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21 Century community Iearnmg centers
(Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act of 1965, Title X, part )

FY 2001 Authorization ($000$). To be determined.

Budget Authority ($000s):
000 20010 - . Change
$453,377 " $1,000,000 - +§546,623

' The GEPA extension expires Septembér 30, 2000; new authorizing legistation is proposed.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The 2‘1 st Century Commumty Learnmg Centers program supports grants to local educational
agencies (LEAs) on behalf of public elementary or secondary schools that are located in inner
cities and rural areas and serve communities that have a high proportion of low-achieving
students, lack resources to establish effective after-school programs, or have other significant
needs that are germane to this program. The grants made under this program enable

~ communities to establish or expand community learning centers that provide activities offering
significant expanded learning opportunities, such as before- and after-school programs, for
children and youth in the community. These centers may also offer a variety of other services
that benefit the educational, health, social semce cultural, and recreatlonal needs of thear
communities.

Under the current law, the Department makes competitive grants directly to eligible LEAs.
Assistance must be equitably distributed among the States and among urban and rural areas of
the United States. Grants are for 3 years and must be made for at least $35,000 annually, and
priority must be given to projects that offer: 1) a broad selection of services that address the
needs of the community, and 2) ssgmf icant, expanded learning opportunities for children and
youth in the community. ,

Aside from expanded Ieammg Opportunmes oenters must aiso provide at least four of the
following types of services: literacy éducation programs; senior citizen programs; children’s day
care services; integrated education, health, social service, recreational, or cuitural programs;
summer and weekend school programs in conjunction with recreation 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 from secondary school, regardless of the age of
the individual; and services for individuals with disabilities.

A-4
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21* Century commumty learning centers

Funding levels for the past 5 fiscal yt;ars w'ere;

) ($000s) -
996 i $750
1997 e e 1,000
1988t - 40,000
1999 vt : 200,000
2000, e 453,377

FY 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

The Department requests $1 billion for the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program
in fiscal year 2001, an increase of $546.6 million over the 2000 level. At this level, the program
would support about 10, 000 ¢enters’ servmg 2.5 million students

As in past years, the 21st Century program, in fiscal year 2001, would focus on provision of
after-school learning opportunities, particularly for children most in need of a safe environment
and supptemental academic assistance. The response to the expansion of the program
beginning in fiscal year 1998 demonstrates the strong demand nationally for after-school
programs. That year, the Department réceived 1,965 applications, requesting over $540 million
in funding and proposing $331 million in matching funds. The significant increase in 1999 again
garnered tremendous interest from schools, with over 2,000 applications received requesting
almost $900 million. Public opinion polls also demonstrate strong public support for programs of
school-based enrichment programs dunng after-schoo! hours.

This program is currently undergoing reauthorization, During the remainder of the
reauthorization process, the Administration intends to work with Congress to obtain enactment
of a bill that: (1) converts this authority to a formula grant program once it reaches an
appropriaté funding level (except that the Department would continue to administer the direct
grants made prior to the conversion); (2) requires States to distribute funds within the State
through competitive subgrants; (3) allows States to use up to 10 percent of their formula
allocations to make awards to commtinity-based organizations; (4) requrres States, in making
competitive grants, to give priority to applications from LEAs that are in Title | “corrective action”
or “schacl improvement” status; (5) requires grantees to pay 50 percent of the cost of any
project; (B) requires that local projects take place principally in a public elementary or secondary
school building; and (7) provides the Secretary with the authority to reserve up to 2.5 percent of
the appropnatnon for nationat activities such as evaluation and technical assistance.

The Administration’s proposal to give a funding priority to schools in Title | corrective
action or school improvement status would direct funds to schools that have the greatest
need for extended learning services. Recent research has found that effective schools
use extended learning time in reading and mathematics to improve student
achievement. In a 1997 study of high- and low-performing elementary schools in
Maryland, researchers found that the most successful schools were seeing consistent

academic gains as a resu!t of extended-day programs. The 1999 study by The
Qducatron Trust, Dfopalfmg the Myth: High-Moverty Schools Cxceudmy Expoulatiuns,
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found that 86 percent of the high-performing, high-pbverty schools offered exténded
instructional time i m reading and 66 percent in mathematlcs

Despite the proven effectiveness of extended tearnmg time programs few students in
Title | schoois are benefiting from such programs. The Department’s 1999 report,
Promising Results, Continuing Challenges: The Final Report of the National
Assessment of Title I, found that only 11 percent of students in Title | schools were
served by extended leaming time programs during the school year. Summer programs
served only 19 percent of Title I students. A survey of Title | school principals
conducted during the 1997-98 school year found that the average after-school program
in a Title | school operated for only an average of one hour per day; the average before-
school program operated for les’s than one hour per day. ‘

Centers are able to provide a \mde range of academ:c services for students partscularly
in the core subject areas, that are directly linked to students’ classroom needs. Over
three-quarters of the currently funded centers offer, or plan to offer, tutoring and
homework assistance. Most offer a'combination of after-school, before-school, summer,
and weekend activities. For example, the Tucson Unifi ed School District has created
Project Sano y Salvo (Safe and Sound), which provides approximately 1,000 students in
grades 6-8 with academic tutoring, enrichment in math, science, reading, writing, and -

technology, summer school, homework assistance, and expanded library and computer

lab access. This project will provide services in three middie schools during afternoons,
evenings, and weekends.

In addition to facilitating 'childrenfs academic development, the 21% Century Community
Learning Centers program provides a means by which the Department can address
other problems that are critical for the well-being of our Nation’s youth and communities:

» Promoting healthier attitudes towards school and the community

According to Safe and Smart, a publication of the Departments of Education and
Justice, children who come home to an empty house are at a higher risk for drug,
“alcohol, and tobacco use; delinquent behavior; viclent victimization; and i injury than

. their peers who are supervised after school. Communlty learning centers can
provide & wide range of mentoring and counseling services to help improve student

- behavior and attitudes, including providinig services relating to violence prevention,
conflict résolution, and improved self-esteem. Research clearly shows that positive
and sustained interactions with adults contribute to the overall development of young
people and their achievement in school. ,

An important benefit of this program is increasing student safety and reducing
~juvenile crime rates. According to the American Academy of Pediatrics, recent
studies show that adolescents who are unsupervised after school are more likely to
use alcohol and other drugs. Studies by the FBI and youth-advocacy groups have
- found that the peak hours for juvenile crime and victimization are from 2 to 6 p.m. on

school days -- hours when youth are most often without supervision. Community
learning centers provide a safe haven for youth supervised activities, and services

A6
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focusing on cnme wolence and substance abuse prevenﬂon For example the
Lighted Middle Schools program in Salem, Oregon, is providing students with field -
trips, club and recreational activities, and after-school math, English as a second
language, and computer classes. This summer, seventh-grade students participated
in “BLAST (Bringing Law Enforcement and Students Together) Camp,” a week-long
program with activities such as gang resistance training and education in refusal
skills. :

Also, student motivation and mterest in learning can be improved through enrichment
activities in subjects such as music, art, and technology. Often, students are unable
to take these subjects as electives and cannot afford activities outside the school, but
the centers can provide these services. An analysis of grant applications found that -
89 percent of applicants planned to offer students activities designed to increase
their ability to use technology, and over haif of applicants planned to include art and
music activities in their programs

. Enhancmg community mvolvement and support

In addltlon to academic programs centers are providing students and members of
the community with comprehensive services such as recreational activities,

- technology training, parenting skills, and family literacy programs. Enhancing
coliaboration is an important objective of this program. The majerity of current
centers are already teaming up with community-based partners to deliver services.
Partners include local libraries, museums, businesses, and special interest clubs.
For example, the St. Louis Public Schools have teamed up with a large number of
higher education institutions, government agencies, and community organizations
such as the YMCA, YWCA, Boys and Girls Club, and Americorps. The program will
provide after-school and Saturday programs for 650 students in seven schools to
increase the academic performance of inner-city adolescents and develop
responsible decision-making skills regarding drug use and violence.

The Administration proposes that States be able to use up to 10 percent of their
allocations to make awards directly to CBOs, so long as their applications
demonstrated the concurrence of the affected local school districts. This
acknowledges the vital role that these organizations play in developing and’
maintaining healthy and safe communities. It also recognizes that, in'some
communities, CBOs may be better situated and equipped than schools to serve the
interests of the community and the purposes of this program.

In 2001, the Department plans to reserve approximately $10 million for national
activities, including funds for an on-going evaluation of the 21st Century Community
Learning Centers program, ‘While the need for intervention is clear, and there is strong
evidence that after-schooi programs have a positive impact on student outcomes, there
is a dearth of rigorous research and evaluation efforts in this area. For this reason, the
Department is funding a multi-year national evaluation — using rigorous methodologies —
to answer questions relating to program implementation, student access and -
participation, and student outcomes and impacts. The study will look at both in-school

AT
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and out-of-schoo! outcomes such as achlevement high school comp{etlon crime, and
drug use. A final report from this evaluatlon should be avaﬂable in the fall of 2001

SELECT ED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

This section presents selected program mformatlon, mcludmg goals; mdncators; targets; and,
where possible, an assessment of the progress made toward achieving and objectives and
program results. Achievement of targets is based on the cumulative effect of the resources
provided in previous years and those requested in FY 2001 and future years.

- Other performénce indicators and strategies for this program-are included in the Deﬁartment’s
Annual Performance Plan and Annual Program Performance Report:

Performance Goal: To enable rural and inner-city public elementary and secondary
schools, or consortia of such schools, to plan, implement, or expand projects that
benefit the educational, health, soccal service, cultural, and recreational needs of their
communmes <

Objective: Partlcxparits'm 21° Century Community Leaming Center 'prOQrams will
demonstrate educatmnal and socnal benefts and exhlbxt posmve behavioral changes

ndicater T [1989 zooo 2001 [ 2002

Students regularly participating in the program will
show contmuous improvement in achievement
through measures such as test scores, grades,
and/or teacher reports. Baseline mf'{ be established
in 2000. ,

Because this program is still in its early stages, the Department will not have data on this
indicator later in 2000. However, studies of similar programs reveal positive impacts on student
behavior. For example, a study of New York City housing projects found that those with Boys
and Girls Clubs on-site experienced a juvenile arrest rate that was 13 percent lower than
housing projects without such programs. Annual grantee reports and an external evaluation will
prov:de data for this indicator. ,

Objectlve 21° Century Community Learmng Centers will offer a range of hrgh-quahty
educatlonal developmental and recreatlonal servlces.

\
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| Indicator

More than 85 percent of centers will offer high-
quality services in at least one core-academic area,
| such as reading and literacy, mathematics, and
science. FY 1999 Baseline: 80.5 percent.

7999 ] 2000 | 2001

2002

85% - | 85%

85%

This indicator will be' measured by individual project reports, beginning in 1989. In the 1998 and
1999 competitions, the Department established a competitive priority for projects providing i
services in core subject areas. As a result, virtually all grantees will offer services in reading

and literacy, mathematics, and/or science. Based on a review of grantee applications in 1988,
87 percent of grantees proposed a reading component; 86 percent proposed a mathematlcs
component; and 72 percent proposed a science component.

Preliminary research on aﬁer~school programs indicates an increase in student achievement
when compared to past performance and to control groups made up of similar students not
participating in the programs. Studies of individual programs have found positive impacts on
grades, reading ability, attendance, homework completion, reduced grade retention and
placement in special education, and, zncreased graduation and enroliment in postsecondary

education.

PROGRAM OUTPUT MEASURES

{$000s)

Competitive Awards

New awards

Number of new awards -
Farmarked awards
Contmuatlon awards

" Number of continuation awards
Evaluation

Peer review of new award apphcattons

Total funding
New Awards

Amount for States
National activities '
Total funding !

Program awards and impact
- Total numbér of awards to districts
Total number of centers

Number of students served (estimate)

1999

$153127
359
$4,600
$40,190

99.

- $1,000
$1.083

$200,000-

QOO

458

1,601

- 400,000

CA-Q

2000 2001
$253,030 0
‘ 590 .

34,107 0
$192,481 $405,511

468 959

$2,268 0
$1,491 0
_$453,377 $405,511
0 $584,489
0 _$10.000
0 $594.,489
1,058 2322
3,961 10,045

862,000

2.455,330
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Halpmg Children in

America’s Poarest, Most Underserved Communities

WHAT WE HAVE ACCOMPLISHED FOR CHILDREN IN THE UNITED STATES

In early 1999, in partnership with Aguirre International, Inc,, a leading national youth program
evaluation organtzatlon Save the Children conducted an assessment of the Web of Support's
impact in the lives of children and youth following its first full year of operations. Encouraging,
often dramatic, and across-the-board resuits such as the following have atrengthened Save the
Children’s resolve to continue offering a program that helps chlidren (1) do better in school, (2)
. Jnake responsible Iffe cholces, and (3) give back to their familles, communities, and country:

5

nd In Connectictst, 46 percent of au youth in Save the Children's Get
Busy pragram :ncreasad at least one full letter grade level in 1998, and 87 parcent of all
chlldren demonstrated academic improvement. .

in San Frgnclsca. California, 63 percent of the participating middle schaol students at Save . |
the Children’s Sunset Youth Campalgn showed an increase in grades of one-half letter grade
or higher on their report carda

In Marks. Mississippl, homework asslstanca and skill development were offered to ch:ldren and
youth three days each week In schools at which a high percentage of students are heid back, Of
those involved, 89 percent passed to the next gradae level.

In QQ[LQC!Q&ISQHMZ 92 percent of the children who participate In Save the Children's
After-School Recreational Program measurably Improved such social skills as confiict
resolution, sensitivity to other people s feelings, sharing, taking turns, and fistening to
directions, , . .

At the Quitman County Davelapment Organization, also In Marks, Mississippi, Save the . .
Chlildren's Youth Credit Union focused on the children’s future by teaching applied math and
organizational skllls, with youths’ learning about the importance of savings, the way finances
work, methods for balancing checkbooks, and the principles of basic accounting.

At Save the Chlldren's Pine Manor Child Save Program In Ft. Myers, Florida, 81 percent
increaged their reading activities and/or Interest In education, This Web of Support partner also
Improved its abllity to offer youth safa places during nonschool hours by adding an alarm
system, exit and evacuation signs, food safety training, and a communication system with the
local sheriff's department. .

In Madison, Arkansas, the pementage of children and youth In the Save the Children Homework
Help Program who completed 81 to 100 percent of their homework assignments more than
doubled. The number of children and youth who performed at or ahove the norm in academic

~ subjects also increased from 76 percent to 96 percent.

Of our seven programs In inner ¢ities, 100 percent of our community partners stated an increase
In volunteers and matarials, and 88 percent reparted an Increase In technical assistance and/or
funding. Of our 42 rural programs, 82 percent of our partners saw an Increase in volunteers, 86
percent an increase in technlcal assistance, and 88 percent an increase in materials.

Sephember 1899
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Helping Children In H n
America’s Poorest, Most Underserved Communities 1 ﬁ

- 'HOW WE BENEFIT CHILDREN IN THE UNITED STATES

Save the Children bringe nearly 70 years of working in the United States to our new national out-
f-school-tlme Inltiative. That solld track record includes: '

. ‘Targetlng and working In the poorest communities in the United States, especially those with
poverty rates of 40 percent or more and per-capita incomes of $5,000 or less,

« Designing local innovations that become large-scala programs, such as Appalachia's school
lunch program during the Great Depression that has been adopted as a national model today.

» Providing |°n9;tem| solutions in rural, remote areas, including credting new community-based
organizations that focus on chilldren’s basic needs 1'or child care, day care, and after-schooi
care. ‘

The Need

In 1996, Save the Chiidren increased our commitment to America’s poorest familles by focusing
on a nationali crisis — children who are at risk when they are ‘unsupervised during their nonschool
hours:

» Nearly 14 mllllon 1 in 5~ American children under age 18 are growlng up below the poverty
line.

¢ Atleast § mlillon children ages 5-14 are unsupervisad gafter school.
« Some 20 percent of violent juvenile crime happéns on school days between 2 and 6 p.m.

= The high school dropout‘ rate exceeds 12 percent for al youth ages 16 and older.

Our Response .

In 19897, our out-uf-school-tlme program was plloted in 3 rural communities, serving 2,000 5-10-1 8-
‘rurai youth who live in dire poverty throughout Appalachia, the Mlaslsslppn Delta region, and
Natlve American reservations. By 1999 - just two years. later - the program had become so' .
effective and the need for it so great that today It reachas over 100,000 children in 100 of
Amerlca's poorest rural and urban communitles.

The Benefits '

By increasing children's access to caring adult mentory, safe places. and constructive activities
during their high-risk unsupervised hours, Save the Children Is helping America’s poorest girls
and boys: .

¢ Do better in school.
+ Make responsible life cholces.

+ Give back to their famllias, communities, an'd‘country‘
B v ' {continuad) .

W Savethe Children.
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The Value We Add : ' , - :
Save the Children’s out-of-school-time initiative benefits both the children and adult leaders in_
our programs. For children, activities include academic, cultural, and recreational enrichment, .
youth leadership development and internships, voluntesr opportunities, computer and job skills
training. For adults, actlvities are designed to strengthen thelr capacity to work with at-risk
youth and acquire the training, skills, and networking to eventually manage their programs on
their own so benefits to children continue over the long term, The value we add to these
programs is delivered by: :

Partnering at the local lavel with ovorhurdene& orgam:attons to strengthen their capacity to
better serve disadvantaged youth.

Providing training and assistance to community-based organizations to improve the guality
of their programs and teach them how to get the resources they need.

Using our reputation for high-quality, cost@ﬂﬂcﬁve programs for chiidren to identify and

_ provide gifts in kind, such as books, computer soﬂware, and prvotal resources from grants

we attract.

Offaring leadership training, Intemnships, and volunteer opportunities to help children

develop an effective voice In their own future and Iaarn how to give back to their .

communities and country.

Conducting program outcome evaluation to measure make sure that programs’ results match
their goals and that the most children receive the maximum beneflts.

Linking organizations on a local [evel to expand a network of services to more chiidren.

Connecting youth and adult leaders on a national lavel by pro\éndlng leadership training and

technical expertise, sharing best practices, and creating a national voice on the needs of US.

youth.

Networking organizations through conferences and the internet for an information exchange
in order to increase the quality and impact of their programs.

December 1999
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'ENDING SOCIAL PROMOTION THROUGH ACADEMICALLY RICH
EXTENDED LEARNING PROGRAMS

PREMISE:

» Ending social promotion is a top Administration Priority.

e Extended Learmning Programs are a key corhponent of the Administration’s
_ strategy to end social promotion.

¢ 21* Century Learning is the primary funding source for extended learning, but
as currently written, it lacks the academic focus necessary to address soc1al
promotion effectively. :

e Consequently, 21* Century Community Learning Centers Policy
Guidelines should be rewritten with a more rigorous academic focus.

Ending the practice of social promotion has been identified by the White House and
the U.S. Department of Education as a top education priority.

“That is why I have repeatedly challenged states and school districts to end social
promotion—to require students to meet rigorous academic standards at key transition
points in their schooling, and to end the practice of promoting students without regard to
how much they have learned. As every parent knows, students must earn promotion
through effort and achievement, not simply by accumulating time'in school.” (President
Clinton, Memorandum to the Secretary of Education, February 1998).

-“Social promotion is an unacceptable response to the concern we all feel about the
problem of low achievement in our nation’s schools. The U.S. Department of Education
is committed to helping end social promotion by working with states, districts, and
schools to devise effective alternatives. Truly embracing the idea that all children can
learn—and making sure that all children do—requires that we all take resp0n51b111ty for
ending social promotion and help all students meet high expectatlons for learning.”
(Secretary Richard Riley, U.S. Depaﬂment of Education, “Taking Responsibility for -
Ending Social Promotion,”) .



A key component in the-Administration’s plan to end social promotion is mcreased
opportunities for extended learnmg

~ “Along with ending the practice of ending social promotion we must provide extra help
for children after school and in the summer so that we don’t just identify children as
failures, but instead say, ‘We’re going to glve you more help until you succeed.””
(President Clinton, July 1998).

“By intervening early in a child’s school career and targeting those students who need
intensive and tailored assistance, extended learning programs can help prepare students
academically and developmentally to move to the next grade.” (U S. Department of
Education, “Taking Respon51b111ty, 47)

Strategies for Ending Social Promotion
(U.S. Department of Education, “Taking Responsibility,” 10)

e Set clear objectives for students to meet performance standards at key grades.
o Identify student needs early in order to apply appropriate 1nstruct10na1

strategies.

e Focus on providing high-quality curriculum and instruction.

e Provide professional development that deepens teacher’s content knowledge
and improves instructional strategies to engage all children in learning.

¢ Provide summer school for students who are not meetmg high academic
standards. S '

o Extended learning time through before-and after-school programs,
tutoring, homework centers, and year-round schooling

“After-School programs not only keep children safe and out of trouble, but they also
provide a prime opportunity to increase learning. Young people attending formal after-

~ school programs spend more time in academic activities and in enrichment lessons than
do their peers left unsupervised after school. Students in after-school programs show
better achievement in math, reading and other subject.” (U.S. Department of Education
“Safe and Smart: Making After-School Hours Work for Kids,” 13),

The primary source of federal funds specifically targeted for extended learnmg is
21* Century Community Learning Centers. :

Although other federal programs such as Title I, Gear Up, and the Reading Excellence
Act provide funds that can be used for extended learning, 21* Century Cormmunity

- Learning is the only program explicitly designed for the creation of after—school and
summer school opportunities.



Of the above federal initiatives, 21* Century Community Learning 'Cen'ters offers
one approach which policymakers support to ending social promotlon— adding
-addltlonal learning time to the end of the school day

Analysis of 21* Century Learning Centers Application

Of the thirteen listed Program Activities, of which four are required for funding, only
three provide the academic focus necessary to help children reach high standards.

Although Competitive Priority 1 directly addresses the need for academic-based extended
learning, it is worth only five points out of a total of 105 for the full application.

Of the remaining selection criteria: Competitive Priority 2, Need for Project, Quality of
Project Design, Adequacy of Resources, Quality of the Management Plan, and Quality of
Project Evaluation, none require that grants are specifically targeted for academically rich
extended learning programs.

Importance of Academic Focus

While custodial programs that keep children safe, supervised, active, and involved have
“had an important role to play in communities, they are not enough for the students we are
losing. They do not provide support for students who need to meet academic standards.
These programs do not address such standards; in fact, they choose to be and presently

are allowed to be judged by other criteria.

Every federal, state, local, and private-sector dollar spent on extended day and summer
programis that do not deliver the kind of academic help necessary to advancea student’s
chance at graduation, higher education, and competitive employment is a dollar spent but
not invested — well intentioned, perhaps, but misdirected. Extended day and summer
programming will not be enough to reverse student failure unless it is directly and
effectively targeted at learning standards that yield improved opportunlty for
American students.



- 21* Century Community Learning Centers Policy Guidelines should be rewritten
with a more rigorous academic focus. “New” 21" Century Community Learning
Centers Guidelines should include one of the following recommendations:

1

- 1) Increase the weight glven to Competitive Priority 1 by valuing it-at 40 pomts This
would make it worth more than each of the other individual se]ectlon criteria. Or,

2) Elevate Competltwe Priority 1 to an Absolute Pnonty for 50% of the mcreased FY
2000 appropriations.

Rewriting 21* Century Community Learning Centers Policy Guidelines makes sense.
Adopting rigorous academic criteria more closely aligns 21* Century Community
Learning Centers, a major funding.source for extended learning programs, with the -
Administration’s priority on ending social promotion.



BUDGET MESSAGE: WE ARE SIGNIFfCANT LY EXPANDING THE 2157

CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTERS TO
PROVIDE MORE HIGH-QUALITY AFTER-SCHOOL
OPPORTUNITIES FOR ALL CHILDREN AND TARGETING
THOSE CHILDREN MOST IN NEED. '

SOTU MESSAGE: EVERY CHILD WHO IS ATTENDING A FAILING SCHOOL WILL

HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIPATE IN QUALITY
"AFTER-SCHOOL OR SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAMS.

21* CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTERS:

All children in failing schools, defined as schools identified under Title I as in need of

improvement, will have access to after school and/or summer school.

With the $1 billion allocated to 21% Century' Community Leaming Centers in FY 01:

» Continuation Grants: $453 million would be reserved for continuation grants to support
the ongoing work of grantees awarded in the first years of the programs. These grantees
represent a wide-range of schools, but are currently serving a high proportion of high- ‘
poverty schools — 75% of the grants are in schools with 50% or more studerits on free or
reduced-price lunch and 45% of the grants are in Title I schools.. The Department of
Education would continue to award and monitor these grants from the Federal level.

'Aftef-School focused on Turning Around Failing Schools: $547 million, all new money, |
“would be first targeted through a competitive priority to failing schools (the approximately -

8,000 schools identified under Title I school improvement including those schools that are in
or are expected to be identified for corrective action). A competitive priority would not
guarantee that all 8,000 schools receive after-school funding, but it would help to drive

" quality whereas an absolute priority would be an assurance for funding with no guarantee that

there would be a quality standard. Funds would be allocated to states based on the Title I
formula and would be competed from the state level to local districts applying on behalf of
schools. States would be required to implement the competitive priority for Title I school
improvement schools in the state grant competition. [NOTE: Another option is for states to
demonstrate in their application how they will target schools in corrective action, Title I
school improvement, state’s accountability system, or furthest from state standards rather
than specifying a competitive priority for schools in school improvement.]

¢ A Continuing Focus on Providing After-School Opportunities for Children in All
Schools: A competitive priority would first be given to the approximately 8,000 schools in

- Title I school improvement. If every school came in with a quality application, the $547
~ million (with a 50% match) would allow us to fund quality programs in every Title I school

in school improvement, but it is very unlikely that all schools will have quality applications.



- Therefore, the program will continue to serve all schools (including other high povérty
schools) once the funding has first been awarded to the quality apphcants of those schools
most in need. :

NOTE: A requ1rement of a 50% match would be added to the new money to help extend the
program to more students in failing schools.

CBOs: The issue of CBOs would be addressed in the context of ESEA reauthorization — a
proposal of 10% of the funds for CBOs as fiscal agents. If the authorization language were
opened.up in appropriations, we would relitigate the CBO set-aside with a focus on quality and
accountability to help best serve the children in the worst schools.

Outstanding questions:
- e Set-aside for National activities?
TITLE I

Given that a competitive priority does not guarantee funding, all schools in school improvement
will not receive grants and thus all children in failing schools will not have the opportunity to
participate in quality after-school programming without another lever of assurance.

In order to ensure that all children attending failing schools have the opportunity to participate in
after-school, we could require Title I school improvement schools to demonstrate in their “school
plan” how they will provide quality after-school opportunities to their children (whether through

21% Century, Title I, or state/local funds).

’ NOTE This requires that Tltle I school improvement schools demonstrate that they are
implementing high-quality after-school programs, but it does not mandate that they spend their
- Title I funds on after-school.


http:opened.up

| Universal After-Schodl

SOTU MESSAGE: EVERY CHILD WHO IS ATTENDING A FAILING SCHOOL WILL
| HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIPATE IN QUALITY
AFTERSCHOOL OR SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAMS.

Question I:  The Universal After-School initiative pledges to make after-school or
summer school available to every child in a failing school. What is the
definition of failing schools that we want to use: all schools in school
,improv@ement (approximately 8,000 schools) or all schools in corrective action
(560-4800 schools)?

Option A:

All children in failing schools, defined as schools identified under Title I as in need of
improvement, will have access to after school and/or summer school.

$1 billion in FY 01--$453 million in continuation grants, $547 new money of $547 million
would be targeted to'schools in Title I school improvement. A requirement of a 50% match
would be added to the new money to help extend the program to more students in failing schools.

Competitive priority would be. first given to the approximately 8,000 schools in Title I school
improvement. A competitive priority would not guarantee that all 8,000 schools received after-
school funding, but it would help to drive quality whereas an absolute priority would be an
assurance for funding with no guarantée that there would be a quality standard.

If every school came in with a quality application and 80% of students from each school were to
partlclpate then the $547 million would allow us to fund quality programs in every Title I school
in school improvement. If not, which is more likely, there would be additional money available.

. In any event, funding would also be available to non-Title I failing schools, they just would not
have the benefit of a competitive priority. This would allow us to continue to make the claim that
the program is not targeted only to failing schools.

The issue of CBOs would be addressed in the context of ESEA reauthorization — a proposal of
10% of the funds for CBOs as fiscal agents. If the authorization language were opened up in
appropriations, we would relitigate the CBO issue by seeking to increase the percentage set-aside
with a focus on quality and accountability to help best serve the children in the worst schools.

Option B:  Competitive Priority For Low-Perfnrming Schools on Corrective Action
This proposal would promote high-quality extended learning programs and provide a
competitive priority to low-performing schools, such as schools identified for corrective action |

or as in need of improvement under Title [.

Under this proposal:
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I The Department wouild reserve funds for the continudtion awards and would continue fo
administer those.grants.

1 Any funds not needed for continuation awards or natiorial activities would be allocated to
States by formula. Each State would receive the same share of 21st Centiry Community
Leaming Centers funds as they received undex Part A of Title ! in the previous fiscal
year. '

! States would award funds competitively to LEASs, giving a priority to schools identified
for coirective action. States would: plowde a smaller pnorlty for schools: 1dent1ﬁed as in
ireed of improvement. In making awards, States would use a 4 11gorous peer ; review
process.

! Each State would.have to provide the Department with a plan for its awards process.
States would have to describe: (1) its process formaking awards, including which schools
would receive a priority and how the priority would be provided; and (2) the steps it
would take to.ensure that programs supportéd with prograin.funds provide students with
high-quality extended learning opportunities. To help ensure quality, the Department
would subject State plans to a peer-review process. B ‘

t LEAs would apply on behalf'of schools. Applications would have to-demonstrate that
the: LEA and school had developed a plan for providing high-quality extended learning
programs, Applications on behalfof schools receiving a priority would have to identify
an entity with expertise in extended learning prograins-to seive as a patiner in providing
sT:TVMnUty would be responsible for operating the extended leammg program
at the center.” Possible partners would include community-based organizations, IHEs, or
high-performing distriets.

! The Department’s proposal would allow States to use up to 10 percentof their allocations
for subgrants to CBOs. To receive an award, a.CBO would have to show that the
affected LEAs concuried with the project and agree to conduct the program in public
elementary or secondary school buildings.,

Question I1: Should the 21" Century CLC program be ruu as a competitive or formula
program?

Option A: Competitive
Theprogram could. continue to be run as a competitive grant program from the
feds do the LEAs. This makes some sense from a quality control and targeting perspective in the

_ /" Htst year of sending nioney to failing schools: It alsé leaves us with a bmgammg chip for
Q o negotiations—i.e., Republicans would like to'make this a formula program anyway and it would

constitute a “concession” with which we could live.
wtz ‘ ~/ ﬁ - c/f /\'«/\

\Q’W Option B: Formula
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Make the 21% Century. program a formula grant program to the states with the states running a
competitive grants process to the districts. States could then create a priority for targeting failing
schools (either school improvement or corrective action schools). The Department believes that
given that we know Congress wants to turn this into a formula program, we would be in a better
bargaining position to go to the Hill with this as part of the plan. -

Question III ‘What should our “out -years” pollcy be on the continuation grant money
($453 in FYZOOO)"

Option A: Focused on failing schools

This option would roll over current continuation money into the “failing schools pot™ as that
‘money became available. The 21" Century program would have a competitive priority for
schools in school improvement or corrective action. The total amount available would be
straightlined at $1 billion. Under a formula grant to states, the program would require states to
create a competitive priority for schools in school improvement or corrective action.

would receive ots of money—failing and all schools.



After School Part I: Making After-School Universal for Students in Failing Schools

Summary -

This proposal calls for the President to pledge that all children in failing school will have access
to after-school. To accomplish this goal, the President’s FY2001 budget will invest $1 billion in
the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program—more than double the amount secured
in the FY2000 budget. While the program will maintain its commitment to serve all students, the
increase in funding will be targeted to provide after or summer school programming for all
children in Title I schools identified as “in need of improvement.” This initiative recognizes the
critical need of failing schools to provide children with more time to reach challenging academic
standards and to do so through innovative and extended curricular activities. The initiative will
also increase (from none at present) to 30%, the amount of funding that can be granted to
community-based organizations running after-school programs at public school sites.

Background
§

The 21* Century Community Learning Centers grant program provides grants to public schools
for after school, summer school and other extended learning programs. In FY2001, the program
'will provide $453 million in grants. Under the President’s ESEA reauthorization proposal, the
program intends to provide a competitive priority in the 2000-01 grant cycle for Title I schools
identified as in need of corrective action. At present, 8,000 Title I schools have been identified for
“school improvement,” with somewhere between 100 and 1,000 in corrective action. These
‘schools and their students need support and extended time to reach high academic standards and
performance goals. :

- “Universal After-School” Proposal

For FY2001, the 21* Century Community Learning Centers grant program would provide new
grants to Title I schools identified as in need of improvement for after-school or summer school
programs. Grants would be available to each of the 8,000 schools currently identified. In addition,
the program would continue to fund its current commitments to after school and other extended
learning programs at other schools. The program would be operated as a competitive grant
program from the federal level for both the-existing grants and new grants for failing schools.

Under the new grant competition, the 21% Century program would have the flexibility to provide
up to 30% of funding to community-based organizations operating extended learning programs in
partnership with public schools at the school sites. This change would recognize the effective role
that CBOs can play in delivering services to school, spurring innovative practices, and creating
greater community involvement in the local school throughout the school year.

Cost Estimates -

At present, about 7% of all Title I students are served by after-school programs. If we assume.
those numbers apply to the 8,000 Title I schools in need of improvement, then roughly 1.86
million kids are not served by after-school programs. Assuming that, at most, 80% of those
students will participate and that programs receive $700 per student, the additional outlay in
FY2001 to cover students in failing schools is $521 million (with a 50% match). Together with
current commitments of $453 million,‘ the total outlay for universal after-school in FY2001 would
be $974 million.



Outstanding Issues

v :
1. Competitive v. Formula Grants from the Federal Level. The admlmstratlon of thls
. ..program can either continue handing out grants to LEAs on a competitive basis* from the
“+  -federal level or could transition to prowdmg formula grants to the states to be handed out
compet1t1vely to LEAs., = AR S . . o

- . ‘
- .

A bsolute v. Competitive'Priority for Failing Schools. The competition for new grants
could include an absolute priority for schools i need of improvement or could provide a
_heavy competitive priority for scho6ls'so desi gnated "The former would ensure that programs
* “are targeted to failing schools:*The latter, approach would allow others to compete. A third
- approach could ensure that all applying fallmg schools réceive funds;, but that remammg
funds available could be granted to other, non-failing; schools -
3. Community-Based Organizations. Whll€ the current ESEA reauthorlzatlon proposal
suggests allowing 10% of grant funds to be provided to CBOs, DPC advocates moving that
. number to 30%, provided that programs were run at the school site in partnership with the
“ public’ school. Such an increase recognizes the high quality programs being run by CBOs and
the need for falhng schools to: mvolve newi approaches to ralsmg student performance
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Raising the CBO Limit in 21* Century Community Learning Centers
Summary

This proposal would allow 30% of funds to be granted directly to non-profit community-based
organizations (CBOs)—including faith-based organizations—which operate programs in
partnership with public schools at the public school building. At present, no funds can be granted
to CBOs, although the President’s ESEA reauthorization proposal would allow them to receive up
to 10% of funds. This change would recognize the central role that CBOs can play in delivering
services to school, spurring innovative practices, and creating greater community involvement in
the local school throughout the school year. This change to the current program would'incur no
additional cost. :

Background: Why Allow CBOs to run programs?

o Experience. CBOs are running after-school programs across the country. In fact, CBOs have
more experience running after-school programs than do public schools.

o Offer New Educational Approaches. CBOs can provide a new vision for educational
enrichment and change in schools that have difficulty looking beyond current practices.

o  Connections to the Community and Capital. Nonprofits can bring connections to the
business, philanthropic and nonprofit sector that many schools often lack.

o Personnel Issues. With CBOs as the grantees, the hiring of instructors for after-school will
be more flexible and less tied to union bargaining agreements (where applicable).

The DPC also proposes that programs be run at the public school site. Doing so 1) creates a more
solid connection between the regular day academic program and the after-school program, 2)

~ ensures student access to the program, 3) uses existing and needed facilities-and equipment, and
4) meets licensing requirements for child care and educational activities.

The Track Record with CBOs

Head Start provides a good track record for the capacity of CBOs to run educational programs for
children. Head Start grantees may be public or private, for-profit or nonprofit organizations or
public school systems. The grantees are accountable for certain administrative, fiscal and program
expectations and requirements. In the area of after-school, CBOs are running programs for
school-age children across the country. In New York City, CBOs are receiving public and private
funding to run programs at schools. For example, The After-School Corporation provides funding
for 85 programs that are run by CBOs at public schools and the Virtual Y program offers after-
school programs at over 200 New York City schools.

DPC Proposal

A redesigned 21 Century Community Learning Centers grant program would operate as follows:

o The grant competition would be opened up to allow 30% of funds to be granted directly to
CBOs, in partnership with public schools, with proven track records in education.

¢ To be eligible for a grant award, programs must be run at public school sites.

o CBOs awarded a grant would have to demonstrate administrative, financial and program
accountability for funds received (much in the same way public school recipients do now).

e Private companies could be partners with CBOs or schools, but would not be eligible to
receive direct grants.



e  Grants would be required to have a clearer focus on academic achievement than in the current

21" Century program.

Political Considerations

1.

The support for this will likely be soft, given that fiscal agent status is a little bit of inside
baseball. That said, Republicans and New Democrats should support the proposal as a way to

“inject flexibility into the process and allow local communities to deploy best resources for the

job. The Congressional Hispanic and Black Caucuses might line up behind this as their
constituents will be likely to support and have confidence in CBOs and they are more likely -
to represent districts where schools need community help in developing new approaches to
working with kids. _ .
The proposal would run into politically rocky ground with the inclusion of private companies
as eligible bidders and the contentious issue of firms making private profits from public
funds. Private companies would be allowed to partner, however, with CBOs and/or public
schools. ' ' '
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Record Type: Record .

To: °  See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc: ’
Subject: Outyear policy for After-school

Barbara had asked that we come up with a fundmg stream to ensure that we can support universal
after-school and summer school in all failing schools by 2005. ‘However, | believe that -- because the
grants are for three years, or, under our reauthorization proposal, up to five years -- we don't need funds
above the $1 billion level to reach universal after-school and summer school by 2005. | would propose
“that we assume that as continuation grants come to an end, we apply those funds to failing schools.
Therefore, by 2003 (if grants are for three years) or by 2005 (if grants are for five years), we would have
more than enough funds to pay for universal after- and summer school for all fallmg schools -- even
assuming the more recent numbers that there are about 8,000 schools in school improvement (you need
$900 million to do that -- on top of continuation grants). | propose that we simply straightiine 21st
Century at $1 billion through FY 2005. Let me know what you think as soon as possible so we can.
Afmalrze the outyear policy. Thanks!

~ Here are some numbers explalmng this posrt on (l use the same assumpt ons as JB used'in his paper,
except that | assume 8, 000 schools in school lmprovement)

Assumptlons:
8,000 schools in school improvement
250 students per school, for a total of 2 million students
7% of those students are already being served, the remaining 1.86 million need services
~ 80% would participate, for a total of a little under 1.5 million students {actua(ly 1.488
million) -
$350 per student for after-school (assuming 50% match)
additional $250 per student for summer-school (assuming 50% match)
$600 per student for after school and summer school

$600 x 1.5 million students = $300 million needed to fund universal after-school and summer school for
8,000 fallmg schools (above any funds need for contmuatlon grants)

1998: $40 milhon in new grants, contmued through 2000 (therefore these funds would be available

in 2001 for new grants)

1999: $160 million in new grants (of the $200 m|II|on total appropriation), contlnued through

2001 (the $160 M wouid be available in 2002 for new grants)

2000: $250 million in new grants (of the $453 total appropriation), continued through 2002 (the  $250
million would be available in 2003 for new grants)

If our ESEA proposal passes, and grants can be for up to five years, then add two years to when funds
used for continuations are available for failing schools.

So, by either 2003 or 2005, we would have the full $1 billion to provide universal after-school and summer “
school to all failing schools, $100 million more than the estimated $900 million needed.



