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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report focuses on the local evaluation practices of Ohio’s 21st Century Community 

Learning Center sub-recipients. Data reported come from three sources: a web survey of the 

individuals who were most involved in the local evaluations; six case studies of programs that 

were required to use the Local Evaluation Manual; and a document review of year-end reports 

submitted to the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) by programs that were required to use 

the Local Evaluation Manual.  

The Manual described general best practices for evaluation of programs including: 1) hiring an 

external evaluator; 2) creating a stakeholder team to guide the evaluation and assist with 

program improvement strategies; 3) creating an evaluation plan to guide the evaluation and a 

logic model that shows the proposed relationship between program activities and expected 

outcomes; 4) analyzing and reporting on the status of evaluation in a mid-year report; and 5) 

developing a year-end report of findings. 

The findings show that Ohio’s programs are serious about evaluation and program 

improvement. Programs do, however, have some areas where they need to improve their 

evaluations in order to make them more effective, rigorous, and usable.  

For this report the following sub-groups were compared: 

• In the general findings discussing Y1 programs refer to the programs that were 
awarded grants in the 2014-2015 program year. These Y1 programs were new in the fall 
so information collected from these programs focused on their intentions for the current 
year’s evaluation.  

• Y2 programs, which were first awarded funding in 2013-2014, are those that used the 
Manual for the first time and conducted their local evaluation last year under guidance 
provided by the Manual.  

• Y3-Y5 were programs awarded funding prior to 2013-2014 and are programs that were 
not required to conduct their evaluation using the Manual. 

The following are the top level findings. Specific findings from each of the data collection 

methods and a comprehensive discussion of the findings for each of the evaluation questions 

are provided later in the report. 
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Top Level Findings 
• Almost all of the 21st CCLC programs conducted a local evaluation last year; all of the Y2 

programs conducted a local evaluation while 91 percent of Y3-Y5 programs conducted a 
local evaluation. This finding shows that Ohio 21st CCLC programs are putting effort 
into continually tracking their progress and are serious about program improvement. 

• Although only Y1 and Y2 programs were required to use the Manual as guidance, many 
of the Y3-Y5 programs also used the Manual (83% and 47% respectively). 

• Y2 programs generally met the Manual’s suggested evaluation practices. All Y2 
programs submitted an evaluation plan, logic model, and reports to ODE. Although Y3-
5 programs were not required to submit reports to ODE, they also met many of the 
Manual’s suggested evaluation practices.  

• Evaluators who worked with Y2 programs tended to be more appropriately trained and 
had more experience than other programs. All Y2 program evaluators and most Y3-Y5 
evaluators had college degrees, but Y2 evaluators were more likely to have graduate 
training and be professional evaluators with more experience. 

• Evaluators generally conducted comprehensive evaluations that included many 
program stakeholders, tracked student academic progress, and made recommendations 
for program improvement based on findings. 

• Year-end reports by Y2 programs tended to include a process and outcome evaluation, 
although they tended to call process indicators outcomes. Most looked at student 
achievement and found that student math and reading scores had increased. 

• Based on the case studies, programs’ reports often discussed revising their evaluation 
strategies for the next year in order to collect more meaningful information and to adapt 
data collection methods to align with new state testing procedures.  

• Of all programs reporting that they conducted a local evaluation, over 60 percent are 
using their evaluation results for program improvement. 

• Regarding changes to the Local Evaluation Manual, most programs would like more 
direction and Y2 programs want more direction regarding what elements should be 
included in reports and other evaluation deliverables. 

 

 

  



3 
 

OVERVIEW 
This year’s final report summarizes the results of the 2014-2015 program year evaluation 

activities. This is the third year of the evaluation contract that began with the 2012-2013 

program year. Therefore, to understand this final year it is important to first discuss the 

evaluation conducted in the first two years of the contract. 

In the first year, the focus of the state evaluation was describing Ohio’s 21st Century Community 

Learning Center sub-recipient programs and identifying any patterns that contributed to 

successful implementation of those programs. The main data source during the first year was 

secondary data collected by the federal and state programs, including:  

• the Profile and Performance Information Collection System (PPICS) required by the U.S. 
Department of Education,  

• internally collected evaluative information through the Ohio Quality Assessment Rubric 
(O-QAR), and  

• state program staff monitoring using the Compliance and Performance Assessment 
(CAPA).  

During the first year, state program staff decided not to renew the O-QAR contract. Although 

this decision was made prior to SRG’s review, once the O-QAR data was analyzed SRG 

evaluators were concerned about the low response rate in some of the programs. This meant 

that some of the results for certain sub-recipient programs were not reliable. In addition, it was 

unclear how useful the O-QAR data reports were for program improvement or determining if 

program outcomes were being met. Although some programs did conduct an additional 

evaluation on the local level, many did not. To address this, SRG was asked to develop a Local 

Evaluation Guidance Manual for local programs to assist them in developing and implementing 

their own local evaluation.  

SRG spent the final half of the 2012-2013 program year developing the Local Evaluation Manual 

(henceforth referred to as the Manual). After multiple discussions with state program staff and 

reviewing local evaluation manuals from other states, it was decided the focus of Ohio’s 

Manual would be to assist local program administrators to hire and oversee an evaluator who 

would conduct the evaluation and submit documents that described the evaluation and 

subsequent results.  
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The Manual describes the four phases of an evaluation. The first phase (Preparation) discusses 

how to assemble and utilize a stakeholder team and how to hire an evaluator. The second phase 

(Planning) discusses how to plan an evaluation and develop a logic model and an evaluation 

plan (both deliverables to ODE). The third phase (Implementation) discusses potential 

evaluation methods and reviews types of evaluations, data analysis, and interpretation. The 

final phase (Using Results) discusses stakeholder meetings and communication of evaluation 

results.  

The basic assumption of the Manual is that if a program hires a qualified evaluator, they will 

know how to plan, implement, and analyze data for the evaluation. Primarily, the Manual was 

written to help program administrators understand the process so that they can oversee and 

assist the evaluator, and use evaluation results to improve their program. Programs were 

required to submit their logic model, evaluation plan, a mid-year report and their year-end 

report as deliverables to ODE. 

The Manual was completed and finalized during the 2012-2013 program year and was ready for 

implementation during the 2013-2014 year. It was determined that the Manual would be phased 

in and only new grants awarded each year would be required to use the Manual and continue 

to use the Manual for all years of funding.   

The second year of the program evaluation (2013-2014) took an in-depth look at programing in 

the state, especially at the local sub-recipient level. SRG conducted a survey of local programs to 

better understand what programming was being offered to students and conducted six case 

studies to gain a more in depth understanding of how programs operated.  

At the beginning of the year, SRG presented the Manual to all programs and reviewed the 

requirements with program managers. Again, programs that were awarded funding for the first 

time during this year were required to use the Manual while programs that were working in 

their second through fifth year were not. However, all programs were provided access to the 

Manual through a website from which the Manual could be downloaded. The manual was also 

discussed at the September 2014 21st CCLC Conference during the evaluation presentation. Also 

during the second year, SRG conducted a comparison of the 2012 and 2013 PPICS data, to 

determine how programs have changed between the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 school years. 
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The third and final year of the state evaluation is reported in this document. During this year, 

PPIC was no longer collecting data so SRG could not continue to analyze of how programs 

change over time. Following discussions with state project staff, it was decided that the final 

year should focus on local evaluations conducted by the programs with a special focus on the 

Manual. Specifically, the evaluation questions for the 2014-2015 program year evaluation were: 

• How well did programs follow the Local Evaluation Manual requirements? 

• Did the local evaluations, based on the guidance provided by the Local Evaluation 
Manual, result in more rigorous and effective evaluations that provided more useful 
feedback than those local evaluation results from programs that did not use the manual? 

• How were local evaluations used for program improvement? 

• How can the Local Evaluation Manual be improved? 

This report contains five primary sections. The first section provides the methodology of how 

evidence was obtained to answer each of the evaluation questions. The second section includes 

an overview of the findings of the evaluation activities by the research questions, as well as 

suggestions for changes to the Manual. The following three sections provide the findings for 

each of the evaluation activities separately. SRG will meet with state program staff to review the 

suggested changes to the Manual and provide a final Manual to ODE prior to the beginning of 

the 2015-2016 program year. 

METHODOLOGY 
This document provides the findings from three primary evaluation activities. 

• Evaluator Survey. A web survey was conducted of Ohio’s 21st CCLC sites focusing on the 

programs 2013-2014 local evaluation. The first step was to email all program managers 

and obtain the contact information of the individual who was responsible for each site’s 

local evaluation activities. The email request was sent out early September and follow-ups 

were continued until program managers provided the contact name and email address.  

Questions included items on what evaluation activities were conducted, how data were 

analyzed, and how the results were used for continuous improvement. Additionally, 

questions asked about any barriers encountered when conducting the evaluation. A 

second section of the questionnaire was only administered to the sites that used the Local 
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Evaluation Manual and asked questions regarding ease of use and effectiveness of the 

guidance.  

The Evaluator Survey was conducted in the fall of 2014. Of the 233 total programs, 198 

completed the survey, resulting in an overall response rate of 85 percent. Year 3 programs 

had the highest response rate at 90 percent and Year 4 programs had the lowest response 

rate at 71 percent. 

To follow the evidential findings below it is important to note the following subgroups 

used when reporting results from the Evaluator Survey.  

TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF REPORT TERMINOLOGY 

Term Initial Grant 
Year 

Current Year 
of Grant 

Expectation of Manual 
Use 

Year 1 (Y1) 2014-2015 1st year 2014-2015 
Year 2 (Y2) 2013-2014 2nd year 2014-2015 & 2013-2014 
Year 3 (Y3) 2012-2013 3rd year Not Required 
Year 4 (Y4) 2011-2012 4th year Not Required 
Year 5 (Y5) 2010-2011 5th year Not Required 

 

• Intensive Case Studies. Six Year 2 sites were randomly chosen for intensive investigation 

regarding their local evaluation activities and how results were used. Final decisions 

regarding the criteria for inclusion in the case study were determined following 

discussions with ODE program staff. Case studies included: 

• Interviews with program administrators 

• Interviews with stakeholder team members 

• Interviews with evaluators 

• Review of Evaluator Survey results 

• Review of evaluation deliverables 

The six intensive case studies were conducted in late winter through early spring. 

• Document review. In order to assess the degree to which programs heeded the evaluation 

requirements and recommendations provided in the Local Evaluation Manual, SRG 

obtained and reviewed the 2013-2014 year-end reports for all 45 Y2 grants. In order to 

conduct the review in a systematic manner, SRG developed a coding rubric that was 
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applied to all reports. SRG created a database that captured all of the following 

information for each report: 

• Did the report identify the grant’s evaluator? 

• How long was the report? 

• Did the report provide any introductory/background information about the 
program? 

• Were the program objectives and/or expected outcomes clearly presented? 

• Was the evaluation purpose and/or evaluation questions clearly presented?  

• Did the report clearly lay out the evaluation methodology? 

• Did the report include a process evaluation component? 

• Did the report include an outcome evaluation component? 

• Were results clearly presented?  

• Were any recommendations made based on the results, or strengths and 
weaknesses discussed? 

• Was it evident whether results were used/shared with stakeholders in any 
manner? 

• Additional notes/comments. 

FINDINGS BY EVALUATION QUESTION 
This section presents the combined findings for each of the evaluation questions from each of 

the evaluation activities.  

How rigorous and effective were the local evaluations 
conducted by the 2013-2014 sub-recipients? 
Evidence from the Evaluator Survey 
First and foremost, almost all of the 21st CCLC programs conducted a local evaluation last year; 

all of the Y2 programs conducted a local evaluation while 91 percent of Y3-Y5 programs 

conducted a local evaluation. This finding shows that Ohio 21st CCLC programs are putting 

effort into continually tracking their progress and are serious about program improvement.   

Secondly, even though only Y1 and Y2 programs were required to use the Manual as guidance, 

many of the Y3-Y5 programs also used the Manual (83% and 47%, respectively). Although it is 
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not possible to know how much the Manual influenced their evaluations, some areas where the 

Manual may have influenced their evaluative activities can be seen.  

Finally, Y2 programs generally met the Manual suggested evaluation practices. However, some 

of the elements were followed more than others. The least followed practices included having a 

stakeholder team that met three times, hiring an external evaluator, and sharing findings with 

the stakeholder team. The following table provides the percent of programs who used the 

various suggest elements of the Manual. 

TABLE 2: PERCENT OF PROGRAMS CONDUCTING EVALUATION ACTIVES BY SUB-GROUP 

Activity Conducted In 2013-2014 Program Year Y2 Y3-Y5 
Conducted Local Evaluation 100% 91% 
Assembled Stakeholder Team 74% 78% 
Met with Stakeholder Team 3+ Times 64% 66% 
Hired an External Evaluator 63% 53% 
Developed a Logic Model 100% 56% 
Developed an Evaluation Plan 100% 92% 
Generated Formal Report of Findings1 68% 56% 
Formally Presented Findings to Stakeholder Team 63% 69% 

Did the local evaluations, based on the guidance 
provided by the Local Evaluation Manual, result in 
more useful feedback than those local evaluation 
results from programs that did not use the manual? 
Measuring the degree of rigor, effectiveness, and usefulness of an evaluation is challenging 

even with the abundance of information that was collected for the state evaluation. There are 

several ways in which effectiveness can be inferred.  

First, evaluations use rigorous and effective methodologies and practices if they followed the 

practice specifications in the Manual. Evaluation usefulness is discussed when reviewing 

whether programs utilized the results for program improvement. 

As stated above, the Manual provided guidance regarding how to conduct an evaluation. These 

specifications are considered “best practices” by evaluators and the Manual provided resources 

                                                   
1 Although only 68% of programs had developed a report by the administration of the Evaluator Survey, 
all Y2 programs submitted a final report to ODE. 
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and links that further described these elements and documented the importance of each to 

improving programming and tracking whether student performance measures are met. 

Information on what evaluation practices were used come from the Evaluator Survey and are 

presented in Table 2 above. 

Of course, another concern is how well local programs followed these best practices. This 

information will come from all data sources: Evaluator Survey responses, case studies, and 

review of documents.   

Finally, an evaluation is rigorous and effective if it uses appropriate methodology and analyses. 

Information on methodology is gathered from the Evaluator Survey, case studies, and 

document review. 

Evidence from the Evaluator Survey 
As shown in Table 2 previously, Y2 programs were more likely to follow the practices specified 

in the Manual. In particular: 

• Over half of the programs maintained a stakeholder team that met the required amount 

of times.  Having a stakeholder team that is involved in programming and provides 

feedback for continuous improvement efforts is important, as these individuals should 

have the knowledge to generate appropriate improvement strategies and the motivation 

to assure that the program is effective. In addition, stakeholder buy-in of the evaluation 

methodology and results allows the program to efficiently collect data and promote 

their program. Not only were Y2 programs more likely to convene a stakeholder team, 

they were also more likely to include the evaluator, principals, and partners on their 

team. These individuals are more likely to be invested in the after-school program and 

can assist with implementing changes for improvement. 

• Written evaluation plans and logic models that connect program activities to student 

outcomes are also important to conducting rigorous and effective evaluations. Formal 

evaluation plans are not only important for stakeholder buy-in but to assure that the 

evaluator and program administrators agree with the type and intent of the evaluation 

and their roles in data collection. All Y2 programs had both evaluation plans and logic 

models.  
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• A written formal report of the findings allows stakeholders to assess how well the 

evaluation was conducted, what data were collected, and how data were analyzed. Most 

of all, it allows them to review the findings and think about the implications. These 

reports can guide discussions of what is working and help devise strategies for 

continuous program improvement. It also shows evidence of a program’s progress 

towards meeting performance objectives. All Y2 programs submitted a year-end report 

to ODE. 

• Disseminating and sharing results can help programs in a number of ways. First, it 

shows all stakeholders what is working and what is not for future program planning. It 

can also assist programs with obtaining future grants for programming. Approximately 

63% of Y2 programs shared results with their stakeholder team. 

Y1 programs were also on their way to conducting an effective evaluation. Although it was still 

the beginning of the year, most had hired an evaluator, developed their evaluation plan and 

logic model, and had assembled a stakeholder ream. 

Further evidence provided in the Evaluator Survey reveal that evaluators who worked with Y2 

programs tended to be more appropriately trained and had more experience than other 

programs. All Y2 program evaluators and most Y3-Y5 evaluators had college degrees; however, 

Y2 evaluators were more likely to have graduate training and be professional evaluators with 

more experience. Over a quarter of the Y3-Y5 programs had evaluators with no formal 

evaluation experience. Enlisting the help of an evaluator who has research and evaluation 

training assures that data are collected and analyzed using scientifically based methodology, 

and synthesized and reported accurately  

In addition, external evaluators are more likely to report objectively and not be influenced by 

fellow staff and supervisors. More Y2 programs hired an external local evaluator (63%) than Y3-

Y5 programs (53%).  

Finally, all programs collected information from a wide variety of program stakeholders 

(students, parents, teachers, partners, and program staff). The table below shows the percentage 

of each group that used each of the common types of data collection methods.  Y3-5 programs 

were more likely to use informal discussions which indicates that the feedback was not 
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standardized and analyzed using rigorous methods. Most programs, however, analyzed some 

type of student outcome data to assess student academic progress. 

TABLE 3: EVALUATION ACTIVITIES BY TARGET GROUP 

Types of Data Collection Y2 Y3-5 

Parents:   
Informal discussions 39.5%  60.6%  
Focus group or group interview 12.2%  12.1%  
Surveys (asking about satisfaction with programming) 89.5%  82.8%  
Surveys (asking about child’s academic growth) 81.6%  62.6% 

Program Staff:   
Informal discussions 65.8%  73.7% 
Focus group or group interview 15.8%  14.1% 
Formal individual interviews (phone or in-person) 15.8%  13.1%  
Observations of program staff during activities 65.8%  70.7%  
Surveys (asking about satisfaction with programming) 60.5%  57.6% 
Surveys (asking about child’s academic growth) 39.5% 45.5% 

Students:   
Informal discussions 34.2%  62.6% 
Focus group or group interview 7.9%  16.2%  
Observations of students during activities 65.8%  69.7%  
Survey (asking about satisfaction with programming) 76.3% 81.8%  
Survey (asking about self-perceptions of academic growth) 81.6% 70.7%  
Assessment data from computer software programs (e.g., STAR) 55.3% 64.6% 
Data on students’ grades 84.2% 89.9% 
Data on students’ standardized test scores 81.6% 91.9% 

Community Partners:   
Informal discussions 60.5%  68.7%  
Focus group or group interview 13.2% 12.1% 
Formal individual interviews (phone or in-person) 2.6%  14.1%  
Observations of interactions with students with community partners 34.2% 44.4% 
Survey (asking about satisfaction with programming) 31.6% 22.2% 

Daytime School Teachers:   
Informal discussions 18.4%  42.4% 
Observations of interactions with students with daytime teachers 10.5% 23.2% 
Survey (asking about satisfaction with programming) 28.9% 51.5% 
Survey (asking about child’s academic growth) 47.4% 62.6% 
PPICS Teacher Survey data 63.2% 72.7% 
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Evidence from Case Studies 
When conducting a more in-depth look at the local evaluations through intensive study of six 

Y2 programs there is evidence that programs using the Manual conducted rigorous evaluations, 

although there were some areas or programs that could use improvement.  

First, although all evaluators had some experience, a few of them did not have appropriate 

evaluation experience. All but one of the case study evaluators had program evaluation 

experience. Four of the evaluators were associated with the program and a few worked as an 

internal evaluator the previous year. One evaluator had no formal program evaluation 

experience but had evaluated business effectiveness.  

All but two of the case study sites used the Manual extensively. Experienced evaluators relied 

less heavily on the Manual but still thought it was a useful document.  

One case study site did not have a stakeholder team but was developing a team for the current 

program year. Yet, stakeholders interviewed reported different levels of engagement in the 

evaluation process. No teams were involved in every aspect of the evaluation and most teams 

were only moderately utilized in an advisory capacity throughout evaluations. Most 

stakeholder team members interviewed had participated in discussions on report findings. 

Program administrators were commonly the most involved in communicating with the 

evaluator and overseeing the evaluation process. 

Almost half of the Y2 case study sites had some evaluation activity elements already in place 

prior to their evaluation in 2013-2014. Almost all evaluators described informal observations, 

while some conducted informal interviews but primarily relied on standardized surveys for 

collecting feedback from stakeholders. Additionally, all case study sites included some type of 

student academic indicator in the evaluation.  

Although most case study site programs reported using the evaluation results to fine-tune 

programming, the program administrator and evaluator also mentioned using the results to 

revise their evaluation plans for next year to assure that they collect more relevant data. 

Evaluation is a process and it is important to identify areas where more focus is required. Many 

programs found the information from the mid-year report helpful in this respect. Year-end 

reports were also deemed helpful and resulted in revisions to next year’s evaluation practices. 
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Changes made to the evaluation were predominantly data related, as several programs had 

issues capturing meaningful information relating to specific program activities. Half of the 

programs reported plans to implement new data collection methods or develop new 

instruments to capture specific evidence as a result of the report findings.  

Evidence from Document Review 
All Y2 programs submitted a year-end report to ODE. Overall, there were several reports that 

were very strong; however, the majority of reports lacked some detail that would have been 

helpful in determining evaluation rigor and program progress. 

For example, most reports lacked detail regarding the evaluation methodology. The majority of 

reports presented findings of surveys administered to teachers, students, and/or parents, but 

often did not discuss how and when the surveys were administered. Similarly, some reports 

discussed findings that likely arose from interviews with staff, reviews of program documents, 

and site visits to programs, but provided no details about how and when this information was 

obtained. 

Additionally, there was frequently insufficient detail with regard to measurement. For example, 

the majority of evaluations analyzed test scores of some kind as measures of reading and math 

achievement, such as scores from math and reading software programs, but often there was 

very little information provided about these scores. Details regarding measurement of “youth 

development” and “parent/family engagement” were also frequently lacking. 

Most reports did not include an explicit process evaluation component beyond stating whether 

the program operated as intended with regard to length, frequency of activities, and number of 

participating students. That said, the vast majority of reports did include results of satisfaction 

surveys for students, parents, and/or staff. 

The majority of reports focused on outcome evaluation; specifically, the key aim of most reports 

was to present evidence as to whether or not the PPOs were met. As such, most evaluations 

centered on whether program participants saw an increase in reading and math achievement, 

youth development, and parent/family engagement. However, some evaluations lacked the 

baseline data needed to assess whether reading and math achievement improved over the 
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course of the school year, and very few evaluations collected the data needed to assess youth 

development or parent/family engagement. 

How were local evaluations used for program 
improvement? 
One of the key purposes of local evaluation is to use the results for program improvement. 

Evidence supports that local evaluations were used for program improvement across the state.  

Evidence from the Evaluator Survey 
The majority of programs that conducted a local evaluation used the results to revise 

programming. By far, the most common modification Y2 programs made following last year’s 

local evaluation involved programming, with the majority of programs making changes to their 

academic programs. Over two-thirds of Y2 programs (68%) reported altering their program 

offerings as a result of the local evaluation findings while a similar percentage of Y2-Y5 

programs did likewise (65%).  

Both Y2 programs and Y3-5 programs reported similarly when asked what the most important 

finding was from their program evaluation. They indicated that assessing students’ academic 

improvement or decline, conducting assessments to identify areas of programming that need 

improvement or identifying areas where programing was not aligned to goals and objectives 

were their most important findings.  

Evidence from Case Studies 
Case study programs are generally using their evaluation results for program improvement. 

Most case study programs are making changes to academic programming for the 2014-15 school 

year, hoping to improve student outcomes in reading and math. A couple of programs are 

considering ways to improve student retention and parent involvement (e.g., providing a wider 

range of student clubs and allowing more flexibility for parent conferences).   

Half of the programs described attending a meeting to discuss report findings; others 

disseminated information without a formal meeting to deliberate results.  

Evidence from Document Review 
Most of the reports included a few (often three to five) recommendations or opportunities for 

improvements based on the results. Many of the recommendations were programmatic; 
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however, a number of reports also discussed evaluation-related recommendations, such as 

suggested changes to methods of data collection and the type of data collected (particularly in 

cases where needed data were not collected or available).  

Finally, most of the reports did not discuss how the results will be used or shared. Only a small 

number of the reports mentioned a stakeholder team, or that results were shared or will be 

shared with any stakeholders. 

How can the Local Evaluation Manual be improved? 
The following recommendations are based on the findings from all three data sources. The next 

step in the revision of the Manual will be to meet with state program staff to determine which 

recommendations will be implemented in the Manual revisions. 

Create deliverable templates 
Programs are concerned that they are not submitting the appropriate information for the 

evaluation deliverables. Also, the document review shows that there is a wide variety in the 

quality and comprehensiveness of deliverables. In addition, it is important to obtain specific 

information regarding who wrote the report and how to contact the evaluator to answer 

questions. Consequently, templates that include questions that must be addressed should be 

included in the Manual. 

Include a discussion of process and outcome evaluation 
Although it is still important that the programs and the evaluator should conduct an evaluation 

that is customized to their specific program, after reviewing the year-end reports SRG believes 

that a more detailed description of the different types of evaluations that they can do should be 

included. The reports indicated that most programs are conducting process evaluations and 

adding some indicators of academic achievement. Programs need to do both and have more 

guidance concerning how to measure their Program Performance Objectives (PPOs). 

Move deliverable page to front of Manual 
Many program administrators were confused regarding when deliverables were due.  If the 

page describing the deliverables is moved to the front of the Manual it will be more visible. 
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Have programs submit the evaluator’s resume and be approved by ODE 
There is some evidence that a small number of programs are not choosing qualified 

evaluators. If ODE had to approve the evaluator, programs would all have experienced 

evaluators to guide them, resulting in more rigorous and effective evaluations. 

Define who qualifies as an external evaluator 
Some programs are choosing evaluators that are within their institution but not in their 

program. Discussions should be held to assist ODE in determining if this practice is 

acceptable. 

Include an example contract for programs to use when hiring an 
evaluator 

Several programs have requested an example contract that they can modify when hiring 

their evaluator.  

Require that each grant site(s) should have a separate deliverable 
document or at least a separate discussion of the findings for each grant 
site(s) within their year-end report 

Some programs are using a “one size fits all” format for their evaluations. Although there 

can be some common indicators across programs, it is important to customize the 

evaluation to a specific program. A more problematic issue is that some year-end reports 

combined data from all programs so that it is difficult to tell how any one of their grant 

sites is progressing. A related problem is that the same recommendations are reported for 

multiple grants and several of the recommendations are not correlated to the data findings. 

Finally, some programs with multiple sites are sending the same deliverables and just 

changing the grant number. In order to be the most effective, each grant should have their 

own evaluation, deliverables, and recommendations. 

Move resource links to end of appropriate sections 
Programs have requested more resource links that are separated by the evaluation activity. 

Another option is to include some very comprehensive federal program evaluation 

guidance that can help programs learn what possibilities are out there. 
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Assign someone to review and provide feedback to programs as they 
submit each report 

Although most programs are submitting appropriate deliverables, some submit inadequate 

documents. Sending a schedule of activities is not an evaluation plan and one table of 

percentages is not a year-end report. Although it is expected that the templates will help 

guide expectations, it is important that someone review the deliverables, submit feedback, 

and require programs to revise deliverables that are not acceptable. Along the same theme, 

once feedback is provided, programs should be required to revise their deliverable based 

on that feedback and resubmit for compliance. Another reason for this type of oversight is 

if deliverables include complete information these deliverables could be synthesized and 

reported for the state level evaluation. In the end, this review process will also assist 

programs to conduct more effective and usable local evaluations. 
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LOCAL EVALUATOR SURVEY 
Background 
Program Year Terminology 
Throughout this section of the report, programs are discussed as “years” to denote each 

program’s current grant year. For example, Year 1 (Y1) programs are in their first year of their 

grant (i.e., initial grant year was 2014-2015), whereas Year 2 (Y2) programs are in their second 

year of their grant (i.e., initial grant year was 2013-2014).  

Note that Y1 and Y2 programs were expected to use the Local Evaluation Manual in the current 

program year (i.e., 2014-2015), and Y2 programs were also expected to use the manual in the 

previous program year (i.e., 2013-2014).  

The table below summarizes the program terminology used in this report: 

TABLE 4. SUMMARY OF REPORT TERMINOLOGY 
Term Initial Grant Year Current Year of 

Grant 
Expectation of Manual 

Use 
Year 1 (Y1) 2014-2015 1st year 2014-2015 
Year 2 (Y2) 2013-2014 2nd year 2014-2015 & 2013-2014 
Year 3 (Y3) 2012-2013 3rd year Not Required 
Year 4 (Y4) 2011-2012 4th year Not Required 
Year 5 (Y5) 2010-2011 5th year Not Required 

Methodology 
Survey Administration 
The Local Evaluator Survey was a web-based survey fielded from December 15, 2014 to 

February 20, 2015. The survey was intended to be completed by the person who was most 

directly involved in guiding each program’s local evaluation for the 2013-2014 program year. 

For those programs in their first grant year, the survey requested that the individual most 

directly involved in currently guiding the local evaluation (i.e., for 2014-2015) complete the 

survey. 

SRG began collecting the names and contact information of those people at the conference held 

at Cherry Valley Lodge on September 19, 2014. On November 4, 2014 SRG sent out the first 

wave of emails requesting the contact information for the person most directly involved in 
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guiding the local evaluation. This email was sent to all program managers at the programs 

(grants) that had not previously provided this information. Ultimately, SRG was able to obtain 

the required information from 233 programs (grants). 

Response Rates 
Of the 233 total programs, 198 completed the survey, resulting in an overall response rate of 85 

percent. Year 3 programs had the highest response rate at 90 percent and Year 4 programs had 

the lowest response rate at 71 percent.  

Because different grants could use the same local evaluator (i.e., hire the same research 

professional), it was possible for a single evaluator to complete the survey for multiple grant 

programs. Indeed, the 198 responding programs consisted of 73 unique respondents, with 42 of 

the responding local evaluators only having one program and 31 of the responding local 

evaluators having multiple programs. The most grants any one evaluator was responsible for 

was 30. 

TABLE 5. RESPONSE RATES 
 Total # 

Responding 
Total # 

Programs 
Response Rate 

Year 1 (Y1) 50 58 86.2% 
Year 2 (Y2) 38 45 84.4% 
Year 3 (Y3) 62 69 90.0% 
Year 4 (Y4) 10 14 71.4% 
Year 5 (Y5) 38 47 80.9% 
Total 198 233 85.0% 

 

Rigor of Local Evaluations Conducted in 2013-2014 
There are five primary recommendations identified in the 21st CCLC Local Evaluation Manual. 

These include assembling a stakeholder team (which is recommended to meet at least three 

times throughout the program year), hiring a local evaluator, generating a logic model, 

developing an evaluation plan, and submitting formal evaluation reports each year. These 

guidelines are fundamental to conducting any rigorous local program evaluation. As such, 

following these recommendations, regardless of Manual use, is one indication of the quality of a 

program’s local evaluation.  
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A Focus on Year 2 
Overall, Y2 was generally successful in following the Local Evaluation Manual guidelines for 

the 2013-2014 program year. All 38 responding Y2 programs conducted a local evaluation last 

year, with 95 percent saying they also plan on conducting another local evaluation this year. All 

responding programs developed a logic model and a written evaluation plan, and the majority 

had a stakeholder team, hired an external local evaluator, generated a formal report of findings, 

and formally presented evaluation findings to their stakeholder team. 

Additionally, the Manual was widely used among Y2 programs. Most of Y2 programs (87%), 

which were expected to use the Manual, reported using it for their 2013-2014 local evaluation. 

Furthermore, nearly all (95%) said they had a copy of the Manual.   

Stakeholder Team 
Nearly three-quarters of Y2 programs (74%) assembled a stakeholder team last year, with 64 

percent of those teams meeting at least three times. When considering who was on the 

stakeholder team, Y2 programs were most likely to have evaluation staff and 21st CCLC 

program staff on their teams (82% and 79% of programs, respectively), followed by school 

principals and community partners (75% and 71% of programs, respectively).  

Local Evaluator 
Most Y2 programs (63%) hired an external local evaluator, with approximately a third (34%) 

using 21st CCLC program personnel to conduct the local evaluation. Generally, the local 

evaluators for most programs had appropriate education and experience. For nearly all 

programs (95%), the local evaluator had at least a 4-year college degree and approximately 

three-quarters (76%) held a graduate degree. In addition, almost 60 percent of Y2 programs 

(58%) used a professional evaluator/researcher.  

When asked how much Y2 programs will pay their local evaluators in the current (2014-2015) 

program year, nearly a third (32%) reported paying their between $7,501 and $10,000. Nearly 

half (47%) are paying their evaluators $5,000 or less, with almost a quarter (24%) paying their 

evaluator $2,500 or less. 

Logic Model & Evaluation Plan 
All responding Y2 programs developed a logic model and a written evaluation plan. Evaluation 

staff and 21st CCLC staff were most likely to be involved in the development of the evaluation 
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plan (79% and 74% of programs, respectively). Most Y2 programs (87%) developed specific 

research questions that guided their local evaluation. 

Seventy percent of Y2 programs that had developed specific evaluation questions had questions 

addressing whether the program was meeting grant goals and/or Program Performance 

Objectives (PPO). Over a third (36%) of Y2 programs had evaluation questions that addressed 

the types of program improvements or changes the program should be implementing. Over a 

quarter (27%) of the Y2 programs developed evaluation questions addressing whether 

attendees and parents and families were satisfied with the program. Another evaluation 

question many (24%) programs developed was whether the program was serving the intended 

population. 

Local Evaluation Methodology  
Y2 programs utilized a variety of methods to obtain evaluation data about their program from 

five specific stakeholder groups (parents, program staff, students, community partners, and 

daytime school teachers). 

To gather information from or about parents, Y2 programs were most likely to use satisfaction 

surveys (90%) and surveys asking about parents’ perceptions of academic growth (82%), as 

compared to other methods. To gather information from or about program staff, Y2 programs 

tended to conduct informal discussions with staff (66%), observations of staff and student 

interactions (66%), and staff satisfaction surveys (61%). To gather information from or about 

students, Y2 programs were most likely to review students’ grades (84%) and standardized test 

scores (82%) and conduct surveys assessing perceptions of academic growth (82%) and 

satisfaction (76%). Similar to program staff, Y2 programs tended to gather information from or 

about community partners using informal discussions (61%), observations of partner and 

student interactions (34%), and satisfaction surveys (32%), as compared to other methods. To 

gather information from or about daytime school teachers, Y2 programs were most likely to 

review PPICS teacher survey data (63%), but also tended to conduct surveys assessing 

perceptions of academic growth (47%) and satisfaction (29%).  

Overall, programs were somewhat more likely to gather information from or about parents, 

program staff, and students, as compared to community partners and daytime school teachers. 

About one-sixth of Y2 programs indicated that they did not collect any data from or about 
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community partners (16%) or daytime school teachers (16%), whereas only five percent of 

programs did not collect data from or about parents and program staff; all programs collected 

data from or about students. 

When asked what challenges they encountered with last year’s local evaluation, the most 

frequent responses included understanding what ODE required for evaluation and reports, the 

lack of templates to follow, learning how to collect data or to collect the appropriate data (e.g., 

survey data, day school assessment info, etc.), and finding time to conduct evaluation activities 

to be challenging.  

Dissemination and Impact of Local Evaluation Findings 
The majority of Y2 programs generated a formal report of evaluation findings (68%) and 

formally presented last year’s evaluation findings to their stakeholder team (63%). It was also 

somewhat common for programs to discuss the local evaluation findings in both informal (47%) 

and formal (40%) settings.  

Y2 programs were most likely to share the results of last year’s evaluation with 21st CCLC 

program staff (79%) and with ODE staff (74%), although a majority of programs also informed 

the stakeholder team (63%), school principal (53%), and other schools administrators (53%) of 

the local evaluation findings.  

One of the key purposes of local evaluation is to use the results for program improvement. By 

far, the most common modification Y2 programs made following last year’s local evaluation 

involved programming, with the majority of programs making changes to their programming. 

Over two-thirds of Y2 programs (68%) reported altering their program offerings as a result of 

the local evaluation findings. Other less common changes involved communication among 

program staff (37%) and outreach to parents (34%). 

When asked what the most important finding was from their program evaluation, 

representatives from 32% of Y2 programs said assessing students’ academic improvement or 

decline. Nearly a quarter (24%) responded that conducting assessments to identify areas of 

programming that need improvement or identifying areas where programing was not aligned 

to goals and objectives was their most important finding. Additionally, 21 percent reported that 

assessing issues pertaining to attendance and participation was the most important finding. 
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A Focus on Y3-Y5  
In the 2013-2014 program year, 91 percent of responding Y3-Y5 programs conducted a local 

evaluation, with most (90%) saying they plan on conducting another local evaluation this year 

(2014-2015). Among those programs that did not conduct a formal local evaluation last year, 

most (70%) did conduct some form of assessment activity; the most commonly mentioned was a 

review of the academic performance of program participants. A few also conducted student 

assessment surveys, staff or community partner surveys, or held informal discussions with day 

school teachers.  

Despite not being required to use the Local Evaluation Manual as a guide, almost half (47%) of 

Y3-Y5 programs reported using it for their 2013-2014 local evaluations. Although a small 

percentage of Y3-Y5 programs reported not being aware that the manual existed (10%), the 

large majority (84%) indicated that they have a copy of the manual. 

Overall, Y3-Y5 programs were reasonably successful in following the guidelines for the 2013-

2014 program year. The local evaluations of programs using the Manual, however, appear 

somewhat more rigorous. Y3-Y5 programs using the Manual were more likely to follow the 

recommendations and assemble a stakeholder team, hold at least three stakeholder meetings, 

hire an evaluator not associated with the 21st CCLC program, develop a logic model, develop 

specific evaluation questions, and share results through formal reports and through formal 

presentations to their stakeholder team. 

Stakeholder Team 
Over three-quarters of Y3-Y5 programs (78%) assembled a stakeholder team last year, with two-

thirds (66%) of those teams meeting at least three times. Compared to those Y3-Y5 programs 

that did not use the Local Evaluation Manual, those using the Manual were more likely to 

assemble a stakeholder team (NU: 67%, U: 91%) that met at least three times (NU: 30%, U: 

90%).2 

Generally, stakeholder teams for Y3-Y5 programs consisted of 21st CCLC program staff (89%) 

and community partners (81%), which is comparatively more than those of Y2. Y3-Y5 manual 

users, however, were more likely than non-users to have evaluation staff (U: 78%, NU: 15%), 

                                                   
2 NU = those not using the Local Evaluation Manual; U = those using the Local Evaluation Manual. 
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school principals (U: 76%, NU: 46%), other school administrators (U: 81%, NU: 42%), and 

community partners (U: 90%, NU: 65%) on their stakeholder team. 

Local Evaluator 
Approximately half of all Y3-Y5 programs (53%) hired an external local evaluator, with 47 

percent using 21st CCLC program personnel to conduct the local evaluation.  

Similar to Y2, the majority of local evaluators for Y3-Y5 programs had at least a 4-year college 

degree (92%), although a smaller percentage had graduate degrees (59%). Y3-Y5 programs were 

most likely to use a professional evaluator/researcher (50%), although 29 percent had a local 

evaluation conducted by someone with no formal evaluation experience.  

Y3-Y5 programs that used the Manual in last year’s evaluation were more likely to hire an 

evaluator who was not associated with the 21st CCLC program (U: 78%, NU: 37%) and who was 

a professional researcher/evaluator (U: 63%, NU: 45%). Interestingly, however, programs that 

did not use the Local Evaluation Manual were more likely to have an evaluator with a post 

graduate degree (NU: 88%, U: 33%). 

When asked how much Y3-Y5 programs will pay their local evaluators in the current (2014-

2015) program year, nearly a third (32%) reported paying their evaluator $5,000 or less, with 

over 20 percent (22%) paying $2,500 or less. Only 17 percent will pay their local evaluator 

between $7,501 and $10,000. Those Y3-Y5 programs that used the Manual in the previous (2013-

2014) program year generally indicated that they will be paying their evaluators more, relative 

those that did not use the manual. Nearly a third of programs that used the Manual in 2013-

2014 (33%) will pay their evaluator between $7,501 and $10,000 in the current (2014-2015) 

program year, whereas none of the programs that did not use the Manual will be paying that 

amount. In fact, over half of programs that didn’t use the Manual in the previous program year 

(55%) refused to say how much they will be paying their evaluator this year and approximately 

a quarter (23%) reported paying their evaluators $2,500 or less. 

Logic Model & Evaluation Plan 
Although only a little over half of responding Y3-Y5 programs (56%) developed a logic model 

last year, the vast majority (92%) created and a written evaluation plan and most (72%) 

developed specific research questions that guided their local evaluation. 
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When asked what the program specific evaluation questions were, almost a quarter (24%) of Y3-

Y5 programs that reported having developed specific evaluation questions did not provide 

them.  Nearly half (49%) of Y3-Y5 programs that had developed specific evaluation questions 

had questions addressing whether the program was meeting grant goals and/or PPOs. Nearly a 

third (31%) of Y3-Y5 programs had evaluation questions that addressed whether attendees and 

parents and families were satisfied with the program. Additionally, 23 percent reporting having 

questions addressing what kinds of program improvements and changes should be 

implemented and 23 percent reported having questions addressing whether the programs had 

quality partners and how to go about creating the right partnerships. Only 18 percent of Y3-Y5 

programs reported evaluation questions that specifically addressed assessing academic 

proficiency in the evaluation questions they developed.  

Compared to those programs in Y3-Y5 programs that used the Local Evaluation Manual, 

however, those not using the manual were much less likely to develop a logic model (U: 93%, 

NU: 22%). Although programs not using the Manual were somewhat more likely to develop a 

written evaluation plan (NU: 98%, U: 87%), programs that didn’t use the Manual were less 

likely to develop specific evaluation questions that guided their local evaluation (NU: 56%, U: 

87%). 

Generally, 21st CCLC staff were more likely than evaluation staff to be involved in the 

development of the evaluation plan (85% and 62% of programs, respectively). Y3-Y5 Manual 

users, however, were more likely to involve individuals not associated with the 21st CCLC 

program in developing the program’s local evaluation plan, including evaluation staff (U: 90%, 

NU: 45%), school principals (U: 36%, NU: 0%), other school administrators (U: 49%, NU: 8%), 

and community partners (U: 49%, NU: 5%). 

Local Evaluation Methodology  
Programs utilized a variety of methods to obtain evaluation data about their program from five 

specific stakeholder groups (parents, program staff, students, community partners, and daytime 

school teachers). 

To gather information from or about parents, Y3-Y5 programs were most likely to use 

satisfaction surveys (84%), but also tended to collect information by administering surveys 

asking about parents’ perceptions of academic growth (62%) and by having informal 
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discussions (61%). Those programs using the Manual were more likely than non-users to collect 

information from or about parents through perceptions of academic growth surveys (U: 76%, 

NU: 49%), observation (U: 57%, NU: 34%), focus group or group interviews (U: 20%, NU: 0%), 

and satisfaction surveys (U: 89%, NU: 73%). 

To gather information from or about program staff, Y3-Y5 programs tended to conduct informal 

discussions with staff (74%), observations of staff and student interactions (71%), and staff 

satisfaction surveys (58%). Y3-Y5 programs using the Manual were somewhat more likely than 

non-users to collect information from programming satisfaction surveys (U: 61%, NU: 49%), 

formal individual interviews (U: 17%, NU: 5%), and observation (U: 78%, NU: 59%). 

To gather information from or about students, Y3-Y5 programs were most likely to review 

students’ grades (90%) and standardized test scores (92%) and conduct surveys assessing 

perceptions of academic growth (71%) and satisfaction (82%). Y3-Y5 programs using the 

Manual were much more likely to collect information from or about students through 

assessment data from computer software (U: 83%, NU: 46%), although non-users were 

somewhat more likely to collect student information from student grades (NU: 95%, U: 85%). 

Similar to program staff, Y3-Y5 programs tended to gather information from or about 

community partners using informal discussions (69%), observations of partner and student 

interactions (44%), and satisfaction surveys (22%), as compared to other methods. Y3-Y5 

programs using the Manual were also much more likely to collect information from or about 

community partners through informal discussions (U: 80%, NU: 56%) and observation (U: 57%, 

NU: 37%), although non-users were more likely to information using formal individual 

interviews (NU: 20%, U: 7%).  

To gather information from or about daytime school teachers, Y3-Y5 programs were most likely 

to review PPICS teacher survey data (73%), but also tended to conduct surveys assessing 

perceptions of academic growth (63%) and satisfaction (54%). Y3-Y5 programs using the 

Manual were more likely to collect information from or about daytime school teachers through 

informal discussions (U: 48%, NU: 34%) and formal interviews (U: 11%, NU: 0%), although non-

users were more likely to information using observations (NU: 34%, U: 9%) and PPICS Teacher 

Survey data (NU: 83%, U: 67%). 
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Y3-Y5 programs were somewhat more likely to gather information from or about parents, 

program staff, and students, as compared to community partners and daytime school teachers. 

Whereas about five percent or less of programs did not collect data from or about parents (2%) 

and program staff (5%), a larger percentage of programs indicated that they did not collect any 

data from or about community partners (14%) or daytime school teachers (8%); all programs 

collected student data. Generally, Y3-Y5 programs that did not use the Manual were more likely 

to not have collected data, especially for community partners. Nearly a quarter of Y3-Y5 

programs that didn’t use the Manual collected no information about their community partners, 

compared to the seven percent of programs that did use it (NU: 24%, U: 7%). 

When asked about the challenges programs had encountered with last year’s local evaluation, 

representatives of only 18 (16%) of the Y3-Y5 programs responded, with 39 percent of those 

indicating that finding time to conduct evaluation activities was a challenge. A third of these 

responders reported that collecting appropriate data (or learning how to do so) was a challenge. 

Additionally, three (17%) program representatives reported they had evaluator-related issues, 

which included having a poor evaluator, having to switch evaluators due to family issues, and 

finding the funding to hire an evaluator. 

Dissemination and Impact of Local Evaluation Findings 
Over half of Y3-Y5 programs generated a formal report of evaluation findings (56%) and 69 

percent of programs formally presented last year’s evaluation findings to their stakeholder 

team. Y3-Y5 programs that used the Local Evaluation Manual were more likely to share local 

evaluation results through formal reports (U: 67%, NU: 49%) and formal presentations to their 

stakeholder team (U: 83%, NU: 63%), whereas non-users were more likely to share results 

through informal discussions (NU: 76%, U: 52%) and public marketing (NU: 12%, U: 2%). 

Y3-Y5 programs were most likely to share the results of last year’s evaluation with 21st CCLC 

program staff (93%) and with their stakeholder team (69%), although a majority of programs 

also informed the school principal (64%), other schools administrators (64%), community 

partner (59%), and parents (53%) of the local evaluation findings.  

Comparatively, programs that used the Manual were more likely to share results of last year’s 

local evaluation with ODE staff (U: 59%, NU: 24%), school principals (U: 80%, NU: 46%), and 

their stakeholder team (U: 83%, NU: 59%). Conversely, Y3-Y5 programs that did not use the 
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Manual were more likely to share results with parents (NU: 63%, U: 46%), daytime school 

teachers (NU: 46%, U: 39%), and students (NU: 32%, U: 20%). 

Local evaluation is intended to provide information that should be used for program 

improvement. By far, the most common change programs made following last year’s local 

evaluation involved programming, with the majority of Y3-Y5 programs making changes to 

their programming. Nearly two-thirds of Y3-Y5 programs (65%) reported altering their program 

offerings as a result of the local evaluation findings. Other less common changes involved use of 

community partners (39%) and communication among program staff (33%). 

Following the results of last year’s local evaluation, Y3-Y5 programs that used the Local 

Evaluation Manual were much more likely to make changes to communication with daytime 

teachers (U: 39%, NU: 10%), with parents (U: 30%, NU: 2%), and among program staff (U: 39%, 

NU: 20%) as well as making changed to outreach to parents (U: 30%, NU: 7%). Non-users, 

however, were somewhat more likely to make changes to funding distribution (NU: 24%, U: 

7%) and personnel (NU: 22%, U: 2%). 

When asked what the most important findings were from last year’s program evaluation, 

representatives of 71 programs (65%) responded, with 41 percent of those indicating assessing 

academic improvement (or decline) was their most important finding. Thirty percent reported 

that assessing issues pertaining to attendance or participation was their most important finding. 

Nearly a quarter (23%) reported that their most important finding was assessing the impact of 

attendance in the program on academic performance. Seventeen percent of responding Y3-Y5 

programs reported that assessing the program’s progress towards grant goals, outcomes, PPOs 

or whether goals were their most important findings. Additionally, 13 percent of programs 

reported that assessing participant or family satisfaction or family engagement was their most 

important finding. 
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TABLE 6. PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDING Y2-Y5 PROGRAMS THAT FOLLOWED LOCAL EVALUATION MANUAL 
GUIDELINES  

Activity Conducted In 2013-2014 Program Year Y2 Y3-Y5 
Conducted Local Evaluation 100% 91% 
Assembled Stakeholder Team 74% 78% 
Met with Stakeholder Team 3+ Times3 64% 66% 
Hired an External Evaluator 63% 53% 
Developed a Logic Model 100% 56% 
Developed an Evaluation Plan 100% 92% 
Generated Formal Report of Findings 68% 56% 
Formally Presented Findings to Stakeholder Team 63% 69% 

 

Progress of Y1 Programs’ 2014-2015 Local Evaluations 
At the time the survey was conducted, Y1 programs were making good progress in conducting 

a local evaluation for 2014-2015 program year. Most of Y1 programs, who were expected to use 

the Local Evaluation Manual, said they have a copy of the manual (94%) and the majority (80%) 

also report that they are using the Manual in conducting their local evaluations this year.  

Several of those who reported not using the Manual stated they have developed their own 

internal evaluation manual or plan. Others stated they are using other outside evaluation 

resources such as academic sources or other evaluation tools they have found. 

By survey fielding time, nearly all had finished developing a logic model (94%) and an 

evaluation plan (98%). In addition, most of the Y1 programs (88%) had generated specific 

evaluation questions to guide the local evaluation. Furthermore, the majority of the responding 

Y1 programs had already assembled a stakeholder team (82%) at the time the survey was 

conducted, with nearly all of remaining programs in the process of doing so (16%).  

The evaluation questions developed by Y1 programs tended to be more specific than those 

reported by Y3-Y5 programs. While a few Y1 programs had evaluation question that broadly 

asked if the program was meeting its goals and objectives, most (84%) had more specific 

evaluation questions such as: what is the impact of the program of student academic 

achievement? (55%), what is the impact of the program of youth development? (39%), are 

parents engaged in the program and attending family programming? (61%), does the program 

                                                   
3 Asked only of those who reported having a Stakeholder Team 
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have to appropriate community linkages and partners? (29%), what improvements should be 

made to the program? (29%), and what challenges or barriers is the program facing? (26%). 

Among those few Y1 programs that had not developed specific evaluation questions, most were 

able to provide the specific areas of focus the program would be concentrating efforts on for 

their local evaluation. These included ensuring program goals, assessments, and outcomes are 

aligned; program refinement to best serve participants; understanding the needs of the 

participants and families they are serving; and identifying the programs strengths and 

weaknesses. 

Y1 programs seem to be employing well-qualified local evaluators with appropriate research 

methods training and experience. Nearly all had finished identifying a local evaluator (96%) at 

the time the survey was conducted. The majority of Y1 programs hired an external local 

evaluator who was not 21st CCLC program personnel (76%). All responding Y1 programs used 

an evaluator with at least a 4-year college degree, with two-thirds hiring a local evaluator with a 

post-graduate degree (66%). In addition, most employed a professional evaluator/researcher 

(80%). Only two percent responded that their local evaluator had no formal evaluation training.  

Given the level of education and experience of the local evaluators used by Y1 programs, it is 

not particularly surprising that over half of Y1 programs (56%) reported paying their local 

evaluator between $7,501 and $10,000 this year (2014-2015), although 12 percent reported 

paying their evaluator $2,500 or less. Nevertheless, a larger percentage of Y1 programs were 

paying their local evaluators $7,501-$10,000 or more, as compared to Y2-Y5 programs.  

Improving the Local Evaluation Manual 
Based on the survey results, several potential areas for improvement were identified for the 

Local Evaluation manual. This section provides a brief summary of those areas.  

Perceptions of the Manual 
The Local Evaluation Manual was received relatively positively, especially by those programs 

that used the Manual in the 2013-2014 program year. The large majority of programs that had 

the Local Evaluation Manual agreed that it was useful (89%) and was easy to understand (90%), 

and nearly three-quarters agreed that it was comprehensive (74%) and provided clear directions 

(74%). About a fifth, however, disagreed that the Manual was comprehensive (18%), suggesting 
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that the Manual may benefit from offering additional guidance to programs regarding local 

evaluation. 

Y2-Y5 programs that used the manual in 2013-2014 reported more positive attitudes about the 

Local Evaluation Manual. Using a 5-point agreement scale, programs that used the Manual 

were, on average, more likely to agree that it was useful (U: 3.98, NU: 3.77), was easy to 

understand (U: 4.00, NU: 3.87), was comprehensive (U: 3.81, NU: 2.90), and provided clear 

directions (U: 3.86, NU: 3.42).  

Existing Evaluation Challenges 
By assessing programs’ evaluation challenges and attitudes, the survey further helps to identify 

potential areas for which Manual improvements may be particularly impactful.   

Difficulty of Evaluation 
On average, Y2-Y5 programs reported having the most difficulty with collecting data and 

holding stakeholder team meetings and the least difficulty with hiring an evaluator, developing 

a logic model, and using the evaluation results for program improvement. On a 5-point scale 

ranging from Not at All Difficult (1) to Very Difficult (5), the average ratings were highest for 

collecting data (2.58) and holding stakeholder team meetings (2.76). Conversely, average ratings 

of difficulty were lowest for hiring an evaluator (1.53), developing a logic model (1.97), and 

using the evaluation results for program improvement (1.96).  

Y2-Y5 programs that used the Local Evaluation Manual in 2013-2014 generally reported less 

difficulty with collecting data, finding time for evaluation, and generating ODE reports, as 

compared to those programs that did not. Y2-Y5 programs that used the Manual had lower 

average ratings of difficulty for finding time to conduct an evaluation (U: 2.10, NU: 2.68), 

collecting data (U: 2.52, NU: 2.75), and generating ODE evaluation reports (U: 2.29, NU: 2.46). 

Attitudes about Evaluation 
There were generally positive attitudes about evaluation, although programs also noted that 

evaluation can be time-consuming and complicated. Nearly all programs agreed that program 

evaluation was beneficial (99%) and helped with program improvement (98%). A majority also 

agreed, however, that program was evaluation is time-consuming (77%) and complicated (62%). 

In addition, almost a third of programs (32%) agreed that conducting program evaluation was 
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expensive. Few programs agreed that evaluation was used to decrease funding (2%), identify 

faults (2%), and was of no value (1%).  

Despite the generally positive attitudes regarding evaluation, those Y2-Y5 programs that 

reported not using the Local Evaluation Manual had slightly more negative attitudes, as 

compared to those programs that used the manual in the 2013-2014 program year. Using a 5-

point agreement scale, programs that didn’t use the manual were, on average, more likely to 

agree that “Results of evaluations are used to decreased funding for programs” (NU: 1.84, U: 

1.41), “Evaluators are just looking for faults” (NU: 1.56, U: 1.34), “Evaluation doesn’t capture 

how a program is really doing” (NU: 2.96, U: 2.00), and “Money spent conducting evaluations 

would be better used on programming” (NU: 2.18, U: 1.77). 

Desired Improvements 
Programs were asked to rate how helpful adding various types of information to the manual 

would be, using a 5-point scale ranging from “Would Not be Helpful at All” (1) to “Would be 

Very Helpful” (5). Mean ratings indicated that the information generally perceived to be most 

helpful if added to the manual involved clarifying expectations of the reports required by ODE 

(mid-year report = 3.77; year-end reports = 3.76) and enhancing understanding of the local 

evaluation process (3.56). Potential information generally perceived to be least helpful included 

adding more details about hiring an external evaluator (2.95) and understanding what 

evaluator characteristics are desirable (3.07). 

Indeed, when asked to describe what improvements would make the Local Evaluation Manual 

more useful representatives of 46 programs gave responses. Of those, 39 percent said the 

Manual should include details about ODE’s expectations for evaluation. Over a quarter (26%) 

said they would like more details, examples, templates, assessment tools to be provided and 11 

percent said they would like information about evaluation specifically connected to the grant 

PPO’s and outcomes. Also of interest, about 9 percent said they would like to see training 

sessions for first year evaluators, resource sharing among evaluators, or a place for FAQs to be 

provided. 
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INTENSIVE CASE STUDIES 
Six Year 2 grants (awarded in 2013-2014) were randomly chosen for intensive investigation 

regarding their local evaluation activities and how results were used. Final decisions regarding 

the criteria for inclusion in the case study were determined following discussions with ODE 

program staff. Case studies included: 

• Interviews with program administrators 

• Interviews with stakeholder team members 

• Interviews with evaluators 

• Review of Evaluator Survey results 

• Review of evaluation deliverables 

The six intensive case studies were conducted in late winter through early spring. This section 

presents a cross case analysis highlighting the similarities and differences among each site and a 

detailed description of the findings for each case study site. 

Cross-case Summary 
Most of the six programs included in this case study serve only one or two sites (except one 

program which serves seven sites, four of which are funded through the 21st Century Learning 

Centers Grant).  None of the sites analyzed in the case study served more than one hundred 

students; the highest population served had eighty seven students regularly attending.  

All but one program served elementary students; two programs also served middle school 

students, while one program did not serve elementary school students but concentrated on 

middle and high school students. All programs targeted at-risk or economically disadvantaged 

students with the majority of students receiving free or reduced lunches. One program served a 

population consisting almost exclusively of Latino and Somali ESL students. 

Four of the six programs discussed increasing math and reading proficiency. All programs 

reported some sort of youth development as one of their program goals. Other common 

program goals included parent engagement and general academic enrichment activities 

differing across programs.  
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All of the case study sites conducted a program evaluation during the 2013-14 school year. With 

the exception of one program, evaluators had past experience conducting some form of 

evaluation. Two programs’ evaluators have many years of experience conducting evaluation of 

educational programs. In fact, one evaluator is currently conducting evaluations of 40 21st 

Century Learning Center funded programs located in Indiana. Other evaluators gave less 

specific descriptions of their past experience in conducting evaluations. Evaluators from three of 

the six programs hold a higher education degree; all but one evaluator have at least a four year 

degree. Four evaluators had previous interaction with the program or school district in varying 

capacities before being hired to conduct the program evaluation.  

Evaluation Design 
Half of the programs already had some evaluation elements in place before the beginning of the 

grant. Evaluation processes across sites were similar; all programs used existing academic 

assessments and data collected by school districts in their evaluations. No evaluators discussed 

developing instruments to collect data specific to program needs during the 2013-14 school 

year; one evaluator discussed creating a new survey instrument to capture relevant data in the 

following year’s evaluation process. Five programs administered surveys to individuals 

involved in the after school program, with some administering to several parties (i.e., parents, 

staff, and students).  

Evaluators across programs reported conducting either observations of program activities or 

general site visits. All program evaluators describe observations or interviews conducted as 

informal, without specifying whether a formal observation protocol was used. One program 

described informal observation and interviews being conducted and mentioned performing 

formal interviews with staff members; another conducted a focus group or group interview 

with parents. Four programs conducted informal interviews or discussions with either students, 

parents, teachers, or community partners. Two programs conducted formal interviews with 

staff.  

Lack of appropriate data to answer evaluation questions was a common barrier across sites. 

Other barriers were specific to individual programs. Cooperation and communication between 

evaluators and program administrators and timely data collection were mentioned as successful 

aspects of three program evaluations. 
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Administrator/Stakeholder Involvement   
Program administrators were commonly the most involved in communicating with the 

evaluator and overseeing the evaluation process. Individual programs named program 

coordinators, executive administrators, and grant coordinators as key overseers; several sites 

mentioned principals involved in the process to a lesser degree. Two sites were overseen by 

administrators involved in the writing of their respective sites’ 21st CCLC grant proposals. 

Only one program reported not having a stakeholder committee in place. That program had 

two committees established prior to the grant implementation similar in nature to a stakeholder 

committee; these committees have responsibilities beyond assisting with the 21st CCLC grant. 

The majority of stakeholders saw program assistance as their primary role. Member 

backgrounds varied by site, with all committees including program staff and most with parents 

and other community partners involved.  

Stakeholders had varying involvement in the evaluation process. No committees were involved 

in every aspect of the evaluation and most committees were only moderately utilized in an 

advisory capacity throughout evaluations. Most stakeholders interviewed had participated in 

discussions on report findings. 

Document Review 
All but one of the programs developed and submitted an evaluation plan to ODE. The 

remaining program turned in a similar half page document, titled “Assessment/Evaluation 

Calendar.” The length of evaluation plan documents ranged from a half page to five pages.  

The year-end reports submitted by three programs included results from multiple 21st CCLC 

funded sites. One report lumped information from six grants together in certain sections, while 

disaggregating results in other sections, including student characteristics and 

survey/assessment outcomes for individual grants. Another program’s year-end report 

included information on four grant sites, with an executive summary, followed by separate 

sections on each grant site. A third program provided an overview of the four sites it serves 

(with just two of them being 21st CCLC grant recipients), followed by distinct graphs and tables 

showcasing evaluation findings and including a written interpretation of results by site. While 

all programs submitted a year-end report, the reports varied in length, with some reports being 
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shorter as they only covered the evaluation results from a single site. However, sections on each 

site ranged from two to ten pages in length. 

All but one of the reports had little or no information on the evaluation process and 

methodology used. In four of the six reports, evidence was lacking and was insufficient to 

support certain outcomes. Lack of detail and clarity regarding results made some reports 

unclear, while other reports included easy to read graphs with written interpretations and 

evidence to support conclusions. Two reports did not include a section on program 

recommendations. Additionally, the number of students included in survey and assessment 

analysis was not included in either report. 

Program Improvement  
Many programs found the information from the mid-year report helpful. Information generally 

included highlighting program strengths and weaknesses. Recommendations varied across 

sites, usually involving some form of program improvement with increased focus on 

programming elements (e.g., increased focus on math and reading); two programs did not 

implement any program changes as a result of mid-year recommendations.  

Satisfaction with year-end reports ranged widely. Half of the programs reported plans to 

implement new data collection methods or develop new instruments to capture specific 

evidence as a result of the report findings. Most programs are making changes to academic 

programming for the 2014-15 school year, hoping to improve student outcomes. Changes made 

to the evaluation were predominantly data related, as several programs had issues capturing 

meaningful information relating to specific program activities. Some programs discussed 

having to adapt data collection methods because of new state testing. One program is hoping to 

do comparison group analysis of students to determine possible differences in students who 

attend the program and those not attending in their 2014-2015 evaluation. Subsequent analysis 

of data from these new collection methods will help with implementation of program 

improvements. A couple of programs are considering ways to improve student retention and 

parent involvement.  
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Local Evaluation Manual Use 
Two programs used the Local Evaluation Manual minimally while other programs relied more 

heavily on the manual to varying degrees. Generally the Manual was found to be helpful in 

aiding the evaluation process and staying on track with ODE expectations. Experienced 

evaluators relied less on the Manual for clarification of evaluation methods but still thought the 

manual was a useful reference. Administrators understood evaluation as a result of information 

provided in the manual.  

Four of the programs used the Manual as a guideline when hiring an external evaluator, while 

the remaining two did not because they either had already hired an evaluator or interviewees 

were not involved in the hiring process and therefore did not need to use the manual. 

Respondents indicated that the Local Evaluation Manual was key in the development of 

evaluation components. More detailed clarification of ODE report expectations was desired 

along with samples or templates of what should be included in reports. Respondents wanted 

more explanations of effective data capture methods and ways of using outcomes for program 

improvement, as well as supplemental resources to guide programs through development.  
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Individual Case Studies 
Case Study: Columbus State (#6911) 
Columbus State provides four afterschool programs, two of which are 21st Century Community 

Learning Center grant recipients. The program that is the focus of this case study is 

implemented in an elementary school that focuses on ESL students grades 1-4. The program 

works toward academic growth, family engagement and assistance, and student resiliency. 

Improving reading and math skills is a particular focus, as well as providing students with field 

trips and providing parent-oriented programming. The program has 46 regular attendees, the 

large majority of whom qualify for free or reduced lunch and are of Latino or Somali 

background.   

The program’s evaluator currently conducts evaluations of 40 other 21st CLCC grantees located 

in Indiana and has 15 years of evaluation experience with the 21st CLCC Program. The 

evaluator, who has a Ph.D. in Health Psychology, is a university faculty member who teaches 

courses on performance measurement and evaluation. The program director contacted the 

evaluator directly to take part in the evaluation. Between $5,001-7,500 was paid to the evaluator 

for conducting the 2013-14 school year evaluation.  

Evaluation Design 
Data collected for the evaluation included student assessment data from computer programs, 

student grades, standardized test scores, PPCIS teacher survey data, recorded volunteer hours, 

surveys administered to both students and parents regarding program satisfaction and 

academic growth, staff interviews, observations of student activities, informal discussions with 

parents, and informal discussions with community partners. The evaluator attempted a 

comprehensive approach to the evaluation, trying to ensure all expectations for the evaluation 

were met. The evaluator discussed the necessity of a comprehensive approach as evaluation 

expectations from the state are somewhat unclear.  

A particular challenge to this site’s evaluation was that this program already had an existing 

evaluation plan and logic model. The program administrators found this preexisting plan to be 

beneficial and effective; as such, hiring an external evaluator was perceived as somewhat 

redundant. Further, the evaluator agreed that there were already sound processes in place for 

evaluation and data collection, and that they only needed to analyze the data collected by the 
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program and write a report. This year, the evaluator and administrators are attempting to make 

the evaluator’s role more constructive by comparing student groups attending and not 

attending the after-school program.  

Principal and Administrator Involvement   
The program site’s principal could not be reached regarding involvement in the local evaluation 

process. The program administrator found the Local Evaluation Manual helpful when hiring an 

evaluator and was satisfied with the evaluator. Since the program administrator was satisfied 

with the program’s preexisting logic model and evaluation plan, the Local Evaluation Manual 

was not utilized for the creation of either.  

The site administrator was not involved in hiring the local evaluator. As discussed previously, 

the logic model and evaluation plan for this program were already in place. The site 

administrator indicated that the Local Evaluation Manual served as a helpful reference guide 

for the program; the Manual was used to affirm that the logic model and evaluation plan were 

in line with what was being asked by ODE. The site administrator was not satisfied with the 

local evaluator, because the evaluator was hired solely to report on the pre-established 

evaluation the program had been conducting and no new information was garnered from the 

reports generated. 

Stakeholder Involvement  
The stakeholder committee for this site included teachers, the site principal, two parent liaisons 

fluent in Spanish and Somali, a parent advisor, reading and literacy coaches, and program staff. 

The stakeholder committee’s role was to assist in assuring that the program was staying on 

track with its grant goals. Stakeholder meetings entailed discussing program sustainably, 

programming issues as they arose, and the subsequent action to be taken regarding any issues. 

Programming, community, and school updates were typically shared, as well as information or 

updates on data that was being collected and resultant reports. The stakeholder committee was 

not involved in hiring the evaluator, reviewing or creating the logic model or in creating or 

reviewing the evaluation plan. The evaluator did not meet with stakeholders and did not 

present findings of either the mid-year or year-end report to the stakeholders, but indicated that 

the program director was in charge of presenting report findings. The stakeholder committee 

met and discussed the mid-year and year-end reports. 
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Document Review 
The document entitled “ESLAsC Evaluation Plan 2015” is a one-page graphic depicting the 

continuous cycle of data collection, program monitoring & staff coaching, data analysis, and 

staff training & program development. Alongside each of these components is a series of bullet 

points indicating applicable sources of information. For example, for “data collection,” the list 

includes “OAA (math & reading scores),” “OTELA (composite),” and “Annual satisfaction 

surveys.” For “data analysis,” the list includes “Quarterly grade cards,” “Attendance rates,” 

and “Students Achievement Folders.”  

There is a separate “Evaluation Timeline” (dated December 3, 2014) as a separate document. 

Just over three pages, the timeline is a table with fields for “Outcomes/Performance Measure,” 

“Measurement/Instrument,” “When data will be collected?” “Who is responsible?” “How 

reported?” and “Site Participating in Collection Process.” 

The year-end report for 2013-2014 is 15 pages, excluding the title page and a two-page executive 

summary. The report begins with a one-page introduction which provides a brief overview of 

the grant’s four sites and the contents of the report. The remainder of the report consists of 

tables and graphs of evaluation findings, as well as some text providing interpretation of the 

findings. The open ended responses for the parent surveys are also provided. 

The tables and graphs are visually appealing and the information is presented in a 

straightforward manner. The results of the survey items are presented as percentages; however, 

the number of completed surveys for each group and the number of students for whom they 

have assessment data are not clearly indicated. The report also provides a nice visual 

demonstrating whether or not each of the program’s outcomes were met. The report does not 

include any sort of conclusion or suggestions for program improvements based on the results. 

Program Improvement  
The program and site administrators felt that the information in the mid-year report was 

redundant, as there was no information presented about which the administrator was not 

already aware. There were no suggestions for program changes or improvements, thus no 

program changes or improvements were made as a result of the mid-year report. The site 

administrator indicated that changes to the program often result from the year-end report 
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rather than from the mid-year report, due to additional information garnered from the year-end 

report.  

The program administrator did not find the year-end report very helpful in considering 

program improvements; however, the year-end report did contain recommendations for 

programming changes. The site administrator found the year-end report helpful in showing 

possible programming strengths and weaknesses and revealing where changes could be made 

in programming. Changes implemented as a result of the year-end report included changes in 

math programming for students lacking certain math skills and having program staff working 

in the site school earlier in the school year. A minor change was made to the evaluation as a 

result information acquired from the year-end report; the wording used in certain portions of 

the parent survey was changed.  

Local Evaluation Manual Usage 
The program administrator and site administrator found the Local Evaluation Manual useful in 

so far as it served as a reference for assuring their preexisting evaluation plan met required 

guidelines. The manual was also used in hiring a local evaluator.  

Additionally, the evaluator was aware of the manual and used it to review the evaluation plan 

created by the program. The evaluator found the manual useful regarding their role in the 

evaluation process. The program administrator and evaluator thought that the Manual could be 

improved by including more specific information on what material ODE wants in the mid-year 

and year-end reports, as aspects of the reporting requirements are vague. The program 

administrator stated that knowing how the reports should be formatted and even having a 

template for the report would improve the Manual’s quality.  

Case Study 2: Horizon Center (#6872) 
Horizon Center serves seven schools with over 1,500 students grades K-8 attending during the 

2013-14 school year. Four sites are recipients of the 21st CLCC grant, one of which was included 

in the case study. The children served come from a variety of socio-economic backgrounds; 

however, a large percentage of participants are economically disadvantaged. The Horizon after-

school program offers positive role models, learning opportunities, and healthy snacks. The 

program concentrates on increasing student skills in math and reading, building developmental 

assets, increasing attendance, and family engagement. 
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Horizon encountered considerable barriers when conducting their program evaluation. The 

program director had difficulty with the evaluator that was hired to complete the 2013-2014 

evaluation. Last year’s evaluator holds a Bachelor’s degree in Education. The evaluator had 

worked with the Horizon program in the past, providing the program’s quality assurance, but 

did not have any previous experience in program evaluation. The evaluator was paid $7,501-

10,000 to conduct the evaluation. 

The year-end report submitted by the evaluator was unsatisfactory, according to the Program 

director; the evaluator did not include all of the necessary data (e.g., student and staff survey 

data). The program director reported that the evaluator did not analyze data or include 

recommendations for program improvement in the year-end report. However, when the 

evaluator was interviewed they gave a different account, claiming that the report was finalized 

and did include recommendations for future improvement. The report was re-edited and 

completed internally by the program’s Educational Coordinator. Resultant lack of funds and 

time hindered the evaluation. The evaluation was also affected as the report and 

recommendations were derived from an internal source rather than an external evaluator.  

Evaluation Design 
Data collected for the year-end report included report card grades; OAA data; PEAK data; 

parent, student and staff surveys; and Developmental Affect program surveys. Additionally, 

when SRG evaluators interviewed the evaluator they referred to observations at program sites 

that they had conducted in the beginning, middle, and end of last school year. The evaluator 

also mentioned informal interviews with children and parents during these site observations.   

The program director has found a new evaluator for the 2014-2015 program evaluation, and is 

happy with said evaluator. The new evaluator expressed that the current evaluation is going 

fairly well, although collecting data in a timely fashion is challenging. Several informal 

observations have been conducted and there are plans to conduct surveys with community 

partners, to hold focus groups, and to administer four interviews per site by speaking with a 

variety of individuals, including students, directors, and parents. 
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Principal and Administrator Involvement  
The program administrator has held the position since the implementation of the 21st CLCC 

grant. They hired the evaluator and used the Local Evaluation Manual as a reference in the 

hiring and evaluation processes.  

Principals of the schools attended by students the program serves are not involved in the 

program. The program administrator communicated that there was no involvement from any of 

the seven school principals because of a lack of program interest. 

Stakeholder Involvement  
When asked if the Horizon program had a stakeholder committee during the 2013-14 school 

year, the program administrator answered that they did not because of deficient interest within 

the school district.  

The current evaluator was unsure as to whether there is a stakeholder committee in place and 

indicated that communication is mainly held with the program administrator and coordinators. 

The evaluator talked about the existence of individual advisory boards at each site with varying 

degrees of active participation and mentioned presenting information to these individual 

boards. However, no unified stakeholder committee exists.  

Document Review 
The body of the evaluation plan is two and a half pages in length, not including the program 

logic model, which was provided in a separate document. The plan is organized into the 

following sections: Program Objective; Program Content, which states the tasks that the 

evaluator will perform (taken nearly verbatim from the Local Evaluation Manual); and a 

Program Time Line, which presents all tasks, the corresponding time line, whether the cost will 

be a flat fee, hourly, or not applicable, and the entity responsible for each completing the task. 

Other than a brief listing of tasks in the time line (e.g., “Site Visits: meeting 

coordinators/directors, principals, staff & students; observe programs,” “Conduct QSAT,” “On-

going data collection/analysis”) there are no details about the evaluation design, methodology, 

measurement, etc. 

The year-end report for 2013-2014 is a 49-page report that presents the findings of this grant site 

along with three others. The report is comprised of an executive summary, which provides a 
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brief description of the program and an overview of the methodology and measures, the 

program logic model, and then a section for each of the four grants.  

The section specific to grant 6872 is 10 pages in length and begins with graphs and tables 

presenting results of the staff, student, and parent surveys. The tables and graphs present only 

percentages; there is no indication of the number of completed surveys from staff, students, or 

parents. This section also lacks explanatory text, meaning that not all of the graphs and tables 

are easily interpretable. The tables and graphs are followed by a one-page section titled 

“Results,” which discusses the findings for the PPOs pertaining to reading, math, positive youth 

development, and parent/family development. The presentation of the results is somewhat 

confusing. For example, for the PPO concerning reading, one of the points made is, “Teacher 

surveys revealed that 33% of students showed improvement in academic performance 

throughout the school year.” It is not clear whether “academic performance” pertains to reading 

specifically. Along similar lines, one of findings for the PPO concerning math is, “Teacher 

surveys revealed that 20% of students showed improvement and came to class motivated to 

learn.” Again, this finding does not appear to pertain specifically to math. 

The next section is “Opportunities for Improvements,” which provides recommendations for 

programmatic changes based on the parent, staff, and student surveys and the academic 

enrichment data. The final section, “Program Success Stories,” discusses three achievements the 

program made during the school year. 

Program Improvement  
Last year’s evaluator related that both the mid-year and year-end reports were submitted to the 

program director but that no meetings were held to discuss the findings or recommendations 

given. The evaluator was unsure whether any changes were made to the program as a result of 

the information from these reports. No feedback was given to the evaluator after the submission 

of the year-end report to Horizon program staff. 

The program administrator indicated that, as a result of the 2013-2014 mid-year report, the 

Horizon program put additional supports in place to provide more hands-on modeling for staff. 

Supplementary trainings on classroom management and systems were also offered after the 

mid-year review. No changes were made to the evaluation plan. Outcomes from the year-end 

report produced by the Educational Coordinator were considered in making program 
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improvements. For example, responses to the parent surveys proposed more flexibility in 

regards to parent conferences; staff surveys indicated a desire for more specialized trainings 

that would allow teachers to choose which trainings to attend; and student surveys advocated 

for the ability to alternate clubs mid-year rather than being committed to one club for the entire 

school year.  

The program administrator found it difficult to disseminate the evaluation results without the 

aid of an external evaluator. The year-end report was shared, although the program 

administrator was unsure who was provided the results besides ODE and 21st CCLC staff; no 

presentation or meeting was held to discuss results. Although the program administrator 

communicated that the most important finding from last year’s evaluation was that the “school 

day buy-in was poor,” there was no information given on how this issue was being addressed.  

Local Evaluation Manual Usage 
Last year’s evaluator was never given a copy of the Local Evaluation Manual. The program 

administrator went over the Manual and its contents during a meeting at which the evaluator 

took notes on the manual’s content. The evaluator found the information from the document 

useful but would have liked to have had a copy to reference throughout the evaluation process. 

They suggested that more detailed information be included on ODE’s report expectations and 

that ODE distribute the Manual to all program evaluators so that everyone would have access 

to the information provided.  

The Educational Coordinator for the program does not specifically remember utilizing the Local 

Evaluation Manual when putting together the Year-end report but believed that it was 

provided and referenced. The Manual was helpful during the process of hiring an evaluator. 

The program administrator found it useful in clarifying what was expected and providing basic 

guidance, but thought it did not provide enough detailed information about the importance or 

background of evaluation and its applications.  

The Local Evaluation Manual was helpful in developing last year’s evaluation plan; it provided 

useful information on what was required. Further resources were needed when putting 

together last year’s logic model, although the Manual was a helpful reference for simplifying 

their model. The program administrator would have liked it to include a sample contract, 

believing this might have aided in the challenges the program faced with their evaluator. 
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Additionally, the Manual was found to be helpful in the evaluation process, although further 

detail would have been desirable (e.g., an example of what an acceptable evaluation report 

would look like). The suggested additional resources were utilized. It was recommended that 

extra resources be placed throughout the Manual with bullet pointed references directing the 

reader to additional help relating to the communicated content. 

Case Study 3: Midwest (#8927) 
The Midwest after-school program is intended to support at-risk youth in grades 7-12. Targeted 

improvement areas include reading and math proficiency, increasing attendance, decreasing 

disciplinary problems, and increasing parent engagement. The program began with an 

enrollment of 70 students with around 20 remaining at the end of the school year. The program 

serves students at two sites who attend Riverside Local Schools; transportation is provided by 

the program.  

The evaluator worked within the district as an Educational Systems Coordinator and knew the 

grant coordinator previously to accepting the position. The evaluator and grant coordinator are 

housed within the same office building and see one another on a regular basis. The evaluator 

holds a Master’s degree in Psychology and has taught classes in Education and Psychology; the 

evaluator has conducted a few evaluations in the past, but did not provide detail regarding 

those experiences. The evaluator was compensated $2,500 or less for their services. 

Evaluation Design 
Evaluation data was provided by the district and included student pre- and post-test scores, 

local instruments that had been developed to capture improvement in math and reading, and 

interviews which the evaluator described as “mostly informal” with “key people” in the 

program.  

This program had an issue with school closings contributing to a lack of attendance data; the 

main challenge to the evaluation was whether the lack of data made the information analyzed 

less useful. The grant coordinator saw a lack of communication with ODE as a barrier as they 

received no feedback on whether deliverables had been received or where improvements might 

be made. The evaluator considered communication with program administration and efficient 

data collection to be the most successful aspects of the evaluation process. 
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Principal and Administrator Involvement   
The grant coordinator primarily oversaw the evaluation and had the most contact with the 

evaluator. The program administrator was also involved in more of an advisory capacity, being 

the program’s site director as well as an afterschool teacher and a member of the stakeholder 

committee. The program administrator said they were very involved in the preparation and 

implementation of the programming and activities, but not involved with hiring the evaluator 

or developing the logic model.  

Stakeholder Involvement  
The grant coordinator said that the program had a stakeholder committee but did not refer to 

the group by that title. The group included administrators, partners, and teaching staff. 

Strategic Research Group was able to reach two of the four stakeholders whose contact 

information had been provided by the grant coordinator.  

The grant coordinator saw the role of the stakeholder committee as important in providing 

input in setting up and organizing the program. One committee member described their role as 

“working with young kids to improve math and reading scores.” The grant coordinator 

remembered meeting with the group three or more times during the 2013-14 school year. 

Although the grant coordinator stated that the team had been involved in hiring the local 

evaluator, neither of the interviewed members recall being included in the process. Both 

members said that they were involved in the development of an evaluation plan in some 

capacity.  

The program administrator did not recollect being directly involved in the development of the 

logic model but does remember discussing its content. The program administrator did meet 

with the evaluator and grant coordinator to discuss the findings of the mid-year report, but did 

not remember if they met to discuss the year-end report findings. They did recall developing 

the report at several meetings with the evaluator and the grant coordinator. 

The other committee member who was interviewed was not involved in developing the logic 

model, nor did they read the final version. They recall having an informal discussion about the 

mid-year report, but they had not read the report. They also remembered attending a meeting 

to review the year-end report, yet had only read through parts of the document. 
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Both stakeholder committee members thought their input was helpful in the evaluation process. 

The program administrator was directly involved in making decisions on implementing 

program changes. The other member mentioned feeling as though they had been valuable in 

helping the evaluation run smoothly and stay on track.  

Document Review 
The body of the evaluation plan is a little over five pages. It is organized clearly and covers the 

range of information needed in an evaluation plan. The plan has sections detailing the 

evaluation purpose, the components of the logic model (the actual logic model is presented in a 

separate document), the evaluation design, data collection methods, data analysis and 

interpretation, and communication and reporting.  

The year-end report for 2013-2014 is about eight pages, excluding the title page and an approval 

page for signatures. The report is organized into the following sections: “Introduction” (which 

includes the Evaluation Purpose and provides the Program Performance Objectives (PPOs)); 

“Program Progress—Chronology of Events; Comments Made on May 20, 2014 Meeting of All 

Program Staff;” “Methodology;” “Results” (which consists of three tables of results of the 

teacher, student, and parent surveys); “Summary” (which presents the results that correspond 

to each of the program’s PPOs); and a two-sentence “Conclusion.” 

About three pages of the report (the “Program Progress—Chronology of Events section”) is 

dedicated to a listing of all the programmatic activities from the time the grant was awarded 

through the end of the fiscal year. Additional information about the program (e.g., descriptions 

of the program’s physical education and wellness component, the service learning component, 

and the family engagement component) are provided in the “Methodology” section, rather than 

in an introductory section. These descriptions include statements of findings, such as “Field 

experiences to the Ohio State University and the International School of Broadcasting were 

highly successful in engaging the target population,” and, “As the targeted population was 

exposed to the needs of the community through service learning the student become 

increasingly more engaged at school.” However, no direct evidence showing support for these 

assertions is provided.  

Details about the evaluation methodology are sparse; for example, surveys were conducted of 

teachers, students, and parents, but there is no information about who developed the surveys, 
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when and how they were administered, why so few students and parents completed a survey, 

etc. With regard to data collection, in the Results section the report simply states that, “Data was 

collected through the use of test scores, EMIS information, attendance rosters and surveys.” 

Details about the data analysis also are sparse: "Statistical software was purchased to assist in 

the process of analyzing the data collected. Descriptive analysis was conducted at the end of the 

school year using raw data and percentages." The remainder of the results section consists of 

three tables that provide item frequencies and number of responses for the teacher, student, and 

parent surveys. 

All four of the PPOs state an expected percentage increase; for example, a 15% increase in the 

number of students scoring proficient in reading, a 20% or more increase in the number of 

students scoring proficient or higher in mathematics, etc. However, the results only present the 

number of students proficient in reading and math in May of the school year; the results do not 

address whether the percentage of students scoring proficient actually increased by the 

expected amount (the same is true for the outcomes pertaining to attendance, discipline, and 

parental participation). Despite this, the report concludes that, “Riverside Schools made 

significant progress this past year in achieving the goals set forth in the four progress 

performance objectives above.” 

Program Improvement  
Information resulting from the mid-year report did not change the program‘s evaluation plan.  

The report was very helpful to the grant coordinator in considering program changes. Changes 

that were made focused on student retention as the program executed more one on one 

recruitment. The evaluator provided recommendations on data collection and analysis that 

would make the information more useful when considering program improvement. Instead of 

just collecting data from pre- and post-tests, they looked at ways to collect data from discipline 

referrals and talked about how the program might be affecting standardized test scores.  

After the year-end report, the program took a close look at what changes should be made for 

the next school year. They considered how to differentiate programming to accommodate all 

learning levels and improve college and career readiness. To accomplish this they examined 

how they could more effectively use their online learning program, STRIDE. They also looked 

at ways to improve student retention and parent/community involvement.  
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Regarding next year’s evaluation process, the evaluator plans on using the information from the 

Local Evaluation Manual to improve data collection methods and data reporting. Alterations in 

state testing will also make it necessary to make adjustments to data collection methods. 

The information from the year-end report was disseminated by the evaluator to the 

stakeholders. The program administrator remembers helping to create the year-end report but 

is unsure if she attended a meeting to discuss the results; all other interviewees did speak about 

attending a meeting to discuss the report results and brainstorm ideas to improve next year’s 

program. 

Local Evaluation Manual Usage 
The Local Evaluation Manual was used as a reference by the grant coordinator, who found the 

guidelines provided helpful in the process of hiring an evaluator. The Manual was also used 

developing the evaluation plan and the logic model. 

The Manual was most helpful in hiring the evaluator and developing an evaluation plan. 

Developing the logic model was a challenging task; the Coordinator thought that the manual 

should include templates for reference. However, they did look at some of the suggested 

resources from the Manual to provide supplemental information. The evaluator was not given a 

copy until near the end of the 2013-14 school year and so did not use it as a reference. The grant 

coordinator found the Local Evaluation Manual to be generally helpful in guiding the program 

through the evaluation process.   

The information provided in the Manual was useful in clarifying expectations and providing 

guidelines. It was particularly helpful when setting up timelines and goals. 

The grant coordinator would like to have had an in person PowerPoint presentation to 

supplement the information given in the Manual. They also would like more clarification on 

second year expectations. No one else interviewed utilized the Manual or had any suggestions 

on its improvement.  

Case Study 4: Shawnee (#6855) 
The 21st Century Community Learning Centers grant to the Shawnee after-school program 

encompasses two elementary schools in Portsmouth. In both programs, a principal also serves 

as program administrator, and the programs share a stakeholder committee. Each program 
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focuses on students in grades 1-6 who need additional academic assistance to pass state tests. 

210 students were enrolled in the programs, 87 of which were regular attendees. The programs 

worked to provide students with access to social and academic enrichment activities including 

tutoring and college visits, family oriented programming, providing an area for students to 

socialize, and transportation assistance to students in rural areas.   

The evaluator was recruited by the program coordinator and hired to complete the 2013-2014 

program evaluation. The evaluator is a local pastor and former school board member who 

works with eight 21st CCLC programs, including the Shawnee program. The evaluator holds 

some college level education in Pastoral Administration and has prior experience conducting 

fiscal and effectiveness evaluations within the manufacturing field. The evaluator was paid 

$2,500 or less to conduct the program evaluation. 

Evaluation Design 
According to the evaluator, the evaluation utilized state assessment data, grade card data, data 

from academic computer programs used by the students, attendance records, a parent survey, 

informal discussions with program volunteers and parents, and informal observations of the 

after school program. Parent involvement in the program was measured by comparing sign-in 

sheets at parent events and counting the number of parent volunteers within the program.  

As previously discussed, two sites, which are approximately six miles from one another, are 

involved in this program. The evaluator reported difficulty with stakeholder attendance at 

meetings as the two sites alternated holding meetings. Both program administrators did not 

report any challenges regarding the evaluation process.  

Principal and Administrator Involvement   
At Portsmouth City Elementary, the administrator reported being with the program for two 

years at the time of the 2013-2014 evaluation. Both administrators were aware of the hiring of a 

local evaluator, but indicated no direct involvement in the hiring process. According to both 

administrators, Shawnee University, through whom the 21st CCLC program was coordinated, 

hired the evaluator.  

The administrator at Portsmouth City Elementary was not involved in the evaluation process 

nor did they have knowledge of an existing logic model. The administrator did not see or use 

the Local Evaluation Manual. However, the administrator was aware of the production of mid-
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year and year-end reports, and cited satisfaction with the mid-year report (but had not 

reviewed the year-end report).   

The administrator at East Portsmouth Elementary reported being involved with the program 

since the implementation of the 21st CCLC Program at the school. The administrator was aware 

of an evaluation plan and of a program logic model, but did not recall using the Local 

Evaluation Manual in the process of creating either. Additionally, the program administrator 

was aware of mid-year and year-end reports and indicated satisfaction with both.   

Stakeholder Involvement  
The program administrator at Portsmouth City Elementary was not aware of a stakeholder 

committee, while the administrator at East Portsmouth Elementary was aware of its existence. 

The committee included volunteers, the East Portsmouth administrator, and the evaluator. The 

stakeholders described their role as being supportive of the 21st CCLC program, making sure 

the needs of the students in the program are being met, as well as discussing student 

involvement, programming, and ensuring the program remains on track with its goals. None of 

the stakeholders interviewed were involved in hiring the evaluator.  

The evaluator reported working with program administrators and the committee on both the 

logic model and evaluation plan. The stakeholder team members do not recall being involved in 

developing a logic model but two members said they had reviewed the document.  The 

stakeholder committee did not give feedback or suggestions regarding the evaluation plan, 

although two of the three stakeholders interviewed reported reviewing the evaluation plan. 

There was a meeting to discuss the mid-year report, which was presented to some members of 

the stakeholder committee. According to the evaluator and the East Portsmouth program 

administrator, there was also a meeting to discuss the year-end report, but the stakeholders 

interviewed did not attend or do not recall attending such a meeting. One stakeholder 

mentioned that better communication with the evaluator was needed.  

Document Review 
The body of the evaluation plan is just over one page in length, not including the program logic 

model. The plan has four headings, all which pose a question. The first section, entitled, “What 

is the focus of the evaluation?” presents six evaluation questions. The second section, “How is 

data collected?” lists the proposed measures and data sources (but provides very little in the 
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way of specifics about the measures). The third section is, “How is the data analyzed?” and 

simply states that, “Data is compared from one period to the next to determine measurable 

positive progress in areas that may impact the program, whether that be positive or negative.” 

For the fourth section, “How will this report be shared with stakeholders?” the report states, 

“This report will be delivered to the site coordinator, and then reviewed at the next 

stakeholder’s meeting.” 

The year-end report for 2013-2014 is two pages in length. The first page is a table that presents 

the PPOs, the corresponding target (e.g., 10%, 3%), whether the outcome was realized, and a 

one-sentence summary for three of seven of the PPOs (for the other four PPOs, the reader is 

instructed to “Please see notes”). The second page is a bullet-point list reiterating the PPOs and 

the findings. However, there is no detail about the evaluation methodology, very little detail 

about the measures, no detail about the analysis, and no tables or graphics showing any results.  

In addition to the lack of details, several of the findings are phrased in a manner that is difficult 

to understand. For example, for the PPO pertaining to Youth Development/Decreasing High 

Risk Behavior, the report states, “Success has been measured by utilizing data from form F-4-60; 

Attendance, +44%; Being Attentive in Class, +34%; Behaving in Class, +34%.” As another 

example, for the Youth Development/Achieving Healthy Habits PPOs, the report states, 

“Participating students participated in health education classes and events, and charted their 

individual progress in collaboration with Southern Ohio Medical Center.” 

Program Improvement  
The mid-year report and year-end report were considered when making changes in 

programming. The evaluator indicated that changes were made to the after-school program as a 

result of both the mid-year and year-end reports. Modifications resulting from the mid-year 

report included more physical and academic activities into the program, more focus on 

mathematics related programming, and the overall inclusion of more math and reading 

elements into activities, regardless of whether the activities are specifically focused on math or 

reading. According to one stakeholder, while changes were made as a result of the mid-year 

report, these changes may not have been implemented until the next school year.  

The year-end report findings were utilized in the decision to provide more homework 

assistance in the program and, similar to the mid-year report, there was a greater focus placed 
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on mathematics in the program. The only change in data collection that will occur in following 

year’s evaluation will be the collection and interpretation of state testing data, as state testing 

underwent changes this year. There are no other intended changes to data collection methods. 

The findings featured in the mid-year and year-end reports were shared through presentations 

to the stakeholder committee. Results were also distributed to the administrators of the 

programs and to CCLC staff.  

Local Evaluation Manual Usage 
The program administrators of both sites did not utilize the Local Evaluation Manual for hiring 

an evaluator, as they were not involved in the hiring process. The program administrator of 

East Portsmouth Elementary did find the Local Evaluation Manual helpful in assembling a 

stakeholder team. Neither program administrator recalled using it in the evaluation process. 

The evaluator did use the Manual for creating a logic model and found it to be a good starting 

point for the evaluation.  

The Manual could be improved by including templates, more depth regarding the evaluation 

process and the evaluator’s role. Additional information on planning the evaluation process 

and creating a logic model would be helpful, as would more about ODE expectations of what 

should be included in the evaluation reports. Additional evaluation-related resources also 

would be beneficial.   

Case Study 5: Springfield (#6974) 
Springfield City School District’s School Age Child Care (SACC) Program provides a safe 

environment for children that offers academic, physical, social, and emotional support. The 

program serves three sites in an area with a population containing a high concentration of 

poverty. Youth development opportunities are offered with a focus on math and literacy.  

Seventy students in grades 2-5 were targeted during the 2013-2014 school year, 69 of which 

attended the program for at least 30 days out of 23 weeks of operation. One hundred percent of 

students enrolled receive free/reduced lunch.  

The person who oversees the evaluation is a non-21st CLCC program personnel who was hired 

only to conduct the local evaluation. The evaluator for the program is a retired Professor of 

Education who has conducted evaluations of accreditation programs within own and other 

Universities. The evaluator was compensated between $5,001-7,500 for their services.   
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Evaluation Design 
The primary instruments used in the evaluation process were academic assessments and 

surveys already being collected by the school and administered to parents, children, teachers, 

and group leaders. The evaluator also conducted informal observations on at least half of the 

days the program was in operation.  

The evaluation faced challenges when the assessment data collected did not answer the 

evaluation questions that had been proposed. Other mandated local assessment data was 

examined such as the Diagnostic Reading Assessment in order to supplement missing 

information. Evaluation successes included the timely collection of data and school cooperation 

in the collection process. 

Principal and Administrator Involvement   
The Executive Administrator of Springfield Promise Neighborhoods oversaw the evaluation 

and wrote the 21st CLCC grant proposal with assistance from school system staff and the 

principal of one of the program sites. This group was also in charge of hiring an external 

evaluator. The Lincoln Elementary School principal and the Executive Administrator were 

primarily involved in the evaluation process. The program also had a program administrator 

who was involved in the day-to-day running of the program sites. 

The principal was involved in the stakeholder committee, but did not help to create the 

evaluation plan. The principal met with the Executive Administrator and the evaluator to 

develop the logic model and to discuss report findings. The principal recalls making some 

improvements to the math curriculum materials following the mid-year report and was 

involved in making decisions concerning program changes and how they should be addressed, 

but was not involved in the creation of either report and was unfamiliar with the Local 

Evaluation Manual. 

Stakeholder Involvement  
Two stakeholder committees were included in last year’s evaluation. One is the Coordinating 

Team for Springfield Promise Neighborhood; this committee includes teachers, local residents, 

funders, and providers from health and human services. The committee has been in place three 

years before the onset of the grant and consists of representatives from the community who 

have a vested interest in youth success. This committee meets monthly, and they consider 



56 
 

school data and discuss program improvements as well as ways that services provided can best 

be applied to improve student outcomes. 

The second committee is called the Springfield Neighborhood Association, which meets weekly 

and consists of parents and residents. This committee concentrates on parent involvement and 

considering data provided by school administrators to improve programming. 

SRG evaluators spoke with two members representing the Coordinating Team. One described 

the purpose of the committee as being broader than the educational system and as 

encompassing the success of the entire neighborhood, leading “children and families and 

neighborhoods to be more successful through high school and after high school.” This member 

was only involved with the team in the early to mid-part of the 2013-14 school year, attending 

three or four meetings, and was not directly involved with last year’s evaluation.  

The other member who was interviewed referred to the committee as a way to provide 

oversight, “keeping in line with the original intent of the Promise Neighborhood project.” They 

explained meeting topics as looking at the big picture in terms of enrollment, assessment data 

and parent engagement. The afterschool program was mentioned as being one of four main 

goals that the committee was put in place to address. The committee member was also not 

included in any aspects of the evaluation process. The Executive Administrator gave no further 

stakeholder contact information. 

Neither committee was involved in hiring the evaluator nor did they participate in the creation 

of an evaluation plan. They were included in an advisory capacity giving feedback on the logic 

model that was created. The mid-year and year-end reports were discussed at stakeholder 

meetings and with the school board.  

Document Review 
The evaluation plan is a five-page document that presents the PPOs, each of which is followed 

by a table with four fields. The first field, “Assessment,” names the specific data source(s) that 

will be used to assess the PPO. “Midterm/Long-term Goals” provides both interim and end-of-

year benchmarks for the PPO. The field, “Assessment Description and Use of Assessment 

Information,” provides a brief narrative of each assessment along with information about how 

and when the data will be collected and how the results will be used. The final field, 
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“Organizing, Analyzing, and Summarizing Information,” briefly describes how data will be 

reported and shared (e.g., “The Program Evaluator will prepare reports of results for program 

evaluation and sharing with stakeholders”). The grant also submitted an Assessment Data 

Collection Calendar that indicates the month(s) each of the assessments and survey instruments 

would be administered during the 2013-2014 school year, and identifies the “Person 

Responsible for Data Report.” 

The year-end report for 2013-2014 is a little over nine pages; however, there are several 

accompanying attachments that were submitted as separate documents. The first sections of the 

report provide a brief overview of the program, a listing of typical weekly activities and the 

time of day they were offered, and the number of participating students, with a breakout of 

students by several demographic characteristics. There is no text regarding the details of the 

evaluation, methodology, and so on. 

The next sections of the report present and discuss the findings for each of the outcomes. The 

results are typically provided in tables, which are easy to interpret. The findings are also 

elaborated upon in the text, and it is evident whether each PPO was met or not. The 

attachments elaborate on the results in more detail and provide additional tables and graphs. 

The final sections of the report provide a summary of the findings, followed by lists of program 

improvements that the report states have are planned for the subsequent school year. Overall, 

the report is comprehensive, yet easy to follow, well-written, and the presentation of results is 

visually appealing (especially in the attachments). 

Program Improvement  
No changes were made to the evaluation plan as a result of the mid-year report. The Executive 

Administrator was very satisfied with the report and indicated that it helped provide guidance 

for program improvement; additional incentives were added to increase student growth.  

The Executive Administrator was very satisfied with the results of the year-end report, as 

recommendations allowed the program to make fundamental changes. Staff responsibilities 

were restructured to increase sustainability and efficiency as the center downsized from four 

positions to two. 
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State standardized test assessments such as OEA scores did not provide helpful data for 

program improvement. This was addressed by adding information from the Diagnostic 

Reading Assessment which provides data on reading level advances. However, this was not a 

sufficient data source in terms of quantity or timeliness. More data is needed to measure the 

effectiveness of the reading and math curriculum. New data instruments have been developed 

to address issues and will be put into place during the 2014-15 year evaluation. New 

assessments have been designed to capture data from students on their social and emotional 

performance and from teachers on their perceptions of student growth. Assessments must be 

developed to capture what engagement looks like for parents and for student growth. The 

program plans to be more intentional and focused on math and reading development in the 

future. 

Local Evaluation Manual Usage 
The Local Evaluation Manual was referenced in the hiring process and was a helpful guide in 

ensuring the chosen evaluator fit all outlined criteria. It was unnecessary to employ the Manual 

to develop a stakeholder committee as the teams were already established. It was very helpful 

in developing the evaluation plan, giving basic information on how to gather data, and 

disseminate reports. The Manual was not referenced when the logic model was being 

developed, as the team had experience creating similar documents. 

The Local Evaluation Manual was helpful in guiding the evaluation process, particularly with 

showing how to represent data and what data should be collected. The evaluator thought the 

Manual would benefit from the inclusion of sample evaluation plans, but found it helpful when 

thinking of questions that the program wanted answered. 

 The Executive Administrator thought it would be beneficial if the Manual had addressed how 

changes in state assessment requirements could be addressed and wanted more information on 

how to utilize and represent qualitative data, such as anecdotal success stories. Another 

suggestion was including information about non-cognitive factors, such as extended learning 

opportunities that affect childhood success and learning. Advice about using evaluation data to 

aid in sustainability would be another helpful addition.  
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Case Study 6: YMCA Toledo (#7007) 
The YMCA site specific to this grant serves one elementary school, providing services to grades 

K-8. The after-school program was in its first grant year in 2013-2014. The school is situated in 

an urban area where 99% of the students are economically disadvantaged. The goals of this 

program are to assist in student character development, academic betterment, and increase 

parent engagement. The program had 33 total participants, 23 of which were regular attendees 

during the 2013-14 school year.  

The evaluator for this program holds a four-year degree and works as an evaluator for other 

YMCA grant sites. The evaluator initially assisted in writing this program’s grant application, 

becoming the evaluator once it was awarded. The evaluator has spent the past ten years writing 

grants and evaluating programs for school districts. They also evaluate Alternative Education 

grants for school districts. The evaluator was compensated between $7,501-10,000 for 

conducting the program’s evaluation. 

Evaluation Design 
Data for the evaluation was collected from student attendance, grade cards, STAR Assessment, 

a local progress assessment, student satisfaction surveys, parent satisfaction surveys, teacher 

satisfaction and perception surveys, youth development asset surveys, PPICS data, and site 

visits.  

This site was slated to change from being an elementary school to a middle/high school the 

following school year. This anticipated change created difficulty in being able to implement 

possible program suggestions or improvements for the next year. Despite this challenge, the 

evaluator and program administrator reported that the evaluation ran smoothly. Further, the 

evaluator discussed having a productive relationship with the school district, stating that the 

school district in which the site was located was helpful in providing data throughout the 

evaluation process.  

Principal and Administrator Involvement   
The program administrator reported being aware of the Local Evaluation Manual; however, 

they reported not using it for hiring the local evaluator, as someone had already been selected. 

The program administrator did not use the Manual in developing a logic model or evaluation 
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plan as both had been previously created. The program administrator indicated that the 

evaluation plan satisfied the guidelines presented in the Manual.  

The principal of the site was aware of the Local Evaluation Manual, but reported not being 

involved in hiring the evaluator, creating a logic model, or an evaluation plan. The principal 

saw the program as self-sufficient; they had little involvement in the program with the 

exception of staying at school for the duration of the program in case some type of 

administrative support was needed.  

Stakeholder Involvement  
The program has a stakeholder committee consisting of reputable community members who 

have an interest in providing services to children. The committee assisted in helping the 

program become established, as the program was in its first year. Additionally, the committee 

discussed how the program was progressing, how to gain participation from students, feedback 

about the program, and suggestions for new programming ideas. The stakeholders were not 

involved in hiring the local evaluator.  

There were conflicting reports about the level of stakeholder involvement in various parts of the 

evaluation process. The evaluator stated that the stakeholder committee was involved in 

creating the logic model at the time the grant was written. However, stakeholders and the 

program administrator indicated that the committee was not involved in creating the logic 

model, nor had the interviewed stakeholders reviewed the logic model. The program 

administrator stated that the stakeholder committee did not help develop the evaluation plan. 

Conversely, one stakeholder member and the evaluator recall the committee discussing the 

evaluation plan. The mid-year and year-end reports were presented at committee meetings and 

were read by at least one stakeholder.  

Document Review 
The program did not submit an evaluation plan, per se, but rather a one-and-a-half page 

“Assessment/Evaluation Calendar.” The document lists the types of information that will be 

gathered from students over the course of the school year. 

The year-end report for 2013-2014 is a 40-page report that presents the findings of this grant, in 

addition to five others. The report begins with an “Introduction” and a “Program Description,” 

followed by two pages of tables that provide the breakouts by year. Several of the tables 
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provide the number of participating students by year (combining all students from the six 

grants), while disaggregating by student characteristics (e.g., grade level, gender, 

race/ethnicity). There are also summary tables showing the percentage of regularly attending 

students who improved their math and reading grades from Fall to Spring, disaggregated by 

grant and year.  

There is no introductory text regarding the details of the evaluation, methodology, and so on, 

beyond identifying the evaluator and a statement that, “This external program review followed 

the process of reviewing all of the data collected during the 2013-2014 annual formative 

evaluation. This collected information provided data to analyze the success of the program.” 

The next sections of the report present findings for each of the six grants, dedicating two pages 

for each grant. Each section starts with “Demographic Outcome,” which is a bullet point list 

providing information about the composition of students (e.g., the number who participated in 

school year program activities, the number who participated in the summer program only, etc.). 

Two tables provide information about the change in students’ math and reading grades and 

OAA scores from Fall 2013 to Spring 2014. Accompanying bullet points reiterate the findings 

from the tables. There is also brief mention of the findings from the teacher surveys that asked 

their perceptions about changes in students’ performance and motivation to learn.  

For the youth development outcome (which the report states is “To increase student’s job 

readiness skills and exposure to cultural arts by offering them a wide array of activities such as 

cultural arts, social building and character development program”), the findings consist of a 

statement that, “Post Developmental Assets Surveys indicated 44% of students believed that 

they had secured developmental assets in all areas,” and a list of all the enrichment programs, 

special community events, and field trips that were offered to students (with no indication of 

the number of attending students, or evidence how attendance led to an increase in job 

readiness skills).  

Along similar lines, the family involvement outcome (which the report states is “To increase 

families’ skills by providing opportunities for parent/family to participate in 

activities/workshops”), the findings consist of a list of family engagement opportunities that 

were offered, a statement that “100% of families attended at least one family event,” and a key 
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finding from the parent survey regarding parents’ perception of the benefit that the program 

had on their children. The findings presented do not show support whether the stated outcome 

(to increase families’ skills) was met. 

The next section of the report, “2013-2014 Program Assessment,” discusses whether or not a 

series of performance measures pertaining to program administration and organization, 

program development and implementation, relationships, and program sustainability were met 

(presumably aggregating information from all six grants). It is not clear how exactly the results 

were derived. For example, the findings include, “Program Coordinator works closely with key 

school administrators and staff on overall program guidance,” “Program provides a 

stimulating, welcoming, and supportive environment,” and “School administrators have a high 

awareness of program activities.” However, there is no information as to how the evaluator 

arrived at these conclusions (e.g., interviews with staff, observations). The body of the report 

concludes with a one-page section on program recommendations. An appendix to the report 

provides tables and graphs of the results of the teacher, parent, and student surveys. 

Program Improvement  
The mid-year report did not provide recommendations for program improvement. According 

to the evaluator, because the program was in its first year, more time will be needed to see if the 

program is effective and accomplishing its goals before recommendations for program changes 

could be made. The program administrator found the mid-year report helpful, as the report 

featured information about students and families, while highlighting program strengths and 

weaknesses. The program administrator noted that more parent involvement was needed, and 

in partnership with the site principal, was able to conduct home visits to address student 

transportation issues with parents.  

The year-end report contained recommendations for program improvement. These 

recommendations included administering an interest survey to students to get their input about 

programming, so that the program could attempt to gain student participation for 30 days or 

more, increasing program engagement. Another recommendation was to make curriculum 

changes to improve academic outcomes of program attendees. Additionally recommended was 

the inclusion of college and career preparation and planning for students and their parents. The 

final recommendation was that the program should perform exit interviews with families of 
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students that decide to leave the program in order to understand why the family is leaving. The 

evaluator reported that these recommendations were implemented by the stakeholder 

committee, particularly the recommendations to engage participants for more than 30 days and 

curriculum changes to improve academic outcomes.  

However, the principal indicated that while the recommended changes were helpful, the 

changes in the site regarding grade level made the changes not useful to the program. 

According to the evaluator, the local evaluation results were distributed to CCLC program staff, 

the school principal, school administrators, community partners and the stakeholder team. 

Local Evaluation Manual Usage 
The Local Evaluation Manual was minimally used by this program. The Manual was not used 

in hiring an evaluator or in creating a logic model. The program administrator did find it 

helpful in assembling a stakeholder committee, however.  

The evaluator discussed having a great deal of experience doing evaluations, and so found no 

new information in the Local Evaluation Manual for use in the evaluation process. The 

evaluator reported that while the Manual was not used in the local evaluation, it is helpful in 

understanding what qualities to look for in an evaluator, in creating a logic model, and in 

providing a useful general overview of evaluation for individuals who may not be familiar with 

it.  

The program administrator found the Local Evaluation Manual to be helpful, as the program 

was able to make sure they were staying in line with evaluation requirements. The site principal 

does not recall the Manual. No suggestions were offered by respondents to improve the 

Manual.  
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DOCUMENT REVIEW 
Year-end Report Review 
All of the programs awarded grants in 2013-2014 (Y2 programs) were required to conduct a 

local evaluation based on the guidance provided in the Local Evaluation Manual. Programs 

were required to hire a qualified, external evaluator with a background in research design and 

evaluation and to convene a stakeholder team to oversee the evaluation. Programs also were 

required to submit three evaluation reports to ODE: an initial evaluation plan, a mid-year status 

report, and year-end report of findings.  

The Local Evaluation Manual does not dictate how evaluations are to be conducted. However, 

the manual does outline steps that evaluators should follow. According to the manual, 

evaluators will: 

• Make site visits and interview staff and students 

• Collect and analyze data from the program (more specifically, the manual states that 
evaluators should analyze data by demographic subgroups and attendance to determine 
if outcomes differ over time, and provide recommendations) 

• Produce formal reports and presentations for each stakeholder meeting, including a 
year-end report linked to program goals that offers both summative results of the 
program and recommendations for the next year 

The manual also provides a number of resources for programs and evaluators, including article 

and book references and links to online resources.  

In order to assess the degree to which programs heeded the evaluation requirements and 

guidance provided in the Local Evaluation Manual, SRG obtained and reviewed the year-end 

reports for all 45 grants. As mentioned, program evaluators had flexibility in developing and 

implementing evaluations, but these reports were to provide results of the evaluation efforts for 

the 2013-2014 grant year, as well as recommendations. Further, given that programs were to 

hire experienced evaluators, and given that the Local Evaluation Manual provides guidance 

and evaluation resources, these year-end reports can be reasonably expected to include 

information considered customary in evaluations. For example, some standard elements would 

include a program description, details regarding the evaluation design (e.g., types of data 

collected, data collection methods), presentation of major findings (in the form of easily 
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understandable charts, tables, graphs), a discussion of results, and a conclusion with 

recommendations.   

In order to conduct the review in a systematic manner, SRG developed a coding rubric that was 

applied to all reports. SRG created a database that captured all of the following information for 

each report: 

• Did the report identify the grant’s evaluator? 

• How long is the report? 

• Did the report provide any introductory/background information about the program? 

• Were the program objectives and/or expected outcomes clearly presented? 

• Was the evaluation purpose and/or evaluation questions clearly presented?  

• Did the report clearly lay out the evaluation methodology? 

• Did the report include a process evaluation component? 

• Did the report include an outcome evaluation component? 

• Were results clearly presented?  

• Were any recommendations made based on the results, or strengths and weaknesses 
discussed? 

• Was it evident whether results were used/shared with stakeholders in any manner? 

• Additional notes/comments. 

In addition to indicating whether or not each of the reports addressed each of the above items, 

each item had a follow-up field where SRG provided details regarding that item. 

It should be noted that a single individual could act as the evaluator for multiple grants. 

Additionally, some evaluators combined the results of multiple grants into a single year-end 

report.4 As such, in total there are 37 reports that were submitted across the 45 grants that that 

received funding in 2013-2014. 

The remainder of this section discusses the findings from the review of the 37 reports.  

                                                   
4 In all but one instance, reports that include the findings for multiple grants present the findings for each grant in its 
own distinct section. One evaluator, however, pooled the results of two schools, yet still submitted two copies of the 
report. 
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Did the program identify the grant’s evaluator? 
The majority of reports explicitly mentioned the name of the external evaluator; for example, on 

the report cover page, in the report footer, or in the introductory text. A few reports did not 

identify who conducted the evaluation or prepared the report. 

A number of the external evaluators appear to have sole-proprietor consulting firms, or are a 

part of a small evaluation firm. A few of the evaluators listed a specific Educational Service 

Center for their affiliation, and a couple are associated with an Ohio university. 

At least five reports were authored by program staff, or someone closely affiliated with the 

program. Examples include a report that was authored by the district’s “Office of School 

Improvement: Testing, Research & Evaluation,” a report that was authored by the program’s 

CEO, and a report that was authored by someone who referred to herself as “Program 

Manager/Evaluator.” One of the reports did not identify the report author but mentions 

experiencing “difficulties securing a local evaluator.”  

How long was the report? 
Given the variation in formats, and the inclusion of cover pages, tables of contents, executive 

summaries, appendices, attachments, and other extraneous materials (e.g., photos, examples of 

students’ work, calendars of events, and so on), it is difficult to present a clear and accurate 

picture of the average length of the reports. The shortest reports were two to three pages, and a 

few of these were essentially a table with some bullet points (e.g., little or no narrative, no 

graphs or tables of findings, etc.). Nearly half of the reports exceeded 20 pages. 

Did the report provide any introductory/background information about 
the program? 
The majority of the reports provided some degree of information about their program, such as 

the services and activities offered, the times and days programming is offered, and goals and 

objectives of the program. Many reports also provided the target number of students they 

aimed to serve, and the intended demographic composition of participating students (e.g., 100 

percent economically disadvantaged). Many reports provided the actual number of 

participating students (both the total number enrolled and the number who attended 30 days or 

more), and most of these also presented breakouts of participants by characteristics such as 

gender, race/ethnicity, and grade level. 
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However, a few reports did not clearly state the number of participating students, or provide 

any information about the characteristics of participating students. This is important 

information because it helps the reader understand the size and composition of the program 

and the participants. Additionally, this information is helpful when interpreting the evaluation 

findings.  

Were the program objectives, and/or expected outcomes clearly 
presented? 
The majority of reports clearly stated the grant’s objectives in the introductory sections of the 

reports. These objectives were typically presented in the form of the grant’s Program 

Performance Objectives (PPOs). Some of the reports did not present the objectives in the 

introductory sections, but rather in the body of the report along with the evaluations results 

associated with each. 

While most of the reports included the objectives somewhere in the report, in a number of cases 

the objectives were rather general; examples from different reports include, “Increase student 

reading achievement scores,” “Increase student's reading and math proficiency scores by 

providing academic intervention and remediation, homework help and enriched learning 

activities,” “Mathematics Skills Improvement,” “Positive youth development,” “To increase 

student’s job readiness skills and exposure to cultural arts by offering them a wide array of 

activities such as cultural arts, social skill building and character development programs,” and 

“Increase in parent involvement.”  

A small number of reports did not present any objectives or PPOs. 

Was the evaluation purpose and/or evaluation questions clearly 
presented? 
While less common than providing the program objectives or PPOs, a handful of reports 

presented the evaluation questions. Among the reports that did, the evaluation questions were 

quite similar; commonly stated questions were, “Did we do what we said we were going to 

do?” and “How well did we do it?” Or, similarly: “Were the program activities implemented as 

intended?” and “How effective were the program activities in achieving outcomes and 

performance objectives? 
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A few reports discussed the purpose and/or importance of the evaluation. However, this is 

relatively rare. 

Did the report clearly lay out the evaluation methodology? 
Even with some of the stronger reports, there was often a lack of detail about the methodology. 

Only a few reports had a formal “Methodology” section, and, for at least one of these reports, 

the “Methodology” section did not actually include information about the evaluation 

methodology. Other reports provided some methods-related information in conjunction with 

the presentation of results. In general, however, regardless of where this information was 

presented, the vast majority of reports did not provide a sufficiently-detailed discussion of the 

evaluation methodology. 

Details were particularly lacking with regard to any surveys that programs administered to 

students, teachers, parents, and/or staff. It was not always clear whether the surveys were 

developed from scratch or whether they were pre-existing, and often no details were provided 

about how and when the surveys were administered.  

Additionally, there was frequently insufficient detail with regard to measurement. For example, 

the majority of evaluations analyzed test scores of some kind as measures of reading and math 

achievement, such as scores from math and reading software programs, but often there was 

very little information provided about these scores. Details regarding measurement of “youth 

development” and “parent/family engagement” were also frequently lacking, which is 

particularly problematic given they are more abstract concepts than reading and math 

achievement.   

Many of the reports jumped straight from the introductory information (e.g., program 

background, descriptive information about participants, program objectives) to reporting the 

results.  

Did the report include a process evaluation component? 
Most reports did not include an explicit process evaluation component beyond stating whether 

the program operated as intended with regard to length, frequency of activities, and number of 

participating students. This was the case even among some of the reports that posed process-

related evaluation questions. Further, most of the reports that did address whether the program 
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operated as intended (even in the briefest of mentions), did not discuss how their conclusions 

were derived; for example, through a review of program materials, interviews with program 

staff, site visits, and so on. 

That said, the vast majority of reports did include results of satisfaction surveys for students, 

parents, and/or staff. However, most of the reports erroneously presented these results as 

outcome, rather than process, indicators.5  

Did the report include an outcome evaluation component? 
The majority of reports focused on outcome evaluation; specifically, the key aim of most reports 

was to present evidence as to whether or not the PPOs were met. As such, most evaluations 

centered on whether program participants saw an increase in reading and math achievement, 

youth development, and parent/family engagement. Many of the reports also explicitly 

addressed whether each objective or expected outcome was met, generally in the results section 

or a conclusion.  

That said, quite a few of the evaluations did not have the necessary data or do the analysis 

needed in order to accurately measure an expected outcome. The most common problem was 

that PPOs typically state a percentage change in some sort of outcome, but the majority of 

reports just presented the percentage of students who achieved said outcome. For example, a 

PPO might be, "There will be a 75% increase in the number of students who score proficient on 

the OAA math component." However, the finding will be stated as, "90% of students scored 

proficient in math." There is no information about the benchmark (i.e., score at time 1, before 

participating) and there is no information about percentage change—as such, there is no way to 

determine if the expected outcome was achieved. 

Another common issue was that quite a few programs did not collect the data necessary to 

assess PPOs regarding youth development and parent/family engagement. Even more so than 

the reading and math outcomes, the vast majority of evaluations did not have benchmark data, 

and thus cannot speak to whether students and parents/families experienced any sort of 

                                                   
5 Along similar lines, a small number of reports erroneously referred to the section where information 
about the number and demographic composition of students as “demographic outcomes.” This 
information is not an outcome of the program. 
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“increase” or “improvement” in development or engagement. Further, many of the reports did 

not clearly state how “youth development” and “parent/family engagement” were measured.  

Were results clearly presented?  
When assessing whether a report clearly presented results, there are two major aspects to 

consider—first, the type of analyses presented, and how analyses were presented.  

With regard to the type of the analyses presented, the majority of reports presented analysis 

that is very basic; the analyses presented were almost exclusively just frequencies (numbers 

and/or percentages), and sometimes mean scores. In a number of reports, only numbers or 

percentages were presented, not both. This is problematic when the total number of units or 

respondents is not provided, as is the case for a number of reports. 

Of the 37 reports, only one presented results of tests of statistical significance (specifically, t-

tests). Significance testing could, for example, determine whether any change in test scores was 

significant (in instances where there are pre- and post-test data), or to determine whether there 

were any group differences in outcomes. Additionally, very few of the reports presented 

findings broken out by demographic subgroups, as specified in the Local Evaluation Manual. 

With regard to presentation of results, nearly all reports included one or more tables and/or 

graphs. There was wide variation in the visual presentation of results; some reports included 

very rudimentary tables and or/graphs, whereas others provided nicely formatted tables 

and/or graphs. 

Were any recommendations made based on the results, or strengths and 
weaknesses discussed? 
Most of the reports included a few (often three to five) recommendations or opportunities for 

improvements based on the results. Many of the recommendations were programmatic; 

however, a number of reports also discussed evaluation-related recommendations, such as 

suggested changes to methods of data collection and the type of data collected (particularly in 

cases where needed data were not collected or available).  

Although most of the reports included some recommendation, they were often not elaborated 

upon, and, in a number of cases, the recommendations were rather general or vague. Further, it 

was not always clear how recommendations were derived from evaluation findings. Another 
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issue is that reports that combined the results for multiple grants often presented the same 

recommendations for each grant, rather than tailoring them to the specific grant. 

Was it evident whether results were used/shared with stakeholders in 
any manner? 
Most of the reports did not discuss how the results will be used or shared. Only a small number 

of the reports mentioned a stakeholder team, or that results were shared or will be shared with 

any stakeholders. A few reports made the exact same statement: “These recommendations 

should be discussed during the advisory committee and be part of the continuous improvement 

effort." For these reports, it is not known whether the results were, in fact, eventually shared.  

Additional notes/comments 
In a few of the reports, the language was overly positive about the program and/or the 

program staff, but these statements were not clearly and directly based on findings. For 

example, a couple of the reports included comments about how supportive and dedicated the 

staff were, but there was no mention of interviews with staff or site visits to programs. As such, 

in some cases it sounds as though the evaluator is trying to promote the program rather than 

offer an impartial evaluation. 

Another issue found during the report review is that a few reports included pictures of 

students, data that could be attributed to specific students, assignments with student names, 

and write-ups about specific students (e.g., success stories). This is a potential 

confidentiality/student privacy issue. 
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