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THE UNIVERSAL NEED FOR AFTERSCHOOL 

The National Center for Education Statistics reports that, across the United States, 

50.7 million students at over 13,800 public school districts attended approximately 

99,000 public elementary and secondary schools, with an additional 5.2 million 

students attending approximately 33,000 private schools. With such staggering 

numbers of students, it is not surprising that a growing number of children are left 

alone and unsupervised after the regular school day ends, with an estimated seven 

million "latch-key" children in the United States alone. Indeed, the substantial gap 

between parents’ work schedules and children’s school schedules can be over 20 

hours per week (Reno & Riley, 2000; Seligson, 1991). The supervision gap continues 

to grow alongside increases in contemporary social issues such as divorce rates, 

single-parent families, and families were both parents work outside the home (Nash 

& Fraser, 1998; Sanacore, 2002).  

Such supervision gaps are critical to a child’s social, emotional, and academic 

development, as research has clearly demonstrated that inadequate or non-existent 

care occurring during after-school hours can lead to a vast array of negative 

outcomes. For instance, when compared to children and teens regularly participating 

in constructive, supervised activities after school, children without adequate 

supervision are more susceptible to negative peer pressures (such as drugs, crime, 

violence, and sexual activities), display increased problem behaviors, receive lower 

grades, and drop out of school more often (Baker & Witt, 1996; Reno & Riley, 2000). 

Clearly, providing comprehensive, well-organized, and supervised activities during 

the aforementioned gap is critical to ensure the safety and proper development of 

America’s youth.  

A great need exists for after school activities that provide appropriate youth 

supervision and involvement. Academic literature supports that children and parents 

are well served by carefully organized and supervised youth programs during after 

school hours. These programs can extend social, educational, and recreational 

activities for children, while protecting them from unhealthy environments (Posner & 
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Vandell, 1994; Riley, 1994). Although there is no established formula for quality 

after-school programs, most successful programs typically combine academic, 

recreational, physical, and artistic elements in a curriculum designed to engage youth 

in a variety of structured and supervised activities. The activities can fulfill numerous 

needs of children, families, and communities, while also providing safe and positive 

environments to nurture the cognitive, social, physical, and emotional development of 

youth (Reno & Riley, 2000). Consensus usually exists among program administrators 

that these curriculum components serve the following four key program objectives: 

(1) scholastic development, grade improvement, and increased performance on 

standardized tests (e.g., disguised learning, homework assistance, academic 

remediation, career awareness, and technology education); (2) improve behavior and 

develop social skills (e.g., behavior modification, character development, social skills 

education, conflict resolution; and substance abuse education); (3) provide a caring 

and safe environment, thus reducing negative impacts of unsupervised activities and 

allowing parents to be less worried about their child's safety after school, more 

appreciative of their child's talents, and more comfortable concentrating on their 

vocations (Wallace, 2002); and (4) provide children with personal inspiration, thus 

improving feelings of self-worth, self-concept, self-confidence, overall self-esteem, 

and self-perceptions of ability (Davis, 2001; Sanacore, 2002; Sanderson, 2003), as 

well as motivation to succeed in life and school. 

THE NEED FOR STEM EDUCATION AFTERSCHOOL  

Throughout the Nation, educational leaders 

and afterschool providers are fully 

embracing Science, Technology, 

Engineering and Math (STEM) activities to 

help prepare students for success in future 

college and career opportunities. Certainly, 

it is well-known that our increasingly 

knowledge-based economy is driven by 

innovation, the foundation of which lies in 

a dynamic and well-educated workforce 

equipped with STEM knowledge, skills, and abilities. Indeed, according to the U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, 15 of the 20 fastest growing jobs will require substantial 

math or science preparation. Going forward, more jobs will require, at minimum, a 

basic understanding of scientific and mathematical principles, a working knowledge 

“A new workforce of problem-solvers, 

innovators, and inventors who are self-reliant 

and able to think logically is one of the 

critical foundations that drive innovation 

capacity in a state. A key to developing these 

skills is strengthening science, technology, 

engineering, and math (MATH) competencies 

in every K-12 student.” 

— National Governors Association: Building a Science, 
Technology, Engineering, and Math Agenda 
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of computer hardware and software, and problem solving skills enhanced through 

afterschool STEM learning activities.  

Policymakers across the country continue to recognize the need to dramatically 

increase student STEM achievement and knowledge beginning with K-12 education, 

thus forming the foundation for the “talent pipeline.”  However, Florida data show a 

disparate situation when compared to national data. For instance, the most recent 

results of the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) provided by the 

United States Department of Education show that only 41% of Florida 4th graders and 

31% of Florida 8th graders are “at or above proficient” in mathematics – significantly 

lower than the national average. Similarly, the most recent NAEP data show only 

28% of Florida 8th graders are “at or above proficient” in science.  In addition to 

national exams and course enrollment, Florida’s challenges in STEM education are 

also evidenced with the most recent (2013-2014) statewide, standards-based, Florida 

Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT). The mathematics portion was provided to 

all Florida students annually as a routine element of the FCAT, while the science 

portion is only provided during 5th, 8th, and 11th grades. Regardless, as shown in Table 

1, when aggregating all students across all schools with available data from the 2014 

FCAT, a clear demonstration of need emerges. Specifically, an average of only 59.3% 

of all Florida students are at or above “proficiency” in mathematics, while an average 

of only 55.2% are at or above “proficiency” in Science.  

Table 1: Florida Student Proficiency in Math and Science (2014) 

 % Proficient in 
Mathematics 

% Proficient in 
Science 

Number of 
Schools 

Elementary School 58.9% 53.8% 1812 

Middle School 56.1% 49.7% 589 

High School 66.6% 69.0% 456 

Combination Schools (K-8, 6-12, K-12) 57.5% 53.9% 353 

OVERALL 59.3% 55.2% 3210 
Source: Florida Department of Education, School Accountability Reports (2014). 

While data across all students is troubling, data compared across student demographic 

groups are even more concerning. Research has shown that there often exist large 

achievement gaps between schools with high levels of “traditionally defined 

minority” students and those with high levels of poverty. It is important to note, 

within the State of Florida, many communities and schools are “minority-majority” 

schools, wherein the “minority” student population outnumbers the traditional 
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“majority” population. In fact, across all schools in the state of Florida, traditional 

“minority” groups compose 59.8% of the entire K-12 population of nearly 2.7 million 

students. As shown in Table 2, on average, Florida schools with at least 50% 

“minority” rates (i.e., minority-majority schools) are significantly lower in both 

mathematics and science proficiency scores than low-minority schools. This 

significant achievement gap holds true at each level of schooling (i.e., elementary, 

middle, and high).  

Table 2: Proficiency in Math and Science by School Minority Rate (2014) 

 “Minority-Majority” Schools Low-Minority Schools 

 Proficient 
in Math 

Proficient 
in Science 

Number of 
Schools 

Proficient 
in Math 

Proficient 
in Science 

Number of 
Schools 

High  54.4% 47.7% 1118 69.3% 65.7% 195 

Middle  51.3% 44.5% 355 67.2% 62.3% 52 

Elementary  62.9% 64.6% 237 75.1% 77.4% 61 

Combination 53.6% 48.0% 197 61.6% 63.0% 71 

OVERALL 54.8% 49.3% 1907 68.5% 66.6% 379 
Note: “Minority-Majority” schools have at least 50% of overall student population identified from traditionally 
defined minority populations, while “Low Minority” schools have no more than 25% from these populations.  
Source: Florida Department of Education, School Accountability Reports (2014). 

In addition to proportions of traditional “minority” students, research also suggests 

that schools with high percentages of low-income students also tend to struggle in 

STEM subjects more than schools with higher average income levels. Within Florida, 

an astonishing 62.7% of the entire student population qualifies for Free or Reduced 

Price Lunch (FRPL), a national indicator of low-income status (2014). As with ethnic 

minority status, as shown in Table 3, Florida schools with predominantly low-income 

students (50%+ FRPL) showed significantly lower performance on both science and 

mathematics assessments than did schools with a lower proportion of low-income 

students. Also consistent with ethnic minority rates, students in “low income” schools 

had significantly lower performance across all levels of schooling (i.e., elementary, 

middle, and high school) than did students in “non-low-income” schools.  

Ultimately, Florida is failing to adequately develop STEM skill sets and STEM 

interest among the state’s K-12 student population, thus reducing the chances that 

Florida students will eventually work in the wide range of state industries and 

emerging segments of the innovation economy. In fact, as established by Florida’s 

Ad-Hoc Sub-Committee on K-12 STEM Education (2009), Florida’s business 
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community has expressed serious concerns about looming shortages of high-quality 

engineers, scientists, information technology workers, and technicians of all types, as 

well as how such shortages will adversely impact the state’s economy. Moreover, 

even if K-12 students do not enter the STEM field, research indicates that all K-12 

students can still benefit from a relevant STEM education, both in terms of 

productivity in the workplace and achievement in post-secondary education.  

Table 3: Proficiency in Math and Science by Low-Income Rate (2014) 

 “Low Income” Schools Non-Low Income Schools 

 Proficient 
in Math 

Proficient 
in Science 

Number of 
Schools 

Proficient 
in Math 

Proficient 
in Science 

Number of 
Schools 

High  54.0% 48.1% 1353 73.2% 70.3% 459 

Middle  50.2% 44.1% 424 71.2% 64.0% 165 

Elementary  60.7% 63.1% 263 74.6% 77.1% 193 

Combination 49.7% 45.2% 209 69.1% 66.5% 142 

OVERALL 53.7% 48.9% 2249 72.5% 70.0% 959 

Note: “Low Income” schools are those having at least 50% of students on Free or Reduced Price Lunch. “Non 
Low Income Schools” are those with less than 50% of students qualifying for FRPL.   
Source: Florida Department of Education, School Accountability Reports (2014). 

The impact of such achievement gaps between Florida and other states, as well as 

within Florida among specific student populations, cannot be understated. Research 

shows that many elementary school students lose interest in and understanding of 

STEM subjects prior to reaching middle and high school grades. The loss of STEM 

interest and understanding is secondary to a wide range of intertwined circumstances, 

such as increased focus on higher-stakes subjects of reading and writing; use of 

highly formalized educational processes during the school day (e.g., pacing guides); 

and focus on assessments as performance evaluations for faculty. Certainly, there is 

great debate about the primary reasons for decreased interest and understanding of 

STEM among K-12 students, yet there is general consensus that afterschool 

programming can provide the informal, hands-on, high-engagement science education 

activities necessary to boost interest and understanding. Given that afterschool 

programs in Florida have a long-standing relationship in working directly with 

students from high-minority and low-income schools, structured afterschool 

programming can provide unique opportunities to decrease achievement gaps though 

building collaborations and partnerships for innovative, informal, afterschool STEM 

education efforts. 
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SPECIFIC NEEDS: CITY OF ORLANDO FPR 

In addition to general needs, it is imperative that high-quality afterschool programs 

provide activities that address specific needs of the students, families, schools, and 

communities served by the program. The most structured and comprehensive 

afterschool programs require academic components to be based on scientifically 

based research, and all non-academic activities to be designed to reinforce and 

complement the regular academic program of participating students. Indeed, all 

activities and services provided within this program are based on established needs, 

aligned to specific objectives, and contain an established set of continuous 

performance measures to ensure high-quality academic and enrichment opportunities. 

In the spring of 2015, FPR organized a multidisciplinary assessment team comprised 

of OCPS, United Way, COO Community and Neighborhood Services Department 

and Orlando Police Department to determine the community need for 21st CCLC 

programs. The team gathered and utilized data from a wide range of sources 

including: U.S. Census Bureau information; Florida educational attainment data; City 

of Orlando neighborhood data, district and state student performance data; and 

community stakeholder surveys completed in Spring 2015. FPR Director Lisa Early 

served as leader of the team. Information about service gaps in the area were gathered 

from feedback solicited from students, parents and community partners, as well as 

reviews of publicly available information (e.g., COO neighborhood data, Orange 

County Health Department, etc.). The purpose of the needs assessment process was to 

identify and prioritize student and family needs and provide the basis for developing a 

comprehensive, community-driven afterschool and summer program that is 

responsive to the identified needs and gaps.  

Orlando is Florida’s 5th largest city and is located in Orange County. The Central 

Florida region promotes itself as a vacation and entertainment destination for the 

world. While the tourism industry fuels the area’s growing infrastructure, the low-

wage seasonal workforce it employs walk a precarious path of financial stability and 

ruin every day. During the economic downturn of the past several years, the tourism 

industry was one of hardest hit markets. Today, with a poverty rate of 16.4%, Orlando 

ranks 16th out of the top 100 metropolitan areas in the United States for residents 

living below the poverty line. Over 56,000 children residing in Orlando live in 

poverty. In 2013, Orlando ranked 1st among all mid-size cities in the country for its 

number of chronically homeless residents (NHCHC Orlando Fact Sheet, 2013). 

Currently, over 7,000 students in Orange County qualify for additional services for 
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homeless youth through the federal McKinney-Vento Act (OCPS McKinney-Vento 

Report, 2014).  

Orlando’s unemployment rate cites at 4.8%. Conversely, in the neighborhoods of 

Carver Shores, Catalina, Lake Mann, Malibu Shores, and Parramore, where the 

targeted 21st CCLC students reside, that number jumps to between 18% – 27% 

depending upon the neighborhood. (Orlando Neighborhood Demographic, Economic 

Stabilization and Safety Report, 2014). Orange County had nearly 5,700 juvenile 

arrests in 2013-2014. The juvenile crime rates in these targeted neighborhoods are 

four to six times higher than the rest of the county. Furthermore, the percentage of 

arrests for violent crimes, domestic violence and drug related offenses are three times 

to four times higher than in the rest of Orange County (Crime in Florida – Orange 

County, 2013). In addition, the Florida Literacy Coalition reports 74% of Orange 

County adults have received a high school diploma and/or higher education. 

Conversely, 20% of Orange County adults are considered “functionally illiterate”. In 

the communities targeted in this application only 46% of adults have received a high 

school diploma and the number of “functionally illiterate” adults increases to 33% 

(Orange County, FL Population Data, 2013). These statistics represent a climate of 

low performance that surrounds disadvantaged students from through adulthood.  

The information on Orange County, Orlando and the targeted neighborhoods and 

population was collected by FPR staff with assistance from the City of Orlando’s 

Neighborhood and Community Relations Department. The development team then 

designed three different types of surveys to be completed by students, parents and 

community stakeholders (school administration, public officials, police officers, 

church leaders, private schools located within the demographic area, etc.). Over 500 

surveys were completed between the targeted school sites. The survey findings were 

as a follows: (1) 98% indicated a high need for safe and free quality programs for 

kids; (2) 94% indicated a high need for educational assistance for low performing 

students; (3) 90% indicated a high need for STEM and enrichment programs for 

students; (4) 97% indicated a high need for family services and educational programs; 

(5) 91% indicated a high need for increased community involvement among youth; 

(6) 90% believed their children were not adequately prepared for high school/college; 

(7) 88% believed their schools were failing to provide adequate services; (8) 86% 

believed their neighborhoods and schools were not safe for children; (9) 64% reported 

that at least one family member had been arrested, incarcerated or involved in 

criminal activities in the past three years; (10) 53% reported that at least one family 
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member suffered from substance abuse; and (11) 49% reported that at least one 

family member had been involved in domestic violence over the past three years.  

Once all areas of data were complete and collected, FPR staff combined the 

information and created a 21st CCLC needs report for review by the development 

teams. Consensus among the team was that the proposed 21st CCLC programs should 

serve four key program objectives: (1) scholastic development, grade improvement 

and increased performance on standardized tests; (2) improve behavior and social 

skills; (3) provide a caring and safe environment, and (4) provide children with 

personal inspiration and overall self-esteem. 

TYPES OF AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAMMING 

It is important to distinguish between three major types of after school programs. 

Child Care and Day Care (or “after care”) programs are typically the least structured 

programs with a primary focus on providing a supervised place for children while 

parents are still in work. Extracurricular programs are typically more structured, 

school-run programs with a primary focus in single areas (e.g., after school band, 

football, debate, etc.). Finally, “afterschool program” (or “Extended Learning 

Program”) is a term typically used to describe the most structured types of programs 

offering a wide breadth of activities to enrich the minds and bodies of participating 

students. The latter are those programs generally included in research studies and are 

more likely to receive federal, state, and local funding. Ultimately, 21st CCLC 

programs, including the one at focus within this evaluation, are some of the most 

structured, comprehensive, and diverse afterschool programs in Florida.  

 

<<--------------------->>  



2015-2016 Summative Evaluation Report        |       15 

 City of Orlando – Family, Parks, & Recreation Department 

THE 21ST CCLC INITIATIVE 

The national need for structured afterschool programming spawned the creation of the 

21st Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC) initiative in 1994, when the U.S. 

Congress authorized the establishment of the federal afterschool programs. In 1998, 

the 21st CCLC program was refocused on supporting schools to provide school-based 

academic and recreational activities during after school hours, summer, and other 

times when schools were not in regular session. The development of the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001 brought further political focus and federal funding to after 

school programs, which signified the beginning of federal funding aimed at directly 

addressing the need for after school programs in a systematic manner. Total federal 

funding began with $750,000 in 1995 and grew to approximately $1.2 billion dollars 

in 2013 (United States Department of Education, 2012).  

The 21st Century Community Learning Center (21st CCLC) initiative, as outlined in 

federal law under the “No Child Left Behind Act” of 2001, is an opportunity for 

students to enhance and reinforce academic lessons of the regular school day, while 

also allowing them to learn new skills and discover new opportunities after the 

regular school day has ended. As described by the US Department of Education: 

The focus of this program, re-authorized under Title IV, Part B, of the 

No Child Left Behind Act, is to provide expanded academic 

enrichment opportunities for children attending low performing 

schools. Tutorial services and academic enrichment activities are 

designed to help students meet local and state academic standards in 

subjects such as reading and math. In addition, 21st CCLC programs 

provide youth development activities, drug and violence prevention 

programs, technology education programs, art, music and recreation 

programs, counseling, and character education to enhance the 

academic component of the program.  

Authorized under Title IV, Part B, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA), as amended, the specific purposes of this federal program are to:  
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(1) provide opportunities for academic enrichment, including providing 

tutorial services to help students, particularly students who attend low-

performing schools, to meet State and local student academic achievement 

standards in core academic subjects, such as reading and mathematics; 

(2) offer students a broad array of additional services, programs, and 

activities, such as youth development activities, drug and violence 

prevention programs, counseling programs, art, music, and recreation 

programs, technology education programs, and character education 

programs, that are designed to reinforce and complement the regular 

academic program of participating students; and 

(3) offer families of students served by community learning centers 

opportunities for literacy and related educational development. 

Since the inception of the federal 21st CCLC initiative, Florida’s 21st CCLC programs 

have been among the most structured and diverse out-of-school programs for students 

attending Florida’s low-income, Title I school-wide-program-eligible schools. All 21st 

CCLC programs must operate for at least 36 weeks at a minimum of four (4) days and 

12 hours per week. Regardless of the age of participating students, all 21st CCLC 

programs are required to provide each attending student a full repertoire of wrap-

around services, to include (1) academic remediation in reading, (2) academic 

remediation in math, (3) academic remediation in science, and (4) literacy education 

and/or other educational development for adult family members of participating 

students. Academic remediation activities must be project-based, fun, creative, engaging, 

and enhancing to the lessons provided during the regular school day.  

In addition to these activities, all 21st CCLC programs are required to provide a 

variety of personal enrichment activities from the following categories allowed under 

federal law: (1) physical education and recreation; (2) dropout prevention and 

character education; (3) service learning; (4) tutoring (e.g., homework help) and 

mentoring services; (5) arts and music education; (6) entrepreneurial education; (7) 

programs for limited English proficient students that emphasize language skills and 

academic achievement; (8) telecommunications and technology education; (9) 

expanded library service hours; and/or (10) drug and violence prevention and/or 

counseling. In addition to wrap-around services for each participating student, 21st 

CCLC programs must also assure the FDOE that: (1) all targeted students receive 

services regardless of special need, (2) services are provided with safe and well-

planned program facilities and transportation services, (3) there will be a high level of 
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communication with student’s schools, (4) adequate professional development will be 

provided for employed staff, and (5) daily snacks/meals will be provided to all 

participating students using other funding sources.  

In essence, 21st CCLC programs provide structured, academically-focused, safe 

learning environments for students during non-school hours. The programs include a 

wide variety of wrap-around services and activities for students and family members. 

BENEFITS OF AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAMMING 

Research on the benefits of afterschool programs are generally limited to highly 

structured programs. With this caveat, research often shows a number of positive 

impacts on children and families, often depending on the types of activities offered. 

The most common benefit, spanning all activities and programs, is that children are 

kept safe and out of trouble. Many studies have shown that children in afterschool 

programs have a reduced incidence of juvenile delinquency, violence, and drug use. 

In addition, research has shown the following benefits of regular participation in a 

high-quality program:  

 Gains in academic grades, standardized test scores, and quality of school work.  

 Improved motivation and dedication to school and learning. 

 Enhanced creativity and interest in school. 

 Improved in-school behaviors and greater self-reported control over behaviors.  

 Reduced stress for students and parents. 

 Improved self-esteem, self-efficacy, and greater hope for the future. 

 Improved well-being, improved physical fitness, and decrease in obesity. 

 More connection to the community (particularly with service learning). 

Afterschool programs can also offer many intangible benefits, such as the opportunity 

to engage in activities that help children realize they have something to contribute; 

the opportunity to work with diverse peers and adults to create projects, 

performances, and presentations; and the opportunity to develop a vision of life's 

possibilities that, with commitment and persistence, are attainable.  

IMPACT OF AFTERSCHOOL IN FLORIDA  

Recent research has found strong evidence that afterschool programs, in general, can 

provide for both the academic and personal needs of participating students. Quality 



18        |       2015-2016 Summative Evaluation Report 

 City of Orlando – Family, Parks, & Recreation Department 

afterschool programs support Florida’s state and local goals in education, economic 

development, child development, delinquency and gang prevention by providing 

structured learning environments for students outside the regular school day.  

Florida’s local citizens in major cities have repeatedly expressed overwhelming 

support of afterschool programs by voting for local tax to support afterschool and 

child development programs - with most voting for permanent taxing for these 

efforts.. Such investments in quality afterschool have been fueled, in part, by research 

demonstrating the effectiveness of such programs. Unfortunately, even with over 

$200M in afterschool programming in Florida, nearly 750,000 (25%) of Florida’s K-

12 youth are responsible for taking care of themselves after school.  These children 

spend an average of 15 hours per week unsupervised afterschool.  A brief summary of 

some of the more recent research findings follows: 

 In the America After 3 PM survey, Florida parents/guardians were asked about 

their children’s regular participation in various afterschool care arrangements, 

with a special focus on afterschool program participation and satisfaction.  The 

survey addressed afterschool program need and availability and sought to reveal 

the major barriers to afterschool program participation. The survey found that: (1) 

almost 750,000 (25 percent) K-12 youth are responsible for taking care of 

themselves after school and spend an average of 15 hours per week unsupervised 

afterschool; (2) 841,951 (36%) children are not in afterschool programs but would 

likely participate in an afterschool program if it were available in their 

community, regardless of their current care arrangement; and (3) more than 

22,000 school age children are on waiting lists for subsidized afterschool services. 

 Wesley College evaluated the Jacksonville TEAM UP program (one of the largest 

providers in Florida) and found: (1) better attendance rates than the rest of the 

students in their schools who do not attend TEAM UP (12.7% better in 

elementary; 6.2% better in middle); (2) better promotion rates than other children 

in their schools who do not attend TEAM UP (1.3% better in elementary school; 

3.8% better in middle school); (3) better FCAT performance with the rate of 

TEAM UP students who scored at Levels 3, 4 or 5 on the FCAT being 5.8% 

higher in elementary school and 1.5% higher in middle school than for the overall 

population in their schools; and (4) of the 2,400 children in the program 30 days 

or more, 83.4% were promoted to the next grade level on time.  

 The University of Florida (Zhang & Byrd) evaluated the 21st Century Community 

Learning Centers and found (1) 32.9% of 21st CCLC students improved their 
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math scores on standardized tests and 43.5% maintained their score level; (2) 

35.1% improved their reading scores on standardized tests while 44.1% 

maintained their score level; and (3) 80.2% of the teachers surveyed believed kids 

in the 21st CCLC programs improved their overall academic performance. 

University of Florida researchers also found a protective effect of the 21st CCLC 

afterschool programs, wherein students may have been relatively equal to their 

peers at the beginning of the year, but demonstrated higher performance by the 

end of the academic year than the same peers with which they were compared.  

 A Florida Tax Watch Study of all Boys and Girls Clubs of Florida found (1) 

overall achievement levels in terms of learning gains in reading and mathematics 

for Club members was greater than that of their peer reference group or the state 

student population; (2) members had lower rates of absenteeism at all grade 

levels; (3) the dropout rate for Club members was lower than that of both their 

peer reference group and the state student population; and (4) the graduation rate 

for Club members from all ethnic backgrounds met or exceeded the statewide K-

12 population and comparable to that of the peer reference group. The Florida Tax 

Watch study also found that the average annual income of members graduating 

from high school rises by $6,935 (2005 dollars).  If the state dropout rate matched 

that of the Boys and Girls Clubs, the annual increased earnings would total over 

$78 million. Beyond high school, the average annual income rises by $13,109 for 

persons with some college, and $23,396 for persons graduating college. The 

Florida Legislative Office of Program Policy Analysis and Governmental 

Accountability (OPPAGA) found that elementary and middle school participants 

in the Boys and Girls Clubs performed better on the FCAT in reading (elementary 

school only) and math at grade level versus a comparison group of students who 

were not in quality afterschool programs. 

 The Ounce of Prevention evaluation of Florida’s YMCAs program inventoried 

478 teachers of afterschool students and found: (1) 85% of the children’s 

comprehension improved due to the afterschool programming; (2) 86.3% of the 

children’s fluency improved due to afterschool programs; (3) 76.7% achieved a 

minimum grade level of “C”; and (4) 93% had acceptable attendance during the 

school year (higher than the average acceptable attendance rate of Florida).  

 Other findings of afterschool programs include the Fight Crime: Invest in Kids 

survey, wherein 70 percent of police chiefs surveyed said “Afterschool and child 

care programs are the most effective strategy for reducing juvenile crime.”  A 
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2008 Presidential Campaign poll found that 76% of voters want state and local 

officials to increase funding for afterschool, believe afterschool is important to 

curbing the dropout rate and think afterschool programs are important to 

preparing our future workforce. 83% believed there should be some type of 

organized activity or safe place for kids to go afterschool every day. The Council 

of Chief State School Officers and the National Governor’s Association report 

students indicate that quality extended learning programs help them feel safe, 

maintain self-control, curtail fighting, avoid premarital pregnancy and shun risk-

taking behaviors such as alcohol and drug use.  

 

<<--------------------->>  
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THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

Given the impacts of high quality afterschool programs, federal, state, city, and 

community efforts and numerous initiatives across the U.S. have established and 

expanded afterschool enrichment programs in both public and private settings. 

However, as afterschool enrichment programs move toward greater recognition and 

become a more institutionalized social function, they are continuously challenged to 

demonstrate quality by reaching more children, strengthening programs and staff, and 

providing adequate facilities and equipment. Indeed, program quality has already 

become a public concern (Halpern, 1999) and, since the early 1990s, researchers have 

become more interested in identifying characteristics of quality and effective after 

school programs for children. In fact, poor quality educational programs have been 

reported to put children's development at risk for poorer language acquisition, lower 

cognitive scores, and lower ratings of social and emotional adjustment (Scarr & 

Eisenberg, 1993). Although hours of program operation, program stability, and type 

of activities can impact children's achievement, research has established the greatest 

influence to be program quality (Caspary et al., 2002).  

Evaluation of program quality is integral to maintaining high quality programs and 

assessing progress towards achieving the primary program objectives. Program 

evaluation provides information for curriculum and activity adjustment, reallocation 

of funding, staff development, decision-making, and accountability (McGee, 1989). 

However, it is critically important to carefully establish evaluation procedures to 

effectively and accurately monitor the quality of after school programs. Towards this 

end, it is impossible to determine the effectiveness of an after school program without 

an in-depth assessment of all aspects of an individual program. Methods of 

assessment tend to be qualitative in nature to ensure that program goals are being met, 

although quantitative data can often allow for more concrete conclusions about 

program effectiveness. Thus, a mixed method approach is typically the most 

advantageous (Halpern, 2002; Magnusson & Day, 1993; Miller, 2001; Owens & 

Vallercamp, 2003; Piha & Miller, 2003).  
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Although assessing specific activities or services is often the basis for establishing 

program quality, it is also important to collect data from participants, parents, and 

program staff. For instance, recognizing that feedback from the participants is 

essential to assess program quality and to encourage continued participation, a 

number of assessments are available to measure participant perceptions and 

satisfaction with after school enrichment programs. Numerous researchers (e.g., Byrd 

et al., 2007; Deslandes & Potvin, 1999; Grolnick et al., 2000) have also indicated that 

parental involvement in the education of their children is an important aspect of 

effective education programs from the elementary through high school years. Indeed, 

children often make better transitions in educational programs and have a more 

positive orientation if their parents are more involved in their learning. As such, it is 

important for an evaluation to include assessment of parent participation in and parent 

perceptions about the afterschool programs. Finally, the opinions of program staff are 

fundamental for recognizing the importance and future directions of after school 

enrichment programs. Program staff members are the first-line deliverers of the 

program and are best able to provide immediate feedback about program operation.  

Byrd, et al. (2007) and Smith et al. (2002) have suggested that evaluating the 

effectiveness of structured afterschool programs necessitates the assessment of a 

number of variables in addition to the opinions of program participants, parents, and 

facilitators. These variables include: (a) characteristics of program sites; (b) program 

operations and finance; (c) characteristics of participants and staff members; (d) 

program curriculum; (e) program attendance; (f) academic achievement in test 

performance, school attendance, and school behaviors; and (g) prevention of 

delinquent behaviors and fostering of good citizenship. Other researchers have 

suggested that fundamental evaluations of implementing quality after school 

programs should generally include the following 10 areas: (a) community needs 

assessment, (b) clarification of goals and intended outcomes, (c) program structure, 

(d) curriculum content, (e) program environment, (f) program facilities and 

infrastructure, (g) staff competency, (h) community partnership, (i) parent 

involvement, and (j) linkage to regular day school (Byrd et al., 2007; Friedman, 2003; 

Halpern, 2002; Magnusson & Day, 1993; Miller, 2001; Owens & Vallercamp, 2003; 

Piha & Miller, 2003). Finally, Baker and Witt (1996) and Byrd et al. (2007) suggested 

reporting community characteristics and assessing the effect of after school 

achievement programs on the enhancement of participants’ self-esteem levels. 

Clearly, there exists a plethora of variables from which an individualized, effective 

and accurate evaluation of program quality can be generated.  
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EXTERNAL EVALUATOR - QUALIFICATIONS 

The 21st CCLC Program engaged The Center for Assessment, Strategic Planning, 

Evaluation and Research (d.b.a. CASPER) to oversee the external evaluation of this 

project. CASPER employees have evaluated over 500 educational programs for over 

15 years (with the past eleven focused on structured afterschool programs and 

expanded learning opportunities). The CEO of CASPER - Charles E. Byrd, Ph.D. – 

has been engaged with the project since submission to the Florida Department of 

Education, such that he has a tremendous foundation of knowledge about the project. 

This report was prepared directly by Dr. Byrd. The CEO of CASPER sits on the 

Executive Board of the Florida Afterschool Network (developer of Florida Standards 

for Quality Afterschool Programs) and the Florida After School Alliance (FASA). 

Led by a professional evaluator and a licensed psychologist, CASPER is an active 

member of the American Evaluation Association and American Psychological 

Association.  

Dr. Byrd also holds a faculty appointment as a Licensed Clinical Psychologist with 

the University of Florida, College of Medicine, Department of Community Health 

and Family Medicine. Dr. Byrd is also an Affiliate Professor in the Department of 

Psychology at the University of Florida. Dr. Byrd began his career as a middle-school 

educator before being trained as an industrial and organizational psychologist 

specializing in program evaluation and statistics. He further focused his expertise by 

receiving a doctorate in counseling psychology with a focus on evaluation, 

assessment, and treatment of children, families, and those with severe and persistent 

mental illness. Primarily trained as a psychologist, Dr. Byrd is the author of several 

chapters within the Encyclopedia of Counseling Psychology regarding intellectual 

assessment and high-stakes achievement testing. Dr. Byrd has also received 

significant training and expertise in leadership theory, program evaluation, survey 

development, data management, statistics, and data analysis.  

Since 2002, Dr. Byrd has received over $3.7 million in grants as Principal 

Investigator, over $7.7 million as Co-Principal Investigator, over $4.0 million as Co-

Investigator, and over $215,000 in private donations and gifts to enhance his projects. 

As a grant writer, Dr. Byrd has also written over $100.0 million in awarded grants for 

external agencies. Sources for funding have included the National Institutes of 

Health, Department of Education, Department of Transportation, EdVentures, Charles 

Stewart Mott Foundation, and Robert Wood Johnson Foundation.  
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THE SUMMATIVE EVALUATION  

For the purposes of the summative evaluation, all possible variables were assessed as 

reported, based on the data and deliverables provided by the 21st CCLC Program. 

Using all available data, the primary foci of this evaluation are: (1) operational 

accomplishments and challenges (e.g., staffing, teacher recruitment/retention, etc.), 

(2) proposed versus actual operation (e.g., days, hours, attendance), (3) status of 

progress towards proposed objective, (4) demonstration of progress and progress 

towards recommendations, and (5) recommendations for enhanced program 

implementation. To enhance the quality and effectiveness of the 21st CCLC program, 

it is necessary to establish a mechanism that links the program evaluation process 

with program improvement actions. As such, using a developmental model of 

evaluation, the Center for Assessment, Strategic Planning, Evaluation, and Research 

(CASPER) has worked directly with the program in identifying and implementing the 

recommendations provided throughout this report. 

 

<<--------------------->>  
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THE CITY OF ORLANDO (FPR) 21ST CCLC PROGRAM 

The City of Orlando’s mission is to enhance the quality of life in Orlando by 

delivering public services in a knowledgeable, responsive and financially responsible 

manner. In continuation of this mission, the City’s Families, Parks & Recreation 

Department (FPR) partnered with Orange County Public Schools (OCPS) to deploy 

the 21st CCLC Project City Kids. This initiative is a collaboratively-designed, 

community-driven initiative providing targeted, structured, academic support and 

enrichment activities for 210 socioeconomically disadvantaged students in grades K-5 

during the 2015-16 school year and summer. The target students attend three 

underperforming, high-need, high-poverty, Title I elementary schools: Lake George 

Elementary, Engelwood Elementary and Rosemont Elementary. Two of the 

programs, Rosemont and Lake George, will operate out of the elementary schools and 

have the use of FPR community center facilities, Rosemont Community Center and 

Citrus Square Recreation Center, adjacent or near each of the school sites. The third 

program will take place at Engelwood Neighborhood Center. Each of these centers 

serves students that attend the school sites and sits in three of Orlando’s most 

impoverished neighborhoods. During the school year, the sites will follow the 36-

week district calendar, operate for 174 days, and run Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and 

Friday from 3:15pm to 5:45pm and early release Wednesdays from 2:15pm – 

5:45pm. The school year program will utilize a 75-minute block scheduling format 

and incorporate Language Arts, STEM, and health education into its curriculum. The 

summer portion will operate for 26 days, and will run Monday – Thursday from 

9:00am – 1:00pm (30 minutes for lunch non-21st CCLC) for a total of 4 hours each 

day. Each site will provide a minimum of 13.5 hours of 21st CCLC programming per 

school year week and a total of 16 hours each week during the summer. Both the 

school year and summer programs will provide family education services. The 

intended outcomes for the project include improvements in: 1.) academic 

achievement, 2.) STEM knowledge/skills, 3.) behavior and conduct grades, 4.) school 

attendance, and 5.) fitness measures. 
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EXPERIENCE IN AFTERSCHOOL: CITY OF ORLANDO (FPR) 

The City of Orlando’s FPR Department, with an annual budget of approximately 

$28,000,000, operates 111 parks, 50 playgrounds, 53 ball fields, 19 recreation centers, 

2 senior centers, 11 pools, and a wide range of programs serving over 243,000 

citizens throughout the City each year. Notably, FPR serves over 4,000 children daily, 

year-round, at 34 sites including 16 City recreation centers, 6 OCPS middle schools, 

two charter schools, and 10 non-profit and university partner locations.  Programs are 

offered free of charge to low income children resulting in a participant population that 

is overwhelmingly low income.  In the City’s afterschool and summer programs, 

83.7% and 80.9% of participants, respectively, qualify for food stamps.  In 2004, 

Mayor Dyer launched an unprecedented effort to build community consensus around 

goals for children, education, crime prevention, and neighborhood revitalization. 

Residents participated in the Safe Orlando Task Force, Mayor’s Education Action 

Council, Mayor’s Parramore Task Force, and Blue Ribbon Panel on Education.  

Researchers, business leaders, teachers, neighborhood activists, pastors, social service 

providers, youth and philanthropists together crafted strategies to solve deeply rooted 

problems that disproportionately plague certain Orlando neighborhoods, schools and 

demographic groups. Mayor Dyer used this input to begin the systematic 

transformation of the City’s children’s programming to incorporate evidence-based 

and evidence-informed practices with the goals of reducing juvenile crime and 

improving academic performance among City children. Examples of efforts launched 

since then include a prototype place-based Promise Neighborhood called Parramore 

Kidz Zone (PKZ) that offers a cradle-to-career pipeline of support to youth in the 

City’s highest poverty, highest crime neighborhood (Parramore) in alignment with 

efforts to improve performance of Jones High School and it’s feeder schools; a 21st 

Century Community Learning Centers program implemented by the City’s non-profit 

partner Orlando After-School All-Stars (ASAS) at Title I middle schools; and a 

Summer Learning Loss Prevention Initiative at City recreation centers located in 

Orlando’s highest poverty neighborhoods.   

Results have been impressive. By 2012, PKZ was cited by the White House Council 

for Community Solutions as one of 12 “Needle-Moving Collaboratives” in its 2012 

report Community Solutions for Opportunity Youth, with evaluators documenting an 

82.3% decline in juvenile arrests for Parramore youth and across-the-board 

improvements in their reading and math proficiency at the elementary, middle and 

high school levels.  Similarly, ASAS experienced noteworthy success since the 

launch of its 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) program and as 
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such was recognized as a model site by Orange County Public Schools. During this 

time the program increased student academic achievement and school attendance 

while dramatically reducing student behavior problems and juvenile crime for the 

middle school sites in which it operates. Finally, pilot efforts to extend the school 

year by deploying teachers to 11 City recreation centers in low income neighborhoods 

in collaboration with OCPS during summer hours have resulted in strongly improved 

reading and math proficiency among participating children. 

In addition, FPR manages numerous federal, state and local grants (Social Innovation 

Fund, CNCS AmeriCorps, Department of Health, Department of Juvenile Justice, 

etc.). For this 21st CCLC project, FPR will create a 21st CCLC leadership team to 

oversee all aspects of planning and programming. The team will be made up of FPR 

Grants Manager, FPR Fiscal Manager, FPR Site Supervisors, OCPS school liaisons 

and a certified teacher from each site. FPR Grants Manager, Denise Riccio, has over 

20 years of experience in developing and managing government and grant funded 

youth programs. FPR Fiscal Manager, Renee Jackson has over 20 years of experience 

in government and non-profit fiscal management. Over the past ten years, Ms. Riccio 

and Ms. Jackson have managed multiple state and federally funded grant projects for 

FPR. Each site will be headed by a Site Supervisor that has prior supervisory 

experience within FPR’s previous 21st CCLC programs. In addition, each site will 

have an identified school liaison working with the leadership team. 

PROACTIVE PLANNING: CITY OF ORLANDO (FPR) 

The focus of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program during the initial months 

after learning of the tentative award of a new 21st CCLC program was to plan the 

successful implementation of a high-quality program prior to enrolling students. This 

implementation planning process helped ensure that students, when enrolled, would 

be afforded the most complete and comprehensive program possible without enduring 

significant changes that could detract from receiving the full breadth of services 

and/or lead to premature termination of students secondary to frustration and 

confusion. Unlike many other agencies initiating such a complex educational program 

late in the academic year, the outstanding ties between City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program and the schools and communities where services are located, as well 

as relationships with the founding 21st CCLC partners, allowed for a relatively 

efficient and effective implementation, with services starting within the date 
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established by the FLDOE Indeed the 21st CCLC program started on February 8, 

2016 – the start date approved by the FLDOE.  

As quality of state-funded educational programming becomes a public concern, it is 

imperative that program quality be more than just monitored and measured. Rather, it 

must be actively managed with a view towards continuous improvement and 

development. Within such active management, it is important to account for the 

impact of both program structure and delivery processes on the quality of the 

program. For instance, effective programs must match the developmental needs of 

their participants, and they must also fit the demands and resources of the particular 

settings in which they are implemented. A key to successful implementation of high-

quality programming is to be proactive when planning and structuring the program to 

overcome or account for predetermined areas that may be problematic. Indeed, it is 

critical to take corrective actions during the design of the program, rather than waiting 

until corrective actions could have detrimental impacts. For such proactive planning 

to be successful, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program required a program-

wide commitment to continuous quality improvement and continuous process 

improvement. Program staff members worked collaboratively to develop a culture of 

critical inquiry and ensured that quality processes and outcomes were central to the 

vision, goals, and priorities of all staff members and within all program activities. 

In cooperation with such a proactive planning process, Elias et al. (2003) proposed 

the following list of factors associated with the successful implementation of an 

enduring program: (a) presence of a program coordinator or committee to oversee 

implementation and resolution of day-to-day problems, (b) involvement of 

individuals with highly shared morale, good communication, and a sense of 

ownership, (c) employment of qualified personnel, (d) ongoing processes of formal 

and informal training, including the involvement of knowledgeable experts, (e) high 

inclusiveness of all school stakeholders, (f) high visibility in the school and the 

community, (g) program components that explicitly foster mutual respect and support 

among students, (h) varied and engaging instructional approaches, (i) linkage to 

stated goals of schools or districts, (j) consistent support from school principals, and 

(k) balance of support from both new and seasoned administrators. 

Each element of the proactive planning process rests upon high-quality leadership, 

effective staffing, and program visibility. The importance of a physical presence in 

the community cannot be understated for the purposes of proactive planning and to 

help establish a stronger, more dedicated staff. Over the course of the initial weeks 
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and months of operation, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program leveraged 

and enhanced their strong community presence, while also focusing on hiring 

necessary staff to implement the highest quality program for future student 

participants. In addition, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program created a 

comprehensive student enrollment packet, student application form, parent consent 

forms, and other critical forms for the program. 

 

<<--------------------->>  
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Regardless of the adequacy and depth of the proactive planning process, and 

regardless of the quantity of operations and services (discussed later in this report), 

implementing and maintaining high-quality out-of-school programming depends 

heavily upon consistently effective program management. Ultimately, program 

management is a process of planning, organizing, leading, and controlling program 

resources and the work of program staff members to achieve stated program 

objectives. In turn, achievement of program objectives depends upon the extent to 

which program activities are formulated, organized, and coordinated in terms of 

human, financial, and material resources. Within this process, leadership plays a vital 

role in establishing a new culture, developing new directions, mobilizing change, 

creating opportunities, and motivating staff members. The leadership model of the 

City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program includes a full-time program director, the 

District Manager of the City of Orlando FPR Recreation Division (no cost to the 

grant), the FPR planner and grants manager (no cost to the grant), part-time site 

coordinators at each site, and other agency administrators and staff (e.g., payroll 

processor, bookkeeper, etc.).. 

In addition to program leaders, a high-quality program relies heavily upon well-

qualified and experienced core program staff and service providers. The City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program successfully attracted experienced staff members 

to provide both core academic enrichment and personal growth activities to actively 

participating 21st CCLC students. As required by the Florida Department of 

Education (FLDOE), all academic-based 21st CCLC projects and programming were 

supervised by a teacher certified by the FLDOE (note: the FLDOE does not require 

all project-based activities to be provided by teachers, only that at least one teacher be 

on-site to supervise these activities – a requirement the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC program far surpasses). Personal enrichment activities are provided by 

certified teachers, qualified non-certified instructions, and/or a combination of staff 

members.  

Regardless of the activity, as shown in Tables 4-7, the teachers and instructors appear 

to be adequately qualified to provide the specific activities. As per the program, all 
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staff members have been trained in the federal and state 21st CCLC initiative, as well 

as the specific model proposed by the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program. 

Tables 4-7 also demonstrate that the program is well-staffed and is capable of 

maintaining the proposed ratio of students-to-teachers in both academic and personal 

enrichment activities. As per the Florida Afterschool Network Standards, the program 

ensured the staff-to-student ratio was at or below a 1:20 ratio. It is important to note 

that Tables 4-7 do not necessarily suggest that these are the number of staff each day, 

rather this is the total number of staff members which have worked in the City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program during the entire operational year (Summer 2015 

and 2015-2016 Academic Year). These tables provide necessary staffing information 

that has been required in the past for reporting to the US Department of Education 

through the federal reporting system.  

Table 4: Staff Member Regular Responsibilities (Site 1) 

Citrus Square Center 
2015 

Summer 

2015-2016 
Academic Year 

Paid Volunteer Paid Volunteer 

Administrator -- -- 1 -- 

School Day Teacher -- -- 2 -- 

Other Non-Teaching School Day Staff -- -- 4 -- 

Total Staff -- -- 7 -- 

Total Staff Paid by Other Funds -- -- -- -- 

Total Staff Replaced within 21st CCLC -- -- -- -- 
* These categories represent the regular responsibilities of program staff during the regular school day. These 
categories were designated by the US Department of Education for all 21st CCLC programs.  

Table 5: Staff Member Regular Responsibilities (Site 2) 

Engelwood Center 
2015 

Summer 

2015-2016 
Academic Year 

Paid Volunteer Paid Volunteer 

Administrator -- -- 2 -- 

School Day Teacher -- -- 2 -- 

Other Non-Teaching School Day Staff -- -- 19 -- 

Total Staff -- -- 23 -- 

Total Staff Paid by Other Funds -- -- -- -- 

Total Staff Replaced within 21st CCLC -- -- -- -- 
* These categories represent the regular responsibilities of program staff during the regular school day. These 
categories were designated by the US Department of Education for all 21st CCLC programs.  
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Table 6: Staff Member Regular Responsibilities (Site 3) 

Rosemont Center 
2015 

Summer 

2015-2016 
Academic Year 

Paid Volunteer Paid Volunteer 

Administrator -- -- 1 -- 

School Day Teacher -- -- 12 -- 

Other Non-Teaching School Day Staff -- -- 19 -- 

Total Staff -- -- 32 -- 

Total Staff Paid by Other Funds -- -- -- -- 

Total Staff Replaced within 21st CCLC -- -- 1 -- 
* These categories represent the regular responsibilities of program staff during the regular school day. These 
categories were designated by the US Department of Education for all 21st CCLC programs.  

Table 7: Staff Member Regular Responsibilities (All Sites) 

ALL SITES 
2015 

Summer 

2015-2016 
Academic Year 

Paid Volunteer Paid Volunteer 

Administrator -- -- 4 -- 

School Day Teacher -- -- 16 -- 

Other Non-Teaching School Day Staff -- -- 42 -- 

Total Staff -- -- 62 -- 

Total Staff Paid by Other Funds -- -- -- -- 

Total Staff Replaced within 21st CCLC -- -- 3 -- 
* These categories represent the regular responsibilities of program staff during the regular school day. These 
categories were designated by the US Department of Education for all 21st CCLC programs. Data are reported 
to the US Department of Education for each Site separately, rather than for the overall Program (Grantee).  

Table 8: Staff Gender Distribution (2015-2016) 

 Citrus Square Engelwood Rosemont 

 
Sum AY Sum AY Sum AY 

MALE STAFF 0 1 0 7 0 11 

FEMALE STAFF 0 6 0 16 0 21 

Total Staff 0 7 0 23 0 32 
* Gender data for staff members are required for the Florida Department of Education. The proportions are 
overall reflective of the overall teaching staff in this District and across the nation.  

In addition to staff responsibilities, the Florida Department of Education requires 

Florida’s 21st CCLC programs to submit data on the educational levels of staff 

working within these state-funded out-of-school programs. Table 9 provides a 
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breakdown of educational levels of staff within the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC 

program. As shown, the majority of staff on whom highest education levels were 

made available had a high school degree, with about 25% having a college degree. It 

is important to note that the program utilizes certified teachers to supervise the 

project-based learning activities, but also utilized enrichment instructors and non-

certified staff as the primary staff base for the program. These staff members are 

experienced in working with children and are provided substantial training prior to 

working with the program (and while working with the program). The set up of the 

facilities ensures that all staff are constantly supervised by the site director and staff 

members are never left alone with students (there are always multiple adults around). 

Overall, the staff members appear well-educated and capable of providing the 

proposed 21st CCLC activities and services. 

Table 9: Staff Distribution by Highest Education Level 

 

2015 
Summer 

 

2015-2016 
Academic Year 

Paid Volunteer Paid Volunteer 

Master's Degree -- -- -- -- 

Bachelor's Degree -- -- 15 -- 

High School Diploma/GED -- -- 47 -- 

Other/Unknown -- -- -- -- 

Total Staff -- -- 62 -- 
* Staff members are indicated by their highest degree completed, such that a staff member with a doctorate is 
considered to also have the lower-level educational degrees. Education status is not necessarily an indicator of 
program quality, so long as the assignments to staff match their experiences and abilities. There is no indication 
that the staff members within this 21st CCLC program were unqualified to perform their assigned duties. 

 

QUICK FACTS 
21st CCLC Staffing 

 
62 AY Staff Members 

16 AY Certified Teachers (25.81%) 
 

Staff Turnover: 
3 Staff Replaced during AY 2015-2016 
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Staff Turnover: The 21st CCLC program provided data on staff turnover during the 

course of the 2015-2016 program year (Summer 2015 and 2015-2016 Academic 

Year). As demonstrated by submitted data, the program had some turnover during the 

course of the program year, with 3 staff members leaving the program and being 

replaced by another staff member in the same position. This is not necessarily an 

indicator of program quality issues, as there are a number of non-performance reasons 

for staff members to depart the program (e.g., moving to new area, getting degree 

and/or new full-time job, being promoted, etc.). There are also performance-based 

reasons for staff turnover, such as the program firing a staff member due to poor 

performance. However, the program did not provide specifics about why these staff 

left the program (as it would be inappropriate to distribute this information outside 

the agency). Regardless of the reasons for the staff turnover, the program is 

encouraged to explore why the limited number of staff left the program and ensure 

the program is being implemented in such a way as to promote satisfaction and 

engagement of the staff members, as well as the students. 

STUDENT TO STAFF RATIO 

City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program works to keep ratios both within the 

limits established by the Florida Afterschool Network Gold Standards and the 

approved grant application. For the purposes of project-based academic activities, the 

program keeps the ratio at 15 students per staff member, using non-instructional 

personnel to help keep ratios as low as possible. During personal enrichment 

activities, the program maintains slightly higher ratios of 20 students per staff 

member. Overall, the program is adhering to both the approved grant applications and 

Florida’s gold standards for out-of-school programming. It is important to note that 

the City of Orlando provides support staff at each site to assist the certified teachers 

with academics, as well as implement the enrichment component of the program. The 

City of Orlando also has a youth volunteer program, the Junior Counselor program, in 

which high school students can volunteer and assist the support staff and teachers 

during the program. These students receive volunteer hours for school and can 

possibly get hired as support staff when they come of age.  

CERTIFIED TEACHERS 

The Florida Department of Education required that the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program provide project-based learning activities supervised by a certified 

teacher - particularly those related to core academic subjects. The 21st CCLC 
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program was not required to have certified teachers provide all aspects of the project-

based learning plans, only that the activities be provided while a certified teacher was 

on-site to supervise the activities. As noted, the program utilized a total of 16 certified 

teachers for use during the English Language Arts, mathematics, and science 

components of the 21st CCLC program. Overall, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC program utilized certified teachers as proposed in the approved grant 

application. The program has submitted their 2016-2017 application and included the 

same level of staffing with certified teachers for the next year of program operations. 

STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING 

Effective leadership requires a great deal of wisdom, skill, and persistence to design 

and implement a quality educational program; and the leadership process is vital to 

ensure that stakeholders (e.g., program staff, students, teachers, parents, and 

community partners) are equipped with the skills they need to help achieve and 

support program objectives. Indeed, effective leadership will engage students, 

parents, teachers, counselors, and administrators, while also providing them with the 

necessary support to help bridge achievement gaps through program activities. 

Towards this end, conducting quality assessments, offering professional training, and 

providing technical assistance are necessary elements for an optimal education 

program and can have measurable effects on students’ academic performance and 

social behaviors.  

To support student services through the 21st CCLC program, the City of Orlando 

(FPR) 21st CCLC Program Director and leadership provided staff development for 

those hired to provide 21st CCLC services. Trainings provided to active 21st CCLC 

staff members included formal training on the 21st CCLC initiative, as well as 

training on specific activities provided under the 21st CCLC initiative. In addition to 

program and policy training, staff members were provided more informal in-vivo 

trainings from the program leadership, including walkthroughs, demonstrations, and 

guided implementation of 21st CCLC projects. As reported by the program, the 

following provides the primary trainings for the 2015-2016 program year:  

Program Overview, Scheduling, Recruiting Teachers, PBL’s, Budget 

 Date: 8/5/16 

 Sites Attending:  All  

 # Staff Present: Site coordinators 

 Type of Staff Attending: 3 
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Program Overview, Expectations, Dissemination plan, recruitment plan 

 Dates: 8/12/16, 9/3/16, 9/15/16 

 Sites Attending: 1 

 # Staff Present: 5 

 Type of Staff Attending: Project Manager, Site coordinators, school 

administration (principal, lead teacher) 

Staff Training 

 Date: 1/29/16 

 Sites Attending: Lake George 

 # Staff Present: 6 

 Type of Staff Attending: Project Manager, Site Supervisors, Teachers 

PBL’s Budget, Sign In Sheets, Advisory Boards, Emergency drills 

 Date: 2/9/16 

 Sites Attending: all 

 # Staff Present: 9 

 Type of Staff Attending: Project Manager, All-Stars Project Manager, Grant 

Manager, Site supervisors and managers, lead teachers 

Program Update, PBL’s, Best Practices  

 Date: 3/9/16 

 Sites Attending: All 

 # Staff Present: 42 

 Type of Staff Attending: Site Supervisors, Teachers & Support Staff 

Data, updates, summer prep 

 Date: 4/21/16 

 Sites Attending: all 

 # Staff Present: 4 

 Type of Staff Attending: project manager & site supervisors 

Mandatory Reporting Policy Training 

 Date: 5/19/16 

 Sites Attending: all 

 # Staff Present: 33 

 Type of Staff Attending: site supervisors & support staff 
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Evaluation Training 

 Date: 5/25/16 

 Sites Attending: All 

 # Staff Present: 1 

 Type of Staff Attending: Project Manager 

Evaluation & PBL Training 

 Date: 5/26/16 

 Sites Attending: All 

 # Staff Present: 4 

 Type of Staff Attending: Lead Teachers 

 

<<--------------------->>  
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One of the goals of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program is to continue 

activities beneficial to students and their families after the five-year project period is 

over. Programs receive 100% funding for each of the first two years of the program, 

followed by 80% funding for each of the final three years. Therefore, programs are 

required to demonstrate how the program will become self-sustaining both within and 

beyond the five years of initial funding. In addition, all programs in Florida are 

expected to maintain the size and scope of their programs and are forbidden from 

reducing the quantity or quality of services, the number of children, or the length of 

operation to account for the reduced funding. Moreover, Florida 21st CCLC programs 

are not permitted to charge any fees to students or parents in association with 21st 

CCLC programming without authorization from the Florida Department of Education 

(FDOE) and this program has not received such authorization. 

Structured afterschool program costs vary widely, depending on the organization and 

other funding available to the organization. For instance, as noted, all 21st Century 

Community Learning Centers are federally-funded and are prohibited by the Florida 

Department of Education from charging any fees for eligible students. Other 

programs (such as some Children Services Councils) receive local funding from tax 

dollars to provide free or inexpensive services to students (generally a sliding-scale 

fee, if charged). Still other programs receive charitable donations (e.g., Boys and 

Girls Clubs) and charge minimal or no fees to students. The costs associated with 

structured afterschool programs that do not receive external funding are often 

dependent on the level of services provided, such that the programs with the most 

expensive activities (e.g., out-of-state field trips) will result in a higher cost to 

families. Nationally, the average cost of structured afterschool programs are between 

$1,500 and $2,500 annually. When taking into account the number of hours and days 

of services provided to 21st CCLC students within this program, the annual funding is 

an average of $750 per student, which is less than half that of other structured 

afterschool programming. As such, marketing and sustaining the program are critical 

even in the early years of 21st CCLC program operations.  

Although 21st CCLC objectives do not specifically address the importance of 

developing, maintaining, and enhancing partnerships and sustainability, it would be 
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remiss for this evaluation to ignore the substantial progress of City of Orlando (FPR) 

21st CCLC Program in such efforts. The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program 

engaged and received support from a number of partners that have and will continue 

to assist with developing, implementing, evaluating, and sustaining the 21st CCLC 

program. Table 10 provides information on partnerships developed and/or maintained 

during the 2015-2016 program year. It is anticipated that the program will develop 

new partnerships and/or further enhance the current partnerships during the 2016-

2017 operational year, with a focus on strengthening and sustaining the program. 

Table 10: Summary of Partners and Contractors 

Agency Name 
*Type of 

Organization 
Subcontract 

(Yes/No) 

Estimated 
Value ($) of 

Contributions 

Estimated 
Value ($) of 
Subcontract 

Type of 
Service 

Provided 

City of Orlando - Families 
Parks, and Recreation 

CNT No $45,000 -- Facilities 

City of Orlando - Families 
Parks, and Recreation 

CNT No $36,000 -- Staff 

Orange County Public 
Schools 

SD No $15,000 -- Facilities 

TOTAL   $96,000 --  
*School District (SD), Community-Based or other Non-Profit Organization (CBO), Nationally Affiliated Nonprofit 
- Boys & Girls Club (BGC), Nationally Affiliated Nonprofit - YMCA/YWCA (YMCA), Nationally Affiliated 
Nonprofit - Other Agency (NPOO), Faith-Based Organization (FBO), Charter School (CS), Private School (PS), 
College or University (CU), Regional/Intermediate Education Agency (IEA), Health-Based Organization 
(hospital/clinic/etc.) (HBO), Library (LIB), Museum (MUS), Park/Recreation District (PRD), Other Unit of City 
or County Government (CNT), For-Profit Entity (FPO), Bureau of Indian Affairs School (IAS), Other (OTH) 

21ST CCLC ADVISORY BOARD 

One of the most impactful methods of engaging partners and other stakeholders is 

through membership on the 21st CCLC Advisory Board. The Advisory Board 

developed by the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program is comprised of a 

number of important stakeholders, including students, parents, and teachers.  The role 

of the advisory board is to provide important feedback and advice to the 21st CCLC 

program in matters regarding programmatic refinements and improvements. The 

following list of Advisory Board members demonstrates an outstanding mix of 

individuals and stakeholders, thus ensuring the Advisory Board has the experience 

and skills necessary to provide guidance to enhance the 21st CCLC program. 
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 Wendy Gilcrease, Parent 

 Chan Denise Budhoo, Parent 

 Cynthia Morales, Parent 

 Cindy Richardson, Parent  

 Elwyn Gilcrease, Student  

 Ellana Gilcrease, Student  

 James Holloman, Student 

 Josiah Holloman, Student  

 Carmen Richardson, Student 

 Rachel Fortunat, Teacher  

 Amy Rodriguez, Teacher  

 Joslyn Vilabrera, Teacher 

 Jonathan Williams, Support Staff 

 Denise Riccio, Community Partner 

The Florida Department of Education requires at least two meetings of the Advisory 

Board during the course of the program year, and the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program attempted to comply with these requirements. More specifically, the 

advisory board met on May 4, 2016, which them provided them opportunity to help 

enhance the 21st CCLC program through the reapplication for the next program year. 

The program only provided one meeting, as they only started operating in February 

2016, with half the year already gone. When the council met in May they were able to 

discuss some ideas that both the parents and students came up with. They made a 

recommendation to display the student work so the parents can see it as they pick 

them up and also raised a concern about ensuring there is still homework time during 

the academic hour.  The program is encouraged to ensure the advisory board meets at 

least twice per year starting in the second year, as required. 

PROGRAMMATIC INFORMATION DISSEMINATION 

A proactive implementation plan, including hiring quality staff and establishing a 

visible community presence, is further enhanced by strong information dissemination 

and marketing. In this regard, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program also 

focused efforts on disseminating information throughout the communities and schools 

housing 21st CCLC student participants. The process of disseminating information to 

the community and schools involved the development of numerous partnerships, 
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meeting with community leaders and school principals, and creating 21st CCLC 

announcements for dissemination. Effective community outreach strategies were used 

to broadly disseminate program information, data-based progress, and achievements 

to all appropriate audiences and to expand the network of potential partners. The 

methods included flyers were disseminated to the schools and to students; parent 

letters were sent home to students identified by school administrators that needed to 

be signed up in the program to reap the benefits; information was posted on the City 

of Orlando – FPR website; and flyers and posters were posted at the recreation 

facilities. Throughout the process of dissemination and marketing activities, the 

program ensured a consistent theme for all materials, included the 21st CCLC logo, 

and ensured the Florida Department of Education was indicated as the funding 

agency. The most effective method of disseminating information is to pass out any 

information directly to the parents as they pick their children up from the program. 

For those that walk home, a note is sent home with them and if it is urgent a phone 

call is placed before they leave for the day.   

The program also created a comprehensive website for stakeholders and participants. 

The website is updated as needed. Once the City of Orlando was awarded the grant, 

the website was created, then later updated to provide information about summer 

camp. The website is updated by a City of Orlando employee as part of the 21st 

CCLC partnership. While this is an outstanding partnership and arrangement for free 

website support, the program is encouraged to ensure the website is updated on a 

monthly basis, as required by the FLDOE. The program must submit documentation 

of the website being updated monthly, such that and ‘as needed’ update would not be 

sufficient (unless this occurs at least once per month). In addition, the program is 

encouraged to ensure the website houses all necessary requirements established by 

the FLDOE. The website is one of the deliverables for the grant, and the FLDOE can 

institute a punitive budget reduction if the deliverable is not maintained as required 

within the grant application and program assurances.  

http://www.cityoforlando.net/recreation/21st-cclc/ 

 

<<--------------------->>  
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REQUIRED PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

According to the U.S. Department of Education (USED), the majority of 21st Century 

Community Learning Centers previously funded directly by the USED were open at 

least 15 hours per week. To best serve the children of working families, centers must 

establish consistent and dependable hours of operation. The No Child Left Behind 

Act of 2001 specifically indicates that 21st CCLC services must be provided outside 

the regular school day or during periods when school is not in session (e.g., before 

school, afterschool, evenings, weekends, holidays, or summer). The 21st CCLC 

program may offer services to students during normal school hours only on days 

when school is not in session (e.g., school holidays or professional development 

days). However, federal law allows limited 21st CCLC activities to take place during 

regular school hours (e.g., those targeting adult family members or pre-kindergarten 

students), as these times may be the most suitable for serving these populations.  

SUMMER 2015 OPERATIONS 

The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program is currently in the first year of 

operations, such that the program did not operate under this grant during the Summer 

of 2015. Generally, summer operations are reported to the US Department of 

Education (USED) as part of the following operational year (e.g., summer 2015 is 

reported along with academic year 2015-2016). Unlike the state-defined budget 

financial period (August 2015 – July 2016), the program operational year is defined 

by the USED and governs the submission of data to the federal data collection 

system. The program, however, has been approved to operate during the Summer of 

2016. The program will operate for 26 days during the Summer of 2016. Details on 

program operations and activities provided during the summer of 2016 will be 

submitted to the Florida Department of Education by the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC program, and will be evaluated during the 2016-2017 reporting period, in 

keeping with the USED operational year. 

2015-2016 ACADEMIC YEAR OPERATIONS 

The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program is in the first year of operations and 

received an official award letter from the Florida Department of Education (FDOE) 
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authorizing them to begin providing the out-of-school programming approved in the 

grant application. As such, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program began 

providing 21st CCLC academic-year services on February 8, 2016, within the 

required starting date established by the FDOE (i.e., within 45 days of obtaining the 

grant award letter from the FDOE and/or a other date approved by the FLDOE). The 

program ended academic year operation on June 3, 2016, for a total of 77 days of 

academic year operation. Within the approved application, the City of Orlando (FPR) 

21st CCLC program was approved by the FDOE to operate an afterschool component 

during the regular school year with slightly different hours and days of services 

across sites due to the specific needs of targeted student populations. In general, the 

afterschool component was proposed to operate for 2.9 hours per day, 5 days per 

week, for 77 days during the course of the school year. Due to the late award letter 

during this first year of operation, the FDOE has relaxed the requirement that 

programs meet the proposed number of days, so long as they operate the remainder of 

the year as proposed. Ultimately, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program is 

operating the 21st CCLC as proposed for afterschool operations. 

Table 11 provides a summary of the overall academic year operations of the City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program during the 2015-2016 academic year. As detailed 

in the following section of this summative evaluation, all programming is open to any 

eligible 21st CCLC student. As mentioned previously, this 21st CCLC program was 

specifically developed to improve academic achievement, motivation and dedication 

to education, and personal growth and development. 

Table 11: 2015-2016 Academic Year Operation 

 

Total 
number 

of weeks 
site was 

open 

 

Typical 
number of 
days per 
week site 
was open 

Typical number of 
hours/week site was open 

TOTAL number of days 
site operated 

 Total 
number of 
days site 
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B
ef

or
e 

Sc
ho

o
l 

D
ur

in
g 

Sc
ho

o
l 

A
ft

er
 S

ch
oo

l 

W
ee

ke
n

d/
H

ol
id

ay
 

B
ef

or
e 

Sc
ho

o
l 

D
ur

in
g 

Sc
ho

o
l 

A
ft

er
 S

ch
oo

l 

W
ee

ke
n

d/
H

ol
id

ay
 

Citrus Square 16 77 5 -- -- 14.5 -- -- -- 77 -- 

Engelwood 16 77 5 -- -- 13.5 -- -- -- 77 -- 

Rosemont 16 77 5 -- -- 14.5 -- -- -- 77 -- 

*The 21st CCLC statute specifically indicates that services are to be provided outside the regular school day or 
during periods when school is not in session (e.g., before school, after school, evenings, weekends, holidays, or 
summer). However, activities targeting prekindergarten children and adult family members may take place 
during regular school hours as these times may be the most suitable for serving these populations. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL SNACK AND MEAL REQUIREMENT 

All 21st CCLC programs in the State of Florida are required to provide food to all 

actively participating 21st CCLC students during program operational hours. More 

specifically, each 21st CCLC program must provide supplemental meals when the 

program is open as follows: (1) daily, nutritious snack when operating only during 

after-school hours; (2) daily, nutritious breakfast and snack when operating during 

both before-school and after-school hours; and (3) daily, nutritious breakfast, lunch, 

and snack when operating on non-school days (dependent on hours of operation). In 

Florida, as in many states, the afterschool snack is often the final meal for many 

children each day. However, Florida rules disallow the use of state funding to 

purchase meals and/or food items, such that funding for snacks/meals cannot be 

drawn from 21st CCLC funds and must come from other sources (e.g., grocery store 

donations, private donations, private foundations or endowments, etc.). Finally, as 

21st CCLC programs serve primarily low-income students, programs in Florida are 

not permitted to charge students for any costs associated with supplemental snacks 

and meals. The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program provides a free, daily, 

nutritious snack, as required, to each student participating in the 21st CCLC program.  

SAFETY REQUIREMENTS 

Safety of students participating in Florida’s 21st CCLC programs is of the highest 

priority to the Florida Department of Education (FDOE). Within Florida, each 21st 

CCLC program must demonstrate that students will participate in structured activities 

in a safe environment, supervised by well-trained and caring staff. To this end, each 

program provides a safety plan that, at a minimum, describes the following: (a) how 

the safety of children will be maintained on-site (e.g., requiring parent sign-out, 

checking identification, presence of school resource officer) and during off-site 

activities (if applicable), (b) how personnel hired to work at the center will meet the 

minimum requirements set forth by the district or agency and that the personnel will 

have all required and current licenses and certifications where applicable, (c) how 

safe transportation needs will be addressed, (d) how families will safely access the 

program’s services, and (e) how the community learning center will assure that 

students participating in the program will travel safely to and from the center. The 

safety plan is available directly from the 21st CCLC program. The following 

information is provided by the program as a summary of their proposed and approved 

safety plan for the 21st CCLC program:  
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The safety of students and their families participating in the 21st CCLC program is 

of the highest priority to FPR and OCPS. To address safety, FPR proposes to 

uphold all of the policies and procedures enforced during the regular school day and 

as outlined in the proposed agreement with OCPS, assuring complete collaboration 

with the school. Documentation of fire drills, emergency drills, and behavioral 

issues during the after school hours will be kept onsite and in accordance to OCPS 

policy. All staff will participate in a level 2 background check, consisting of 

fingerprinting prior to commencing employment. This is the same level background 

check as required by the school district for regular employees and complies with all 

aspects of the Jessica Lunsford Act. Student safety will be supported during on and 

offsite activities through student applications which are on file at the program site 

as well as the central office. These applications contain information about each 

student’s parent/guardian, indicate all parties available to withdraw the child from 

the program, their contact information with identification, and permission for the 

selected mode(s) of student dismissal. Parents choosing to pick-up their children 

early must provide identification prior to signing the student out. Persons not 

indicated as a designated alternate pickup will not be allowed to sign out a student 

under any circumstance. During program hours, FPR staff is primarily responsible 

for the safety and security of the students and program. If necessary, additional staff 

will be included in specialized activities and/or field trips that require smaller 

student to staff ratios.  

On-Site Safety: In order to assure the safety of all youth participating in the 

programs, the following guidelines for youth entering and exiting the program have 

been established: (1) Youth must report to the designated area within 10 minutes of 

final school day bell; (2) Youth must be escorted to program site by FPR staff (10:1 

ratio); (3) Youth must sign into the program and be marked present by FPR staff; 

(4) FPR Site Supervisor or designated staff member is the only person that may 

allow a student to leave the program; (5) Only parents/legal guardians or those 

authorized in writing may be permitted to enter the community center and sign-out 

youth; (6) All individuals signing a youth out must display valid identification and 

be included on the student’s official pick-up list completed in the registration 

packet; and (7) Youth walking or bike riding home must have previous written 

permission to do so by parent/legal guardians, and youth walking or bike riding 

home will not be allowed to leave the program site until the end of the regularly 

scheduled program hours.  

Program participants will be supervised by FPR staff at all times during the duration 

of the program. At the end of the program day, bus transportation, contracted 

through OCPS Department of Transportation, will be offered from the proposed 

school site to the closest corner to the participants’ homes. Adaptable buses will be 

provided for special needs students, assuring that all students travel safely from the 

site. (A transportation survey was completed by parents and there was not enough 



46        |       2015-2016 Summative Evaluation Report 

 City of Orlando – Family, Parks, & Recreation Department 

need to justify the cost of transportation for Year 1. A new survey will be conducted 

prior to Year 2 of the program and transportation will be added if a need is 

determined.) Student safety will be maintained during all off-site activities by 

meeting the OCPS field trip ratio criteria of 10:1 students to teachers; requiring 

parent permission; completing head counts before, during, and after trips; and 

including the proposed site’s security monitor. All services will be provided at the 

proposed public school site which is compliant with the Americans with Disabilities 

Act (ADA).  

 

<<--------------------->> 
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STUDENT RECRUITMENT AND ENROLLMENT 

The ultimate purpose of designing a high-quality, research-based, and well-rounded 

21st Century Community Learning Center (CCLC) program is to recruit, retain, and 

serve students in low-income areas that are at-risk for lower levels of academic 

achievement. The focus of any program, whether it is in Florida or elsewhere in the 

nation, falls squarely upon the students being served. Even with outstanding 

activities, well-planned schedules, high-quality staff, and continuous professional 

development, a program will only have wide-spread and significant impact if they are 

able to recruit and retain the participation of eligible students and their family 

members. As such, to better understand the population of students and families 

impacted by the 21st CCLC program, this section provides information about 

attendance, enrollment, and demographics of those students participating in the City 

of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program activities during the operational components 

described in the prior section. 

21ST CCLC REQUIRED TARGET POPULATIONS 

Students: Florida’s 21st CCLC after school programs are designed to help students 

meet state and local academic achievement standards in core academic subjects, 

particularly those who attend low-income, low-performing schools. Across the state 

of Florida, the 21st CCLC program targets at-risk students from kindergarten to 

twelfth grade. Recipients must target only those students attending schools eligible 

for Title I School-Wide Program services, attending schools with at least 40% low-

income families (as demonstrated by free and reduced-price lunch status), or living 

within the district-defined service areas of such schools. 

Students with Special Needs:  In accordance with State and Federal laws, Florida’s 

children with special needs must be afforded the same opportunities as children in the 

general population. Eligibility for funding under Florida’s 21st CCLC initiative 

requires all programs to demonstrate the capacity to equitably serve students with 

special needs. In Florida, students with special needs include those who may be 
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identified as Limited English Proficient (LEP), homeless, migrant, or with a physical, 

developmental, psychological, sensory, or learning disability that results in significant 

difficulties in areas such as communication, self-care, attention or behavior, and are 

in need of more structured, intense supervision. In Florida, no child may be excluded 

from the 21st CCLC program, regardless of the level or severity of need, provided 

that they can be safely accommodated.  

Adults and Families: In addition to services for eligible students, federal law allows 

21st CCLC funds to support services to family members of participating students. 

Within Florida, all 21st CCLC programs are required offer some level of services to 

support parent involvement, family literacy, and/or related educational development. 

As per federal law, the 21st CCLC program may only propose services to adult 

family members of students actively participating in the 21st CCLC program. In 

Florida, services for adult family members cannot extend beyond the dates of the 

ongoing program for students. 

PROPOSED TARGET POPULATION 

The targeted students attend OCPS, the 10th largest district in the nation and 

classified a high need local education agency by the U.S. Department of Education. 

The FDOE reported the OCPS drop-out rate at 1.3% and the graduation rate at 75.9% 

for the 2013-2014 school year. However, in the specific communities targeted for the 

after-school programs the drop-out rate rises to 8.8% and the graduation rate drops to 

61.2% (OCPS Achievement Report, 2014). The project proposes to serve a total 210 

elementary school students per day at high-need, high-poverty, underperforming Title 

1 Orange County schools. All schools are located in high-poverty, resource-poor 

communities. The targeted sites are similar in that they serve communities 

characterized by high levels of poverty, unemployment, crime, and juvenile 

delinquency – while providing far too few opportunities for low income youth to 

access structured academic and enrichment programming with positive adult role 

models. The project was promoted to students at each school via: 1) school’s website; 

2) school newsletter; 3) take-home bulletin; 4) during homeroom and assemblies; 5) 

emails sent to parents; 6) social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter); 7) teacher referrals; 

8) open houses; 9); student-to-student recruitment; and 10) COO community centers. 

The project targeted all students at the site, especially socioeconomically 

disadvantaged students and students with disabilities who are: 1) in need of 

remediation (scoring below proficiency in standardized tests) in Reading and/or Math 

as determined by teachers and counselors; 2) at-risk of academic failure (currently 

scoring below proficiency); and 3) exhibiting behavioral, disciplinary and/or 
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attendance issues (as determined by disciplinary/attendance records). Teachers and 

guidance counselors recommended students for participation based on: standardized 

test results; report cards; discipline and behavioral records; and parental request.  

STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

Any actualized impact of the 21st CCLC program requires successful implementation 

of the recruitment and enrollment plan, thus ensuring the highest level of student 

participation. Within the first month of academic year operation, and despite starting 

late in the academic year (wherein many parents had already committed their students 

to other available programs), the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program had 

already enrolled a total of 283 students (134.76% of the proposed daily attendance). 

Table 12 provides data on student enrollment success for each month of 21st CCLC 

operation during the 2015-2016 operational year (Summer of 2015 and 2015-2016 

academic year). As shown, the 21st CCLC program continued to recruit student 

participants throughout the operating year as slots for students opened up in the 

program. While the enrollment numbers may exceed the proposed daily attendance, 

this is an important characteristic of successful 21st CCLC programs, as students may 

have other options afterschool (sometimes even going home alone) and not all 

enrolled students come each day. The program has been encouraged to keep track of 

the daily attendance to avoid exceeding the approved student-to-staff ratios. 

Ultimately, across all sites, the program successfully enrolled enough students to 

allow for the proposed average daily attendance to be met during the program year. 

The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program provided a total of 52,640 student 

service hours during the 2015-2016 operational year.  

Table 12: Cumulative Student Enrollment by Month of Operation 

Month Citrus Square Engelwood Rosemont Total 

February 12 127 144 283 

March 8 5 16 29 

April 8 12 1 21 

May -- -- 2 2 

TOTAL 28 144 163 335 

% Total 
Students 8.4% 43.0% 48.7% --- 

% Proposed  112.0% 130.9% 217.3% 159.5% 
Note: The 21st CCLC program began operations in February, which is the first month shown in this table. It is 
possible that students were actually enrolled prior to this month (on paper), but those students are grouped into 
the first month of operations to reduce confusion. 
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REGULAR STUDENT ATTENDANCE 

In addition to student enrollment (representing the number of students attending the 

21st CCLC program for at least one day of activities), it is important to explore daily 

student attendance. Attendance, as an intermediate outcome indicator, reflects the 

breadth and depth of exposure to afterschool programming. The City of Orlando 

(FPR) 21st CCLC Program collects data on both (1) the total number of students who 

participated in 21st CCLC programming over the course of the year, and (2) the 

number of these students meeting the United States Department of Education (USED) 

definition of “regular attendee” by participating in 21st CCLC activities for 30-days 

or more during the program year. The first indicator (total participants) can be utilized 

as a measure of the breadth of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program’s 

reach, whereas the second indicator (regular participants) can be construed as a partial 

measure of how successful the program was in retaining students in 21st CCLC 

services and activities across the program year. 

The US Department of Education has determined the minimum dosage for 

afterschool programs to be impactful is 30 days of student attendance. As such, the 

US Department of Education requires data to be reported separately for students that 

attended at least one day (i.e., enrolled) and those attending at least 30 days of 21st 

CCLC activities (i.e., regularly participating students). While this “dosage” has not 

been clearly supported by research, data is presented consistent with this threshold in 

order to match data reported to the US Department of Education.  

As defined by the US Department of Education, it is reasonable to assume that 

regular attendees are more likely to represent those students who have received a 

sufficient 'dose' of the 21st CCLC programming for it to have a positive impact on 

academic and/or behavioral outcomes. In order to show progress towards this federal 

metric, Table 13 provides a breakdown of total enrollment versus regular attendance 

(i.e., those who attended at least 30 days). As shown, the City of Orlando (FPR) was 

largely successful in retaining student participants – achieving a 88.1% rate of regular 

attendees compared to total enrollment. This is higher than many 21st CCLC 

programs across the country, and particularly impressive for an elementary school 

program serving a population with large proportions of low-income, at-risk students. 

In general, any proportion over 50% suggests successful retention and student 

engagement. The program is encouraged to explore the reasons why the small 

proportion of students left the program and, if necessary, consider procedures or 

programmatic changes that could increase the overall rate of regular participation. It 
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is likely that increased and more regular attendance will result in more positive 

academic and behavioral outcomes.  

Table 13: Student Enrollment: Total vs. Regular (2015-2016) 

 Total Enrollment 
(Attending at least one day) 

Regularly Participating Enrollment 
(Attending at least 30 days) 

 

 
Summer 

2015 
Only 

Academic 
Year  

2015-16 
Only 

Both 
Summer/ 
Academic 

Year Total 

Summer 
2015 
Only 

Academic 
Year  

2015-16 
Only 

Both 
Summer/ 
Academic 

Year Total 

Citrus Square -- 28 -- 28 -- 26 -- 26 

Engelwood -- 144 -- 144 -- 129 -- 129 

Rosemont -- 163 -- 163 -- 140 -- 140 

TOTAL -- 335 -- 335 -- 295 -- 295 

Note: The program did not operate in Summer 2015. 

AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 

For the purposes of this evaluation, in addition to assessing progress towards regular 

student attendance, it is also important to explore whether the program is making 

progress towards meeting the proposed average daily attendance of student 

participants. This statistic serves several purposes for 21st CCLC programs. First, the 

level of funding provided by the Florida Department of Education is based on the 

number of students served by the program on a daily basis, rather than the number of 

students enrolled in the program (or even the percentage of regularly participating 

students). The logic for using average daily attendance as the funding metric is that 

programs may have 100 students enrolled, but only 50 students attending each day, 

such that they do not need staffing and other costs to support 100 students every day. 

As such, average daily attendance provides a better estimation of the required 

resources on an average day of operation. The second purpose for this statistic relates 

to program impact and quality - with high average daily attendance suggesting that 

the program is more likely to provide students with adequate dosage to impact 

academic achievement and program objectives. Finally, when average daily 

attendance is compared to site enrollment, conclusions can be cautiously drawn about 

student retention and engagement – with approximately equal numbers indicating that 

the program has not had significant “turnover” of students. Data on the average daily 

attendance for the City of Orlando 21st CCLC Program are provided in Table 14.  
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Table 14: Average Daily Student Attendance 

 Summer 2015 Academic Year 2015-2016  

 
 After School 

Before 
School 

Weekend/ 
Holidays Overall 

Citrus Square -- 
18 (25) 

72% 
-- -- 72% 

Engelwood -- 
107 (110) 

97.3% 
-- -- 97.3% 

Rosemont -- 
119 (75) 
158.7% 

-- -- 158.7% 

ALL SITES -- 
244 (210) 
116.2% 

-- -- 116.2% 

* Numbers in parentheses indicate PROPOSED average daily attendance. The percentage afterwards represents 
the percent of proposed daily attendance for that site and/or the total of all sites for that component. 
** “Average Daily Attendance” for each component rounded up to next whole number. 
*** The US Dept. of Ed. collects data on “During School” operation, which is not provided by this program. 

As part of the application approved by the Florida Department of Education, the City 

of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program proposed to serve an average of 210 students 

per day of afterschool operation during the 2015-2016 operational year. As shown in 

Table 14, the program achieved an overall average of 116.2% of their proposed 

average daily attendance. Overall, as demonstrated by submitted data and outlined in 

Table 14, the program would not be considered 'high-risk' by the Florida Department 

of Education in terms of achieving the proposed level of services to 21st CCLC 

students. The program is encouraged to continue efforts towards ensuring sufficient 

enrollment to maintain these levels of daily student attendance. It may be necessary 

for the program to consider new projects or new strategies to help maintain this level 

of attendance in future operations. The program is encouraged to explore the site-

level attendance analysis presented in Table 14, as the Florida Department of 

Education may explore individual site attendance in determining funding reductions 

and/or other punitive ramifications of not meeting the proposed daily attendance 

numbers. Table 14 provides the average daily attendance for each component by site 

to assist the program in identifying areas of issue and begin the process of developing 

plans to increase and/or maintain attendance in the 21st CCLC program.  

STUDENT SERVICE HOURS 

While enrollment and attendance help provide some information about the success of 

the program at reaching the targeted student population, and while these figures are 

utilized by the Florida Department of Education for compliance monitoring, such 
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progress is limited to program-specific and site-specific analyses. In order for the City 

of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program to be compared to other programs in the state 

and/or the nation, it is important that a common statistic is used that controls for 

variations in days and hours of operation. For instance, a program operating only 2 

hours per day afterschool would have provided half the actual services than a 

program operating 4 hours per day afterschool.  As such, the total number of 'student 

service hours' is calculated (a product of the number of students per day, the number 

of days per year, and the number of hours of daily operation). As shown in Table 15, 

the program provided a total of 52,640 student service hours during the 2015-2016 

project operational year. Based on the approved annual budget amount, this equates to 

approximately $7.99 per student service hour, higher than the average program in 

Florida funded at approximately $4.50 per hour. 

Table 15: Monthly Attendance and 'Student Hours' (Program Total) 

 Avg. Days / Month ( Avg. Hrs / Day) Students/Day Total Student 
Hours 

Month Summer 

2015 
After 

School 

Before 

School 

Wknd / 

Hol 

Summer 

2015 
After 

School 

Before 

School 

Wknd / 

Hol 

February -- 
15 

(2.8) 
-- -- -- 282 -- -- 11,787 

March -- 
17 

(2.8) 
-- -- -- 244 -- -- 11,591 

April -- 
21 

(2.8) 
-- -- -- 258 -- -- 15,094 

May -- 
21 

(2.8) 
-- -- -- 206 -- -- 12,205 

June -- 
3 

(2.8) 
-- -- -- 233 -- -- 1,964 

TOTAL -- 
77 

(2.8) 
-- -- -- 1223 -- -- 52,640 

Note: Hours per day represent the average hours per day across all sites, as proposed in the grant application. 

 

<<--------------------->>  
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STUDENT PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS 

When educators, administrators, and policymakers look at the academic and 

developmental impacts of out-of-school programming, it is imperative that they 

attend to the issues of access and equity by addressing two important questions: who 

is being served and how equitable is the quality of services across centers. To better 

understand the types of students being served in 21st CLCC programming, the City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program submitted data on characteristics of all student 

participants served during the 2015-2016 program operational year.  

SCHOOL GRADE LEVELS OF STUDENT ATTENDEES 

Florida’s 21st CCLC programs provide services to a wide range of student 

participants and their adult family members. To better understand the characteristics 

of students served by the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program, the program 

provided data on the school grade levels of those students served during the 2015-

2016 program year. Of the 335 students enrolled in the 21st CCLC program, school 

grade levels were reported for all students. The distribution of all participating 

students on whom grade in school was reported is shown in Table 16.  

Table 16: Student Grade Levels: All Student Participants (1+ Days) 

 K 1 2 3 4 5 Unk 

Citrus Square -- 3 5 9 6 5 -- 

Engelwood 12 23 30 26 30 23 -- 

Rosemont 23 25 28 25 32 30 -- 

ALL SITES 35 51 63 60 68 58 -- 

% Total 10.4% 15.2% 18.8% 17.9% 20.3% 17.3% -- 

Note: Grade levels are exclusive, as students can only be recorded in one grade level. % is shown as percent of 
total number of students with grade level data reported. 
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Similar to the distribution of all student participants, the distribution of regular 

student participants (those attending at least 30 days of programming) is presented in 

Table 17. As shown, of the 295 students regularly participating in the 21st CCLC 

program, school grade levels were reported for all regular students. Figure 1 provides 

a comparison of the total student participants with the regular student participants. As 

shown, there is no significant difference between the distributions, such that it 

appears the program was equally successful attracting and retaining students from all 

grade levels. 

Table 17: Student Grade Levels: Regular Student Participants (30+ Days) 

 K 1 2 3 4 5 Unk 

Citrus Square -- 3 5 8 5 5 -- 

Engelwood 12 21 28 24 25 19 -- 

Rosemont 19 23 23 21 27 27 -- 

ALL SITES 31 47 56 53 57 51 -- 

% Total 10.5% 15.9% 19.0% 18.0% 19.3% 17.3% -- 
Note: Grade levels are exclusive, as students can only be recorded in one grade level. % is shown as percent of 
total number of students with grade level data reported. 

Figure 1: Distribution of Student Participants by School Grade Level 
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RACE AND ETHNICITY OF STUDENT ATTENDEES 

To better understand the types of students being served and to examine access to 21st 

CCLC services, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program also submitted racial 

and ethnic data about those students participating in the program. Of the 335 students 

enrolled in the 21st CCLC program thus far in the program year, ethnicity and race 

was reported for all students. Looking at those students on whom race/ethnicity was 

reported, as shown in Table 18, 193 21st CCLC student participants (57.6%) were 

identified by their parents or self-identified as 'Black' or 'African American'; 122 

(36.4%) were identified as 'Hispanic American' or 'Latina(o)'; and 20 (6%) were 

identified as 'white' or 'Caucasian American.' Regularly participating students (i.e., 

those attending at least 30 days of 21st CCLC programing) had a similar distribution 

when looking at the 295 regularly participating students on whom such data was 

submitted (100% of the 295 regular participants in this program). Indeed, as shown in 

Table 19, the majority of regularly participating 21st CCLC students (56.3%) were 

identified by their parents or self-identified as 'Black' or 'African American'; 37.3% 

were identified as 'Hispanic American' or 'Latina(o)'; and 6.4% were identified as 

'white' or 'Caucasian American'. As such, it appears that the City of Orlando (FPR) 

21st CCLC Program was successful in retaining students across all racial and ethnic 

groups. The ability of the City of Orlando (FPR) to attract and retain students from all 

races is a testament to both the programming provided and the commitment of the 

students and families enrolled in the program. 

Table 18: Student Race and Ethnicity: All Participants (1+ Days) 

 

N 

Total Student Participants 
 

 

Site Name 

American 
Indian / Alaska 

Native 

Asian/ 
Pacific 
Islander 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic or 
Latino 

White / 
Caucasian 
American 

UNK 

Citrus Square 28 -- -- 
13 

(46.4%) 
13 

(46.4%) 
2 

(7.1%) 
-- 

Engelwood 144 -- -- 
22 

(15.3%) 
108 

(75%) 
14 

(9.7%) 
-- 

Rosemont 163 -- -- 
158 

(96.9%) 
1 

(0.6%) 
4 

(2.5%) 
-- 

ALL SITES 335 -- -- 
193 

(57.6%) 
122 

(36.4%) 
20 

(6%) 
-- 

* Ethnicity categories are non-exclusive - students can be identified under multiple ethnicities. 



2015-2016 Summative Evaluation Report        |       57 

 City of Orlando – Family, Parks, & Recreation Department 

Table 19: Student Race and Ethnicity: Regular Participants (30+ Days) 

 
N 

Total Student Participants 
 

 

Site Name 

American 
Indian / Alaska 

Native 

Asian/ 
Pacific 
Islander 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic or 
Latino 

White / 
Caucasian 
American 

UNK 

Citrus Square 26 -- -- 
13 

(50%) 
11 

(42.3%) 
2 

(7.7%) 
-- 

Engelwood 129 -- -- 
17 

(13.2%) 
99 

(76.7%) 
13 

(10.1%) 
-- 

Rosemont 140 -- -- 
136 

(97.1%) 
-- 

4 
(2.9%) 

-- 

ALL SITES 295 -- -- 
166 

(56.3%) 
110 

(37.3%) 
19 

(6.4%) 
-- 

* Ethnicity categories are non-exclusive - students can be identified under multiple ethnicities. 

When looking at the 62,302 students served in Florida’s 21st CCLC centers during 

the most recent prior program year with federal data, as shown in Figure 2 below, the 

majority of student participants across Florida are from traditionally-defined 

“minority groups” (72.1%), with 46.67% identified as Black/African American 

(n=28,143) and 24.65% identified as Hispanic/Latino(a) (n=14,866). The 

traditionally-defined “majority group” (i.e., White/Caucasian American) represented 

20.63% of the student participants served by Florida’s 21st CCLC funding 

(n=12,440). The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program, as shown in Figure 2, is 

similar to the state of Florida in terms of distribution of student participants by race 

and ethnicity, and the programmatic distribution is proportional to the overall 

race/ethnicity distribution in the targeted schools.  

Figure 2: Distribution of Racial/Ethnic Classification: Florida vs. Program 
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STUDENT GENDER DISTRIBUTION 

In addition to ethnicity, it is also important to understand the degree to which the 21st 

CCLC program achieved gender equity in their enrollment. Of the 335 students 

served during the 2015-2016 program year, gender was reported for 335 students 

(100%). Looking at only the students on whom gender was reported, as shown in 

Table 20, 54% of student attendees were identified as male, while 46% were 

identified as female. Of the 295 regularly participating students (i.e., attending at least 

30 days of programming), gender data were reported on 295 students (100%). Similar 

to the gender distribution of all student participants, as shown in Table 20, the 

regularly participating student population was reported to be composed of 52.2% 

male students and 47.8% female students. Overall, the program achieved relative 

gender equity and is providing services that are equally attracting students of both 

genders. Moreover, it does not appear that activities are overly gender-biased, as the 

distribution of regular students is approximately equal to that of all students.  

Table 20: Student Gender Distribution: Total vs. Regular Participants 

 Total Student Population Regular Student Participants 

Site Name N Male Female Unk N Male Female Unk 

Citrus Square 28 
19 

(67.9%) 
9 

(32.1%) 
0 26 

18 
(69.2%) 

8 
(30.8%) 

0 

Engelwood 144 
85 

(59%) 
59 

(41%) 
0 129 

73 
(56.6%) 

56 
(43.4%) 

0 

Rosemont 163 
77 

(47.2%) 
86 

(52.8%) 
0 140 

63 
(45%) 

77 
(55%) 

0 

ALL SITES 335 
181 

(54%) 
154 

(46%) 
0 295 

154 
(52.2%) 

141 
(47.8%) 

0 

'Note: Percent shown is the proportion of students on whom gender was reported. Those with unknown genders 
are not included in the displayed proportions. 

STUDENT SPECIAL SERVICES DISTRIBUTION 

In addition to the above characteristics, another way of examining the equity and 

reach of the 21st CCLC program is to examine the participation of students with 

different special needs and backgrounds. As such, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program reported data on the number of students eligible for three primary 

special services: Limited English Proficiency, Free or Reduced Price Lunch, and 

services for students with a Special Need or Disability. Of the 335 students served 

during the 2015-2016 program year, data on special services were reported for 335 

students (100% of all enrolled students). Distributions of those students on whom 
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data were reported according to these demographic descriptors are shown in Table 21. 

In addition to total participants, it is important to report data on regularly participating 

students (i.e., students attending at least 30 days of program operations). As shown in 

Table 22, the distribution of regularly participating students in the City of Orlando 

(FPR) 21st CCLC Program within the identified special services were approximately 

equal to the distributions for all students. Overall, data show that the City of Orlando 

(FPR) 21st CCLC Program is providing 21st CCLC services to students that 

demonstrate the identified needs and target population proposed in the original grant 

application submitted to the Florida Department of Education. For instance, the vast 

majority (98.6%) of regularly participating students on whom data were provided 

qualify for free or reduced lunch (one of the primary indicators for 21st CCLC 

programs in Florida).  

Table 21: Student Special Needs: All Student Participants (1+ Day) 

 
Limited English 

Proficient 
Identified with 

Disability 
Free/Reduced Price 

Lunch 

 Yes No UNK Yes No UNK Yes No UNK 

Citrus Square 
2 

(7.1%) 
26 

(92.9%) 
0 

4 
(14.3%) 

24 
(85.7%) 

0 
24 

(85.7%) 
4 

(14.3%) 
0 

Engelwood 
6 

(4.2%) 
138 

(95.8%) 
0 

1 
(0.7%) 

143 
(99.3%) 

0 
144 

(100%) 
-- 0 

Rosemont 
8 

(4.9%) 
155 

(95.1%) 
0 

27 
(16.6%) 

136 
(83.4%) 

0 
163 

(100%) 
-- 0 

ALL SITES 
16 

(4.8%) 
319 

(95.2%) 
0 

32 
(9.6%) 

303 
(90.4%) 

0 
331 

(98.8%) 
4 

(1.2%) 
0 

Note: The figures associated with this data provide percentages based on only those students with data for the 
specified 'special category'.  

Table 22: Student Special Needs: Regular Student Participants (30+ Days) 

 
Limited English 

Proficient 
Identified with 

Disability 
Free/Reduced Price 

Lunch 

 Yes No UNK Yes No UNK Yes No UNK 

Citrus Square 
1 

(3.8%) 
25 

(96.2%) 
0 

4 
(15.4%) 

22 
(84.6%) 

0 
22 

(84.6%) 
4 

(15.4%) 
0 

Engelwood 
5 

(3.9%) 
124 

(96.1%) 
0 

1 
(0.8%) 

128 
(99.2%) 

0 
129 

(100%) 
-- 0 

Rosemont 
6 

(4.3%) 
134 

(95.7%) 
0 

22 
(15.7%) 

118 
(84.3%) 

0 
140 

(100%) 
-- 0 

ALL SITES 
12 

(4.1%) 
283 

(95.9%) 
0 

27 
(9.2%) 

268 
(90.8%) 

0 
291 

(98.6%) 
4 

(1.4%) 
0 

Note: The figures associated with this data provide percentages based on only those students with data for the 
specified 'special category'.  
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AGE OF STUDENTS 

The Florida Department of Education requested all 21st CCLC programs to provide 

information on the age of students enrolled in the 21st CCLC program – both total 

enrollment and those attending at least 30 days of operation (i.e., regular attendees). 

Exploring the ages of students in the 21st CCLC program is not particularly useful for 

the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CLCC program, but does become useful at the state 

level when all program data are combined. In terms of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program, data on student ages are provided in Table 23 (all student attendees) 

and Table 24 (regular attendees). The overall distribution is expected, given the 

population served by the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program and the general 

ages of students served in the targeted schools.  

Table 23: Distribution of Student Ages: All Participants (1+ Days) 

 

N 
Age of Students (in Years) 

Site Name 0-5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Citrus Square 28 -- 2 3 6 12 3 1 1 

Engelwood 144 5 17 26 25 33 24 14 -- 

Rosemont 163 15 22 21 27 25 32 19 2 

ALL SITES 
335 20 41 50 58 70 59 34 3 

-- 6.0% 12.2% 14.9% 17.3% 20.9% 17.6% 10.1% 0.9% 

Note: Ages are for students at the end of the academic year. 

Table 24: Distribution of Student Ages: Regular Participants (30+ Days) 

 

N 
Age of Students (in Years) 

Site Name 0-5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Citrus Square 26 -- 2 3 5 11 3 1 1 

Engelwood 129 5 17 23 23 29 22 10 -- 

Rosemont 140 13 19 17 24 19 27 19 2 

ALL SITES 
295 18 38 43 52 59 52 30 3 

-- 6.1% 12.9% 14.6% 17.6% 20.0% 17.6% 10.2% 1.0% 

Note: Ages are for students at the end of the academic year. 

STUDENT FAMILIES AND HOUSEHOLDS 

The Florida Department of Education requested all 21st CCLC programs to provide 

information on the family composition of students enrolled in the 21st CCLC 
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program – both total enrollment and those attending at least 30 days of operation (i.e., 

regular attendees). More specifically, the FLDOE required programs to indicate 

whether students in the 21st CCLC program resided in single-parent families or 

‘traditional’ families with both parents. For those students in single parent 

households, the programs were required to indicate whether the students were female 

or male headed. As shown in Table 25 and Table 26, the program was able to obtain 

this voluntary information from many participating students, with 335 enrolled 

students (100% of all 335 enrolled students) and 295 regularly participating students 

(100% of all 295 regularly participating students) having such data provided. As 

shown, 35.2% of all students and 38.3% of regularly participating students were 

reported to be from single-parent households. Only 61.7% of the students on whom 

data were provided were from the ‘traditional’ dual-parent households. Such data 

further supports that the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program was successful in 

targeting those students with the greatest needs. 

Table 25: Distribution of Family Scenarios: All Students (1+ Days) 

Site Name N 
No  

(Traditional Family) 
Yes  

(Female Headed) 
Yes  

(Male Headed) Unk. 

Citrus Square 28 10 (35.7%) 15 (53.6%) 3 (10.7%) 0 

Engelwood 144 85 (59%) 52 (36.1%) 7 (4.9%) 0 

Rosemont 163 122 (74.8%) 40 (24.5%) 1 (0.6%) 0 

ALL SITES 335 217 (64.8%) 107 (31.9%) 11 (3.3%) 0 

Note: Family categories are exclusive - students can be identified under only one family scenario. 

Table 26: Distribution of Family Scenarios: Regular Students (30+ Days)  

Site Name N 
No  

(Traditional Family) 
Yes  

(Female Headed) 
Yes  

(Male Headed) Unk. 

Citrus Square 26 8 (30.8%) 15 (57.7%) 3 (11.5%) 0 

Engelwood 129 74 (57.4%) 49 (38%) 6 (4.7%) 0 

Rosemont 140 100 (71.4%) 39 (27.9%) 1 (0.7%) 0 

ALL SITES 295 182 (61.7%) 103 (34.9%) 10 (3.4%) 0 

Note: Family categories are exclusive - students can be identified under only one family scenario. 

 

<<--------------------->> 
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The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993, was passed to help 

increase accountability of federal programs and ensure the highest performing and 

successful programs are continued while lower performing programs are 

discontinued. The specific purposes of the GRPA are as follows (Section 2 (b)):  

1. improve the confidence of the American people in the capability of the 
Federal Government, by systematically holding Federal agencies accountable 
for achieving program results; 

2. initiate program performance reform with a series of pilot projects in setting 
program goals, measuring program performance against those goals, and 
reporting publicly on their progress; 

3. improve Federal program effectiveness and public accountability by 
promoting a new focus on results, service quality, and customer satisfaction; 

4. help Federal managers improve service delivery, by requiring that they plan 
for meeting program objectives and by providing them with information about 
program results and service quality; 

5. improve congressional decision making by providing more objective 
information on achieving statutory objectives, and on the relative 
effectiveness and efficiency of Federal programs and spending; and 

6. improve internal management of the Federal Government. 

Given the requirement to develop uniform performance measures for each federal 

program, the US Department of Education identified a series of specific indicators for 

the 21st CCLC program.  

STATE ADOPTION OF PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Within the planned indicators for 21st Century Community Learning Centers 

(CCLC), the United States Department of Education identified eight performance 

indicators which build into the actual GRPA indicators used for the federal 21st 

CCLC initiative. Table 29 indicates the extent to which Florida and other states 

adopted the performance indicators that grantees receiving new 21st CCLC grants as 
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the result of sub-grant competitions would be held accountable in the operation of 

their programs. As Table 29 indicates, the vast majority of states adopted some type 

of indicator of academic achievement, either achievement tests (specified in 51 of 59 

sub-grant competitions) or classroom performance (specified in 47 of 59 sub-grant 

competitions). Most states adopted some measure of school behavior, either school 

attendance (specified in 40 of 59 of competitions) or discipline-related information 

(specified in 42 of 59 sub-grant competitions). Two-thirds of sub-grant competitions 

adopted student attendance at center activities as an indicator. About one fifth of sub-

grant competitions indicated that grantees track the graduation rates of their attendees. 

About one third of sub-grant competitions adopted indicators of student and parent 

satisfaction with the program. 

Table 29: Frequency of Adoption of Federal Performance Indicators 

Performance Indicator Type Florida 
Required 

All States 
Required 

All States  
% 

Student achievement on standardized tests Yes 38 84.44% 

Student classroom performance Yes 29 64.44% 

Student attendance during regular school day -- 25 55.56% 

Student attendance/retention in center activities Yes 28 62.22% 

Student behavior (e.g., decreased disciplinary 
actions and suspensions) 

Yes 30 66.67% 

Graduation rates -- 9 20.00% 

Student satisfaction with activities and services Yes 16 35.56% 

Parent satisfaction with activities and services Yes 17 37.78% 

Other -- 8 17.78% 
Notes: Percentage is based on total number of competitions. There was one competition for Florida and 45 total 
competitions for All States.  

FEDERAL GRPA INDICATORS 

Stemming from the eight performance indicators previously mentioned, the United 

States Department of Education (USED) established two objectives and 14 

performance measures for all 21st CCLC sub-grants funded under the federal 21st 

CCLC initiative. States and individual sub-grants are responsible to ensure funded 

centers provide services and activities that will help ensure progress towards 

achieving high levels of achievement in the indicated performance measures. Most 

individual 21st CCLC programs have developed their own objectives based on an 
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assessment of student and community needs. The specific objectives for the present 

21st CCLC program will be discussed in the next section. The following chart 

indicates the two federal objectives and associated performance indicators: 

 

Objective 1: Participants in 21st Century Community Learning Center programs will 

demonstrate educational and social benefits and exhibit positive behavioral changes. 

Performance Measures 

1.1  The percentage of Elementary 21st Century regular program participants 

whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring. 

1.2  The percentage of middle or High school 21st Century regular program 

participants whose mathematics grades improved from fall to spring. 

1.3  The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants whose 

mathematics grades improved from fall to spring. 

1.4  The percentage of Elementary 21st Century regular program participants 

whose English grades improved from fall to spring. 

1.5  The percentage of middle or High school 21st Century regular program 

participants whose English grades improved from fall to spring. 

1.6  The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants whose 

English grades improved from fall to spring. 

1.7  The percentage of Elementary 21st Century regular program participants with 

teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and class 

participation. 

1.8  The percentage of middle and High school 21st Century regular program 

participants with teacher-reported improvement in homework completion and 

class participation. 

1.9  The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants with teacher-

reported improvement in homework completion and class participation. 

1.10  The percentage of Elementary 21st Century regular program participants with 

teacher-reported improvements in student behavior. 

1.11  The percentage of middle and High school 21st Century regular program 

participants with teacher-reported improvements in student behavior. 

1.12  The percentage of all 21st Century regular program participants with teacher-

reported improvements in student behavior. 
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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 

Performance Measures 

2.1  The percentage of 21st Century Centers reporting emphasis in at least one 

core academic area. 

2.2  The percentage of 21st Century Centers offering enrichment and support 

activities in other areas. 

Data collected through the federal Profile and Performance Information Collection 

System (PPICS - the previous data collection system used by the federal government) 

provided the United States Department of Education with an indication as to the 

progress of each state and the entire nation in achieving the federal objectives and 

performance measures. Table 30 provides an indication as to how Florida’s 

achievement of the performance indicators compares to all other states in the nation.  

Table 30: GPRA Performance Indicators: Florida vs. National 

Performance 
Measure 

Florida Similar States* National 

1.1 37.91% 29.53% 36.97% 

1.2 34.27% 29.84% 34.20% 

1.3 36.64% 30.01% 36.64% 

1.4 39.86% 31.02% 39.10% 

1.5 35.43% 30.27% 35.25% 

1.6 38.00% 31.04% 38.18% 

1.7 80.28% 73.87% 74.12% 

1.8 75.10% 67.86% 71.75% 

1.9 78.36% 70.85% 73.44% 

1.10 77.15% 70.22% 68.72% 

1.11 72.33% 65.01% 67.56% 

1.12 74.98% 67.64% 68.57% 

2.1 93.33% 97.82% 97.43% 

2.2 94.00% 98.31% 96.85% 
Notes: *Similar States: Represents an aggregate of 5 states (California, Texas, New York, Georgia, Alabama). 
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In addition, to comparison to all states in the nation, Table 30 also shows a 

comparison to five similar states in terms of size and programmatic requirements. 

More specifically, the three states with larger 21st CCLC programs than Florida 

(California, Texas, and New York) and two states in close geographic proximity 

(Alabama and Georgia). Comparing to these five states provides a more accurate 

comparison than when including much smaller states with potentially different major 

program requirements. Florida’s performance on GPRA indicators is important when 

looking at the performance of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC programs on 

similar indicators and objectives (detailed in the next sections).  

PROGRAM-SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES 

In addition to the objectives and outcomes developed and required by the United 

States Department of Education, Florida programs are provided the opportunity to 

develop their own individual objectives based on an assessment of student, parent, 

family, and community needs. In order to help ensure appropriate and challenging 

objectives were developed by each 21st CCLC program, the Florida Department of 

Education (FDOE) provided programs guidance in developing strong goals and 

objectives. In essence, objective-focused implementation of the 21st CCLC program 

helps ensure a strong, consistent, and measurable impact on the students and families 

served with these funds. All goals and objectives in Florida are generally program-

wide, though center-specific objectives are created when needs differ by center. In 

Florida, there are three (3) components that are connected and developed together: 

Goals, Measurable Objectives, and Activities. 

Within each proposal, the program aligns each activity to at least one objective, 

though there is no requirement that each activity have a separate objective (e.g., an 

objective for science might include robotics, technology, and rocketry activities). 

Prior to writing objectives, programs are to first develop goals or global outcomes. 

Each program must have at least three broad goals, which are essentially “planned 

outcomes” that would solve the problems identified in the needs assessment, while 

also providing a means to categorize objectives (e.g., “Improve Academic 

Achievement”, “Increase Positive Student Behavior”). Within Florida, the following 

are requirements for goals: (a) goals are not measurable, but must be realistic; (b) 

goals must be derived from the needs assessment data, while also remaining 

consistent with the goals and purposes of the 21st CCLC initiative; and (c) goals must 

be participant-focused and not merely the acquisition of funds. 
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For each goal, 21st CCLC programs develop specific, annual objectives and metrics 

that are measurable, quantitative, challenging (yet achievable), and that can be 

assessed throughout the project year (continuous assessment). Each goal is required to 

have at least two (2) measurable objectives, where student-based objectives must be 

assessed with non-participatory measurements (e.g., “X number of students will 

participate in math activities” is an unallowable participatory objective). Within each 

measurable objective, applicants must identify anticipated measurements that will be 

used to assess project performance of the stated objective. The process was altered 

slightly in the middle of the 2014-2015 academic year, though programs were still 

required to follow the basic tenets of the original objective system.   

PROGRAM-SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES: ATTAINMENT 

In addition to classifying objectives, the United States Department of Education 

(USED) requires all 21st CCLC programs to indicate progress towards attaining each 

of the individualized objectives. In order to assess objective progress, the USED 

requires each objective to be rated in the federal data collection system within one of 

the following objective categories:  

 Met =    Met the stated objective 

 Progress =  Did not meet but progressed toward objective 

 No Progress =  Did not meet and no progress made  

 Unable to Assess = Unable to measure progress on the stated objective 

 Revised =  Revised the stated objective 

 Dropped =  Dropped the stated objective entirely 

 Not Associated = Objective not associated with the reporting period 

Objectives that were revised, dropped, or not associated with the reporting period are 

not included in this summative evaluation report. Revised objectives were replaced 

with another objective that was, in turn, assessed with one of the four progress 

indicators (met, progress, no progress, unable to assess). Dropped objectives and 

those not associated with the reporting period were not included in the program 

operations and, therefore, are not reviewed herein. Table 31 provides the distribution 

of objective attainment ratings across all programs and all objectives in Florida.  
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Table 31: Distribution of Objective Attainment across Florida Programs 

 Total 

# Obj. 

Objective 

Met 

Progressed 
Towards 
Objective 

No Progress 
Towards 
Objective 

Unable to 
Assess 

Objective 

# Objectives 1003 646 309 10 38 

% Objectives -- 64.41% 30.81% 1.00% 3.79% 

Min. / Prog. 4 1 1 1 1 

Max. / Prog. 24 20 15 2 8 

Avg. / Prog. 10.45 7.02 3.96 1.25 1.90 

Std. Dev. 4.25 3.90 2.89 0.46 1.71 
 

As shown in Table 31, Florida’s 21st CCLC programs indicated that 64.41% (N=646) 

of all stated objectives were met, with measurable progress made towards an 

additional 30.81% (N=309) of all stated objectives. Overall, this means that no 

progress was made in only 1.00% (N=10) of all stated objectives in Florida. 

Ultimately, because Florida objectives are carefully tied to the results of a needs 

assessment, data outlined in Table 31 indicate that Florida 21st CCLC programs have 

made significant progress towards addressing the needs of targeted students, families, 

and communities. The following sections of this summative evaluation provides 

specific information about objectives, progress towards objectives, and activities 

implemented to address the objectives within the three primary goals of Florida’s 21st 

CCLC initiative: (1) Provide academic enrichment to help students meet State and 

local student academic achievement standards in core academic subjects; (2) Offer 

students a broad array of enrichment services to reinforce and complement the regular 

academic program of students; and (3) Offer families of students served by 

community learning centers opportunities for literacy and related educational 

development. 

 

<<--------------------->> 
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Within the state of Florida, every 21st CCLC program is required to provide a strong 

academic component in each of three areas: (1) reading and language arts, (2) 

mathematics, and (3) science. Each of these academic components must be 

supervised by teachers certified by the Florida Department of Education. Programs 

are encouraged to make each of these academic components creative, fun, and 

designed to foster a love of reading, math, and science – in addition to focusing all 

such activities on project-based learning plans approved by the Florida Department of 

Education. As such, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program has written 

lesson plans and project-based learning plans for all academic activities, ensuring that 

the activities provided during the 21st CCLC program do not mirror the regular 

school day. Instead, the federal law encourages programs to design activities that 

reinforce topics taught during the regular day school. Florida programs are given 

some level of flexibility in the dosage of academic, project-based activities to provide 

during any specific week of operation, with each student encouraged to receive at 

least one hour of project-based, academic-focused, teacher-supervised activities per 

day of out-of-school programming. Activities must be provided in such a dosage that 

the program is able to meet the proposed objectives included in the grant application. 

Programs are not permitted to reduce the level of academic services provided to 

students throughout the five-year term of the grant.  

In addition to academic remediation and enrichment, a second specific purpose of the 

21st CCLC initiative is to offer eligible students a broad array of personal enrichment 

activities that reinforce and complement the regular academic program and help 

participating students meet local and state academic standards in core subjects. 

Including a variety of personal enrichment activities helps retain and attract student 

participants, while also providing a well-rounded breadth of experiences to help 

increase student commitment to the educational process. As per rules established by 

the Florida Department of Education, personal enrichment must include a variety of 

structured activities, as well as encourage active participation regardless of individual 

student skill levels. All personal enrichment activities must directly or indirectly 

support the academic achievement of participating students. According to Section 

4205(A) of ESEA, as amended, 21st CCLC programs are limited to providing 
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additional services within the following categories: Physical Education and recreation 

activities; Dropout Prevention and Character Education activities; Tutoring and 

mentoring services; Educational arts and music activities; Entrepreneurial education 

programs; Programs for limited English proficient students; Telecommunications and 

technology education programs; Expanded library service hours; and/or Drug and 

violence prevention and/or counseling activities. The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program proposed activities in several of the personal enrichment categories 

focused on helping targeted 21st CCLC students meet the Florida Standards and 

Florida’s Next Generation Sunshine State Standards.  

The third specific purpose of the 21st CCLC initiative is to offer families of actively 

participating 21st CCLC students the opportunity for literacy and related educational 

development. In particular, 21st CCLC programs are required to provide services 

designed to develop literacy or related educational skills that will enable adult family 

members to be supportive of the child’s learning (e.g., GED preparation, computer 

literacy, financial literacy, parenting literacy, etc.). While programs are provided 

some flexibility with regards to the level of adult family member services they 

provide, the program must provide at least six (6) annual activities and/or services, 

and must provide enough outreach to progress towards the proposed family-based 

objectives. Many programs in Florida limit adult family member activities to special 

events (e.g., student plays) and general meetings. Secondary to the difficulty in 

recruiting adult family member participation in these services, it is rare for Florida 

programs to serve a substantial percentage of adult family members. 21st CCLC 

programs may only provide services to adult family members of students actively 

participating in 21st CCLC services.  

NEED-BASED STUDENT OBJECTIVES 

The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program developed individual objectives 

based on an assessment of student, parent, family, and community needs. Each of the 

annual objectives, as approved by the Florida Department of Education, was designed 

to be measurable, quantitative, challenging (yet achievable), and assessed throughout 

the project year (continuous assessment). In essence, objective-focused 

implementation of the 21st CCLC program helps ensure a strong, consistent, and 

measurable impact on the students and families served. All objectives are program-

wide, though center-specific objectives may be created in the future if warranted. It is 

noted that these objectives are as worded by the Florida Department of Education 
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(FLDOE) using the Objective Assessment and Data Collection Tool (OADCT), with 

the exception of minor grammatical or punctuation corrections. 

1. 80% of regularly participating students will improve to a satisfactory English 

Language Arts grade or above, or maintain a high grade across the program year. 

2. Regularly participating students will improve to a satisfactory level or above on 

English language Arts/writing or maintain an above satisfactory level. 

3. 80% regularly participating students will improve to a satisfactory mathematics 

grade or above, or maintain a high grade across the program year. 

4. Regularly participating students will improve to a satisfactory level or above on 

mathematics or maintain an above satisfactory level. 

5. 80% regularly participating students will improve to a satisfactory science grade 

or above, or maintain a high grade across the program year. 

6. Regularly participating students will improve to a proficient level on science or 

maintain an above proficiency level. 

7. 85% of participating students will improve their knowledge of science as 

measured by curriculum-based assessment. 

8. 85% of participating students will demonstrate their health knowledge as 

measured by curriculum-based assessment. 

9. 80% of participating students will improve their engagement in visual/performing 

arts as measured by observational assessment. 

10. 80% of participating family members will improve their knowledge (in a 

specified area) as measured by pre-post assessment. 

ACADEMIC ACTIVITIES PROVIDED 

With established need-based objectives, the City of Orlando developed and 

implemented project-based learning activities and personal enrichment activities 

aligned to the approved 21st CCLC objectives. It is important to note that the Florida 

Department of Education does not require each activity to have a separate objective, 

such that multiple activities can be provided under a single objective and/or one 
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activity can be provided to support multiple objectives (e.g., an objective for science 

might include robotics, technology, and rocketry activities; while a robotics activity 

can support reading, math, and science). As per federal law and state rules, programs 

are only permitted to provide activities that will help meet the stated objectives 

approved by the Florida Department of Education (i.e., objective-driven activities). 

The proposed activities are detailed in the approved grant application, and the 

program is striving to adhere to those specified activities, with the addition of some 

additional project-based learning activities that support the approved objectives. The 

following provides a brief description of activities provided in support of the 

approved objectives for the 21st CCLC program:   

As suggested by FLDOE, project-based learning (PBL) will be central to all 

activities proposed. All activities were designed with the participation and 

recommendations from each participating school site. At each school the project 

design will be structured to address the individual needs identified through skill 

building and PBL. Students will be required to take part in all program activities 

and all PBL activities will be taught by Florida Certified Teachers (FCT). A 

program priority will be to recruit FCT from the targeted schools to streamline 

communication between the afterschool program and day school. Program 

activities include: 

Language Arts - FCT will institute MindWorks PBL lessons specifically designed 

with different age groups and ability levels in mind. The curriculum’s style of 

intentional, student-centered learning makes MindWorks PBL projects conducive 

to a wide range of learners including English as a second language learners, 

students with developmental and learning disabilities and young or 

underperforming children. Supporting objectives 1-3, MindWorks provides a 

motivating, interactive approach to learning with comprehensive lessons being 

standards-based. Each teacher’s guide directly correlates with objectives from the 

Florida State Standards and each lesson addresses the Content and Skills Standards 

for each of the core subjects of reading, language arts, math, science, social studies 

and art. The implementation model alternates the main core subject concentration 

each week to prevent student boredom from content saturation. 

Math and Science (STEM) – FCT will teach Engineering is Elementary curriculum 

activities. (During Year 1 of the program, MindWorks will be used to meet STEM 

education. Engineering is Elementary will be added to the curriculum during Year 

2 of the program.) The goal of the project is to expose students to a variety of 
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aspects in the S.T.E.M. environment through team based challenges and building 

projects. The projects include: simple machines, egg-drop, basic robotics, and end 

of year science fair. Students will practice real world skills of collaboration, 

communication and critical thinking in the weekly engineering design and testing 

process. This intervention addresses the Florida Department of Education “STEM 

Initiatives”, “Next Generation Sunshine State Standards” and the Florida Math 

Standards (Concepts – Counting and Cardinality, Operations and Algebraic 

Thinking, Numbers and Operations, Measurement and Data, Geometry). 

Depending upon the grade level, each lesson focuses on a specific standard that 

compliments the regular day school learning. 

Health & Nutrition – FCT will implement SPARK health education PBL. The 

curriculum incorporates recommendations from the Governor’s Council on 

Physical Fitness State Plan of Action and includes health and nutrition lessons, 

physical fitness education/standards and other healthy lifestyle activities. 

Additionally, the program site provides fun, age-appropriate physical education, 

recreational activities and free athletic leagues throughout the week. The program 

activities consist of a variety of unique outdoor and indoor sports and games that 

have been modified to promote the inclusion of all 21st CCLC program 

participants by providing the activities during 21st CCLC program hours and 

making these activities free to 21st CCLC students so anyone who wants to 

participate may do so. FPR activities and year round sports league teams include: 

baseball, basketball, flag football, volleyball, soccer and Hook-a-Kid on Golf 

program. FPR also runs daily physical fitness activities that include intramural 

sports and fitness classes.  

STEM PBL – FCT and Support Specialists will teach LEGO WeDO curriculum 

and PBL activities. Students will be able to build LEGO models featuring working 

motors and sensors; program their models; and explore a series of cross-curricular, 

theme-based activities while developing their skills in science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics as well as language, literacy, and social studies. This 

intervention addresses the Florida Department of Education “STEM Initiatives”, 

“Next Generation Sunshine State Standards” and the Florida Math Standards 

(Concepts – Counting and Cardinality, Operations and Algebraic Thinking, 

Numbers and Operations, Measurement and Data, Geometry). Depending upon the 

grade level, each lesson focuses on a specific standard that compliments the 

regular day school learning. 
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Adult Family Member Activities – Site Supervisor, Support Specialists, FCT’s and 

corporate volunteers will provide bi-monthly adult family activities. Each event 

will last approximately 2 hours and incorporate both adult and youth education 

activities. Because of reduced funds due to a delayed start in Year 1, 21st CCLC 

staff will be paid for time spent in Adult Family Member Services through the City 

of Orlando. (See Partners Table.) All programming is designed in conjunction with 

the targeted school, PTA’s and areas identified in the needs assessment surveys. 

FPR Family Event night topics may include: 1.) financial literacy; 2.) special 

family activities such as math or literacy evenings; 3.) community resources; and 

4.) parenting skills. FPR will also engage and coordinate with each school site to 

provide additional services during school open houses and parent nights. The 

programs will promote events through monthly direct contact by the Site 

Supervisor, school web-site, newsletter and written invitations. 

OBJECTIVE PROGRESS:  STATE STANDARDIZED ASSESSMENTS 

As one of the primary GPRA indicators for 21st CCLC programs across the nation, it 

is important to explore data related to the progress of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program in terms of student improvement on standardized assessments in 

English Language Arts (Reading), Mathematics, and Science. Within Florida, most 

students take the Florida Standards Assessment (FSA) in reading and mathematics 

towards the end of each academic year beginning in third grade, as well as the Florida 

Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT 2.0) in science at the end of the fifth and 

eighth grades. Overall, national data indicate that, among the 32 states submitting 

state assessment results for a prior school year, almost half of the regular attendees 

served by 21st CCLC centers scored below proficient on the mathematics and/or 

reading/language arts portions of their state’s assessment: with 49 percent scoring 

below proficient in mathematics and 45 percent scoring below proficient in 

reading/language arts. Within the state of Florida, a “Level 3” is considered to be at 

proficient (regardless of the assessment), while levels two and one are considered 

'below proficiency' and levels four and five are 'above proficiency.'  

As shown by federal data submitted by Florida 21st CCLC programs from the most 

recent year available, 52.0% of 21st CCLC students across Florida on whom 

standardized assessment scores in Reading/Language Arts were provided scored 

below the proficiency level set by the Florida Dept. of Education. In addition, 49.8% 

of students on whom mathematics scores were indicated scored below the proficiency 
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level. These results are similar to that reported by the United States Department of 

Education for all 21st CCLC programs across the nation, and suggest that students 

with the highest level of academic need are being served by 21st CCLC programs 

throughout the country. It is important to note that, while some students scored at the 

higher proficiency levels, this does not suggest they do not need the services of such a 

structured afterschool program. Rather, they may require less attention in certain 

academic subjects, but may still require the other services provided by the 21st CCLC 

program. As per the federal law under which this program was funded, there is no 

requirement that students served be the lowest performing students, only that they 

exhibit specific needs where the program can be impactful.  

Specific to students attending the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program, only 

the students regularly attending the 21st CCLC program (N=295) are explored 

regarding student impact data (as per the US Department of Education). “Regularly 

participating” students are the only participants considered by the United States 

Department of Education as having received a sufficient dosage of afterschool 

programming for meaningful impact analysis. Students who did not attend at least 30 

days of programming, as instructed by the United States Department of Education, 

are not considered when reporting any impact statistics for 21st CCLC.  

Prior Year State Assessments (2014-2015) 

As shown in Table 32, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program successfully 

targeted and enrolled students with the highest educational needs based on prior year 

standardized assessment levels. It is important to note that not all students took the 

state assessments in 2014-2015. For instance, students that were not in Florida the 

prior year and students under third grade in 2015 would not have had the opportunity 

to take any version of the state assessments, students with significant disabilities 

precluding such testing are provided the Florida Alternative Assessment, and some 

students in higher grades are excused from the state assessment administration due to 

a variety of precipitating factors. The program only serves elementary school 

students, such that no students had prior year FCAT Science scores to establish a 

baseline. The Science FCAT assessment is only provided in specific grade levels in 

Florida (end of 5th grade and end of 8th grade), such that current elementary school 

students would not have prior year scores. 

Of the 295 regularly participating students in the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC 

Program during the 2015-2016 program year, only 108 were in grades that were 

administered FSA reading and mathematics assessments in the prior (2014-2015) 
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academic year - with no students repeating the 3rd grade and 108 in the 4th or 5th 

grades during the 2015-2016 program year. Of these 108 students, 96 (88.9%) 

received FSA reading scores and 95 (88.0%) received FSA mathematics scores. 

Given that the science FCAT is provided only at the end of the fifth grade year for 

elementary school students, it is not surprising that the program did not provide prior 

year Science FCAT 2.0 scores, as none of the students in the program were reported 

in 5th grade last year.  

As shown in Table 32, most of the regularly participating 21st CCLC students with 

prior year state assessment levels were below the proficiency level established by the 

FLDOE – a common target population for 21st CCLC programs across the country. 

More specifically, 59.4% of the regularly participating students were below 

proficiency in reading/ELA (N=57 of 96) and 57.9% were below proficiency in 

mathematics (N=55 of 95). These proportions exceed Florida’s proportions, 

demonstrating that the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program was more 

successful than most Florida programs in attracting and serving those students with 

the highest educational needs. These state assessment scores are important to 

establish a baseline of student achievement towards the end of the prior year and, 

with some level of accuracy, their baseline level for the present academic year. The 

program utilized such data to guide placement of students, selection of remedial 

activities, and to implement the greatest level of differentiated instruction allowable 

within the 21st CCLC project-based learning model. 

Table 32: Distribution of Regular Students by Proficiency Level (Prior Year) 

 N Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Reading / ELA 
Florida Standards Assessment 96 

25 
(26%) 

32 
(33.3%) 

32 
(33.3%) 

7 
(7.3%) 

0 
(0%) 

Mathematics 
Florida Standards Assessment 95 

30 
(31.6%) 

25 
(26.3%) 

31 
(32.6%) 

9 
(9.5%) 

0 
(0%) 

Science 
FCAT 2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Note: Not all students take the various state standardized assessments, particularly those not in Florida, those 
under 3rd grade, and those with significant limitations precluding them from taking such a structured assessment.  

Current Year State Assessments (2015-2016) 

With the development and approval of the new Florida Standards by the State Board 

of Education in February, 2014, the Florida Department of Education moved to 

replace the antiquated FCAT 2.0 Reading and FCAT 2.0 Mathematics with a new 



2015-2016 Summative Evaluation Report        |       77 

 City of Orlando – Family, Parks, & Recreation Department 

assessment focused on the new statewide standards. The new Florida Standards 

Assessment (FSA) was first administered across Florida at the end of the 2014-2015 

academic year. The FLDOE anticipated setting “cut scores” or performance-level 

expectations during the summer of 2015, with the goal of establishing new baselines 

for school grading and accountability. However, due to challenges with 

administration of the new FSA, the state legislature and the FLDOE each called for 

validation studies of the resulting student scores on the FSA. These validation studies 

were not completed until September 2015 – well after the start of the 2015-2016 

academic year. As such, while the program provided the prior year FSA scores 

(detailed above), there are many that questions whether the prior year performance 

levels (which were not provided until January) are legitimately comparable to current 

year scores due to questions about validity (many districts did not officially record 

these scores to the student's academic records). Moreover, the FLDOE provided T-

scores for the 2014-2015 academic year (rather than scale scores), but not provide 

these T-scores for the 2015-2016 academic year - instead providing scaled scores 

(which are not backwards comparable to T-scores). Overall, this leads to the current 

summative evaluation exploring prior year FSA scores and current year FSA/FCAT 

scores almost entirely separately.  

In terms of current year assessment scores, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC 

project worked to collect and provide 2016 FSA proficiency levels on all regularly 

participating students in tested grade levels (i.e., 3rd grade and higher), as well as 

FCAT 2.0 Science scores on any students taking such assessments (i.e., 5th grade 

students). It is noted that not all students have these scores, particularly those students 

that took an alternative assessment, those that were not in the country long enough to 

qualify for the assessment, those attending private schools, and those that were not 

enrolled in the school long enough to have their scores considered for the 2016 

assessment year. Overall, as shown in Table 33, 161 students were eligible to take the 

standardized assessments in reading and mathematics (3rd grade or higher), while 51 

were in grade levels eligible to take the FCAT 2.0 in Science (5th or 8th grades). Of 

these students, the program reported FSA reading levels on 154 regularly 

participating students (95.7% of eligible students) and FSA mathematics levels on 

155 regularly participating students (96.3%). Moreover, the program submitted FCAT 

2.0 Science scores on a total of 23 regularly participating students - 45.1% of all 5th 

grade students participating in the program. 

Of those regularly participating students served by the 21st CCLC program with FSA 

and/or FCAT 2.0 scores from the current 2015-2016 academic year, 64.9% were 
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below proficient in Reading/ELA (N=100 of 154 regularly participating students with 

reading scores), 62.6% were below proficient in mathematics (N=97 of 155 with math 

scores), and 60.9% were below proficient in science (N=14 of 23 with science FCAT 

2.0 scores). Moreover, 118 regularly participating students with any levels reported 

(76.1%) were below proficient in at least one of the core academic subjects. This 

demonstrates that the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program was successful in 

targeting students with the highest educational needs. It is important to note that the 

City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program was required by the FLDOE to include 

FSA/FCAT performance as a progress indicator in the grant application. 

Unfortunately, while the 21st CCLC program is likely to have a lasting impact on the 

lives of the students who regularly participated, the lasting impact is not going to be 

demonstrated through a short-term impact evaluation on such single-administration 

assessments of expert-defined 'achievement' in these three core academic subjects. 

The lasting impacts will be immeasurable as the students learned how to ask and 

answer questions through the project-based learning process, how to be active 

learners, and how they can achieve their goals through education. As such, while 

these state standardized assessment scores seem low, it should not be interpreted that 

the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program had little impact on these students. 

Figure 3: Distribution of Students by 2016 Proficiency Levels 
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Table 33: Regular Students by Proficiency Level (Current Year) 

 N Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Reading / ELA 
Florida Standards Assessment 154 

50 
(32.5%) 

50 
(32.5%) 

44 
(28.6%) 

9 
(5.8%) 

1 
(0.6%) 

Mathematics 
Florida Standards Assessment 155 

63 
(40.6%) 

34 
(21.9%) 

45 
(29%) 

10 
(6.5%) 

3 
(1.9%) 

Science 
FCAT 2.0 23 

9 
(39.1%) 

5 
(21.7%) 

7 
(30.4%) 

2 
(8.7%) 

-- 

Note: Not all students take the various state standardized assessments, particularly those not in Florida, those 
under 3rd grade, and those with significant limitations precluding them from taking such a structured assessment.  

Student Growth Metric Assessment: While the distribution of standardized test 

proficiency levels provides some indication of the potential impact of the City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program on students, the ultimate goal of the evaluation 

process was to explore whether there was an impact of the 21st CCLC and growth of 

regularly participating students. In line with the objective metric required of the 

majority of Florida's 21st CCLC programs, it is important to understand how the 

statewide metric is calculated for the evaluation process (particularly in light of the 

aforementioned questions regarding the comparability of proficiency levels from the 

prior year and the current year). In essence, the FLDOE required most 21st CCLC 

programs to indicate the number of students that either improved from the prior year 

or maintained 'proficiency' or better from the 2014-2015 to 2015-2016 program year.  

The distribution of scores from the current year standardized tests (2015-2016) 

already indicates the number of students meeting proficiency (i.e., those at Level 3 or 

higher), but the distribution does not indicate the number of students that improved in 

their proficiency level from the prior year. Comparisons between FCAT and FSA 

scores must be done carefully and consistent with Florida Department of Education 

guidance on such comparisons. It is important to note that improving in proficiency 

level requires greater than one year of gains, as a student maintaining any level would 

be considered to have made at least one year of gains. Regardless, as it is a required 

method of assessing performance on the state assessments, this secondary method is 

included within the report. Overall, of the 154 regularly participating students in the 

program with current year FSA reading levels, 60 (39%) improved their performance 

level from the prior year, maintained proficiency from the prior year, or earned 

'proficient' or better during the current year (if no prior year scores). Similarly, of the 

155 regular students with current year FSA math levels, 61 (39.4%) improved their 

performance level from the prior year, maintained proficiency from the prior year, or 

earned 'proficient' or better during the current year (if no prior year scores). 
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OBJECTIVE PROGRESS: ACADEMIC COURSE GRADES 

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 was passed to help 

increase accountability of federal programs and ensure the highest performing and 

successful programs are continued, while lower performing programs are 

discontinued or provided substantial technical assistance from the state education 

agency. Given the requirement to develop uniform performance measures for each 

federal program, the US Dept. of Education (USED) identified a series of specific 

indicators for the 21st CCLC program. In addition to performance on standardized 

tests among 21st CCLC students, the USED chose improvement in grades in core 

academic subjects as one of the primary GPRA indicators for 21st CCLC. 

The US Department of Education (through an online data submission system - 

previously known as PPICS) requires all 21st CCLC programs to report any 

substantial changes in reading/language arts and mathematics grades for regularly 

participating 21st CCLC students (those attending the program for at least 30 days). 

To report on changes in grade performance for regular attendees, programs are 

instructed to compare the students' first set of fall reading/language arts and math 

grades with the students' last set of spring grades for those participants who were 

regular attendees during the reporting period. If the grades for a given student did not 

span the course of the entire school year (e.g., the student was only enrolled in math 

or reading/language arts for one semester), programs are instructed to not report grade 

results for the student in question. There are often some instances where programs 

have either reading/language arts or math grades for comparison, but not both. In 

such a case, the programs are instructed to report the change in student performance 

only for the grades available. The only exception to when a regular student should be 

reported is if the student only attended during the summer, and thus did not receive a 

dosage of the 21st CCLC program during academic periods. For regularly 

participating students that attended the summer only, the USED requests that they not 

be included in the submission of academic course grades to the online system. 

In determining which regularly participating 21st CCLC students changed in terms of 

course grades, the US Department of Education requires the threshold for change to 

be one-half letter grade (e.g., B- to B, B to B+, etc.). For each of the subject areas, 

programs reported the number of students that stayed the same (i.e., did not increase 

or decrease), the number that improved by half a grade or more, and the number that 

decreased by half a grade or more between Fall and Spring. For those students that 

did not change, programs have traditionally been provided the ability to indicate the 

number of such students that were already at the highest grade (e.g., "A") and, 
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therefore, unable to improve. If using a 100-point scale, programs were instructed that 

a half-grade change is a decrease or increase of 5 points. If using an A-F scale, a half-

grade change was described as any decrease or increase in the letter grade (e.g., for 

example, A to A- is a decrease and C+ to B- is an increase). If using an E-S-U 

(Excellent-Satisfactory-Unsatisfactory) or similar non-A-F letter-grade scale, a half-

grade change is defined as a decrease or increase from one letter grade to another.  

However, there is a negative bias within the method used by the USED in 

determining student improvement in academic achievement. Namely, 'average' or 

'above average' grade maintenance should not be considered a negative indicator for 

student achievement, as a student performing at an "A" level at the beginning of the 

year and achieving a "B" level at the end of the year suggests the student has actually 

learned substantial information to remain at the "above average" level of performance 

(rather than decreasing in performance over the course of the year). Certainly, one 

could argue that moving from an "A" to a "D" suggests a decrease in overall 

performance and an apparent lack of growth in knowledge and skills. However, 

because the expectations of each grading period are built upon knowledge in the prior 

grading periods, maintenance of an 'average' or 'above average' grade suggests 

improvement in both knowledge and skills over the course of the year.  

The purpose of the objectives proposed by the 21st CCLC program is to demonstrate 

improvement in knowledge, not simple improvement in grades. Therefore, for the 

purposes of this summative evaluation, it is most appropriate to compare grading 

periods to determine whether there was knowledge and skill growth among students 

participating in the 21st CCLC program. The process for evaluating objectives 

included the identification of each student's earliest available Fall grade for each 

course and their latest Spring course grade for the same course. For some students, 

the second grading period is a more accurate assessment of their baseline 

performance prior to the mid-year, but the summative evaluation data are analyzed in 

keeping with the general expectations of the USED, which explores the first Fall 

grade with the final Spring grade.  

For each subject or course analyzed within the summative evaluation, two 

comparisons are presented: (1) a grade-only comparison; and (2) an adjusted 

knowledge-based comparison. The first comparison is that suggested by the FLDOE 

for 21st CCLC programs, which requires a student to demonstrate changes in course 

grades from Fall to Spring by either: (1) maintaining an 'above average' grade; (2) 

improve from an 'average' grade to an 'above average' grade; or (3) improve from a 

'below average' grade to an 'average' or 'above average' grade. Within the first 
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comparison method, students maintaining an 'average' grade are considered to have 

failed to meet the expectations of the FLDOE for the purposes of the 21st CCLC 

program. However, this maintains the unfair bias noted above, such that an adjusted 

method is warranted to better describe the impact of the 21st CCLC program. More 

specifically, for the adjusted method, student growth and academic development were 

categorized into three categories: (1) Improved: this includes those students who 

increased at least ½ letter grade and those who maintained an "above average" grade 

from the Fall to the Spring (including moving from an A to B, remaining above 

average, etc.); (2) Maintained: this includes those students who maintained their 

grade across the Fall and Spring comparison grades (e.g., C to C, B to C, A to C, 

proficient to proficient, etc.); and (3) Declined: this includes those students whose 

course grade dropped during the course of the semesters graded to date (A to D, C to 

F, proficient to not proficient, meeting standard to not meeting standard, etc.). While 

the summative evaluation utilizes the terminology of the US Department of 

Education, it is noted that the "declined" category includes students that maintained 

below average grades - though it can be supposed that these students did decline in 

their academic achievement over the course of the year, and that the 21st CCLC 

program failed to make a significant impact on their academic performance. 

For the purposes of the summative evaluation process, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC Program collected and submitted academic course grades on all regularly 

participating students where grades were accessible. It is important to note that not all 

students had accessible grades, such as students that left the district, students taking 

special courses that do not receive traditional grades, and students that were not 

enrolled in the district schools prior to attending the program. For grades to be 

compared, it is important that students have marks from at least two grading periods - 

generally, the first grading period and the last grading period (some students did not 

have the first grading period, such that the second grading period was utilized as their 

baseline). It is noted that some students had grades submitted, but there were 

insufficient grading periods necessary for comparison to demonstrate growth across 

the academic year. 

Reading / English Language Arts Course Grades 

Across Florida, as shown in Table 34 using the most recent statewide data available, 

35.3% of regularly participating students on whom reading/ELA grades were reported 

improved their academic performance by a half-letter grade or more, whereas 42.3% 

maintained their grades. Maintenance is not considered a negative indicator, as a 

student performing at a 'B' level at the beginning of the year and maintaining that 'B' 
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level at the end of the year suggests that the student has actually learned enough 

information throughout the year to remain at the 'average' level of performance 

(rather than decreasing in performance over the course of the year). As shown in 

Table 34, the proportions of students increasing, decreasing, and maintaining reading 

/ ELA grades are relatively consistent between Florida and the Nation.  

Table 34: Reading / ELA Grade Changes (Florida vs. Nation) 

  Florida Nation 

Change in Grade Status 
# Regular 
Attendees  

% Regular 
Attendees  

# Regular 
Attendees  

% Regular 
Attendees  

Improved  10210 35.33% 32085 39.18% 

Maintained 12234 42.34% 34292 41.87% 

Declined  6451 22.33% 15523 18.95% 

Total 37346 --- 425498 --- 
 

Reading: Of the 295 regularly participating 21st CCLC students in the City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program, the program provided at least two grading 

periods of reading/ELA grades on a total of 286 students (96.9% of all regularly 

participating students). Among these students, as shown in Table 35, 88.5% of 

regularly participating students improved their academic reading skills and abilities or 

maintained an 'average' grade or better over the course of the 2015-2016 academic 

year. Based on data provided, this appears a true and accurate indicator of 

improvement in overall reading and ELA skills and abilities among students in the 

City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program. In addition, it is important to note that 

the proportion of students in that improved or maintained their academic course 

grades in reading was higher than the average 21st CCLC program within the state of 

Florida and across the nation. 

Table 35: Impacts on Academic ELA Grades (Regular Students) 

 Reading Grades Reading Grades 

 
Grade-Change Only 

FLDOE Method 
Knowledge-Based 
Adjusted Method 

Change Status # Students  % Students # Students  % Students 

Met Metric 199 69.6% 253 88.5% 

Did Not Meet 87 30.4% 33 11.5% 

Total 286 -- 286 -- 

Note: The ‘grade-change” method does not allow for students maintaining an average grade to be considered to 
have met the metric for change – those meeting the “grade change” metric must maintain an above average 
grade or increase their grade from below average to average or average to above average. The adjusted method 
allows for maintenance of an average grade or better to also be considered successful for the individual student. 
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Mathematics Course Grades 

Across the Nation, 21st CCLC programs also reported data as to improvement in 

mathematics grades. As shown in Table 36, 34.1% of regularly participating 21st 

CCLC students across Florida on whom mathematics grades were reported improved 

their academic performance by a half-letter grade or more, whereas 41.9% maintained 

their grades. As with reading grades, maintenance is not considered a negative 

indicator, as a student performing at a 'C' level at the beginning of the year and 

maintaining that 'C' level at the end of the year suggests that the student has learned 

enough information throughout the year to remain at the 'average' level of 

performance (rather than decreasing in performance over the year). Table 36 also 

compares mathematics changes between Florida students and students throughout the 

Nation. As shown, the percentage of students increasing, decreasing, and maintaining 

grades in mathematics are relatively consistent between Florida and the nation. 

Table 36: Mathematics Grade Changes (Florida vs. Nation) 

  Florida Nation 

Change in Grade Status 
# Regular 
Attendees  

% Regular 
Attendees  

# Regular 
Attendees  

% Regular 
Attendees  

Improved 9736 34.10% 30764 37.99% 

Maintained 11951 41.86% 33617 41.51% 

Declined 6862 24.04% 16595 20.49% 

Total 37346 --- 425498 --- 

 

Math: Of the 295 regularly participating 21st CCLC students in the City of Orlando 

(FPR) 21st CCLC Program, the program provided at least two grading periods of 

mathematics grades on a total of 286 students (96.9% of all regularly participating 

students). Among these students, as shown in Table 37, 88.8% of regularly 

participating students improved their academic math skills or maintained an 'average' 

grade or better over the course of the 2015-2016 academic year. Based on data 

provided, this appears a true and accurate indicator of improvement in overall 

mathematics skills and abilities among students in the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC program. In addition, it is important to note that the proportion of students in 

that improved or maintained their academic course grades in mathematics was higher 

than the average 21st CCLC program within the state of Florida and across the nation. 
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Table 37: Impacts on Academic Mathematics Grades (Regular Students) 

 Math Grades Math Grades 

 
Grade-Change Only 

FLDOE Method 
Knowledge-Based 
Adjusted Method 

Change Status # Students  % Students # Students  % Students 

Met Metric 217 75.9% 254 88.8% 

Did Not Meet 69 24.1% 32 11.2% 

Total 286 -- 286 -- 

Note: The ‘grade-change” method does not allow for students maintaining an average grade to be considered to 
have met the metric for change – those meeting the “grade change” metric must maintain an above average 
grade or increase their grade from below average to average or average to above average. The adjusted method 
allows for maintenance of an average grade or better to also be considered successful for the individual student. 

Science Course Grades 

The US Department of Education does not collect performance indicators on Science, 

though the Florida Department of Education requires science to be provided by all 

Florida 21st CCLC programs. As such, science grade data must be considered by 

Florida programs within the evaluation process. Using the same methods as for ELA 

and Mathematics, data obtained on the students regularly attending the City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program were analyzed for improvement, maintenance, or 

decline. Of the 295 regularly participating 21st CCLC students, the program provided 

at least two grading periods of science grades on a total of 286 students (96.9% of 

regularly participating students). Among these students, shown in Table 38, 88.5% of 

regularly participating students improved their academic science grade or maintained 

an 'average' grade or better over the course of the 2015-2016 academic year. 

Table 38: Impacts on Academic Science Grades (Regular Students) 

 Science Grades Science Grades 

 
Grade-Change Only 

FLDOE Method 
Knowledge-Based 
Adjusted Method 

Change Status # Students  % Students # Students  % Students 

Met Metric 233 81.5% 253 88.5% 

Did Not Meet 53 18.5% 33 11.5% 

Total 286 -- 286 -- 

Note: The ‘grade-change” method does not allow for students maintaining an average grade to be considered to 
have met the metric for change – those meeting the “grade change” metric must maintain an above average 
grade or increase their grade from below average to average or average to above average. The adjusted method 
allows for maintenance of an average grade or better to also be considered successful for the individual student. 
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OBJECTIVE PROGRESS: PRE-POST ASSESSMENTS 

Several activities within the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program proposed to 

include pre-post and/or pre-mid-post assessments of knowledge gained and skills 

learned. While the activities provided by the 21st CCLC program appear to have a 

high level of potential to build student knowledge, skills, abilities, and interests, the 

use of interim assessments help provide a quantitative and objective analysis of the 

impact of these activities on participating students. Pre-post assessments help 

“showcase” the program accomplishments and strengths with specific impact and 

outcome data. In addition, pre-post assessments are generally more powerful than 

grades and standardized test scores in determining the impact of specific components 

of the 21st CLCC program, as they are provided specific to the activities and lessons 

being provided within the program. Hence, the assessments are less confounded with 

other extraneous variables (e.g., other school interventions, etc.) and often provide 

more interesting data and results.  

It is important to note that individual students may not have received all pre-post 

assessments, as students may have entered the program too late to receive the pre-test 

or left the program too early to receive the post-test. The general rule of thumb is that 

students should receive approximately one month of service between a pre-test and 

post-test (or complete the entire unit if the pre-post was designed for shorter units). 

While it may seem pre-post assessments would reduce the ability of the program to 

impact students, it is important to note this was considered and the program designed 

and or adopted assessments to be both short and integrated with the chosen project-

based learning plan, associated curriculum, or personal enrichment activity. As such, 

the 21st CCLC students and teachers do not generally view the pre-post assessment 

process as a significant burden on their time and, in some cases, enjoyed the pre-post 

assessments as they introduced new materials and/or allowed the students to show-off 

their knowledge and skills.  

For the purposes of the summative evaluation report, the program provided 

assessments for review of student progress towards states objectives. Assessments 

can be assessed in two methods, depending on how the assessments were given. For 

pre-post assessments, most programs give two to three pre-post assessment pairings 

over the course of the operational year. In this type of assessment system, the 

individual pre-post assessments are compared separately. Any student with at least 

one pre-post assessment showing improvement under the stated metric are considered 

to have met the objective for evaluation purposes. The second method is a pre-mid-
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post assessment, where the program provides a pre-test in the fall, a mid-test in the 

winter, and a post-test in the spring. Technically, the process is largely the same, but 

students have fewer assessments to take because the mid-test provides both a follow-

up to the earlier pre-test and a new baseline (pseudo-pre-test) for the second half of 

the year. This is most commonly used with physical education objectives, but can be 

used with any continuous assessment or when the single assessment can be repeated 

multiple times without confusion or practice effects impacting the results. This 

process also allows for additional comparisons between the three assessment periods. 

Essentially, three comparisons are made for each of the subjects wherein the program 

provided pre-mid-post assessments: (1) pre-mid comparison demonstrating program 

progress towards the associated metric at the middle of the year; (2) mid-post 

comparison demonstrating program progress in only the second half of the academic 

year; and (3) pre-post comparison demonstrating program progress on the associated 

metric over the entire academic year. A student is considered to have met the metric 

under the pre-mid-post comparison if they improve under one or more comparison. 

Table 39 provides a summary of pre-post and pre-mid-post analyses for this program, 

based on data submitted to the evaluator for review at the end of the year. 

Table 39: Pre-Post Assessment Summary Analysis 

 
Improved / 
Maintained 

Declined Total 

Science Knowledge 292 (100%) 0 (0%) 292 

Healthy Behaviors 291 (99.7%) 1 (0.3%) 292 

Arts Knowledge 285 (97.6%) 7 (2.4%) 292 

Note:  This table provides the overall results of the pre-post and pre-mid-post assessments. This analysis is used 
for the Objective Assessment and Data Collection Tool (OADCT) and submitted to the FLDOE.  

STAKEHOLDER SURVEYS: PARENT SURVEY 

The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program was successful in obtaining 

responses to the state-mandated end-of-year parent satisfaction inventory 

administered in April, 2016. The satisfaction survey assessed parental opinions on 

several aspects of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program and perceived 

impacts on the participating students. The survey was originally designed by the 

Center for Assessment, Strategic Planning, Evaluation and Research (CASPER) and 

modified by the Florida Department of Education as a statewide assessment of parent 
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satisfaction. The survey is focused on more general aspects of satisfaction, with some 

specific items regarding expected outcomes of all 21st CCLC programs. Overall, an 

estimated 295 surveys were distributed (representing the total number of regular 

student participants) and 106 were returned partially or fully completed – 

representing a 35.9% response rate (with a 25.0% response rate generally considered 

the minimum acceptable rate for reliability).  

Responding parents represented a good proportion of the student population, with 

multiple children in many families. While it can be assumed that at least 35.9% of the 

regular student population was represented by these parents, this percentage 

somewhat underrepresents the actual proportion of students represented secondary to 

an inability to consider siblings and children living under the same household, as the 

surveys were anonymous. Overall, 98.1% of parents responding to the survey 

reported general satisfaction with the 21st CCLC program, with only 1.9% of parents 

not satisfied. Specific questions on the parent survey are provided in Table 40. 

Although the state parent surveys were used at the end of the year in lieu of a 

program-generated short survey, the program may wish to consider a short survey in 

future years that is more tailored to the activities and services provided by the 21st 

CCLC program. Such a process could help the program make changes based on the 

survey results, thus helping to improve satisfaction and overall participation in the 

program. The following provides a synopsis of the most significant findings for the 

purposes of the summative evaluation. 

While the City of Orlando 21st CCLC program is already working to address any 

areas that did not achieve 100% satisfaction, the program is specifically encouraged 

to work towards improving all parent satisfaction survey responses into the 90%+ 

range. Any survey items below the 90% satisfaction level should elicit significantly 

more attention, either through educating parents or actively changing the program. In 

addition, the program is encouraged to read and explore the open-ended responses 

from parents about what they would like to see changed in the program. While the 

comments are occasionally difficult to understand, they can be tremendously helpful 

in providing a richer understanding of the desires and needs of program families. It is 

important to note that 97.1% of respondents indicated they would sign up their 

child(ren) again next year if the program is offered, and 98.1% indicated they would 

recommend the program to other parents. Overall, the parents appeared to be 

overwhelmingly satisfied with the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program, and 

appeared honest in their feedback given the distribution of scores. The following are 

the most salient aspects of the overall parent satisfaction survey, as well as results 

from those variables most commonly reported by Florida's 21st CCLC programs. 
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Overall Satisfaction Variables 

 98.1% of parents reported being satisfied with the 21st CCLC program as a 

whole, with 97.2% of parents being 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' with the 

warmth and friendliness of the 21st CCLC staff members. 

 96.2% of parents reported being 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' with the ability of 

the 21st CCLC staff to relate to their child(ren). 

 91.4% of parents reported satisfaction with the variety of 21st CCLC activities 

provided to their child(ren); 89.6% of parents reported satisfaction with the 

meals and snacks provided to their child(ren) during the 21st CCLC program; 

94.3% of parents reported satisfaction with their child(ren)'s happiness with 

the overall 21st CCLC program; and 95.3% of parents reported satisfaction 

with the 21st CCLC program providing a safe environment for activities. 

 98.1% of parents reported they would recommend the 21st CCLC program to 

other parents, and 97.1% of parents reported they would again sign up their 

child(ren) for this 21st CCLC program. 

Parent Involvement in Student Education 

 94.3% of parents reported being 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' with the ability of 

the 21st CCLC staff to relate to them as parents, and 93.3% of parents 

reported satisfaction with the extent to which the program reached out to them 

as parents. 

 90.5% of parents reported satisfaction with the 21st CCLC program helping 

them become more involved with their child(ren)'s education. 

Parent-Perceived Student Impacts 

 90.6% of parents reported satisfaction with their child(ren)'s improvement in 

completing their homework. 

 94.3% of parents reported satisfaction with their child(ren)'s improvement in 

getting along with others. 

 95.3% of parents reported satisfaction with their child(ren)'s improvement in 

appreciating other cultures. 

 96.2% of parents reported satisfaction with their child(ren)'s improvement in 

staying out of trouble. 
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Table 40: Parent Satisfaction Inventory: Perception of Program Impact 

Satisfaction Item 
Satisfied Neutral 

Not 
Satisfied 

Overall Satisfaction with Program As Whole 98.1% 0.0% 1.9% 

Staff Warmth and Friendliness  97.2% 0.0% 2.8% 

Staff Ability to Relate to my Child 96.2% 1.9% 1.9% 

Staff Ability to Relate to me as a Parent 94.3% 3.8% 1.9% 

Reaching Out to Me as a Parent 93.3% 3.8% 2.9% 

Variety of Activities Offered to my Child 91.4% 6.7% 1.9% 

Meals and Snacks 89.6% 6.6% 3.8% 

Child(ren)'s Happiness with Program 94.3% 1.9% 3.8% 

Child: Improved in Completing Homework 90.6% 3.8% 5.7% 

Child: Improved in Getting Along with Others 94.3% 3.8% 1.9% 

Child: Improved in Appreciating Other Cultures 95.3% 1.9% 2.8% 

Child: Improved Staying out of Trouble 96.2% 0.9% 2.8% 

Confidence that Child is in Safe Environment 95.3% 2.8% 1.9% 

Helped become More Involved in Child Education 90.5% 5.7% 3.8% 

 Yes Maybe No 

Would you recommend this program to other parents?   98.1% 1.9% 0.0% 

Would you sign your child up for this program again?   97.1% 2.9% 0.0% 
 

STAKEHOLDER SURVEYS: STUDENT SATISFACTION SURVEY 

In addition to the parent survey, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program 

collected data using the statewide student satisfaction and feedback survey. The 

survey was originally designed by the University of Florida (Zhang & Byrd, 2004) to 

help determine student beliefs about the impact of the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st 

CCLC program on several primary aspects of their academic life (e.g., schooling, 

citizenship, friendships, etc.). However, the FLDOE significantly modified the 

validated student survey and removed several important questions. This limits the 

usefulness of this survey and impairs the ability of 21st CCLC programs to assess 

progress on the same self-reported variables from prior years. The City of Orlando 

(FPR) 21st CCLC program is encouraged to implement their own version of the 

validated survey and/or a supplemental student survey to ensure all helpful and 
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necessary variables are assessed regarding student impact and student feedback. 

Regardless of the unanticipated changes, a total of 284 students (96.3% of the 295 

regularly participating 21st CCLC students) completed the required statewide student 

satisfaction inventory, as altered and provided by the FLDOE. Of these students, as 

shown in Table 41, 97.5% enjoyed the activities in the program and 96.8% felt safe in 

the afterschool program. Overall, the program was relatively successful in producing 

satisfaction among regularly participating students based on the questions within the 

statewide survey. However, the program is encouraged to explore why some students 

were not “definitely” satisfied with the 21st CCLC program and only “somewhat” or 

“not at all” satisfied. It is important to note that this survey was developed as a 

statewide survey and, as such, was not tailored to specific activities and services 

provided by the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program. It is possible that a more 

tailored satisfaction survey and/or a survey immediately following major activities 

might provide a better indication as to whether students are satisfied with specific 

components or activities within the 21st CCLC program. As noted above, the 

program is most definitely encouraged to develop a program-specific survey to assess 

all self-reported student indicators related to the 21st CCLC program. 

In addition to general satisfaction with the program, the student survey was 

anticipated to collect specific information to help assess progress towards the 

program objectives. Not all objectives proposed to use the student survey, as it is not 

necessarily valid to ask students whether they have improved in specific academic 

skills or knowledge. Moreover, with the unexpected changes to the research-based 

student satisfaction inventory, the FLDOE removed several important variables and 

questions that would have helped demonstrate progress towards some program 

objectives. Regardless, the original student survey was designed to assess, at some 

level, student-reported impact on reading skills, mathematics skills, science, skills, 

visual and performing arts skills, technology skills, and physical fitness skills. Most 

all of these areas were removed from the survey at the end of the 2015 academic year, 

such that they can no longer be assessed through the student survey provided and 

required by the FLDOE. While additional objectives can be assessed with the student 

survey, it is important for the program to focus on those objectives for which a survey 

was originally intended. It may be necessary for the program ensure an additional 

survey created to assess progress towards these objectives (4-5 questions on each 

topic is sufficient). The program should also not lose sight of the purpose of such a 

student survey – continuous improvement and demonstration of student growth. The 

following provides the available findings from the modified student satisfaction 

survey provided at the end of the 2015-2016 academic year. 
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Academics 

 94.6% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

helped them with their homework. 

 87.5% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

helped them improve their course grades. 

Behavior 

 90.3% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

helped them get along better with others. 

 94.2% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

helped them learn to solve problems in positive ways. 

 95% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

helped them understand that following rules is important. 

Overall Satisfaction 

 97.5% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

provided enjoyable activities. 

 97.1% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

had adults who cared about them. 

 96.8% of students reported the 21st CCLC program definitely or somewhat 

helped give them a safe place to learn. 

Table 41: Student Satisfaction Inventory: Perception of Program Impact 

  Definitely Somewhat Not At All 

O
ve

ra
ll

 

Did you enjoy the activities in the afterschool program? 73.6% 23.9% 2.5% 

Did the program have adults who care about you? 81.4% 15.7% 2.9% 

Did you feel safe at your afterschool program? 80.8% 16.0% 3.2% 

A
ca

d
em

ic
s 

Did the program help you with your homework? 80.5% 14.1% 5.4% 

Did the program help you improve your grades? 72.0% 15.4% 12.5% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Did the program help you get along well with others? 64.5% 25.8% 9.7% 

Did the program help you solve problems in a positive way? 73.4% 20.9% 5.8% 

Did the program help you understand that following rules is important? 84.3% 10.7% 5.0% 

 



2015-2016 Summative Evaluation Report        |       93 

 City of Orlando – Family, Parks, & Recreation Department 

STAKEHOLDER SURVEYS: TEACHER SURVEY OF PROGRESS 

Given the unique position of out-of-school programs, teacher surveys are used to 

collect information about changes in each individual student's behavior during the 

program year, and are considered more robust and more specific to the City of 

Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program than are school grades and standardized 

achievement tests. Surveys were distributed to school-day teachers for each student 

attending the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program, wherein teachers were 

asked to indicate the extent to which student behaviors improved or did not improve 

during the academic year. The 21st CCLC program distributed the online link to 

complete the surveys to school-day teachers who have regular contact with the 

participating students, preferably a mathematics or English Language Arts teacher. 

Although it was permissible to survey teachers who also served as 21st CCLC 

program staff members, it was preferred to survey teachers who were not serving the 

program in this capacity.  

Table 42 presents the results of the end-of-year teacher survey for the City of Orlando 

(FPR) 21st CCLC program. Results are presented in terms of the percentage of 

students that improved, did not improve, or declined on the specified indicators. It 

should be noted that the category of 'did not need to improve' accounts for the 

potential 'ceiling effect' of students already doing well in the specified behavior and, 

thus, not able to improve beyond their initial performance when entering the program 

(e.g., a student that always turns in their homework could not improve in that 

behavior). Those that are already doing well are not included in the percentages under 

the 'Need to Improve' columns. The behavioral categories are as follows: 

Behavior Code Category of Behavioral Change 

THW Turning in homework on time 

CHW Completing homework to your satisfaction 

PIC Paying Attention and Participating in class 

VOL Volunteering (e.g. for extra credit or more responsibilities) 

ATT Attending class regularly 

BAC Being attentive in class 

BEH Behaving in class 

ACP Academic performance 

MOT Coming to school motivated to learn 

ALN Getting along well with other students 

SEF Improved Self-Efficacy (belief they can do well in school) 

INV Parents more interested and/or involved in child's education 
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The City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC program was successful in obtaining an 

outstanding number of completed 21st CCLC end-of-year teacher surveys. More 

specifically, the program was able to obtain 243 completed teacher surveys, which is 

equivalent to 82.4% of the 295 students regularly participating in the 21st CCLC 

program (attending at least 30 days of programming). In general, a 25% response rate 

is acceptable for drawing conclusions as to whether the surveys demonstrate change 

in students and/or families, and the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program 

surpassed this threshold. Results from the administration of the end-of-year teacher 

survey are presented in Table 42. As shown, the regular day teachers of 21st CCLC 

students reported a high percentage of City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC students as 

improving in most of the behavioral categories. Overall, results suggest the 21st 

CCLC program had a very positive and significant impact on the majority of 21st 

CCLC students. The following represent some of the most notable findings from the 

21st CCLC Teacher Survey:  

 Of students needing to improve, teachers reported that 71.1% of 21st CCLC 

students demonstrated improvement in their effort towards completing 

assigned work; and 83.8% of regularly participating students demonstrated 

improvement in their overall academic performance. 

 Teachers reported that 78% of participating students in need of improvement 

demonstrated improvement in completing their homework to the teacher's 

satisfaction. 

 Of students needing to improve, 84.8% of students paid more attention and 

participated more in class; 78.7% volunteered more in class; and 79.5% 

attended class more regularly - all indicators of increased motivation and 

dedication to the overall educational process. 

 While in the classroom environment, teachers reported that 82.9% of students 

needing to improve were more attentive in class and 82.5% came to school 

more motivated to learn. 

 Of students needing to improve behaviors, teachers reported that 83.7% 

improved their in-class behavior and 83.6% improved in getting along with 

other students (i.e., positive interactions). 

 84.8% of participating students in need of improvement demonstrated teacher-

rated improvement in self-efficacy (i.e., belief they can do well in school). 

 Of those families where teachers felt improvement was needed, regular-day 

teachers reported 59.4% of 21st CCLC student’s parents were more interested 

and involved in their child’s education. 
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Table 42: Teacher Survey of 21st CCLC Impacts 

Code 
Did NOT Need 

to Improve 

Needed to Improve 

N Improved No Change Declined 

THW 16.3% 180 71.1% 25.6% 3.3% 

CHW 12.3% 200 78.0% 21.0% 1.0% 

PIC 13.2% 210 84.8% 13.8% 1.4% 

VOL 11.1% 216 78.7% 18.1% 3.2% 

ATT 13.6% 210 79.5% 19.5% 1.0% 

BAC 13.2% 211 82.9% 15.6% 1.4% 

BEH 16.5% 203 83.7% 14.3% 2.0% 

ACP 10.7% 216 83.8% 15.3% 0.9% 

MOT 10.3% 217 82.5% 16.6% 0.9% 

ALN 12.3% 213 83.6% 15.5% 0.9% 

SEF 10.0% 217 84.8% 14.3% 0.9% 

INV 26.9% 155 59.4% 38.7% 1.9% 

Note:  Percentage of “Did not need to improve” is based on all teacher surveys returned on regularly 
participating students. Percentages for “improved”, “no change” and “declined” are based on the total number 
of students needing to improve and does not consider those students that did not need to improve.  

STUDENT SNAPSHOT 

The 21st CCLC program prides itself on providing the most comprehensive and 

structured programming to students. While the program could identify many students 

that have demonstrated success in the 21st CCLC program, the Florida Department of 

Education (FLDOE) asked for a ‘student snapshot’ to be provided on a single student 

that the program leaders felt demonstrated success on one or more program objectives 

(e.g., reading, math, science, etc.). This narrative is provided for the purposes of the 

FLDOE and does not suggest that this is the only student that demonstrated progress 

and success in the program (note the prior sections showing outstanding success of 

students in general). Rather, this ‘student snapshot’ provides a single example of an 
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individual student. For the purposes of this snapshot, the student will be referred to as 

“Justice”, a name chosen by the student’s teacher. 

Justice is a very loving young lady of 9 years who was in the third grade during the 

2015-2016 academic year. Justice was always willing to help her teachers, she was 

very focused and happy, and often served as a leader in the classroom. However, 

Justice has a very large family and she is often lost in the shuffle of many siblings – 

Justice just needed a little extra time and attention. When first starting the 21st CCLC 

program, Justice had a general lack of participation in her own educational process, 

she often ‘shut down’, and needed more constant attention than could reasonably be 

provided.  

During the 21st CCLC program, Justice was offered all the same activities as any 

student – such as, homework help, computer practice, science projects, and small 

group instruction. She was provided a daily snack and dinner, and she was 

particularly happy when dinner was pizza. She stayed the entire program day, often 

staying longer within the free community programming that is provided after the end 

of the grant operations. Surprisingly, one of Justice’s favorite activities in the 

program was the homework assistance and small group tutoring. Overall, she has 

shown improvements in reading, and she seems more confident with her own skills 

and abilities. In addition, her behavior has improved, her pre-post assessment show 

tremendous knowledge growth, and she was promoted to the 4th grade! One teacher 

interviewed stated: “[Justice] has made great improvements in both her behavior and 

academics.” According to the site coordinator, Justice was helped by the 21st CCLC 

program because: “The smaller setting helped avoid behavior and get [Justice] 

focused on instruction.  Improved reading skills, when asked multiple times, [Justice] 

mentioned this as her area of improvement.” 

DATA ANALYSIS AND STUDENT INCLUSION 

All performance-based, comparative program objectives are based on simple 

“improvement” measurements, such that each student is compared to their own 

baseline data for most of the associated metrics. Such within-subjects analysis is 

achieved by calculating whether each student increased, maintained, or declined in 

each of the metrics (as detailed in the respective 'success criterion' listed under each 

metric below) and then calculating the percent of all students with data that 

demonstrated improvement and maintenance (depending on success criterion). It is 

important to note that the objectives were not proposed to have a “significant 
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increase” in student performance, such that traditional statistical methods are not 

necessary nor warranted. In addition, there is little control over extraneous variables 

with regards to the metrics used under these objectives (e.g., regular day 

interventions), such that a significant amount of Type I Error and potential violations 

to statistical assumptions limit the usefulness of ‘traditional statistical methods’ in the 

analysis of these objectives. Only students with more than 30 days attendance are 

included in the calculations, as the US Department of Education has determined these 

students receive the necessary dosage of the 21st CCLC program to show impacts. No 

students meeting the definition of 'regular participant' with necessary comparison 

were excluded from the analyses. There were no overall data quality issues, with any 

metric-specific issues detailed previously in this section of the summative report or 

under each individual metric below. 

CONTINUOUS ASSESSMENT 

The program has demonstrated long-standing commitment to creating and supporting 

the highest quality of educational programs. As part of this commitment, the program 

used a process of continuous improvement for all operations, services, and outcomes 

associated with 21st CCLC. The cornerstone of continuous improvement is a logical 

process of planning, data collection, analysis, reporting, and refining. Ongoing 

evaluation followed the Continuous Improvement Model (CIM), a quality-based 

approach used within educational settings and particularly effective for reducing 

achievement gaps between student subgroups (an unfortunate fact impacting the 

targeted schools and students). The model focused upon individualized student, 

staffing, and operational assessment - using both formal (e.g., surveys) and informal 

(e.g., meetings) techniques to guide incremental changes within ongoing services, 

adopt or adapt ways to improve and measure outcomes, discontinue or adapt activities 

that have limited value, and increase emphasis on program objectives and outcomes. 

With the support of the external evaluator, the 21st CCLC program collected and 

analyzed most data at least twice per year and compared the obtained data using 

within-subjects methods to determine individual changes within students, classrooms, 

and/or sites. The process for sharing and distributing information is an integral part of 

the Continuous Improvement Model. Distribution occurred at three levels: (1) 

administrators, (2) staff members, and (3) stakeholders. As part of continuous 

improvement, at least monthly teleconferences were held within the program staff 

(through professional development processes described earlier in this report) where 

data trends and operations were reviewed with a focus on program improvement and 
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immediate refinement of the 21st CCLC program. Data were also utilized by the 

program director and teachers during regular meetings to help tailor program 

offerings to the needs and progress of individual students.  

PROGRESS TOWARDS OBJECTIVES: DETERMINATION 

The Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) and the United States Department of 

Education (USED) requires all 21st CCLC programs to indicate progress towards 

attaining each of the individualized objectives and associated metrics. In order to 

assess objective progress, the FLDOE established a “star system” that provides an 

indication of whether the program met the stated objectives. Program that meet or 

exceed an established benchmark is given “5 Stars” for that metric, with lower 

performance receiving lower numbers of stars depending on overall performance.  

Objective 1: 80% of regularly participating students will improve to a 

satisfactory English Language Arts grade or above, or maintain a high grade 

across the program year. 

 Content Area: Reading Skills 

 Benchmark: 80% 

 Measure and Data Collected: Course Grades in Reading / ELA 

 Data Collection Timeline: Quarterly 

 Success Criteria: Maintain an A/B grade or improve from a grade of C to B 

or a grade of D/F to C (or grading scale equivalents) 

 Number of Participants Measured: 286 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 199 (69.6%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 4 Stars (Approaching Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: The 

program only operated for half the academic year, and achieved rather 

impressive results over the course of that shortened operational period. The 

program certainly had some growth and continues to make minor changes to 

improve the program, but there is not current need to change the academic 

programming provided to the students - with the program incorporating both 

reading and writing into the project-based learning plans through curriculum-

driven activities. 
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 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

Changes Needed: The program provided data on 286 out of 295 regularly 

participating students. The program receives the data directly from the schools 

where students attend.  

Objective 2: Regularly participating students will improve to a satisfactory 

level or above on English language Arts/writing or maintain an above 

satisfactory level. 

 Content Area: Reading Skills 

 Benchmark: Not Yet Established by FLDOE 

 Measure and Data Collected: FSA Reading 

 Data Collection Timeline: Annual 

 Success Criteria: To be provided after award decisions 

 Number of Participants Measured: 154 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 59 (38.3%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: The 

program only operated for half the academic year, and achieved rather 

impressive results over the course of that shortened operational period. The 

program certainly had some growth and continues to make minor changes to 

improve the program, but there is not current need to change the academic 

programming provided to the students - with the program incorporating both 

reading and writing into the project-based learning plans through curriculum-

driven activities.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

changes needed: The program submitted current year FSA data on 154 of 161 

regularly participating students in 3rd grade or higher in 2015-2016. The 

program receives data directly from the school registrars at the primary site 

locations.  

Objective 3: 80% regularly participating students will improve to a 

satisfactory mathematics grade or above, or maintain a high grade across the 

program year. 
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 Content Area: Mathematics Skills 

 Benchmark: 80% 

 Measure and Data Collected: Course Grades in Mathematics 

 Data Collection Timeline: Quarterly 

 Success Criteria: Maintain an A/B grade or improve from a grade of C to B 

or a grade of D/F to C (or grading scale equivalents) 

 Number of Participants Measured: 286 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 217 (75.9%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 4 Stars (Approaching Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: The 

program currently provides rather interesting and hands-on mathematics 

activities for all students. There were some recommendations made during the 

summer site visit, and the program is encouraged to adhere to those 

recommendations. However, in terms of curriculum and overall programmatic 

design, the program seems to be providing a sufficient level of math activities 

within the require project-based learning activities.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

Changes Needed: The program provided data on 286 out of 295 regularly 

participating students. The program receives the data directly from the schools 

where students attend.  

Objective 4: Regularly participating students will improve to a satisfactory 

level or above on mathematics or maintain an above satisfactory level. 

 Content Area: Mathematics Knowledge 

 Benchmark: Not Yet Established by FLDOE 

 Measure and Data Collected: FSA Mathematics 

 Data Collection Timeline: Annual 

 Success Criteria: To be provided after award decisions 

 Number of Participants Measured: 155 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 61 (39.4%) 
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 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: The 

program currently provides rather interesting and hands-on mathematics 

activities for all students. There were some recommendations made during the 

summer site visit, and the program is encouraged to adhere to those 

recommendations. However, in terms of curriculum and overall programmatic 

design, the program seems to be providing a sufficient level of math activities 

within the require project-based learning activities.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

changes needed: The program submitted current year FSA data on 155 of 161 

regularly participating students in 3rd grade or higher in 2015-2016. The 

program receives data directly from the school registrars at the primary site 

locations.  

Objective 5: 80% regularly participating students will improve to a 

satisfactory science grade or above, or maintain a high grade across the 

program year. 

 Content Area: Science Skills 

 Benchmark: 80% 

 Measure and Data Collected: Course Grades in Science 

 Data Collection Timeline: Quarterly 

 Success Criteria: Maintain an A/B grade or improve from a grade of C to B 

or a grade of D/F to C (or grading scale equivalents) 

 Number of Participants Measured: 286 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 233 (81.5%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: One 

of the strongest components of many project-based learning plans (including 

those provided by the City of Orlando) is the provision of hands-on and 

informal science activities. The City of Orlando has developed several 

outstanding hands-on science activities that have supported the learning of 

students. There is currently no need to adjust the overall academic 
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programming, and the program should continue providing the current level of 

science activities.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

Changes Needed: The program provided data on 286 out of 295 regularly 

participating students. The program receives the data directly from the schools 

where students attend.  

Objective 6: Regularly participating students will improve to a proficient 

level on science or maintain an above proficiency level. 

 Content Area: Science Knowledge 

 Benchmark: Not Yet Established by FLDOE 

 Measure and Data Collected: FCAT 2.0 Science 

 Data Collection Timeline: Annual 

 Success Criteria: To be provided after award decisions 

 Number of Participants Measured: 23 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 9 (39.1%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: One 

of the strongest components of many project-based learning plans (including 

those provided by the City of Orlando) is the provision of hands-on and 

informal science activities. The City of Orlando has developed several 

outstanding hands-on science activities that have supported the learning of 

students. There is currently no need to adjust the overall academic 

programming, and the program should continue providing the current level of 

science activities.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

changes needed: The program submitted current year FSA data on 23 of 51 

regularly participating students in 5th grade in 2015-2016 (only 5th graders 

take the FCAT Science). The program receives data directly from the school 

registrars at the primary site locations. It is noted that none of the students at 

Rosemont Elementary have recorded FCAT Science scores, as the school was 

reportedly late in submitting their scores to the state, which has led to a review 
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by the FLDOE and a delay in releasing final scores. The school will not 

receive these scores until potentially December, 2016 (if at all).  

Objective 7: 85% of participating students will improve their knowledge of 

science as measured by curriculum-based assessment. 

 Content Area: Science Knowledge 

 Benchmark: 85% 

 Measure and Data Collected: Pre-Mid-Post Assessment of Science 

Knowledge 

 Data Collection Timeline: Fall, Winter, Spring (Pre-Mid-Post) 

 Success Criteria: Pre-post assessments are provided to assess this metric. 

Students achieving this objective will either (1) maintain their level of 

performance/knowledge from pre-test to post-test (within 5% of their baseline 

comparison score); (2) maintain a score of at least 80% or better from pre-test 

to post-test (only for those students that achieved a score of 80% or higher in 

pre-testing - helping control for ceiling effects); or (3) improve their level of 

performance/knowledge (at least 5% increase in comparison score). Students 

who decrease their performance by more 5% do not meet this objective.  

 Number of Participants Measured: 292 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 292 (100.0%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: One 

of the strongest components of many project-based learning plans (including 

those provided by the City of Orlando) is the provision of hands-on and 

informal science activities. The City of Orlando has developed several 

outstanding hands-on science activities that have supported the learning of 

students. There is currently no need to adjust the overall academic 

programming, and the program should continue providing the current level of 

science activities.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

Changes Needed: The program should continue to collect required pre-post 

assessment data. However, the program should ensure the pre-post assessment 
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is challenging enough to show true improvement in knowledge (having 100% 

of students improve on an assessment is considered an unusual result).  

Objective 8: 85% of participating students will demonstrate their health 

knowledge as measured by curriculum-based assessment. 

 Content Area: Health And Wellness 

 Benchmark: 85% 

 Measure and Data Collected: Pre-Mid-Post Assessment of Health 

Knowledge 

 Data Collection Timeline: Fall, Winter, Spring (Pre-Mid-Post) 

 Success Criteria: Pre-post assessments are provided to assess this metric. 

Students achieving this objective will either (1) maintain their level of 

performance/knowledge from pre-test to post-test (within 5% of their baseline 

comparison score); (2) maintain a score of at least 80% or better from pre-test 

to post-test (only for those students that achieved a score of 80% or higher in 

pre-testing - helping control for ceiling effects); or (3) improve their level of 

performance/knowledge (at least 5% increase in comparison score). Students 

who decrease their performance by more 5% do not meet this objective.  

 Number of Participants Measured: 292 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 291 (99.7%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No changes Needed: 

Continue providing the current level of health and wellness activities.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

Changes Needed: The program should continue to collect required pre-post 

assessment data. However, the program should ensure the pre-post assessment 

is challenging enough to show true improvement in knowledge (having 100% 

of students improve on an assessment is considered an unusual result).  

Objective 9: 80% of participating students will improve their engagement in 

visual/performing arts as measured by observational assessment. 

 Content Area: Visual And Performing Arts 
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 Benchmark: 80% 

 Measure and Data Collected: Pre-Mid-Post Assessment of Visual and 

Performing Arts Knowledge 

 Data Collection Timeline: Fall, Winter, Spring (Pre-Mid-Post) 

 Success Criteria: Pre-post assessments are provided to assess this metric. 

Students achieving this objective will either (1) maintain their level of 

performance/knowledge from pre-test to post-test (within 5% of their baseline 

comparison score); (2) maintain a score of at least 80% or better from pre-test 

to post-test (only for those students that achieved a score of 80% or higher in 

pre-testing - helping control for ceiling effects); or (3) improve their level of 

performance/knowledge (at least 5% increase in comparison score). Students 

who decrease their performance by more 5% do not meet this objective.  

 Number of Participants Measured: 292 

 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 285 (97.6%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: No Changes Needed: The 

program should continue to provide both art education and art integration 

activities that build the knowledge of students around the state art standards.  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: No 

Changes Needed: The program should continue to collect required pre-post 

assessment data. 

Objective 10: 80% of participating family members will improve their 

knowledge (in a specified area) as measured by pre-post assessment. 

 Content Area: Adult Literacy Performance 

 Benchmark: 80% 

 Measure and Data Collected: Adult Family Member Knowledge Scale 

 Data Collection Timeline: By Event 

 Success Criteria: Change in knowledge from quarter to quarter, as measured 

by parent assessments provided during literacy events. 

 Number of Participants Measured: 82 
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 Number of Participants Meeting Success Criteria: 80 (97.6%) 

 Objective Progress Rating: 5 Stars (Meets or Exceeds Benchmark) 

 Programmatic Recommendations and Rationale: Proposed Changes: 

Increase the quantity of parent events. Rationale: The program only provided 

two adult literacy events this year, primarily due to the late start of the 

program (having not started until January). The next program year should 

include the required number of adult literacy events (at least six). The 

program should consider having more adult literacy events to increase the 

level of participation. In addition, the program should review the requirements 

of the FLDOE in terms of what 'counts' as an adult literacy event (must be 

educational for the adults in some way to build literacy -- e.g., financial 

literacy, computer literacy, reading literacy, parenting literacy, etc.).  

 Data Collection and Evaluation Recommendations and Rationale: Proposed 

Changes: The program is encouraged to utilize the ALPS assessment starting 

in the summer and into the next year. Rationale: The current assessment only 

scores parents/adults on a 1 to 4 scale - and it is not clear how this scale is 

determined and/or how the parents are expected to show adequate progress 

using this measure. The program should work with the FLDOE REU to 

determine whether a more powerful and useful assessment can be used instead 

of the current scale system. This should be implemented in the summer to 

avoid confusion within this year's dataset. For the purposes of the OADCT 

assessment, parents scoring a '3' or '4' on at least one knowledge assessment 

(of those taking any assessment) are considered to have met this objective. 

The ALPS can be assessed for each event separately.  

 

<<--------------------->> 
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Overall, the City of Orlando (FPR) 21st CCLC Program has fully implemented the 

project-based learning plans, academic enrichment, and personal enrichment 

activities, as proposed in the approved grant application. Ultimately, the program 

progressed towards all program objectives that could be assessed during the program 

year, as based on the objective rating system developed by the Florida Department of 

Education. Because of the unique challenges associated with developing a strong and 

diverse 21st CCLC program, results presented in this summative report should be 

viewed as reflecting a “work in progress” for the current program year, rather than a 

final outcome. It is believed that the findings and recommendations within this report 

will help guide future efforts toward enhancing the program and furthering progress 

towards stated goals and objectives. Within the model of continuous program 

improvement, several recommendations for further enhancing the City of Orlando 

21st CCLC program are provided. These are not considered “weaknesses,” as the 

program is already focused on addressing many of these challenges and/or 

implementing these recommendations. Rather, this section serves to document those 

areas where the program is planning or should plan to focus additional attention over 

the remainder of the operational year. 

It is important that the program review the entire report, as some recommendations 

are made within individual sections, but are not repeated under this section. Unlike 

the recommendations made in the prior sections, the following recommendations are 

more critical and/or require more information that was possible in the prior sections. 

All recommendations are carefully considered and are only included if they will 

either help the program make greater impact on students and/or will bring the 

program back into compliance with the rules, regulations, and/or requirements of the 

Florida Department of Education and/or the US Department of Education.  

MAXIMIZE USE OF AFTERSCHOOL RESOURCES 

As a standard recommendation for all 21st CCLC programs in Florida, the program is 

encouraged to read and utilize the variety of resources provided by the Florida 

Department of Education at http://www.fldoe.org/curriculum/21century/ and the 21st 
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CCLC State Administrative Project (FLDOE/USF). Resources provided by these 

entities are specifically tailored to help Florida’s 21st CCLC programs and include 

such topics as curricula, activities, funding opportunities, staff trainings, and 

assistance with evaluation and data requirements. The website also provides links to a 

number of additional resources for out-of-school programs, such as http://free.ed.gov/ 

(a free curriculum resource provided by the United States Department of Education). 

Additional resources are located at the CASPER resources website (Center for 

Assessment, Strategic Planning, Evaluation and Research; www.casperfl.com). The 

program is also encouraged to continue exploring additional opportunities for 

professional development directly related to afterschool programming, curriculum, 

and instruction. For instance, staff members could attend a national afterschool 

conference and share knowledge with other staff. In addition, free online professional 

development resources are readily available, such as the SEDL National Center for 

Quality Afterschool (http://www.sedl.org/afterschool/), the Florida After School 

Alliance (FASA) (http://www.floridaafterschool.org/), and the Florida Afterschool 

Network (FAN) (http://www.myfan.org/).   

INCREASE INTEGRATED MATHEMATICS ACTIVITIES 

The 21st CCLC program is encouraged to consider additional focus on mathematics 

to better impact the math achievement levels of participating students. The program is 

providing mathematics activities through several project-based learning plans. 

However, to meet the proposed objectives, the program may need to provide 

additional focus on mathematics. This may involve additional time on focused math 

activities for those students at the lowest performance levels or the integration of 

additional remediation activities for all students. It is important for the program to 

carefully weigh additional mathematics focus with time for the other academic 

objectives, as focus in one area necessarily decreases focus in another. It is not 

recommended that the program refocus provided activities to mirror the school day 

(which would likely increase the observed changes to grades, but goes against the 

FLDOE requirements for project-based activities).  

INCREASE INTEGRATED SCIENCE ACTIVITIES 

The program is encouraged to consider additional focus on science instruction to 

better impact the science achievement levels of participating students. This may 

involve additional time on more focused and instructional science activities (in 
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addition to hands-on activities) for those students at the lowest performance levels 

(i.e., those students with the lowest achievement rankings in their 'grades' and those 

not making progress from the first quarter) or the integration of additional 

remediation activities for all students (e.g., district-approved and principal-supported 

computerized science and science-based instructional software). It is important for the 

program to carefully weigh additional science focus with time allocated for the other 

academic objectives, as focus in one area necessarily decreases focus in another. This 

may not be necessary for all students, but can be tailored to provide those students 

needing the most attention with additional focused math activities. 

ENHANCE PHYSICAL EDUCATION PRE-POST ASSESSMENTS 

The program should ensure all students are assessed with specific fitness measures 

(such as curl-ups, push-ups, and a running assessment) at least three times per year 

(baseline, mid-year, end-of-year) - it is not necessary to provide a pre-post pairing for 

these metrics at multiple points in time (pre-mid-post is best). The program should 

also ensure that the measures are difficult enough to ensure there is a true measure of 

change and have no ceiling such that students can demonstrate their growth (such as 

number of curl-ups, number of push-ups, etc.). A running assessment may be 

appropriate, so long as the chosen assessment is from the President’s Fitness Test or 

involve the utilization of the PACERS fitness assessment. Pre-Mid-Post assessments 

are the only method for assessing this specific metric, such that it is imperative these 

data are collected on all students. At least one measurement should be given for 

EACH student at least three times per year. Those administering such tests must be 

trained to implement them correctly. 

UPDATE ADULT FAMILY MEMBERS SERVICES 

The program should carefully review the requirements of the FLDOE to ensure all 

parent events in the 2015-2016 program year meet FLDOE expectations. The 

program should not provide 'parent events' and less structured activities (e.g., 

showcases, music events, student plays, etc.) as part of the required adult family 

member programming. These activities may be allowable as part of the culminating 

project events, but they would not count as the required adult family member services 

and cannot be funded as parent events and the program should check with their 

Program Development Specialist to ensure they are allowable before implementation. 

Instead of simple parent engagement and involvement events, the program must 
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provide least 6 adult family literacy trainings (or other meaningful educational 

activity) - where parents and adult family members can learn new skills and/or build 

their literacy on specific topics. It is important to note that 'literacy' is not limited to 

reading, and can encompass any type of knowledge and skills (e.g., computer literacy, 

financial literacy, etc.). It is noted that the program will implement the education 

sessions in weekly series, instead of monthly activities. Weekly series will cycle 

through the school year, which the program believes will increase attendance and 

improve the quality of programming. 

IMPLEMENT THE ADULT LITERACY PERFORMANCE SURVEY 

In addition to the statewide parent survey, the 21st CCLC program is encouraged to 

adopt the free-use Adult Literacy Performance Survey (ALPS) for all parent literacy 

events. The ALPS provides for better and deeper data for adult performance impact. 

The ALPS assesses self-reported impact on knowledge and conative impacts on 

parenting and educational involvement. As per the instructions on the ALPS: 

'Literacy is more than reading – it is competence or knowledge in any specific area. 

Today’s training was focused on providing you information about specific topics to 

help your family and your student(s) succeed. We are interested in whether the 

training was helpful and whether your knowledge was improved. Please answer the 

following questions to the best of your ability. It is okay to leave questions blank if 

you do not know how to answer.' The data collected by the ALPS are anonymous, 

and they are not connected to student or adult family member names or 

demographics. Anonymous data are most likely to provide realistic and more accurate 

responses and feedback. Data are then provided to the evaluator for analysis and 

feedback to the program. Note that surveys are provided after the adult literacy 

events, such that there can be more surveys returned than students in the program. In 

addition, the program should ensure all parents complete the end-of-year survey 

provided by the FLDOE.  

ENHANCE SELECTION OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TOPICS 

Selecting the best trainings for staff can be difficult, and programs often use a variety 

of methods for selecting the trainings provided under the grant. The program does not 

currently utilize any formal method for determining which trainings might be best 

received and most beneficial for the 21st CCLC program staff. A formal process 

would provide valuable guidance and information to the program, while also 
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providing helpful documentation to demonstrate how the program is addressing the 

needs of staff members. Therefore, the program is encouraged to consider 

implementing a formal staff interest inventory and/or needs assessment to help guide 

professional development trainings and topics. The program should document when 

the survey was provided, how many staff members completed the survey, and how 

the survey was utilized to guide topics for trainings and/or resources. It is noted that 

the program can provide professional development and training though a variety of 

means, including computer-based trainings and manualized trainings. The program 

should explore the resources provided by the Florida After School Alliance for free 

online training courses (and the ability for the program to create and post their own 

internal trainings for free).  

ENHANCE DOCUMENTATION OF PROGRAM PARTNERSHIPS 

One of the goals of the 21st CCLC program is to continue activities beneficial to 

students and their families after the five-year project period. The 21st CCLC Program 

has engaged several partners to support the 21st CCLC program, including the District 

and individual schools. While the program provided a list of partners supporting 21st 

CCLC, the list seemed incomplete. It is important that the program maintain 

documentation as to which partners are supporting the 21st CCLC program directly or 

indirectly and how the support is utilized. Of most importance is the estimated 

valuation of the partnership and any services or support provided. This should be a 

reasonable estimate, but does not need to be exact. Ideally, when possible, the 

program should obtain a partnership letter or partnership form from each partner 

where they indicate the estimated value of services provided in support of the 21st 

CCLC Program. Every partner directly or indirectly supporting the 21st CCLC 

program and activities should be included and added as they become engaged with 

the program and/or school. The program should also place particular focus on new 

partnerships and upkeep of past partners – this will be a required component of next 

year’s summative evaluation report.  

 

<<-----------END OF REPORT---------->> 
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If you are interested in learning more about the 

21st Century Community Learning Center Initiative at 

The City of Orlando: 

 

 

Taryn Rutkovitz, District Manager 
Families, Parks & Recreation - Recreation Division 

Primrose Plaza 

595 N Primrose Drive 

Orlando, FL 32803  

Email: taryn.rutkovitz@cityoforlando.net  
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The 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) initiative is conducted with support from a 

grant from the Bureau of Family and Community Outreach (BFCO) within the Florida Department of 

Education. The overall direction of the initiative is provided by Ms. Ive Vintimilla, Director of the 

Florida 21st CCLC Program. Any questions regarding this report may be directed to the Center for 

Assessment, Strategic Planning, Evaluation and Research and contact@casperfl.com.  
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“Education is the most powerful weapon which you can use to change the world.” 

― Nelson Mandela 

Report Prepared By 

Center for Assessment, Strategic Planning, 
Evaluation and Research (CASPER) 




