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Introduction

For the past seven years, the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) program, as reauthorized by Title IV, Part B, of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, has provided students in high-poverty communities across the nation the opportunity to participate in academic enrichment and youth development programs designed to enhance their well-being. During this period, more than 16,000 individual centers have been supported with state-administered 21st CCLC funds.  In 2007-08, 8,869 centers were supported with 111,149 paid staff members serving 1,416,367 students.  Approximately $588 was spent per student.  In crafting activities and programs to serve participating students and adult family members, these centers have implemented a wide spectrum of program delivery, staffing, and operational models to help students improve academically. 
For some time now, there has been increased interest in understanding the impact that afterschool programs may have on improving student academic outcomes. There is also interest in the types of program features that are likely to produce a positive impact on student achievement (Birmingham, Pechman, Russell, & Mielke, 2005; Black, Doolittle, Zhu, Unterman, & Grossman, 2008; Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Granger, 2008; Lauer, Akiba, Wilkerson, Apthorp, Snow, & Martin-Glenn, 2006; Vandell et al., 2005). What these research efforts have yielded to date suggests that a variety of paths can be taken in both the design and delivery of afterschool programs that may lead to improved student academic outcomes in both reading and mathematics. These strategies include (1) paying special attention to the social processes and environments in which services are being provided and how these services are delivered (in what Durlak and Weissberg [2007, p. 7] describe as “sequenced, active, focused and explicit”), (2) delivering tutoring-like services and activities (Lauer et al., 2006), (3) placing an emphasis on skill building and mastery (Birmingham et al., 2005), and (4) providing activities in accordance with explicit, research-based curricular models and teaching practices designed for the afterschool setting (Black et al., 2008). 

In this report, data collected through the 21st CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collection System (PPICS) have been synthesized to further inform the knowledge base regarding the intersection of program attributes and student achievement outcomes. Funded by the U.S. Department of Education, PPICS is a Web-based system designed to collect, from all active 21st CCLCs, comprehensive descriptive information on program characteristics and services as well as performance data across a range of outcomes. PPICS consists of various data collection modules, including the Annual Performance Report (APR) completed by grantees once a year to summarize the operational elements of their program, the student population served, and the extent to which students improved in academic-related behaviors and achievement. In addition, one of the core purposes of the APR is to collect information on the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) performance indicators associated with the 21st CCLC program. These metrics, described in greater detail in Section 2, represent the primary mechanism by which the federal government determines the success and progress of the 21st CCLC program against clearly defined statutorily based requirements.
In the years since the initial design and deployment of PPICS, several efforts have been undertaken to improve the quality of the data submitted by states and grantees, including more robust system validation, enhanced instructions, identification of submissions that could be termed atypical or outliers, and identification of extreme changes in reporting from one year to the next at the center level. One vital strategy to ensure the best quality data possible within an imperfect data collection approach has been through the enhancement of training and technical assistance opportunities offered to users on submitting PPICS data and using data at all levels to support program monitoring, evaluation, and improvement efforts. The importance of this strategy cannot be overemphasized. The reporting process must have real and immediate benefits to users at both the state and grantee levels; the return on investment for users who submit high-quality and timely data will be information that they can use in meaningful ways to support program evaluation and drive program improvement efforts. Submitting these data simply to comply with a federal requirement is an insufficient motivator for users to take the data collection and reporting exercise seriously. 
Nevertheless, despite the limitations associated with the current data collection process, the current GPRA indicators and PPICS data provide comprehensive information on the 21st CCLC program that can be exceptionally useful in identifying additional areas of inquiry related to program effectiveness and efficiency. It is also important to note that this report is the first of three reports that provide a synthesis of data collected in relation to the 2007–08 reporting period from states and 21st CCLC grantees active during this period. The second report provides a more comprehensive look at the structural and programmatic characteristics of grantees active during this period. A third report will examine student-level data collected as part of a pilot of student-level data collection functionality in PPICS.
Questions Addressed in This Report

The primary purpose of this report is to analyze PPICS data to address the following two questions:

1. To what extent did programs operating during the course of the 2007–08 reporting period (which includes the summer of 2007 and the 2007–08 school year) meet the GPRA performance targets established for the program?

2. How did the rate of student improvement on measures related to the GPRA indicators vary by key program subgroups?

The majority of this report focuses on the second question. Building from analyses preformed in previous annual reports and from analysis of PPICS-like data collected in state-based data collection systems, particular attention is given to subgroups associated with each of the following types of program characteristics and attributes:

· The activity model employed by the grantee (e.g., mostly tutoring and homework help as opposed to mostly arts enrichment)

· The staffing model employed by the grantee (e.g., mostly school-day teachers, mostly college students, mostly youth development workers, etc.)

· The target population served by a program, especially in terms of the grade level served

· The type of organization where the 21st CCLC program is located, especially when comparing school-based with non-school-based centers

· The amount of grant funding expended per student served during the reporting period

In addition to the extensive research and evaluation work conducted in recent years to measure the impact of afterschool programs and ferret out how elements of program design and delivery may contribute to the likelihood of program success, efforts are under way to take research previously conducted in the afterschool field and use it to build tools, products, and trainings oriented toward supporting the program improvement efforts of individual 21st CCLC programs. The motivation in exploring how different types of programs fared on the student improvement outcomes captured in the GPRA indicators is to help inform how quality improvement efforts may need to be structured differently, depending on the characteristics and attributes of different groups of grantees. For example, how do issues of program quality differ for a center that serves mostly elementary students and provides mostly tutoring services delivered by school-day teachers versus a program serving high school students that employs non-school-based youth development workers to primarily deliver recreational activities? While these questions cannot be definitively answered using PPICS data, some insight is offered by analyzing which types of program characteristics seem to be important when examining student achievement outcomes. Such information may help guide the work of both states and developers of quality improvement tools, allowing them to maximize the efficiency of program improvement efforts by better aligning program quality criteria with operational characteristics related to the achievement of desired student outcomes. 

In Section 1 of this report, extensive descriptive information is provided on the domain of centers active during the 2007–08 reporting period, including analyses of the activity delivery and staffing approaches taken by 21st CCLCs, grade levels served, school-based status, and estimated per-student expenditure. 
In Section 2, information on 21st CCLC program performance during the 2007–08 reporting period relative to the GPRA indicators, including information on the relationship between higher levels of student participation and the likelihood of student academic improvement, is outlined. Finally, in Section 3, findings related to the intersection of program characteristics and student improvement in academic-related behaviors and achievement are detailed. In this final section, particular emphasis is given to a set of program characteristics that are worthy of further, more rigorous study in assessing how they impact the likelihood that 21st CCLC-funded programs will achieve desired student academic outcomes.

Section 1: Grantee and Center Characteristics

Activity Cluster

The mission of the 21st CCLC program is to provide academic and other enrichment programs that reinforce and complement the regular academic program of participating students. Generally, this broad mandate encompasses a host of different types of activities, including the following activity categories:

· Academic enrichment learning programs

· Tutoring 

· Supplemental educational services

· Homework help

· Mentoring

· Recreational activities

· Career or job training for youth

· Drug and violence prevention, counseling, and character education programs

· Expanded library service hours

· Community service or service-learning programs

· Activities that promote youth leadership

Given the wide range of activities that an individual 21st CCLC could provide, an important question to answer is: To what extent did centers nationwide emphasize these types of activities in the programming offered to participating youth? To explore this question, a series of “program clusters” were identified based on the relative emphasis given to providing the categories of activities listed previously during the course of the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 school years. To do this clustering, 21st CCLC activity data were used to calculate the percentage of total hours of center programming allocated to each of the activity categories. This was done by multiplying the number of weeks an activity was provided by the number of days per week it was provided by the number of hours provided per session. These products were then summed by activity category for a center. The center-level summations by category were then divided by the total number of hours of activity provided by a center to determine the percentage of hours a given category of activity was offered. Based on the results of these calculations, the following question can be answered: What percentage of a center’s total activity hours was dedicated to academic enrichment, tutoring, homework help, etc? 
In order to further summarize these data related to the 21st CCLC activity provision, K-Means cluster analysis was employed using the center-level percentages for each category of activity. Cluster analysis is typically employed to combine cases into groups using a series of variables as criteria to determine the degree of similarity between individual cases, and it is particularly well-suited when there is a desire to classify a large number of cases into a smaller domain of discrete groupings. In this case, employing cluster analysis resulted in the identification of five primary program clusters defined by the relative emphasis centers gave to offering one or more programming areas during the course of the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 school years. Following are the five clusters: 

· Centers mostly providing tutoring activities 

· Centers mostly providing homework help 

· Centers mostly providing recreational activities 

· Centers mostly providing academic enrichment 

· Centers providing a wide variety of activities across multiple categories

It is important to note that the data used to assign centers to program clusters were available only from states that employed the individual activities reporting option in PPICS for the 2005–06, 2006-07, and/or 2007–08 reporting periods. For clarification, one of the foundational design elements of PPICS was to construct a system made up of two primary types of data: (1) data that would be supplied by all 21st CCLCs and (2) data that could vary based on a series of options afforded to SEAs to customize the APR to meet the unique data and reporting needs of the state. Activities data collected in PPICS is an example of the latter approach. In this case, states supply data using (1) an aggregated approach in which sites identify the typical number of hours per week a given category of activity was provided or (2) an individual activities approach in which each discrete activity provided by a center (e.g., a rocketry club that met from 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. each Tuesday and Thursday for eight weeks during the school year) is added to the system as a separate record. The cluster analysis described previously relied on data supplied by states that required their grantees to report activities data through the individual activities reporting option (22 states in 2005–06, 27 states in 2006-07, and 26 states in 2007–08).
As shown in Figure 1, the relative distribution of centers across each cluster type was found to be quite stable across the three reporting periods, with the majority of centers falling in either the Variety or Mostly Enrichment cluster. Nearly a quarter of centers were classified as falling within either the Mostly Homework Help or Mostly Tutoring clusters, while 20 percent of centers in each year were identified as providing Mostly Recreation programming. 

Figure 1. Primary Program Clusters Based on Activity Data Provided 
in Relation to the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 School Years
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	N
	Percent

	Activity Cluster
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Unknown*
	6300
	4644
	4987
	-
	-
	-

	Variety
	980
	1626
	1254
	32
	37
	31

	Mostly Enrichment
	745
	1025
	1042
	24
	24
	26

	Mostly Recreation
	680
	899
	895
	22
	21
	22

	Mostly Tutoring
	291
	336
	426
	10
	8
	10

	Mostly Homework Help
	357
	458
	450
	12
	11
	11


*Primarily includes centers in states electing not to report individual activities data.
While the overall number of centers falling within a given cluster seems stable across years, a fair number of centers changed cluster membership from one year to the next. In addition, the degree of change in terms of the relative emphasis given to certain categories often was fairly dramatic. Of the centers represented both in the 2006–07 and 2007–08 cluster analyses, nearly half were classified in a different cluster based on data supplied for 2007–08 than the cluster they were identified as falling within in based on their 2006–07 submission.  A similar trend can be seen when examining the change over two years from 2005-06 to 2007-08.
As shown in Table 1 and Table 2, centers initially classified as offering Mostly Enrichment or Mostly Recreation were the most likely to remain in the same cluster from 2005-07 to 2007–08 (53 and 52 percent remained in these clusters respectively) and from 2006-07 to 2007-08 (55 and 61 percent remained in these clusters respectively).    The cluster witnessing the greatest degree of turnover for the two year period from 2005-06 to 2007-08 was Mostly Tutoring where only 30% of centers remained in this cluster.  The cluster witnessing the greatest degree of turnover for the one year period from the 2006-07 to the 2007–08 reporting period was the Mostly Homework Help cluster where only 39 percent of centers initially classified in this group remained in this cluster the next year.
Table 1. Comparison of Activities Cluster Membership Between 2005–06 and 2007–08—Percentage of Centers Remaining in the Same Cluster and Moving to Other Cluster Types
	 
	2007-08 Cluster Membership

	2005-06 Cluster Membership
	Mostly Homework
	Variety
	Mostly Enrichment
	Mostly Tutoring
	Mostly Recreation

	Mostly Homework Help
	33%
	26%
	12%
	11%
	18%

	Variety
	6%
	50%
	20%
	4%
	19%

	Mostly Enrichment
	5%
	27%
	53%
	5%
	10%

	Mostly Tutoring
	9%
	27%
	16%
	30%
	16%

	Mostly Recreation
	9%
	24%
	12%
	2%
	52%


Table 2. Comparison of Activities Cluster Membership Between 2006-07 and 2007-08—Percentage of Centers Remaining in the Same Cluster and Moving to Other Cluster Types

	 
	2007-08 Cluster Membership

	2006-07 Cluster Membership
	Mostly Homework
	Variety
	Mostly Enrichment
	Mostly Tutoring
	Mostly Recreation

	Mostly Homework Help
	40%
	22%
	15%
	10%
	13%

	Variety
	7%
	51%
	19%
	5%
	18%

	Mostly Enrichment
	6%
	24%
	55%
	4%
	10%

	Mostly Tutoring
	7%
	31%
	12%
	42%
	9%

	Mostly Recreation
	6%
	22%
	8%
	3%
	61%


It is also interesting to note that centers that changed clusters between the two years also were more likely to report substantial changes across years in the percentage of total hours offered in core activities. An example would be a center that dedicated 70 percent of the total programming hours to tutoring activities in 2005–06 but only 30 percent of their total activity hours to tutoring in 2007–08. As shown in Table 3, for the two year period from 2005-06 to 2007-08, 86 percent of centers that changed clusters had at least one activity category in which the percentage of total hours represented by that category changed by at least 20 percentage points (for example, from 70 percent to 50 percent of total activity hours offered); 33 percent of centers in this group witnessed at least one area where the change was more than 50 percentage points (for example, from 75 percent to 25 percent).  As shown in Table 4, for the one year period from 2006-07 to 2007-08, 81 percent of centers that changed clusters had at least one activity category in which the percentage of total hours represented by that category changed by at least 20 percentage points; 30 percent of centers in this group witnessed at least one area where the change was more than 50 percentage points.
The observed fluctuations in the percentage of centers that experienced a change in the total number of hours offered in one or more categories raise a number of questions worth further examination. For example, are these fluctuations an artifact of how activity data are collected in PPICS, where the design of the data collection forms in the system somehow contributes to inconsistency in how activity data are provided from one year to the next? However, if PPICS is accurately capturing a change in programming from year to year, what is the cause or impetus for the change? Why are some centers more stable than others in terms of programming approach, and do specific types of program clusters that are sustained across time have a greater likelihood of resulting in positive achievement outcomes? Most of these questions are beyond the scope of what PPICS data can answer in this regard.
Table 3. Percentage of Centers Witnessing a Change in the Percentage of Total Hours Offered in One or More Categories
	2006 to 2008
	Percentage of centers witnessing a change in the percentage of total hours offered in one or more categories of at least…

	Cluster Change Status
	10 percent
	20 percent
	50 percent

	Changed Clusters
	98%
	86%
	33%

	Same Cluster
	79%
	42%
	4%


Table 4. Percentage of Centers Witnessing a Change in the Percentage of Total Hours Offered in One or More Categories

	2007 to 2008
	Percentage of centers witnessing a change in the percentage of total hours offered in one or more categories of at least…

	Cluster Change Status
	10 percent
	20 percent
	50 percent

	Changed Clusters
	96%
	81%
	30%

	Same Cluster
	69%
	35%
	3%


Staffing Cluster

The quality of center staffing is a crucial factor in the success of afterschool programming (Vandell, Reisner, Brown, Pierce, Dadisman, & Pechman, 2004), and many of the program improvement approaches being used in the field emphasize the importance of staff for creating positive developmental settings for youth. In this regard, the success of afterschool programs is critically dependent on students forming personal connections with the staff, especially for programs serving older students where a much wider spectrum of afterschool options and activities are available to these youth (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Rosenthal & Vandell, 1996). 

Similar to the activities clusters, we classified centers into clusters based on the extent to which they relied on different categories of staff to deliver programming during the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 school years. As shown in Figure 2, five primary staffing models were identified:

· Centers staffed mostly by school-day teachers 

· Centers staffed mostly by a combination of school-day teachers and other non-teaching school-day staff with a college degree

· Centers staffed mostly by school-day teachers and individuals with some or no college

· Centers staffed mostly by college students

· Centers staffed by college-educated youth development workers 

Note that teachers, at least to some extent, were involved in each of the staffing clusters outlined in Figure 2, although the degree of involvement varied significantly from one cluster to the next. For example, on average, centers falling within the Mostly Teachers cluster had school-day teachers making up over 80 percent of their school year staff. By comparison, centers identified as falling within the Mostly Teachers and School Staff with College and Mostly Teachers and Staff without College were found on average to have more than 38 percent and 18 percent of their school-year afterschool staff made up of school-day teachers, respectively. Centers staffed by Mostly College Students and Mostly Youth Development Workers had the lowest average rate of teacher involvement, at less than 16 percent and 18 percent, respectively.

Hypothetically, the significant involvement of school-day teachers in afterschool programming would seem to facilitate efforts to establish linkages between the school-day curriculum and afterschool activities, support the identification of the academic needs of individual students, and enhance intentional efforts to embed meaningful academic content in the provision of enrichment offerings. Conversely, an overreliance on school-day teachers also may reduce the likelihood that youth will be afforded the opportunity to participate in activities that employ an approach to learning that is different from the school day, which may serve to reduce student engagement and interest in the activities they are participating in after school. In any event, this report is not designed to address directly the pros and cons of various staffing strategies used by 21st CCLCs to operate programs; however, possible explanations are simply offered here for the reader to consider when reviewing the staffing model configurations outlined in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Primary Staffing Clusters Based on Staffing Data Provided 
in Relation to the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 School Years
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	N
	Percent

	Activity Cluster
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Unknown*
	739
	559
	467
	-
	-
	-

	Mostly Teachers
	3538
	3746
	3868
	41
	44
	45

	Mostly Teachers and School Staff with College
	2123
	2168
	2109
	25
	26
	25

	Mostly Teachers and Staff without College
	732
	597
	728
	8
	7
	8

	Mostly College Students
	1454
	1239
	1183
	17
	15
	14

	Mostlyl Youth Development Workers
	767
	679
	699
	9
	8
	8


Similar to the analysis of activity patterns, note that the overall distribution of centers across each of the categories identified in Figure 2 was consistent across the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods. Here again, an effort also was made to explore how likely it was that a center would move from one cluster to another between the two years. In this case, it was found that 36 percent of centers moved from one cluster to another between 2005–06 and 2007–08 and 42 percent of centers moved from one cluster to another between 2006-07 and 2007-08.. As shown in Table 5 and Table 6, centers falling within the Mostly Teachers cluster by far demonstrated the most consistency across years, with 73 percent of centers classified in this group in 2005–06 remaining in this cluster in 2007–08 and 77 percent of centers classified in this group in 2006-07 remaining in this cluster in 2007-08.  The Mostly Teachers and School Staff with College cluster demonstrated the highest average influx in terms of centers initially classified in a different cluster in 2005–06 and 2006-07 that moved into this cluster in 2007–08.

Table 5. Comparison of Staffing Cluster Membership between 2005–06 and 2007–08— Percentage of Centers Remaining in the Same Cluster and Moving to Other Cluster Types

	 
	2007-08 Cluster Membership

	2005-06 Cluster Membership
	Mostly Teachers
	Mostly Teachers and School Staff with College
	Mostly Teachers and Staff without College
	Mostly College Students
	Mostly Youth Development Workers

	Mostly Teachers
	73%
	18%
	3%
	4%
	3%

	Mostly Teachers and School Staff with College
	27%
	52%
	9%
	9%
	4%

	Mostly Teachers and Staff without College
	15%
	19%
	33%
	18%
	16%

	Mostly College Students
	13%
	16%
	12%
	48%
	11%

	Mostly Youth Development Workers
	17%
	15%
	12%
	14%
	41%


Table 6. Comparison of Staffing Cluster Membership between 2006-07 and 2007-08 — Percentage of Centers Remaining in the Same Cluster and Moving to Other Cluster Types

	 
	2007-08 Cluster Membership

	2006-07 Cluster Membership
	Mostly Teachers
	Mostly Teachers and School Staff with College
	Mostly Teachers and Staff without College
	Mostly College Students
	Mostly Youth Development Workers

	Mostly Teachers
	77%
	15%
	2%
	3%
	2%

	Mostly Teachers and School Staff with College
	24%
	58%
	7%
	7%
	3%

	Mostly Teachers and Staff without College
	10%
	20%
	42%
	15%
	12%

	Mostly College Students
	10%
	13%
	11%
	57%
	9%

	Mostly Youth Development Workers
	14%
	13%
	13%
	13%
	47%


Centers that changed clusters between the two years were more likely to witness at least one large change across years in the percentage of staff in a given category that worked in the center. For example, a center may have reported that 70 percent of its staff in 2005–06 were school-day teachers while in 2007–08 it reported that teachers made up only 30 percent of the total paid staff. As shown in Table 7, for the two year period from 2005-06 to 2007-08, 88 percent of centers that changed clusters had at least one staffing category in which the percentage of total staff represented by that category changed by at least 20 percentage points (for example, from 70 percent to 50 percent of total staff); 40 percent of centers in this group witnessed at least one area where the change was more than 50 percentage points (for example, from 75 percent to 25 percent).  As shown in Table 8, for the one year period from 2006-07 to 2007-08, 84 percent of centers that changed clusters had at least one staffing category in which the percentage of total staff represented by that category changed by at least 20 percentage points; 36 percent of centers in this group witnessed at least one area where the change was more than 50 percentage points. 
Like activities, such fluctuations raise a number of questions beyond the scope of this report relative to both the veracity of the manner in which data are collected in PPICS and the potential motivations for and ramifications of such movement in how centers staff their programs from one year to the next.

Table 7. Percentage of Centers Witnessing a Change in the Percentage of Total Paid Staff in One or More Categories
	2006 to 2008
	Percentage of centers witnessing a change in the percentage of total hours offered in one or more categories of at least…

	Cluster Change Status
	10 percent
	20 percent
	50 percent

	Changed Clusters
	98%
	88%
	40%

	Same Cluster
	72%
	45%
	4%


Table 8. Percentage of Centers Witnessing a Change in the Percentage of Total Paid Staff in One or More Categories

	2007 to 2008
	Percentage of centers witnessing a change in the percentage of total hours offered in one or more categories of at least…

	Cluster Change Status
	10 percent
	20 percent
	50 percent

	Changed Clusters
	97%
	84%
	36%

	Same Cluster
	65%
	36%
	3%


Grade Level Served

A topic of increasing attention nationwide relates to the role grade level plays both in terms of (1) how 21st CCLC programs should structure their operations and program offerings and (2) the domain of outcomes they should be accountable for through performance indicator systems. Using data collected in PPICS related to the grade level of students attending a center, centers were classified as: 1) Elementary Only, defined as centers serving students up to Grade 6; 2) Elementary/Middle, defined as centers serving students up to Grade 8; 3) Middle Only, defined as centers serving students in Grades 5–8; 4) Middle/High, defined as centers serving students in Grades 5–12; and 5) High Only, defined as centers serving students in Grades 9–12. A sixth Other category includes centers that did not fit one of the other five categories, including centers that served students in elementary, middle, and high school grades.  Only the grade level of students considered regular attendees were used for the category assignments in this report.
As shown in Figure 3, approximately two thirds of centers in 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 served elementary students in some capacity, approximately 20 percent exclusively served middle school students, and only 5 percent to 8 percent exclusively served high school students.

Figure 3. Number of 21st CCLCs by Grade Level Served 
During the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 Reporting Periods
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	Percent

	Activity Cluster
	2006
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	2006
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	* MISSING
	1365
	1196
	1207
	-
	-
	-

	Elementary Only
	4625
	4363
	4325
	58
	56
	55

	Elementary / Middle
	814
	842
	770
	10
	11
	10

	Middle Only
	1563
	1499
	1501
	20
	19
	19

	Middle / High
	258
	300
	282
	3
	4
	4

	High Only
	425
	497
	643
	5
	6
	8

	Other
	303
	291
	326
	4
	4
	4


Center Type

One of the hallmarks of the 21st CCLC program is that all types of entities are eligible to apply for state-administered 21st CCLC grants, including, but not limited to, school districts, charter schools, private schools, community-based organizations, nationally affiliated nonprofit organizations (e.g., Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCAs, etc.), faith-based organizations, and for-profit entities. In past reports prepared for ED, substantial attention has been dedicated to highlighting the extent to which non-school-based entities have applied for and received 21st CCLC grants. However, in preparing the analyses for this report, it was found that differences in certain types of student outcomes were more pronounced between school-based and non-school-based centers (i.e., the physical location where services are being provided) than between centers associated with different types of grantees. These differences are explored more thoroughly in Section 3 of this report. As shown in Figure 4, approximately 90 percent of centers were housed in schools; the remainder of centers were located at a variety of non-school-based sites. 

How the school-based versus non-school-based status of a center impacts the design and delivery of 21st CCLC-funded activities would be a matter of speculation in the absence of data collected specifically to address this issue. However, it is possible that operating a center at a non-school-based site may hinder efforts to develop strong and meaningful connections between the afterschool program and school-day instruction and curriculum, potentially requiring the expenditure of a greater degree of effort to establish these linkages. However, it also is possible that teachers hired to work in a non-school-based site with youth they teach during the school day may find the afterschool setting liberating in some respects, allowing them to design and deliver learning opportunities that would never be possible during the school day or even within the confines of the school building. Ultimately, it is possible that a number of factors associated with the school-based or non-school-based status of a site could have a bearing on the types of opportunities offered and outcomes expected. 

Figure 4. Number of 21st CCLCs by School-Based Status
During the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 Reporting Periods
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Estimated Per-Student Expenditures

It is clear from the data provided so far on the characteristics of 21st CCLC programs that there was a large degree of diversity in program structure during the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods. Another area of substantial variation among 21st CCLC programs was in the amount of funding a center received to support the provision of afterschool services and activities, especially when considering the level of funding against the total number of students served in a given center. The following section explores the degree of variation in estimated per-student expenditures across centers during the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods.

Funding data in PPICS are collected at the grantee level. To derive a per-student funding amount for each grant, per-center 21st CCLC funding was estimated by dividing the total grant funding amount by the number of centers. The resulting center-level amount was then divided by the number of students served by that center during the reporting period. 

To display these data efficiently, we grouped centers into quartiles (i.e., four groups containing roughly the same number of centers) based on the level of per-student expenditure, with centers in the first quartile having the lowest level of per-student expenditure and those in the fourth quartile demonstrating the highest level.

Note that these calculations result only in rough estimates of per-student expenditures because factors such as differential administrative costs, potential available carryover funding, and/or the existence of other sources of funding were not taken into consideration. With these caveats in mind, Figure 5 displays the average estimated per-student expenditure amount per quartile across the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods. The most significant finding appears to be the large jump in the average estimated per-student expenditures as you move from the third to the fourth quartile. It appears that there is a fair degree of variation among centers classified within this fourth quartile, with the range of funding levels spanning $1,.225 to $7,252 in 2005–06, $1,222 to $10,417 in 2006-07, and $1,233 to $10,000 in 2007-08. 

Figure 5. Average Estimated Per-Student Expenditures by Funding Quartile
for the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 Reporting Periods
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Section 2: Performance on the GPRA Indicators

In addition to collecting information on the operational characteristics of 21st CCLC programs, a primary purpose of PPICS is to collect data to inform performance in meeting the GPRA indicators established for the program. The GPRA indicators, outlined in Table 9, are a primary tool by which ED evaluates the effectiveness and efficiency of 21st CCLCs operating nationwide relative to two primary objectives defined for the program. 

1. Participants in 21st Century Community Learning Center programs will demonstrate educational and social benefits and exhibit positive behavioral changes (indicators 1.1 to 1.14).
2. 21st Century Community Learning Centers will offer high-quality enrichment opportunities that positively affect student outcomes such as school attendance and academic performance and result in decreased disciplinary actions or other adverse behaviors (indicators 2.1 to 2.2).
This section of the report first provides a summary of the status of these performance indicators based on data collected as part of the 2007–08 APR and then discusses how performance relative to these indicators has varied across the past four reporting periods.

Table 9. 21st CCLC GPRA Performance Indicators

	GPRA Performance Indicators

	Measure 1.1 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring.  

	Measure 1.2 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century regular program participants whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring.  

	Measure 1.3 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring.

	Measure 1.4 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants whose English grades improved from fall to spring.  

	Measure 1.5 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century regular program participants whose English grades improved from fall to spring.  

	Measure 1.6 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants whose English grades improved from fall to spring.  

	Measure 1.7 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants who improve from not proficient to proficient or above in reading on state assessments.  

	Measure 1.8 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century regular program participants who improve from not proficient to proficient or above in mathematics on state assessments.  

	Measure 1.9 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class participation.  

	Measure 1.10 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century program participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class participation.  

	Measure 1.11 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class participation.  

	Measure 1.12 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century participants with teacher-reported improvement in student behavior

	Measure 1.13 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century participants with teacher-reported improvement in student behavior.  

	Measure 1.14 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century participants with teacher-reported improvement in student behavior.  

	Measure 2.1 of 2: The percentage of 21st Century Centers reporting emphasis in at least one core academic area.  

	Measure 2.2 of 2: The percentage of 21st Century Centers offering enrichment and support activities in other areas. 


Also, in addition to the indicators identified in Table 6, it is important to note that ED has established a series of efficiency indicators for the program as well, which are assessed using information collected directly by ED outside the domain of PPICS. These efficiency indicators relate to the formal processes employed by ED program staff to monitor SEA implementation of the program:

1. The average number of days it takes the Department to submit the final monitoring report to an SEA after the conclusion of a site visit.  

2. The average number of weeks a State takes to resolve compliance findings in a monitoring visit report.

Information related to ED and SEA performance relative to these measures is not provided in this report.

Finally, as discussed in the introduction to this report, there are facets associated with both the design of PPICS and the manner in which the indicators have been defined that attenuate their utility as measures of program effectiveness and as information that can be used to inform state and grantee-initiated program improvement efforts. Two of the primary aspects of the GPRA performance data collected via PPICS that reduce its utility for each of the aforementioned purposes are that (1) the data used to support indicator calculations are reported by the grantees directly without procedures in place to audit submissions to examine whether reported results are valid and (2) the data are largely collected at the center level as opposed to the individual student level, which compromises the ability to explore the relationship between program attendance and improvement in student outcomes. The reader should keep these caveats in mind when reviewing indicator-related findings.

State Discretion in APR Reporting and Data Completeness

When reviewing GPRA indicator-related data, states can choose to collect and report different subsets of indicator data. States have discretion in PPICS to collect and report data on one or more of the following: changes in student grades, assessment results, and teacher-reported behaviors. In addition, states are allowed some discretion in the manner in which daily operational activities are reported. The following information is intended to provide clarification on the data underpinning each indicator calculation:

· The number of states that selected a given APR reporting option (i.e., grades, state assessment, and teacher survey). States are required to supply data for at least one of these categories as part of the APR process but could also opt to report any combination of these three categories.

· The total number of centers across all states that selected a given option that were active during the 2007–08 reporting period.

· The extent to which centers associated with a given reporting option were found to have (1) provided actual data for the APR section in question and (2) met all validation criteria associated with that section of the APR and, thereby, are included in associated indicator calculations.
The process of determining whether or not a given section of the APR is complete is predicated on a fairly complex set of validation criteria embedded in the PPICS application. It is important to note that for a given section of the APR related to performance reporting to be considered complete, not only does that section of the APR need to meet all validation criteria, but sections related to operations and attendance also need to pass a validation screen. These crosschecks help to ensure consistency across sections in terms of the data being provided, thereby enhancing the likelihood that the appropriate domain of activities and regular attendees are being reported in the appropriate sections of the APR. 

In addition, it is anticipated that for some sections of the APR related to GPRA indicator calculations, not all centers will be able to provide the requested information. This is seen most often in relation to the reporting of state assessment results, where some centers exclusively serve students in grade levels outside of those participating in the state’s assessment and accountability system. To a lesser extent, this also is true with the reporting of grades data in which a center serves students who attend schools that do not provide grades in a common format that would allow for aggregation in the APR reporting process. In addition, centers that operate only during the summer are not asked to provide grades or teacher survey information. In summary, grades, states assessment, or teacher survey data cannot be obtained from 100 percent of centers even in states that have selected those measures to report on. 

As shown in Table 10, the percentage of centers that provided data relative to a given section of the APR and that met all associated validation criteria were relatively high, ranging from 81 percent for state assessment data to 94 percent for activities information.

Table 10. Centers Active During the 2007–08 Reporting Period by APR Section and 
by Degree of Completion and Data Provision

	Section of the APR Related to Indicator Reporting
	Domain of States Reporting
	Centers Active in These States During the Reporting Period 
	Number of Centers Meeting All Validation Criteria and That Reported Data
	Percentage of Centers Meeting All Validation Criteria and That Reported Data

	Grades

(Measures 1.1 to 1.6)
	29
(54.7%)
	5,684
(62.8%)
	4,796

	84.3%

	State Assessment (Measures 1.7 to 1.8)
	23
(43.4%)
	3,980
(44.0%)
	3308
	83.1 %

	Teacher Survey (Measures 1.9 to 1.14)
	41
(77.4%)
	6,562
(72.5%)
	5,715
	87.1%

	Activities 

(Measures 2.1 to 2.2)
	53

(100.0%)
	9,054
(100.0%)
	8,835
	97.6%


GPRA Indicator Results for 2007–08
Table 11 provides an overall summary of the 21st CCLC program GPRA indicator data for the 2007−08 reporting period along with the performance targets for this period.. As Table 11 shows, nearly all of the performance targets for the 2007–08 reporting period were not reached, although, in most cases, the reported outcomes were relatively close to the established targets. For the range of indicators related to regular attendee improvement in student achievement and behaviors, the only indicators where the performance target was reached were related to the percentage of regular program participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class participation. 
Table 11. GPRA Performance Indicators for the 2007–08 Reporting Period
	GPRA Performance Indicator
	Performance Target
	2007–08 Reporting Period

	Measure 1.1 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring.  
	47%
	38.66%

	Measure 1.2 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century regular program participants whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring.  
	47%
	37.97%

	Measure 1.3 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring.
	47%
	40.30%

	Measure 1.4 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants whose English grades improved from fall to spring.  
	47%
	40.93%

	Measure 1.5 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century regular program participants whose English grades improved from fall to spring.  
	47%
	39.24%

	Measure 1.6 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants whose English grades improved from fall to spring.  
	47%
	41.81%

	Measure 1.7 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants who improve from not proficient to proficient or above in reading on state assessments.  
	BL+2%
	22.78%

	Measure 1.8 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century regular program participants who improve from not proficient to proficient or above in mathematics on state assessments.  
	BL+2%
	15.92%

	Measure 1.9 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century regular program participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class participation.  
	75%
	75.20%

	Measure 1.10 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century program participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class participation.  
	75%
	71.81%

	Measure 1.11 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class participation.  
	75%
	76.26%

	Measure 1.12 of 14: The percentage of elementary 21st Century participants with teacher-reported improvement in student behavior
	75%
	70.40%

	Measure 1.13 of 14: The percentage of middle and high school 21st Century participants with teacher-reported improvement in student behavior.  
	75%
	68.13%

	Measure 1.14 of 14: The percentage of all 21st Century participants with teacher-reported improvement in student behavior.  
	75%
	72.46%

	Measure 2.1 of 2: The percentage of 21st Century Centers reporting emphasis in at least one core academic area.  
	100%
	96.82%

	Measure 2.2 of 2: The percentage of 21st Century Centers offering enrichment and support activities in other areas. 
	100%
	92.27%


Trends in GPRA Indicator Performance

The 2007–08 reporting period represented the fifth wave of data collected in PPICS that allowed for an assessment of how well the program was functioning relative to the measures underpinning the GPRA indicators for the program. It is important to note, however, that during this time span, modifications were made to the indicators by ED and efforts were undertaken to obtain input from the afterschool community on how the indicators could be modified to address some of the problems and limitations associated with the measures that served to reduce their effectiveness and utility, especially in terms of guiding program improvement efforts.

During this period of modification and exploration, changes also were made to PPICS that allowed for the further examination of the relationship between levels of program attendance and student behavioral change and academic outcomes. For the first time in 2005–06 and continuing through 2007–08, states were afforded the option to require subrecipients to submit APR grades data separately for three subgroups of regular attendees: (1) those attending 30–59 days during the reporting period, (2) those attending 60–89 days, and (3) those attending 90 days or more. An analysis of this information can provide insight into the relationship between program attendance and behavioral and achievement outcomes and contribute to the discussion about what an appropriate threshold may be when considering how to define a regular attendee.

Table 12 describes the overall performance of programs (without breakdowns by grade level) by reporting period across each of the GPRA indicator categories. The performance levels, based on attendance gradation for the two reporting periods in which data were collected in this manner, are also included. Note that in Table 9, two different state assessment-based measures are presented: (1) Improving represents the percentage of regular attendees who scored below proficiency on the assessment taken in the prior year that moved to a higher proficiency category during the reporting period in question, and (2) Attaining represents the percentage of regular attendees who moved from below proficiency on the prior year’s assessment to proficiency or above on the assessment taken during the reporting period. The difference between the two measures is that the Improving metric counts regular attendees as having improved even if they did not achieve proficiency based on state standards; the latter measure does not count these students as having improved even though they demonstrated a higher level of performance on the state assessment in question. The GPRA indicator calculation is based on the latter approach.

As shown in Table 12, when the measures are examined without taking into consideration attendance gradation, no apparent trend toward higher levels of program performance is discernable across the four reporting periods. Based on these results, one may surmise that programs are not making progress in helping students reach desired outcomes. However, when cross-year progress is assessed employing the gradation reporting option, both grades and state assessment metrics in which the attaining criteria are employed demonstrate higher levels of achievement during the 2007–08 reporting period as compared with 2005–06 levels of performance. However, gradation data were collected in only approximately half of the states in each reporting period, and the positive cross-year comparisons are likely reflective of overall trends in this subset of states as opposed to the program as a whole.
Finally, Table 12 demonstrates the positive relationship that appears between higher levels of attendance and the percentage of regular attendees witnessing improvement on a given outcome measure type. For example, during the 2005–06 reporting period, approximately 34 percent of regular attendees participating in 21st CCLC programming from 30–59 days that scored below proficiency on the 2005 state assessment in mathematics improved to a higher proficiency level in 2006. For regular attendees participating 90 days or more, this percentage was 46 percent. This result is largely replicated in 2006-07 and 2007–08 where the gap between the 30–59 day group and the 90 days or more groups was found to be 6 to 12 percentage points. This general finding is consistent across many of the impact categories and reporting periods in which attendance gradation data were collected. This finding represents the most compelling evidence that can be distilled from PPICS data that demonstrates a positive relationship between higher levels of participation in the 21st CCLC program and the likelihood that students will demonstrate an improvement in student achievement and academic-related behaviors. 

Table 12. Grades, State Assessment Results, and Teacher Survey Results Across Years

	 
	% Increase

2007–08
	% Increase

2006–07
	% Increase

2005–06
	% Increase

2004–05
	% Increase

2003–04

	Grades

	Mathematics Grades
	40
	41
	42
	39
	41

	Reading Grades
	42
	43
	45
	42
	45

	By Attendance Gradation

	Mathematics Grades (30–59)
	37
	39
	36
	N/A
	N/A

	Mathematics Grades (60–89)
	39
	39
	39
	N/A
	N/A

	Mathematics Grades (90+)
	40
	43
	40
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Grades (30–59)
	38
	41
	39
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Grades (60–89)
	40
	41
	44
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Grades (90+)
	41
	45
	43
	N/A
	N/A

	State Assessment Results (All Regular Attendees)

	Mathematics Proficiency (Attaining)
	22
	22
	17
	30
	N/A

	Reading Proficiency (Attaining)
	23
	23
	17
	28
	N/A

	Mathematics Proficiency (Improving)
	36
	36
	32
	41
	31

	Reading Proficiency (Improving)
	38
	39
	33
	37
	31

	By Attendance Gradation

	Mathematics Proficiency (Attaining, 30–59)
	29
	27
	24
	N/A
	N/A

	Mathematics Proficiency (Attaining, 60–89)
	31
	31
	24
	N/A
	N/A

	Mathematics Proficiency (Attaining, 90+)
	39
	33
	31
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Proficiency (Attaining, 30–59)
	37
	37
	31
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Proficiency (Attaining, 60–89)
	38
	41
	27
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Proficiency (Attaining, 90+)
	41
	41
	33
	N/A
	N/A

	Mathematics Proficiency (Improving, 30–59)
	36
	37
	34
	N/A
	N/A

	Mathematics Proficiency (Improving, 60–89)
	39
	41
	37
	N/A
	N/A

	Mathematics Proficiency (Improving, 90+)
	47
	43
	46
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Proficiency (Improving, 30–59)
	45
	47
	42
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Proficiency (Improving, 60–89)
	45
	51
	40
	N/A
	N/A

	Reading Proficiency (Improving, 90+)
	48
	51
	48
	N/A
	N/A

	Teacher Survey Results

	Improved HW Completion and Class Partic.
	76
	75
	74
	75
	69

	Improved Student Behavior
	72
	71
	69
	71
	64

	By Attendance Gradation

	Improved HW Completion and Class Partic. (30–59)
	71
	72
	71
	N/A
	N/A

	Improved HW Completion and Class Partic. (60–89)
	72
	73
	74
	N/A
	N/A

	Improved HW Completion and Class Partic. (90+)
	73
	73
	76
	N/A
	N/A

	Improved Student Behavior (30–59)
	66
	67
	66
	N/A
	N/A

	Improved Student Behavior (60–89)
	66
	67
	69
	N/A
	N/A

	Improved Student Behavior (90+)
	68
	69
	72
	N/A
	N/A


Section 3: Indicator Performance by Key Subgroups

Building from the analyses conducted in Sections 1 and 2, attention is given to different program subgroups and how they varied in their level of performance relative to the federally defined performance indicators associated with the 21st CCLC program during the 2005–06 and 2007–08 reporting periods. Results are highlighted where there is some consistency across multiple impact categories, especially grades and state assessment results. In this regard, a meaningful correlation is more likely to exist between a given center characteristic and student achievement outcomes if the direction and strength of this relationship is consistent across multiple impact categories. Here again, the focus is primarily on the following center characteristics: 
· The program model employed by the grantee (e.g., mostly tutoring and homework help as opposed to an emphasis on offering arts enrichment)

· The staffing model employed by the grantee (e.g., mostly school-day teachers, mostly college students, mostly youth development workers, etc.)

· The target population served by a program, especially in terms of the grade level served

· The type of organization where the 21st CCLC program is located, especially when comparing school-based with non-school-based centers

· The amount of grant expended per student served during the reporting period

In Table 13, subgroups associated with each of these areas are considered in conjunction with the percentage of regular attendees nationwide demonstrating improvement in mathematics grades and state assessment results during the 2007–08 reporting period. Again, note that in Table 13 that two different state assessment-based measures are presented: (1) Improving represents the percentage of regular attendees who scored below proficiency on the assessment taken in the prior year that moved to a higher proficiency category during the reporting period in question, and (2) Attaining represents the percentage of regular attendees who moved from below proficiency on the prior year’s assessment to proficiency or above on the assessment taken during the reporting period. The difference between the two measures is that Improving includes regular attendees even if they did not achieve proficiency based on state standards; the latter measure does not count these students even though they demonstrated a higher level of performance on the state assessment in question. 

Table 13 presents a significant amount of data, although the most interesting findings may be related to the activity cluster, center type, and per-student expenditure analyses. These results are explored further in the following sections to determine how consistent these findings were across time and measurement approach.

Table 13. Grades and State Assessment Results for the 2007–08 Reporting Period 
by Key Center Characteristics

	 
	Grades—Percentage Improved
	State Assessment—Percentage Improving
	State Assessment—Percentage  Attaining

	
	Mathematics
	Reading
	Mathematics
	Reading
	Mathematics
	Reading

	By Activity Cluster

	Not Specified
	44
	46
	34
	35
	19
	18

	Homework Help
	41
	42
	41
	48
	32
	39

	Variety
	35
	36
	39
	47
	34
	41

	Enrichment
	38
	39
	39
	46
	34
	39

	Tutoring
	45
	47
	38
	50
	32
	40

	Recreation
	36
	38
	38
	50
	35
	46

	By Staffing Cluster

	Not Specified
	34
	35
	32
	39
	20
	25

	No College/Teachers
	39
	41
	38
	36
	22
	17

	Mostly Teachers
	42
	43
	37
	38
	25
	26

	Teachers/Other School Staff
	37
	39
	35
	39
	23
	26

	Mostly College Students
	40
	42
	34
	36
	19
	20

	Mostly Youth Development
	42
	44
	35
	35
	19
	19

	By Grade Level

	MISSING
	50
	50
	49
	32
	27
	15

	Elem Only
	39
	41
	42
	39
	28
	23

	Elem Mid
	40
	41
	36
	40
	25
	26

	Mid Only
	36
	37
	32
	38
	20
	25

	Mid High
	44
	43
	29
	34
	17
	21

	High Only
	40
	43
	25
	31
	9
	15

	Other
	42
	42
	41
	45
	27
	29

	By Center Type

	Non-School-Based
	46
	47
	36
	37
	26
	25

	School-Based
	40
	41
	36
	38
	22
	22

	By Per-Student Expenditure (Quartiles)
	

	First (low)
	41
	42
	33
	36
	18
	19

	Second
	36
	38
	37
	39
	25
	24

	Third
	40
	41
	39
	39
	27
	27

	Fourth (high)
	40
	42
	36
	39
	23
	25


Note. The appendix  contains information on the number of centers associated with a given cell of data.
Indicator Performance by Activity Cluster

In Figure 6, program cluster is considered in conjunction with the percentage of regular attendees nationwide witnessing an improvement in mathematics grades and state assessment results during the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods. Regular attendees associated with centers in the Mostly Tutoring cluster in 2007–08 were more apt to demonstrate an improvement in mathematics grades in 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 (40 percent, 53 percent, and 45 percent, respectively) than regular attendees participating in other program types. However, similar results were found to be associated with state assessment measures in the 2006-07 school year only.  In other years, centers in the Homework Help and Enrichment clusters were at or near the top for state assessment measures.
Figure 6. Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Activity Cluster
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In Figure 7, we see that centers associated with Mostly Homework Help and Mostly Tutoring clusters demonstrated the highest gains for reading grades across the three years.  There are no clear trends that emerge for state assessment measures, except that centers associated with Mostly Tutoring clusters seem to trail centers in other clusters in the percent of students attaining proficiency in reading.
Figure 7. Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Activity Cluster
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In interpreting the analyses associated with Figure 6 and Figure 7, a relatively small number of Mostly Tutoring centers were having a meaningful impact on the overall performance numbers for this activity cluster by serving a fairly large number of regular attendees and reporting that a very high percentage of these regular attendees witnessed an improvement on the grades measures under consideration. In light of this finding, and in the interest of verifying the advantage of these programs demonstrated in Figure 6 and Figure 7, the median level of improvement across each of the activity clusters was examined. As a result, it was found that the influence of these large Mostly Tutoring centers that demonstrated very high levels of regular attendee improvement on the overall level of improvement demonstrated by centers in the cluster was reduced. These results are shown in Figures 8 and 9 for mathematics and reading/language arts, respectively.

In terms of improvement in mathematics results, as shown in Figure 8, by exploring the median performance of centers, the Mostly Tutoring centers retain their advantage in terms of improving mathematics grades in 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08, but the degree of this advantage is meaningfully attenuated. 

Figure 8. Median Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Activity Cluster
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In Figure 9, median percent increase results are highlighted for reading/language arts by activity cluster. Similar to Figure 8, the advantage the Mostly Tutoring centers demonstrated in improving reading/language arts grades in 2005–06 and 2007–08 is meaningfully reduced to such an extent that there is not much of a difference between it and centers found in other clusters.
Figure 9. Median Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Activity Cluster
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One of the keys to further unraveling the potential impact of Mostly Tutoring programs on student grades outcomes, especially mathematics, relative to other program clusters would be to further explore the service delivery approaches and student achievement data of this small number of large tutoring programs that reported fairly dramatic levels of improvement among their regular attendee population. While there are constraints in terms of what can be done with PPICS data in this regard, several interesting characteristics associated with centers falling within the Mostly Tutoring cluster were found and are worth noting.

Figure 10 shows ways that staffing may vary across each of the activity clusters. This was done by outlining what percentage of centers within a given activity cluster fell within each of the staffing clusters initially outlined in Section 1. As shown in Figure 10, a significantly larger percentage of centers (69 percent) associated with the Mostly Tutoring cluster was found to fall with the Mostly Teachers staffing cluster as compared with the other activity cluster types (which ranged from 35 percent to 47 percent). This result is especially interesting in light of the results highlighted in Figure 6 through Figure 9, which demonstrated that Mostly Tutoring centers were more apt to show greater improvement on grades in some instances than other types of programs. 

Figure 10. Percentage of Centers Within an Activity Cluster 
by Staffing Cluster Membership
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In keeping with the theme of exploring how other program characteristics intersect with activity cluster membership, in Figure 11 the school-based status of grantees is compared with the activity clusters.  For 2007-08, centers in the Mostly Tutoring cluster were the second most likely to be funded by school-based grantees, behind only centers in the Mostly Enrichment cluster.
Figure 11. Percentage of Centers Within an Activity Cluster 
by School-Based Status of the Grantee
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Indicator Performance by Center School-Based Status

Although Figure 11 noted several interesting differences across the clusters in terms of grantee school-based status, there is a more consistent difference in terms of center performance across grades and state assessment performance based on whether an actual center is located in a school-based or non-school-based facility (e.g., Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCA, community-based organization, etc.). 

In Figure 12, the school-based status of centers is considered in conjunction with the percentage of regular attendees nationwide witnessing an improvement in mathematics grades and state assessment results during the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods. As shown in Figure 12, across all measures of mathematics achievement (except state improvement in 2008), non-school-based centers demonstrated a higher percentage of regular attendees demonstrating improvement (ranging from 3–10 percentage points higher).

Figure 12. Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Center Type
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In terms of reading/language arts achievement, the results largely mirror those associated with mathematics, as shown in Figure 13 (ranging from 3–15 percentage points higher in non-school-based centers). The lone exception to this trend relates to state improvement achievement measure in 2007–08, where school-based centers witnessed a slightly higher level of improvement than their non-school-based counterparts.

Figure 13. Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Center Type
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To assess the consistency of these findings, an effort also was made to calculate the median percentage of regular attendee improvement by school-based status; this would remove the influence of large centers that may have reported dramatically high percentages of improvement across the grades and state assessment measures of interest. When the median percentage was calculated, as shown in Figure 14 and Figure 15, the advantage of non-school-based programs was reduced across each measure and year and, in some cases, was lost altogether.  However, for the most part, the overall trend still showed these programs demonstrating a higher level of improvement in grades and in attained proficiency (with the exception of 2008-09 math), than their school-based counterparts. 

Figure 14. Median Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Center Type
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Figure 15. Median Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Center Type
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Indicator Performance by Staffing Cluster
In Figure 16, staffing cluster is considered in conjunction with the percentage of regular attendees nationwide witnessing an improvement in mathematics grades and state assessment results during the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods. Regular attendees associated with centers in the Mostly Teachers cluster were generally more apt to demonstrate an improvement in mathematics grades and state assessments in 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 than regular attendees participating in programs with other staffing types.  In particular, students in centers staffed by Mostly Teachers seemed to show consistently greater achievement along the attaining proficiency state measure. 

Figure 16. Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Staffing Cluster
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In Figure 17, we see similar results with centers associated with Mostly Teachers clusters generally demonstrating the highest or second highest gains for reading grades across the three years along both grades and state achievement measures.  

Figure 17. Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Staffing Cluster
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These outcomes are not surprising.  It is reasonable to suspect that teachers, who as a group tend to be more highly trained as educators, might be more successful as program staff.  It is interesting to note some other patterns as well that might warrant future investigation.  For example, Mostly Youth Development Workers seem to perform almost as well as Mostly Teachers for grades, but then perform very poorly along the state attained proficiency measure.
To assess the consistency of these findings, the median percentage of regular attendee improvement by staffing cluster was calculated. These results are outlined in Figures 18 and 19.  The advantage of Mostly Teachers staffing clusters was reduced, but still showed the highest achievement for the state assessment attained proficiency measure for both math and reading.
Figure 18. Median Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Staffing Cluster
[image: image19.emf]0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008

Grades Improved Prof Attained Prof

1. Mostly Teachers

2. Mostly Teachers

and School Staff with

College

3. Mostly Teachers

and Staff without

College

4. Mostly College

Students

5. Mostly Youth

Development

Workers


Figure 19. Median Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Staffing Cluster
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Indicator Performance by Per-Student Expenditure

As we considered ways in which center performance may vary by grantee and center characteristics, a tantalizing question emerged: What is the relationship between the amount of grant funds spent per student served and the likelihood that regular attendees will witness an improvement in grades and self-assessment measures for the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods? In order to derive a per-student funding amount, the amount of 21st CCLC grant funds received during the reporting period was divided by the number of centers associated with the program during the reporting period. Then, the center-level amount was divided by the number of students served by the center during the reporting period to arrive at a per-student expenditure amount for the center in question. To facilitate the ability to display the data graphically, centers were grouped into quartiles based on the level of per-student expenditure during the reporting period in question, with centers in the first quartile having the lowest level of per-student expenditure and those in the fourth quartile demonstrating the highest level.

As shown in Figure 20, in relation to the mathematics-related measures, there is an overall positive, linear trend in the percentage of regular attendees witnessing an improvement in state assessment results as the level of funding increases. This linear trend especially is pronounced and consistent in relation to the state assessment measures related to the percentage of regular attendees attaining proficiency (Attained Prof). The results for reading/language arts grades and state assessment measures are very similar to these findings, as shown in Figure 21.

Figure 20. Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Per-Student Expenditure
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Figure 21. Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Per-Student Expenditure
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To assess the consistency of these findings, the median percentage of regular attendee improvement by per-student expenditure was calculated. These results are outlined in Figure 22 and Figure 23. While the reading/language arts results outlined in Figure 23 remain largely equivalent to those highlighted in Figure 23, there are some unusual changes in relation to the mathematics results highlighted in Figure 22, especially for centers falling within the fourth quartile on the state assessment-related measures, where the percentage of regular attendees witnessing improvement drops off from third-quartile levels. It is unclear how to interpret these results or what significance to attach to them. Ultimately, the measure of per-student expenditure is fairly rough, and more work could be done in this area to develop a more robust metric.

Figure 22. Median Percent Increase in Mathematics Grade/Proficiency by Per-Student Expenditure
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Figure 23. Median Percent Increase in Reading Grade/Proficiency by Per-Student Expenditure
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Summary and Conclusions

The goal of this report is to address two primary questions:

1. To what extent did programs operating during the 2007–08 reporting period (which encompasses 21st CCLC program operation during the summer of 2007 and the 2007–08 school year) meet the GPRA performance targets established for the program?

2. How did the rate of student improvement on measures related to the GPRA indicators vary by key program subgroups?

In describing the analyses employed to answer these two questions, both the limitations associated with the current PPICS system and the GPRA performance indicators deployed to evaluate the effectiveness of 21st CCLC programs were noted. In light of these limitations and constraints, the current set of GPRA indicators and PPICS data offer information on the full population of programs funded by 21st CCLC, which has proven useful in identifying additional areas of future research and study related to program effectiveness and efficiency. The findings highlighted in this report, which warrant further and more rigorous examination, include the following:

· Efforts to classify programs into clusters based on the activity provision and staffing models employed during the 2005–06, 2006-07, and 2007–08 reporting periods suggest that approximately half of all programs make significant and meaningful modifications to program operations from one year to the next. The data appear to suggest that program changes occur in offering more variety in program activities and in increasingly relying on school-day teachers to staff the afterschool program. It is unclear (1) what motivates some programs to make significant changes in these areas from one year to the next while others maintain a more consistent approach to staffing and activity provision, and (2) what impact making significant changes in these areas from one year to the next has in relation to student recruitment, engagement, and improvement on desired outcomes.

· The program as a whole continues to fall slightly below the established targeted performance thresholds associated with the GPRA performance indicators for the program. ED may need to examine the criteria used to establish targets, and where appropriate, adjustments should be considered. 
· Analyses predicated on examining the relationship between higher levels of program attendance and the achievement of GPRA-related outcomes suggest that students benefited more from 21st CCLC the more they attended the program. This finding was consistent both across impact categories (i.e., grades, state assessment, and teacher survey results) and reporting periods. The importance of this finding cannot be understated because it represents the best evidence collected in PPICS on the potential efficacy of the program. 

· Preliminary evidence outlined in this report suggests that programs providing Mostly Tutoring services appear to have a slight advantage in contributing to mathematics achievement for mathematics grades, while non-school-based centers and centers receiving higher levels of funding per student seem to demonstrate higher levels of achievement in both mathematics and reading. More rigorous investigation and focus should be centered on program effectiveness of school-based and non-school-based afterschool programs, especially in the area of the allocation and distribution of funds.
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Appendix
Number of Centers Providing Grades and 
State Assessment Data by Subgroup and APR Year
	 
	GRADES
	 
	STATE ASSESSMENT

	 
	Mathematics
	Reading 
	 
	Mathematics
	Reading 

	 
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008
	 
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008

	By Activity Cluster
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Homework Help
	282
	264
	293
	282
	264
	293
	
	97
	102
	99
	99
	103
	99

	Variety
	711
	1186
	791
	711
	1189
	792
	
	251
	508
	505
	252
	508
	503

	Enrichment
	513
	662
	669
	514
	663
	668
	
	168
	357
	349
	169
	358
	349

	Tutoring
	197
	217
	306
	197
	220
	306
	
	87
	71
	64
	85
	72
	64

	Recreation
	529
	665
	645
	530
	669
	644
	
	115
	292
	329
	116
	293
	329

	By Staffing Cluster
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mostly No College and Teachers
	260
	293
	281
	260
	295
	280
	
	343
	254
	405
	346
	253
	394

	Mostly Teachers
	2124
	2411
	2430
	260
	295
	280
	
	846
	1125
	1086
	886
	1126
	1037

	Mostly Teachers and Other School Staff with College
	1156
	1147
	1049
	2138
	2421
	2414
	
	698
	919
	932
	722
	920
	922

	Mostly College Students
	610
	627
	606
	1169
	1157
	1045
	
	644
	472
	509
	651
	474
	507

	Mostly Youth Development Workers
	351
	333
	344
	612
	627
	607
	
	293
	234
	269
	301
	234
	270

	By Center Type
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Non-School-Based
	367
	388
	496
	366
	389
	492
	
	173
	177
	150
	185
	177
	135

	School-Based
	4272
	4522
	4292
	4306
	4547
	4275
	
	2694
	2882
	3114
	2768
	2883
	3056

	By Grantee Type
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Non-School-Based
	1194
	1306
	1321
	1197
	1312
	1318
	
	730
	622
	740
	753
	618
	723

	School-Based
	3447
	3605
	3469
	3477
	3625
	3451
	
	2137
	2438
	2526
	2200
	2443
	2470

	By Per-Student Expenditure (Quartiles)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	First (low)
	1001
	1091
	1068
	1003
	1095
	1070
	
	851
	650
	702
	858
	649
	706

	Second
	1082
	1135
	1051
	1083
	1141
	1049
	
	764
	820
	907
	772
	822
	884

	Third
	1144
	1151
	1108
	1152
	1157
	1099
	
	674
	802
	799
	693
	803
	768

	Fourth (high)
	1183
	1071
	975
	1194
	1081
	964
	 
	508
	586
	668
	549
	584
	654
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