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General

Abstract of Dunlap and Associates Inc.
Evaluation Report on ;30 NYC Projects 1

This special evaluation wag performed by Dunlap and Associates, Inc.
during January under P contract (funded by 0E0)9 costing about $32,000.
It involved a total ci 30 individal operations, 15 in-school and 15
out-of-school, although in throe instances both the in-school and
out-of-school components wore under the sponsorship of a single agency.
All projects were selectei at random. The universe for the in-school
projects included all in-schfol projects which had been in oir)r,_tion
since early spring of 1965; and for the out-of-school projec;s, those
out-of-school projects (vtli A few exceptions) which had bes?a operating
for a minimum of six months.

All seven of the NYC Regional .areas and 22 States had reprasertation
in this group of 30 projects. Rural areas and urban areas oZ varyirg
sizes were also represented, e.g., Pawhuska, Oklahoma; Boonu :Tort Carolf.na
New Haven, Connecticut; Englewood, New Jersey; Miami, Florida.;
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Cleveland, Ohio. Projects themseJves ranged
in size from approved -,..:PclIc.ont of 19000 to 1,500 in Miami, Philadelphia
and Cleveland c.lnwn to s.d:411 projects with approved enrollment
of about :JO enrollees 1-iwiFt'on9 Tdaho and Suffern, New Yc-rk.
in-school pi.og-.,-ams had b_^n operaticn about 10 to 11 months (port.;
than one contract usually inv.)lvoct) and out-ofschool programs about,
91.to 101 months, Combined enroi?ment in all projects as of the dah:s
they were surveyed was 109089; cumulative, combined enrollment for all
projects during the time they had been operating was 2192370

II. Data Collected in the Survey.

Data collection efforts in Lhis survey had four major focuses'

A) To ascert..111 from a sample cf active enrollees (in "enrollurrl
status at time of the bumey) what they thought of the NYC
program and how it 1,11.s. ben o. them. This information was
obt,7-1.nud through a specially designed questionnaire which was
Adrv.nisered to the enrollee sample.

B) To determine, on the ,,s is of a random sample which included
both terminated L--1 active 1T,rolloos, the scope and extent
of supportive ser-L::es (collnr.eling, special education, physical
e:caminations, medical treli,ment9 etc.) provided enrollees and

Vme104.0...mmemairmmaftelwompemmATflow

2.1 This summary of the Dunlap and Associates, Inc., Evaluation Repc-t w
prepared by staff of the Neighborhood Youth Corps. It reflects hYC's
interpretation of the highlights of the report, not that of Dunlap and
Associates, Inc. This distinction should be kept in mind by anyone who
may have occasion to use this summary.



whether objective evidence of enrollees'progress after
enrollment could be discerned (improvement in school grades
and attendance, social and personal adjustment, attitude
toward work, etc.).

C) To ascertain reasons for termination and post.:bnrollment
status with respect to' all cases of enrollee termination
from the 30 projects prior to the survey.

To obtain to the extent possible various types of supple-
mental evaluative data and information, e.g., economic
characteristics of the locality in which the projects
operated, nature of the NYC project administration and
management structure, eummun-Ity reaction to NYC, special
problems encountered by sponsorsn their NYC operations,
sponsors suggestions for iwproving NYC, etc.

III. Summaauf Findings

A. Median Enrollment Period of Fnrol] ees

A little over four months,in-shool, and a little over three months
out-of-school,(based on a sample of 9142 in-school and 789 out-of-
.:tihool enrollees)

The shLrt median period seems surpr3sing e.n ,-iew of the relatively
long o?erations of these particular projects, but is probably ex-
plainable in terms of developments on eflgibility, expansion in
some summer projects and contraction of the FY '66 fall projects.

The median rises appreciably -- to six molaths,for in-school and
four men:hs for out-of-school - for enrollees on the payroll at
t1,-. of survey (based on a sam-eln of 331 enrollees).

Characteristics of Enrollees

1. Economic Disadvantage - No evidence (if the ere-ollmf;nt of

financial ineligibles currently le2s diecovered, It is noted,
however, that project records reveal that here may ,got 111qa-lo

have been compliance with present criteria in earlier moL'el., .

2. Edacational and Cultural Deprivation - Sponsors generally
xecognize other forms of deprivation and maladjustment as
additional eligibility criteria although in a few cases social
and emotional problems were found to constitute reason for ex-
clusion rather than inclusion.



Age - Six or seven of the 831 enrollee interviewees were foundto be under 16. 1n-school and out-of-school projects alikewere at fault in this matter. The report does not undertake to .account for enrollment of these youth.

Delinquency and Conduct Records - Types known .to he presented
some kind of problems or who have been in some kind of trouble
comprise a good share of NYC enrollment:

Fifteen percent of 942 inschool enrollees had ;,ome indication
of misconduct in their records. This was gone-rally a matterof behavior, tardiness or truancy, with or no in-
volvement of the police.

Twenty-five percent of 789 out-of-school enrollees had
been involved in some form of delinquency or misconduct.
7This was often a serious matter, larceny, burglary, robbery,
assault and diborderly conduct, most commonly, and in rare
cases, such crimes as forgery and narcotics involvement.

Enrollee misconduct and delinquency records could not be
fairly appraised on a before and after NYC basis because
of different time lengths involvoi in 02-,n

Co SuppsYrtj.vP Services

1. III:E.3nt ,;a? SuRportive Progams

ao. The only near universals for the 1.731 31-.rollee-sample
were counseling and work supervision. The proportion of
enrollees reportedly receiving these services ranged from
91 to 99 percent in both in-school and out-of-school

b0 About 30 percent of the enrollees in botl, in,7chool. and
out-of .school programs ...ecoived some foroa of testing.

c, Pl.enty percPnt of the out-of-school enrollees and 6.4
Ixruent of the in-school, were provided remedial

d. The number of enrollees :Lo reivci medical, psychoinr4ical,
psychiatric and other spacial suport was almost ner!,ligir'_o.

2 gsmaellui

a. Majo.:4 counseling,subject-areas in both in-school a..;.
out of-school programs and proportion of enrollees
receiving counseling in each area were as follows:



Subject Area

Attitude toward work
Vocational guidance
Personal and family

problems
Budget management
Personal 1,ygiene

Percent
In-School

79
68

Percent
Out-of-School

.

81
71

57 6o
47
41 43

b. Project people thought about 40 percent of the enrollees
needed counseling beyond the routine, but oniT about 30
percent got it

c.- Special counseling needs on the in-school side involved
iNinly personal and family problems, work habits and
attitudes and educational and vocational matters; and

on the out-of-school side, personal and family problems,
personality and adjustment problems, future goals and
work habits and attitudes©

Primary sources of counseling in 4.n-schocI proci.--, were
scho..)1 counselor, project 6irector or as,i5tant.direo

school principal or dean; and

NYC counselor, affiliated agency counselor, work supervisor
acid project director or assistant director, in out-ofschool
projects.

e. Only 14 percent of the cases needing special counseling T,Pre
ref-red to special agencies, mainly healtl-, agencies, mental
health agencios, vocational rehabilitation. suElcial case
servic?.s, etc.

D. Effec4-. of PiC
s woo .1.0. t.e.R.S.rta

1. Effect onc.:Irfpr..at

The survey disclosed no conclue e-vicience on this:

a. Only three in-school projects were able to p...'ovide any
objective before and after NYC dropout infor....duion.
Dropout rate in one case declined from 17 percent 4-,
14 percent; from 2.3 percent to 1.8 percent in another;
and from 1.56 percent to 1.24 percent9 for a four-month
period, in the third.



b. All-in-school projects said they were getting some drop-
outs back in school, but no project had any figures or
other .pertinent information on the matter.

c. The effort to compare in-- school enrollee grades and
attendance on a before and, after NYC basis-Proved un-
productive, matni:y because the NYC participation of many
of the enroDees in the sample was too short to be meaning-
ful for comparison put- noses; and because differences in
the way individual school systems maintained grade and
attelAance infofmation .efte;1 precluded before and after
NYC comparisc;) and comparison of the information across
projects.

Survey findin,;.e willch give rise to some uncertain4,7 over
NYC's role in helping to keep the potential dropout in
school are: thirteen percent, of 239 terminees from the
in-school sample were known to have dropped out o schocl
(this may not be the entire story, however, as this info--
mation was not furnished for 34 percent of the te...let.nea,
cases); and about 35 percent of 511 in-school enrL':12ees,
when asked, said that their chances of finishing high
school were v.ot really better after NYC than before_

2. Irlat happens to enl.ol)JesOv.WL.

a. Main reasons -`or terminations (354 cases) in the out-or-
school sample were: pidvate employment (32.8 percent);
and return to school (11.5 percent) . (The percentage

"private employment," based on the sample, is
significantly higher than the t obtaining for the universe
of out-of-school termineer ()355) which was shown to have
only 21 percent, as enter_ng private employment.. The pr--
portion returning to school, on the other hand, was apnrse:i-
mately the Sri= in both the sample and the total group).

b. Main reasons for terminations (239 cases) from the in-
school sample were provam contraction (23.4 percent);
L-nch,ated from school 0_1.9 percent); and private employ-
ment (1.8 percent).

c. Reasons which are suggesti of maladjustment, poor work
conditioning, accourt for a substantial proportion
of terminations in both in-e;chool and out-of-school cases
(about 18 and 20 perco'Lt, respectively).

d. Overall coordination between NYC and NDTA seems poor.
Only 1.4 percent of the terminations from the out-oZ-L.choo
sample were to enter MDTA.
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Enrollee Work Assirrnments

-Two thousand twenty-one work assignments were reported for 1,731
enrollees, which reflects some rotation of enrollees to different
jobs. Teacher aide and office or clerical aide accounted for
about 40 percent of the in-schoollassignments, with custodial
aide (23 percent), food service aide (about 8 percent), maintenance
aide (about 7 percent), recreation aide (about 6 pe.4-cent) and library
aide (over 5 percent) accounting for practical:?;r all the rest.

Office or clerical aide (21 percent) is also a popular assignment
for out-of-school enrollees, other common ones being outdoel-
maintenance aide (17 percent), building maintenance aide (nearly
16 percent), custodial aide (8 percent), recreation ride (nearly
8 percent), hospital or nurse aide (7 percent) and food service
aice (about 6 percent).

T:le most common assignment in urban projects was office or clerical
aide ard outdoor maintenance aid in ,rural projects. Some assign-
mentc; which were encountered only sporadically included cosmotology
aide, engineering or surveyor aide, driver, carpenter, plumber or
meson aides, seamstress, traffic checker, heavy equipment operator
aide, morgue aide and meter maid.

F. hol-i do Sponsors View NYC

Al] J2ke but all have some "constructive" ery,os-ions, or
IV
col-re:lain-1,01' if that terminology is preferred. Jemmerts and 81,g-

gest!ens cever a wide spectrum but specific categories mcvt com-
monly mentioned by sponsors relate to:

1. FundieL - Ten sponsors expressed dissatisfaction with such
matters as delayed payments, uncertaAnty over project approval,
insuffecient advance information to permit souild progrprr planning,
etc.

?eDorts,forms,._anddhoc requests for LIformation - Ten
sprl,$)rs unhappy over this. Too many reports, too much
paperacrk, tell them once andefor all- what informatior
they must furnish, dca't make ne.7 reporting requiremeAts
retroactive, etc.

3, Eligibility Criteria - Nine sponsors say financial criteria
should be flexible enough to accommodate local condition.

4. Technical Aids -. Eight sponsors would like help iL euel-
areas as accounting procedures, staffing standards, infor-
mation on successful techniques and methods, etc.



5. Supportive Services - Seven sponsors see a need for funding
of more supportive services, i.e., more counselors, medical
and health services, remedial education, training of super-
visorsl'etc.

6. NE=Sppnsr Communications - Seven sponsors want the procedures
for communicatinc d3reotives and other program information
improved. One suggests that relationships between district
directors and irc:41 dire tors be improved.

Other thoughtsacomments pndliaggestions isolated but interest:II:1

Do you remove the 113edy to place the needier?

When new requirements are imposed, automatically amend contract
to provide for them.

Include father's place of employment on Form 16.

Question applicability of six months for high school Erae.aates.

Limit all programs to 200-500 enrollees so as to'achlf.r;e
personalized ',;.5Lentl-In for each enrollee.

CaL houfs por per.: ors go as to reach more enrollees.

Re-evaluate the. %ax nontnb with a view toward lengthanlng.

Put in writing; there are too many verbal agreements.

G. Miscellaneous

1. Most sponsors ar.eaxently .f el they have, a real problem in
getting adequate ell-the-j-Sb supervision of enrollees.

J ddazh lugular emfloyme,it opportunities was discovered
in a few cases, raising th

... luestion of what will become o:
enrollees after enroDment.

3. Ten programs were found to have excellent records; 6, poor;
the remainder, adequate.

Only six projects i;ere doing any real self-evaluation. All
sponsors recognize, uhe need fur evaluation, but want guidance
in how to do it and a 11Y,,, item in the budget to provide for it.

5. Proportion of project funds going to enrollee wages ranged from
57 percent to 92 percent. Average for all projects 75 percent.
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Seventy percent of the in-school and 66 percent of the out-of
school enrollee samples reportedly showed improvement in attitude,work habits, moLivation, etc., since NYC; degradation in these
matters was reported for 7 percent of the in-school group and
9 percent of the out-of-school group. 4,

7. State Employment Service was closely involved in operations
of eight of the 15 out-of-school project-;,. ES services in
the eight cases were rated as "satisfactory" to "excellent."

IV. How Enrollees View NYC (based on 1311 enrollee interv5sEs=_01 in-schooland)20 out -of- school)

Overall reaction is quite favorable:

Ninety-five percent getting what they want from NYC.

Ninety-foar percent satisfied with NYOd

Fikhty-six percent in-school and eighty-nino percent out-of-school
-0.1r1'. NYC work helps community.

Eighty -f our per get along O.K. with sune.--liso,..

Fifty,n1no 1,-ircent in-school and seventy -nine
agree ti,e; go .idance and counseling (eleven and ,1)'_/.te.in
respectvely, don't think it helped much).

Eighty-six percent in-school and. eighty -nine percent out-of-school
think they would be worse off without NYC (this is mainly a matter
of just having a job and getting work experience for in-school and
getting work Axperience and the opportunity for educeticn for oiLt-
of-qc.hool).

Sixty -four percent think chances of fini:-_,hing 1-1A.g11 school are better
with NYC.

Less than ors-half of one percent of in- school would like to r',rop
out of school.

About twenty-five percent of the ill-school enrollees said !,:..wething
mas keeping them from continuing their education. Thi; turned out. to
be money in eighty-four percent of those cases and fames''.; respomibilities
in sixteen percent.



The major enrollee gripes are they don't get enough hours or money,
and they are unhappy with the pay dates and system.

Major categories of expenses for in.- school enrollees are clothing,
schooling, food, entertainment and family; and clothing, food,
schooling, family and entertainment for out-of-school enrollees.

Interesting NYq_Carlparisons on a Rural-Urban and In-S09.1.-
Out. -of--School Basis

Relative15. more (almost double) rural enrollees than urban think
they would be much worse off without NYC.

nfty percent of the rural in-school compared to thin ,- -.even
percent urban think chances of finishing school are la.ch better
after. NYC than before.

Relattvely nor° rural than urban in-school enrollees feel there
iP somo 60stacie.to their completing school

Nczroec were a small proportion of the rural enrollment - about
..ff.tean percent to sixty-two percent white in in-school programs
end about6 four percent. to eighty-one pei'cont white in out-of-
school projects.

Subst&n+ially, more rural enrollees w.ban value J71: or 0,o
educ,atf;,:la: ,-yoprrtunity it affords.

Urban eProllees value NYC more highly for work experience tL do
rural enroliees.

Rural enrollensfeel a need for more guidance and counseling with
.

personal problems than do urbans; relatively more of the latter thall
the formel4 fe,1 they need help with employment probl-:ms

Food is a consiieraly more important buegetn of cut -of-
school :3.nrollees than of ir-school errcalues.


