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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

In response to the growing interest of its membership, Grantmakers for Education has put tfmundational

steps in place to build an Oubf-School Time(OST) Funders Network over the past yeat ' & %6 O A A&EI (
align with the increasing attention of educators, policymakers, public sector leaders, researchers and

others in the potential of outof-school time programs to positively impact the learning and development of

children and youth.

In one sense, the involvement of grantmakers in oubf-school time is nothing new: philanthropic
individuals and institutions have alwaysdonated to the settlement houses, dropin clubs, summer camps
and child care programs that historically watched over children during their norschool hours. Yet over the
past few decades, education grantmakers have played a key role in supporting the evolution of the-otit
school time field from a mix of disparate efforts into an essential component of education and youth
development. Therelatively new field of out-of-school time researchhas established through multiple
studies that youth do benefitz academically, developmental}, physically, and socially from participating

in high quality out-of-schooltime programs. Supported by a growing infrastructure of city and stte-based
intermediaries, out-of-school time programs have attracted increased funding, improved quality, and
increased scale, to varying degrees, across the country.

In early 2009, as new federal education leadership charts a course toward improving educational equity for
all children, the outof-school time field canplay an increasingly important role. Participation in high
guality programs can help to close achievemergaps and provide the critical developmental supports that
all young people need to successfully transition to adulthoodhallenges aboung in reaching underserved
populations, increasing qualiy, building sustainable financing and sound public policy, developing a skilled
and stable workforce, and measuring the positive impact of program participation. GFE members have
been foremost among foundations investing and leading this young field to irease its reach and realize its
potential.

In multiple conversations facilitated by GFE over the past yeateading OST funders have made clear their
desire to create a network within GFE dedicated to building knowledge, sharing effective practices, and
forging collaborative efforts among the OST grantmaking communityTo ensure that this desire for a
network resonated with a significant number of funders, and to provide the field with information about
OST funding practices,GFE undertookan online survey at the end of 2008 Sixtyfive OST funders
completed the survey (out of a total survey list of 272 which included GFE OST funders and other OST
funders who had expressed interest in a network).
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and after school, in the evenings, weekends, and summer; in school buildings or community settings; run by schools or community
organizations, serving children and youth K-12.



Survey Findings (see page < for detailed charts)
Respondents to the 2008 GFE OST Funders Survey:

A Are dominated by private and family foundations: Together, private foundations (44%) and
family foundations (25%) made up more than two thirds of the respondent pool. The remainder
was composed of public charities (9.5%)and smaller numbers of corporate, community and
operating foundations, pooled funds and government agencies

A Arediverse in geographic focus: The geographic scope of OST grantmakers who responded to the
survey is diverse. About half (52%) are local grantmakers,126 identified themselves as statewide;
8% asregional, 24% as national and 9% as international.

A Provide average grants that are relatively small: Two thirds of respondents reported that their
average OST grant is less than $100K (with 44% less than $50K).

A Have OST grant portfolios that range from under $50K to over $5 million, with the largest
cluster of respondents (30%) reporting portfolio size between $10&K-$500K.

A Devote most of their grantmaking dollars to issues other than OST: For 87% of grantmakers,
out-of-school time makes up 40% or less of their total grantmaking.

A Plan to level fund or modestly decrease OST grants in 2009. Just over half (52.%) of
respondents said their OST grants will decline in 2009 as &sult of the economic downturnz but
43.5% of those noted that the decline will be less than 5%. Family foundations were most likely to
report that their OST grants will decline in 2009 (71%); while local foundations were most likely to
report stability in their OST grant funds (61% reported no decline next year).

This survey does notz and was not meant to-- speak with quantitative authority about all OST
grantmakers nationwide. At this early stage of our work, we are primarily interested in increasing our
understanding of how education grantmakers approach the field of owof-school time. Our small

respondent group is comprised primarily d GFE memberg organizations who selfidentify as education

grantmakers, and who have shown an interest inonnecting with and learning from others by joining GFE.
When we approached the task of analyzing the survey data, we were not looking for defiadi answers;

rather we were looking for key issues that raised new questions.

Key findings 0f2008 Out of School Time Funders Survey include:

1. Whether funders seek academic achievement and/ or positive youth development, their
strategies often converge. Arts and music accessleadership development,access to STEM and
literacy enrichmentwere top program strategies cited by respondents.

2. Local, regional and national grantmakers are investing in intermediaries and field building.
Grants to intermediaries bcused on dissemination of best practices, plicy development and
advocacy, program evaluation, ricreasing acess for underserved youth, and wriculum
development and dissemination

3. Funders are very interested in disseminating best practices on several Evels: among
intermediaries and OST programs, among grantmaking colleagues, and among grantmakers and
their grantees.

4. Funders want to build k nowledge and collaborat e. For the 62 (out of 65) respondentswho
showed interest in the network,the top reasonsfor participating were to: build knowledge of the
field, learn what others are funding,and mllaborate with colleagues.



Network Next Steps

The extensive early network development work and the OST survey results have created thandation for
GFE and OST grantmakets move from network development to network creation. One of the strengthsy
and also the challengeg of an OSTnetwork will be the rich diversity of goals, strategies and approaches
grantmakers bring to the field.If the network intends to attract participation from z and offer benefit toz a
variety of funders, GFE proposes that ibe structured, at least initially,to support knowledge building
and sharing as a central function, while creating a scaffold for collaborations to emerge and spin off
to develop on their own.

This model aligns well with the survey results, which show thatunders want to participate in a network

that offers knowledge building, dissemination of best practices, and a forum for discussirsgiccesses and
challenges related to the pressing issues facing the field (survey respondents clearly identified six issues on

which to focus initial work). There are also a significant numberof funders who are interested in moving

beyond knowledge buildihg to intentional collaboration. Instead of staffing specific collaborative efforts
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incubate collaborations providing support so they carcoalesce and exisbutside the network.

funders providing advice and guidancez rather than create a formal steering committee or governance
structure. The network could include the following elements in its first year workplan:

1. Engage in outreach and membership recruitment both for the OST Network and for GFE.
2. Build strategic relationships among edication grantmakers andcommunities interested in OST.

3. Develop a set ofpromotional materials about the network and produce a consistentlectronic
newsletter with network information and updates.

4. Develm topical strands related to at least three of thedT ® EOAI O EAAT OEZAEAA E
Survey. Activities mayinclude conference calls, webinars, workshops at GFE and other conferences.
The top issues were:

Financing/sustainability

Expanding access for underserved populations

Quality improvement

Evaluations/standards/outcomes

Policy development and advocacy
A The role of OST in KL2 reform

5. Create and maintain @ OAOAT AA 11 ' & willGerve Asfapiatt@rin fox fel&tiAnEhip-
building, engagement and knowledgasharing among those edud#on grantmakers interested in
and/or funding OST.

6. Through strategicengagement, whether online or through conference calls and-jperson meetings,
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the network activities provide deep opportunities for engagement as opped to the more surface
oriented initial work.

> > > > >

After a year, the network could reevaluate the questionof governance, and alsavhether it should

provide deeper forms of support for emergingcollaborations by perhaps staffing contentfocused

workgroups (similar to the Youth Transitions Funders Group model)GFE looks forward to discussing
these proposed neksteps with interested funders, with the goal of finalizing the network work plan by
the end of April 2009.



OST Funders Survey Charts

Type of
Grantmaking
Organization

Geographic
Scope of O
Grantmaking

B Private foundation

@ Family foundation

[ Corporate foundation or giving program

B Community foundation

M Public charity with significant grantmaking efforts
0 Operating foundation

M Research institution

W Pooled grantmaking fund/venture philanthropy
[ Government agency

W Other

M Local

B State

H Regional

W National

M International
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Top Priority OST
Grantmaking Goals

Focus Areas fol
OverallProgram
Grants

60

M First m Second MW Third

Direct program costs

Increasing program quality (through staff
development, curricula...

Increasing access for underserved populations
{low-income), racial/ethnic minorities, etc.)

General operating costs

Increasing program size through expansion or
replication to new sites

Increasing alignment with schools

Identifying and measuring outcomes

Building management/administrative capacity
of provider {finance, HR, information...

Other

Facilities maintenance/acquisition

50




FocusAreas for
Program
Content

Focus Areas fo
Intermediary
Grants

Arts/Music

Literacy achievement
STEM

Leadership development
College awareness/preparation
Mentoring

Sports and physical activity
Social skills/self -efficacy
Civic engagement
Health/nutrition

Career exploration

Other

o

1

o
[
o
w
o

40

Dissemination of best practices

Policy development and advocacy

Program evaluation

Curriculum development/dissemination
Increasing access for underserved youth
Sustainability planning and training for grantees
Workforce development

Data collection/dissemination

Public awareness

Technology

Other
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Top Reasons tc
Participate in

DC9 Qa
Network

Top Priority
Issues for

the OST
Network
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