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PROGRAM STRUCTURE & TERMINOLOGY 
The Twenty-first Century Community Learning Centers (21CCLC) Program has a complicated structure.  

The 21CCLC Program is funded through a US Department of Education (USDOE) Grant awarded to the 

New York State Education Department (NYSED).  So, in reference to the 21CCLC Program in New York 

State, NYSED is the Grantee and the USDOE is the Grantor.  The federal Twenty-first Century Community 

Learning Centers Grant awarded to New York State is also a federal pass-through grant. With this type of 

grant, the federal government allows grant recipients (here, NYSED) to act as pass-through entities to 

provide funding to other recipients (here, local programs called Sub-grantees). The pass-through entity 

(NYSED) receives federal funds which it �u�µ�•�š���^�‰���•�• �}�v�_���}�Œ �Á�Z�]���Z���^�‰���•�• through �]�š�_���š�}���}�š�Z���Œ���Œ�����]�‰�]���v�š�• 

(Sub-grantees). 

Remember: Rules are Rules.  Grantors always require reports on how their funds are being used and if 

their use is having the desired effect.  Grantors also require financial record-keeping by the Grantee to 

ensure funds are being used according to their stipulations.  As a Grantee NYSED must report to the 

USDOE on the 21CCLC Grant with information that is officially required by the USDOE on their 

management, distribution, and all use of the grant funds.  As a pass-through entity, NYSED distributes 

most of the 21CCLC Program grant funds to local program Sub-grantees.  Therefore, NYSED is also 

required to report to the USDOE on how the Sub-grantees are using their funds and if that use is having 

the expected positive effect.  In grant jargon, this required reporting to the source of financial support is 

�����o�o�������Z���}�u�‰�o�]���v�������Œ���‰�}�Œ�š�]�v�P�[���Á�Z�]���Z���}�(�š���v���µ�•���•���Z���}�u�‰�o�]���v�������u�����•�µ�Œ���•�[�X����In the 21CCLC Program there are 

two levels of compliance reporting: by Sub-grantees to NYSED; and, by NYSED to the USDOE. 

Glossary 
APR: Annual Performance Report, the annual reporting of numeric information to the USDOE 

CBO: Community Based Organization, used in 21CCLC Program to identify Sub-grantees that are not schools or school 
districts. 

Contractor: a person, business, or corporation that provides services to another entity under terms specified in a contract.   

Focus Programs: Programs chosen by NYSED for State Evaluator close study, including document review, interview of key 
stakeholders, and site visit.  Ten per year. 

New York City Resource Center (NYC-RC): Resource Center that provides Technical Assistance to all Sub-grantees in New 
York City. 

NYCDOE: New York City Department of Education manager for all NY City school grants. 

OST: Out of School Time, programming takes place outside of the regular school day. 

External Evaluation Company: State Evaluators of the 21CCLC Program in NY 4/1/2012 �t 3/31/2017, 

Resource Center: One of two organizations that form part of the State Management and Support Team that provides 
Technical Assistance to Sub-grantees. 

s.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

There is a clear functional relationship between well designed and thought out evaluation and a 

�‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�[�•���‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���•�•�]�}�v���(�Œ�}�u�������•�]�P�v���š�}���]�u�‰�o���u���v�š���š�]�}�v���š�}���•�µ�������•�•�(�µ�o���}�µ�š���}�u���•�X�����d�Z�]�•���š�]�P�Z�š�o�Ç�����}�µ�‰�o������
relationship can be used as a mechanism in innovative program management and improvement, with 

functions ranging from providing managers with a clear u�v�����Œ�•�š���v���]�v�P���}�(���Z�Á�Z���š���u�����•�µ�Œ�]�v�P���‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�• has 

�š�}�����}���Á�]�š�Z���‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u���•�µ�������•�•�[���šo the use of evaluative tools to identify program processes and to 

troubleshoot inefficient or ineffective program operations (The State Evaluator, 2009, Functional 
Evaluation Guidelines).  The Summative Evaluation reported here is an evaluation of the management of 

the Statewide program delivery system for the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21CCLC) 

Program in New York State.  It draws on data collected and reported in detail in all prior Annual Reports, 

Quarterly Reports, Evaluation Briefs, and quarterly meeting updates provided by The State Evaluator to 

the New York State Education Department (NYSED) Managers of this program.   

This report is framed using the following State Evaluation Contract Tasks and Deliverable:   
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Grantee Management and Support Group (SMSG), which also includes the State Evaluator, and is 

overseen by the NYSED Project Manager.  Recognition of the importance of the effectiveness of the two 

Resource Centers as critical to the success of Sub-grantees is reflected in the Resource Centers 

appearing as one of the primary foci of the State Evaluation.  The State Evaluators found the 

performance of the Resource Center based system in place to guide and support Sub-grantees to be the 

critical factor in the degree to which the State achieved its goal �}�(���^�Y(measurable) improvement in 

�‰���Œ�š�]���]�‰���š�]�v�P���•�š�µ�����v�š�•�[�������������u�]���������Z�]���À���u���v�š�����v���������Z���À�]�}�Œ�X�_   As explained in detail in this report, the 

State Evaluation found that the Resource Center based system was not effective in support of the Sub-

grantee programs. 

Recommendations focused on how to improve Resource Center services and service delivery follow the 

Effectiveness of Resource Centers section of this report.   

The State Evaluation�[�•�����]�Œ�����š study of Sub-grantee program performance included two contracted 
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resource centers were each responsible for delivering the same services to Sub-grantees located in their 

geographic area of responsibility.  In addition, the ROS-�Z���[�•�����}�v�š�Œ�����š���Z������the additional required task to 

establish and maintain a Statewide program website.  Although the remaining scopes of services for the 

Resource Centers were the same, their operational context was quite different.    

For example, using the location of the Sub-grantees in the Round 6, 2013-2017 funding cycle the 

�Z���}�À���Œ���P���[�����Œ���������v�����v�µ�u�����Œ���}�(���‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�•���•���Œ�À�������(�}�Œ���������Z���Z���•�}�µ�Œ�����������v�š���Œ���]�•���‰�Œ���•���v�š�������}�v���š�Z���������i�������v�š��
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Secondary Analysis of the Annual Performance Report (APR) 
All program data is of local origin regardless if it is reported back to the local level or upwards to the 

State or federal level.  Data is an active source of information across all three levels of report in this 

program context. 

New York State does not have a Statewide Data Collection System in place for this program.  This might 

be because until the new Annual 
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The New York State Education Department has established a three component Sub-grantee 

Management and Support Team to support the NY 21CCLC System in New York.  Headed by the NY State 

Coordinator, in the field, there are two Resource Centers, responsible for Monitoring Visits, provision of 

general Technical Assistance to Sub-grantees, and delivery of specific professional development in-

service activities.  The RCs are also responsible for planning and hosting program meetings for their sub-

grantees.  The State Evaluators were the third organization in the Sub-Grantee Management Support 

Team. 

However, there is a universal circumstance often noted by evaluators that no program component or 

structure implements exactly as designed.  The structure for this program has been no exception.  The 

�Z���•���}���•���Œ�À���������v�����u�����•�µ�Œ�����[�����]���P�Œ���u���Z���Œ�����]�•�������•�������}�v���Z�}�Á���š�Z�����^�š���š�������À���o�µ���š�}�Œ�•�[�����À���o�µ���š�]�}�v���}�( the 

management structure in New York has been shown to interact among themselves and with the Sub-

Grantee
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Limitations of This Report 
The State Evaluator is reporting here on the efficiency and effectiveness of the New York State 

�����µ�����š�]�}�v�������‰���Œ�š�u���v�š�[�•���u���v���P���u���v�š���}�(���š�Z�����î�íst CCLC Program in New York State.  Much of the data 

reported on in this report was collected, analyzed, and reported in prior contracted quarterly and 

annual reports.  In this report, when possible individual annual results have been combined and/or 

summarized across the five-year period of the evaluation or the four-year period of the Round 6 Sub-

grantee Cycle.  This report also refers to the State contracted external evaluator�[�•���‰�Œ�����š�]�������}�(����nnual 

cumulative review of data grounded information when possible over the prior reporting on this 

evaluation.  Here this accumulation is completed, and was used to strengthen evaluator confidence in 

the unfolding formative program parameters and emerging summative predictions of effect reported 

here. 

Please Note:  Although primary subjects of this evaluation, the Resource Centers were evaluated by 

their own external evaluator.  The State Evaluation focused on the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

management and support given to each Center by their parent organization and how that affected each 

�����v�š���Œ�[�•�����(�(�]���]���v���Ç�����v�������(�(�����š�]�À���v���•�•.  In the case of the Rest of State Resource Center the contractor 

was Capital Region BOCES.  In the case of the New York City Resource Center the contractor was the 

New York City Department of Education.  Because the Resource Centers contracted independently with 

their external evaluator, the State evaluators did not have access to any of the data, reports, or 

instruments developed by that evaluator.  As this report focuses on how the Resource Centers 

functioned as effective parts of the Management and Support Team, that supplemental information was 

not necessary.  However, recommendations for strengthening and improving RC support are limited to 

those circumstances for which the State contracted external evaluation company has data. 

Other sources of information that were not shared with the State Evaluators are noted in the 

appropriate point in the context of this report. 

Purpose of This Report 
In this report, The State Evaluator has focused on clear, fair, and proven measures of the quality and 

effectiveness of program management.  This report discusses both the strengths of the 21st CCLC 

�W�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�[�•���^�š���š�����o���À���o���u���v���P���u���v�š�����v�����•�}�u�����‰�}�]�v�š�•���š�Z���š�����}�µ�o�����µ�•�����•�}�u�������š�š���v�š�]�}�v�X����The primary 

purpose of this report is to provide the New York State Education Department with clear 

recommendations �š�}���u���]�v�š���]�v���Z�Á�Z���š���Á�}�Œ�l�•�[�����v����to implement �‰�}�•�]�š�]�À�������Z���v�P���•���š�}���Z�Á�Z���š��could work 

�����š�š���Œ�[�X�����d�Z�����Œ���•�µ�o�š�• of this evaluation include actionable information as the basis of an effective 

management strategy for NYSED as the grantee and an expanded and strengthened Support System for 

Sub-grantees.  



 

  12 

SECTION TWO: EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 
RESOURCE CENTERS 

As part of their Management and Support Team, NYSED contracted for two Resource Centers.  The New 

York City Resource Center (NYC-RC) worked only with programs within New York City.  The contractor 

for the NYC-RC was the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE).  The Rest of State Resource 

Center (ROS-RC) worked with all other programs in the state.  The contractor for the ROS-RC was Capital 

Region BOCES located in Albany, NY.  The NYC-RC had a staff of 2.5 and the ROS-RC had a staff of 2.0.  It 

is surprising that the NYC-RC, with responsibility for 71 programs spread across 305 sq. miles had a 

higher staffing level (at 2.5) than the ROS-RC (at 2.0) with responsibility for 58 programs spread across 

54,250 sq. miles.  In addition, when the Director of the ROS-RC took maternity leave, the contracted 

agency did not place a substitute in her position.  Just following that period, the second staff member 

left the ROS-�Z�����•�}���š�Z���š���š�Z�������]�Œ�����š�}�Œ�[�•���Œ���š�µ�Œ�v�����}�v�š�]�v�µ�������š�Z�����•�]�v�P�o�����•�š���(�(�����]�Œ���µ�u�•�š���v�������}�(���š�Z���������v�š���Œ�U��
continuing until the end of their contracted services.  The NYC-RC was always officially fully staffed.  The 

level of staffing in each of the RCs is pertinent to most of the points that will be made in this report.  The 

State Evaluation�[�• contractual requirements included measurement of: �^�d�Z�������(�(�����š�]�À���v���•�•���}�(���š�Z�����š�Á�}��
21CCLC Resource Centers�_�X�����/�v���š�Z�����^�š���š�������À���o�µ���š�]�}�v�[�• evaluation plan, that measurement was designed 

to be carried out annually, and those findings to be combined each year over the five years of the State 

Evaluation contract to provide clear, actionable data-based information on specific activities and overall 

progress in achieving their purpose by each of the Resource Centers.  Clear annual reports on program 

activity within running record compilations were provided to the NYSED Management Team, focusing on 

the following contracted areas of Resource Center responsibility.  The State evaluation assessed: 

1. The contribution to NYSED management of the Monitoring Site Visits performed by the Resource Centers 

(
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streamline this process using desk audit or an online review, and noted that they believed it should be 

completed during the first program year.   

���Æ�‰���Œ�]���v���������‰�Œ�}�i�����š�����]�Œ�����š�}�Œ�•���(���o�š���š�Z���š���š�Z�����]�v�]�š�]���o���Œ���À�]���Á���P���À�����š�Z���u���Z�š�Z�����•�š���v�����Œ���[���v�����������X�����d�Z���Ç���Á���v�š������
the RCs and NYSED visitors to spend more time observing and commenting on their programs instead. 

Table 1– Monitoring Site Visit Validation 2015-2016 
ROS 
NYC 

How was the visit? Useful or helpful at all? 
How long was the visit? 
Using the protocol? 

Anything to make it better? 

ROS, 
SD 

It went well. I started the 
program director position 
a few months ago, but 
was present during the 
visit. 

It was helpful. It helped 
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Developing the capabilities of individuals is not sufficient to create the capacity to identify problems and 

sustain solutions.  The purpose of TA is to increase capacity.  Capacity development, therefore, is an 

expected result of technical assistance.  

The EPIS Centeriii at the University of Pennsylvania provides the detailed diagram of Technical Assistance 

by Task-model for TA below
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Department of Education sub-grantees often did not know that the NYC-Resource Center functioned as 

a resource to them as well.   

The reader must remember that the NYCDOE is the only public school system with which the NYC-RC 

interacts, either as a funded sub-�P�Œ���v�š�������}�Œ�����•���š�Z�����‰���Œ�š�v���Œ�]�v�P���•���Z�}�}�o���Z���]�•�š�Œ�]���š�[�X�����d�}���u���v�Ç���]�v���š�Z�����(�]���o�����]�v��
the City the fact that the NYC-�Z�����•�š���(�(�����Œ�����Z�(�Œ�}�u�[���š�Z�������K�����]�•�������‰�Œ�]�uary fact, that they are the NYC 

Resource Center for the 21st CCLC Program is a secondary fact.  When asked, most non-DOE sub-

grantees reported that their only experience with the NYC-RC was when they were visited for their 

Monitoring Visit, which they reported as a positive experience.  Most also reported no further direct 

contact from the NYC-RC�U�����o�š�Z�}�µ�P�Z���š�Z�����u���i�}�Œ�]�š�Ç�����š�š���v���������š�Z�����Z�<�]���l-�}�(�(�[�����v�����Z���o�}�•��-���}�Á�v�[�����v�v�µ���o��
meetings hosted by the NYC-RC, for example.  The State Evaluators found that a clear articulation of the 

role, responsibility, and organization which they represent (the New York State Education Department) 

should be clearly stated, and often repeated to all sub-grantees. 

As stated earlier in this report, each Resource Center was contracted for a set number of visits to Sub-

grantee sites per year at twenty-five per year for the NYC-RC and fifteen per year for the ROS-RC.  As 

also stated, the required Monitoring Visits each RC performed were seventy-one for the NYC-RC and 

thirty-nine for the ROS-RC.  The actual count of those contracted in-person interactions with Sub-

grantees proved difficult to track.  The NYC-RC sub-���}�v�š�Œ�����š�������š�}���š�Z�������Z�]�o���Œ���v�[�•�����]�����^�}���]���š�Ç���}�(���E���Á���z�}�Œ�l��
(CAS) for the non-monitoring Sub-grantee site visits.  State Evaluators intervi���Á�������š�Z�������}�v�š�Œ�����š�[�•��
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been altered to count any extra time spent at each Monitoring Visit as counted towards their contracted 

Technical Assistance site visits.  The State Evaluators asked the NYSED Program Coordinator if this 

change in the Work Plan had been approved, and it had not.  Steps were taken to clarify this with the 

ROS-RC staff and their supervisors.   While site visits did take place, the State Evaluators have seen no 

proof of completion of all contracted TA services by either Resource Center. 

Summer 2016 Check-Back Interviews of Project Directors on TA 
To cross check the pattern of information collected to measure provision of Technical Assistance by the 

NYC-RC and the ROS-RC, the State Evaluators conducted telephone interviews of a random sample of 

sixty (60) project directors with thirty-six (36) of them participating (28% of all programs, 60% of the 

sample) in late summer and early fall 2016. The purpose of the interviews was to cross check the 

established response pattern regarding the delivery of Technical Assistance support by the Resource 

Centers.  The interview sought project director feedback on whether they had received any Technical 

Assistance, and if so, if it had addressed their need and been effective.  This task was undertaken by the 

State Evaluators to validate the pattern of findings as to whether the Technical Assistance that was 

provided by telephone, email, and infrequently in person by the Resource Centers was helpful to 

program administrators, and if there were further TA services they would have found helpful. 

One thing became clear as the interviews progressed: Project Directors had a broad (and somewhat 

incorrect) definition of Technical Assistance, seeing it as mainly related to the completion of required 

reporting.  The responses to the interview questions fell into three categories: replies referring to the 

Sub-grantee�[�•���Œ���o���š�]�}�v�•�Z�]�‰���Á�]�š�Z���š�Z���]�Œ���Z���•�}�µ�Œ�����������v�š���Œ�U���Œeplies referring to actual Technical Assistance, 

and replies referring to help with administrative requirements (often labeled by informants as TA).  We 

provide a few of the points made more than once by these informants to provide the reader with some 

context. 

Relationship with Their Resource Center 
1. Most respondents indicated that they and their staff had expected to receive more support and 

Technical Assistance from their Resource Centers that had been the case.   

a. This was especially the case with informants from the Rest of State Resource Center area.  

2. They also reported directing more inquiries to NYSED rather than to the RCs in search of assistance.  

These respondents felt they had a good relationship with NYSED managers and staff, and a weak 

relationship with the RC. 

3. The project directors reported that they would have liked the resource center staff to provide 

Technical Assistance support beginning with a visit to their programs, providing training and support 

in areas such as family/parent engagement and community outreach.   

Technical Assistance References 
4. One Rest of State program further added that having local community support and a supportive school 

district were vital to having the program rectify any of their problems. 

5. The project 
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Recommendation: Smooth-out General Administration Processes and Procedures 
Immediate development of an Implementation 
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report that Sub-grantee program managers noted that they faced hard choices in order to access 

professional development support for their staff.  Some reported that they had decide either not to 

attend these meetings themselves so that their staff could attend (for the professional development 

opportunities), or attend themselves (for the NYSED information on compliance and other 

administrative issues) and not provide access to these opportunities to their line staff.  Long term 

planning does not always work when context changes can block access to needed resources.  

In the NYS State Evaluation 2013-2014 Annual Report at the end of the first funded year for Round 6 

Sub-grantees, the State Evaluators suggested that the two Resource Centers should provide focused 

support and professional development training in both program management and behavior 

management. Combined with the State Evaluator PD Needs Assessment information and their own work 

with the Sub-grantees in their catchment, the NYC-�Z�����š�Z�Œ�}�µ�P�Z���d�Z�������Z�]�o���Œ���v�[�•�����]�����^�}���]���š�Ç���~�����^�•���‰�Œ�}�À�]��������
workshops for project directors and administrators on how to manage their programs. During the 2014-

2015 program year, the NYC-RC offered workshops to program administrators and site coordinators in 

areas such as providing effective feedback for improving program quality, preventing chronic 

absenteeism, family engagement, and how to train program staff effectively. Follow-up customer 

satisfaction surveys from the State Evaluation indicated that many of the program administrators 

reported that the information was relevant to their professional practice and that they had 

subsequently shared the information with other professional staff in their workplace.  

Information collected through the State Evaluation, including the project director interviews and 

evaluator discussions at Regional Evaluator Meetings indicated that training in how to work with partner 

schools (including both the administration and teachers), networking with other 21st CCLC programs, 

and the processes for community outreach and parent engagement were clearly identified needs.  

However, the State Evaluation found support in these areas to be uncommon. According to the project 

directors�[���•�µ�Œ�À���Ç, there were a few reasons why this is the case, such as: 

1. The responsibilities of a project director are to oversee their program and complete administrative 

and financial tasks. When speaking about the shift to professional development being offered at the 

two annual meetings, project directors noted that many of the professional development trainings 

interested them.  However, in their opinion it would have been more useful for their program staff 

(line staff) to attend instead.   

a. Due to the different expenses incurred at the now two meetings per year for directors and 

the professional development being enveloped into those meetings for the ROS, more 

flexibility regarding budget changes to accommodate circumstances created within the 

program management such as this would be helpful. 

2. For ROS program staff that were not able to attend the professional development trainings and the 

twice annual State Meetings, due to the distances to attend single central-location programs,  

a. On-site training makes both programmatic and logistic sense.  Certain topics for training 

would be strengthened by on-site training (e.g., family engagement training). 

b. ROS directors also noted they could afford to send staff if regional trainings were offered.  

c. Some programs have a holistic training approach, so training of trainers is another option, so 

that turn-key resources should be offered to make sure everyone is involved. 

3. Directors noted that many of the program staff are school teachers and already have extensive 

training in academic instruction. Moreover, school teachers already attend professional development 
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For example, during the 2015-2016 professional development workshops at NYC-RC and ROS-RC 

meetings, program administrators were surveyed on the usefulness of the information presented at 

each workshop and to specify specific information they would like to learn more about. Many of the 
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Table 3 – Site Visits: By Year, Region, and Organization Type 

Program Year New York City Rest of State Total 

2012-2013 
6 
(4 CBO and 2 NYCDOE*) 

4 
(4 CBO) 

10 
(8 CBO and 2 NYCDOE) 

2013-2014 
8 
(6 CBO and 2 NYCDOE) 

7 
(3 CBO and 4 SD**) 

15 
(9 CBO, 2 NYCDOE, 4 SD) 

2014-2015 
4 
(3 CBO and 1 NYCDOE) 

6 
(2 CBO and 4 SD) 

10 
(5 CBO, 1 NYCDOE and 4 SD) 

2015-2016 
4 
(3 CBO and 1 NYCDOE) 

6 
(3 CBO and 3 SD) 

10 
(6 CBO, 1 NYCDOE and 3 SD) 

2016-2017 
5 
(3 CBO and 2 NYCDOE) 

3 
(3 CBO) 

8 
(6 CBO and 2 NYCDOE) 

Totals 
27 
(19 CBO and 8 NYCDOE) 

26 
(15 CBO and 11 SD) 

53 
(34 CBO, 8 NYCDOE and 11 SD) 

*NYCDOE is the New York City Department of Education.  Because of the agreement between NY State Legislature and NY City 

�D���Ç�}�Œ�[�•���K�(�(�]�����U�����o�š�Z�}�µ�P�Z���š�Z���Œ�������Œ�����Z�•���Z�}�}�o�����]�•�š�Œ�]���š�•�[���]�v���E���Á���z�}�Œ�l�����]�š�Ç�U���š�Z���•�����P�Œ���v�š�•�����Œ�����‰�Œ���•���v�š�o�Ç���u���v���P�������š�Z�Œ�}�µ�P�Z���š�Z����NYCDOE 

Central Office.   

**SD refers to a School District awarded and managing the sub-grant, only operating as such in the ROS. 

Round 6 Sub-grantees could apply for permission to use 21CCLC funds for programs delivered during the 

regular school day.  The State Evaluators ensured that some of the State Evaluation site visits were to 

schools or organizations providing program services during the school day.  This report discusses out-of-

school-time only programs first, followed by details of site visits to in-school-time programs in the 

�•�����š�]�}�v�•���^�K�v-�^�]�š�����s�]�•�]�š�•�W���K�µ�š���}�(���^���Z�}�}�o���d�]�u���_�����v�����^�K�v-Site Visits: Within-School-�d�]�u���_�U���Œ���•�‰�����š�]�À���o�Ç�X 

Although all 21CCLC site visit programs were randomly selected to receive a State Evaluation site visits in 

each program year, the State Evaluators targeted different sub-sets of Sub-grantees each year.  For 

example, one year they visited programs randomly selected from the set of programs receiving $1m per 

year or more.  In another year, the State Evaluation Team visited programs with funding to provide 

21CCLC programming in the summer.  Another random selection was from programs receiving the 

lowest 10% of annual support amounts.  The breakdown by Sub-grantee organizational type in Table 3 

shows that Statewide there were more CBO Sub-grantee programs visited than School District Sub-

grantees.  More specifically, more CBO Sub-grantee 21CCLC programs were visited in NYC and more 

school district Sub-grantee programs were visited for the Rest of State. Each year, the State Evaluation�[�•��
annual list of proposed State Evaluation site visit sites and reasons for the sub-categories when used, 

were sent to NYSED for review and approval.  

State Evaluation Program Site Visits: On-Site 
Each project director received an email notification of a State Evaluation site visit to their program and 

its purpose.  They were asked to provide the state evaluator with selected program documentation (i.e., 

program schedule and curriculum), and to provide a convenient time for a brief phone interview prior to 

the state evaluation visit. In preparation for each visit the state evaluator reviewed �������Z���‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�[�•��
original proposal and prior annual evaluation report and conducted the phone interview to provide the 

state evaluator with a deeper and more detailed understanding of each program. This exercise also 

provided a line of communication with the project director and to revisit the email notification if the 

project director had any general questions. 
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During the State Evaluation site visits, the State Evaluators focused on: 

1. Engaging in an in-person interview with the project director, site director, program staff (i.e., line staff), school 

administrator (i.e., principal and/or assistant principal from the primary partner school), any parent coordinator 

community advisory group, parents, and students. The interviews were open-ended and thus fluid, allowing the 

evaluators to pursue points made that provided a deeper understanding of the form and function of the 

program being visited. Together with the desk audit data collected from existing written documents on each 

program, and the specific program component details provided prior to or during the visit, the State Evaluation 

gained an overall idea of what was happening at each 21st CCLC program, including both its structure of the 

program and function; 

2. Whether each 21
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principal was not available, so we were unable to clarify their intent.  Subsequent attempts to speak 

with that principal by phone were not successful. 

This belief that the use of 21CCLC funds is ���������•�����}�(���Z�W�Œ�]�v���]�‰���o�[�•�����Z�}�]�����[��was witnessed by the State 

Evaluators more than once.  It is a version of OST programs doing what partner schools and parents 

demand they do, rather than what the federal legislation requires, but more fluid.  The State Evaluation 

site visits to high schools yielded an interesting fluid use of 21CCLC funds.  One site visit to two NYCDOE 

high schools is a good example.  As was the practice, the State Evaluation contacted the NYCDOE 

manager for their grants and arranged to visit one of four high schools.  Early in the discussion of dates 

and places, the State Evaluators received information about all of the possible sites to visit, including 

class schedules, dates of services, etc.  As was also the State Evaluation�[s practice, one senior researcher 

went to the high school that had been told to expect a visit, and another went to a nearby school that 

was not expecting the State Evaluators that day, but had scheduled services for that day.  The notified 

site had classes ready to observe, students to talk to, �����(�µ�o�o�����]�•���µ�•�•�]�}�v���}�(���]�v���•���Z�}�}�o���š�]�u�����Z���P���v�š�•�[���W�Œ���‰��
and other test readiness interventions they were using the funds to support.  An afterschool theater 

group, arts workshops, jazz ensemble, and other activities were well attended (although when asked 

students indicated they did not meet every day or even �š�Z���š���}�(�š���v�•�X�����Z�^�Z���Œ�]�v�P�[�����Ç���š�Z�����š�Z�����šer group 

indicated that the participants were from theater-going, professional households, but the program was 

operating if not with the expected target audience.  The experience at the unannounced site was quite 

different.  All activities that should have been happening were not.  Walking around the school with the 

site program director who was an ���•�•�]�•�š���v�š���‰�Œ�]�v���]�‰���o�[�•���•�����Œ���š���Œ�Ç�U���š�Z����State Evaluation Senior Researcher 

was no more surprised than she was.  �d�Z�������µ�]�o���]�v�P���‰�Œ�}�i�����š�����]�Œ�����š�}�Œ�����o�����Œ�o�Ç���š�Z�}�µ�P�Z�š���š�Z�����Z�ounch-time 

���Z���•�•�[���š�Z�Œ�}�µ�P�Z���š�}���š�Z�����Z���(�š���Œ���•���Z�}�}�o���i���Ì�Ì�������v���[���Á���Œ�����}�‰���Œ���š�]�v�P���]�v���š�Z�������µ�]�o���]�v�P���š�Z���š�������Ç�X����We never found 

out where the Sub-grantee�[�•�����}�v�š�Œ�����š�}�Œ�[�•��team from that school was that day.  

In many cases, the local evaluators from programs using the fund�•�����Ç���Z�‰�Œ�]�v���]�‰���o�[�•�����Z�}�]�����[��asked how they 

���}�µ�o�����Z�u���l�����š�Z���]�Œ�����o�]���v�š�������Z���À���[ whenever we found ourselves in an evaluator meeting.  The fact is, they 

could not.  The State Evaluators confirmed with local evaluators that their role was to measure: 

compliance, effort, successes, and things that needed modifications.  The State Evaluators confirmed 

that they were expected to report the truth as the data presented it, and that they could add any 

insights they gleaned from the work if they were labeled as such.  Evaluators cannot take over 

management.  In this, and all cases such as this, the State Evaluation reported any findings to NYSED 

managers in verbal and quarterly reports. 

Other Site Visit Notes in General 
During the site visits, the State Evaluators logged focused observations regarding the program structure 

at each site, noting that there are clear patterns regarding responsibilities of the �‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�•�[���o�]�v��-staff. 

School district-led 21CCLC OST programs were found to have program staff who were predominately 

classroom teachers, administrators, or retired classroom teachers. Community-based organization Sub-

grantee 21CCLC OST programs in the ROS were found to have a staff combining their own staff and 

school teachers. In New York City, the NYCDOE required all 21CCLC programs, both NYCDOE and non-

DOE Sub-grantees, to use NYCDOE teachers in their programs.  The main observation regarding this 

requirement 
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$60/hour, or the equivalent of $124,800 per year). In addition, this higher cost for the academic portion 

of their program led to some having to limit other 21CCLC components, or eliminating them altogether.   

E
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local level decisions with data-based information, nor is there supposed to be.  The APR is designed by 

the Federal Education Department to inform their report to the US Congress on the operations of the 

program, and are thus too general, unattached to a low enough level of activity to be useful, and 

generally are a good compliance report for the State grantees but useless in their management of Sub-

grantees.  In speaking with State Evaluators from other states, State Evaluation Managers were not 

surprised to find that all other large states (California and Texas, for example) had used their 21CCLC 

funds to purchase or develop a State Level APR Data Capture System that provided State Managers with 

actionable data-based information for Sub-grantee �u���v���P���u���v�š�����•���Á���o�o�����•���Z���Œ�]���P�]�v�P�[���š�}���š�Z�����(�������Œ���o�����W�Z��
system.  In most cases, the evaluators shared that their states used the same system for other grant 

funded programs as well as for day to day administrative tasks. 

To date, NYSED has not invested in a State Level APR Data Capture System.  The State Evaluator was 

���•�•�µ�Œ�������š�Z���š���}�v�����]�•���Z�]�v���š�Z�����Á�}�Œ�l�•�[���(�}�Œ���Œ�}�o�o-out in the 2018-2019 
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SECTION FOUR: WORK SUBSTITUTED OR IN 
ADDITION TO CONTRACTED SERVICES 

2015-2016 21st CCLC Program Attendance Analysis 
The 21st CCLC Roster Spreadsheet Attendance Analysis included the attendance rosters from 128 out of 

129 Sub-grantees for a total of 70,718 student participants for the 2015-2016 program year. One Rest of 

State School District led program did not participate in sending their attendance roster to NYSED. The 

student attendance was cut into two levels with five different analyses. Different cuts of data were 

analyzed by statewide, regionally (New York City and Rest of State), organizational type, and by overall 

cost. The focus of these analyses targeted the number of hours that participant students attended. 

Although the 90-hour recommendation by NYSED is to increase the likelihood of programs reaching 

student and program outcomes, programs expressed their intention of having their target population 

attend for 90 hours of programming in their awarded proposals. The number of days provided by most 

programs was found to be inconsistent and with many discrepancies (i.e., many participants were found 

to have attended for seven days and receive the recommended amount of 90 hours of programming), 

and was not used for further analyses except for descriptive statewide statistics. 

Limitations of the Attendance Analysis: Points for a New Data System 
Because of the nature of the data collected, the attendance analysis utilized only the number of 

attended hours. Although the number of attended days was provided to the State Evaluator, it was 

excluded due to questions regarding data integrity across programs. 

 In addition, there were important data elements missing from the dataset as they were not collected by 

NYSED.  The limitations of the analysis are important to note here, especially as NYSED Managers begin 

work on a new State Data Collection System. 

Data should be entered by unique student identifier, including where they are and who is working with 

them, so cross variable analysis is possible at the individual level.  This allows valid and reliable analysis 

of data through aggregate.  Without it, analyses such as the following are not possible: 

a. List of activities linked to the number of hours that students received �t Although the number of hours are 

documented, the State Evaluator does not know which activities were attended. There is a possibility that 

many of the students that received 90 or more hours of programming could have spent most of their time 

in homework help, test preparation and remedial sessions rather than in enrichment activities. If they had 

been providing, cross-referencing the activities with the number of hours could provide the ability to 

identify a core set of activities that students were more attracted to and link them to student outcomes.  

b. Test score data �t The �����š���� ���o���u���v�š�•�� ���Œ���� �v�}�š�� �Z�o�]�v�l�����[�U�� �u�����v�]�v�P�� �š�Z���š�� �š�Z���� ���À���o�µ���š�}�Œ�•�� �����v�v�}�š�� �]�����v�š�]�(�Ç�� �š�Z����
number of hours students received ���v�����o�]�v�l���š�Z���š���Z�š�Œ�����š�u���v�š���o���À���o�[��to their test score data (or report card 

grades).  There can only be a general, program level amount for growth in the core subject areas and in 

proficiency.  Because of small numbers in individual activities in Sub-grantee programs, statistical error in 

small samples means this would be statistically useless. 
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c. Student behavioral data �t Number of suspension or detention instances cannot be linked to the number 

of hours students attended because the data elements for each student are not linked via student id 

number, for example. 

d. The number of hours were not particularly specified as to when the students received them �t 
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3. One Rest of State School District Sub-grantee program provided services to a total of 1,687 students

with a target enrollment of 800. This was an additional 897 students that received 21CCLC

programming services. This program had 808 students attend for 90 or more hours of programming.

4. One New York City community-based organization Sub-grantee program provided services to a total of

287 students with a target enrollment of 62. This was an additional 225 students (438.7%) that received

services. In this program 272 students attend 90 hours or more. Although this is a positive finding for

providing additional services to many other students and families, the amount of funding for the

original target enrollment is higher than average across similar funded programs.
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Table 4 – Number of Hours Attended by Region (NYC or ROS) 

Region 
Number of  
Students 

1-30 Hours 31-60 Hours 61-89 Hours 
1-89 Hours 
Sub-Total 

90 or more 
Hours 

New York City 39,197 
16,042 
(40.9%) 

5,770 
(14.7%) 

3,357 
(8.6%) 

25,169 
(64.2%) 

14,028 
(35.8%) 

Rest of State 31,521 
8,691 
(27.6%) 

4,658 
(14.8%) 

3,089 
(9.8%) 

16,438 
(52.1%) 

15,083 
(47.9%) 

State Totals 70,718 
24,733 
(35.0%) 

10,428 
(14.7%) 

6,446 
(9.1%) 

41,607 
(58.8%) 

29,111 
(41.2%) 

The results presented in Table 4 highlight the similarities and differences between NYC and ROS.  NYC, 

due to the skewing of the attendance data by the NYCDOE Sub-grantees, shows a high percent of 

participants attending for 1-30 hours, and that number skews the Statewide Total percent.  However, 

note that the percent of participants attending from 31-60, and from 60-�• 90 hours are also very much 

the same. 
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Review of Thirty (30) 2014-2015 Final Evaluation Reports  
The State Evaluator randomly selected thirty (32) 2014-2015 final evaluation reports to review as a 

substitution to the secondary analysis of the APR portion of their contracted evaluation activities. 

Provided that the secondary analysis of the 21st CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collection 

System (PPICS) could not be conducted (currently the Annual Performance Report �t APR), with NYSED 

approval the State Evaluator substituted this review as the review was not part of their agreed Work 
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The New York State Evaluation Network and Evaluator Meetings 
Additional to Contract 

For nearly a decade, the New York State Education Department has been supportive of the contribution 

evaluation can make to achievement of program goals and objectives, and the measurement of 

performance outcomes.  Their engagement in the evaluation process began with the inclusion of an 

�Z���À���o�µ���š�]�}�v���•���š-���•�]�����[���]�v���������Z���‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u���Œ���‹�µ���•�š���(�}�Œ���‰�Œ�}�‰�}�•���o�• (recommended by the State Evaluator) for 

compliance measurement. NYSED managers continue to report the value to them of evaluative information 

collected at both a state and local level. 

The struggle by some local evaluators to use performance-based evaluation made it clear to the State 

Evaluator that some in-service support would be needed by those local evaluators.  Although also outside of 

�š�Z�������}�u�‰���v�Ç�[�•�����}�v�š�Œ�����š�������•���Œ�À�]�����•�U���š�Z�����Œ���•�µ�o�š���}�µ�š�Á���]�P�Z�������š�Z�� cost to the State Evaluator as it was 

important to the company to build Evaluation Capacity in the 21st CCLC system, thus building evaluation 

capacity at the Sub-grantee level.  To facilitate this support, the company established an e-mail address 

dedicated to the network of local evaluators so that they had direct access to the State Evaluation�[�•���W�Œ�}�i�����š��
Director and staff in case of specific questions or concerns. One unintended outcome of this work was a 
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Risk Assessment Categories with Examples of Items within Each Category 
FISCAL  
A.  Level of Funding: A surprising number see the level of funding as a risk factor, the higher the funding the greater the risk. 

(#) = Number of Levels to Scale Low Risk Score  Moderate Risk  High Risk Score 
1)  Cut the funding levels by quartile (5) 1st Quartile = 0 2nd Quartile = 2  3rd Quartile = 4 4th Quartile = 5 

2) Cut to five levels (5) Lowest = 0 Slight Increase = 2 Lge. Increase = 3 10x prior $ inc. = 4 Highest = 5 

3) Three levels only (10) 1  4  8 

4) Three levels only (10) reverse scale 10  5  0 

Although not the most common fiscal area assigned to a risk assessment, interesting in viewing high levels of funding as a risk factor to sub-grantees.  Note that example (4) 
uses a reverse scale where high score = low risk. 

B.  Audits and/or Reviews:  These specifically scored on audits, the next category includes other fiscal reports. 

1) Audit carried out (5) No findings = 1   Significant/material 
findings = 4 

No audit = 5 
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7) Program has a new program director (10): 
An average of every 
two years or more = 

0 

 Every 1 �t 2 years = 5  More than once 
each program year 

= 10 

8) Partners (10): 

Active partner(s) = 0 Minimal active 
partners = 3 

Minimal partner 
outreach = 5 

 No active partners; 
significant changes 

in partners; no 
partner outreach = 

10 

 
C. Reporting on Grant Progress 

1) Required Progress Reports (5): 
Timely, meets 

requirements = 1 
Timely = 2 Timely does not 

meet requirements 
= 3 

Late, meets 
requirements = 4 

Late, does not meet 
requirements = 5 

2) Required Progress Reports (6): 
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Resource Center Conclusions and Recommendations 
RECOMMENDATION: REGARDING MONITORING VISIT TIMING AND INFORMATION UTILIZATION 
NYSED should consider a time sensitive plan to complete all Monitoring Visits within six months of 

funding award.  To facilitate that goal, the State Evaluators recommend that the bulk of the content of 

the Monitoring Visits should be done as a desk audit, thus freeing valuable time to visit and work with 

the non-compliant programs, and to visit those who are compliant as Consultation Visits. 

RESOURCE CENTER CONCLUSION REGARDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SUPPORT 
As explained in detail in this report, the State Evaluation found that the two Resource Centers were not 

effective in providing Resource Center initiated support of the Sub-grantee programs. 

The State Evaluation has identified some of the causal characteristics that led to this finding.  We include 

them in summary here to encourage NYSED Managers to consider setting policy and procedures that 

could address these points. 

They are: 

1. New York is a large state of more than 55,000 square miles.  The New York State Education Department has 

closed most of its Field Offices, maintaining one in New York City, but none in other areas of the state.  
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the professional support provided by the Resource Centers should be available to the State Evaluators 
directly, and reported to NYSED Managers as it effects all aspects of Sub-grantee management. 

Focus Schools and the Annual Performance Report (APR) Conclusions 
and Recommendations 
FOCUS SCHOOLS CONCLUSION 
The details of the general findings from the State Evaluation�[�•���Œ���‹�µ�]�Œ�������‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u���•�]�š�����À�]�•�]�š�•���Á���Œ����
provided in that section of this report.  Here we provide a seminal finding regarding Sub-grantee 
program delivery and a consistent issue among many of the site visit programs.  This was also raised 
often in the Quarterly Meetings with NYSED Managers, in written evaluation reports, during Regional 
Evaluator Meetings, and during formal interviews as well as informal conversations with Sub-grantee 
managers and staff, and Resource Center directors and staff.  Explanation of the finding and 
recommendations to address them are presented here ���•���Z�����o�]�À���Œ�]�v�P���š�Z�����Z���‹�µ�]�Œ�������W�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�����}�v�š���v�š�[�U��
below. 

Delivering the Required Program Content: A Complex Recommendation 

At the end of a five-year State Evaluation, the State Evaluators conclude that there is no proof that any 
of the Sub-grantee�•���}�Œ���š�Z���]�Œ���‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�[�•��partner school(s) purposely broke any of the federal or State 
rules regarding this program.  The 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program is unique for an 
Education program.  Schools (principals, teachers, superintendents) expect Education programs to be 
�����}�µ�š���]�v�•�š�Œ�µ���š�]�}�v�U���Œ���u�����]���š�]�}�v�U���š���•�š���‰�Œ���‰���Œ���š�]�}�v�U�����v�����}�š�Z���Œ�����}�u�u�}�v���•�š�Œ���š���P�]���•���š�}���Z���]�Œ�����š�o�Ç�[���]�u�‰�Œ�}�À����
student academic performance.  The assumption is that if administration signed an agreement to 
cooperate with the program they would know what the required specifications of the program are has 
been shown to be ill informed.  The reasons for that are varied, but consistent, and not the topic of this 
report.  That it is the case is the point here. 

NYSED has set as a requirement that all applications for sub-grants have to be prepared as a 
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General Recommendations
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