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Program Name City Year 

Evaluation Committee Member(s) Dana Kriznar & Kelly Coker Daniel 

 

CRITERIA FOUNDED (3) QUESTIONABLE (2) UNACCEPTABLE (1) 

1. The Program 
maintains a clear 
metric for 
measurement 

The program’s outcome or service 
rendered is defined, and a clear metric 
exists to measure the program on a 
frequent basis. 

The program’s outcome or service 
rendered is defined, but no metric to 
measure the program is available. 

The program’s outcome or service 
rendered is unclear and undefined. 

2. The program’s 
outcome 
demonstrates 
effectiveness. 

The program’s outcome or service 
rendered is highly effective with most 
students. 

The program’s outcome or service 
rendered is moderately effective with most 
students. 

The program’s outcome or service is 
largely ineffective with most students. 

3. The program 
supports teaching 
and learning. 

The program directly supports teaching and 
learning through enhancing the educational 
setting, and faculty and staff can directly 
identify the tie between the program and 
instruction.  

The tie between teaching and learning and 
the program is related upon evaluation.  
However, faculty and staff are not aware of 
the program’s direct impact on instruction. 

There is no close tie or a very limited 
tie between the program and teaching 
and learning. 

4. The program’s 
service cannot be 
replicated otherwise. 

The program’s service is specialized and 
must be provided by specially trained 
personnel to ensure effectiveness, 
efficiency and safety to all the program 
serves. 

The program’s service can be provided by 
alternative personnel, but training and 
specialized supervision are necessary for 
the service to be conducted in an efficient, 
effective, and safe manner. 

The program’s service can be provided 
by alternative personnel with little to 
minimal training within the scope of the 
work day or work week. 

5. The program’s cost-
to-benefit ratio is 
reasonable. 

The benefits of the program or service 
clearly outweigh the cost. 

The benefits of the program or service are 
not clear enough to determine if the cost is 
justified. 

The benefits of the program or service 
are insufficient to justify the cost. 

6. The program is 
operated by the best 
personnel. 

The program is administered by personnel 
who are familiar with the program and who 
stay within timelines and budget the vast 
majority of the budget year. 

The program is administered by personnel 
who are familiar with the program, yet 
personnel struggle to meet timelines or stay 
within budget. 

The program is administered by 
personnel who are unfamiliar with the 
program or unable to execute the 
program’s intent within the acceptable 
timelines and costs. 

7. The program is 
necessary for the 
successful 
functioning of the 
district. 

Should the program not operate, the district 
would feel an immediate impact and the 
service would have to begin immediately 
for the district to maintain successful 
operation. 

Should the program not operate, the district 
would function at a less than acceptable 
level, and the service would have to begin 
anew within a month of its service 
discontinuance.   

Should the program not operate, the 
district would continue to function with 
minimal disruption within a semester or 
academic year. 

8. The loss of the 
program would 
cause a problem with 
a significant 
stakeholder group. 

A significant stakeholder group depends on 
this program and loss would create a loss 
of faith. 

A significant stakeholder group is interested 
in this program but loss would not create a 
loss of faith. 

No significant stakeholder group is 
invested in this program. 

RANGE 19-24 = Founded 15-18 = Questionable 14 or Below = Unacceptable 



Scenario:  Committee 
Evaluation 
Score (1-3) 

1. The Program maintains a clear metric for measurement 3 
2. The program’s outcome demonstrates effectiveness. 3 
3. The program supports teaching and learning. 3 
4. The program’s service cannot be replicated otherwise. 3 
5. The program’s cost-to-benefit ratio is reasonable. 2 
6. The program is operated by the best personnel. 3 
7. The program is necessary for the successful functioning of the district. 2 
8. The loss of the program would cause a problem with a significant stakeholder group. 3 

TOTAL SCORE 22 

Score:   3 = Founded X 19-24 = Founded 

 2 = Questionable  15-18 = Questionable 

 1 = Unacceptable  14 or Below = Unacceptable 
 

 

 

 

EVALUATION NOTES 

Please include your overall rationale for your ratings and any extenuating circumstances that may influence decision making.  

Program Cost:  $1,250,000 

 

City Year Program Notes: 

 

City Year is an education focused, non-profit organization that unites young people of all backgrounds for a year of full time services to keep students in school 

and on track to graduate.  City Year’s vision is to implement research based strategies that reduce the number of dropouts by leveraging  

the talent and energy of corps members to serve as tutors, mentors and role models in schools to help students stay on track.    

 

The measurable impact of City Year is evident in the lives of the students and communities served with an aim to provide transformative experiences to focus 

students and schools.  The program is unique to the high poverty schools and communities served. The holistic approach provides individualized support to at-risk 

students using carefully selected, highly trained young adults who are members of AmeriCorps. The City Year corps members are selected because of their 

leadership experience, experience working with children or youth, experience with and desire to build inclusive communities, and a willingness to grow and 

learn.  The corps members have a college degree or attended some college.  AmeriCorps selects individuals that far exceed this criteria and makes it difficult to 

replicate the program with the level of support within the schools. 

The loss of the program will eliminate the support needed for students.  These students that have early warning indicators (poor attendance, disruptive behavior, 

and course failure).   The absence of support provided in City Year schools, the quality of support personnel, with the Whole Child focus would have a serious 

impact on our most fragile schools in the district.  At this time with the walkthroughs in most of the City Year schools provided answers to the limited growth of 

the focus students this year.  It is understood that the program’s intended outcome and effectiveness is contingent on student and school growth, however the 

connections, communication, and implementation of the vision is not a clear reflection of the potential.  



Program Goal   
70 percent of targeted who receive literacy and math support demonstrate learning gains on statewide assessments.  Average daily attendance for those students 

who receive attendance support improve to a rate of 90% or higher  

 

Enrollment  

During the 2017-2018 school year, City Year AmeriCorps Members provided targeted small group and individual support to 3,400 Duval County students in 

English, Math, Attendance, and Behavior.   

  

English Language Arts  

 85% of students served by City Year received a minimum of 10 hours of small group or individual instruction to remediate reading deficiencies.   

 Growth: 58% of English focus list students across schools served by City Year demonstrated a year or more of growth according to Achieve 3000.  

  

Mathematics  

 83% of students served by City Year received a minimum of 10 hours of small group or individual instruction to remediate math deficiencies.  

 Growth: 52% of math focus list students across schools served by City Year demonstrated a year or more of growth according to iReady (for elementary & 

middle schools).  

  

School Partner Satisfaction According to survey results from DCPS teachers and principals:  

 95% of DCPS principals are satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of service provided by their City Year team.  

 90% of DCPS teachers are satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of service provided by their City Year team.  

 85% of DCPS principals agree or strongly agree that City Year members are well prepared for the work they do with their students.  

  

Whole School Culture & Climate  

 All 12 City Year teams support additional tutoring, mentoring, and enrichment for students through before and after school programming.  

 City Year leads extended learning programing at:  

o Edward H. White High School  

o William Raines High School 

o Ribault High School 

o Andrew Jackson High School  

o Highlands Middle School  

o Northwestern Middle School 

o The remaining 6 City Year teams are co-providers alongside of other community organizations within schools  

 Organized annual Martin Luther King Jr. Day of service at Northwestern Middle School, deploying 200 volunteers from across the community to complete 

service projects beautifying the school campus.  

 Hosted a variety of school wide events across all 12 schools which included some of the following: appreciation of administrations and teachers, FASFA 

sessions for parents and high schools students, mentoring of young women across high schools in collaboration with Generation WOW, fun, engaging 

learning activities in preparation for the Florida State Assessment, field trips to the Mandarin Museum, 300 students attending a Jacksonville Jaguars home 

game as part of the annual Honor Rows program.   

  

 

 

 



Alumni Pipeline into DCPS   

During the 2017-2018 school year, 14 City Year Jacksonville alumni were teachers and 1 a school counselor in schools across Duval County. 

 

DCPS Teacher Testimonial:  

“My City Year Member has a friendly spirit, works well with the students, and he takes pride in helping the students reach their full potential. They respect him, 

and all of them want to work with him. I’m usually not the one to recommend anyone, but Mr. Austin has made me rethink having another person in my 

classroom.”- DCPS Teacher, George Washington Carver Elementary    
 
The contract commitment is for $1,250,000 for twelve schools to be paid from Title I Funds.  City Year was scheduled to receive $1,200,000 from the district in 

2017-2018 but voluntarily agreed to lower their costs through the use of private funds to continue the program during the budget shortfall.  That is not an option 

for the 18-19 school year, and the organization will need the funding in order to continue to provide the same level of service for this school year.   

 

District Evaluation: 

 

Included below is a preliminary analysis of the City Year program for the 2017-2018 school year. Data for students from the 12 schools in which the City Year 

program operates were analyzed. Only students that were a survey 2-3 match were included in the analysis. Students in the City Year program were compared to 

their counterparts who were not in the program based on demographic characteristics, testing data, attendance, and discipline. Presented data extends to the first 

145 school days of each school year. Highlights of the comparison below include: 

 

 

 City Year and non-City Year students were similar demographically; however, only 4.07% of City Year students were students with a disability compared 

to 18.61% of non-City Year students. (Table 1) 

 

 City Year students increased their average Achieve mid-year growth by 20 Lexile Points when compared to the prior year. Non-City Year students had an 

increase of 6 points when compared to the same period. (Table 2) 

 

 City Year and non-City Year students showed minimal difference in their average iReady Math mid-year growth (Table 3). However, City Year students 

increased their average iReady Reading mid-year growth by 13 Scale Score points when compared to last year. Non-City Year students had an increase of 

4 points over the same period. (Table 4) 

 

 Both City Year and non-City Year students averaged 3 additional days absent when compared to last year. While both City Year and non-City Year 

students’ average attendance decreased this year, City Year students attended school at slightly higher rate than non-City Year students with attendance 

rates of 93.28% and 92.26% respectively. However, it is important to note that average attendance decreased across the school district as a result of 

additional weather closings and a stronger than typical flu season. (Table 5) 

 

 Of students who had at least 1 referral, both City Year and non-City Year students showed decreases in the average number of referrals received. City Year 

students averaged 2.33 Class I referrals this year compared to 2.38 last year while non-City Year students averaged 2.56 Class I referrals this year vs. 2.73 

last year. (Table 6) 

 



Students in the City Year program have shown initial increases in their mid-year test scores greater than students not in the City Year program, particularly 

Achieve and iReady Reading. Additionally, City Year students appear to have slightly better attendance. However, the analysis is limited in the data presently 

available.  

 
Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Students in the City Year Program 

 
# of 

Students 

Gender Race 

% SWD 

% 

Gifte

d 

% 

ELL 

% 

FRL 

% 

Fed 

504 % Male 

% 

Femal

e 

% 

America

n 

Indian 

% 

Asian 

% 

African 

America

n 

% 

Hispani

c 

% 

Mult

i 

Raci

al 

% 

Pacific 

Islande

r 

% 

White 

City Year 

Students 
1,500 53.47% 46.53% 0.13% 0.27% 91.93% 1.53% 

1.73

% 
0.00% 4.40% 4.07% 

0.07

% 

0.40

% 

91.67

% 

3.87

% 

Non-City 

Year 

Students 

4,761 50.79% 49.21% 0.06% 0.74% 87.29% 3.21% 
2.52

% 
0.06% 6.11% 18.61% 

0.15

% 

0.86

% 

90.63

% 

3.05

% 

 

Table 2: Average Growth in Achieve Lexile Scores from Baseline and Midyear for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 School Year 

 
# of 

Students 

Achieve Baseline 

1617 

Achieve Midyear 

1617 Change 

in Lexile 

1617 

Achieve Baseline 

1718 

Achieve Midyear 

1718 Change 

in Lexile 

1718 

Difference 

in Lexile 

Change 

1617 to 

1718 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Lexile 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Lexile 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Lexile 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Lexile 

City Year 

Students 
1,500 1,193 533 1,117 561 28 1,405 592 1,498 641 48 20 

Non-City 

Year 

Students 

4,761 3,671 658 3,435 686 28 3,969 729 4,501 763 34 6 

 

  



Table 3: Average Growth in iReady Math Scale Scores from Baseline and Midyear for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 School Year 

 
# of 

Students 

iReady Math 

Baseline 1617 

iReady Math 

Midyear 1617 Change 

in Scale 

Score 

1617 

iReady Math 

Baseline 1718 

iReady Math 

Midyear 1718 Change 

in Scale 

Score 

1718 

Difference 

in Scale 

Score 

Change 

1617 to 

1718 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

City Year 

Students 
1,500 1,240 455 1,150 457 3 1,060 457 999 465 8 5 

Non-City 

Year 

Students 

4,761 3,025 466 2,542 469 3 2,139 466 2,006 473 7 4 

 

Table 4: Average Growth in iReady Reading Scale Scores from Baseline and Midyear for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 School Year 

 
# of 

Students 

iReady Reading 

Baseline 1617 

iReady Reading 

Midyear 1617 Change 

in Scale 

Score 

1617 

iReady Reading 

Baseline 1718 

iReady Reading 

Midyear 1718 Change 

in Scale 

Score 

1718 

Difference 

in Scale 

Score 

Change 

1617 to 

1718 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

# with 

Scores 

Avg. 

Scale 

Score 

City Year 

Students 
1,500 514 479 543 495 16 364 483 357 512 29 13 

Non-City 

Year 

Students 

4,761 922 497 991 513 16 449 486 449 506 20 4 

 

  



Table 5: Attendance Rates through School Day 145 for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 School Year 

 

# of 

Student

s 1617 

Average 

Attendanc

e % 1617 

Averag

e Days 

Absent 

1617 

% 

Absen

t 0 

Days 

1617 

% 

Absen

t 1-5 

Days 

1617 

% 

Absen

t 6-10 

Days 

1617 

% 

Absen

t 11-19 

Days 

1617 

% 

Absen

t 20+ 

Days 

1617 

# of 

Student

s 1718 

Average 

Attendanc

e % 1718 

Averag

e Days 

Absent 

1718 

% 

Absen

t 0 

Days 

1718 

% 

Absen

t 1-5 

Days 

1718 

% 

Absen

t 6-10 

Days 

1718 

% 

Absen

t 11-19 

Days 

1718 

% 

Absen

t 20+ 

Days 

1718 

City 

Year 

Student

s 

1,467 94.75% 7 12.20% 40.49% 25.02% 17.38% 7.16% 1,500 93.28% 10 6.00% 34.20% 23.93% 24.00% 11.87% 

Non-

City 

Year 

Student

s 

4,446 94.39% 8 18.33% 42.06% 22.20% 15.59% 8.91% 4,761 92.26% 11 6.13% 35.06% 21.93% 20.52% 16.36% 

 
 

Table 6: Average Number of Referrals through School Day 145 for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 School Year 

 # of 

Students 

1617 

Avg. # of 

Class I 

Referrals 

1617 

Avg. # of 

Class II 

Referrals 

1617 

Avg. # of 

Class III 

Referrals 

1617 

Avg. # of 

Class IV 

Referrals 

1617 

Avg. 

# of 

ISSP 

1617 

Avg # 

of 

OSSP 

1617 

# of 

Students 

1718 

Avg. # of 

Class I 

Referrals 

1718 

Avg. # of 

Class II 

Referrals 

1718 

Avg. # of 

Class III 

Referrals 

1718 

Avg. # of 

Class IV 

Referrals 

1718 

Avg. 

# of 

ISSP 

1718 

Avg # 

of 

OSSP 

1718 

City 

Year 

Students 

1,467 2.38 2.24 1.02 1.00 2.05 1.49 1,500 2.33 2.07 1.21 0 1.82 1.50 

Non-

City 

Year 

Students 

4,446 2.73 2.42 1.20 1.00 2.25 1.62 4,761 2.56 2.21 1.10 1.00 2.06 1.50 

*Average number of referrals for students with at least 1 referral 

 

  

The program is a necessary support to schools that work to bridge the gap in high- poverty communities between the support the students in the communities 

actually need and what their schools are designed to provide. The program provides in school and in class support to students, parents, teachers, and school 

leadership in some of the most challenged learning environments.  

 



  
 

 

Recommendation: 

Based on this preliminary data, it is recommended that the City Year program continue in the 2018-2019 school year. 

 


