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Introduction 
 
The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program provides federal funding for the 
establishment of community learning centers that offer academic and enrichment opportunities 
to children, particularly students who attend high-poverty and low-performing schools, to meet 
state and local standards in core academic subjects through a broad array of activities that can 
complement their regular academic programs.  Literacy and other educational services to the 
families of participating children must also be provided.1  

The 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st Century) program is authorized under Title 
IV, Part B of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (P.L. 107-110), as amended by the 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.   

Pennsylvania’s primary goal for its 21st Century program is to assist youth to meet state 
standards for core academic subjects by providing them with academic and enrichment 
opportunities.  In addition to academics, centers are encouraged to offer participants a broad 
array of other services and programs during non-school hours, such as art, music, recreation 
activities, character education, career and technical training, drug and violence prevention 
programming, and technology education.  Educational services for families of participating 
students, such as literacy instruction, computer training, or cultural enrichment, must also be 
included.2  Federal law requires that all 21st Century program sites provide academic enrichment 
activities and parental involvement activities.  Programs are encouraged to use innovative 
instructional strategies, coordinate academics with local curricula and assessments, and use 
assessment data to inform instruction and evaluate results.  Academics are to involve more than 
just helping participants with homework and should not just repeat school day activities.   

Pennsylvania’s 21st Century program encourages active youth and family participation to ensure 
that both have decision-making roles in the creation, operation, and evaluation of every 21st 
Century program in Pennsylvania.  School and community collaboration is another key in 
meeting the academic, social, physical, and emotional needs of children and families.  
Programs are to offer quarterly open house meetings and maintain an open-door policy where 
adult family members feel welcome and are encouraged to drop in.   

All activities are to be based on rigorous scientific research and the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education (PDE) provides “principles of effectiveness” to guide programs in identifying and 
implementing programs that enhance student learning.  Activities must address the needs of 
local schools and communities and be continuously evaluated at the local level.  

 

 
1 Program information and requirements were adapted from 21st Century application and program 
guidance documentation. 
2 The majority of 21st Century activities are to take place during non-school hours.  However, activities for 
adult family members and pre-kindergarten students may take place during school hours if these times 
are the most appropriate to these constituents. 
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Grantee Eligibility 
Federal law mandates, per section 4203 (a)(3), that any public or private organization may apply 
for funding if it proposes to serve students who primarily attend schools eligible for schoolwide 
programs under Title I section 1114, or schools that serve a high percentage of students (at 
least 40 percent) from low-income families and the families of such students.  Non-school 
applicant agencies must collaborate with local education agencies when applying for funds and 
may establish memoranda of understanding, formal contracts, or informal agreements to 
facilitate implementation and data collection. 

Participant Eligibility 
Eligible participants are public and private/nonpublic school students in pre-kindergarten 
through grade 12.  Programs are to target the ages and grades deemed to be at greatest risk 
and those students who are academically below proficiency.  At-risk behaviors might include 
poor school performance, poor school attendance, drug or alcohol abuse, criminal activity, or 
any other indicators judged by the applicant as placing the child at higher risk and greater need.  
Adult family members of students participating in the community learning center are to be 
served through educational activities that are appropriate for adults.   

Reporting Venues 
21 Annual Performance Report 

21st Century is a federally authorized program operating across the nation.  One of the 
requirements of 21st Century grantees is to complete program and outcomes reporting in the 
federal 21APR system, where “APR” stands for Annual Performance Report.  The 2018-19 year 
was the third year that the 21APR system operated.   

The 21APR system collects information on grantees and their centers, program staffing 
information, activities, program attendance, student characteristics, and student outcomes 
based on federal measures.  Student outcome measures included state reading and math 
assessment gains, reading and math report card grades, and teacher survey responses.  
However, at this time, no data or results entered by grantees are exportable for efficient state 
use. 

State Reporting 

State reporting took three forms: the PA Implementation Survey, the Center Operations 
Spreadsheet, and the De-identified Student Data Spreadsheet.  State reporting forms provided 
grantees with a method of reporting information that Pennsylvania needs to examine state and 
cohort performance given that data are not exportable for state use from the 21APR system.   

The Allegheny Intermediate Unit, the contracted evaluator for Pennsylvania’s 21st Century 
program, constructed and implemented the state reporting forms.  Evaluators compiled the data 
from each source for all grantees and analyzed it overall, by cohort, and by grantee. 
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Other Data Sources 

Additional information was collected about grantees and their programs by PDE and the Center 
for Schools and Communities, PDE’s subcontractor for 21st Century technical assistance; 
however, these data/reports were typically not (intended to be) used for the state evaluation.   

Grantees conduct a local level evaluation and their contracted external local evaluator produces 
a report that they submit to the state.  PDE program officers at are the primary reviewers of 
these reports.  The state evaluation team does not include grantee local evaluation information 
in the state evaluation process. 

Evaluation Design 
The evaluation of the 2018-19 program year of 21st Century programs in Pennsylvania includes 
information about the programs operated under the Cohort 7, Cohort 8, and Cohort 9 funding 
cycles.  The 2018-19 program year included 145 grantees: Cohort 7 included 57 grantees, 
Cohort 8 included 44 grantees, and Cohort 9 included 44 grantees.  All grantees were eligible to 
operate the full program year, which included summer 2018 and school year (SY) 2018-19.      

The evaluation of Pennsylvania’s 21st Century program examined three performance measures, 
within which grantees established their own performance indicators.  The measures included: 

1. Participants in 21st Century programs will demonstrate educational and social benefits 
and exhibit positive behavioral changes; 

2. Increasing percentages of students regularly participating in the program will meet or 
exceed state and local academic achievement standards in reading and math; and 

3. Students participating in the program will show improvement in the performance 
measures of school attendance, classroom performance, and reduced disciplinary 
referrals.  

PDE contracted with the Allegheny Intermediate Unit to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of 
the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program to fulfill federal requirements under Title 
IV, Part B of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended, Sections 4202 (C) and 
4203 (A) and Section H-5 of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Non-Regulatory 
Guidance: 

States must conduct a comprehensive evaluation (directly, or through a grant or 
contract) of the effectiveness of programs and activities provided with 21st 
Century funds.  In their applications to the Department, States are required to 
describe the performance indicators and performance measures they will use to 
evaluate local programs.  States must also monitor the periodic evaluations of 
local programs and must disseminate the results of these evaluations to the 
public. 
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How To Use This Report 

The primary audiences for this report include PDE, technical assistance providers, and 
Pennsylvania 21st Century grantees, though the results can be useful for other groups.     

The evaluation of the 2018-19 program year focused on the three performance measures 
outlined previously.  Additionally, grantees provided implementation and contextual data to 
support and explain program results.  Findings and information are provided overall for the state 
(all grantees combined) and for each cohort as appropriate and available.  Throughout this 
report, the narrative explanation precedes the graphical representation of results. 

Throughout this report, for ease of reading, percentages have been rounded, which may result 
in totals not equal to 100 percent.  Additionally, in tables or graphs where “0%” appears, the 
reader should note that these represent values of less than 1 percent expressed as a rounded 
value.  Instances of zero percent where the item truly represents zero instances or individuals 
have been removed from graphs to make them easier to read.  Likewise, where blank cells 
appear in data tables, the value is zero. 

Some graphs contained in this report include both the number of instances (in a data table) 
along with an illustration of the proportional relationship of those figures.  This type of graph is 
typically used when the categories are mutually exclusive and individual category percentages 
equal 100 percent.  Other graphs only include the percentage of instances.  This type of graph 
is typically used when multiple categories can apply to a single item (grantees could select all 
items that applied).  Data tables that include percentages are also used in cases where the 
percentage is a more accurate representation of the program or the population being examined.  
The type of illustration included will indicate to the reader the most appropriate way to examine 
the findings. 

Some sections provide ranges (minimum and maximum) of results in order to demonstrate the 
variability of grantee programs and outcomes, as well as an average.  An average, or mean, is a 
measure of central tendency where the result is calculated by adding two or more values 
together and then dividing the resulting total by the number of values included.   

It is important for readers to note that not all grantees reported in all areas.  In some cases, 
grantees were not required to report in all areas, as their applications and program operation 
dictated the required reporting components.  In other areas, grantees may have had no students 
or programs to which a particular data element applied or they failed to report.  The number of 
grantees reporting in each area is provided to minimize confusion. 

Care should be taken in making comparisons across cohorts, as each has differing populations, 
programs, and student counts, and grantees had different approved program applications.  
Further, some of each cohort’s program requirements were slightly different to accommodate 
changes in state priorities and federal guidance.  This report is not an evaluation of individual 
grantees, but rather an overall examination of the programs implemented during the 2018-19 
program year, which includes summer 2018 and SY 2018-19.  Grantees are required to have an 
external local evaluator that should be providing examination of each individual grantee’s 
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program.  Grantees’ local evaluation reports are to be submitted to the state in the fall each 
year. 

This report includes detailed explanations of the program’s implementation and outcomes as 
addressed throughout the findings section.  In addition, this report includes sections that present 
information contained in findings in the context of the Government Performance and Results Act 
(GPRA) measures.  The report concludes with evaluator reflections, implications, and 
recommendations for improvement. 

It is important to remember that because of the nature of 21st Century programs, the students 
these programs serve, current information collection methods, and other resources available to 
schools, organizations, communities, and students, it is not possible to attribute student 
outcomes solely to this program’s efforts.   

The findings provided within this report should be used to guide program management and 
assist PDE and the contracted technical assistance team from the Center for Schools and 
Communities in providing assistance to grantees in order to improve implementation and 
outcomes.     
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Executive Summary 

The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program provides federal funding for the 
establishment of community learning centers that provide academic and enrichment 
opportunities for children; particularly students who attend high-poverty and low-performing 
schools, to meet state and local standards in core academic subjects, through a broad array of 
activities that complement their regular academic programs.  In addition to academics, centers 
are encouraged to offer participants a broad range of other services and programs, such as art, 
music, recreation activities, character education, career and technical training, drug and 
violence prevention programming, and technology education.  Educational services for families 
of participating students, such as literacy instruction, computer training, or cultural enrichment, 
must also be included.  

The 2018-19 program year included 145 grantees in three funding cycles, each called a cohort: 
Cohort 7 included 57 grantees, Cohort 8 included 44 grantees, and Cohort 9 included 44 
grantees.    

Grantees were mainly schools, districts, or charter schools (46 percent) or community-
based/nonprofit organizations (32 percent).  This varied by cohort, with Cohort 7 having the 
highest concentration of school-based grantees (51 percent).  More than 60 percent of grantees 
classified their programs as operating in an urban environment; 20 percent were reported as 
rural, 10 percent were reported as suburban, and 8 percent were reported as a combination of 
these types. 

Evaluation Design 

The evaluation of the 2018-19 program year of 21st Century programs in Pennsylvania includes 
information about the programs operated under the Cohort 7, Cohort 8, and Cohort 9 funding 
cycles.  The timing of awards dictates what grantees report annually for evaluation. 

The state evaluation of Pennsylvania’s 21st Century program examined three performance 
measures focused on students’ positive academic, social, and behavioral changes.  Data 
sources included the federal 21APR system, Pennsylvania Implementation Survey, PA 
Operations Spreadsheet, PA De-identified Student Data Spreadsheet, and other data from PDE 
and the Center for Schools and Communities, which is Pennsylvania’s contractor for 21st 
Century technical assistance. 

The Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) contracted with the Allegheny Intermediate 
Unit to conduct a comprehensive external evaluation of the 21st Century Community Learning 
Centers program to fulfill federal requirements under Title IV, Part B of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, as amended, Sections 4202 (C) and 4203 (A) and Section H-5 of the 
21st Century Community Learning Centers Non-Regulatory Guidance. 
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Program Implementation 

Grantees could operate programs during the summer of 2018,3 SY 2018-19, or both.  Grantees 
were required to operate a minimum of 36 school year weeks, for 12-15 hours per week 
afterschool, unless approved to operate otherwise.  Grantees operated programs out of 462 
centers and served 44,374 students.   

Summer-operating centers (279) operated between four and 45 hours per week, with the bulk of 
these hours occurring during the day on weekdays; only seven grantees operated one or more 
centers on weekday evenings, weekends, or holidays during the summer.  Center operations 
averaged 21 hours per week during the summer with the most frequent operations volume 
being 12 hours per week.  Centers operated between three and five days per week.  Most of the 
centers (261, 94 percent) operated either four or five days per week.  Centers offered these 
programs between three and 14 weeks per center; 270 centers (97 percent) operated for six or 
more weeks. 

During the school year, programming occurred through 443 centers (96 percent of all centers). 
School year centers operated between four and six days per week, with an average of four days 
per week.  School year centers operated between four and 28 total hours per week, with an 
average of 13 hours per week.  The minimum requirement for hours per week during the school 
year was 12 hours; 439 centers (99 percent) met or exceeded this requirement. 

Centers operated between two and 42 weeks during the SY 2018-19, with 372 centers (84 
percent of school year centers) operating for 36 weeks or more, which was the expected level of 
implementation for a full year’s program, though this total weeks target was based on a contract 
year, and not on the reporting year.  Two grantees shared in their submission that they receive 
PDE approval to operate fewer than 36 weeks, which is typically done when school calendars 
are not long enough to accommodate 36 weeks of after school programs, and two grantees’ 
programs ended mid-year, preventing them from providing 36 weeks during this year. 

Based on hours per week and weeks in operation, evaluators estimated that grantees offered a 
combined total of 36,689 hours of programming during the summer and 209,641 hours during 
the school year. 

Grantees were most likely to serve grades 2-8, with between 50 and 70 percent of grantees 
selecting one or more of the grade levels in this range.  Grades 5-8 had the highest percentages 
(68 to 70 percent of grantees). 

Program guidance included a list of allowable activities.  In the PA Implementation Survey, 
grantees indicated which program areas they addressed from a list of 16 areas outlined in 
Pennsylvania’s program guidance.  Of the 145 grantees completing the Implementation Survey, 
the largest percentages indicated they offered math and science education activities, or STEM 

 
3 Generally, grantees were required to operate during both summer and school year or school year only, 
depending on their contract.  The only summer-only grants in place were the result of ending contracts 
where the school year was not part of the grantee’s obligation. 
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(98 percent), literacy activities (96 percent), and/or homework help (95 percent).  Service 
categories indicated the least included counseling programs (30 percent of grantees), truancy 
prevention (30 percent), and/or entrepreneurship activities (43 percent). 

Grantees indicated in the PA Implementation Survey strategies they used to identify, enroll, and 
serve students.  Grantees could select from a list of strategies or share their own and they could 
select all strategies that applied to them.  The largest portion of grantees (94 percent) used 
teacher or school recommendation to identify students to enroll, followed by parent referral (82 
percent of grantees), among others. 

In the PA Implementation Survey, grantees were asked to indicate the frequency with which 
they implemented activities relevant to key content areas within a typical program week.  
Reading and math activities were most frequently indicated as daily activities; 71 percent of 
grantees indicated daily reading or literacy activities and 63 percent of grantees indicated they 
had daily math activities in a typical program week. Science, social studies, and other areas 
were implemented less frequently. 

Programs were required to serve parents and family members of participating students. 

In the PA Implementation Survey, grantees could indicate the types of parent or family activities 
offered from a list of options that included adult English as a Second Language services; adult 
education opportunities and/or GED classes; career/job training; computer/ technology training; 
cultural events; family literacy nights; health and wellness; open house events; parent/center 
staff meetings; parenting skills classes; parent training on how to help their children with 
schoolwork; parent training on postsecondary options and planning; parent reinforcement of the 
importance of school and education; parent volunteering at the program; and structured family 
recreation. 

Grantees could describe other activity types as well.  Grantees could select all activity types that 
applied to their program for 2018-19.  A majority of grantees selected open house activities (94 
percent of grantees), followed distantly by family literacy nights (66 percent of grantees) and 
cultural events (48 percent of grantees), with other options selected to a lesser extent. 

Grantees reported counts of parents/adult family members participating in program activities. 
For adult family members of participating students who participated in at least one activity of any 
type during this program year, grantee counts ranged from three adults to 1,530, with an 
average of 112 adults, with 45 grantees having a count that exceeded the average.  Grantee 
adult counts total 16,032 adult family members participating. 

Student Outcomes 

All grantees operating during the school year were required to report reading and math report 
card grades, cross-year reading and math state assessment results, and teacher-reported 
behavior and homework outcomes in the federal reporting system.  State-level reporting 
included further detail about the federal student outcomes categories as well as results for 
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school attendance, school behavior and discipline, and credit recovery, for grantees identifying 
such measures in their applications.   

Student outcomes reporting was only required for regularly attending students, which means 
they attended the program for 30 or more days over the course of the program year, which 
included summer 2018 and school year 2018-19, as well as non-regular attendees having credit 
recovery outcomes.  Grantees reported having a total of 19,724 regular attendees.  Students 
may have outcomes data under any number of the provided outcomes areas and/or data source 
categories depending on the timing of their participation, grade level, and other reasons.   

State Reading and Math Assessments 

Evaluators examined current year (2019) snapshot state assessment results for students having 
data as well as progress results for students having both prior year (2018) and current year 
(2019) state assessment data.  Overall, 38 percent of students scored at proficient or advanced 
levels in reading and 22 percent did so in math.  Comparing 2018 and 2019 results for students 
in grades 4-8, 25 percent improved or scored in the advanced level in both years for reading, 
and 22 scored in these ways in math.   

Table 1. State Reading and Math Assessment Results for 2019  

Content 
area 

Number of 
students 
reported 

Percent of 
students 
represented 
(grades 3-8,11) 

Advanced Proficient Basic Below 
basic 

Reading 10,960 81% 7% 31% 45% 18% 
Math 11,088 82% 6% 17% 34% 43% 

 

Table 2. State Reading and Math Assessment Cross-year Comparison Results 2018 to 
2019  

Content 
area 

Number of 
students 
reported 

Percent of 
students 
represented 
(grades 4-8) 

Improved No change Declined 
Did not 
need to 
improve 

Reading 7,253 67% 22% 58% 17% 3% 
Math 7,376 68% 19% 62% 17% 3% 

 

Reading and Math Report Card Results 

A total of 15,985 students had reading report card data (any grading scale) that could be used 
for analysis (students had two data points using a scale interpretable by state evaluators), which 
is 82 percent of school year regular attendees for whom outcomes data were reported. A total of 
140 grantees (97 percent of applicable grantees) reported usable reading report card grade 
data. 
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Of the students having reading report card grade data that could be analyzed, 30 percent 
improved their reading grade from fall to spring. The largest percentage, at 38 percent, showed 
no change, meaning they earned the same grade for both the first and last grading periods. 
Results also indicated that 23 percent declined from fall to spring and 9 percent did not need to 
improve their grade (they had the highest grade possible) and maintained that grade. Excluding 
the did not need to improve group, 33 percent of student improved their reading grade. 

For math report card grades, 16,206 students had math report card data (any grading scale) 
that could be used for analysis (students had two data points using a scale interpretable by 
state evaluators), which is 83 percent of school year regular attendees. 

A total of 142 grantees (98 percent of applicable grantees) reported usable math report card 
grade data. 

Of the students having math report card grade data that could be analyzed, 29 percent 
improved from fall to spring. The largest percentage, at 38 percent, showed no change, 
meaning they earned the same grade for both the first and last grading periods. Results also 
indicated that 24 percent declined from fall to spring and 9 percent did not need to improve their 
grade (they had the highest grade possible) and maintained that grade. Excluding the did not 
need to improve group, 32 percent of student improved their math grade. 

21st Century Teacher Survey 

The 21st Century Teacher Survey included an indicator for teachers to report student change in 
academics, classroom performance, and behavior.  This determination was to be made by the 
classroom teacher about each regularly attending student participating during the school year 
based on his/her professional opinion of the student’s classroom performance.  Data were 
available for between 58 and 71 percent of school year regular attendees, depending on the 
individual indicator. 

For the academic performance teacher survey indicator, 58 percent of students improved, 18 
percent of students included in analysis were reported as not needing to improve, 16 percent 
showed no change, and 7 percent declined. 

For the indicator of satisfactory homework completion, 53 percent of students showed 
improvement, 24 percent of students did not have a need to improve, 16 percent did not 
change, and 7 percent declined.   

Participation in class results showed 56 percent improved, 21 percent of students did not need 
to improve their class attendance, 18 percent experienced no change, and 5 percent declined.   

Results for volunteering in class show 45 percent improved, 29 percent showed no change, 23 
percent did not need to improve, and 3 percent declined.   

 



Pennsylvania 21st Century Community Learning Centers  11 
2018-19 State Evaluation Report 
November 2020 
 

In the area of class attentiveness, 50 percent of students improved, 22 percent did not need to 
improve, 20 percent showed no change, and 8 percent declined.   

For the 21st Century Teacher Survey indicator concerning class behavior, 39 percent of students 
improved, followed by those not needing to improve (32 percent).  Twenty percent of students 
exhibited no change and 9 percent of students declined.   

Of students included in teacher survey results for coming to school motivated to learn, 49 
percent improved, 25 percent did not need to improve, 20 percent showed no change, and 6 
percent declined.   

School Behavior/Discipline and Attendance 

Grantees were obligated to report school attendance and behavior/discipline only if such 
indicators were part of their application.   

School attendance results in the four general change categories were available for 8,840 
students, 45 percent of regular attendees (88 grantees reporting), and these results showed 31 
percent improved, 35 percent declined, 22 percent did not need to improve, and 13 percent 
showed no change. 

Student behavior and discipline results in the four general change categories were available for 
7,783 students (39 percent of regular attendees, 79 grantees).  Overall results indicated that 
more than half of students (64 percent) did not need to improve in the area of school behavior 
and discipline.  The remaining categories showed similar results: 12 percent improved, 10 
percent showed no change, and 15 percent declined according to grantee-defined change.  
Looking just at students who did need to improve, overall, 32 percent of students who needed to 
improve did so.  

High School Credit Recovery 

Thirty-four grantees reported high school course/credit recovery results (24 percent of 
grantees). Two additional grantees indicated having such programs, but did not provide usable 
student level data.  

A total of 1,787 high school students (grades 9-12) participated in course/credit recovery 
activities during this program year, of which 1,192 (67 percent) recovered one or more 
courses/credits.   

Of the 1,787 high school students participating in course/credit recovery, 341 were regular 
attendees and 1,446 were non-regular attendees. Of these 1,192 students recovering 
courses/credits, 285 were regular attendees (24 percent) and 907 students 

(76 percent) attended fewer than 30 days.  These 1,192 students recovered 1,924.3 
courses/credits during the 2018-19 program year, including 434 literacy courses/credits, 514.5 
math courses/credits, and 976 other courses/credits. 

 



Pennsylvania 21st Century Community Learning Centers  12 
2018-19 State Evaluation Report 
November 2020 
 

Of the 1,192 students recovering one or more courses/credits, 896 recovered courses/credits in 
one content area reporting category only (literacy, math, other), 216 students recovered 
courses/credits in two content area categories, and 80 students recovered courses/credits in all 
three content area categories.  Of the students recovering courses/credits, students recovered 
an average of 1.6 courses/credits. 

Conclusion 

Pennsylvania 21st Century programs provided a variety of academic and enrichment services to 
students and their families intended to influence student outcomes.  In most areas, considerable 
numbers of students showed improvement in one or more academic and/or behavioral 
elements, even though percentages may not be high in all areas.   

Results have been similar for the past several years, even though numbers of grantees and 
students included in analysis differed.  Each area shows some portion of regularly attending 
students improved.  Results also indicate considerable needs still exist.  Historical presence 
results may indicate that multiple years of 21st Century participation may contribute to positive 
outcomes.  Evaluators will continue to collect this information to determine the extent to which 
this may be a trend. 

Based on evaluation findings, evaluators recommend that grantees collaborate with their local 
evaluator to examine program findings in order to identify their students’ areas of need and 
strength and make decisions designed to promote continuous program improvement and 
positive student outcomes.  Also, grantees should implement strategies to increase student 
retention and ongoing, consistent program attendance. Furthermore, evaluators recommend 
that the state team examine areas of grantee need in order to design and offer training, 
professional development, resources, and support designed to increase grantee capacity to 
implement effective and efficient programs. 
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Program Highlights 

Grantees served 44,374 students during the summer 2018 and SY 2018-19 program year, 
which was approximately 2.5% of Pennsylvania’s K-12 public school population (1.7 
million). 

• More than 44,000 students had structured, safe, and educational afterschool 
programming and almost half (44 percent) attended such programs on a regular basis 
(30+ days).   

• Grantees offered an estimated 36,689 hours of summer 2018 programming and 209,641 
hours of SY 2018-19 programming. 

• Nearly all grantees (98 percent) reported offering STEM-related4 activities as part of their 
2018-19 programs.  

• 71 percent of grantees reported that they implement literacy-related activities daily; 63 
percent implement math activities daily. 

• Slightly more than half of grantees (61 percent) classified their geographic context as 
urban; 20 percent self-classified as rural; 10 percent self-classified as suburban; and 8 
percent indicated they served a combination of these community types.  

• A total of 1,192 high school students recovered a total of 1,924 courses or credits, which 
likely supported them in meeting graduation requirements, which included 434 literacy 
credits, 514.5 math credits, and 976 other credits.  Course/credit recovery students were 
2.7 percent of all 21st Century participants. 

• 12,990 students (66 percent of regular attendees) improved in at least one academic 
measure (reading/math state assessment gains, reading/math report card grades, 
academic performance teacher survey data). 

• Nearly 2,000 students (1,890) improved both their reading grade and math grade, which 
is just slightly less than 10 percent of all regular attendees who participated during the 
school year.5 

• A comparison of 2016-17 to 2018-19 state assessment results for both single-year and 
cross-year analysis methods showed increasingly positive results over the three most 
recent years, which may indicate a positive program influence. 

 

 

 
4 STEM refers to science, technology, engineering, and mathematics activities.  
5 Excludes summer-only regular attendees. 
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• Nearly all grantees maintain ongoing communication with school administrators (97 
percent) and/or classroom teachers (94 percent); 86 percent of grantees employ school-
day teachers as program staff, providing a direct connection between the school day and 
the 21st Century program. 

• Of students needing to improve and included in analysis, 33 percent improved their 
reading report card grade and 32 percent improved their math report card grade from fall 
to spring.  Of the 15,755 students who had both reading and math report card grade 
data that could be analyzed, 12 percent improved their report card grades in both 
content areas. 

• The 21st Century Teacher Survey results showed larger percentages of students 
improving than some of the other measures of student achievement.  However, 
classroom teachers may be able to detect small improvements in individual students 
before they show up on assessments or other measures.  These findings may indicate 
that student improvements may be observed in the future.  If students who did not need 
to improve are excluded from the analysis, each of the seven teacher survey indicators 
showed more than half of regular attendees improving according to 21st Century Teacher 
Survey data: 

o 71 percent of regular attendees with teacher survey data improved their 
academic performance; 

o 71 percent of regular attendees with teacher survey data improved their class 
participation; 

o 70 percent of regular attendees with teacher survey data were reported as 
improving their homework completion to their teacher’s satisfaction; 

o 65 percent of regular attendees with teacher survey data improved their class 
attentiveness; 

o 65 percent of regular attendees with teacher survey data improved their 
motivation to learn; 

o 58 percent of regular attendees with teacher survey data improved their class 
behavior; and 

o 58 percent of regular attendees with teacher survey data improved in the area of 
volunteering in class. 

• Grantees served 16,032 adult family members of participating students. 

• Based on 21APR results, Pennsylvania improved its results on four of the six student-
level GPRA indicators. 
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Findings 

The program findings shared in this report include information reported by grantees and state-
level program staff about the 2018-19 program year, which includes summer 2018 and school 
year 2018-19.  The various reporting venues are explained in the prior section of this report. 
 
 
Grantee Characteristics 
 
The 2018-19 program year included 145 grantees in three funding cycles (cohorts).  Grantees 
were mainly schools, districts, or charter schools (46 percent) or community-based/nonprofit 
organizations (32 percent).  This varied somewhat by cohort, with Cohort 7 having a higher 
concentration of school-based grantees (51 percent).  Cohort details are shown in Figure 2.  
 
Figure 1. 

     
     
         Schools: 67      Community organizations: 47          Intermediate units: 10 

 

     
 
     Higher education: 9      Nationally affiliated nonprofit: 7  Faith-based organizations: 5 

 
 
However, the grantee organization type is only indicative of the entity having fiscal and 
contractual responsibility for the program (see Figure 2).  Each grantee operated programming 
out of one or more centers (locations), which may be a different type than the grantee 
organization.  For example, a community organization may operate its program in school 
buildings and a school district may operate its program in a community organization’s facility, or 
some combination thereof.  Each grantee was permitted to operate its program in whatever 
manner was described in its approved grant application based on the needs of the population to 
be served.   
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Figure 2. 

 
 
Grantees operated programs out of 462 centers (211 Cohort 7 centers, 125 Cohort 8 centers, 
and 126 Cohort 9 centers).  Grantees operated between one and 11 centers per grantee, with 
an average of three centers; however, the mode (most frequent value) was one center. 
 
Evaluators asked grantees to indicate the geographic context of their programs. More than 60 
percent of grantees classified their programs as operating in an urban environment; 20 percent 
were reported as rural, 10 percent were reported as suburban, and 8 percent were reported as 
a combination of these types.  Results were similar across cohorts (see Figure 4). 
 
Figure 3. 

 

    
 

              60%      20%         10%   8% 
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Figure 4. 

 
 

Program Implementation 

While the concept of 21st Century programs is to provide out-of-school-time programs that offer 
students supplemental academic and enrichment activities and there are some operational 
requirements, the 21st Century grant affords grantees a good deal of program design flexibility.   

Implementation information about student and adult/family activities and staffing were collected 
in 21APR, but not available for state analysis as they have been in the past.  Student 
demographics were also not available because of the changes in federal reporting and data 
availability.  However, because of grant eligibility requirements, we know that programs were 
expected to target at-risk and low-income populations. 

Operations 

Grantees could operate programs during the summer of 2018,6 SY 2018-19, or both.  Specific 
date ranges were not prescribed to allow for the local variance of school year start or end dates.  
Grantees were required to operate a minimum of 36 school year weeks, for 12-15 hours per 
week afterschool, unless approved to operate otherwise.  Grantees reported operations details 
in the Center Operations Spreadsheet, which they submitted to the state evaluation team in 
summer 2019. 

Grantees operated programs out of 462 centers, as described previously.   

Summer-operating centers (279) operated between four and 45 hours per week, with the bulk of 
these hours occurring during the day on weekdays; only seven grantees operated one or more 

 
6 Generally, grantees were required to operate during both summer and school year or school year only, 
depending on their contract. In some cases, a grantee contract ended early making them eligible to 
operate during a portion of the year. 
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centers on weekday evenings, weekends, or holidays during the summer.  Center operations 
averaged 21 hours per week during the summer with the most frequent operations volume 
being 12 hours per week.  Centers operated between three and five days per week.  Most of the 
centers (261, 94 percent) operated either four or five days per week.  Centers offered these 
programs between three and 14 weeks per center; 270 centers (97 percent) operated for six or 
more weeks.   

During the school year, programming occurred through 443 centers (96 percent of all centers).  
School year centers operated between four and six days per week, with an average of four days 
per week.  School year centers operated between four and 28 total hours per week, with an 
average of 13 hours per week.  The minimum requirement for hours per week during the school 
year was 12 hours; 439 centers (99 percent) met or exceeded this requirement.   

Centers operated between two and 42 weeks during the SY 2018-19, with 372 centers (84 
percent of school year centers) operating for 36 weeks or more, which was the expected level of 
implementation for a full year’s program, though this total weeks target was based on a contract 
year, and not on the reporting year. Two grantees shared in their submission that they receive 
PDE approval to operate fewer than 36 weeks, which is typically done when school calendars 
are not long enough to accommodate 36 weeks of after school programs, and two grantees’ 
programs ended mid-year, preventing them from providing 36 weeks during this year.  

Based on hours per week and weeks in operation, evaluators estimated that grantees offered a 
combined total of 36,689 hours or programming during the summer and 209,641 hours during 
the school year. 

This was the first year in recent history where all cohorts were eligible to operate the full 
program year and had been in operation at least one year. 

Program Design 

Program guidance included a list of allowable activities.  In the PA Implementation Survey, 
grantees indicated which program areas they addressed from a list of 16 areas outlined in 
Pennsylvania’s program guidance.  Of the 145 grantees, the largest percentages indicated they 
offered STEM activities (science, technology, engineering, math) (98 percent), literacy activities 
(96 percent), and/or homework help (95 percent).  Service categories indicated the least 
included counseling programs (30 percent of grantees), truancy prevention (30 percent), and/or 
entrepreneurship activities (43 percent).    

Grantees were most likely to serve grades 2-8 (see Figure 5) with between 50 and 70 percent 
of grantees selecting one or more of the grade levels in this range. Grades 5-8 had the highest 
percentages (68 to 70 percent of grantees).  
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Figure 5. 

 
 
 
Grantees indicated in the PA Implementation Survey strategies they used to identify, enroll, and 
serve students.  Grantees could select from a list of strategies or share their own and they could 
select all strategies that applied to them.  The largest portion of grantees (94 percent) used 
teacher or school recommendation to identify students to enroll, followed by parent referral (82 
percent of grantees), among others.  
 
Identification and recruitment challenges grantees reported included competition with other 
programs/activities (63 percent of grantees), parent commitment to consistent attendance (60 
percent of grantees), parent involvement and awareness (60 percent of grantees), and/or 
students’ after school responsibilities at home or job (60 percent of grantees).  Ten percent of 
grantees indicated that they did not experience or were not aware of any such challenges. 
 
Grantees reported in the PA Implementation Survey on general strategies they used related to 
improving student behavior and school attendance, which were included in Pennsylvania’s 
program guidance, and consequently the annual state reporting, but these elements were not 
explicitly part of federal reporting beyond teacher feedback.  These strategies may represent 
specific activities the grantee offered or may be infused into activities that are reported in 
21APR, but not explicitly addressed in that system.   
 
To influence positive student behavior at school (and/or prevention/reduction of disciplinary 
incidents) and improved school attendance, grantees predominantly indicated using 
communication with schools, teachers, administrators, or parents; 95 percent or more of 
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grantees selected these options for student behavior and more than 86 percent of grantees 
selected such options for influencing student attendance at school. Within each question, fewer 
than 10 grantees indicated that no specific strategies were used or that school attendance and 
discipline were not a focus of their programs. 
 
In addition to examining implementation and operations of 21st Century programs, the PA 
Implementation Survey asked grantees to indicate how they collaborated with students’ schools.  
Grantees collaborated in multiple ways, with grantees selecting ongoing communication with 
school administrators (97 percent of grantees) and/or school day teachers (94 percent of 
grantees).  Many grantees (86 percent) reported that school day teachers also served as 
program staff, providing a direct link between school and the 21st Century program.   
 
In the PA Implementation Survey, grantees were asked to indicate the frequency with which 
they implemented activities relevant to key content areas within a typical program week.  
Reading and math activities were most frequently indicated as daily activities; 71 percent of 
grantees indicated daily reading or literacy activities and 63 percent of grantees indicated they 
had daily math activities in a typical program week.  Science, social studies, and other areas 
were implemented less frequently.   
 
Figure 6. 

 
 

Adult Family Member Activities 

Programs were required to serve parents and family members of participating students.  In the 
PA Implementation Survey, grantees could indicate the types of parent or family activities 
offered from a list of options that included adult English as a Second Language services; adult 
education opportunities and/or GED classes; career/job training; computer/ technology training; 
cultural events; family literacy nights; health and wellness; open house events; parent/center 
staff meetings; parenting skills classes; parent training on how to help their children with 
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schoolwork; parent training on post-secondary options and planning; parent reinforcement of the 
importance of school and education; parent volunteering at the program; and structured family 
recreation.  Grantees could describe other activity types as well.  Grantees could select all 
activity types that applied to their program for 2018-19.  A majority of grantees selected open 
house activities (94 percent of grantees), followed distantly by family literacy nights (66 percent 
of grantees) and cultural events (48 percent of grantees), with other options selected to a lesser 
extent.  Table 3. provides counts and percentages of grantees by cohort offering different types 
of adult family member opportunities. 

This table simply indicates the number of grantees offering such activities and not the 
frequency, duration, content, or intensity of such offerings. 

Table 3. Grantees’ Adult Family Member Activity Types and Prevalence  

Activity Type All # All % Cohort 
7 # 

Cohort 
7 % 

Cohort 
8 # 

Cohort 
8 % 

Cohort 
9 # 

Cohort 
9 % 

Adult ESL services 34 23% 14 25% 11 24% 9 20% 
Adult education 
opportunities and/or GED 
classes 

36 25% 15 27% 12 27% 9 20% 

Career/job training 34 23% 15 27% 9 20% 10 23% 
Computer/technology 
training 49 34% 17 30% 14 31% 18 41% 

Cultural events 69 48% 22 39% 24 53% 23 52% 
Family literacy nights 96 66% 32 57% 31 69% 33 75% 
Health, nutrition, fitness, 
or wellness activities 64 44% 22 39% 20 44% 22 50% 

Open House 137 94% 55 98% 41 91% 41 93% 
Parent/Center staff 
meetings 61 42% 19 34% 21 47% 21 48% 

Parenting skills classes 49 34% 19 34% 15 33% 15 34% 
Parent training on how to 
help their children with 
schoolwork 

48 33% 21 38% 15 33% 12 27% 

Parent training on post-
secondary options and 
planning 

38 26% 14 25% 12 27% 12 27% 

Parent reinforcement of 
the importance of school 
and education 

62 43% 26 46% 21 47% 15 34% 

Parent volunteering at the 
program 42 29% 14 25% 12 27% 16 36% 

Structured family 
recreation 37 26% 16 29% 11 24% 10 23% 

Other 20 14% 8 14% 7 16% 5 11% 
 

Grantees also reported how they communicate with parents, students, and the community.  
Grantees most often indicated open house and family nights as methods of sharing information 
(95 percent of grantees), followed by fliers, promotional materials, or newsletters (93 percent of 
grantees), and informal feedback and communications (86 percent of grantees), among other 
formal and informal methods. 
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Grantees reported counts of parents/adult family members participating in program activities.  
For adult family members of participating students who participated in at least one activity of any 
type during this program year, grantee counts ranged from three adults to 1,530, with an 
average of 112 adults, with 45 grantees having a count that exceeded the average.  Grantee 
adult counts total 16,032 adult family members participating. 

In terms of participation in parent education or engagement activities, including such activities 
as adult ESL, parent education/workshops, computer training, parenting skills, and similar 
offerings, 121 grantees reported serving 6,438 adults, with grantee counts ranging between one 
and 484 adult family members participate in such activities, with an average of 44 participants. 

In terms of participation in family involvement activities, such as open house events, family 
nights, and similar opportunities, 138 grantees reported serving 12,436 adult family members 
with grantee counts between two and 485 adult family member participants, with an average of 
89 participants. 

Grantee Provision of Professional Development 

Of the 145 grantees, 143 indicated that professional development of some form was available to 
staff, either through the grantee or their home school/agency.  This professional development 
most typically took the form of staff orientations (94 percent of grantees), state or national 
afterschool conferences (79 percent), and/or other options.  Grantee contracts require them to 
participate in certain professional development and conference opportunities. 

When asked to indicate how professional development learning, information, and resources 
were shared with other program staff, staff meetings was selected most (95 percent of 
grantees), followed by email (93 percent) and informal conversations (84 percent) among other 
methods to a lesser extent.  

State Provision of Professional Development 

PDE and the Center for Schools and Communities (PDE’s contractor for 21st Century technical 
assistance) offered or facilitated grantee access to several professional development 
opportunities.  These opportunities occurred through three venues: the Promising Practices – 
Proven Strategies Extra Learning Opportunities Conference, which occurs annually in March; 
the annual 21st Century Grantees’ Meeting, held immediately before the Extra Learning 
Opportunities Conference; and eight webinars.  Content of the grantee meeting and regional 
trainings included grant and compliance information as well as implementation strategies.  The 
Extra Learning Opportunities Conference covered various topics related to the implementation 
of programs during non-school hours.  The Center for Schools and Communities was primarily 
responsible for state-level training opportunities and submitted a full report about trainings to 
PDE.  As such, only an overview is included here.  This summary intends to provide an 
overview of the scope and reach of state-offered professional development opportunities.   
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The Extra Learning Opportunities Conference, held over two days in Harrisburg in March 2019, 
was a major professional development opportunity for 21st Century grantees.  The conference 
was only open to 21st Century programs and focused on out-of-school-time programs, 
strategies, and resources, making it an especially relevant learning opportunity for grantees.  
Based on data provided by the Center for Schools and Communities, which managed the event, 
approximately 388 individuals participated in this conference. Based on attendance data 
provided by the Center for Schools and Communities, 283 21st Century staff attended the 
mandatory annual grantee meeting held before the Extra Learning Opportunities Conference.   

Eight webinars occurred during 2018-19 covering topics relevant to out-of-school-time 
programs.  Members of the state 21st Century team or various experts and contributors from 
outside the program presented the webinars.  Webinar topics, timing, and participation counts 
are shown in Table 1.  It is possible that the actual participant count is higher, as it is known that 
some groups have multiple people participating from the same location through one registration, 
but the extent to which this happens is not consistently captured, as participants need to self-
report this information.  Grantee representation or counts were not available.  Webinars were 75 
or 90 minutes long. 

Table 4: Webinar Details 
Topic Presenter(s) Month/Year Participants 
Safe & Supportive Learning 
Environments to Foster SEL 

Nicole Levecchio and Nicole 
Williams, Wings for Kids  October 2018 50 

Culturally Responsive 
Teaching 

Nicole Levecchio and Nicole 
Williams, Wings for Kids  November 2018 50 

Building a Positive Behavior 
Management Culture 

Nicole Levecchio and Nicole 
Williams, Wings for Kids  December 2018 43 

Parental Engagement in 
Afterschool: Never Give Up!  Dr. Edward Bell, Consultant January 2019 93 

NASA – Family Science 
Webinar – Part 1 

Sara Mitchell and  
Sarah Eyermann, NASA March 2019 50 

NASA – Family Science 
Webinar – Part 2  

Sara Mitchell and Sarah 
Eyermann, NASA April 2019 39 

Fiscal Requirements for 21st 
CCLC PDE Staff  April 2019 149 

Understanding 21st Century 
Results & Reporting 

Leslie McConnell  
Yolanda Yugar, 21st Century 
State Evaluators, Allegheny 
Intermediate Unit 

May 2019 87 
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Professional Development and Support Needs 

Within the PA Implementation Survey, grantees had the opportunity to share or explain their 
needs or interests for additional training or support; about 65 percent of grantees provided a 
substantive response.  These needs and interests are outlined in the following pages in no 
particular order.  Common themes included needs related to staff training in social/emotional 
learning, parent engagement/involvement/programming, student/classroom behavior 
management, STEM/STEAM, and successful recruitment and retention strategies. 

Identification, Recruitment, and Retention 
 

• General recruitment and retention strategies 
• Successful recruitment of secondary students 
• How to increase regular attendance 
• How to identify high-interest programs to support retention 

Operations and Implementation 
 

• Visits to other successful programs with similar populations/scope 
• Staff training/development in general 
• Efficiency 
• Various aspects of parent engagement, parent engagement strategies 
• Key elements of running a successful program 
• Suggestions for or efforts around broader community understanding of what 21st 

Century programs are 
• Webinars specifically on high school programs  
• Training for new staff on general 21st Century topics, onboarding training, “21st Century 

Starter Kit” 
• Student behavior strategies, classroom management 
• STEAM 
• Trainings held during afterschool hours 
• Trauma-informed training 
• Staff training related to social/emotional learning 
• Trends in education 
• Robotics programs 
• Programs in rural environments 
• Partnership development 
• Help related to transportation, particularly for rural schools 
• Training in high quality tutoring and homework help approaches 
• Providing high-quality programs without built-in prep time 
• Information or training on student rights and special education laws 
• Positive behavioral interventions and supports 
• High school literacy remediation approaches 
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• Student discipline 
• College/postsecondary readiness 
• Violence prevention 
• Local training opportunities 
• Information about the origin, process, and goals of 21st Century funding 
• Sex education activities 
• Literacy enrichment 
• Policy and procedure compliance 
• Alignment with school-day curricula 
• Staff recruitment/hiring strategies 
• Training on interacting with students and parents for non-school staff 
• Career readiness programs 
• Assistance with developing staff/family handbooks 
• How to increase understanding of the program by school staff 
• Communication with, building relationships with school staff 
• Training for front-line staff 

Data and Evaluation 
 

• How community-based organizations can best approach data collection 
• General data and evaluation training  
• Data sharing/working with school districts 
• How to analyze data for optimizing services and identifying needs 
• Using data for program improvement 
• How to use the local evaluation report 
• Data collection, data sharing agreements and implementation 

Creative and Innovative Strategies 

In the PA Implementation Survey, grantees had the opportunity to share what they believed 
were creative or innovative strategies being used in their programs to engage students and 
address their needs; 77 percent of grantees shared one or more strategies.  These are listed 
here, in no particular order.  Comments related to STEM/STEAM activities were the most 
common theme.  

• Career Café/career-focused guest speakers 
• Watershed program 
• Social/emotional learning programs (see next section) 
• School leadership buy-in 
• Small-group service delivery 
• Intervention based on analysis of student data 
• Reinforcement of school-day content with hands-on activities 
• Local providers  
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• Family events/engagement activities 
• Outside presenters/providers 
• Hands-on engagement activities 
• Tennis/golf 
• Family and student surveys to gauge interest and share feedback 
• Staff members attend community events to generate interest 
• Provide bus transportation to students 
• Use of the Youth Program Quality Intervention system from the Weikert Center for Youth 

Program Quality to identify areas of strength and weakness 
• Providing enrichment activities that students do not receive during the school day 
• Community support through donations 
• Career exploration, resume writing, cover letter writing, mock interviews 
• Student raffle program/incentives 
• School-based liaison 
• Use of school-day teachers 
• After-school time provides opportunity to expand on an enrich school day activities 
• Developing trust/relationships 
• High-interest activities and programs 
• Pilot trials of programming 
• Bulletin board and newsletter 
• ABC Mouse program for younger students 
• Direct Instruction curriculum 
• Student-driven program activities, student development of activities 
• Arts and crafts 
• Competitive programs 
• Entrepreneurship activities 
• Pain internship opportunities based on afterschool attendance 
• Scholarship opportunities 
• Culturally relevant activities 
• Use of organization resources to support students and families with things such as 

housing, health, and adult education 
• Computer science 
• “Maker” activities 
• Music 
• Service learning 
• Free meal 
• College student volunteers/staff 
• Use of evidence-based curriculum 
• Drug and alcohol prevention (see next section) 
• Project-based learning 
• Youth leadership 
• Mindfulness and wellness 
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• Input from school teachers and administrators 
• New, fun, active activities 
• Performing arts, visual arts 
• Teacher mentors 
• Individual student goals 
• Robotics 
• Cooking 
• Rocketry 
• Weekly and monthly themes 
• Smartphone applications to communicate with students/parents and share program 

information/schedules 
• Student-led activities 
• Cross-grade activities 
• 1:1 technology 
• Partnerships with higher education to provide activities 
• Business education 
• Test preparation 
• Student advocate group/student council 
• Counselors for student support 
• Access to online programs 
• Student work displayed throughout the school 
• Teacher communication form 
• Student driven program recruitment 

Social Emotional Learning and Drug and Alcohol Program Funding 
 

During the 2018-19 year, PDE made available additional supplementary funding to existing 
grantees to implement social and emotional learning (SEL) programs and/or drug and alcohol 
prevention programs. Funds were available on a competitive basis. Grantees reported on their 
implementation of these funds in the Implementation Survey. 

Of the 145 grantees, 70 (48 percent of grantees) received supplemental funding for these 
programs: 38 received funding for SEL programs, one received funding for drug and alcohol 
prevention programs, and 31 received funding for both SEL and drug and alcohol prevention 
programs. This included 24 Cohort 7 grantees, 21 Cohort 8 grantees, and 25 Cohort 9 grantees.  

Of the 69 grantees offering SEL programs, nearly half (43 percent) offered SEL activities 
several times per week; 23 percent offered such activities weekly, and 23 percent offered them 
daily. The remaining seven grantees (10 percent) offered activities less frequently or reported 
different frequencies for different activities. 

Of the 32 grantees offering drug and alcohol prevention programs, 34 percent offered such 
activities weekly, 31 percent offered them several times per week, and 19 percent offered them 
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two or three times per month. One grantee offered such activities daily. The remaining 22 
percent (7 grantees) offered activities less frequently or reported different frequencies for 
different activities. 

Overall, 39 percent of grantees indicated that primarily program staff delivered these activities; 
28 percent indicated that community partners or nonprofit organizations delivered programming; 
18 percent shared that contractors or businesses delivered these programs; 17 percent 
indicated that non-program school staff or others provided these activities. 

Grantees implemented SEL programs more broadly across grade levels than they did drug and 
alcohol prevention programs.  Grantees implementing SEL activities were most likely to do so in 
grades 1-8 (20-34 percent of grantees per grade level), while drug and alcohol programming 
was more concentrated in grades 5-9 (15-21 percent of grantees per grade level). 

Evaluators asked grantees to briefly explain the nature of their SEL and drug and alcohol 
prevention programs. 

SEL program responses included:  

• Mindfulness activities 
• Yoga 
• Character development 
• Stress and anxiety reduction 
• Resilience 
• Counselors 
• Healthy relationships and boundaries, 

relationship skills 
• Healthy choices, responsible decision-

making 
• Self-discipline 
• Art therapy 
• Partnerships with community  
• agencies and vendors 
• Understanding that school is a safe place 
• Journaling 
• Responsibility 
• Confidence 
• Trauma-informed care workshops 
• Play development based on SEL 

concepts 
• Time management 
• Communication 
• Reflection 

• Interpersonal activities 
• Reflective arts and crafts 
• Group discussion 
• Meditation 
• Conflict resolution 
• Emotional awareness, intelligence 
• Life skills training 
• Bullying prevention 
• Self-esteem, self-love 
• Peer pressure 
• Team building 
• Specific models or curricula 
• Guest speakers 
• Family programming 
• Service learning 
• Mentoring 
• Empathy 
• Problem solving 
• Taking initiative 
• Perseverance and productivity 
• Social awareness 
• Family skill building, appreciation 

of parents 
• Goal setting 
• Mental health first aid 
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Drug and alcohol prevention responses included:  
• Positive life choices 
• Specific models or curricula 
• Life skills training 
• Positive youth behavior training 
• Programming provided by local police 
• Student assemblies covering drug and 

alcohol related topics, suicide 
• Decision-making and consequences 
• Student completion of challenges and 

navigating obstacles using “drunk goggles” 
• Coping strategies  
• Trauma-informed approaches 
• Individual and community identity 
• Recognizing the influence of others 

• Recovery resources, speakers 
at parent events 

• Online programs 
• Guest speakers 
• Relationship management, 

self-management 
• Peer pressure 
• Poster competition 
• Growth mindset 
• Self-confidence 
• Resilience 
• Student-delivered peer 

education 
• Counseling 
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Program Participation 

Based on data reported to state evaluators, grantees served 44,374 students over the course of 
the summer 2018 and SY 2018-19 program year. Cohort 7 served nearly half (42 percent). 

Figure 7. 

 
 

Of all students served, 19,724 students (44 percent) attended 21st Century programming for 30 
or more days and receiving the designation of regular attendee.  Pennsylvania public school 
enrollment, based on third-day enrollment for the 2018-19 academic year, was 1,761,204 
students.  This means that Pennsylvania’s 21st Century programs served approximately 2.5 
percent of the Pennsylvania public school population.  

Cohort results were similar, though Cohort 9 had the highest percentage of regular attendees 
(49 percent) while Cohort 8 had the lowest (38 percent).  Cohort 7 had the highest percentage 
of students attending 90+ days (17 percent) compared to Cohort 8 (11 percent) and Cohort 9 
(14 percent), which may be due to Cohort 7’s longer duration offering the program. 

Figure 8. 
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Grantees reported in their Implementation Survey that most often used high interest activities 
(92 percent of grantees), parent outreach following absences (85 percent of grantees), and/or 
attendance policies (73 percent of grantees), among other strategies, to encourage regular and 
repeated program attendance. 

The majority of students (72 percent) attended only during the school year; 12 percent attended 
during summer 2018 only and 15 percent attended both summer 2018 and SY 2018-19 terms. 

Figure 9. 

 
 

Participation ranged from 14 to 1,269 students per grantee, with an average of 306 students per 
grantee.  Of the 145 grantees included in analysis, 60 grantees (41 percent) had a served count 
that exceeded the average.  One grantee reported having no regular attendees.  Grantees 
served an average of 136 regular attendees.  For those grantees reporting regular attendees 
(144), regular attendee counts by grantee ranged from three students to 324, with regular 
attendee percentages ranging from 3 percent to 100 percent.   

Student Outcomes 
 
Grantees reported on outcomes for regular attendees via the de-identified student data 
spreadsheet component of annual state reporting.  All grantees having regular attendees were 
required to report student outcomes, which included reading and math report card grade results, 
teacher survey results, reading and math state assessment results, school attendance, school 
behavior, and credit recovery, as they applied to the grantee’s program and population served.  
Also, credit/course recovery outcomes were required for all credit recovery students even if they 
were not regular attendees. 
 
Grantees reported having 19,724 regular attendees, and it is for these individuals that reporting 
outcome results was required.  Students may have outcomes data under any number of the 
outcomes areas and/or data source categories depending on the timing of their participation, 
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grade level, and other reasons.  Students may not have data for all areas because they do not 
apply (i.e. a student may not have state assessment results because they are not in a grade 
that takes the assessment) or simply because data were not available for them.  Results 
described in this report include all students having data reported that could be analyzed and 
may not represent all students served by the program.  Relevant percentages describe the 
portion of students served who were included in analysis. 
 
Results shared in the following section are provided overall for all regularly attending students 
having data.  Results may also be presented by cohort, program attendance category (30-59 
days, 60-89 days, 90+ days), grade or grade band, and/or historical duration of 21st Century 
participation. 
 
Academics 
 

Results provided in this section address the program performance measure: “Increasing 
percentages of students regularly participating in the program will meet or exceed state and 
local academic achievement standards in reading and math.” 

The following graphic illustrates the overall percentage of students improving based on each 
data source after excluding students who did not need to improve. 

Figure 10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Some grantees shared that they experienced difficulty related to collecting, managing, or 
analyzing student academic data, though 23 percent of grantees indicated that they 
experienced no challenges or were not aware of any challenges.  The most common challenges 
included classroom teacher completion of the teacher survey (33 percent of grantees), the state 
assessment availability timeline (31 percent of grantees), and delays receiving data from 
students’ home schools/districts (31 percent of grantees), which have consistently been the 
three most commonly reported data challenges.    
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State Reading and Math Assessments 

Each year, students in certain grades take one of Pennsylvania’s literacy and/or math state 
assessments (PSSA, PASA, or Keystone Exam).  The PSSA is administered to the most 
students and is given in March or April7 in grades 3-8.  Students in grades 8-11 take the 
Keystone Exam, which may be administered up to three times per year.  Once a student scores 
at or above the proficient level, whether before or while enrolled in grade 11, the score is 
banked and applied to the student’s grade 11 year.  Keystone Exam results may not be used for 
accountability purposes before grade 11.  The PASA is Pennsylvania’s alternative state 
assessment and is administered in grades three to eight and 11 for students with cognitive 
disabilities.  The Keystone Exam and PASA are aligned to the PSSA and use the same 
performance levels (below basic, basic, proficient, or advanced).   

Evaluators examined current year (2019) snapshot state assessment results for students having 
data as well as progress results for students having both prior year (2018) and current year 
(2019) state assessment data.  Students must have two consecutive years of assessment data 
in order to calculate change from one year to the next.  Students having two consecutive years 
of data would be (primarily) in grades 4-8. 

To determine students’ improvement status, evaluators compared the prior year’s performance 
level (below basic, basic, proficient, or advanced) to the current year’s performance level.  
Improving means that the student positively moved from one level to another based on the 
grade level rubric that applied to the particular assessment, such as moving from below basic to 
basic, proficient, or advanced; from basic to proficient or advanced; or from proficient to 
advanced.   

A total of 135 grantees reported snapshot state reading assessment results for 2019 for grades 
3-8 and 11 and 136 grantees reported results for math (96 percent of grantees that reported 
having regular attendees in state assessment grades); 114 (reading) and 155 (math) of these 
grantees also reported 2018 state assessment results for examining cross-year student 
improvement status. 

In the following pages, current year snapshot results for 2019 are provided followed by 
improvement status results.  Students could have had nearly a full year of programming by the 
time the state assessments were administered in spring 2019.  It is important to keep in mind 
that state assessment results can only be reported for a subset of students, as these 
assessments are not administered in all grades and two consecutive years of data is required 
for improvement status to be determined.  Also, because only whole performance levels are 
reported, it takes a good deal of growth before a student can move from one performance level 
to the next, especially considering that students are being tested on increasingly advanced 
standards. 

 

 
7 Writing and science PSSA data are not included in state or federal 21st Century reporting at this time. 
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For 2019 reading state assessments, 10,960 students were included in analysis, which is 
approximately 81 percent of regular attendees in grades eligible to take the 2019 state 
assessments).  Of these students, 7 percent scored in the advanced performance level, 31 
percent scored proficient, 45 percent scored basic, and 18 percent scored in the below basic 
level, which is nearly the same as the prior year.  Results by cohort showed that Cohort 9 had 
the highest percentage of students scoring proficient or advanced (41 percent), followed by 
Cohort 8 (40 percent) and Cohort 7 (35 percent), though Cohort 7 had nearly twice the number 
of students included in analysis as the other cohorts. 

Figure 11. 

 
 

  



Pennsylvania 21st Century Community Learning Centers  35 
2018-19 State Evaluation Report 
November 2020 
 

Results by program attendance do not show much difference, as the percentages scoring in 
each performance levels differed only by one or two or percentage points, if any, among the 
three attendance categories.    

Figure 12. 

 
 

Grades 4 and 7 had the highest percentages of students achieving at the proficient and 
advanced levels (41 and 40 percent, respectively); however, this was less than 10 percentage 
points higher than other grade levels, except grade 11, which was a slightly larger difference.  

Figure 13. 
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A total of 7,253 students had two consecutive years of state reading assessment data, which is 
67 percent of regular attendees in grades where two consecutive years of state assessment 
data are most likely (grades 4-8).  Of these students, 22 percent made a positive movement of 
one or more levels from 2018 to 2019.  Furthermore, of the 4,625 students who scored at the 
basic or below basic levels in 2018 and also had 2019 data, 16 percent improved to proficient or 
advanced in 2019.   

More than half of students (58 percent) scored in the same level in 2018 and 2019.  While this 
group includes students who may have improved in the past or those who maintained a 
proficient level (34 percent of no change students), this group also includes students who 
scored in the lowest performance level (below basic) on both administrations (15 percent of no 
change students).   

Students declining (17 percent of students) includes students who declined from advanced but 
were still proficient (19 percent of students declining) as well as students who declined to or 
within non-proficient levels.  

Students who did not need to improve (3 percent of students) scored at the advanced level on 
both administrations of the assessment.  The inclusion of students not needing to improve (in 
this and other sections) is not necessarily an indication of programs not targeting students with 
needs; while a student may not have needed to improve in the area of reading, a student may 
have a math, behavior, or other need.   

Results were consistent across program attendance categories and cohort, differing fewer than 
five percentage points within a change category.   

Results by program attendance were nearly the same for each attendance category. 

Figure 14. 
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State reading assessment improvement status by grade level showed that grades 6 and 4 had 
the highest improvement percentages, at 27 percent and 24 percent, respectively. Grade 8 
students were the least likely to improve. 

Figure 15. 

 
 

As in past years, analysis further examined grantee success in contributing to positive outcomes 
for students based on state reading assessments.  To do this, evaluators compared the number 
of students improving on the state reading assessments to the number of students included in 
analysis, excluding students who did not need to improve in order to determine the percentage 
of students improving of students who had room to improve.  Because of some grantees 
reporting results for very small numbers of students and/or very small numbers of students for 
whom the measure applied, evaluators only included in this examination those grantees 
reporting results for more than 10 students.  Results for 10 or fewer students may be 
misleading.  Evaluators selected the count of 10 threshold to be consistent with other minimum 
n counts established for reporting in Pennsylvania. 

Of the 114 grantees reporting reading state assessment cross-year comparison results (89 
percent of grantees having regular attendees in grades 4-8), 110 grantees reported data for 
more than 10 students.  Of these 110, 77 grantees had results showing 0-25 percent of 
applicable students improved, 31 grantees had results showing 26-50 percent of applicable 
students improved; and two grantees had results that showed 51-75 percent of applicable 
students improved from 2018 to 2019 on state reading assessments.   

State evaluators also collected data on students’ historical presence in 21st Century programs.  
Grantees had the option to designate, for each regular attendee, whether the student had been 
involved with that grantee’s 21st Century programs – through the current or a prior cohort – for 
one, two, three, four, five, or more than five years.  Reporting was not required, but encouraged.  
Evaluators collected this information in order to determine if ongoing and consistent participation 
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in 21st Century programs may contribute to improved student outcomes, as past evaluation 
experience suggests that it takes approximately three years of a program to begin seeing 
results.  As 21st Century programs in Pennsylvania are at least three years, it is in these later 
years that evaluators would expect to begin to see greater differences in results.  Certainly, it is 
possible that a given student could have participated in another grantee’s program and this 
would not be captured by the current grantee, but it was assumed that this would likely be a 
small portion of students, and at present, there is no way to determine the extent to which that 
was a factor in results, as student identifiers were not required to be reported.   

Evaluators looked at historical presence both by performance level and improvement status.  By 
performance level, historical presence information was available for 5,531 students, or 50 
percent of all regular attendees who had state assessment current year data.  Looking at results 
by performance level in 2019, percentages scoring proficient or advanced ranged from 24 
percent for more than five years to 43 percent for two and three years.  Lower percentages in 
the greatest duration categories may be indicative of students having the greatest needs 
participating for many years, but it is not possible at this time to determine the extent to which 
that is true.  This may also simply be a factor of smaller numbers of students included in 
analysis in the greater participation levels.  Improved reporting of this element in future years 
may provide greater accuracy. 

Figure 16. 

 
 

By improvement status, historical presence information was available for 3,628 students, or 50 
percent of regular attendees who had two years of state assessment data (see Figure 17).  
Improvement percentages by duration ranged from 16 percent (five years) to 25 percent (two 
years); however, the smaller numbers of students included in reporting for the five years or 
more categories may influence the results and/or students participating for many years may 
have greater or more significant needs. 
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Figure 17. 

 
 

For 2019 state math assessments, 136 grantees reported results (97 percent of 140 grantees 
reporting students in state assessment grades), and included results for 11,088 students (82 
percent of regular attendees in grades eligible to take the state assessments).  Of these 
students, 6 percent scored in the advanced performance level, 17 percent scored proficient, 34 
percent scored basic, and 43 percent scored in the below basic level.  Cohort 8 had a slightly 
higher percentage of students who scored at advanced or proficient levels (24 percent) 
compared to Cohort 7 or Cohort 9 (22 percent each).  

Figure 18. 
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Program attendance category results were nearly the same, differing only one percentage point 
or less. 

Figure 19. 

 
 

Grade level proficient and advanced percentages ranged from 17 percent (grades 6 and11) to 
30 percent (grade 3).  Three of the grade levels (3-5) had proficient or better percentages that 
exceeded the state percentage.  

Figure 20. 
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A total of 7,376 students had two consecutive years of state math assessment data, which is 68 
percent of regular attendees in grades likely to have two years of state assessment data 
(grades 4-8).  Of these students, 19 percent made a positive movement of one or more levels 
from 2018 to 2019, 3 percent scored in the advanced level on both administrations of the 
assessment, 62 percent scored in the same performance level in both years, and 17 percent 
declined.  Furthermore, of the 5,831 students who scored at basic or below basic levels in 2018 
and had 2019 results, 7 percent improved to proficient or advanced in 2019.   

The no change category (62 percent) includes students who may have improved in the past or 
those who maintained a proficient level (15 percent of no change students), as well as students 
who scored in the lowest performance level (below basic) on both administrations.  Students 
who scored below basic in both years in math made up 58 percent of the students in the no 
change category. 

Students declining (17 percent of students) includes students who declined from advanced but 
were still proficient (11 percent of those students who declined) as well as students who 
declined to or within non-proficient levels.  

Students who did not need to improve (3 percent of students) scored at the advanced level on 
both administrations of the assessment.  The inclusion of students not needing to improve (in 
this and other sections) is not necessarily an indication of programs not targeting students with 
needs; while a student may not have needed to improve in the area of math, a student may 
have a reading, behavior, or other need.   

Results were similar across program attendance categories and cohort, differing no more than 3 
percentage points in any category.   

Figure 21. 
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Grade level improvement percentages ranged from 13 percent for grades 7 and 8 to 28 percent 
for grade 5.   

Figure 22. 

 
 

As in past years, analysis further examined grantee success in contributing to positive outcomes 
for students based on state math assessments.  To do this, evaluators compared the number of 
students improving on the state math assessments to the number of students included in 
analysis, excluding students who did not need to improve in order to determine the percentage 
of students improving of students who had room to improve.   

Of the 128 grantees having regular attendees in grades 4-8 (those students likely to have two 
years of state assessment results), 111 grantees (87 percent) reported two years of state 
assessment results that included more than 10 students.  Of these 111 grantees, 82 grantees 
(74 percent) had results showing 0-25 percent of students improved, 28 grantees (25 percent) 
had results showing 26-50 percent of students improved, and one grantee reported results 
showing 100 percent of students who needed to improve did so.  

Like reading, evaluators were able to examine math state assessment results by historical 
presence both by performance level and improvement status.   

By performance level, historical presence results were available for 5,539 students, or 50 
percent of regular attendees who had state assessment current year data (see Figure 23).  
Students in the one to four years categories had a higher percentage of students scoring in the 
proficient or advanced categories than all regular attendees.  But like other categories, the 
greater years participation categories had fewer students than the others, which may influence 
these results.    
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Figure 23. 

 
 

Historical presence improvement status could be determined for 3,675 students, or 50 percent 
of the regular attendees who had two years of state assessment data.  Here, students in the two 
and three years categories had improvement percentages greater than the overall results.  

Figure 24. 
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Reading and Math Report Card Results 

Grantees reported individual student fall and spring reading and math report card grades for 
regular attendees using the state de-identified student data spreadsheet template.      

Students had to make a positive move of half a grade or more from the fall report card grade to 
the spring report card grade to be counted as improved, as defined by federal reporting criteria.  
Conversely, a lesser grade of half a grade level or more was considered a decline.  For “A-F” 
scale letter grades, this involves a move within a letter grade,8 for example from a “C-” to a “C+,” 
or among letter grades, for example “C-” to “B+.”  For numeric scales, this involves a move of 
five or more percentage points (i.e. 70 percent to 75 percent).  For schools using other scales, a 
student had to go from one level to another for change to be counted.  Student academic 
change was determined based on a comparison of an individual’s fall and spring grade for the 
same school year; in this case, fall 2018 compared to spring 2019.  This methodology is 
consistent with prior years’ analysis, which had been based on federal guidance in place at the 
time.  Summer-only regular attendees were excluded from report card grade reporting. 

A total of 15,985 students had reading report card data (any grading scale) that could be used 
for analysis (students had two data points using a scale interpretable by state evaluators), which 
is 82 percent of school year regular attendees for whom outcomes data were reported.  A total 
of 140 grantees (97 percent of applicable grantees) reported usable reading report card grade 
data.     

Of the students having reading report card grade data that could be analyzed, 30 percent 
improved their reading grade from fall to spring.  The largest percentage, at 38 percent, showed 
no change, meaning they earned the same grade for both the first and last grading periods.  
Results also indicated that 23 percent declined from fall to spring and 9 percent did not need to 
improve their grade (they had the highest grade possible) and maintained that grade.  Excluding 
the did not need to improve group, 33 percent of students improved their reading grade.   
 
  

 
8 Some schools do not give half letter grades.  In these cases, grantees are instructed to report students’ whole letter 
grades, meaning it is slightly more difficult for these grantees to show students’ improvement using federal criteria.  
Data is not available on the extent to which this situation applies. 
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Results by cohort show similar percentages of students despite differences in student counts.  
However, Cohort 9’s improvement percentage of 32 percent was slightly higher than the other 
cohorts’ 30 percent.  Cohort 9 also had a lower percentage declining (21 percent) compared to 
the other cohorts (22-24 percent).  
 
Figure 25. 

 
 

Results were also disaggregated by program attendance category and were nearly the same for 
each category. 

Figure 26. 
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Analysis by grade band showed that younger students’ outcomes were more positive than older 
students, with greater improvement and no need percentages as well as lower decline 
percentages.   

Figure 27. 

 
 

Evaluators further examined grantee success in contributing to positive results for students 
based on reading report card grades by comparing the number of students having reading 
report card grade data that could be analyzed to the number of students improving for each 
grantee, excluding those students who did not need to improve.  Of the 136 grantees reporting 
reading report card data for more than 10 students, 31 grantees (23 percent of grantees) 
reported results that showed 25 percent or less improved (of those needing to improve), 96 
grantees (71 percent of reporting grantees) reported results where 26 to 50 percent of students 
improved, eight grantees reported results where 51 to 75 percent of students improved, and one 
grantee reported results showing that 76 percent or more of students improved.   
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Evaluators also conducted historical presence analysis for reading report card grades, with 51 
percent of regular attendees with report card data also having historical participation 
information.  In looking at the results by years of 21st Century participation, improvement 
percentages ranged from 22 percent to 34 percent improving, with one to three years’ 
participation having the greatest improvement percentages.  Readers should note that the 
greater years categories have smaller numbers of students.  Longer participation may be a 
factor of grantee organization longevity in the 21st Century program, students having greater or 
ongoing needs, or simply student or family choice. 

Figure 28. 

 
 

For math report card grades, 16,206 students had math report card data (any grading scale) 
that could be used for analysis (students had two data points using a scale interpretable by 
state evaluators), which is 83 percent of school year regular attendees.  A total of 142 grantees 
(98 percent of applicable grantees) reported usable math report card grade data.   

Of the students having math report card grade data that could be analyzed, 29 percent 
improved from fall to spring.  The largest percentage, at 38 percent, showed no change, 
meaning they earned the same grade for both the first and last grading periods.  Results also 
indicated that 24 percent declined from fall to spring and 9 percent did not need to improve their 
grade (they had the highest grade possible) and maintained that grade.   Excluding the did not 
need to improve group, 32 percent of student improved their math grade.   
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Results by cohort show similar percentages of students in each outcome category despite 
differences in student counts.  However, Cohort 9 results show a slightly lower percentage 
declining (23 percent) compared to the other cohorts.   

Figure 29. 

 
 

In addition to examining results overall, results were disaggregated by program attendance 
category.  It does not appear that greater program attendance has a considerable influence on 
math report card outcomes, as each category’s results are similar, despite the differing numbers 
of students included in each category.   

Figure 30. 
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Analysis by grade band showed that middle school students had a slightly higher percentage 
improving (31 percent) but also one of the highest percentages declining (27 percent).   

Figure 31. 

 
 

Evaluators further examined grantee success in contributing to positive results for students 
based on math report card grades by comparing the number of students having math report 
card grade data that could be analyzed to the number of students improving for each grantee, 
excluding those students who did not need to improve.  Of the 138 grantees reporting math 
report card data for more than 10 students, 36 grantees (26 percent of grantees) reported 
results that showed 25 percent or less improved (of those needing to improve), 91 grantees (66 
percent of reporting grantees) reported results where 26 to 50 percent of students improved, 10 
grantees reported results where 51 to 75 percent of students improved, and one grantee 
reported results showing that 76 percent or more of students improved.   
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Evaluators also conducted historical presence analysis for math report card grades and found 
51 percent of regular attendees with report card data also had historical participation 
information.  Improvement percentages ranged from 24 percent for students with five years of 
the program to 31 percent for students with one or two years of 21st Century programming.  
Longer participation may be a factor of grantee organization longevity in the 21st Century 
program, students having greater or ongoing needs, or simply student or family choice. 

Figure 32. 

 
 

21st Century Teacher Survey – Academic Performance 

The 21st Century Teacher Survey included an indicator for teachers to report student change in 
academics.  This determination was to be made by the classroom teacher about each regularly 
attending student participating during the school year based on his/her professional opinion of 
the student’s classroom performance.  It was recommended that a math or language arts 
teacher complete the survey, though the content area of the teacher completing the survey was 
not collected.  The instrument simply asks the respondent to choose a degree of change for the 
student’s “academic performance,” allowing the respondent to interpret that label in their own 
context. 

The survey allowed the respondent teacher to rate the student’s academic performance using a 
scale that included “did not need to improve,” “significant improvement,” “moderate 
improvement,” “slight improvement,” “no change,” “slight decline,” “moderate decline,” and 
“significant decline.”  In general, the disaggregated degree of change did not contribute in a 
notable way to the results as the number of students included in those results was small, so the 
results from these eight change categories were collapsed to the four change categories used 
throughout this report: “did not need to improve,” “improved,” “no change,” and “declined.”   
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Academic performance teacher survey data was available for 13,624 students, which is 69 
percent of school year regular attendees.  Results show that 58 percent of students improved.  
By degree of improvement, the largest portion showed “slight improvement” (40 percent of 
students improving).  Eighteen percent of students included in analysis were reported as not 
needing to improve, 16 percent were reported as showing no change, and 7 percent declined, 
according to teacher survey results.  Of students declining, 63 percent were reported as having 
a “slight decline.”   

Cohort improvement percentages ranged from 56 percent for Cohort 7 to 62 percent for Cohort 
8.  Decline percentages were consistent with the overall, ranging from 6 percent for Cohort 8 to 
9 percent for Cohort 9. 

Percentages were similar across program attendance category, but with slightly increasing 
percentages improving with greater attendance and slightly decreasing percentages declining. 
This may indicate that increased participation in 21st Century has a positive influence on teacher 
survey outcomes relative to academics. 

Figure 33. 
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Analysis by grade band revealed a range of percentages of students improving from 56 to 63 
percent, with the percentages improving decreasing for each older group, indicating that older 
students were less likely to improve than younger students.  The converse was true for decline.  
Older students were more likely than younger students to decline.  Regularly attending students 
whose grade level was not reported (less than 1 percent of regular attendees) are not included 
in grade band results, though they are included in the overall regular attendee results. 
 
Figure 34. 
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Behavior 
 
Results provided in this section address the following program performance measures: 

1. Participants in 21st Century programs will demonstrate educational and social benefits 
and exhibit positive behavioral changes and 

2. Students participating in the program will show improvement in the performance 
measures of school attendance, classroom performance, and reduced disciplinary 
referrals. 

The following graphic illustrates the overall percentage of students improving based on each 
data source after excluding students who did not need to improve.  

Figure 35. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
21st Century Teacher Survey 

The 21st Century Teacher Survey included indicators for classroom teachers to report on 
change in behavior based on his/her professional opinion and experience with each student.  
The survey provided a scale that included “did not need to improve,” “significant improvement,” 
“moderate improvement,” “slight improvement,” “no change,” “slight decline,” “moderate 
decline,” and “significant decline.”  In most cases, the disaggregated degree of change did not 
contribute in a notable way to the results, as the number of students included in those results 
was small, so from these eight change categories were collapsed into the four change 
categories used throughout this report: “did not need to improve,” “improved,” “no change,” and 
“declined.”  Throughout this section, regularly attending students whose grade level was not 
reported (less than 1 percent of regular attendees) are not included in grade band results, 
though they are included in the overall regular attendee results. 

21st Century Teacher Survey data for each element includes between 13,235 and 13,655 
students or 58 to 71 percent of school year regular attendees.  The percentage differs by survey 
item as some teachers may not have provided a response for all items for all students who were 
included in grantee-submitted data.   
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For the indicator of satisfactory homework completion, 13,522 students had survey data and 
half of these students showed improvement (53 percent), 24 percent of students did not have a 
need to improve, 16 percent did not change, and 7 percent declined.  Of students improving, 37 
percent showed “slight improvement.”  Of those declining, 61 percent had a “slight decline.”   

Cohort results were similar to each other and the overall state results, with Cohort 8 having the 
highest improvement percentage (56 percent) and Cohort 7 having the lowest (51 percent).  No 
change percentages ranged from 13 to 19 percent; declined was 5 percent for Cohort 8 and 10 
percent for Cohort 9; and did not need to improve ranged from 23 to 25 percent. 

Attendance category results show little difference, though the percentage declining did decrease 
slightly with greater program attendance indicating that increased program attendance may 
contribute to prevention of decline.  

Figure 36. 
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For homework completion, improvement percentages were similar, ranging 3 percentage points 
at most.  However, decline percentages increased for each older category as well, from 5 
percent at the PK-1 levels to 14 percent for high school students.  These results may also be 
indicative of older students likely having more homework than younger students. 

Figure 37. 

 
 

For the indicator of class participation (13,655 students having data) (see Figure 38), 56 
percent of students improved, 21 percent did not need to improve, 18 percent showed no 
change, and 5 percent declined.  Of those improving, 38 percent showed “slight improvement.”  
Of those declining, 63 percent had a “slight decline.”  Cohort results ranged from 53 percent 
improving for Cohort 7 to 58 percent improving for Cohort 8 to 60 percent for Cohort 9. Decline 
percentages by cohort were either 4 or 6 percent.  No change ranged from 15 percent in Cohort 
9 to 22 percent in Cohort 7 and did not need to improve was either 20 or 21 percent.   

Improvement percentages by program attendance did not appear to have a particular trend, 56 
percent improved in the 30 days category, 57 percent improved in the 60 days category, and 56 
percent improved in the 90 days category.  However, the percentage of students declined with 
greater program attendance, from 6 percent in the 30 days category to 3 percent at 90 days.  
No change was relatively consistent at 17 to 20 percent and did not need to improve was similar 
at 20 or 22 percent.    
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Figure 38. 

 
 

For class participation, improvement percentages ranged from 54 to 58 percent, with younger 
students having slightly higher percentages than older students.  Older students were more 
likely than younger students to decline. 

Figure 39. 
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For the indicator of volunteering in class (i.e. for extra credit or more responsibilities), where 
13,235 students were included, results were that 45 percent improved, 23 percent did not need 
to improve, 29 percent showed no change, and 3 percent declined.  Improvement and decline 
were captured mostly in the “slight” degree categories (39 percent of improved and 59 percent 
of declined, respectively), though moderate improvement (37 percent) was only slightly less 
than slight improvement.  Cohort 9 had the largest improved percentage (49 percent) compared 
to Cohort 7 (42 percent) and Cohort 8 (45 percent).  Percentages declining by cohort ranged 
from 2 percent (Cohort 8) to 5 percent (Cohort 9).  Cohort 9 also had the smallest percentage of 
students who did not need to improve (21 percent) compared to Cohorts 7 and 8 (23 percent 
each).   

Results by program attendance did not show a clear trend for improvement – results in each 
category were 45 percent improved – but increased program attendance appears to have a 
positive influence on preventing decline; 5 percent declined at 30 days, 3 percent declined at 60 
days, and 2 percent declined at 90 days.  

Figure 40. 
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The results by grade band for volunteering showed that the youngest students and the oldest 
students were most likely to improve, but only slightly more so than the middle groups.  But, like 
other areas, older students were more likely than younger students to decline.   

Figure 41. 

 
 

Class attentiveness results (see Figure 42) were available for 13,521 students and showed that 
50 percent of students improved, 22 percent did not need to improve, 20 percent showed no 
change, and 8 percent declined.  Students who improved or declined most likely showed a slight 
improvement (43 percent of students who improved and 65 percent of students who declined).   

Cohort 9 had the largest improvement percentage at 54 percent, followed by Cohort 8 with 51 
percent, and then Cohort 7 with 47 percent.  Cohort 8 had the lowest decline percentage at 6 
percent; Cohorts 7 and 9 were each 8 percent.   

Overall, differences among attendance categories were small, differing no more than three 
percentage points.  Improvement percentages were similar across program attendance 
categories at 50 or 51 percent.  No change ranged 19 to 21 percent and did not need to improve 
was similar at 21 to 23 percent.  While the difference was small, the decline percentage 
decreased from 9 percent at 30 days to 7 percent at 60 and 90 days.    
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Figure 42. 

 
 

Results by grade band indicate slightly higher percentages improving for younger students.  
Percentages declining were higher for older students, but these students were also slightly more 
likely to not need to improve. 

Figure 43. 
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For the 21st Century Teacher Survey indicator concerning class behavior, where 13,574 
students were reported, 39 percent of students improved, followed closely by those not needing 
to improve in this area with 32 percent.  Twenty percent of students exhibited no change and 9 
percent of students declined.  Of students experiencing a change, the change was most likely 
“slight” in similar percentages as other survey indicators.   

Cohort 9 had the largest improvement percentage at 43 percent, but also had the highest 
decline percentage at 10 percent.  Cohort 8 had an improvement percentage of 40 percent and 
a decline percentage of 7 percent, the lowest of the three cohorts.  Cohort 7’s improved 
percentage was 35 percent and its decline percentage was 8 percent.   

Results by program attendance did not show any particular trends.    

Figure 44. 
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For class behavior by grade band, improvement percentages ranged from 38 percent to 41, with 
younger students having the highest improvement percentages.  However, older students were 
more likely than younger students to not need to improve in this area.  Like other teacher survey 
indicators, decline percentages increased for the older student groups.  

Figure 45. 

 
 

Of students included in teacher survey results for coming to school motivated to learn (13,383 
students) (see Figure 46), 49 percent improved, 25 percent did not need to improve, 20 percent 
showed no change, and 6 percent declined.  Degree of improvement and decline was most 
likely slight, with 42 percent of students improving having a slight improvement designation and 
59 percent of students declining having a slight decline designation. 

Cohort 9 had the highest percentage of students improving at 52 percent, followed by Cohort 8 
with 49 percent, and Cohort 7 with 47 percent.  Cohort 8 had the lowest decline percentage at 4 
percent, while Cohort 9 had the highest at 8 percent.  

Increased program attendance appears to have little influence on improvement; percentages 
ranged from 48 percent in the 90 days category to 51 percent at 60 days. However, decline 
percentages decreased slightly from 7 percent to 5 percent with greater program attendance. 
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Figure 46. 

 
 

Results by grade band for motivation to learn were similar to other indicators, younger students 
were more likely to improve than older students, and older students were more likely than 
younger students to not need to improve or to decline.   

Figure 47. 
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School Behavior/Discipline and Attendance 

Results provided in this section address the program performance measure “Students 
participating in the program will show improvement in the performance measures of school 
attendance, classroom performance, and reduced disciplinary referrals.” 

Each reporting grantee established performance indicators in slightly different ways, so 
grantees were allowed to report results in the general change categories, having freedom to 
define how change would be calculated for themselves.  Grantees were only obligated to report 
these results if school behavior and discipline indicators were part of their application.   

Grantees (79) reported student behavior and discipline results in the four general change 
categories for 7,783 students (39 percent of regular attendees).  Overall results indicated that 
more than half of students (64 percent) did not need to improve in the area of school behavior 
and discipline.  The remaining categories showed similar results: 12 percent improved, 10 
percent showed no change, and 15 percent declined according to grantee-defined change.  
Looking just at students who did need to improve, overall, 32 percent of students who needed to 
improve did so.  Cohort 9 had the highest percentage (34 percent) improving when considering 
just those students who needed to improve; Cohort 7 had 31 percent improving and Cohort 8 
had 30 percent improving.     

Considering program attendance, greater percentages of students did not need to improve with 
each greater program attendance category. The decline percentage, however, decreased 
slightly from 18 percent to 12 percent with greater attendance.     

Figure 48. 
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School behavior and discipline results were also examined by grade band.  Students in the pre-
K and first grade level largely did not need to improve in this area, with 76 percent of students 
reported in this category.  Older students were more likely to improve and more likely to decline 
than younger students.   

Figure 49. 
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Evaluators also conducted historical presence analysis for school behavior, with 48 percent of 
students with school behavior data also having historical participation information.  This analysis 
showed increasing improvement percentages with each year through five years; however, it is 
important to note that the number of students in each increasing year category decreases.  
Increased program attendance may indicate a positive program influence on school behavior. 

Figure 50. 

 
 

When evaluators examined grantee results for school behavior and discipline, after excluding 
students who did not need to improve in this area, 28 grantees had between zero and 25 
percent of students improve their behavior at school; 27 grantees had improvement 
percentages in the 26 to 50 percent of students range; 10 grantees had between 51 and 75 
percent of students improve; and 14 grantees had 76 percent or more of students improve (after 
excluding those who did not need to improve). Three grantees reported all their students in the 
did not need to improve category.  Eight grantees reported results for fewer than 20 students.  
Readers should recall that small numbers of students in analysis means that each student’s 
result carries more weight in the grantee’s overall results. 

A total of 88 grantees (61 percent of grantees) reported school attendance results.  Each 
grantee established performance indicators in slightly different ways, so they were allowed to 
report results in the general change categories, having freedom to define change for 
themselves.   Grantees were not obligated to report these results if school attendance indicators 
were not part of their application.    

Grantees reported school attendance results for 8,840 students, 45 percent of regular 
attendees, and these results showed 31 percent improved, 35 percent declined, 22 percent did 
not need to improve, and 13 percent showed no change.  Cohort 9 had the highest 
improvement percentage at 32 percent, followed closely by Cohort 8 with 31 percent, and then 
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30 percent for Cohort 7.  However, Cohort 9 also had the highest decline percentage at 36 
percent, though Cohort 7 (34 percent) and Cohort 8 (35 percent) were nearly the same.  
Excluding students who did not need to improve, 39 percent of students improved.  When 
applied to each cohort, Cohort 8 and Cohort 9 both had a 41 percent improved result and 
Cohort 7 had 37 percent. 

Students with the greatest attendance (90+ days) were most likely to improve at 32 percent, but 
only by a few percentage points. However, 90+ days students were also the least likely to 
decline (31 percent compared to 38 and 35 percent), indicating that increased program 
attendance may be a positive influence on results. 

Figure 51. 
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Middle and high school students were most likely to improve their school attendance while 
younger students were more likely to not have a need to improve on this measure.  Overall, 
about a third of students in each grade band improved and about a third declined.   

Figure 52. 

 
 

Historical presence analysis was also conducted for school attendance, with 51 percent of 
students with school attendance data also having historical participation information.  Unlike the 
historical presence results for school behavior, results by different durations of involvement with 
21st Century programs did not show considerable differences.    

Figure 53. 
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When evaluators examined grantee results for school attendance, after excluding students who 
did not need to improve in this area, 21 grantees had between zero and 25 percent of students 
improve their attendance at school, 45 grantees had improvement percentages in the 26 to 50 
percent range, 20 grantees had between 51 and 75 percent of students improve, and two 
grantees had 76 percent or more of students improve (after excluding those who did not need to 
improve).  Four grantees reported results for fewer than 20 students.  Readers should recall that 
small numbers of students in analysis means that each student’s result carries more weight in 
the grantee’s overall results. 

High School Credit/Course Recovery 

Thirty-four grantees reported high school course/credit recovery results (24 percent of 
grantees), including 12 from Cohort 7, 14 from Cohort 8, and eight from Cohort 9.  Two 
additional grantees indicated having such programs, but did not provide usable student-level 
data.  Thirty-five grantees reported course/credit recovery program details in the PA 
Implementation Survey.  

During the summer course/credit recovery programs (28 grantees), half of reporting grantees 
reported that it typically took students the full term of the summer program to recover one 
course/credit and the other half took less than the length of the summer program to recover a 
course/credit.   

For course/credit recovery programs that operated during the school year (29 grantees), 55 
percent of grantees (16 grantees) reported that it typically took students less than a semester to 
recover a single course/credit, while the remaining grantees reported that students took less 
than a full school year (six grantees), a full program year (five grantees), or less than one month 
(2 grantees).   

Most grantees (74 percent) indicated that course/credit recovery was delivered through a blend 
of face-to-face instructions and computer-based instruction, versus only one of these methods.   

Of the 35 grantees reporting course/credit recovery implementation details, 20 (57 percent) 
indicated that students who participated in course/credit recovery also participated in other 21st 
Century activities.  Of those indicating that students did not typically participate in other 21st 
Century activities, the most prevalent reasons included other home, family, work, or school 
obligations or the population targeted for course/credit recovery was different than that of the 
rest of the grantee’s 21st Century program. 

The 34 grantees reporting course/credit recovery results in the de-identified student data 
submission reported that a total of 1,787 high school students (grades 9-12) participated in 
course/credit recovery activities during this program year (192 Cohort 7, 288 Cohort 8, 206 
Cohort 9), of which 1,192 (67 percent) recovered one or more courses/credits. 

Of the 1,787 high school students participating in course/credit recovery, 341 were regular 
attendees and 1,446 were non-regular attendees.  Of the 1,192 students recovering 
courses/credits, 285 were regular attendees (24 percent) and 907 students (76 percent) 
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attended fewer than 30 days.  These 1,192 students recovered 1,924.3 courses/credits during 
the 2018-19 program year:  

• 434 literacy courses/credits (150 from regular attendees and 284 from non-regular 
attendees),  

• 514.5 math courses/credits (163.5 from regular attendees and 351 from non-regular 
attendees), and 

• 976 other courses/credits (171 from regular attendees and 805 from non-regular 
attendees).   

Of the 1,192 students recovering one or more courses/credits, 896 recovered courses/credits in 
one content area reporting category only (literacy, math, other), 216 students recovered 
courses/credits in two content area categories, and 80 students recovered courses/credits in all 
three content area categories.  Students recovered an average of 1.6 courses/credits. 

Results by Locale Type 

With a recent priority focus on engaging rural and underserved portions of the commonwealth in 
the 21st Century program, the question of results by different program locale types became 
relevant.  As outlined earlier in this report, 61 percent of grantees identified their program as 
operating in an urban setting, 20 percent identified their program as operating in a rural setting, 
10 percent reported their program as suburban, and 8 percent reported their program operated 
in a combination of these settings.  Proportionally, each cohort was similar.   

The proportionality of 21st Century programs by locale type is not reflective of the proportionality 
of Pennsylvania school-age youth by such classifications.  According to the PA Future Ready 
Index locale classifications, which rely on National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) data, 
48 percent of students are from suburban settings, 21 percent are from city/urban settings, and 
31 percent are from town/rural settings.  However, it may not be relevant to compare 21st 
Century programs’ locales to the state, as student need is a greater factor in selection than 
locale distribution. 

Evaluators asked grantees to make this determination rather than use a grantee’s or center’s 
mailing address to determine setting type because programs may operate in a different location 
than the grantee and a school district may operate in some, but not all schools, and different 
schools may have different settings.  Also, this provided some insight into how the programs 
may classify their identity, versus how they may be classified by others. 

First, evaluators classified each regular attendee based on their grantee-reported setting.  In 
doing so, evaluators found the proportion of students per setting was nearly the same as the 
proportion of programs by setting: 57 percent of regular attendees were from programs reported 
as urban, 20 percent of regular attendees came from programs reported as rural, 15 percent of 
regular attendees came from suburban programs, and 9 percent of regular attendees came 
from programs reported as a combination of types. 
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Evaluators connected then academic performance data elements to grantees’ reported program 
classification to determine the extent to which results differed by program context.  In the 
following graphs, the overall regular attendee results are included along with the same data 
source for each setting type. 

Focusing on percentages improving and declining, the differences in the results by program 
setting were generally small.  Reading and math report card grades, cross-year reading and 
math state assessment comparison results, and teacher survey data for academic performance 
all showed differences of less than 10 percentage points (specifically 2 to 9 percentages points) 
between the highest and lowest improvement percentages and the highest and lowest decline 
percentages.  There were also not discernable trends in the results toward one setting being 
more successful than another. 

• For reading report card grades, suburban programs had the highest improvement 
percentage and rural programs had the lowest decline percentage. 

• For math report card grades, suburban and urban programs had the highest 
improvement percentage and rural programs had the lowest decline percentage. 

• For cross-year state reading assessment results9, suburban, rural, and combination 
programs had the same high improvement percentage and combination programs had 
the lowest decline percentage. 

• For cross-year state math assessment results, rural programs had the highest 
improvement percentage and urban programs had the lowest decline percentage. 

• For the teacher survey academic indicator, combination programs had both the highest 
improvement percentage and the lowest decline percentage. 

However, findings were more consistent for the 2019 state assessment snapshot results, which 
showed that rural programs had the highest percentages of students scoring at the proficient or 
advanced levels on the most recent state assessment.  Also, in each case, that result was 10 
percentage points higher than the overall state result in both content areas.  Urban programs 
had the lowest percentage proficient or advanced for both content areas, and the difference 
between the rural result and the urban result was 16 (reading) or 17 (math) percentage points.  
These are annual results only and this was the first time this analysis was done, so future 
examinations will be helpful in determining whether this is a trend. 

Please refer to Figures 54-60 for each result on the following pages. 

 

  

 
9 Cross-year analysis involves a student’s result one year compared to the same student’s result the 
second year. 
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Figure 54. 

 
 
 
Figure 55. 
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Figure 56. 

 
 
 
Figure 57. 
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Figure 58. 

 
 
 
Figure 59. 
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Figure 60. 

 
 

Three Years of Results 

Current reporting focuses on the improvements and changes that students exhibit within the 
program year.  Further, the population served each year may change to some extent as 
students become eligible and lose eligibility depending on their grade level (primarily), among 
other factors.  Historical duration results shared throughout this report provide some insight on 
student outcomes over time, but again are focused on just the results that may occur within the 
program year in question, and do not capture a student’s long-term gains that may only be 
identified by comparisons of results before the prior year and current or later results.  However, 
overall state results can be examined over multiple years to examine the extent to which 
grantees and the state as a whole are progressing on the various outcome measures.  Three 
years of state results are provided here for the primary outcome measures of report card 
grades, state assessments, the academic performance indicator from the teacher survey, 
school attendance, and school behavior/discipline. 

Readers should note that each year may contain differing numbers and configurations of 
grantees and differing numbers of students (which is shown under each result column).  These 
differences may or may not contribute to the overall result. 

For reading and math report card grades, the results (Figure 61) are nearly the same each year 
and for each content area.  Differences year to year and in reading and math are generally only 
a few percentage points. 
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Figure 61.

 
 

For state assessments, improvement status reading results were similar across the three years 
and nearly the same as the prior year.  In math, however, slightly improved results can be seen 
over the three years, with the percentage improving increasing a few percentage points each 
year, from 13 percent in 2016-17 to 19 percent in 2018-19, an overall improvement of nearly 5 
percentage points over three years.  Furthermore, the percentage of students declining 
decreased from 21 percent in the prior year to 17 percent in 2018-19, which was the same as 
2016-17.  This comparison examines the percentage of students improving from the prior year 
to the next year (for example 2017-18 compared to 2018-19) compared to other years’ cross-
year percentage, for example, the percentage improving from 2017-18 to 2018-19 compared to 
the percentage improving from 2016-17 to 2017-18.  In other words, did a student move their 
proficiency level from one year to the next?  Some students may be included in each results 
grouping, while others are included in some, but not all of the groups, and still others may be in 
just one group.   

Figure 62. 
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A three-year comparison of snapshot results also showed slight improvements each year in the 
percentages of students scoring at the proficient or advanced levels.  Reading increased from 
36 percent proficient and advanced in 2016-17 to 37 percent fir 2017-18 to 38 percent in 2018-
19.  In math, 20 percent scored in the proficient or advanced levels in both 2016-17 and 2017-
18, and then 22 percent scored in these levels in 2018-19.  This examination includes a single 
year’s result on a single assessment compared to another year’s single result on a single 
assessment. In other words, all students who took the assessment one year compared to all 
students who took the assessment the second year, even if some students only took it one of 
the years.  Like the cross-year analysis, some students may be included in each results 
grouping, while others are included in some, but not all of the groups, and still others may be in 
just one group.   

Figure 63. 
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For school attendance, results were slightly better in terms of improvement percentage in 2017-
18, and 2018-19 was slightly better than 2016-17, but not as high as 2017-18.  However, 
decline percentages increased annually.  School behavior and discipline results were consistent 
year to year, but show very slight cumulative declines from 2016-17 to 2018-19 with decreasing 
improvement percentages and increasing decline percentages.  

Figure 64. 

 
 

For the teacher survey indicator of academic performance, again, results were consistent 
overall; however, there were very slight increases in the improvement percentage over the three 
years and slight decreases in the decline percentages, both of which are positive findings.  
Class behavior results from the teacher survey reflect other results showing that behavior is not 
as big a concern for students, as shown in percentages not needing to improve. However, a 
slight increase and maintenance of that increase in the improved percentage is positive.   

Figure 65. 
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Based on these and other results in this report, it is evident that grantees are serving students 
with academic needs and that some portion of students are improving on any given measure.  
However, because results are no longer consistently showing the increased improvement 
percentages with greater program participation, grantees are not obligated to report results for 
non-regular attendees, and long-term and longitudinal analysis is not possible with current 
reporting protocols informed by federal structures, it is therefore not possible to determine the 
extent to which 21st Century programs are influencing these results. 
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2018-19 Government Performance and Results Act 
 

The federal 21st Century program established performance objectives as part of the 
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA).   

The indicators addressed here are related to and could be addressed within Pennsylvania’s 
three performance measures: 

1. Participants in 21st Century programs will demonstrate educational and social benefits 
and exhibit positive behavioral changes; 

2. Increasing percentages of students regularly participating in the program will meet or 
exceed state and local academic achievement standards in reading and math; and 

3. Students participating in the program will show improvement in the performance 
measures of school attendance, classroom performance, and reduced disciplinary 
referrals.  

For this report, evaluators pulled GPRA results from the 21APR system, which is the state’s 
performance based on data that grantees entered in the federal data reporting portal.  
Evaluators looked specifically at spring term results, as this would be the most complete based 
on state reporting directives for Pennsylvania grantees.   

These results may differ from those reported elsewhere in this report, as state evaluators 
collected and analyzed individual student data submitted by grantees, while grantees reported 
counts of students by category in the 21APR system.  Analysis methods may differ slightly from 
federal methods, as analysis methods or logic used at the federal level have not been made 
available to Pennsylvania.10  As grantee-entered data are not exportable in an analysis-friendly 
format from 21APR, it is not possible at this time to determine the extent to which grantee-
reported counts in 21APR are similar to individual student data grantees submitted to state 
evaluators. 

Evaluators have included 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 results according to the 21APR 
results.  These show that four of the six student results indicators showed a higher percentage 
improving from 2017-18 to 2018-19 (green shading).  The two teacher-reported measures 
showed a slight decline in the improvement percentage (red shading).  

Objective 1:  Participants in 21st Century Community Learning Center programs will 
demonstrate educational and social benefits and exhibit positive behavioral changes. 

 

  

 
10 The PA evaluation team used analysis methods provided under the previous federal evaluator 
American Institutes for Research as there has not been updated guidance issued. 
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Table 5: GPRA Results 
Indicator 2016-17 

Result 
2017-18 
Result 

2018-19 
Result 

1.1 The percentage of students who improved 
their math grade from fall to spring. 44% 44% 46% 

1.2 The percentage of students who improved 
English (reading) grade from fall to spring. 43% 44% 46% 

1.3 The percentage of students who improved 
from not proficient to proficient or above in 
reading on state assessments (elementary).   

17% 21% 31% 

1.4 The percentage of students who improved 
from not proficient to proficient or above in math 
on state assessments (middle and high school). 

10% 12% 14% 

1.5 The percentage of students who improved 
homework completion and class participation 
(teacher-reported). 

50% 52% 49% 

1.6 The percentage of students who improved 
behavior (teacher-reported). 37% 41% 40% 

 

Objective 2:  21st Century Community Learning Centers will offer high-quality enrichment 
opportunities that positively affect student outcomes such as school attendance and academic 
performance, and result in decreased disciplinary actions or other adverse behaviors. 

Indicator 2.1: The percentage of 21st Century centers reporting emphasis in at least one core 
academic area.   

Indicator 2.2: The percentage of 21st Century centers offering enrichment and support activities 
in other areas.  

Information for these indicators was not available because of changes in federal reporting.  
These elements are not explicitly included in 21APR reports.  However, based on 
Implementation Survey data, 98 percent of grantees offered programming related to STEM 
content.  The second indicator is particularly broad.  As such, it could be argued that 100 
percent of grantees offer enrichment and support activities.  Further definition is needed.  
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Reflections, Implications, and Recommendations for Improvement 

Overall, evaluation processes and grantee submissions improved over the prior year, which is 
likely due to prior grantee experience and changes to state reporting structures and deadlines.  
Evaluators believe this year’s data and results are the most accurate to date, given additional 
validity checks put in place. 

Based on evaluation findings and implementation of the state evaluation, evaluators offer 
recommendations for improvement of Pennsylvania’s 21st Century Community Learning Centers 
program and its evaluation. 

Considerations for the State Team 

1. Grantees shared feedback about challenges they experienced during this program year.  
In several cases, prevalent challenges have been consistent for the past few years.  
Some of these challenges include parent involvement and commitment to the program, 
competition with student responsibilities, and data collection.  Grantees also shared 
interest and need areas for professional development and support, particularly parent 
involvement, STEM, classroom and behavior management, and other grantee-specific 
needs. 

Recommendation:  The state team should continue to collaborate to ensure that 
professional development through webinars, regional trainings, grantee meetings, and 
the Extended Learning Opportunities Conference address areas where grantees report 
challenges and interests.  Where possible, additional resources should be considered 
and developed to support grantees to effectively implement programs that are designed 
to positively influence change.  The state team should continue to use state evaluation 
findings to identify and address areas of need at the state, cohort, and/or grantee level, 
and perhaps consider offering differentiated professional development that specifically 
addresses challenges in serving high school students and rural students. 

2. Grantees are required to implement a local evaluation that includes contracting with an 
external local evaluator.  Training is provided to grantees relative to local evaluation 
expectations.  However, in collecting local evaluation reports and grantee data, state 
evaluators noted variance in the content and scope of some of these local evaluations 
and the degree to which they conform to the expectations set in evaluation training 
provided to grantees.  While grantees are afforded flexibility in how their local evaluation 
is designed, it appears that some grantees may not be getting maximum benefit from 
their local evaluation reports as a resource, and some local evaluation reports are 
missing information that state evaluators believe is important to these reports’ utility as a 
tool for program improvement as well as a documentation source. 

Recommendation:  The state team and state evaluators should collaborate to identify a 
method of efficiently reviewing grantee local reports to note content, strengths, and 
areas for improvement in order to maximize the value of the local evaluation report as a 
tool and resource that grantees can use to both document and improve their programs.  
Strategies for consistently and objectively communicating these attributes to grantees 
will also need to be identified.  State evaluators should review current methods of 
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communicating expectations to grantees and reinforce these expectations during 
grantee trainings. 

3. Several years’ results have been consistent, despite changing grantees.  Also, current 
year-only results make it difficult for long-term gains to be observed. 

Recommendation:  The state team and state evaluators should collaborate to identify 
state program priorities or special interest areas in order to: a) plan state-wide training or 
enrichment opportunities such as webinars, b) use grantee-level results to formally 
identify grantees that appear to be excelling or struggling so that follow-up can occur, 
and c) encourage grantees to examine their local results and take action for program 
improvement and enrichment.  The state team may want to consider a formal process or 
structure wherein grantees reflect on and respond to their local findings, perhaps using 
the PA Grantee Report Card that state evaluators prepare for each grantee and share 
with PDE and technical assistance providers.  Further, the state team and state 
evaluators should consider whether additional longitudinal data analysis should be 
formally required and the methods by which such reporting could be done efficiently and 
without adding considerable data burden on grantees.  

Considerations for Grantees 

1. Grantees reported that they most often use school, teacher, or parent recommendations 
to identify and enroll students in programs and similar sources for identifying student 
needs.   

Recommendation:  While programs are designed to serve primarily high-needs schools 
with high-needs students, grantees should consider using more objective sources of 
data and/or determine the extent to which objective sources of data are the bases for 
school, teacher, or parent recommendations.  Data-sourced identification information 
can be used as baseline information to provide targeted student instruction and evaluate 
outcomes more accurately. 

2. Less than half of students served attend Pennsylvania 21st Century programs regularly; 
regular attendee percentages have increased slightly for the past four years, from 39 
percent in 2015-16 to 41 percent in 2016-17, to 44 percent for 2017-18 and 2018-19.  
This raises several important considerations for grantees, program leaders, and 
policymakers: ‘Are students attending enough?’ and the related, ‘Should we put more 
effort and emphasis on retaining students and encouraging greater attendance?’ and, 
‘Are we addressing the more basic need of students from at-risk or high-needs 
areas/populations by engaging them in safe, structured, educational, and enriching 
programs and protecting them from the vulnerabilities of a block of time after school 
where they may be unsupervised (at home or elsewhere) and/or potentially engaged in 
unhealthy or even dangerous activities?’  Added to the findings of little differences in 
results year to year, perhaps we also need to ask, ‘Are we measuring the right things at 
the right time?’ 

To the first point, current levels of participation may be insufficient for programs to make 
an impact on student academic and behavior improvements. Thirty days over the course 
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of a nine-month school year is only 3.3 days per month; 90 program days is only 10 days 
per month, or 2.5 days per week.  Knowing that nearly all programs operate four or five 
days per week, this means even the most engaged students may be attending only 
about half the time the program is being offered; 26 percent of all students served 
attended 60 or more days, and of the 443 centers operating during the school year, 427 
(96 percent) operated for an estimated 100-240 days (average 159 days) during the 
school year.  This raises the question of whether an afterschool program, at roughly two 
to three hours per day a few days per month can have a measurable impact on student 
outcome improvement in the short term.  If the answer is no, but that the program is 
more likely to have a long-term impact, then the reporting structure of 21st Century – 
based on the federal GPRA measures and federal reporting system – is not set up 
appropriately; we are measuring the wrong things at the wrong time.  Side note: federal 
21st Century representatives have shared for several years that the federal measures 
may be revised in the future, but to date no changes have been shared with 
Pennsylvania. 

This idea is supported by results that typically show greater improvement percentages 
for teacher survey results, followed by report card grades, and then state assessments.  
Classroom teachers may notice subtle improvements before they show up on other 
measures.  The following figure illustrates the results for key measures for 2018-19, but 
the trend is similar to prior years.  Coupled with the historical presence results that show 
some larger percentages improving with longer duration in 21st Century suggests that 
short-term measures may not adequately capture the program’s true impact. 

Figure 66. 
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As for the more basic need of having a safe place to go after school, even if they may 
not influence academic needs (though this is a primary focus of 21st Century based on 
its performance measures), if students are not attending on an ongoing basis throughout 
the year, then programs are not really addressing that need.  If a student attends 
moderately, for example 75 days, then they are attending approximately eight days per 
month during the school year.  In an ordinary 4-week month with five days of school per 
week, a program might be open for 20 days.  This means that the moderate attender 
only attends 40 percent of the days offered in a given month and may be unsupervised, 
unsafe, and/or potentially engaging in less-than-desirable activities afterschool the other 
60 percent of the time.  A student also might attend consistently and on a daily basis for 
a few weeks, and then not participate the rest of the year.  Either way, the student is not 
benefitting from ongoing and sustained participation academically or in terms of having a 
safe place to be after school.  Certainly, older students, particularly, may have 
afterschool jobs, afterschool sports, and/or responsibilities at home.  However, less than 
half of grantees (43-45 percent) serve high school students. 

Recommendation:  Grantees should put more emphasis on student retention and 
repeated attendance.  It may be to students’ and programs’ advantage to serve slightly 
few students with greater intensity and duration.  While we are no longer consistently 
seeing the ‘greater program attendance equals greater improvement percentages’ trend 
that was more common in the past, it may be a result of other factors, such as regular 
attendees without data reported; a need to narrow the attendance category 
disaggregation beyond 30, 60, or 90+ days; or the lack of longitudinal data collection.  
Further, repeated and consistent attendance addresses the last point above related to 
students engaged in safe and productive activities afterschool, which is a positive 
outcome itself.  The state team and evaluators should collaborate to identify and 
implement options to capture more long-term data to determine the extent to which 
impact may be seen beyond the single program year measures.  The state team and 
evaluators could also explore whether outcome data for non-regular attendees (1-29 
days) should be collected as a comparison. 

3. While each outcome area indicates groups of students are improving, these percentages 
have remained relatively consistent over the past several years, despite changes in 
grantees and students served.  Furthermore, in examining percentages of students 
improving by grantee, most grantees are showing improvement with less than half of 
students served, even after excluding those students who did not need to improve. 

Recommendation:  Grantees should review their local evaluation findings, perhaps with 
the assistance of their local evaluator, to ensure that they understand what their program 
results mean.  They should then identify areas of strength – and ensure that those areas 
are continued and possibly expanded and replicated – as well as areas where results 
are not as positive and identify and implement strategies that are designed to influence 
positive outcomes for those areas.  Grantees should take an active approach to using 
the wealth of program information and student data available to them as well as the 
expertise of their local evaluator in order to make informed decisions about program 
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improvement.  Grantees may also want to consider comparing their results to those 
presented in state evaluation reports for both context and determining areas of local 
interest that may not currently be examined.  Grantees should consider stronger or more 
intensive activities/strategies that may be more likely to contribute to positive student 
outcomes and pay particular attention to students whose results show a decline and 
those with the most significant needs in order to provide targeted, intensive strategies 
designed to support improvement.  A possible approach might include the following 
steps: 

a. Review the grantee’s local evaluation report and/or results/data.  

b. Identify the areas where the grantee is seeing the most positive results.  Explore 
what the grantee is doing specifically to influence that area or possible influences 
for the results if the grantee is not deliberately targeting that component.  Take 
steps to ensure that the grantee continues to do what it may be doing that is 
positively influencing those results. 

c. Identify the areas where the grantee is seeing the least positive results or where 
larger portions of students are declining.  Explore what the grantee is doing 
specifically to influence that area or possible influences for the results if the 
grantee is not deliberately targeting that component.  Explore the extent to which 
the program’s approach or instruction in that area is complementing or 
contradicting school-day instruction.  

d. Use findings or data to identify areas of continuing or new needs. 

e. Compare grantee results to performance indicators. 

f. List all concern areas from c, needs identified in d, and indicators not yet 
achieved from e, as well as any other items that concern the grantee or program 
staff.  Organize these items by importance and assign a priority ranking to each 
item. 

g. Choose the top three or so items to focus on first.  Focusing on just a few of the 
top priority items will prevent overwhelm that may stall progress. 

h. Develop an action plan for each of the selected priority items that outlines 
specific strategies that the grantee or program staff will take to positively 
influence that item.  Include a timeline for completion and evidence source to 
examine progress and achievement.  Monitor progress and adjust as necessary. 

i. Once an item has been resolved, move on to the next priority item.  

j. Repeat as needed. 
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4. While not all grantees reported, findings indicate that outcomes may be positively 
influenced by multiple years’ participation in the program. 

Recommendation:  Grantees should reinforce multiple years of participation with 
students when the grade levels served by the grant permit it.  State evaluators will 
continue to collect this information and reinforce grantee submission.  For those students 
who participated five or more years but are not showing improvement, grantees should 
examine program strategies to ensure that these students’ specific needs are being 
addressed. 

 

The evaluation of Pennsylvania’s 21st Century Community Learning Centers programs is 
intended to provide program results and information that PDE can use to plan and provide 
technical assistance to grantees in the future.  Results are based upon the data available and 
provided by the program and its grantees.   
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