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EVALUATION OF THE 21ST CENTURY

COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTERS

May 7, 1999

I.  Introduction

The U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Under Secretary, intends to award a four-year contract to evaluate the relative effectiveness of projects funded by the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC) program to identify strategies or models that are most useful in producing both in-school and out-of-school outcomes.  The study includes options to test the achievement of students and to conduct an evaluation of summer programs between the two school years.

The 21st CCLC program is authorized under Title X, part I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.  The authorizing legislation includes a set-aside of up to 0.5 percent of the appropriated program funds for evaluation. 

A. Background
The 21st Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC) program provides grants to rural and inner-city public elementary or secondary schools, or consortia of such schools, to enable them to establish or expand projects that provide students with expanded learning or enrichment opportunities during the out-of-school hours.  By statute, projects must be based within a public elementary, middle, or secondary school building.  Grants are awarded to schools or Local Education Agencies acting on their behalf for a three-year period and may be no less than $35,000 per year.

Although the 21st CCLC legislation allows projects to propose a variety of services for individuals of all ages, in the 1998 and 1999 grant competitions the Secretary established an absolute priority for projects that “offer significant expanded learning opportunities for children and youth in the community and that contribute to reduced drug use and violence.”  In 1998 and 1999 the Secretary also established competitive priorities for programs in Empowerment Zones or Communities and for programs designed to assist students in meeting or exceeding State and local standards in core academic subjects such as reading, mathematics, or science.  In the 1998 competition the Secretary established an additional competitive priority for programs serving middle school-age students.

By statute, grantees, in collaboration with community-based organizations, must provide at least four out of thirteen services noted in the authorizing legislation.  These services are: literacy education programs; senior citizen programs; children’s day care services; integrated education, health, social service, recreational, or cultural programs; summer and weekend school programs in conjunction with recreation programs; nutrition and health programs; expanded library service hours to serve community needs; telecommunications and technology education programs for individuals of all ages; parenting skills education programs; support and training for child day care providers; employment counseling, training, and placement; services for individuals who leave school before graduating; and services for individuals with disabilities.

Funding for the first year of the program, FY 1998, was $40 million.  Grants were awarded in July 1998 to 99 districts for the creation or expansion of 322 centers in 36 States.  The appropriation and budget request for subsequent years has substantially increased.  In fall 1998, an additional 187 grants supporting approximately 600 schools were awarded to applicants from the FY 1998 competition.  A second competition will be held in spring 1999 for additional grants.

Because these centers are located within schools, they can provide educational services directly linked to students’ classroom needs.  Research has shown that high-quality learning environments that build on the regular school day can improve children’s social development and school performance.  The centers are providing a wide range of services for students including academic, technology, recreation, and health, as well as services to adults in the community.  Based on grantee applications, about 80 percent offer tutoring and/or homework assistance.  Although many projects are providing academic services—83 percent are providing reading support, 81 percent math, 69 percent science, and 52 percent English—only 26 percent report that there are links to the regular academic program.  In FY 2000, the Department will stress the current priority to learn to high standards. 

The Department of Education’s funding for the 21st CCLC program is part of a growing effort around the country to provide after school programs in school buildings and in community-based organizations to provide a safer, richer environment for students after the regular school day ends.  Other programs include the In-School After-School Program, which is supported by the Open Society Institute (OSI) and funds community-based organization projects in New York City.  The DeWitt Wallace-Reader’s Digest Fund also supports the Extended-Service Schools Initiative, which has funded replication of four different after school models.  The projects funded by DeWitt Wallace and OSI are based exclusively in elementary schools while the Department funds programs at elementary and secondary programs. In the Department’s 1998 grant competition the Secretary established a competitive priority for programs proposing to serve middle school-age children.

 The Mott Foundation has organized an Evaluation Task Force to encourage information sharing and facilitate coordination of the evaluations of after-school programs.  In addition, the Mott Foundation plans to fund an evaluation of selected 21st CCLC projects in elementary schools to complement the evaluation of the In-School After-School Program.  Therefore, the Department‘s evaluation of 21st CCLC projects may focus on middle school programs, however, that policy decision has not yet been made by the Department.

B.  Major Purposes of ED’s Evaluation Activities

ED’s evaluation activities will support the collection of data for use by a diverse group of stakeholders, including 21st CCLC program staff, OMB, and the Congress.  The major purposes of ED’s evaluation efforts are as follows:

· Identify 21st CCLC program strategies, practices, or models, which are most effective.

· Provide ED program managers with timely information on program implementation to assist ED and foundation partners in directing technical assistance activities for grantees to areas where it is needed most.

· Provide grantees with timely information to help 21st CCLC project managers implement high quality programs, and assist grantees in collecting data for on-going program improvement and evaluation.

· Collect and report program performance data to meet GPRA requirements. 

· Evaluate the impacts of participation in well-defined program models funded under the 21st CCLC program through a rigorous longitudinal study of program participants.

C.  Key Evaluation Questions

ED’s evaluation efforts will be designed to address the following questions related to program implementation, participant outcomes, impacts on students, and the impact of programs on systemic reform within partner schools:

Program Implementation

· What types of services and activities do 21st CCLC programs provide?  What educational opportunities are provided?  How do program services vary for different populations?  

· How are 21st CCLC programs linked to the host school’s academic program during the normal school day?  How do 21st CCLC projects and host schools share staff, resources and information?

· What is the nature and structure of collaboration with community-based organizations?

· What strategies and approaches do 21st CCLC programs follow?  Do programs funded under 21st CCLC follow well-defined, theory-based models?

· What difficulties do 21st CCLC programs encounter during program implementation?  What information and forms of technical assistance would be most beneficial to grantees?

Student Access and Participation

· Are 21stCCLC programs serving schools with the greatest needs for expanded learning opportunities?  What are the characteristics of students participating in 21st CCLC programs?

· How do students participate in 21st CCLC programs?  Do the most academically at-risk students participate?  What activities, program models, or project characteristics are associated with higher levels of participation?

· How do 21st CCLC programs work with parents of participants?  To what extent do 21st CCLC projects serve other members of the community, including parents of student participants, other adults, and senior citizens? 

· What is the level of student participation in 21st CCLC programs and in the various activities offered by the program?  How do students participating in 21st CLCC projects rate activities in which they participate?

Student Outcomes and Impacts 

· What are the benefits of participating in 21st CCLC activities?   On student academic achievement, grades, school attendance, course taking, homework completion, grades, disciplinary actions, grade retention, and dropping out?

· What are the effects of participation in 21st CCLC academic activities on achievement in reading and math?  How is intensity of participation in 21st CCLC academic activities related to reading and math achievement?

· What are the effects of participation in 21st CCLC academic activities on grade retention and high school completion? How is intensity of participation in 21st CCLC academic activities related to these outcomes?

· What changes do teachers report in classroom behavior for participants in 21st CCLC?  On engagement in class work and completion of homework?

· What changes do students report in out-of-school behavior such as alcohol and drug use, violent behavior, possession of weapons, and gang involvement?

· What 21st CCLC program components or models are most effective?  Do 21st CCLC projects with stronger links to the host school’s regular day academic program have stronger impacts on student outcomes?

· Which students benefit the most from participation in 21st CCLC programs?

Systemic reform

· How do 21st CCLC programs contribute to and become part of school-wide systemic reform efforts?

D.  Proposed Evaluation Design

Multiple strategies are proposed for the evaluation of the 21st CCLC Community Learning Centers program.  The first set of activities, several of which are already underway, are designed to promote continuous improvement in 21st CCLC projects.  A second set of activities will assist ED in the refinement of 21st CCLC program performance indicators required under GPRA, and will provide grantees with guidelines for collecting and reporting performance data to ED.  The final component of the evaluation strategy will examine program implementation and the effectiveness of program services through a series of in-depth case studies and a longitudinal study of the impacts of the 21st CCLC on student outcomes.

1.  Program Performance Reporting

The performance indicators developed for 21st CCLC by ED will be refined and grantees will be provided with guidelines for collecting and reporting performance data to ED.  Data collected for performance reporting will be aligned with the data needs of other components of the evaluation. The contractor for the Independent Evaluation (the subject of this RFP) shall ensure that development of data collection forms covers the information required by ED for program performance measures.

Performance indicators developed for the 21st CCLC program by ED were provided to 1998 grantees and included in 1999 application materials (Attachment).  Short-term and intermediate indicators include attendance during the regular school day; measures of student academic achievement; student perceptions of the program; teacher reports of participant behavior, class participation, and homework completion; and provision of educational and enrichment services to at-risk populations.  Long-term indicators include measures of academic achievement, grades, on-time promotion, and course-taking behavior.  

· Refinement of indicators.  Under contract with ED, the American Institutes for Research (AIR) is consulting with grantees on the refinement and measurement of the performance indicators to ensure that the indicators are well defined, meaningful, and can be collected by grantees.  Performance reporting forms and data collection instruments will be developed by AIR and converted into an electronic format for use by grantees. ED, the Mott Foundation, or ED contractors may need to provide programs with guidance and technical assistance for collecting indicator data after data collection forms have been approved by OMB.

· Annual performance reports.  1998 grantees will submit their first annual performance reports to ED in April 1999.  Because detailed program performance reporting forms have not been developed and cleared by OMB at this time, AIR will conduct presentations in the March and April technical assistance workshops to provide guidance for completing the performance reports.  ED will code, aggregate, and analyze the data received from grantees.

2.  Continuous Improvement Management

These activities are designed to promote program management for continuous improvement in 21st CCLC projects by gathering, analyzing, and reporting information on program implementation early in the life of the program and in a timely manner.  Information collected will provide an early view of program implementation and emerging promising practices and difficulties, and will be used to assist 21st CCLC program staff in identifying technical assistance needs and to provide grantees with timely information to inform their own management and improvement efforts.  ED will keep the contractor for the Independent Evaluation (the subject of this RFP) apprised of these efforts for the purpose of sharing information and reducing respondent burden for individual projects.

· Guide to continuous improvement management (CIM).  This guidebook, developed by AIR under contract with ED, is intended to provide 21st CCLC project managers with guidance for on-going program improvement, management, and evaluation. The guide contains various data collection forms, or “tools,” to assist projects in collecting data for internal program management purposes and for reporting to ED on program performance indicators.  The guide was distributed to all 1998 grantees at regional workshops held by ED and the Mott Foundation and is available on the ED website.  The guide tools will be converted into an electronic format for distribution to grantees to assist in data collection and performance reporting.

· Evaluation of the CIM guide.  Implementation of the CIM guide in volunteer sites will be examined and the guide will be revised to be as useful for the project management as possible.  These case studies will include development of benchmarks for program management and implementation.

· Review of existing research.  A review of the research to identify effective after-school programs and program components have been conducted for ED’s publication “Safe and Smart” and by Dr. Olatokunbo Fashola for the Center for Research on the Education of Students Placed At Risk (CRESPAR).  These reviews did not identify practices and program models with strong evidence of effectiveness in achieving the goals of the 21st CCLC program. 

· Technical Assistance.  The Mott Foundation has been sponsoring “bidders’ conferences” for prospective applicants and technical assistance workshops for funded grantees.  During the initial technical assistance workshops in fall 1998, Mott and it’s partner, the National Center for Community Education, provided presentations on topics selected by grantees including community outreach, use of technology, etc.  Mott has also given all grantees $3,000 to use on any form of technical assistance that they choose.  Grantee reports on the use of this funding are due in July 1999.  Findings from ED site visits and evaluation of the CIM guide will inform future technical assistance activities.

3.  Independent Evaluation

The final component of the evaluation, the subject of this RFP, will examine program implementation and student impacts through a series of in-depth case studies and a longitudinal study of student outcomes.  Significant evaluation efforts for after-school projects funded by the DeWitt Wallace Foundation and the Open Society Institute (OSI) are currently underway.  While 21st CCLC projects serve students at the elementary and secondary level, projects funded by these foundations are, with a few exceptions, serving elementary school students.  It is also unclear to what extent the foundation-funded evaluations will examine student impacts.  The OSI evaluation plans to examine student outcomes including state test data, but the DeWitt Wallace effort is focusing on program implementation and affective student outcomes.  

The extent to which differing funding levels, geographic location, and structure of the non-ED programs can be expected to influence potential impacts on students is unclear.  For example, all programs funded by OSI are based in New York City, are operated by community-based organizations, and are allocated $1,000 per student per year.  In contrast, 21st CCLC programs are located in a variety of rural and urban settings across the country, are in most cases operated by the host school, and have varying levels of per student funding.  The Projects supported by DeWitt Wallace are replications of four distinct models based on existing programs.  For these reasons, impact studies of one set of projects may not be indicative of the potential impacts of another set of projects. 
The Mott Foundation has convened meetings of evaluation staff for these and related studies to encourage coordination and sharing of information.  Where possible, it may be useful to align data collection instruments used in ED and other evaluation efforts to maximize the benefit and comparability of these studies.  

The evaluation of 21st CCLC projects carried out by the Department of Education under this contract will examine program implementation and student impacts through a series of in-depth case studies and a longitudinal study of student outcomes.  Case studies will identify program components and models, gather qualitative data about the challenges and successes of implementing 21st CCLC projects, including partnership structure, program management and staffing, student targeting and recruitment, program models, and project evolution over time, as well as examine systemic change.  The design of the longitudinal study will enable ED to evaluate the impacts of participation in academic components of 21st CLCC projects through the collection of in-depth data at a sample of projects and among comparison schools and/or students.  The rigorous nature of this component will allow ED to address research questions related to the link between program characteristics, participation, and student outcomes, and is intended to support the replication of successful programs in the future.   

· Case Studies: Beginning in the fall of 1999, the evaluation contractor will conduct site visits to approximately 25-30 21st CCLC sites to ascertain the presence of an academic component in reading and/or mathematics, assess the extent to which programs are fully implemented, and explore their suitability for inclusion in the longitudinal impact study.  

Twenty sites will be chosen for longitudinal case studies examining whether there are specific program models that are being employed by grantees; the program characteristics related to research-based indicators of quality; student recruitment and targeting of services; patterns of student participation and utilization of services; linkages between after-school and regular school day activities; program management; staff training and qualifications; the extent to which resources and information are shared between program and school day staff; prevalence and intensity of educational activities; linkages to community-based organization and business partners, including provision of other services, such as healthcare, inoculations, vision exams, etc.; availability or need for transportation; other barriers to access; and parent and community involvement.

Case studies will include observation of activities and focus groups and interviews with parents, students, teachers, and program staff to collect qualitative data about factors identified by the research literature as important components of program success (e.g., staff-child relationships; student perceptions of personal safety, academic self-efficacy, and perceptions of the school building as a positive place.).  

· Impact Study: The impact study will examine the outcomes of 21st CCLC programs chosen for the case studies to determine effects on (1) student and parent ratings of the programs and attitudes toward school; (2) student in-school outcomes including behavior and disciplinary referrals; academic performance in school, including performance on state assessments and in core academic classes; regular school day attendance; whether children are more likely to remain in a school with a 21st CCLC program; continued participation in 21st CCLC projects (i.e., “voting with their feet”); and on-time grade promotion; and (3) effects on out of school behavior.  Approximately twenty 21st CCLC sites will be included in the study sample.  Data will also be collected from comparison groups of students, parents, and schools each semester over a two-year period.  The design of these comparison groups is discussed below under “Design Issues.”

4.  Design Issues
There are a number of factors that will affect the evaluation design.  Some depend upon information from preliminary site visits to 21st CCLC projects and others are policy decisions to be made by ED.  Several of these issues are discussed below; others will, of course, arise as the evaluation is carried out.

Site Selection: In keeping with the Department’s goal of improving reading and mathematics performance through 21st CCLC projects, the independent evaluation will select projects with a significant academic component.  Based on grantee applications and exploratory follow-up phone calls, there are a sufficient number of projects that include strategies designed to improve student learning in reading and mathematics such as tutoring, help with homework, and programs designed to enrich the regular school curriculum.

There are several areas in which additional information is necessary in order to select projects for evaluation purposes:

· Student Recruitment.  The way in which students enroll in 21st CCLC programs affects the likelihood that they will receive substantial academic support as well as the evaluation’s ability to select participant and comparison groups.  There are a variety of ways in which students could enroll in 21st C CLC programs.  If students are referred to the program by the school for the purpose of improving their academic performance, it’s unlikely that a comparable group of non-participants would be available within the school and any comparison group would have to be selected from a matched school.  Or alternatively all students in a school or in multiple schools could be served on a walk-in basis.  On the other hand, students could be selected from a pool of applicants.  In this case, if there are substantially more applicants than can be served, it may be possible to randomly select participant and control groups.

· Participation Patterns.  To reasonably expect improved academic performance, students should attend 21st CCLC programs regularly over a sustained period of time.  As noted above, 21st CCLC programs could serve students on a walk-in basis in which there is no expectation of regular attendance.  Alternatively students could be enrolled in programs that meet on a regular basis over a semester or the entire school year.  In either case, a minimum threshold of participation that is likely to be sufficient to achieve measurable impacts needs to be identified.

· Program Models.  It is possible that there will be distinctive, well-defined program models that will enable the evaluation to validate replicable models for future interventions.  In the absence of research-based models, the evaluation efforts will need to focus on program components such as help with homework, specific academic programs, mentoring, etc.

Study Design: Sites will be selected for the case studies and impact study based on provision of reading and math instruction in well implemented programs.  The impact study will start in fall 2000 to allow time for site selection, implementation of a random assignment design to the extent feasible, and OMB clearance of data collection instruments.  The design of the longitudinal study will enable ED to evaluate the impacts of participation in 21st CCLC programs that offer academic instruction.  A rigorous evaluation will allow ED to address research questions related to the link between program characteristics, participation, and student outcomes, and is intended to support the replication of successful programs in the future.

There are several areas in which decisions will need to be made about the study design:

· Grantee Cohort.  The 2000-2001 school year is the third and last year of funding for the first round of grantees.  While the first round of grantees may have higher quality programs, it may be necessary to select from the second round of grantees in order to have two years of student follow up.  However, there may be substantial turnover in enrollment—especially in the academic components--from year to year, making it less feasible to follow students over multiple years.  In that case, it may be more feasible to select two cohorts of students—one in the 2000-2001 school year and a second the following school year, but from the same project so samples could be combined and implementation information could be maintained.

· Elementary/Secondary Schools.  The independent evaluation could focus on elementary schools or middle schools, or look at both levels.  This is primarily a policy decision yet to be made by ED.  The foundation programs are all targeting elementary students, but it appears that their evaluations will either not address student achievement or will not look at achievement of participants relative to comparison groups.   Also, there was a priority for middle schools in the first grant announcement, so many projects are serving middle school students for whom we have less information than younger students.  The program approaches, evaluation study design, and outcomes may well differ between elementary and secondary projects.

· Comparison groups for the impact study. Recruitment and enrollment practices discussed above will affect the establishment of comparison groups for the impact study.  Regardless of the method of establishing comparison groups, it is likely that the non-participant group will be enrolled in alternative after-school activities which may be similar to 21st CCLC projects and data on the after-school activities of non-participants would need to be collected and analyzed.

--Random assignment to program in sites with waiting lists: To the extent that more students are referred or apply to 21st CCLC than the program can serve, it may be possible to establish randomly assigned control groups.

--Random assignment to academic components within a program or comparison of participants in academic component with participants in non-academic activities: In some programs only a fraction of the students may participate in the academic components and, in some cases, may enroll for those activities independently allowing selection of a comparison group within a 21st CCLC project.  The major obstacle would be where the academic component is conducted on a walk-in basis, thereby leading to contamination of the control group.

--Comparison of participants with non-participants in the same school: At many schools only a fraction of the students may participate in the 21st CCLC program allowing selection of a comparison group in the same school.  The major obstacle would be if the most at-risk students were referred to the program, so that non-participants would be systematically different from participants.

--Matched comparison of students in schools without after-school programs: Comparison schools without 21st CCLC programs could be selected on the basis of student, school and community characteristics.  In this case, not only would the after-school activities differ, but the instruction in the schools is also likely to differ making it more difficult to attribute impacts to the 21st CCLC program.

--Pre-Post comparison for 21st CCLC participants: Participant outcomes prior to participation in a 21st CCLC program could be compared with outcomes after participation.  The marginal impact of program participation would also be examined by comparing student outcomes for thresholds of “low” participation (i.e., at which no effect is expected) and “high” participation (i.e., sufficient for positive program effects).

· Testing academic skills.  While it is possible that programs will test student achievement to examine learning gains, it is likely that the evaluation will need to administer a common test across programs.  Possibilities include, but are not limited to:

--States with annual tests in reading and mathematics: It may be possible to choose 21st CCLC programs in the several states that administer tests annually to all students in each grade in reading and mathematics.  However, states do not usually assess reading performance until the second or third grade, so it would be necessary for the evaluation to assess younger students.  

--Administer reading and mathematics tests: To make comparisons across programs in learning gains, the evaluation could administer a standard test to participant and comparison groups.  Elementary school students could be tested in reading and middle school students in mathematics, if the decision is made to evaluate programs at both levels.  

II. SCOPE OF WORK

A.  Tasks to be Performed

The work to be done under this contract will accomplish the in-depth evaluation described above including the case studies and impact study.

PART 1.  Planning of the Evaluation.

Task 1—Meetings with ED
1.1 Kick-off Meeting.  The contractor's project director and key project staff shall meet with the Department of Education's (ED) Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR) and other appropriate ED staff within ten working days after the effective date of contract award to discuss details regarding the tasks outlined in the Baseline Management Plan.  Within two weeks following the meeting, the contractor shall prepare (1) a memo summarizing the key issues and concerns raised at the meeting and how each will be addressed in the study and (2) a short 2-3 page summary of study purposes, methods, and time lines suitable for broad distribution. 

1.2 Quarterly meetings.  The project director and one additional key staff member shall meet with the COTR and other appropriate ED staff in Washington, D.C. once each quarter over the duration of the contract.  The purpose of the meetings is to brief ED on the progress of the study and discuss issues as they arise.  Meetings may be combined with TWG meetings, possible meetings with OMB on forms clearance, and participation in Mott Foundation meetings of evaluation staff for the foundation efforts described in Section D.3. of the Introduction.  Within two weeks following each meeting, the contractor shall prepare a memo summarizing the key issues and concerns raised at the meeting and how each will be addressed in the study.

Deliverables:
Memos summarizing meeting



2-3 page study summary

Task 2—Technical Working Group (TWG) for the Study. Based on names submitted in the proposal, the contractor shall select six persons as TWG members to advise the contractor as individuals on the conduct of the study.  The TWG shall consist of researchers and practitioners with experience related to the study.  The contractor shall contact each proposed member and obtain and submit letters of commitment and documentation of consulting rates from each the advisory panel members to the COTR by the third month after the effective date of the contract.

The contractor shall convene three meetings of the TWG over the period of the contract to assist in the design, implementation, and ensure the overall quality of this study.  The contractor shall submit a written summary of each meeting to the CO within two weeks following each meeting, detailing suggestions and recommendations along with proposed actions on those suggestions.  Meeting sites shall be arranged to minimize travel of Federal government staff members.  The contractor shall cover the travel, per diem and honorarium expenses of the consultants.

The contractor shall provide copies of all reviews of products by the advisors to the COTR within five work days of receipt by the contractor.  Should an advisor recommend any significant deviation from the proposal, revised draft study design, or draft data collection forms, the contractor shall submit the recommendation to the COTR for approval prior to implementation. The contractor shall not make any significant changes in the study design, based solely on the recommendation of an advisor, without the written approval of the CO. The contractor also shall use the advisors to review products, as appropriate, when group meetings are not required.  The advisors shall act as advisors to the contractor, not to the government.
Deliverable:
Letters of commitment



Summaries of TWG Meetings

Task 3—Selection of Sites for In-Depth Study.  The COTR will provide information on the 21st CCLC grantees to the contractor within one week following the effective date of the contract.  The information may include the grant applications, abstracts, and data base of project characteristics.  The contractor shall review the information to (1) determine the suitability of the projects for the in-depth evaluation and (2) guide the development of data collection forms.  The suitability of the projects for the in-depth evaluation shall be based on the existence of a substantial academic component in reading and/or math, replication of a program model, variability across selected projects in program model, program implementation,  availability of previous evaluation evidence, and suitability for an impact study.

3.1  Preliminary site visits.  The contractor shall make one-day site visits to approximately 30 projects tentatively selected for the in-depth evaluation to review the program components or model, the comprehensiveness of program services, implementation, and appropriate design for the impact study.  The contractor shall submit a tentative list of sites for preliminary visits along with justification for selection by the 3rd month after the effective date of the contract.  The COTR will review the tentative list and approve or submit changes within two weeks.   Preliminary site visits shall be completed by the 6th month after the effective date of the contract.

3.2  Selection of projects for in-depth study.  Based on the review of project materials, preliminary site visits, and rationale for project selection, the contractor shall propose 20 projects for the in-depth evaluation.  A list of the projects along with a descriptive profile and the rationale for selection of each project shall be submitted to the COTR by the 7th month after the effective date of the contract.  The COTR will review the tentative list and approve or submit changes within two weeks.

3.3  Sample selection of program participants and control/comparisons.  The contractor shall make site visits to finalize impact study plans including selection of comparison schools as appropriate, selection of program participant sample, and selection of control/comparison student sample in each site.  To the extent practicable, sample selection shall be combined with site visits to observe program implementation and practice.  Sample selection plans shall be completed by the 9th month after the effective date of the contract.

Deliverable:  
Tentative list of projects for preliminary site visits



List of proposed projects for in-depth study

Task 4—Refine study design.  

The contractor shall revise the synthesis of literature submitted in the proposal to provide background and examine issues.  The revised literature is intended to contribute to the development of the refined study design and the data collection instruments.  The contractor shall identify, obtain, and review relevant literature on after-school programs and synthesize key points.  The synthesis shall provide background and examine issues including, but not limited to, access and equity, program funding, nature and intensity of services, populations served, and program outcomes. 

The contractor shall revise the study design submitted in the proposal to include the evaluation methodology, data collection, and data analysis plans applied to each project selected for the in-depth study.  The contractor shall include plans for selection of samples of 100 program participants and 100 control/comparison students at each project over the course of the study.  The timing of sample selection may vary across projects depending on enrollment and participation patterns.  The draft revised study design, including the synthesis of research literature shall be completed by the 7th month after the effective date of the contract.  The COTR and TWG will review the draft study design within two weeks.  The contractor shall make revisions and submit a draft final report within two weeks.

Deliverable:  
Draft revised study design



Revised study design

Task 5—Development of data collection forms.  The contractor shall collect data through the use of school records, project records, student surveys, teacher surveys, and parent surveys.  The contractor shall design data collection forms to address the Key Evaluation Questions incorporating the 21st CCLC performance measures and coordinating with other after-school evaluation efforts to the extent possible.  The contractor shall ensure that development of data collection forms covers the information required by ED for program performance measures.  The contractor shall ensure that development of data collection forms includes a pre-test and revision based on pre-test results.  The contractor shall submit drafts of all data collection forms within 4 months after the effective date of contract award.  The COTR and TWG will review the draft data collection forms within two weeks.

The contractor shall prepare a forms clearance package describing the study design and data collection instruments including the necessary forms required for OMB approval.  The contractor shall ensure that the clearance package justifies the necessity for collecting the data and comprehensively responds to each required item in the instructions.  In addition, the contractor shall ensure that the forms clearance package includes (1) the study mandate and objectives, (2) the research questions, (3) a crosswalk between the research questions and the information to be collected, (4) discussion of questions likely to be deemed “sensitive” by OMB, and (5) table shells indicating how data will be tabulated and analyzed.  The contractor shall submit the draft OMB clearance package within 5 months after the effective date of contract award.  The COTR will review the package within two weeks.  The contractor shall submit the final OMB clearance package within 6 months after the effective date of contract award. 

OMB forms clearance typically requires 120 days.  The contractor shall meet with OMB and make revisions to forms as required during this period.

Deliverables:  
Draft data collection forms



Draft and final form clearance packages



Revised package as needed.

PART 2.  Data Collection and Analysis

Task 6—Case Studies.  The contractor shall conduct a total of four site visits to each of the 20 projects selected for in-depth evaluation--in the fall and spring of the 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 school years.  Case studies shall include observation of activities as well as focus groups and interviews with parents, students, teachers, and program staff to collect qualitative data about factors identified by the research literature as important components of program success.  This information will be used in conjunction with the impact analysis to determine which models or program components are most effective.  

The contractor shall train the contractors project staff conducting the in-depth case study.  Interviewers shall have experience in conducting qualitative research and case studies, and shall be familiar with the 21st CCLC program, or similar after-school programs.  The training shall ensure that project staff are thoroughly familiar with the study objectives, evaluation design, and data collection procedures, and understand the importance of strict adherence to the study procedures.  A major purpose of the training is to try and make the site visits data collection as consistent as possible in order to increase the ability to make generalizations and comparisons across sites.

The contractor shall collect information to document the design of 21st CCLC program models and/or components; program implementation; student recruitment and targeting of services; patterns of student participation and utilization of services; linkages between after-school and regular school day activities; program management; staff training and qualifications; the extent to which resources and information are shared between program and school day staff; prevalence and intensity of educational activities; linkages to CBO and business partners, including provision of other services, such as healthcare, inoculations, vision exams, etc.; availability or need for transportation; other barriers to access; and parent and community involvement.

Task 7—Collection of Data for Impact Study.  Using instruments approved by OMB and school records, the contractor shall collect data to estimate the effects of 21st CCLC programs on (1) student and parent ratings of the programs and attitudes toward school; (2) student in-school outcomes including behavior and disciplinary referrals; academic performance in school, including performance on state assessments and in core academic classes; regular school day attendance; whether children are more likely to remain in a school with a 21st CCLC program; continued participation in 21st CCLC projects (i.e., “voting with their feet”); and on-time grade promotion; and (3) effects on out of school behavior.  The contractor shall collect program participation and school record data at the end of each semester of the 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 school years.

7.1 Develop data monitoring system.  Prior to the start of data collection, the contractor shall develop a computer-based monitoring system for each data collection activity to monitor the flow of data collection activities. This system shall permit the contractor to track the status of all responses including telephone calls received from and made to respondents with a code indicating the reason for the call, and of providing status reports by local project and student samples, if necessary.  The data receipt control system shall be in place by the 7th month after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall submit monthly reports on the progress of data collection based on the data monitoring system from the 7th month after the effective date of the contract until data collection is completed for the 2001-2002 school year in approximately the 38th month after the effective date of the contract.

The contractor shall comply with: The Privacy Act of 1974, P.L. 93-579, 5 USC 552 a; the "Buckley Amendment," Family Educational and Privacy Act of 1974, 20 USC 1232 g; The Freedom of Information Act, 5 USC 522; and related regulations, including but not limited to: 41 CFR Part 1-1 and 45 CFR Part 5b, and, as appropriate, the Federal common rule or the Departments final regulations on protection of human research subjects.

7.2 Create data base. The contractor shall transform the raw data into a computerized form in a manner suitable for data editing and corrective actions in order to produce verified and accurate records, and to provide for quality control of data entry. The contractor shall design a record for each participant or control that includes all individual level data collected from the participant.

The contractor shall develop coding materials for abstracting the data collected as it is received.  The contractor shall design coding materials to both efficiently and accurately obtain the needed data from the files and then to put the data in a form that can be accessed by computer.  The contractor shall pay particular attention to variables that may require discretion in their coding, such as the classification of open-ended responses into discrete categories.  The contractor shall develop clear procedures and instructions for coding these variables and provide training to those staff persons who will be involved in abstracting the data.
Deliverable:  
Monthly reports on the progress of data collection

Task 8—Data Analysis and Report Preparation.

Subtask 8.1 Reports on 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 School Years.  The contractor shall conduct data analyses and prepare reports based on data collected as part of the case studies of program practice and program impact studies, including tests of student achievement if the Option for Measuring Student Achievement (Part III below) is exercised.  The purpose of the reports shall be to identify and describe program models and practices that are effective in improving student outcomes both in and out of school.  The contractor shall prepare two reports: one for the 2000-2001 school year, and a second for the 2001-2002 school year.  The draft reports are due approximately 6 months after the end of each school year—the 28th and 40th months respectively after the effective date of the contract.  The COTR and TWG will review the draft reports within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make revisions and submit a draft final report within 4 weeks.  The draft final report will be reviewed by ED within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make minor editorial revisions based on ED clearance, and submit a final report within 4 weeks.

Subtask 8.2 Topical reports.  The contractor shall prepare two reports on topics that are identified as the study progresses.  Possible topics include effective instructional programs, programs that reduce school crime, or validity of program performance reports.  The contractor shall submit a one-page proposal for the first topical report by the 30th month after the effective date of the contract, and for the second topical report by the 42nd month after the effective date of the contract.  Following approval by the COTR, the contractor shall prepare and submit the draft reports within two months.  The COTR and TWG will review the draft reports within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make revisions and submit a draft final report within 4 weeks. The draft final report will be reviewed by ED within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make minor editorial revisions based on ED clearance, and submit a final report within 4 weeks.

Subtask 8.3 Summary report.  In addition, the contractor shall prepare a 20-25 page summary of the evaluation findings including the study design, case studies, impact analyses, and topical reports.  The contractor shall submit the draft report by the 44th month after the effective date of the contract.  The COTR and TWG will review the draft reports within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make revisions and submit a draft final report within 4 weeks.  The draft final report will be reviewed by ED within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make minor editorial revisions based on ED clearance, and submit a final report within 4 weeks.

Deliverables:  
Draft, draft final, and final reports.   

PART 3.  Option for Measurement of Student Achievement

Task 9—Measurement of Student Achievement.  This option will provide the opportunity to test the achievement gains of students enrolled in 21st CLCC programs in during the 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 school years.  Achievement tests shall be administered in the projects selected for in-depth study in Task 3.2.  The contractor shall identify tests in reading at the elementary school level and/or math at the middle school level for both 21st CCLC participants and control/comparison students depending on the decision about selection of projects at the elementary- and/or middle-school level yet to be made by the Department.  The contractor shall administer the tests in fall and spring of both school years.

If this option is exercised, all requirements for OMB forms clearance in Task 5, for development of a data monitoring system in Subtask 7.1, for compliance with the privacy acts included in Subtask 7.1, and for creation of a data base in Subtask 7.2 shall apply to this option. 

Analysis and reporting of student achievement measured in this task shall be included in the reports for the 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 school years specified in Subtask 8.1.

PART 4.  Option for Evaluation of Summer School Programs

Task 10—Evaluation of Summer School Programs.  This option will provide the opportunity to conduct case studies of summer school programs and test the achievement gains of students enrolled in 21st CLCC programs in during the summer of 2001.  The contractor shall conduct site visits to each summer school program, survey students, and administer pre- and post-tests selected in Task 9 to both 21st CCLC participants and control/comparison students.  The contractor shall conduct data analyses and submit a draft report on the summer program within approximately 4 months of the end of summer school programs—the 28th month after the effective date of the contract. The COTR and TWG will review the draft reports within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make revisions and submit a draft final report within 4 weeks. The draft final report will be reviewed by ED within 4 weeks.  The contractor shall make minor editorial revisions based on ED clearance, and submit a final report within 4 weeks

If this option is exercised, all requirements for OMB forms clearance in Task 5, for development of a data monitoring system in Subtask 7.1, for compliance with the privacy acts included in Subtask 7.1, and for creation of a data base in Subtask 7.2 shall apply to this option. 

Deliverables:  
Draft, draft final, and final reports  

B.  REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

In addition to the reports that are required for each task as described previously, the contractor shall submit one copy of the following reports, monthly, to the contracting officer, with one copy to the COTR:

· Monthly Progress Report/Exception Reports.  The contractor shall prepare monthly progress reports due within ten work days after the end of each month.  They shall summarize the major activities and accomplishments for the reporting period.  In addition, they shall provide information for each project task regarding significant findings and events, problems encountered, and staff use.  The reports shall also specify the extent to which the project is on schedule, briefly describe the activities planned for the next month, identify and discuss significant deviations from the substantive and time factors in the management plan, and identify and discuss any decisions which may be needed from ED.  If there are no exceptions, the reports shall state that there are no exceptions.  If there are exceptions to the management plan, the contractor shall describe the plan for resolving the problems.  

· Monthly Manpower/Expenditure Reports.  The contractor shall prepare monthly expenditure reports due within ten work days after the end of each month.  These reports, prepared and signed by the project director, shall summarize the actual personnel assignments for the month just completed, showing for each staff member the hours charged by task.  The report shall project similar assignment information for the upcoming month.  The reports shall also exhibit expenditures, segregating project costs by individual and by task, and specifying for all travel the locations, duration, and personnel for each trip.

B. SCHEDULE OF DELIVERABLES

The contractor shall submit one copy of the final deliverable to the CO; all other deliverables are submitted to the COTR.  The contractor shall submit three copies of all deliverable to the COTR unless otherwise indicated.  If * the contractor shall submit 10 copies to the COTR.
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     Date of Contract

PART 1.  Planning of the Evaluation.

Task 1—Meetings with ED
Memos summarizing meeting

1 month; quarterly thereafter

2-3 page study summary

1 month

Task 2—Technical Working Group (TWG) for the Study 

Letters of commitment


3 months

Summaries of TWG Meetings

2 weeks after each meeting

Task 3—Selection of Sites for In-Depth Study 

Tentative list of projects for preliminary site visits

3 months

List of proposed projects for in-depth study

7 months

Task 4—Refine evaluation study design
Draft revised study design

7 months

Revised study design


8 months

Task 5—Development of data collection forms 

Draft data collection forms

4 months

Draft form clearance package

5 months 

Final form clearance package *

6 months

Task 7—Collection of data for impact study

Monthly reports on the progress of data collection

7 to 38 months 

PART 2.  Data Collection and Analysis

Task 8—Data Analysis and Report Preparation
Draft 2000-2001 report





30 months

Draft final 2000-2001 report *




32 months

Final 2000-2001 report *




34 months

Draft 2001-2002 report





40 months

Draft final 2001-2002 report *




42 months

Final 2001-2002 report *




44 months

Topical report 1 proposal




30 months

Draft topical report 1





32 months

Draft final topical report 1 *




34 months

Final topical report 1 *





36 months

Topical report 2 proposal




42 months

Draft topical report 2





44 months

Draft final topical report 2 *




46 months

Final topical report 2 *





48 months

Draft summary report





44 months

Draft final summary report *




46 months

Final summary report *





48 months

PART 4.  Option for Evaluation of Summer School Programs

Task 10—Evaluation of Summer School Programs 

Draft report 






28 months

Draft final report *





30 months

Final reports * 






32 months
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