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Introduction

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

steps in place to build an Outof-School Time(OST)Funders Network over the past yeat ' & %6 O A A& (
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 serse, the involvement of grantmakers in oubf-school time is nothing new: philanthropic
individuals and institutions have alwaysdonated to the settlement houses, drogin clubs, summer camps
and child care programs that historically watched over children dting their non-school hours. Yet over the
past few decades, education grantmakers have played a key role in supporting the evolution of the-ofi#t
school time field from a mix of disparate efforts into an essential component of education and youth
development. The relatively new field of out-of-school time researchhas established through multiple
studies that youth do benefitz academically, developmentally, physically, and sociallyfrom participating

in high quality out-of-schooltime programs. Supportal by a growing infrastructure of city and sate-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 leaaship 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 developmerdl supports that

all young people need to successfully transition to adulthoodhallenges aboung in reaching underserved
populations, increasing quality, 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 increase its reach and realize its
potential.

To help catalyze increased effectiveness of OST grantmalrGFE has taken the following steps to inform
the field and support funders inestablishing a network:

A Undertaking and disseminating a 2004 survey of odbf-school time funders;

A Convening a series of meetings to discuss network potential and direction av2007-2008;
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Conference and

A Hosting a fall 2008 webinarfocused onthe management and administrative capacity needs of out

of-school time and youthorganizations.
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and after school, in the evenings, weekends, and summer; in school buildings or comsettiitys; run by schools or community
organizations, serving children and youtiK



Forty funders came together during the fall 2008 GFE conference to discuss the next steps in establishing a
funders network. Two major points of consensus emerged from that meeting: 1) funders wanted to know
more about their peers and theoverall field; and 2) an updated map of the field would also serve the

purpose of ensuring that the emerging network best meets the needs of grantmakers.

This 2009 Out of School Time Funders survey updates the 2004 effort and provides a useful bafse
information on which to considera funders network.

2008 GFE OST FUNDERSURVEY RESULTSee pages 9 through 17 for detailed charts)

In December 2008, the GFE Owutf-School Time Funders Networldistributed a survey to 252 grantmakers.

The survey list included GFE members who have indicated they fundrare interested in funding outof-

school time; anda smaller group of nonRGFE memberswho have indicated an interest in the GFE OST
Network. The survey had two primary goals: 1)t O OEAA A AOOGEKIAD AGI OB 1/ £401
updating and expanding an initial 2004 effort; and2) to inform the development of the emerging OST
Funders Network.Seventyfive grantmakers from this original data setresponded, for a 30% response rate

Sixty-five of the responderts indicated that they currently invest in out-of-school time.

Respondents to the 2008 GFE OST Fuders Survey:

A Are dominated by private and family foundations:  Together, private foundations (44%) and
family foundations (25%) made upmore 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 Are diverse in geographic focus: The geographic scope oDST 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 $D0K-$500K.

A Devote most of their grantmaking dollars to issues other than OST : For 87% of grantmakers,
out-of-school time makes upt0% or less of their total grantmaking.

A Plan to level fund or modestly decrease OST grants in 2009 . Just over half (52.86) 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 weremost likely to
report stability in their OST grant funds (6246 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, weare primarily interested in increasing our
understanding of how education grantmakers approach the field of out-of-school time. Qur small
respondent group iscomprised primarily of GFE memberg organizations who seltidentify as education
grantmakers, and who have shown an interest isonnecing with and learning from othersby joining GFE.
When we approached the task of analyzinghe survey datg we were not looking for definitive answers;
rather we were looking for key issues that raised new questions. We hope these issues and the questions
they raise can serve as a good starting point on which to scaffold further engagement, discussion, regearc
and knowledge building.



KEY FINDINGS

Whether funders seek academic achievement and/ or youth development, their strategies often
converge

The most common outcomes grantmakers seek for youth through their OST grants are

1. improved academic achievementq0%);
2. increased access to enrichments sudms STEM, arts and musi&8%); and
3. positive youth development (71%).

This result tracks very similar to the 2004 survey, in which 86% of respondents named academic
achievement and 72% of respondents namegromoting positive youth development as major funding
goals(access to enrichments wasot included as a choice in the 2004 survey)

That academic achievement was clearly the dominant goal of the respondent group was not surprising,
given that the pool 8 comprised mostly of education funders. What is more notable is the convergence of
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A Arts and music access was a priority investment across dl three groups of grantmakersz those
with top goals ofacademic achievement, youth development, @ccess to enrichment

A Leadership developmen t was cited as an investment focus by¥0% of funders with youth
development goalsand 43% of funders with academic achievement goals.

A Access to STEMwas a key interest for 70% of funders focused on increasing enrichments, nearly
half of funders focused on academic achievement, antbse to 40% of fundersoverall.

A Literacy enrichment was chosen as a focuby 70% of academic achievement funders and 40%f
funders with access to enrichment as a top goal.

These results raise a number of interesting questions and possible arefas exploring collaborative activity

z especially in relation to the role of OST in education reform. With time for arts, musiaa science in many
public schools diminishing in response to high stakes English and math assessments, OST programs that
focus on providing youth with these enrichments may become increasingly importantOST programsg

with their multi -age groupings, timefor in-depth exploration, and relaxed atmosphere- can be ideal
spaces to pursuethese enrichments in ways that public schools areot. Dissemination of effective
curricula and workforce development strategies related to arts, music and STEM content mag areas that

are ripe for funder discussion and collaboration.

Local, regional and national grantmakers are investing in intermediaries and field building

More than half of respondents (52%) support OST fieldbuilding by providing grants to intermediary
organizations. The question concerning intermediaries was worded as followsDo you support OST field
building activities by directing grants to intermediary organizations (for activities such as workforce
development, advocacy, etc.)?

Two-thirds of family and national foundationsand half of local foundations fund intermediariesGrants to
intermediaries focusedon:

Dissemination of best practices (8%)

Policy development and advocacy50%)

Program evaluation (47%)

Increasing &cess for underserved youth{47 %)
Curriculum development and dissemination (4%)
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The interest in funding intermediaries signals that for thissubsection of OST grantmakers, there is broad
understanding of the need toinvest in infrastructure that the OST fieldneeds to sustain andgrow over
time. Further mapping, discussion and analysis could delve into questions such as:

A Whattypes of intermediaries arebeing funded (government agencies or nojprofits)?

A How are funders evaluating the impactof these investments, and would they wicome
opportunities to compare outcomes andshare effective practices?

A Are there untapped opportunities for intermediary collaboration? particularly focused on policy
development andadvocacy-- which a funders network could possibly support?

A Because iterest in funding intermediaries cuts across geographic scop@ye there opportunities
for national, regional, state and local foundations to jointly support irgrmediary efforts?
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funders? Are there opportunities for building connections and sharing knowledge among funders
and among intermediaries?

Funders are very interested in disseminating best practices
The surveyrespondents arevery interested in disseminating best practiceson several levels:

A Among intermediaries and OST programs: 68% of the funders providing support to

A Among grantmaking colleagues: When askedto prioritize opportunities for knowledge building
within the emerging funders network, 98% of fundersrated build knowledge through dissemination
of best practices and ongoing challenges of funders in @SVery (80%) or somewhat (18%) useful.

A Among grantmakers and their grantees : & 0T AAOO Al 01 OAT OAA Ai OE OAD;
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technical assistance and training.

Taken together, these results suggest@roup of funders eager to engage together in improving the impact
and effectiveness of their grantmakingand building their knowledge of the field Yet despite thishigh
interest, nearly half the funders skipped the question that askedVhere do you turnto gain and share

knowledge to improve your support of owudf-school time efforts?The OST funders network could potentially
fill that gap.

Funders want to build k nowledge ANDcollaborat e

There is a very high level of interest in a funders networlg out of 65 OST funders who completed the
survey, only three were definitely not interested in the OST network. Fiftgeven percent were definitely )
interested and theremaining respondentswantto ET T x I T OA AAT OO0 OEA 1T AOx1 OEGO

Respondents ranked their reasons for participation in an oudbf-school time funders network. The
following reasons were cited as a first or second priority:

Build my knowledge of the field (7®6 of respondents);

Learn what others are funding (57%);

Colaborate with my colleagues (3%);

Participate in technical assistance and trainingp improve OST grantmaking (336).

> > > >



The high interest in knowledge building signals this is an area where the network would gain éhmost
traction initially.

As noted above, when asked to prioritize opportunities for knowledge building98% of funders rated
dissemination of best practices and ongoing challenges of funders in &SvVery (80.5%) or somewhat
(18%) useful. Ninety-one percent of fundersrated ongoing mapping of the fieldsvery (40%) or somewhat
(51%) useful.

Content Area Priorities

Funders were asked to name their top three priorities for content @as the network might focus on among
a list of 12 issues. The dataplit definitively into high interest and low interest areas. Thehigh interest
areaswere:

Financing/sustainability

Expanding acces for underserved populations
Quality improvement
Evaluations/standards/outcomes

Policy development and advocacy

Roleof OST in k12 reform
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Leadership, workforce development, the role of OST in youth development, the role of OST in expanded
learning time, and curricula development and staff training in specififocus areas were chosen bfewer
funders. This clear split povides network planners with a definitive list of high interest topics on which to
focus.

Participation in the Network

The survey had 65 respondents who identified themselves as OST funde@verall, the findings of the
survey reinforced the major the mes that emerged during the early network development activities.

There is strong interest in a network. The survey askedthe respondents if they were open to being
contacted directly to discuss their participation in the network.Out of 65 respondents, oly three (5%)
indicated theywished to not be contacted

Respondents ranked their reasons for participation in an oudbf-school time funders network. The
following reasons were cited as a first or second priority:

Build my knowledge of the field (79.2% of respondents);

Learn what others are funding (57.7%);

Collaborate with my colleagues (52.9%);

Participate in technical assistance and training to improve OST grantmaking (32.6%).

> > > >

It is notable that more than halfthe respondents chose collaborationz a clearly separate choice from
knowledge building z as their first or second priority for the network. Collaboration was also a key theme

coming out of the early network development activities; however these were domated by funders who

are probably more interested and engaged in the idea of the network than the members of the larger
survey list. 2 AOPT T AAT 008 DOEI OEOEAOG &I O Ai 11 AAT OAQET T xAC(
funders to find collaborative partnrA 008 AT A OOOAZLZZEIT C x1 OECOI 6O OEAO A

Funders were asked to rate specific approaches in each of those four areas as very useful, somewhat useful
or not useful. By far the most popular choice for focusing network activitis was tobuild knowledge
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through disseminating best practices and sharing ongoing challenges of funders in OST,with 98% of
funders who responded to the question (82% of respondents overall) rating this as very (80.5%) or
somewhat (18%) useful. Knowledge building z at least as a starting point- was a theme that resonated
through the earlier development activities.

Other potential knowledge-building activities that rated highly with respondents:

A Ongoing mapping of the fieldwas rated as very (40%) or smewhat (51%) useful by 91% of
respondents.

A Facilitating knowledge building on topics of interest was rated as very (63%) or somewhat (32%)
useful by 95% of respondents.

Funders were least likely to cite participation in training and technical assistancas an important reason to
join an OST funders network. When asked about specific areas of training/technical assistance they would
find useful, the higher ratings were clustered around research and evaluation.

Variation in Network Answers by Foundation Sc ope and Reach

National foundations were more likely to choose collaboration as a first (44%) or second (25%) priority
and less likely to choose technical assistance and training as a reason to participate in the network than the
overall respondent group. However building knowledge was alsa strong choice for national funders, as
73% of this group rated building knowledge as their first (33%) or second (40%) priority. National funders
were more likely to want the network to be a forum for finding collaborative partners than the overall

group.

Local foundations were less likely to choose collaboration as a first (21%) or second (25%) priority,
instead focusing their support around building their knowledge of the field as the main reason for
participating in a funders network. Eightyfive percent of local funders chose building knowledge as their
first (62%) or second (23%) reason for joining the network. Like the overall group, local funders
as very useful) and Cadilitating knowledge building on topics of interesB(67% rated this activity as very
useful).

Regional foundations were also less likely to choose collaboration, although this was a very small cohort
of respondents to the surey (n=5). No regional foundations cited collaboration as their top priority, while
25% chose collaboration as their second priority for joining the network. Regional foundations prioritized
knowledge building (60% cited this as their top priority and 20% & their second priority).

Statewide foundations were split almost evenly on these reasons for participating: collaborating,
knowledge building and learning what others are funding. Like the overall group, they prioritized the focus
A O A A Gissémigatiéh Af best practices, ongoing challenges of funders in OX¥0% cited this asvery
useful) and Cadiitating knowledge building on topics of interes(75% cited this asvery useful).

Next Steps for GFE and the OST Network

The extensive early network development work and the OST survey results have created the foundation for
GFE andOST grantmakergo move from network development to network creation, if they wish to do so
One of the strengthsz and also the challengeg of an OST network will be the rich diversity of goals,
strategies and approaches grantmakers bring to the field.

It is useful at this point to name a few of the best practices in the field of funder collaboration and ensure
that we have these as a touchpot as we take the next step. It is encouraging that these best practices are
aligned with the key success drivers identified in the September 2008 meeting



1. Setting clear values and goals Successful networks takethe time to do this and to find early
agreement about decisiormaking structures and operational structures.

Strong relationships with trust and accountability, increase the potential of the group.
An equal voicés given to all collaborative participants.

There is transparency among the padpants- The collaboration meets the self interest of both the
participants and the group. Organizations are honesind transparent about their selfinterest, and
tEAOA EO A Al AAO O AAOOO Araking tagacitiesandipaweE withintheil 06 O
personal organizations.

5. Excellent communication- A deliberate structure is established to ensure clear, timely and
consistent communication.

Structuring the Network

If the network intends to attract participation from z and offer benefit to z a vaiety of funders, GFE
proposes that it be structured, at least initiallyto support knowledge building an d sharing as a central
function, while creating a scaffold for collaborations to emerge and spin off to develop on their own.

Under this model the netvork stays focused on being a venue where deeper collaborations can emerge but
attention to those collaborations would not draw away from the core mission, which is to support a robust
community that shares and learns togethetbroadly. Over time the network could evaluate whether it
should provide deeper forms of support for these collaborations based on its evolving role and the success
of the activities it supports.

This model aligns well with the survey results, which show that funders wanta participate in a network

that offers knowledge building, dissemination of best practices, and a forum for discussing successes 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 number of funders who are interested in moving

beyond knowledge building to intentional collaboration. Instead of staffing specific collaborative efforts
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incubate collaborations, providing support so they can coalesce and exist outside the network.

Implementation Scenario

" & %6 O B OT gt QuAilmmeBiddely ©rbating content and program, with aropen andinformal group
of funders providing advice and guidance 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 consigent electronic
newsletter with network information and updates.

4. Develo topical strands related to at least three of theDT B EOAI O EAAT OEEZEAA E
Survey. Activities mayinclude conference calls, webinars, workshops at GFE and other conferences.

Financing/sustainability

Expanding access for underserved populations
Quiality improvement
Evaluations/standards/outcomes

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

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

6. Through strategic engagement, whether ontie or through conference calls and kperson meetings,
AEC AAADAO ET O 4&01 AAOOGS8 APDPOT AAE OI OEA ZEEAI Ah
the network activities provide deep opportunities for engagement as opposed to the more surface
oriented initial work.

After a year, the network could reevaluate the question of governance, and alsehether 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

next steps with interested funders, with the goal of finalizing the network work plan by the end of April
20009.



OST Funders Survey Charts

Type of
Grantmaking
Organization

Geographic
Scope of OS
Grantmaking

0% 1%

B Private foundation

@ Family foundation

[ Corporate foundation or giving program

B Community foundation

M Public charity with significant grantmaking efforts

0 Operating foundation

[ Research institution

W Pooled grantmaking fund/venture philanthropy

[ Government agency

W Other

M Local

M State

M Regional

H National

M International




Annual OST
Grants Budget

Size of Average
OST Grani

Over S5 million

S1 million - S5
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Percent of
Total Grants Budge:
Devoted to OST

% Decreaseni
2009 OST

Budget due to
Economic
Downturn
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Top Priority
OST
Grantmaking
Goals

Focus Areas foi
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
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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
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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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Evaluation
Strategies

OST Targe
Population

Collection and review of grantee reports

Internal review of data related to specific
success indicators

Hiring consultants to conduct 3rd party
evaluations

Long term tracking of impact

Other

Anonymous suveys of grantees

Comparing our impact against the impact of
other foundations
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Top Priority
Issues for

the OST
Network

Top Reasons tc
Participate in

DC9Qa
Network

60

50

40

30

20

10

Collaborate with my Build my knowledge of Learnwhat othersare Participate in training/TA
colleagues the field funding to improve my
grantmaking

EFirst mSecond MThird ™ Fourth
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