighborhood House
	2

	
	Red Clay Consolidated School District – Project Chance
	4

	
	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension - Bayard Elementary 
	1

	3
	Boys and Girls Club of Claymont
	6

	
	Boys and Girls Club of Oak Orchard
	3

	
	Early Learning Center at the University of Delaware
	1

	
	Greater Milford Boys & Girls Clubs of Delaware
	1

	
	Indian River School District - North Georgetown
	2

	
	Lake Forest School District - Central
	4

	
	Red Clay Consolidated School District - Conrad Middle School
	1

	
	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension - East Side Charter School
	1

	
	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension - Talley Middle School
	1

	
	West End Neighborhood House
	1

	5
	Boys and Girls Club at Laurel
	3

	
	Boys and Girls Club at Kirk Middle
	3

	
	Boys and Girls Club - Western Sussex - Seaford High School
	3

	
	Capital School District - Project Real
	1

	
	Latin American Community Center at Christina
	2

	
	Indian River School District - Learning Curve 
	1

	
	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension  - Caesar Rodney
	2

	
	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension - Shue Medill Middle
	1

	
	Lake Forest School District-Lake Forest High/Chipman Middle Schools
	2

	
	Kuumba Academy Charter School/Summer Program
	1

	6
	Latin American Community Center
	1

	
	Variety- the Children's Charity
	2

	
	Lewes Presbyterian
	1

	
	Communities in Schools
	3

	
	Del-Mar-Va Council Boy Scouts of America
	2

	Total funded centers 
	69


1 Cohort 4 was not funded (The state held a competition but no grants were awarded because no application passed the review process)
2 Numbers of centers per grantee may vary across the life of the grant.
Types of grantees: Over the years, Delaware 21st CCLC grantees have reflected a mix of school districts, institutions of higher education (IHEs), and local or nationally-affiliated community-based organizations (CBOs).  Of the 15 grantees forming Cohorts 5 and 6,
· Nine (60%) were CBOs, including: Del-Mar-Va Council Boy Scouts of America, Boys and Girls Club Western Sussex, Boys and Girls Club at Kirk Middle, Boys and Girls Club at Laurel, Latin American Community Center (LACC), LACC at Christina, Variety- the Children's Charity, Communities in Schools, and Lewes Presbyterian (the only faith-based organization among grantees).  The Boys and Girls Club is a national CBO that offers neighborhood based educational, enhancement, and rehabilitation programs to children and youth. The LACC is a multipurpose center founded in 1972 to provide support to Latino families in Delaware.  The Communities in School is also a national CBO dedicated to dropout prevention.

· Four (27%) were school districts or charter schools, including: Lake Forest School District-Lake Forest High/Chipman Middle Schools, Indian River School District-Learning Curve, Capital School District-Project Real, and Kuumba Academy Charter School/Summer Program.

· Two (13%) were connected to the University of Delaware Cooperative Extension - Caesar Rodney and Shue Medill Middle School.

Center locations and hours of operation: Including all 21st CCLC cohorts still receiving state funds, 58 sites were in operation during SY 2007-2008.  The centers were spread statewide, including 29 in New Castle, the northern and most populated county, nine in Kent County, at mid-state, and 20 in Sussex, the southernmost county.  All but six centers were open during after school hours and 17 centers were also open before school hours.  Only three indicated that they remained open on weekends.  Most centers (76%) operated at least five days a week, and less than half (43%) of the centers were open for 40 weeks or more.  Thirty-eight centers reported being open year round.  Figure 1, on the next page, displays the approximate location of the cities with centers in operation during SY 2007-2008. 

Figure 1: Delaware 21st Century Community Learning Centers – approximate location of centers operating in SY 2007-2008




Partners: The 21st CCLC grantees were expected to develop partnerships with two main objectives: improving community outreach and expanding the funding base.  The 76 centers that functioned at one time or another during the five years of available data developed a total of 134 partnerships.  Local and nationally affiliated CBOs were the most frequent partners, representing 39.5% of the total partnerships.  

Education agencies comprised the next largest group of partners (27.6%) and included public (charter and non-charter) and private schools, and two Regional Education Agencies.  Approximately 7% of the partners were local, for-profit businesses; and 6% were connected to the University of Delaware.  Nine partners (7.5%) were state or local government organizations, including the Ingram Pond Nature Center, Laurel Police Department, City of Wilmington Police Department, the Brandywine Zoo, the City of Wilmington, the City of Dover Parks and Recreation, City of Dover Delaware Prevention Network, J.P. Truancy Court, Harrington Public Library, and the Delaware State Housing Authority.  Partners from faith-based organizations comprised 2.2% of all partnerships. The number of partnerships per center has also grown since the inception of the program.  In 2003, the average number of partners per center was 1.22, compared to 3.0 in 2008.  Table 3 displays the different types of organizations that partnered with the centers.  
Table 3: Type of partners at the Delaware 21st CCLC (SY 2003 to SY 2008)

	Partner Types
	N
	%

	Community-based organizations (non-faith based)
	
	Local
	
	35
	  53
	39.5

	
	
	Nationally affiliated
	
	18
	
	

	Local/regional education agencies
	
	Public schools
	
	31
	  37
	27.6

	
	
	Private/charters
	
	4
	
	

	
	
	Regional E.A.
	
	2
	
	

	For-profit organizations
	
	
	10
	7.5

	Institutes of higher education
	
	
	8
	6.0

	State or local governmental agencies
	
	
	10
	7.5

	Faith-based organizations
	
	
	3
	2.2

	Other
	
	
	13
	9.7

	Total
	
	
	134
	100.0


Figure 2: Partners' contributions to the Delaware 21st CCLC 
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Figure 2 summarizes the types of services provided by the partners and the number of partners providing those services.  Because each partner usually provides more than one service, the sum exceeds the total number of partners.  Similar to the findings for the 2006 evaluation, the partners contributed to the centers’ functioning in a variety of ways, such as: providing direct services to participants; conducting local evaluations; offering supplies; fundraising; and contributing with volunteers and/or paid staff.  No relationship was found between types of services provided and types of partners. Regardless of type (CBO, school district, IHE, etc.), the majority of partners were involved in providing direct services and personnel.  The majority of CBOs (70%) have a subcontractor relationship with the other partners.  

Feeder schools: Since SY 2003-2004, the 21st CCLC sites served 155 schools.  The distribution among schools and sites varied.  Frequently, a site served a number of nearby schools; an example is the Early Learning Center from the University of Delaware, which served students from four elementary schools.  In other cases, one school might send students to more than one site, such as the Claymont Elementary School, which was served by four different sites from the Boys & Girls Club of Claymont.  Sites and schools could also be the same, such as the Lake Forest East Elementary School.  Appendix C displays a list of grantees, their sites, and the feeder schools.
B. Participants
This subsection provides numbers of participants and their demographics over the past five years based on data available from PPICS. 
   The analysis addresses two evaluation questions: Who participates in the Delaware 21st CCLC? Do the centers serve the population targeted in the 21st CCLC legislation?  

Participation: Figure 3, on the next page, displays the total number of attendees in the Delaware 21st CCLC program for the past five years.  Between SY 2003-2004 and 2007-2008, the centers served a total of 19,121 children and youth and 2,482 adults (duplicated numbers).  The number of students served by the Delaware 21st CCLC program has increased across the years, from 1,625 in SY 203-2004 to 4,031 in SY 2007-2008.  Yet, participation in the Delaware 21st CCLC program as a percentage of the statewide student population has remained somewhat constant, around 3% of total student enrollment in each school year.
  

Figure 3: Five years participation in the Delaware 21st CCLC program* 
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PPICS defines regular attendees as those attending the 21st CCLC programs for 30 days or more.  After a three year decline, when the percentage of regular attendees fell by 54% (from 88% to 57%), the percentage of regular attendees has been relatively steady, at levels close to 60%.  Figure 4 compares the percentage of students who attended the program regularly (30 days or more), and those who attended fewer than 30 days (here called “non-regular students”).

Figure 4: Percentage of regular versus non-regular students across years*
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    *Regular students attended 30 days or more and non-regular students attended fewer than 30 days within a program year

Participation varied across centers and years.  In SY 2005-2006, the number of participating students ranged from 3 to 317, and the number of participating adults ranged from 0 to 240, with an average participation per center of 80.6 students and 19.8 adults.  In SY 2006-2007, the centers served from 3 to 465 students and 0 to 500 adults, and the average participation per center was 73.9 students and 21.2 adults.  In SY 2007-2008, participation varied from 10 to 321 students and 0 to 259 adults, with an average participation per center of 84.0 students and 12.8 adults.   Figure 5 displays average participation per center over the past five years.  The decline in participation per center between SY 2003-2004 and SY 2007-2008, despite an increase in overall 21st CCLC population, may reflect a trend toward smaller sites.  

Figure 5: Average participation per center in the past five years
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Demographics: Over the past three years, approximately 72% or more of the students attending the Delaware 21st CCLC program belonged to minority subgroups, including Asians, Blacks, and Hispanics.
  In SY 2007-2008, minorities comprised 75.7% of attendees, compared to 47.1% of the statewide student population (i.e., all Delaware public school students).
  The 2006 evaluation reported that in SY 2003-2004, 72.7% of the students attending the program were minority, compared to 42.7% of the state’s student population.  This suggests that the increase of minority 21st CCLC participants in the past five years (4.1%) has not paralleled the larger increase of minorities in the statewide student population (10.3%).  Table 4 displays the demographics of participating students from SY 2005-2006 to SY 2007-2008.

Table 4: Demographics of students participating in the Delaware 21st CCLC program
	Categories
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07
	SY 2007-08

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Attendance
	More than 30 days
	3786
	57.2
	3253
	59.2
	4031
	50.2

	
	30 days or less
	2892
	42.8
	2244
	40.8
	2781
	40.8

	
	Total2
	6615
	100.0
	5497
	100.0
	6812
	100.0

	Gender
	Male
	3377
	51.5
	2511
	51.1
	3449
	52.8

	
	Female
	3180
	48.5
	2407
	48.9
	3089
	47.2

	
	Total
	6557
	100.0
	4918
	100.0
	3587
	100.0

	Race
	Asian
	47
	0.8
	47
	0.9
	15
	0.2

	
	Black
	3274
	53.0
	2450
	49.2
	3555
	53.5

	
	Hispanic
	1342
	21.7
	1122
	22.5
	1460
	22.0

	
	White
	1516
	24.5
	1364
	27.4
	1617
	24.3

	
	Total
	6179
	100.0
	4983
	100.0
	6647
	100.0

	English Language Learner3
	831
	12.6
	571
	10.4
	698
	10.2

	Free and reduced meals 3
	3416
	51.6
	3035
	55.2
	3289
	48.3

	Special Needs3
	600
	9.1
	457
	8.3
	462
	6.8

	Grades
	Pre-K
	55
	0.9
	92
	2.0
	86
	1.4

	
	Elementary
	K
	550
	9.0
	416
	8.9
	346
	5.5

	
	
	1st
	783
	12.8
	630
	13.5
	553
	8.8

	
	
	2nd
	862
	14.1
	839
	18.0
	715
	11.4

	
	
	3rd
	1053
	17.2
	673
	14.4
	814
	12.9

	
	
	4th
	826
	13.5
	696
	14.9
	778
	12.4

	
	
	5th
	980
	16.0
	611
	13.1
	841
	13.4

	
	
	6th
	484
	7.9
	307
	6.6
	555
	8.8

	
	Middle
	7th
	334
	5.5
	237
	5.1
	681
	10.8

	
	
	8th
	192
	3.1
	149
	3.2
	490
	7.8

	
	High 
	9th
	8
	0.1
	10
	0.2
	72
	1.1

	
	
	10th
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	84
	1.3

	
	
	11th 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	30
	0.5

	
	
	12th
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	17
	0.3

	
	Total
	6127
	100.0
	4660
	100.0
	6294
	100.0


 1 Differences in totals reflect the nature of PPICS (self-reported, confidentiality rules, etc)

 2 Duplicated numbers (include students who attended the centers during summer, during the regular school year, or both).

 3 Denominator: total number of students served.

The percentage of English Language Learner (ELL) students participating in the program declined over the past three years, from 12.6% to 10.3%, but it was still above the percentage of ELL for the statewide student population (5.9%).  The percentage of students with special needs in the program declined from 9.1% to 6.8%, compared to 12.5% for the statewide population of students eligible for special education.  Information on students with special needs may not be transferred to the sites and, therefore, the program may be serving more students with special needs than the numbers reflected in PPICS.
About half of the students served in the Delaware 21st CCLC program in the past three years were eligible for the Free and Reduced Meals (FARM) program, compared to approximately 40% for the overall student population in the state.  This finding must be seen with caution, as PPICS uses the FARM eligibility definition as a proxy for poverty, but starting with Cohort 4, DDOE is using an expanded poverty definition for the 21st CCLC competitions.
 
Figure 6 displays the distribution of students in the Delaware 21st CCLC program across five years divided into three groups: Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten students; students in grades 1 through 6; and students in grades 7 through 12 (in most, but not all Delaware schools, this reflects middle and high school students.)  

Figure 6: Grade level of Delaware 21st CCLC students across time
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Program enrollment for the pre-elementary school (pre-K and K) and the middle/high school groups has increased in the past five years.  Examining changes from SY 2003-2004 to SY 2007-2008, the largest increase was at the high school level, while the largest decline occurred in grades 1 through 4.  In SY 2003-2004, students in grades 9 to 11 represented 2% of all 21st CCLC participants, and no grade 12 student attended the program.  In SY 2007-2008, 10.4% of all program participants were in grades 9 through 12.  Students enrolled in grades 1 through 4 represented 65.1% of total program participants in SY 2003-2004, and 45.5% in SY 2007-2008.

Figure 7: Percentage of paid and volunteer staff at the Delaware 21st CCLC program
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C. Personnel

Figure 7 displays the distribution of paid versus unpaid staff as percentages of total staff numbers in the different sites for the past five years.  Across the years, Delaware 21st CCLC sites have been manned by a mix of paid and unpaid (volunteer) staff that reflects the partnerships between schools and not-for-profit organizations, and the different activities promoted at the sites.  Center staff included administrators, teachers, college and high school students, parents, youth development workers, and others.  

As the number of centers grew with the years, so did the ratio of paid to unpaid staff.  In SY 2003-2004, paid staff comprised approximately 42% of the center personnel, compared to 72% in SY 2007-2008.  Between SY 2003-2004 and SY 2007-2008, the percentage of volunteers staffing the centers was halved, while the percentage of paid staff grew by 74.5%.  In part, this finding reflects the growing academic demands on the 21st CCLC program and the increasing participation of teachers as paid staff.   Table 5 provides further information on the numbers and percentages of paid and volunteer staff and their categories in the last three school years.

Table 5: Staff pattern in the Delaware 21st CCLC program 
	Employee Type
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07
	SY 2007-08

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Paid

	Teacher
	116
	25.7
	129
	28.9
	189
	39.1

	
	College Student
	52
	11.5
	51
	11.4
	42
	8.7

	
	High School Student
	25
	5.5
	26
	5.8
	6
	1.2

	
	Parent
	7
	1.5
	3
	0.7
	13
	2.7

	
	Youth Development Worker
	64
	14.2
	65
	14.5
	54
	11.2

	
	Other Community Member
	4
	0.9
	14
	3.1
	2
	0.4

	
	Nonteaching School Staff
	40
	8.8
	41
	9.2
	52
	10.8

	
	Other, some or no College
	55
	12.2
	53
	11.9
	49
	10.1

	
	Administrator or Coordinator
	86
	19.0
	63
	14.1
	71
	14.7

	
	Other
	3
	0.7
	2
	0.4
	5
	1.0

	Subtotal Paid
	452
	100.0
	447
	100.0
	483
	100.0

	Volunteers

	Teacher
	8
	4.1
	6
	4.0
	17
	9.1

	
	College Student
	23
	11.7
	19
	12.8
	34
	18.2

	
	High School Student
	39
	19.8
	54
	36.2
	63
	33.7

	
	Parent
	54
	27.4
	34
	22.8
	28
	15.0

	
	Youth Development Worker
	8
	4.1
	2
	1.3
	7
	3.7

	
	Other Community Member
	39
	19.8
	26
	17.4
	33
	17.6

	
	Nonteaching School Staff
	9
	4.6
	5
	3.4
	1
	0.5

	
	Other, some or no College
	6
	3.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.5

	
	Administrator or Coordinator
	5
	2.5
	3
	2.0
	3
	1.6

	
	Other
	6
	3.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Subtotal Volunteer
	197
	100.0
	149
	100.0
	187
	100.0

	Total Staff
	649
	596
	670


Between SY 2005-2006 and SY 2007-2008, the number of paid staff per center increased from an average of 9.6 to 10.3, while the number of volunteers per center decreased from an average of 4.2 to 3.9.  Staffing patterns have also changed through the years.  Teachers have always been the largest group of paid personnel, representing approximately one third of paid center staff across the years.  Youth development workers comprised 28% of total paid staff in SY 2003-2004 but only 11% in SY 2007-08.  Within this same period, the percentage of administrators/coordinators among paid staff increased from 0% to 14.7%.  Parents’ representation among paid staff did not exceed 1.6% until SY 2007-2008, when it grew to 2.7%.  
Among the volunteer staff, the major change was the increase in high school students as site volunteers.  In SY 2003-2004, the largest volunteer group was comprised of college students (47.1% of all volunteers), while high school students represented 8.2% of all volunteer staff.  In SY 2005-2008, fewer than 20% of the volunteers were college students, while high school students represented about a third of the volunteers.  The participation of parents as volunteers has oscillated, being about 15% in SY 2003-2004 and SY 2004-2005, increasing to above 20% in the next two school years, and returning to 15% in SY 2007-2008.  

Staffing patterns varied according to grantee type.  For example, school districts and IHEs were more likely to report having paid teachers on staff than other grantees.  In SY 2007-2008, school districts reported an average of 5.9 paid teachers per program, and IHEs reported 2.0 per program.  Nationally-affiliated CBOs were more likely to report using paid college students (average 1.4 per program) and youth development workers (average 2.1 per program) than other types of grantees.  CBO programs tended to use more paid nonteaching staff members (average 1.8 per program) than other groups. 
D. Activities

Three guiding evaluation questions were related to the activities implemented by the centers to address 21st CCLC goals and regulations: What activities were provided to participating students? How did the centers address the program goal of helping students meet state standards? What did the centers offer to families?

Student-related activities: Activities varied across centers.  In general, the centers provided students with academic support on core content areas, including reading, mathematics and sciences.  Arts, business and technology were other academic fields addressed.  Academic support included homework support, tutoring and mentoring, remedial and supplemental services.  Field trips to museums or monuments were part of the cultural enrichment activities provided.  Youth development activities included drug prevention, health education and violence prevention, among others.  Sites also offered sports and other recreational activities. 

On average, in the past three years, the centers have dedicated about 35% of the time to academic activities, 40% to academic support, and 25% to other areas, including health behavior and recreation.  The 2006 evaluation report indicated a similar pattern for the SY 2003-2004 and SY 2004-2005 years, whereby the sites dedicated the largest percentage of their activity time to academic support (30% for academics, about 50% for academic support, and 20% for health/behavior/recreation). Table 6 lists number of hours per week dedicated to the different activities (both total numbers of hours and average hours per week).

Table 6: Student-related activities provided by Delaware 21st CCLC program

	Activity
	Hours per Week

	
	SY 2006
	SY 2007
	SY 2008

	
	Sum
	Mean
	Sum
	Mean
	Sum
	Mean

	Academics
	Reading
	172
	3.8
	178
	4.0
	184
	3.9

	
	Math
	136
	3.0
	161
	3.7
	148
	3.4

	
	Science
	62
	1.8
	121
	3.2
	80
	2.2

	
	Arts
	89
	2.4
	80
	2.1
	75
	2.2

	
	Business
	24
	2.2
	31
	1.9
	27
	1.8

	
	Technology
	93
	2.9
	93
	2.9
	117
	3.2

	
	LEP
	46
	3.3
	77
	4.3
	85
	7.1

	
	Other academic
	19
	3.8
	8
	2.0
	8
	4.0

	Subtotal Academics
	641
	749
	724

	Academic Support
	Homework support
	200
	4.4
	199
	4.7
	197
	4.7

	
	Academic enrichment
	208
	5.2
	193
	4.4
	194
	4.5

	
	Remedial
	57
	3.6
	110
	5.0
	56
	2.8

	
	Tutoring
	143
	3.9
	164
	4.4
	154
	3.7

	
	Mentoring
	136
	6.8
	111
	4.3
	70
	2.4

	
	Library
	34
	3.1
	28
	2.0
	19
	1.7

	
	Supplemental Support
	31
	2.4
	40
	3.1
	38
	2.1

	
	Leadership skills
	46
	1.9
	47
	1.9
	50
	1.8

	
	Career skills
	14
	1.3
	14
	1.2
	25
	1.3

	Subtotal Academic Support
	869
	906
	803

	Health/ Behavioral
	Health
	81
	3.0
	86
	2.6
	85
	2.4

	
	Drug Prevention
	61
	1.8
	58
	1.7
	70
	1.9

	
	Truant
	17
	2.4
	46
	5.8
	33
	2.8

	General
	Cultural enrichment
	55
	1.9
	89
	2.3
	68
	1.9

	
	Recreation
	174
	4.2
	214
	5.4
	179
	4.5

	
	Community Service
	51
	2.1
	40
	1.9
	35
	1.6

	
	Other
	25
	2.8
	19
	3.2
	9
	4.5

	Subtotal health/behavioral & general
	464
	552
	479

	Total hours per week 
	1974
	2207
	2006

	Number of centers
	44
	47
	48


Family-related activities: Programs for adults included parent involvement, family literacy, and career-focused activities.  According to the 2006 evaluation report, in SY 2003-2004, only two programs reported offering activities to the families of attendees for an average of 1.3 hours per week.  Although the number of centers has steadily increased since then, the percentage of sites offering family-related activities has declined.  In SY 2004-2005, 88.9% of the centers reported offering some type of activity for their families, but only 45.8% reported providing family-related activities in SY 2007-2008.  Alternatively, the amount of time dedicated to family-related activities increased five times within the same period, from 23 hours per week in SY 2003-2004 to 113 hours per week in SY 2007-2008.  Table 7 displays the number of centers that offered family-related activities in the past three years, and the hours per week dedicated to each activity.

Table 7: Number of Delaware 21st CCLC Centers with family-related activities
	Activity
	Centers offering family-related activity

	
	SY 2006
	SY 2007
	SY 2008

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Parent involvement
	29
	61.7
	14
	31.8
	13
	27.1

	Family literacy
	13
	27.7
	6
	13.6
	5
	10.4

	Adult career services
	1
	2.1
	1
	2.3
	4
	8.3

	Number of centers
	43
	21
	22

	Activity
	Hours per Week

	
	Sum
	Mean
	Sum
	Mean
	Sum
	Mean

	Parent involvement
	69
	1.9
	81
	2.2
	68
	2.1

	Family literacy
	45
	2.5
	29
	1.9
	34
	2.8

	Adult career services
	6
	3.0
	15
	3.8
	11
	1.8

	Total hours per week
	120
	125
	113


E. Interactions

This sub-section is based on a review of 34 spring monitoring visit reports.
   The review highlighted three major themes: foundations (space, materials, staff, etc), activities and interaction between staff and students.
Foundations: The visited centers served students in Kindergarten to 8th grade, although 3rd grade seemed to be the grade level most frequently served.  Only one of the sites reported serving students in grades 9 to 12.  The most common areas of expertise for 21st CCLC center staff, according to the reports, were mathematics/numeracy (85.3%), reading/language arts (76.5%), and interpersonal skills (70.6%).  The classroom was the most commonly used space for activities (76.5%), followed by cafeterias (52.9%), gymnasia (47.1%), computer rooms (41.2%), and outdoor playgrounds/fields (38.2%).  Materials frequently observed being used included computers, writing materials, and games – all used at 70.6% of visited sites.  The use of sports equipment and text/workbooks was observed in 58.8% of the sites.    

Activities: According to the monitoring reports, most centers started their daily activities by providing a snack to participants.  While staff took attendance, the students, who came from a long school day, were given time to settle in, socialize, and eat their snacks.  After this initial routine, the students were divided in groups to attend different activities.  It was common that only one or two staff members would be present during the student arrival, with the other staff members arriving as the students finished their snacks.

The focus of most programs seemed to be academic enrichment, and homework assistance (88.2%) and tutoring (73.5%) were frequently observed activities.  For homework assistance, the students were often broken into smaller groups, with staff monitoring the groups and providing assistance as needed.  Other popular activities included: reading/listening to a story (55.9%), board games or puzzles (50.0%), and computer games (47.1%).  Oftentimes, students who finished their homework early were allowed to participate in one of these activities while waiting for their peers.  In addition to homework assistance and tutoring, some centers provided structured lessons intended to increase students reading or mathematics skills.  Competitive and non-competitive sports games (41.2%) were also frequently mentioned.  Most of the time, the activities did not involve organized sports, but were meant to allow students to go outdoors and be physically active.  Additionally, students used the playground or played freely at the end of the day until their parents or the bus took them home.


Interactions: A large focus of the monitoring observations was the interactions between staff and students.  Positive engagement between teachers and students was regarded as an integral piece of an effective program.  Positive engagement between staff and students went hand-in-hand with effective behavior management.  As described in the reports, when students had positive relationships with staff, they were seen as more focused, had a clear understanding of what was expected from them, and responded well to behavioral instructions.  Staff could redirect students who were behaving inappropriately before their behavior escalated.  In contrast, in sites where staff-student engagement was not as strong, behavior was not managed as effectively, leading to an environment that was neither orderly nor conducive to learning.  

The reports included examples of practices described as conducive to positive engagement and behavior management.  For instance, in two sites cited as showing effective engagement practices, staff warmly greeted students by name upon arrival and asked students to share a positive aspect of their school day.  The sites also listed behavioral expectations on posters hanging on the workspace.  Positive Behavior Support (PBS) was used in about half of the visited sites.  These sites employed a mix of verbal acknowledgement and rewards (e.g., play money) for positive reinforcement.  The monitoring report highlighted the use of play money to buy snacks, such as cookies or brownies, as a particularly useful behavior management strategy.  Problems mentioned as hindering positive engagement and behavior were inadequate number of staff and a workspace that impeded staff from interacting with students (i.e., spread-out, large spaces).

Section III: Outcomes


This section addresses two evaluation questions related to the impact of the program on participants’ academic performance: What changes were observed in indicators of student achievement? What gains were observed when students in the 21st CCLC were compared to peers from the same schools not in the program?  Scores in the DSTP assessment were the only indicator available to pursue these questions.  Since the statewide assessment starts in grade 2, the analysis excludes 21st CCLC attendees in pre-K, K, and 1st grade. 

A. Descriptive analysis (21st CCLC participants only)

In SY 2007-2008, 1,350 students from grades 3 through 10 who participated in the Delaware 21st CCLC program took the DSTP reading and mathematics.  Figures 8 and 9 display the percentages of program participants who met or exceeded state standards on the 2008 DSTP reading and mathematics, respectively.  State averages are included for comparison.  As the graphics suggest, the Delaware 21st CCLC program is serving a majority of students who are at-risk of failing academically, measured by their performance in the statewide assessments.  Observe that test results for the 21st CCLC participants in middle and high school are considerably lower than results for the average Delaware students.

Figure 8: Percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards on the 2008 DSTP reading (21st CCLC and state)
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Figure 9: Percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards on the 2008 DSTP mathematics (21st CCLC and state)
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An analysis was also conducted on the 2008 DSTP reading and mathematics for the 21st CCLC participants disaggregated by subgroups.  Only subgroups with 10 or more students were included.  An independent, sampled t-test was used to analyze dichotomous variables, while race/ethnicity was analyzed using a two-way ANOVA.  African American, Hispanic and White students were the three race/ethnic groups with enough numbers to conduct the analysis.  

Results of this analysis reflect findings that are common to analyses of disaggregated test results nationwide.  That is, minority students, ELL and students receiving special education services tend to show lower scores in tests when compared to White, English proficient and regular education students.  A synthesis of the findings is provided below.  Table 9, following this synthesis, lists results by sub-groups. To simplify the text, the term “score” is used as a substitute for mean scaled score. 

· Gender: No differences
 were found in scores for boys and girls across the grades, except for grades 7 and 8 reading, where girls outscored boys.

· ELL: No differences were found in scores for ELL students when compared to English proficient students in grades 3, 7 and 8.  Differences in scores were found for grades 4 and 5 in both reading and mathematics, and for grade 6 in reading.  In these cases, English proficient students outscored ELL students.
 

· Title I: The majority of 21st CCLC participants attended Title I schools. Only in grades 6 and 7 were the numbers of students attending non-Title I schools large enough for the analysis.  In grade 7, no differences in scores were found between Title I and non-Title students, while in grade 6, Title I students outscored non-Title I students in the DSTP mathematics.

· Special Education: In grades 3 and 6, no differences were found in scores for students in special education and students in regular education for the DSTP reading, but students in regular education outscored their peers in special education on the DSTP mathematics.  Differences in mean scores were found in the DSTP reading and mathematics for grades 4, 5, 7 and 8.  In all these grades, students in regular education outscored their special education peers.
 
· Race/ethnicity: No differences in scores were found in grade 8 and 9 among African American, Hispanic and White students.  Differences in scores among the three groups were found for grades 3 through 6 and grade 10 for reading and mathematics, and in grade 7 for mathematics.  In mathematics, White students tended to score higher than Hispanics and African American students for all grades.  In reading, Hispanics scored higher in grades 7 and 8, but the differences were not statistically significant (i.e., no difference).

Table 8: Comparison of means on DSTP results for 21st CCLC students disaggregated by subgroups (spring of 2008)

	Grade
	Subgroups*
	N
	Reading
	Mathematics

	
	
	
	Mean
	Scores**
	Mean
	Scores**

	Grade 3
	Gender
	Female
	65
	439.5
	-.918
	433.8
	-.581

	
	
	Male
	75
	433.1
	
	429.6
	

	
	ELL
	No
	102
	437.5
	-.696
	433.2
	-.772

	
	
	Yes
	38
	432.2
	
	427.0
	

	
	Special Ed.
	No
	116
	437.6
	-.965
	436.4
	-3.1102

	
	
	Yes
	24
	428.8
	
	407.8
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	56
	426.0
	3.8331
	420.8
	3.7041

	
	
	Hispanic
	48
	437.9
	
	434.5
	

	
	
	White
	36
	449.3
	
	444.3
	

	Grade 4
	Gender
	Female
	129
	459.2
	-1.735
	457.2
	.183

	
	
	Male
	133
	452.4
	
	458.0
	

	
	ELL
	No
	236
	458.0
	-3.5322
	459.4
	-2.6142

	
	
	Yes
	26
	435.4
	
	440.7
	

	
	Special Ed.
	No
	221
	459.2
	-4.2162
	462.0
	-4.9822

	
	
	Yes
	41
	437.2
	
	433.6
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	100
	446.7
	14.1442
	444.2
	16.1032

	
	
	Hispanic
	45
	448.2
	
	455.4
	

	
	
	White
	115
	467.1
	
	469.9
	

	Grade 5
	Gender
	Female
	126
	477.4
	-648
	470.9
	.173

	
	
	Male
	104
	473.6
	
	471.7
	

	
	ELL
	No
	189
	481.5
	-2.6882
	473.8
	-2.4821

	
	
	Yes
	41
	448.5
	
	459.9
	

	
	Special Ed.
	No
	182
	479.4
	-2.5091
	475.2
	-3.5872

	
	
	Yes
	48
	461.7
	
	456.6
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	82
	475.2
	5.4901
	466.0
	3.6162

	
	
	Hispanic
	60
	461.7
	
	468.1
	

	
	
	White
	87
	485.7
	
	478.6
	

	Grade 6
	Gender
	Female
	63
	457.6
	-.364
	478.5
	-.765

	
	
	Male
	54
	452.3
	
	473.6
	

	
	ELL
	No
	101
	468.5
	-2.0991
	475.0
	-.154

	
	
	Yes
	16
	370.8
	
	476.4
	

	
	Title I
	No
	47
	451.5
	.407
	490.7
	-3.9462

	
	
	Yes
	70
	457.5
	
	466.5
	

	
	Special Ed.
	No
	97
	456.2
	-.329
	481.1
	-3.4792

	
	
	Yes
	20
	449.9
	
	452.8
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	55
	463.0
	6.4162
	466.6
	4.6252

	
	
	Hispanic
	21
	415.9
	
	480.1
	

	
	
	White
	39
	476.3
	
	487.7
	


* Only subgroups with 10 or more students were included

**For Gender, ELL, Title I and Special Education results are in t scores; Race/ethnicity results are in f scores.

1 Statistically significant at p < .05 

2 Statistically significant at p < .01

(Table continues on the next page)

Table 8: Comparison of means on DSTP results for 21st CCLC students disaggregated by subgroups (spring of 2008) (Continued)
	Grade
	Subgroups*
	N
	Reading
	Mathematics

	
	
	
	Mean
	Scores**
	Mean
	Scores**

	Grade 7
	Gender
	Female
	142
	480.4
	-3.0242
	470.7
	-.710

	
	
	Male
	156
	468.4
	
	466.4
	

	
	ELL
	No
	281
	474.4
	-.524
	468.4
	.084

	
	
	Yes
	17
	469.9
	
	469.5
	

	
	Title I
	No
	268
	475.1
	-1.332
	469.2
	-.775

	
	
	Yes
	30
	466.2
	
	461.5
	

	
	Special 
Ed.
	No
	217
	484.7
	-9.8762
	479.5
	-6.4842

	
	
	Yes
	81
	445.9
	
	438.8
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	184
	472.0
	1.274
	462.5
	3.3631

	
	
	Hispanic
	43
	480.7
	
	475.5
	

	
	
	White
	67
	476.3
	
	480.0
	

	Grade 8
	Gender
	Female
	113
	501.1
	-2.6572
	482.7
	-.713

	
	
	Male
	113
	489.6
	
	479.3
	

	
	ELL
	No
	212
	495.9
	-.871
	481.0
	-.061

	
	
	Yes
	14
	487.9
	
	480.4
	

	
	Special Ed.
	No
	180
	502.3
	-6.8272
	487.5
	-6.9822

	
	
	Yes
	46
	468.3
	
	455.3
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	157
	494.5
	1.276
	478.3
	1.113

	
	
	Hispanic
	34
	502.7
	
	483.4
	

	
	
	White
	33
	490.2
	
	487.6
	

	Grade 9
	Gender
	Female
	24
	506.8
	-1.631
	511.0
	-.772

	
	
	Male
	23
	467.7
	
	503.6
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	19
	476.1
	.332
	501.6
	.609

	
	
	Hispanic
	N/A
	
	
	
	

	
	
	White
	25
	496.8
	
	512.6
	

	Grade 10
	Gender
	Female
	11
	505.0
	-.340
	525.3
	-.993

	
	
	Male
	19
	498.7
	
	511.4
	

	
	Race/
ethnicity
	African American
	16
	483.4
	4.3651
	501.6
	3.9831

	
	
	Hispanic
	N/A
	
	
	
	

	
	
	White
	10
	523.7
	
	539.9
	


* Only subgroups with 10 or more students were included

**For Gender, ELL, Title I and Special Education results are in t scores; Race/ethnicity results are in f scores.

1 Statistically significant at p < .05 

2 Statistically significant at p < .01

B.  Comparative analyses (21st CCLC vs. Non-21st CCLC)

Participants vs. non-participants:  An analysis was conducted on results for the DSTP reading and mathematics comparing program participants – called 21st CCLC – and peers in the same schools but not attending the program – called Non-21st CCLC.  The samples consisted of students taking the DSTP reading and mathematics in spring of 2007 and spring of 2008.  The 21st CCLC sample was comprised of 1,122 students taking the DSTP reading, and 1,130 students taking the DSTP mathematics both years.  The Non-21st CCLC sample included 4,962 students taking the DSTP reading and 4,995 taking the DSTP mathematics.  A comparison of means test was conducted to analyze the differences in scores between the two groups of students.  The analysis focused on changes between the 2007 and 2008 scores for each of the groups; that is, the mean gain or loss when the 2007 scores were compared to the 2008 scores for participants and non-particiopants.  Figures 10 and 11 show the changes in mean scaled score between the 2007 and 2008 DSTP reading and mathematics. 
Figure 10: Changes in mean scaled scores for 21st CCLC participant and non-participant students between 2007 and 2008 DSTP reading
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Figure 11: Changes in mean scaled scores for 21st CCLC participant and non-participant students between 2007 and 2008 DSTP mathematics
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*Grey bar indicates statistically significant results (p<.05)

Changes in mean scaled scores for the two groups were not different in reading at any grade level.  In mathematics, 21st CCLC participants in grade 6 showed statistically significant gains between the 2007 and 2008 DSTP when compared to Non-21st CCLC.  It is of note that the 21st CCLC sample, which is concentrated along the lower performance levels, has similar changes in test scores when compared to the Non-21st CCLC sample, which is better distributed across the range of performance levels.  Indeed, on reading for grades 6 and 10, the Non-21st CCLC had larger losses in scores between the two years than program participants.  
Comparison by proficiency levels: To control for the differences in previous performance level, an additional analysis was conducted comparing program participants and non-participants who had not met state standards (scored at proficiency levels 1 and 2) on the 2007 DSTP.  Although results slightly favored students in the program, the differences between the two groups were not statistically significant.  In mathematics, 24.7% of all 21st CCLC participants who scored below standards on the 2007 test met or exceeded standards on the 2008 DSTP, compared to 20.9% for the Non-21st CCLC.  In reading, 35.8% of the 21st CCLC participants who scored below standards on the 2007 test met or exceeded standards on the 2008 test, compared to 32.5% of the Non-21st CCLC group.  Results of the analysis are displayed in Figures 12 and 13, on the next page.

Figure 12: Students scoring below standards in the 2007 DSTP reading and changes in score on the 2008 assessment
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Figure 13: Students scoring below standards in the 2007 DSTP mathematics and changes in score on the 2008 assessment
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*Only students who did not meet standards in the 2007 DSTP were included in the analysis.

Section IV: Conclusions and Recommendations

This report reviewed existing data collection systems to provide an overview of the Delaware 21st CCLC program and its impact on student outcomes as measured by the statewide assessment.  To attain this objective, the evaluators reviewed the past five years of the 21st CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collection System (PPICS) and the Delaware Student Testing Program (DSTP).  Additionally, program monitoring reports were examined to provide more detailed information about program practices.  The analysis expands on the findings from an existing 2006 evaluation.  Finally, the evaluators reviewed literature on out-of-school time programs (after school, summer school, and Saturday schools) to examine how the findings from this study relate to findings from other evaluations of similar programs.  
A. Addressing the evaluation questions
a) Implementation questions

Who were the grantees and how have they changed over the years?  For the past five years, DDOE has provided 21st CCLC awards to a variety of organizations representing public schools, institutes of higher education, nationally affiliated and local community-based organizations (CBOs), including faith-based organization, and other groups.  DDOE has funded 44 grantees representing 134 partners and managing more than 70 sites.  The involvement of CBOs in the program has increased over the years and all the Cohort 6 grantees were CBOs. 

How were the partners involved in the program?  A finding of the 2006 evaluation was the lack of strong partnerships, with most grantees having no more than one partner.  This study revealed a different scenario in 2008.  The number of partners per grantee increased from 1.22 in 2003 to 3.02 in 2008.  Partner affiliations have also expanded, particularly regarding participation of government agencies, for profits, and faith-based organizations.  Stronger partnerships are essential for diversity of funding and ensuring the program’s sustainability as the grant ends.  Partnerships are also important to provide the sites with resources, paid staff, and volunteers. 

Who participated in the program? In the past five years, Delaware 21st CCLC have served 19,121 children and youth and 2,482 adults located across the state, but particularly in the northernmost county (New Castle).  The numbers of children and youth participating in the program yearly increased by 148%, from 1,625 in SY 2003-2005 to 4,031 in SY 2007-2008.  The numbers of adults has basically doubled, from 331 to 625 in the same period. The ratio of participants per center in the 48 centers opened during SY 2007-2008 was 80:1 for children and youth, and close to 20:1 for adults.  

Did the centers serve the population targeted by the 21st CCLC legislation? Delaware 21st CCLC provided services for the population targeted by the legislation.  In SY 2007-2008, 73% of the children attending the centers were minorities, compared to 40% statewide.  The percentage of ELL among 21st CCLC participants was almost double that of the state student population (11% vs. 6%, respectively).  About half of the 21st CCLC attendees were from low income background.  About 10% of the participants were classified as students with special needs.   A relatively recent trend was the increase of participants in middle and high school.  In SY 2003-2004, 91% of the participants were in grades K-6, compared to 77% in SY 2007-2008.  Alternatively, within the same period, the percentage of participants in grades 7-12 increased from 9% to 22% (pre-K participation has remained around 1% to 2% of all 21st CCLC attendees).  Across the years, the percentage of students attending the programs for 30 days or more (called “regular attendees”) has remained constant, at about 60% of all attendees.

  How were the centers staffed?  In the past five years, the centers have experienced an increase of paid versus volunteer staff.  During this period, the percentage of teachers working in 21st CCLC sites increased from 32% to 39%, while that of paid youth development workers has declined from 24% to 11%.  A change has also occurred among volunteer staff, where high school students have supplanted college students.  In SY 2003-2004, among the 21st CCLC volunteer staff, 8% were high school students and 47% were college students.  The situation has inverted.  In SY 2007-2008, high school students comprised 34% of the volunteers, compared to 18% for college students.  The changes in staff patterns reflect the legislation’s emphasis on academics and the schools’ focus on service learning.  However, other reasons may be influencing staffing patterns at the sites, and a statewide survey could provide important information to understand these changes.  
What services were provided to participating students and how much? In the past five years, the Delaware 21st CCLC sites have dedicated between 40% and 50% of their activity time to academic support activities, including homework, tutoring and mentoring.  Many sites also offered supplemental instruction, mostly in mathematics and reading, as required by law.  Time for supplemental instruction has remained at about 30% of the operation time with 20% for other activities, such as recreation, enrichment (field trips), and youth development (drug prevention, health education, etc.) Monitoring reports observed participants engaged in instructional games (puzzles, board games), organized sports, and outdoors activities. The monitors also reported that almost all the sites started their day by providing participants with a snack to give them time to relax from their regular school day and settle in, while staff took attendance and organized the setting (many sites were located in schools and time was needed to transition the setting from the regular school day to the after school program).  

What did the centers offer to families?  Services for adults were classified as three types:  family involvement (parenting education, workshops, special activities, etc), family literacy (mostly English as a Second Language), and career-oriented activities (computer skills, career orientation etc.).  Fewer than half of the centers opened in SY 2007-2008 reported offering such services, but the extent of such activities has increased, from 23 hours a week in SY 2003-2004 to 113 hours a week in SY 2007-2008.

b) Outcome questions

What changes were observed in indicators of student achievement for participants compared to non-participant students? The use of existing data limits the indicators of student achievement to results on the statewide assessments. The analysis showed that gains in scores between the 2007 and 2008 DSTP were greater for 21st CCLC students when compared to the average Delaware student.  This finding is of note because the 21st CCLC sample, by the nature of the program, tilted toward the low end of the test performance.  The gains in mathematics scores for 6th grade participants were significantly greater than the gains for the statewide student population (a 95% confidence level).  To control for performance bias, a comparative analysis was conducted on participant and non-participant students who had not met standards in the 2007 DSTP.  Although the analysis found that more 21st CCLC participants than non-participants met state standards in the 2008 DSTP for mathematics and reading, differences were not statistically significant.    

How did the program change between the 2006 evaluation and the current study? From the analysis of the PPICS and DSTP data, the 2006 evaluation presented seven basic conclusions about the Delaware 21st CCLC program:  (1) the program was reaching out to the community and expanding; (2) it was serving large percentages of minorities and low-income students; (3) it was providing an array of support and enrichment services for attendees; (4) participant students were making academic gains (particularly 3rd grade in mathematics); (5) few programs offered family-related services; (6) partnerships per grantee were limited, raising concerns about sustainability; and (7) student time in the program appeared to be limited.  

The current study reinforces most of those conclusions, as data shows that the program continues to expand, involving all types of organizations, from public to private non-profit (non-religious and faith-based) and for-profit, and serves students who are traditionally at risk of academic failure.  The concern about few partnerships has been resolved, as the number of partnerships per program increased almost three times in the past five years (from 1.2 to 3.0 partners per program). Findings demonstrate that family-related services are in need of improvement, which has been the case in past years as well.  Although hours per week of family-related services have increased, only half of the programs open in SY 2007-2008 offered such services.  Another area that was highlighted as in need for improvement – student time in the program – could not be assessed due to the quality of the available data (PPICS).

c) Literacy review questions

What does the literature say about effective after school programs? The literature is inconclusive regarding the impact of out-of-school time programs on student academic achievement, particularly as measured by standardized tests (Granger, 2006).  Small to moderate positive effects are mentioned in specific indicators and specific grade levels (Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Lauer et al, 2004).  Other studies find no effects of the program on a number of academic, behavioral or personal indicators (Bodilly & Beckett, 2005; Zief & Lauer, 2006).  Some success is seen in the reduction of risky behaviors and indicators of personal development (Bodilly & Beckett, 2005; Durlak & Weissberg, 2007, Little & Harris, 2003, Scott-Little, Hamman & Jurs, 2002).  

Two studies focuse on the characteristics of successful programs; that is, programs that promote improvement in participants’ academic performance, behavior control, or emotional health.  Durlak & Weissberg (2007) found that successful programs were structured (sequential), actively involved students, focused on what they wanted to accomplish, and were explicit regarding what to do to keep the focus (thus the acronym SAFE).  Birmingham et al. (2005) studied the influence of staff on program outcomes, highlighting the following characteristics:  intentional relationship building among staff and between staff and participants; a well-trained staff supported by a strong and experienced leader; and administrative, fiscal and professional development support from the sponsoring organization.
How does the Delaware program compare to 21st CCLC programs in the literature?  This question cannot be addressed adequately within the limits of this study for two reasons.  The literature review does not provide detailed descriptions of the programs, and the current evaluation could not offer an in-depth view of what the Delaware sites are offering.  On a limited reading of the literature and the sites (through PPICS and monitoring reports), it can be said that the Delaware program is similar to those described in the literature, in that:
· The sites are serving students in low income areas and students who are traditionally classified as at risk for academic failure.
· Students in elementary school grades predominate, but the sites also serve middle and high school students (Birmingham et al., 2005; James-Burdumy et al, 2006, Mitchell et al., 2005; Wimer et al., 2008).  For Delaware, the number of older students is increasing.

· The majority of site staff are regular school day teachers (James-Burdumy et al, 2006, Mitchell et al., 2005; Wimer et al., 2008)  

· The sites offer a mix of instruction, academic support and recreational/enrichment activities throughout the school year and most also offer similar services in the summer (Bouffard & Little, 2003; Scott-Little, Hamann, & Jurs, 2002).

· Positive interactions and engagement between staff and participants and competent staff are described as elements of quality implementation (Birmingham et al., 2005). 

· Outcome evaluations show small, sporadic but positive effects on student academic achievement (Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Lauer et al, 2004).

B. Wrapping up

Based on findings from the data analysis, the 2006 evaluation proposed recommendations for the grantees and the state.  Grantee-related recommendations aimed at creating conditions for improved program outcomes. They included: (a) review activities for consistency with the legislation goals, (b) coordinate activities with the participants’ regular schools; (c) motivate students to attend and remain in the program; and (d) expand community connections to increase partnerships.  For the state, recommendations included an expansion of the evaluation to focus on program quality and sustainability.


Findings from the present study suggest that many of these recommendations have been implemented.  The state has improved their monitoring process to focus more on program quality; it has changed the grant process to enhance program quality and sustainability; and it has introduced a self-assessment tool that centers will be using to promote a continuing improvement process.  Monitoring reports show that the centers are striving to provide their attendees with good programming and a supportive environment that is conducive to learning.  The reports highlight the role of staff-student positive engagement as a tool to promote high quality programs.  The state should continue with this focus on implementation, as research has shown that quality implementation is the key for successful outcomes (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005).


The federal 21st CCLC grant requires that the states conduct external evaluations of their program.  Program evaluations are important tools to identify areas of successes and areas in need of improvement, thus helping the state provide its children and youth with effective supports.  However, an evaluation based on existing data is of limited use, as questions related to program quality cannot be answered.  It is strongly recommended that the next cycle of the 21st CCLC evaluation be used to carry out an in-depth implementation study that collects data directly from stakeholders, and measures other indicators of program success beyond results in statewide assessments.  Changes in test scores are difficult to achieve and even more difficult to attribute to specific programs, as tests change from one year to another, and students become used to them.  The 21st CCLC programs offer a rich array of services and the literature shows a broad impact of these programs on attendees’ behaviors and measures of personal development.  Improvements in behavior and student engagement are first steps for academic success (Akey, 2006).     

In summary, the Delaware 21st CCLC program is addressing all the requirements under the 21st CCLC legislation, and providing opportunities for academic growth to more than 4,000 children, youth, and their families on a yearly basis.  Overall, the Delaware 21st CCLC program is comparable to other quality programs nationwide, and is showing steady growth in hours of services and population served.  The state is providing grantees with tools for continuous quality improvement and is concerned with program quality and effectiveness.  It is important that these measures continue to be in place.  It is also recommended that the next evaluation, which is federally mandated, focuses on program implementation, and defines a range of outcomes whereby the sites can be assessed.  Ultimately, the goal for the state, the program implementers, and the evaluators is to ensure that Delaware’s students, and their families, are provided with effective services that support personal growth and academic success.
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Appendix A: Evaluation Design

Goals and principles
The evaluation of the Delaware 21st CCLC project has three main goals: (a) Fulfill the requirement of the 21st CCLC legislation, Sec. 4202 (c)(3); (b) Provide DDOE staff and interested stakeholders with information that supports decisions on program improvements and the development of performance measures; and (c) Assess effectiveness of the centers in improving student academic achievement.
The evaluation’s design and methods address the standards developed by the Joint Committee on Standards for Education Evaluation of the American Evaluation Association (Sanders, 1994),  including: 

· Utility: the evaluation must serve the information needs of intended users;

· Feasibility: the evaluation must be realistic, prudent, diplomatic, and frugal;
· Propriety: the evaluation must be conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of those involved in the evaluation, and those affected by its results; and
· Accuracy: the evaluation must reveal and convey technically adequate information about the features that determine the worth or merit of the program being evaluated.
Design and methods

The evaluation provides a descriptive overview of the project and uses a longitudinal approach to address questions related to implementation. The longitudinal analysis includes data from SY 2003-2004 through SY 2007-2008. SY 2003-2004 was the first year of PPICS data. When appropriate, differences in proportions were calculated to assess significance of changes. 

A comparison group design is used to assess program effectiveness. Students in the treatment and comparison groups were matched by schools, to control for differences in school environments, and baseline performance. Comparisons were limited to schools that had at least 20 students enrolled in 21st CCLC.  Independent sample t-tests or two-way ANOVA were used to assess the differences in test results for the two subgroups of students with a 95% level of statistical confidence. In other words, it can be said with 95% certainty that observed differences are real differences and not the product of random variation. 

Guiding questions
The evaluation was guided by two sets of questions that reflect its formative and outcome components.  Formative questions focus on the implementation of programs and activities, and outcome questions address the results of the intervention on the target population. 

Formative evaluation questions included: Who were the grantees? How have they changed over the years? How were the partners involved in the program? Who participated in the program? Did the centers serve the population targeted by the 21st CCLC legislation? How were the centers staffed? What services were provided to participating students? How much services were provided? What did the centers offer to families? 

Outcome questions included: What changes were observed in indicators of student achievement for participants compared to non-participant students? How did the program change between the 2006 evaluation and the current study?

Literature review:  What does the literature say about effective after school programs? How does the Delaware program compare to 21st CCLC programs in the literature?
Data collection and analysis

Per contractual agreement, the report is based on secondary data, including:  (a)  data collected by the grantees and entered into the national 21st CCLC database or PPICS; (b) state assessment data collected by the state and available at the Delaware Student Testing Program database; and (c) data collected through the monitoring process. Whenever available, all years of PPICS data were analyzed.  Monitoring reports were also reviewed to provide a more detailed view of the programs.  Data were analyzed using descriptive and correlational statistics methods, as appropriate.

Limitations

This study has two important limitations. First, the study relies on pre-existing data that were self-reported and were not collected for the purpose of program evaluation. Second, only assessment data were available to evaluate program outcomes. Within these limitations, this study provides an overview of the Delaware 21st CCLC programs and its progress across the year, and suggests recommendations for future evaluations and program improvement.

Appendix B:  Literature review chart 
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	The following were prevalent elements in high-performing after-school programs:  

· A broad array of enrichment opportunities.

· Opportunities for skill building and mastery.

· Intentional relationship-building.

· Strong, experienced leader/manager supported by a trained and supervised staff, and

· Administrative, fiscal, and professional-development support of the sponsoring organization.  

	Bodilly, S., & Beckett, M.K. (2005).  Making Out-of-School-Time Matter, Evidence for an Action Agenda.  Santa Monica, CA: RAND
	Literature review examining the history, effectiveness, assessment of quality, and other characteristics of OST programs
	Programs offered by Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCA, Parks and Recreation Centers, Schools, etc. – before or after school, and summer.  Most frequently mentioned programs were 21st CCLC and Upward Bound.
	When reviewing the literature, the rigor of the design was rated with the top being experimental with randomized controlled trials, and the bottom being anecdotal evidence.  
	· 21st CCLC did not increase number of children in supervised settings (see Kane).

· Programs had no effect on grades or standardized test scores.

· Programs effectively reduced “high-risk behaviors” for middle and high school students

· High School students in Upward Bound reported higher educational expectations, earned higher grades, earned more credits, were more likely to graduate, and attend a postsecondary education institution.



	Durlak, J.A., & Weissberg, R.P. (2007).  The impact of after-school programs that promote personal and social skills.  Chicago, IL: Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning 


	Review of 49 reports evaluating 73 after-school programs.
	Not described
	All evaluations used a treatment-control group design.  Influence of other methodological features controlled for.  Effects of programs based on post-assessment.
	· Students who participate in ASP improved in 3 major areas:  feelings and attitudes, indicators of behavioral adjustment, and school performance.

· Programs that used evidence-based skill training approaches consistently produced multiple benefits for students.

	Kane, T. J. (2004).  The Impact of After-School Programs:  Interpreting the Results of Four Recent Evaluations.  Working paper. Available at: http://www.wtgrantfoundation.org/usr_doc/After-school_paper.pdf
  
	Review of evaluations of four different after school programs
	21st CCLC, The After School Initiative, Extended Service Schools, San Francisco Beacons Initiative.

All after-school programs; about 2-3 hours a day. Available 4-5 days a week
	The ESS evaluation was non-experimental and focused on attendance and cost.  The other three evaluations used control groups to study effects on academic achievement.  The elementary school 21st CCLC evaluation used a randomized controlled trial
	· Among centers that operated on a drop-in basis, attendance was sporadic.  

· 21st CCLC evaluation found a minuscule impact of the program on proportion of children without supervision after school (students who attended the program were more likely to be supervised by an adult if they were at home)

· In 21st CCLC: social studies/history grades improved for elementary students and math grades improved for middle school.   

· ASP promotes greater parental involvement.

	Lauer, P.A., Akiba, M., Wikerson, S. B., Apthorp, H. S., Snow, D., & Martin-Glenn, M.

(2004). The Effectiveness of Out-of-School-Time Strategies in Assisting Low-Achieving Students in Reading and Mathematics:  A Research Synthesis.  Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL). 
	Review of evaluations on OST.  Authors considered more than 1,000 documents and, using inclusion criteria, narrowed it down to 53 evaluations.  
	Most OST were after-school or summer school, with a couple Saturday school programs.  Most served elementary or middle school aged students, with the target participants often being from a low socio-economic class and/or being low performing academically. 
	Quantitative analyses were given a quality rating based on their validity (e.g. use of randomized controlled trials.)  Effect sizes were determined from the qualifying data.  Effect sizes were broken down by content area, timeframe, grade-level, strategy focus, strategy duration, and student grouping. 


	· Reading (27 studies with a total of 43 samples): Effect size between .046 and .221.  When broken down, positive effects on the reading test were found for ASP’s and summer school (not Saturday school), lower elementary students (K-2) and high school students.  

· Math (33 studies with 33 samples).  Effect size between .095 and .253.  All age-groups except lower elementary improved.  As before, ASP’s and summer school participants had positive effects, but not Saturday schools.  

	Little, P., & Harris, E. (2003).  A Review of Out-of-School Time Program Quasi-Experimental and Experimental Evaluation Result.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard Family Research Project. Available at:

http://www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/afterschool/resources/snapshot1.html 
	Review of evaluations in the Harvard Family Research Project database involving 57 OST programs.
	Programs ranged from single site to city- and state-wide, and included 21st CCLC, 4H, LA BEST, Big Brothers and Big Sisters, and others.  Appendix A of the report describes the programs.  


	27 evaluations used quasi-experimental designs, 11 used experimental designs, and 3 used both.  Outcomes measured included:  academic (test scores, attendance, disciplinary action, etc.), prevention (feelings of safety, drug/alcohol abuse, etc.), and youth development (communication skills, community involvement, etc.).

Significance was established at p<.10.  
	· Academic:  OSP promotes better attitudes toward school; higher educational aspirations, school performance, and attendance; lower disciplinary actions.

· Prevention:  OSP promotes avoidance of drug and alcohol use; decrease delinquency and violence; increased knowledge of safe sex; increased skills for coping with peer pressure.

· Youth development:  OSP promotes decreased behavioral problems, improved social and communication skills; increased community involvement and self-confidence/self esteem.

· Time spent in the program (duration and intensity) is positively related to positive academic and youth development outcomes

	Scott-Little, C., Hamann, M. S., & Jurs, S. G. (2002)

Evaluations of After-School Programs:  A Meta-Evaluation of Methodologies and Narrative Synthesis of Findings.  American Journal of Evaluation, 23 (4):387-419.
	Review of 23 evaluations to determine ASPs’ feasibility based on utility, feasibility, propriety, and accuracy.
	Various ASPs with a range of characteristics.   

Median size was 180 participants; average time offered was 13.2 hours per week, and average number of activities was 4.
	Of the 23 evaluations, 15 used outcome data to determine effects.  Of these, 7 used pre-experimental methods (look at pre- and post-test data), 6 used quasi-experimental methods (treatment-unmatched comparison group), and 2 used experimental methods (randomly assigned students to program or to control group).
	· Most studies reviewed used perceptions to assess program impact.  Expectedly, perceptions about the program from all stakeholders (teachers, parents, and students) were positive.

· Students related to drug use or other risky behavior showed improvements in those behaviors for youth participating in ASP.

· Studies that enabled calculation of effect size showed that the benefit for students in after school programs over comparison students is .21 for Reading and .16 for Mathematics (small effect).  

	James-Burdumy, S., Dynarski, M. Moore, M. Deje, J., Mansfield, W., & Pistorino, C. (2005).  When Schools Stay Open Late:  The National Evaluation of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program.  Washington, DC. U.S. Department of Education 
	The national evaluation of the 21st CCLC program. It included 34 school districts and 62 centers and involved elementary and middle schools.  
	Typical centers were open at least 10 hours a week, with many being open more than 20 and offering hours on Saturday and during the summer;  66% of the host-schools were considered “high-poverty”.  Programs staff predominantly by school-day teachers.  Limited efforts for partnership or sustainability.
	For the elementary school assessment, a randomized controlled trial was utilized.  The sample consisted of 1,000 students from 14 school districts and 34 centers.  The outcomes for the middle school students (n=4,400) were assessed using a quasi-experimental matched treatment-comparison design.
	· Programs were associated with increased parental involvement, but not with a decrease in the number of latch-key students.

· Elementary School:  73% of the participants attended 26 days or more.  Grades in Social Studies improved, all other outcomes stayed the same.

· Middle School:  46% of the participants attended more than 26 days.  Grades in Math slightly higher, all others the same.  Attendance slightly higher.

	Zief, S., & Lauver, S. (2004).  Impacts of After School Programs on Student Outcomes:  A Systematic Review for the Campbell Collaboration.  Available at:

http://www.sfi.dk/graphics/Campbell/reviews/afterschool_review.pdf 
	Review of recent evaluations on the impact of OST on student outcomes.  The review included the evaluation for national 21st CCLC program,  three Maryland After School Community Grant Program sites, and Cooke Middle School After School Recreation Program (PA)
	The five programs were held after-school, and targeted low-performing schools with high rates of poverty and minority enrollment.  All five programs aimed to improve academic performance and promote participation in positive activities.  Three of the five programs were designed to also reduce negative behaviors such as drug use and delinquency.   
	All five studies utilized rigorous statistical research methods.  A meta-analysis was performed to assess how the programs affect five key outcome areas:  academics, behavior, social/emotional, activities, and student context.  Only statistically significant outcomes were reported. 
	Results of the meta-analysis suggest that:

· Moderate positive effect for self-care (Maryland sites)

· Small positive effect for participation in athletic and art/music/dance activities (21st CCLC and Cooke Middle).  

· No measurable effects on school attendance, television viewing or standardized reading scores.  

· Attendance in all programs was sporadic (limited dosage).




Appendix C:  List of grantees, sites and schools served (SY 2003-2004 to SY 2007-2008)


	Grantee Name
	Site Name
	Schools Served

	Boys & Girls Club of Claymont
	Maple Lane Elementary School
	Maple Lane Elementary School

	
	Darley Road Elementary School
	Darley Road Elementary School

	
	Claymont Elementary School
	Claymont Elementary School

	
	Claymont Community Center/Claymont Learning Center
	Claymont Elementary School

	
	
	Darley Road Elementary School

	
	
	Maple Lane Elementary School

	
	
	Knollwood Community Center

	
	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension/Knollwood Community Center
	Claymont Elementary School

	
	
	Darley Road Elementary School

	
	
	Lancashire Elementary School

	
	
	Forwood Elementary School

	
	
	Pierre S. Dupont Elementary School

	
	
	Hanby Middle School

	
	
	Delcastle Technical High School

	
	Claymont Boys & Girls Club
	Claymont Elementary School

	
	
	Darley Road Elementary School

	
	
	Maple Lane Elementary School

	Boys & Girls Club of Oak Orchard
	Phillip C. Showell Elementary
	Phillip C. Showell Elementary
Frankford Elementary School
Lord Baltimore Elementary

	
	Hickory Tree Elementary
	Phillip C. Showell Elementary

	
	Boys & Girls Club Dagsboro
	East Millsboro Elementary School

	
	
	Frankford Elementary School

	
	
	Lighthouse Christian School

	Boys & Girls Club of Western Sussex - Laurel
	Boys &Girls Club of Western Sussex
	Laurel Intermediate School

	
	
	North Laurel Elementary

	
	
	Paul Laurence Dunbar

	Boys & Girls Club of Western Sussex - Seaford
	Western Sussex Boys &Girls Club
	Frederick Douglass Intermediary

	
	
	Seaford Central Elementary School

	
	
	Seaford Middle School

	
	
	Seaford Senior High School

	
	
	West Seaford Elementary School

	
	
	Seaford Kindergarten Center

	Boys & Girls Club of Western Sussex – Seaford High School
	Seaford Senior High School
	Seaford Senior High School

	
	Seaford Middle School
	Seaford Middle School

	
	Western Sussex Boys and Girls Club
	Seaford Kindergarten Center

	
	
	West Seaford Elementary School

	
	
	Seaford Senior High School

	
	
	Seaford Middle School

	
	
	Seaford Central Elementary School

	
	
	Frederick Douglass Intermediate School


	Grantee Name
	Site Name
	Schools Served

	Boys & Girls Club at Kirk Middle
	George V. Kirk Middle School
	George V. Kirk Middle School

	
	Jackson Street B & G Club
	

	
	Clarence Fraim B& G Club
	

	Boys and Girls Club at Laurel
	Boys and Girls Club of Laurel
	Laurel Middle & Senior High School

	
	Laurel Senior High School
	Laurel Senior High School

	
	Laurel Middle School
	Laurel Middle and Senior High School

	Colonial School District
	Colwyck Elementary
	Martin Luther King Elementary

	
	
	New Castle Middle School

	
	
	George Read Middle School

	
	
	William Penn High School

	
	
	Commodore McDonough Elementary

	
	
	Marion T. Academy Charter School

	
	
	Delcastle Technical High School

	
	
	Howard High School Of Technology

	
	Rose Hill Community Center
	Martin Luther King Elementary

	
	
	Harry O. Eisenberg Elementary

	
	
	Colwyck Elementary School

	
	
	Calvin R. McCullough Elementary

	
	
	Castle Hills Elementary School

	
	
	George Read Middle School

	
	
	Gunning Bedford Middle School

	
	
	New Castle Middle School

	
	
	William Penn High School

	
	
	East Side Charter School

	
	
	Marion T. Academy Charter School

	
	
	Howard High School Of Technology

	
	Calvin R. Mccullough Elementary School
	Calvin R. McCullough Elementary School

	
	
	Castle Hills Elementary School

	
	
	Colwyck Elementary School

	
	
	Commodore McDonough Elementary

	
	
	George Read Middle School

	
	
	Gunning Bedford Middle School

	
	
	Harry O. Eisenberg Elementary

	
	
	Martin Luther King Elementary

	
	
	New Castle Middle School

	
	
	Southern Elementary School

	
	
	Pleasantville Elementary School

	
	
	William Penn High School

	
	Martin Luther King Elementary School
	Martin Luther King Elementary

	
	
	Commodore McDonough Elementary

	
	
	George Read Middle School

	
	
	New Castle Middle School

	
	
	William Penn High School

	
	
	New Beginnings

	
	
	William Henry Middle School

	
	
	George Read Middle School


	Grantee Name
	Site Name
	Schools Served

	Capital School District
	Manchester Square 
	Towne Point Elementary School

	
	Towne Point Elementary School
	Towne Point Elementary School

	
	
	Lake Forest North Elementary School

	
	
	Woodbridge Elementary School

	
	Capitol Park Community Center
	South Dover Elementary School

	Early Learning Center at the University of Delaware
	Early Learning Center
	Jennie E. Smith Elementary School

	
	
	Joseph M. McVeigh Elementary School

	
	
	West Park Place Elementary School

	
	
	Brookside Elementary School

	Greater Milford Boys & Girls Club of Delaware
	Greater Milford Boys & Girls Club
	Lulu M. Ross Elementary School

	Indian River School District – North Georgetown
	North Georgetown Elementary School
	North Georgetown Elementary School

	
	Richard Allen After School Program
	Georgetown Elementary School

	
	
	North Georgetown Elementary School
Selbyville Middle School
Georgetown Middle School
Richard Allen School
Sussex Central Senior High School

	
	Georgetown Elementary School
	Georgetown Elementary School

	
	Boys & Girls Club
	Georgetown Elementary School

	
	
	North Georgetown Elementary School

	
	La Casita Afterschool Program
	North Georgetown Elementary School

	
	
	Georgetown Elementary School

	Kuumba Academy Charter School/Summer Program
	Kuumba Academy Charter School
	Kuumba Academy Charter School

	Lake Forest School District - Central
	Lake Forest Central Elementary
	Lake Forest Central Elementary
W. T. Chipman Middle School

	
	Wonder Years Kids Club
	Lake Forest Central Elementary

	
	Kidz Kottage 
	

	
	De Cooperative Extension – 4H
	

	Lake Forest School District - East
	Lake Forest East Elementary School
	Lake Forest East Elementary School

	Lake Forest School District – North South
	Lake Forest Boys & Girls Club
	Lake Forest South Elementary School

	
	Kidz Kottage
	Lake Forest South Elementary School

	
	University of Delaware -Clarks Corner
	Lake Forest South Elementary School

	Lake Forest School District-Lake Forest High/ChipmanMiddle Schools
	W. T. Chipman Middle School
	Lake Forest Central Elementary

	
	Lake Forest High School
	W. T. Chipman Middle School


	Grantee Name
	Site Name
	Schools Served

	Latin American
Community Centers
	LACC Learning Center
	Austin D. Baltz Elementary School

	
	
	Highlands Elementary School

	
	
	Richardson Park Elementary School

	
	
	William Lewis Elementary School

	
	
	Alexis I. Dupont Middle School

	
	
	Forest Oak Elementary School

	
	
	HB Dupont Middle School

	
	
	Marbrook Elementary School

	
	
	Evan G. Shortlidge Academy

	
	
	Skyline Middle School

	
	
	Warner Elementary School

	
	Richardson Park Elementary School
	Richardson Park Elementary School

	
	
	Marion T. Academy

	
	William Lewis Elementary School
	William Lewis Elementary School

	
	Marbrook Elementary School
	Marbrook Elementary School

	Latin American Community Center at Christina
	Etta  J. Wilson Elementary School
	Etta  J. Wilson Elementary School

	
	Henry M. Brader Elementary School
	Henry M. Brader Elementary School

	Neighborhood House
	Bancroft Elementary School
	Bancroft Elementary School

	
	Elbert-Palmer Elementary School
	Elbert-Palmer Elementary School

	
	Kuumba Academy Charter 
	Kuumba Academy Charter School

	Project Real Capital School District
	Central Middle School
	Central Middle School

	Red Clay Consolidated School District
	Evan G. Shortlidge Academy
	Evan G. Shortlidge Academy

	
	Warner Elementary School
	Warner Elementary School

	
	William Lewis Elementary School
	William Lewis Elementary School

	Red Clay Consolidated S.D. - Conrad
	Conrad Middle School
	Conrad Middle School
Austin D. Baltz Elementary School
Richey Elementary School
Richardson Park Elementary School

	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension -  Bayard
	Bayard Elementary School
	Bayard Elementary School

	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension – Caesar Rodney
	F. Niel Postlethwait Middle School
	Star Hill Elementary School
F. Niel Postlethwait Middle School
Allen Frear Elementary School


	
	Fred Fifer Middle School
	Fred Fifer Middle School
Nellie Hughes Stokes Elementary School
W.B. Simpson Elementary School
W. Reily Brown Elementary School


	Grantee Name
	Site Name
	Schools Served

	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension – East Side
	East Side Charter School
	East Side Charter School

	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension - Shue Medill Middle School
	Shue Medill Middle School
	Shue Medill Middle School

	University of Delaware Cooperative Extension – Talley Middle
	Talley Middle School-4-H Afterschool
	Talley Middle School-4-H After school

	West End Neighborhood House
	West End Neighborhood House
	Austin D. Baltz Elementary School
Highlands Elementary School



Evaluation Report


Delaware 21st Century Community of Learning Centers





June 15, 2009











�








Laurel





Seaford





Georgetown 





Dagsboro





Newark





Dover





Harrington 





Claymont





Wilmington 





New Castle


County





Kent


County





Milford





Sussex


County





Bridgeville





Felton 





Selbyville





Camden





Lewes





Millsboro








� Throughout the report the words “center” and “site” will be used as synonyms to indicate the location where the programs are implemented; “program” will be used to indicate the structured activities offered in these centers or sites; “grantees” indicate the organizations that receive the grants; “partners” indicate the organizations that work together with the grantees to provide services and supports in the different centers or sites.


� RMC Research Corporation (2006).  Delaware 21st Century Community Learning Centers: Evaluation Report (SY 2003-04 - SY 2005-06).  The report is available at the Delaware Department of Education web site (�HYPERLINK "http://www.doe.k12.de.us"�http://www.doe.k12.de.us�), Federal and State grants.   Henceforth, this document will be mentioned as the 2006 evaluation report.


� Meta-analysis is a systematic review of research or evaluation studies that quantifies results to arrive at measures of treatment effect.


� It must be noted that the data source for this analysis – the federal 21st CCLC database (PPICS) – reflects self-reported data that can be continuously changed by the programs.  Addressing concerns with the federal database, DDOE is working on a new data collection tool that will integrate information from 21st CCLC and e-school; this new tool will provide reliable and consistent data for future evaluations of the program.


� State of Delaware, School Profiles, retrieved May 2, 2009 at �HYPERLINK "http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/SchoolProfiles/State/Default.aspx"�http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/SchoolProfiles/State/Default.aspx�


 


� Due to the confidentiality rules in PPICS (subgroups with 5 participants or fewer are entered as zeroes), the centers may be serving larger numbers of minorities than those captured in the data.  


� Delaware Department of Education, School Profiles, School Enrollment Reports 2005-2006, available at �HYPERLINK "http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/SchoolProfiles/State/Student.aspx"�http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/SchoolProfiles/State/Student.aspx�


� PPICS does not provide information on participant adults


� Although traditionally used as a proxy for low income in education evaluations, FARM eligibility is not a perfect measure since it depends on students applying for the program (not only eligibility). By expanding the poverty definition to include other criteria, such as the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and others, the Delaware 21st CCLC program better reflects the socio-economic level of its participants. The new database system that DDOE is preparing will allow for a more rigorous description of the program than the current federal system (PPICS).   


� Since PPICS data are self-reported, small variations (from 125 hours to 113 hours) must be considered with caution.  


� Monitoring visits were also conducted during summer, but due to the difference in programming between regular school year and summer, these visits were not included in this study.


� No differences means that the comparison of means between the two groups showed no statistical significance (α=.05).  Alpha at 0.05 indicates a 95% confidence level that the gains between the two groups are different.  


� There were fewer than 10 ELL students in grades 9 and 10.


� Fewer than 10 students in grades 9 and 10 received special education services.
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