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Introduction
There's more to achieving the promise of our youth than merely
repeating the saying "our children are our future." Ensuring our
children are prepared today to be productive and to lead tomorrow
takes planning, work, and a widespread, long term commitment.

One way to assess the strength of our belief that our children are our
future is to analyze financial investments and public policies and
practices.  Absent putting our beliefs into action—via the District budget
and public policies—the saying is only a string of words.

The purpose of this analysis is to assess the public investments in out-
of-school time (OST) in the District of Columbia between FYs 2009 and
2012 and identify OST-related public policies and practices.  The analysis
will conclude with recommendations.

There are two essential findings of this analysis.  The first is that
approved gross funding for OST has declined 44% between FYs 2009
and 2012. The second is that there is no citywide, planned system for
out-of-school time services. This is concerning since 115,400 children and youth between the ages of 5 and
212 live in DC and spend more time out of school than in. (See Appendix A for the latest youth population
details.)

● ● ●

Researchers have demonstrated time and again the value of out-of-school time services and programs for
children and youth.  Examples include:
 The American Youth Policy Forum's review of the literature about older youth and OST finds

evidence to suggest benefits accrue to youth who participate in out-of-school-time activities.
Improved academic performance and pro-social behavior are two benefits.3

 Beth M. Miller Ph.D. asserts in Critical Hours that "afterschool programs can make a difference in
building the 'prerequisites' to learning, supporting not only school achievement, but long-term
competence and success as well."4

 Fight Crime: Invest in Kids advocates using OST to support youth and prevent crime and violence.
"Quality youth development programs can cut crime immediately and transform this crime time for
juvenile crime into hours of academic enrichment, wholesome fun and community service."  The
organization backs up their recommendation with real-life experience.5

● ● ●

We are not hard to
reach.  People are
just not reaching
us where we are
at.  We want to be
reached.
Young person
interviewed for CYITC
needs assessment1

● ● ●
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Much of this research is known to providers and funders in the District of Columbia.  In fact, the DC Children
and Youth Investment Trust Corporation (Trust, CYITC) has identified valuable resources including
evaluation, program-specific reports, promising practices, curriculum and activity ideas,6 steps to integrate
youth development principles into a current program, and indicators for OST programs.7 All are posted on
the Trust's website http://cyitc.org/.

Mayor Williams moved OST forward in FY 2000 by increasing funding for OST by $22 million. This was in
direct response to work done by the DC Children and Youth Investment Partnership, a collaboration of
community stakeholders spearheaded by DC Agenda's Carrie Thornhill.  The partnership's work resulted in
two important entities.  The first was the DC government agency known as the Children and Youth
Investment Fund (and later as the Children and Youth Investment Collaborative).

The second important entity was the nonprofit DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation to
serve as a government-public intermediary to leverage funding, drive quality, and expand access so more
young people would benefit from OST programs. They should, in short, be the cornerstones of the District's
OST system.

In spite of knowing what works and this dramatic infusion of resources, the District still does not have a
single, citywide approach to OST. Such an approach would result in demonstrable benefits to children,
youth, families, communities, and the city as a whole.

Both the Children and Youth Investment Collaborative and the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust
Corporation should serve as the cornerstones of citywide, comprehensive approach to serving children and
youth when they are not in school.

There is still time to make a change for the good, to turn the declining funding for OST around, making a
renewed commitment to the value of OST in the lives of young people, their families, and the community.

Nationally recognized leader in out-of-school time issues National Institute on
Out-of-School Time (NIOST) defines out-of-school time as including "a wide range
of program offerings for young people that take place before school, after school,
on weekends, and during the summer and other school breaks."8

For the purposes of this analysis, we are talking about children and youth
Between the ages of 5 and 21, to 24 when the program is designed for young
people that age.
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Budget Analysis
This analysis considers funding and programs operated by 11 District
government agencies:10

 Commission on Arts and Humanities
 Office of Latino Affairs
 Department of Employment Services
 DC National Guard
 DC Public Schools
 Department of Parks and Recreation
 Children and Youth Investment Collaborative (also called the

Children and Youth Investment Fund)
 Executive Office of the Mayor
 DC Public Library
 District Department of the Environment
 SERVE DC

Only Programs and Activities—such as Arts Learning for Youth, Mayor's
Youth Leadership Institute, Aquatics, and DC Youth Advisory Council—
are included in this analysis. For details, see Appendix B.

● ● ●

DC government funding for OST declined 44% between FY 2009 and FY 2012, from $100 million to $56
million. The budgets for the four years covered by this analysis are shown in Figure 1.

The budgets for the District Department of the Environment and the Children and Youth Investment
Collaborative were reduced by 70% and 84%, respectively between FYs 2009 and 2012, far greater than the
overall OST 44% decline. These reductions amount to $15.9 million.  Non-CYITC directed earmarks in FY
2009 came to $2.4 million.  Together, these three reductions total $18.3 million.

Figure 2 illustrates funding by year with agency detail and Appendix C illustrates this information in a
different way, looking at agency funding and percentage of the total for each of four years. Calculations of
the percentage change in funding by agency between FY 2009 and FY 2012 is reported in Figure 3.

● ● ●

If we continue to
shortchange our
children, we will
also shortchange
our future.
Charles Kolb,
Committee for
Economic Development9

● ● ●
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Figure 1:
Out-of-school Time Funding, FYs 2009 – 2012

(Gross funds for approved budgets)

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012
$100,015,282 $85,353,261. $60,751,114. $56,142,766.
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OST funding FY 2009 to FY 2012 = 44% decline
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Figure 2:
OST Funding by Year with Agency Detail, FYs 2009 – 2012

(Gross funds for approved budgets)

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012
Non-CYITC earmarks $2,429,000.00 $- $- $-
DC Public Library $- $- $302,073.00 $207,000.00
Department of the Environment $581,827.14 $2,333,386.05 $258,268.03 $174,000.00
DCYAC, AmeriCorps, Learn and Serve $3,507,000.00 $3,496,000.00 $4,185,360.62 $3,391,000.00
Children and Youth Investment

Collaborative $18,460,000.00 $10,602,000.00 $4,625,000.00 $3,000,000.00

Department of Parks and Recreation $14,897,301.13 $12,347,000.00 $10,119,135.75 $11,831,500.00
DC Public Schools $21,090,000.00 $20,978,000.00 $16,223,302.64 $13,835,000.00
DC National Guard $2,853,000.00 $2,032,000.00 $1,589,991.56 $3,062,000.00
Department of Employment Services $35,150,000.00 $32,626,000.00 $22,594,036.65 $19,716,000.00
Office of Latino Affairs $694,230.28 $593,000.00 $512,000.00 $579,500.00
Commission on Arts and Humanities $352,923.60 $345,875.00 $341,946.25 $346,766.00

$-

$20,000,000.00

$40,000,000.00

$60,000,000.00
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Highlights FYs 2009 - 2012:
 Department of Employment Services funding = 44% cut
 District Department of the Environment funding = 70%

cut
 Children and Youth Investment Collaborative funding =

84% cut
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Figure 3:
Change in Agency Budgets between FY 2009 and FY 2012

(Gross funds for approved budgets)

Budget

Agency
FY 2009

approved (June
9, 2008)

FY 2012
approved (August

2011)
Change Amount

Change %
from FY

2009 to FY
2012

Commission on Arts and
Humanities $ 352,923.60 $ 346,766.00 $ (6,157.60) (2%)
Office of Latino Affairs $ 694,230.28 $ 579,500.00 $    (114,730.28) (17%)

Department of Employment
Services $ 35,150,000.00 $ 19,716,000.00 $(15,434,000.00) (44%)
DC National Guard $ 2,853,000.00 $      3,062,000.00 $ 209,000.00 7%
DC Public Schools $   21,090,000.00 $   13,835,000.00 $ (7,255,000.00) (35%)

Department of Parks and
Recreation $ 14,897,301.13 $ 11,831,500.00 $ (3,065,801.13) (21%)

Children and Youth
Investment
Fund/Collaborative $ 18,460,000.00 $      3,000,000.00 $(15,460,000.00) (84%)

Executive Office of the Mayor
(AmeriCorps, SERVE DC, Learn
and Serve) $ 3,507,000.00 $      3,391,000.00 $    (116,000.00) (3%)
DC Public Library Unk $ 207,000.00 $ 95,073.30 (31%)

Department of the
Environment $ 581,827.14 $ 174,000.00 $    (407,827.14) (70%)
Non-CYITC earmarks11 2,429,000.00 0.00 $  (2,429,000.00) (100%)

● ● ●

Not all OST funding is created equal.  The Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP) holds a special place
in the hearts and minds of DC politicians and residents, especially those living in communities where
resources and opportunities are scarce. It is common for adults who themselves participated in SYEP to
think of the program as a rite of passage. For many parents, SYEP was their first job experience and they
want their children to have the same. It's not surprising then that SYEP comprises such a large portion of
approved youth-related DOES funding in FYs 2010, 2011, and 2012 (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4:
Youth-related DOES Funding by Activity, FYs 2010 – 2012

(Gross funds for approved budgets)

Funding by Fiscal Year

DOES Youth-Related Activity FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012

Year-Round Youth Program $8,967,000.00 $7,456,849.77 $7,401,000.00

Summer Youth Employment
Program $22,776,000.00 $14,403,554.47 $11,564,000.00

Mayor's Youth Leadership Program $883,000.00 $733,632.41 $751,000.00

TOTAL APPROVED FUNDING $32,626,000.00 $22,594,036.55 $19,716,000.00
SYEP  as % of total approved DOES
funding 70% 64% 59%

Why then, if SYEP is so revered, has the approved SYEP budget been reduced between FY 2010 and FY
2012? There are a number of reasons.  The first is that the approved budget does not tell the whole story.
There is no reason that the approved budget cannot be supplemented with new revenue or from shifted
resources. This is what happened in 2010 when the mayor used federal stimulus funds to deal with SYEP
cost overruns. 12, 13 Mayor Adrian Fenty has been accused of busting the SYEP budget time and again, often
ignoring the budget approved by the DC Council.

A second reason for the funding decrease is that the lower budget reflects a right-sized budget, a budget
the city can manage and afford.  Mayor Vincent Gray is in this camp.

SYEP program changes are the third reason. This is explained in the next section.  Suffice it to say that
program-level changes can affect service numbers even with a comparable budget.

● ● ●

Approved SYEP funding FY 2010 to FY 2012 =
49% decline
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Funding for OST did not have to be cut in FYs 2010, 2011, and 2012.  Elected officials could have increased
or at least level-funded agencies involved with out-of-school time as they did with other agencies and
issues. Between FYs 2009 and 2012, elected officials approved 6.8% in growth in the DC budget. Had OST
funding kept pace with the 6.8% growth in the DC budget, funding for OST in FY 2012 would have been
$106.8 million as opposed to the approved budget of $56 million. This is illustrated in Figure 5.

Figure 5:
Change in DC Budget compared to OST Funding, FYs 2009 – 2012

(Gross funds for approved budgets)

FY 2009 FY 2012
Total DC budget $10,826,622,000 $11,558,323,000
OST funding with 6.8% growth $100,015,282 $106,816,321
Actual OST funding $100,015,282 $56,142,766
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Two of the possible reasons for the reduction in funding are first, FY
2009 earmarks created quite the backlash, and second, there is no OST
system.

The approved FY 2009 budget included $11.3 million in OST-related
earmarks.  Of this, nearly $8.9 million was directed to CYITC for
disbursement to nonprofits.  The balance, $2.4 million, was directed to
seven agencies: Commission on Arts and Humanities, Department of
Human Services, Department of Employment Services, Deputy Mayor for
Planning and Economic Development, Department of Parks and
Recreation, Justice Grants Administration, and Metropolitan Police
Department. These seven agencies were directed to provide funding to
11 organizations.15

Despite criticism of the earmarks at the time, it was not until after the FY
2009 budget was approved that the discussion of earmarks and the
problems associated with the process came to a head.  Attorney Robert
S. Bennett was engaged to investigate the earmark process pursuant to
the passage of PR18-217, "Council Contracts and Grants Investigation
Authorization Resolution 0f 2009"16 on July 14, 2009.  As a result of the
inquiry, the DC Council banned earmarks.

Unfortunately for children and youth, the DC Council did not draw a
distinction between earmarks and necessary spending. There is no
reason that additional funding could not have been directed to OST
programs—through CYITC or a District government agency—to operate
in-house or competitively grant out.

Which leads to the second possible reason for the 44% reduction in
funding for OST between FY 2009 and FY 2012:  There is no OST system
in the District.  If there were a system (more on this later), the mayor's
budget and DC Council changes might have considered the effects of
changes made to individual agencies on the whole.  Likewise, the
existence of a system might force consideration of the impact of cuts on
children, youth, and their families.

● ● ●

You should not use
your parents not
being there as an
excuse, but
sometimes it is kind of
hard to like some
people they might
have brothers and
sisters when their
parents aren't there
but then when you
don't even have your
brothers and sisters
support, it's pretty
hard to finish up
school and then if you
have your own child –
trying to do that all by
yourself. Cuz I know
somebody they tried
school, they tried the
GED Program, they
tried the schools that
train you for just one
certain career and it
just never worked out
because I guess they
just didn't have the
support.
Young person
participating in CYITC
needs and assets
assessment14

● ● ●
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The Impact on Children and Youth
There are any number of ways to think about the impact of OST on children and youth.  This analysis will
concentrate on the number of young people being served and not being served and the location of services
compared to where young people live.

● ● ●

The number of children and youth ages 5 - 21 served by the seven agencies reporting their service numbers
increased by 9% from 70,292 in FY 2009 to 76,857 in FY 2012 (see Figures 6 and 7). The increase in the
number served happened at the same time that funding dropped by 44% for the 11 agencies whose
budgets are analyzed in this report.

Figure 6:
Total Number Children and Youth Aged 5 - 21

Served in Government-funded OST Programs, FYs 2009 – 2012

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012
Number children and youth

served 70,292 57,655 75,865 76,857
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Nine percent increase in the number of youth
served between FY 2009 and FY 2012
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Figure 7:
Number Children and Youth Aged 5 - 21

Served in OST Programs by Agency, FYs 2009 – 201217

Agency FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012
Children and Youth Investment Collaborative18 12,380 9,665 6,166 1,35319

Commission on Arts and Humanities 3,556 3,754 3,332 4,265
DC Public Schools 9,674 9,190 10,574 16,852
Department of Employment Services 23,145 20,349 15,076 13,287
District Department of the Environment 4,800 2,800 500 Unk
Executive Office of the Mayor (AmeriCorps, DCYAC) 16,737 5,948 14,546 16,000
Office of Latino Affairs Unk 5,949 25,671 26,000

How is it possible that participation can increase when funding declines?  In this analysis we are considering
approved budgets and actual service numbers (save for FY 2012 when proposed numbers are counted).20

The actual service numbers reflect budgets that change throughout the fiscal year.

There is also another explanation. There is more to the budget than money.  The budget can include legal,
regulatory, and other changes in program design.  The FY 2010 budget support act, for example, limited
SYEP to a "period of no more than 6 weeks."21 In FY 2011, DOES was able to serve more young people than
would otherwise have been the case because they reduced the number of hours participants could work.
Before the change, SYEP participants worked 30 hours per week.  After the change, older youth worked 25
hours and younger youth worked 20 hours.  Similarly, DOES was able to maximize the number served by
reducing wages.  According to DOES, there were few if any complaints about these changes.22

CYITC and the Department of the Environment were two exceptions to the increase in participation pattern.
The number of young people served by CYITC dropped 89% from 12,380 to 1,353 (to date). The number of
youth served by the Department of the Environment dropped by 90% (through FY 2011).

The flip side of the discussion about the number of children and youth served is the discussion of the
number of young people not served. The good news is that thousands of young people between the ages of
5 and 21 were served in FYs 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012.  The bad news is that thousands were not. In FY
2010, for example, at least 57,745 children were not served by OST programs. Figure 8 illustrates this.

What's so problematic about serving only a portion of the young people in the city?  From a youth
development perspective, a great deal.  The purpose of the programming is to meet the developmental
needs of young people and engage them in appropriate ways.  Consider Brainfood.  They are the kind of
organization we usually think about when we think of OST.  Kids learn cooking skills.  But Brainfood also
provides an environment in which young people can further develop their social, civic, cognitive, and
emotional competencies. This is important for all kinds of kids, from those traditionally referred to as the
"good" kids to those who are at risk for any number of negative behaviors and life trajectories.  The
ultimate goal, of course, is to have as few young people end up at risk.  In this way, OST programs serve as a
preventive measure, helping young people navigate a positive path in life.
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There is a legitimate argument to be made that regular access to and participation in OST programming can
help bolster youth resiliency and thus help repel negative influences.  In fact, one of the reasons the DC
Children and Youth Investment Partnership came into being was youth delinquency and crime and the
relationship between school engagement and youth delinquency and crime in addition to the relationship
between quality and interesting OST programs for teen and youth delinquency and crime.  As was
mentioned in the introduction, Fight Crime: Invest in Kids is a strong and vocal advocate for using OST to
support youth to prevent crime and violence.

Figure 8:
Number Children and Youth Aged 5-21 Served in OST Programs Compared

to Youth Population, FYs 2009 – 2012

● ● ●

0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000

Total Youth Aged 5-21

FY 2009

FY 2010

FY 2011

FY 2012

Total Youth
Aged 5-21 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012

Number of Youth 115,400 70,292 57,655 75,865 76,857

The percentage of young people served changes each year.
In FY 2010, it was 50%.

In FY 2012, it is estimated to be 67%.
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There is no hard and fast rule in OST programming about the location
of a particular program.  Some programs are close to a child's school
while others are proximate to home.   Some programs may change
locations easily.  They may, for example, locate in one school one year
and move to another school the next.  Other programs, such as those
requiring specific facilities, do not have such flexibility.

Some young people may attend a particular program even as they
change schools or living situations.  This is particularly common with
teens.

What is most important about locating programming is that children
and youth are served.  And this was an explicit goal in the creation of
the Children and Youth Investment Collaborative and the DC Children
and Youth Investment Trust Corporation, to increase the number of
children served, especially those in underserved areas. In FY 2011, for
example, the Trust directed 46% of funds to serve young people in
Wards 5, 7, and 8, those wards with the largest population under age
21.

The data in Figure 9 compares the number of facilities involved in OST
by ward in FY 2012 to the number of children and youth living in each
ward. Except for Ward 2,24 the wards are about equally well served or
underserved depending on your perspective, based on the number of
facilities alone. Unfortunately, distribution of facilities housing OST
programs is not sufficient.  Poverty, employment status of parents,
neighborhood environment, family and other ties, and more play a
significant role in child and youth outcomes.  This is not new; the
Williams Administration's Safe Passages effort in 2000 found an
"insufficient supply of cultural and recreational supports, particularly
in areas of highest need where youth comprise a significant portion of
the population."25

The Trust's map of public and private OST resources available in FY
2011, a different take on the information in the figure below, can be
seen in Figure 10.

● ● ●

Youth violence is a
symptom of a
broader crisis: our
failure to fully
support and
engage young
people in their
own development.
Dramatic
reductions in
youth violence can
only be achieved
by transforming
the experiences of
whole
communities, of
young people and
their families.  The
reality is that when
young people seek
to walk away from
violence, they
need positive
opportunities to
turn to.
DC Positive Youth
Development Task
Force23

● ● ●
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Figure 9:
Facilities, Youth Census, and Poverty by Ward26

Ward
Facilities (FY 2012) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Nonprofits funded by DC
Children and Youth
Investment Trust
Corporation FY 2012
(year-round programs)

15 3 2 6 5 6 12 16

DC Public Library 2 3 4 3 2 5 5 4
DC Public Schools 11 9 10 15 16 18 20 20
Department of Parks and
Recreation 7 5 10 9 12 7 11 8

Total # facilities 35 20 26 33 35 36 48 48
Ward

Youth Population (2010) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Ages 5 - 9 years 2,271 1,109 3,054 4,078 3,174 2,448 4,484 5,529
Ages 10 - 14 years 1,967 890 2,383 3,858 3,338 2,117 5,016 5,472
Ages 15 - 19 years 4,423 6,648 4,393 3,903 5,435 2,707 5,866 6,544
Ages 20 - 21 years 2,773 7,387 2,819 1,582 3,342 1,690 2,068 2,632

Total population of
youth ages 5 - 21 11,434 16,034 12,649 13,421 15,289 8,962 17,434 20,177

Youth ages 5 - 21 by
facility 327 802 489 407 437 249 363 420

Ward
Youth Poverty (2006 –
2010) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Number of youth under
18 years old in poverty 27.3% 12.0% 2.4% 13.3% 27.7% 31.8% 40.3% 48.3%



Do we really value our children 44% less now than in 2009? 2012

H T T P : / / S U S I E C A M B R I A . B L O G S P O T . C O M Page 17

Figure 10:
Map of Resources for Children and Youth, FY 201127
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Role of the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation in OST

Pre-CYITC History
Starting in 1999, the DC Children and Youth Investment Partnership convened intensive year-long
stakeholder engagement process with the goals of increasing the quality and quantity of OST.  The mission
of the partnership was to

transform the District of Columbia into a place where all of the city's children and youth have
access to a seamless web of high quality services and challenging opportunities to learn and grow
through a network of nurturing families, caring neighborhoods, and safe and enriching centers of
learning in and out of school.28

The work was driven by a range of data that painted a picture of unsupervised youth, youth crime, and poor
educational outcomes for youth.  A 2002 report29 on the status of the partnership captured some of what
initially drove the work:
 Average SAT scores in DC public schools were about 200 points below the national average
 The death rate for 15-19 year olds by accident, homicide, or suicide was close to three times the

national average
 An estimated 45,000 youth between the ages of 5 and 17 in DC were left unsupervised during after-

school hours in 1997

One of the key takeaways from the partnership's work was the idea that the city needed an organization
that would concentrate on the various components of a quality OST system—namely quality, capacity
building, and convening. The new organization would receive and grant out government funds, at the
outset from the Children and Youth Investment Fund, and use the government funds to leverage additional
resources from local and national foundations and the federal government.  Finally, the nonprofit would
address the gap between the number of children and youth served and the number of young people living
in the District of Columbia.  A significant part of this would be addressing the dearth of services east of the
Anacostia River.

The founding of the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation in 1999 was one of two
significant outcomes of the work, the other being the creation and funding of the Children and Youth
Investment Fund, a DC government agency (on paper only).

Capacity building
Since the Trust was founded, they have provided a wide range of assistance to nonprofits.  In the early
days, capacity building technical assistance—such as board development, bookkeeping and accounting,
data collection, and development—was provided to organizations which were not awarded grants but
which had applied.  More recently, much of the capacity building efforts undertaken by the Trust with
grantees surround data and outcome information collection and reporting, implementing work in such a
way to achieve commonly accepted youth development outcomes, and all facets of evaluation.
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Quality
The Trust has been interested in the provision of quality services to children and youth since they were
founded. Work in this area includes evaluation, promoting use of best practices by grantees and partners,
training, and regular monitoring.  Specific efforts related to quality are described in Figure 11.  Highlights
are:

 The Program Assessment and Assistance System (PAAS), "is a comprehensive set of instruments
and procedures, created with input from program providers, which evaluates and helps
develop the work of youth and family serving programs."30 The system is now used with all
traditional (OST) Trust grantees along with DC Public Schools after school programs. The Trust
has trained DCPS OST managers how to implement the system and anticipates other
government agencies to adopt this quality system within the next year.

 Of the organizations participating in the Urban Institute Performance Measurement Pilot
Project, 25 of 27 organizations completed the pilot program, for a 93% retention rate; and the
73% of participating organizations planned to continue using the pilot’s indicators and data
collection techniques.

 The AED Evaluation of Out-of-School-Time Programs found that young people felt additional
connectedness to their community and to one another through their interaction in the
program. The evaluation also found that youth felt supported and safe in their afterschool
programs.

The Trust also reports that consistency of programming matters, an idea supported in the research. The
Project My Time Follow-Up Study, performed by Tandem Conglomerate, Inc., sought to learn additional
information about Project My Time.31 Specifically, the study was interested in determining if there was a
change in student academic achievement and school behavior including attendance and suspensions
among the students who participated in Project My Time program in school year 2008. What Tandem
found is telling:

 School days absence percentage has increased in 2009 by 14%.
 The number of incident reports received by PMT students has increased in 2009.
 The percentage of failed Math grades has increased in 2009 by 6% and failed English grades

increased by 7%.32

The findings are not a surprise and speak not to the failure of Project My Time but to what happens when
youth do not have access to consistent programming. The Harvard Family Research Project has said this
about consistency:

While it is true that after school programs have the potential to impact a range of positive learning
and developmental outcomes, the reality is that some programs are not maximizing this potential.
Research and evaluation point to three primary and interrelated factors that are critical for creating
positive settings that can achieve positive youth outcomes: (a) access to and sustained participation
in the program; (b) quality programming and staffing; and (c) promoting strong partnerships among
the program and the other places where students are learning, such as their schools, their families,
and other community institutions. When these three factors are successfully addressed, after
school programs are most likely to be able to realize their goals and achieve successful outcomes
for youth.33
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Figure 11:
Examples of Quality at

DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation,
FYs 2010 and 201134

Needs Assessment/Asset Mapping or DC Youth: The project was conducted by the Trust and George
Washington University and focused on the goal that children and youth develop positive behaviors.  The
qualitative assessment will allow for a more in-depth examination of perceptions of youth needs and
challenges they currently face from the views of different stakeholders including prevention and
treatment experts, educators, parents, youth, businesses, community based organizations, local clinics,
and funders.   The full report will serve as a starting point to where a more in-depth focus is needed.

Grantee Evaluation: The Trust is currently assessing the quality and outcomes produced by grantees.
The Trust is interested in evaluate twelve youth development outcomes with all Trust-funded
participants.  Participating grantees will be required to complete an external evaluation using evaluation
guidelines provided by the Trust.

Grantee training: The Trust provides regular learning opportunities to grantees.  Examples include
Recruiting and working with an external evaluator, what are measureable outcomes, and how to apply
outcomes to your work, Getting Started in Performance Management: Helping Youth Serving
Organizations Move from Measurement to Results, Overview of performance management principles
and techniques to help youth-serving nonprofits get started with or refine existing performance
monitoring systems, Logic Modeling and Process Evaluation, and Summative Evaluation.

Improving the Summer Youth Employment Program: The Department of Employment Services
engaged the Trust to support program improvement and to comply with council legislation.  Along with
the George Washington University, the Trust developed an evaluation process. The point of the
evaluation was to determine the extent to which SYEP is reaching the intended population and
providing quality programming and an outcome evaluation which looks the short term behavior changes
in the youth participants.

AED Evaluation of Out of School Time Programs: The Trust contracted with AED in April 2009 to
evaluate the overall effectiveness of the Trust’s Out of School Time (OST) Programming and to identify
participant outcomes through data collection, analysis, and interpretation.   Key Findings:
 Programming provided support to youth from caring adults.
 Projects took on a wide range of focus areas and enjoyed balanced activities.
 Students felt additional connectedness to their community and to one another through their

interaction in the program.
 Youth felt supported and safe in their afterschool programs.
 Grantees utilized resources for staff development and program activities.
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Convening and organizing
CYITC has been instrumental in bringing together and facilitating working relationships between the various
parties—nonprofits, nonprofit grantees, local and national funders, business, academia, and the public
sector.

An exceptional example is the annual youth development citywide conference.  The event provides
support, technical assistance, and moral boosting to grantees and other nonprofits. All nonprofit
community-based organizations along with government agencies are invited to participate.  At the FY 2010
conference, grantees convened for a day of pre-conference meetings focusing on grant guidelines and the
specific needs of grantees.  The second day offered a resource fair, plenary and breakout sessions on
various resources and products to grantees and others.  Attendees at the FY 2011 citywide conference
selected from 10 workshops and participated in a resource fair to expand and deepen relationships.  More
than 200 attended the conference in 2011. The event was so well received that the Trust is undertaking
fundraising for the FY 2012 conference.

CYITC has hosted and staffed summer planning for a number of years, fulfilling one of the original promises
of the DC Children and Youth Investment Partnership.  Each year, the Trust brings together for the annual
citywide strategy sessions senior leaders in Department of the Environment, DCPS, DC Public Library,
Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Employment Services, MPD, and approximately 30
community-based nonprofits.  The work revolves around ensuring services are coordinated, resources are
maximized, and the city serves the maximum number of children and youth possible within funding
constraints.

Hearing from young people
Over time, the Trust has assessed the needs and assets of young people across the city.  The latest,
conducted in 2011, serves as a reminder of the deep commitment at the Trust to meet the needs of all
youth in the city, but especially those who are typically underserved.  The assessment, according to the
Trust, "is intended to provide valuable data for planning for youth services to continue to increase
outcomes."35

Youth engaged in the assessment provide the most important takeaways:36

"We are not hard to reach.  People are just not reaching us where we are at.  We want to be
reached."

"If they gave different programs to fit the criteria to why you were locked up, services that help you
specifically, maybe even invest in psychologists."

"And I know some kids that's been in gangs because they don't have a family or their parents are in
drugs and not taking care of them so they go see their gang members for love and appreciation and
acceptance."

CYITC plans to use this information to inform their work going forward—from granting, to training, to
evaluation, to capacity building.
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OST public policies and practices

There is no coherent vision guiding out-of-school time policies, practices, and funding in the District of
Columbia. Instead, the laws and practices address specific concerns, populations, and the like. This
shortcoming is not new.  In fact, then-Deputy Mayor for Children, Youth, Families and Elders Brenda Donald
Walker (now Brenda Donald) and then Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice Ed Reiskin, said as much
in the 2005 D.C. Youth Development Strategy Implementation Plan.  Considerable work by the Williams
Administration and the Special Committee on the Prevention of Youth Violent Crime (then chaired by Ward
7 Councilmember Vincent C. Gray)

revealed that while the District has made significant investments in children and youth, our city
does not have a comprehensive youth development plan nor the infrastructure to implement
coordinated strategies to address the needs of young people, particularly older youth.37

Official public policies and practices
Chapter 3 of Title 29 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations, governing the licensure and
operating standards for child development facilities38

In 1997, the Department of Health published final rules governing the licensure and operating standards for
child development facilities. The final rules governed issues such as group size, health and safety standards,
and staff education and training.

Children and Youth Investment Fund/Collaborative
There are two parts to what is known variously as the Children and Youth Investment Fund, Children and
Youth Investment Collaborative, and CYITC.

The first is the 1999 legislation creating the "Children and Youth Initiative", B13-161, "Service Improvement
and Fiscal Year 2000 Budget Support Act of 1999." This legislation introduced by the DC Council chair on
behalf of Mayor Anthony Williams, was to "provide out-of-school programs for District of Columbia children
and youth."39 In fact, Williams introduced this initiative (and the Children and Youth Investment Fund as
part of the budget) at least in part to fulfill his vision for children and youth:

To create a seamless web of high quality services and challenging opportunities that promotes the
healthy development of the city's young people through a network of nurturing families, caring
neighborhoods, and safe and enriching centers of learning in and out of school.40

Key provisions of the legislation of the enabling legislation are:
 The mayor shall make grants to a single nonprofit organization, one which itself does not provide

services
 At least 95% of the funding directed to the nonprofit shall be directed to organizations providing

services to children and youth
 The executive and legislative branches nominate non-voting members to serve on the board; they

are to be subject-matter experts (See Appendix D for the complete legislation.)

In budget terminology, the "Children and Youth Initiative" was called "Children and Youth Investment Fund"
in the early years and "Children and Youth Investment Collaborative" more recently in the city budget.  No
matter its name, it is an agency in the District government, albeit and agency that serves only as a pass-
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through for funding for "a single non-service provider, nonprofit organization."41 Figure 12 is a snapshot of
the FY 2003 Children and Youth Investment Fund budget chapter and Figure 13 is one of the FY 2012
budget chapter.

The second part is the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation, a nonprofit organization
founded to coordinate out-of-school time services, improve quality, and expand access so more young
people could benefit from valuable programming.  CYITC was also deemed the one organization that would
receive the government money and to support OST.

Figure 12:
Snapshot of FY 2003 Children and Youth Investment Fund Budget Chapter42
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Figure 13:
Snapshot of FY 2012 Children and Youth Investment Collaborative

Budget Chapter43

DC Youth Advisory Council (DCYAC, YAC)
The DC Youth Advisory Council was created in 2002 via
B14-255, "District of Columbia Youth Advisory Council
Establishment Act of 2002." The purpose of the bill was
to create an organized mechanism for youth input to the

Mayor, the Council of the District of Columbia,
District of Columbia Public Schools, public charter
schools, other key decision makers in the District
government, and other adult leaders in the
District.44

Thirty-two young people between the ages of 13 and 22 serve on the YAC.  Of these members are three
from each ward and eight at-large members who represent the juvenile justice and foster care systems.

The YAC is more than just sharing recommendations on legislation.  It is fundamentally about leadership
development and helping youth learn and embrace the information and skills they need to be leaders today
and tomorrow.

Mayor's Youth Leadership Institute (MYLI)
Founded in 1979 to serve young people year-round, MYLI was formalized in law in 2005 via B16-0107,
"Mayor's Youth Leadership Institute Act of 2005."  According to the legislation, MYLI was

to provide eligible District youth with programs for professional development, leadership training,
and personal development including a school-year program and summer-training program.45
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Every year, 250 DC residents between the ages of 14 and 19 participate in the year-round program and 500
youth participate in the Summer Training Program. One of the most significant accomplishments of the
institute was to help organize the first congressional black caucus youth brain trust.46

MuralsDC
MuralsDC, legally known as "Anti-Graffiti Mural Assistance Program", was created in law in the FY 2008
budget support act.47 The idea of Ward 1 Councilmember Jim Graham, MuralsDC is a collaborative project
between the Department of Public Works and the Commission on Arts and Humanities.  The initiative has
two purposes.  First, MuralsDC targets areas with graffiti or likely to be blighted by graffiti.  Second,
MuralsDC positively impacts

the District’s youth by providing them all the resources they need to engage in this project. By
offering them instruction in proper technique, the supplies that they need and spaces to legally
practice and perform their developing skills, the Murals DC project promotes respect for public and
private property as well as community awareness for the young people we work with.48

Youth Development Plan Implementation Strategy
The FY 2007 budget included $1 million to fund the city's youth development plan strategy.  According to
the FY 2007 enrolled BSA,49 the plan was designed to

(1) Increase the quality of coordination and collaboration among all stakeholders to deliver city-
funded youth services;
(2) Advance the positive youth development philosophy and policy approach;
(3) Effectively implement youth violence prevention and intervention strategies;
(4) Provide for consistent and sustained investment in the city’s youth guided by positive youth
development; and
(5) Directly impact upon challenges affecting adolescent youth and disconnected youth.

While the strategy50 held great promise and had significant support from the community and the DC
Council, the potential was never realized in either the short or long terms.  What the strategy and the work
surrounding it did achieve, however, was a raised consciousness about positive youth development, out-of-
school time, and the value of quality services for children and youth.

Programmatic outgrowths of the strategy still in use today are targeted redeployment of Roving Leaders
and the intensive intervention with high risk youth.

Unofficial public policies and practices
Advancing Youth Development51

Advancing Youth Development (AYD) puts Positive Youth Development into practice in some nonprofits and
DC government agencies. AYD is the curriculum developed by the Academy of Educational Development
(AED).  The curriculum is grounded in four learning goals:

1. Gain familiarity with the youth development approach and use this approach to explore, share, and
learn new strategies for working with young people.

2. Strengthen their ability to communicate their ideas, expertise and experience to their
constituencies: board members, families, co-workers, community leaders, and youth.

3. Discuss practical strategies for integrating a youth development approach into their programs.
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4. Form an informal network and become ongoing resources to each other.52

CYITC is the local provider of this curriculum.  The Trust provides training for District agencies and
providers, front line staff, and policy makers. The training has been customized for DC Public School
teachers and staff a well as for Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) School Resource Officers.

As of year-end 2011, more than 3,000 youth workers have completed the 30-hour training.  Staff come
from more than 180 community-based organizations, Department of Employment Services, Department of
Parks and Recreation, Child and Family Services Agency, and DC Public Library.

DCPS After-school programs
DC Public Schools provides after-school activities—academic and enrichment—to students at some but not
all schools.  Nonprofits, along with public school teachers and aides "provide a variety of unique
programming options to students."53 According to the DCPS website,54 the program options vary by grade:

Elementary School Programs: Students participate in an academic power hour, which reinforces
classroom lessons and skills in creative ways. Students also get to explore enrichment activities
such as arts, music, theater, and dance, and wellness programming, including athletics and
nutrition.

Middle School Programs: Students choose from a variety of clubs that strengthen academic skills
while focusing on interesting topics like sports, theater, and journalism. Clubs meet for the first
hour of afterschool time every day and are followed by additional enrichment and wellness
activities.

High School Programs: Students can participate in credit recovery classes and college preparatory
classes, as well as leadership, arts, athletic and recreational activities. College access and career
readiness opportunities also will be available. (Note: The DCPS Afterschool Program is separate
from the official DCPS Athletics.

Community and Neighborhood-Based Organization Programs
In addition to programs operated directly by our Office of Out-of-School Time, DCPS has partnered
with a number of Community and Neighborhood-Based Organizations to provide additional
programming to our students. These programs provide further academic, enrichment, athletic and
wellness opportunities for our student population.

Only vetted nonprofits may operate in DC public schools. The vetting process considers program
development, data and accountability, and administrative (safety and staffing among them) issues.55 Many
of the vetted providers56 are funded by the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation.

Positive Youth Development
The Positive Youth Development (PYD) framework came into use in the District of Columbia during the
Williams Administration.  You may recall that Mayor Williams called on the government and community to
develop a strategy to stop youth homicides. The DC Positive Youth Development Task Force57—an ad hoc
association of advocates, service providers and funders which came together around the development and
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implementation of the Williams Administration Effective Youth Development Strategy—developed
principles of a PYD framework. These principles are:
 Challenging youth to reach their full potential
 Providing youth with opportunities to make and implement decisions
 Providing environments in which young people can further develop their social, civic, cognitive, and

emotional competencies
 Ensuring that necessary services and supports are available to young people
 Engaging the whole community
 Ensuring that youth are engaged by caring and supportive adult

Youth advisory bodies
In addition to the legally created YAC are two other advisory bodies for young people.  The OSSE Youth
Advisory Committee of DC involved between 15 and 20 high school students from across the city.58 MPD
also has a council, the MPD School Security Division Youth Advisory Council.  This council started in the fall
of 2002 to engage youth in community policing and problem solving, the law enforcement approach of the
day.  Teens aged 14-18 meet monthly during school.59
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Recommendations
As has been articulated in previous sections, there are multiple challenges related to OST programming in
the District of Columbia.  No challenge is too difficult to solve. This section will discuss a variety of
challenges and offer solutions.

Stop the practice of one-time funding of Children and Youth Investment Collaborative
From the beginning, the Children and Youth Investment Collaborative—the government fund used as the
vehicle to fund the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation—was a nonrecurring expenditure.
According to What's in it for Kids? A Budget and Program Analysis for the District of Columbia FY 2000,

while the Council was willing to fund a part of the Mayor's proposal, they were not willing to fund it
at the requested level and settled on $15 million. . . . the City Council voted in support of the Fund
as a nonrecurring expenditure. . .60

Allocating funds on a one-time basis once, or even twice, may have made sense when the Children and
Youth Investment Fund was new and untested.  But that is no longer the case.  Furthermore, there is no
budget practice reason to maintain the one-time funding status for the Children and Youth Investment
Collaborative.  In fact, by keeping it as one-time funding, the allocation does not have to be included in the
required five year financial plan associated with the annual budget. As a practical matter, baselining the
Fund would signal that the District's elected leaders are committed to funding quality OST. More
importantly, baselining would signal that the government—the city—is serious about helping young people
achieve positive outcomes.

Furthermore, making the decision to end the practice of allocating funds to the collaborative on a one-time
basis and adding it the Children and Youth Investment Collaborative to the Current Services Funding Level
representation in FY 2014 would allow for longer term planning for youth outcomes.

Making funding for the Collaborative a regular part of the budget, of course, is predicated on the
continuation of the funding at all.  Funding for the Collaborative, with monies directed to CYITC, is essential.
Why give money to the Trust now, after the scandals have been brought to light?  Turns out there are some
very good reasons.

First, only the Trust has the ability to effectively and efficiently manage the granting process, from
developing RFAs, to reviewing proposals, to training grantee staff, to tracking program-level data.  All of this
on a large scale.

Second, only the Trust has managed to bring all the parties to the table to improve quality, coordinate
services and outreach, expand evaluation, standardize language, and ensure essential training of staff.  The
Trust has done much to fill the void left by the absence of a citywide strategy for OST.  Even if elected and
appointed officials move immediately to create an OST system, CYITC is necessary.

Third, only the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation has demonstrated through
comprehensive and long-term action that OST is important in the District of Columbia.  As such, the whole
of the community should maintain its financial commitment to the Trust for the benefit of children and
youth.
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Create an OST system
Creating an OST system would solve many of the problems and challenges addressed in the budget and
impact on youth sections.  The creation of a system would signal that the District is serious and committed
to improving current and future outcomes for children and youth, their families, their communities, and the
city as a whole.

OST systems, according to the Finance Project, are "shared, over-arching infrastructures that support
leadership, program quality, access and participation, and financing and sustainability across multiple OST
providers and agencies."61 The Finance Project has detailed the strategies associated with the
infrastructure; see Figure 14.

The District already has parts of the strategies outlined by the Finance Project.  And as mentioned in the
introduction, the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation and Collaborative should serve as
the cornerstones of the District's OST system.  As it is, the Trust has been working with nonprofits, local and
national funders, local policy makers, and government agencies to coordinate services, collect data, and
improve quality.  As a result of seeking funding from the Wallace

Foundation to fund Project My Time, the Trust helped coordinate nonprofits and DC Public Schools.  The
Trust's early support of the current collaborative work between the District government and nonprofits to
improve 211/Answers, Please!, signaled widespread backing for the soon-to-be robust and up-to-date
system for families and providers.

The areas requiring significant attention are common outcomes, quality, funding for evaluation, common
language, and providing services for all ages.
 Collecting common information, such as name and address, will help the city determine the

unduplicated count of children and youth served and the pattern of usage (youth ward of residence
compared with ward of program).

 Implementing a set of common outcome measures will demonstrate the effectiveness of individual
programs as well as broader policy choices.  This can and should be part of PAAS and be brought to
scale by including all government operated and funded programs.

 Adopting the Advancing Youth Development framework citywide.
 Bridging the middle school to high school gap is essential.  Middle school is widely acknowledged to

be a turning point in the lives of children.  With proper direction, young people travel along a
positive and supportive path.  Unfortunately, too many young people, transitioning from middle
school to high school fall of a cliff of programming.  The solution is to increase the number of
programs available to young teens.

 Offering a wider variety of programming during the summer.  SYEP has come to be equated with
summer offerings but they are not the same.  Developing a robust array of programs will better
engage and serve young people and their families.

Increase OST funding
The simple truth is that we know what works and what works requires money.  Truly valuing our children
and youth requires regular, consistent, and long-term funding so that all of the city's young people can
benefit from OST programs.  Truly valuing our children and youth means providing them with the
opportunities to achieve their dreams.
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Figure 14:
Conceptual Framework for OST System-building Efforts62

Strategies
Providing Leadership and

Vision
Improving Program

Quality
Expanding Access to and
Participation in Quality

Programs

Financing and Sustaining
Citywide Programming and

Infrastructure

Activities
Individual leaders, usually
mayors, who use their
position and influence to
focus attention on the need
for OST programs, bring
people together, mobilize
public- and private-sector
resources and spearhead
efforts to develop mechanism
for providing systemic
guidance, management and
support.

Technical assistance, training,
higher education and
professional development for
OST program staff.

City-level resource and
referral systems to facilitate
access to existing programs

Training and technical
assistance to help OST
programs develop and
diversity funds

Citywide governing bodies
that lead, advise and monitor
system-building efforts

Alignment of OST
programming with school
curricula to ensure that OST
offerings reinforce what
students learn in the
classroom

Market research by system
leaders to better understand
the needs and preferences of
local families and
communities

Exploring funding options to
support and sustain OST
initiatives

OST intermediaries, generally
independent nonprofit organ-
izations established outside
city government that foster
collaboration and coordina-
tion among public- and
private-sector stake-holders
and mobilize resources

Quality standards and
evaluation initiatives to assess
program effectiveness

Outreach to families to
increase awareness of OST
opportunities

Advocacy at the state and
local levels to build public
support and influence OST
policy and funding decisions

Partnerships and collabora-
tions among local individuals
and organizations that have a
stake in OST, which enable
them to pool knowledge and
resources to support shared
system-building goal

Data management systems to
compile and organize
information on OST programs
and their operation

Program innovation to attract
and better serve diverse
populations of local children
and youth

Business planning to lay the
groundwork for the
organizational and financial
sustainability of OST system-
building efforts

Business planning by the
system leaders that identifies
system-building needs, priori-
ties and the core strategies
and activities to be pursue

Building facilities and
securing rent-free space for
OST programs throughout the
city
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APPENDIX A:
2010 Youth Population by Single Year Age and Ward, Ages 5 - 2163

Age District
Total Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4 Ward 5 Ward 6 Ward 7 Ward 8

Total
population (all
ages) 601,723 76,197 79,915 77,152 75,773 74,308 76,598 71,068 70,712

5 years 5,543 497 237 668 842 659 563 934 1,143
6 years 5,315 449 247 670 807 609 513 887 1,133
7 years 5,047 454 233 588 791 627 471 794 1,089
8 years 5,113 455 191 556 826 648 457 928 1,052
9 years 5,129 416 201 572 812 631 444 941 1,112
10 years 5,026 415 200 508 748 656 412 941 1,146
11 years 4,944 376 173 513 773 635 425 981 1,068
12 years 4,884 384 171 469 747 629 415 990 1,079
13 years 5,047 385 185 427 806 717 426 978 1,123
14 years 5,140 407 161 466 784 701 439 1,126 1,056
15 years 5,347 411 216 400 804 764 432 1,113 1,207
16 years 5,659 404 209 456 811 831 469 1,227 1,252
17 years 6,008 501 211 438 868 890 513 1,227 1,360
18 years 9,656 1,394 1,952 1,198 739 1,267 556 1,167 1,383
19 years 13,249 1,713 4,060 1,901 681 1,683 737 1,132 1,342
20 years 12,516 1,463 3,775 1,529 750 1,694 794 1,062 1,449
21 years 11,777 1,310 3,612 1,290 832 1,648 896 1,006 1,183

Population
ages 5-21 115,400 11,434 16,034 12,649 13,421 15,289 8,962 17,434 20,177
Percentage
ages 5-21 of
total
population 19% 15% 20% 16% 18% 21% 12% 25% 29%



Do we really value our children 44% less now than in 2009? 2012

H T T P : / / S U S I E C A M B R I A . B L O G S P O T . C O M Page 32

APPENDIX B:
Agencies, Programs, and Activities included in Analysis, FYs 2009 – 2012

and Budget Notes
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Budget Notes

The budget allocations generally
Only DC government budget allocations are included in this analysis.  It is true that some of the funding
ends up in the hands of nonprofit organizations through grants or contracts and so this is included.  But
funding nonprofits receive from the federal government, private donations, and foundations are not.  The
exception is the DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation since they play a special role in OST in
the District of Columbia.

The starting point for this analysis was the FY 2009 Children's Budget.  From the list of agencies in the
children's budget, some were taken away and others were added for the purposes of this analysis.  The
same is true for the budget allocations.  If it was an issue, an agency could change the percentage allocated
to Activity. If changes were made, they were made to all four years rather than just FY 2012.  Why make
them retroactively?  For the same reason I used them going forward in the original calculations:  You have
to make some decisions based on thinking at a point in time.

Agency-specific budget numbers
The Commission on Arts and Humanities budget includes money from DPW for the Murals DC Project for
FYs 2010-12.

The Department of Employment Services budget information is from the approved budgets; it does not
represent actual spending.

The number of children and youth served
All the agencies included in the budget analysis were asked to provide the number of children and youth
served in FYs 2009 – 2011 and projected to be served in FY 2012.  Not all the agencies were able to provide
the data.  Some of the data represents best estimates given how data is collected.

Not all the data represents service in a particular fiscal year.  Grant periods do not always match DC
government fiscal years.  Some grant periods are for fewer than 12 months (to end with the end of a fiscal
year) and others overlap fiscal years.

Agency-specific service numbers
The Commission on Arts and Humanities does not differentiate between children and youth served in and
out of school.  The number represented is a best estimate of youth served after school. That said the
agency is interested in collecting data in a better way going forward.

The DC National Guard did not return requests for information.

DC Public Schools was not able to provide the number of students served by the athletics program within
the deadline for this project for previous school years.

The Department of Parks and Recreation did not provide data for the number of children and youth served.

The DC Youth Advisory Council was able to provide data for youth served for the Gray Administration only.
The YAC has reached additional youth through the regular mayoral town halls and school-based activities.
Past records were not available to the program staff.
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APPENDIX C:
Agency Budgets and Percentage of OST Approved Funding by Fiscal Year

FY 2009 Approved Budget directed to OST by Agency and Percentage of Total

Commission on Arts
and Humanities,
$352,923.60 , 0%

Department of
Employment Services,
$35,150,000.00 , 35%

Office of Latino Affairs,
$694,230.28 , 1%

DC National Guard,
$2,853,000.00 , 3%

DC Public Schools,
$21,090,000.00 , 21%Department of the

Environment,
$581,827.14 , 1%

Department of Parks
and Recreation,

$14,897,301.13 , 15%

DC Public
Library,
$- , 0%

Children and Youth
Investment

Collaborative,
$18,460,000.00 , 18%

DCYAC, AmeriCorps,
Learn and Serve,

$3,507,000.00 , 4%

Non-CYITC earmarks,
$2,429,000.00 , 2%
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FY 2010 Approved Budget directed to OST by Agency and Percentage of Total

Commission on Arts
and Humanities,
$345,875.00 , 0%

Department of
Employment Services,
$32,626,000.00 , 39%

Office of Latino Affairs,
$593,000.00 , 1%

DC National Guard,
$2,032,000.00 , 3%

DC Public Schools,
$20,978,000.00 , 25%

Department
of the

Environment,
$- , 0%

Department of Parks
and Recreation,

$12,347,000.00 , 15%

DC Public Library,
$- , 0%

Children and Youth
Investment

Collaborative,
$10,602,000.00 , 13%

DCYAC, AmeriCorps,
Learn and Serve,

$3,496,000.00 , 4%

Non-CYITC earmarks,
$- , 0%
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FY 2011 Approved Budget directed to OST by Agency and Percentage of Total

Commission on Arts
and Humanities,
$341,946.25 , 0%

Department of
Employment Services,
$22,594,036.65 , 37%

Office of Latino Affairs,
$512,000.00 , 1%

DC National Guard,
$1,589,991.56 , 3%

DC Public Schools,
$16,223,302.64 , 27%

Department
of the

Environment,
$- , 0%

Department of Parks
and Recreation,

$10,119,135.75 , 17%

DC Public Library,
$302,073.00 , 0%

Children and
Youth Investment

Collaborative,
$4,625,000.00 ,

8%

DCYAC,
AmeriCorps,

Learn and
Serve,

$4,185,360.62
, 7%

Non-CYITC earmarks,
$- , 0%
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FY 2012 Approved Budget directed to OST by Agency and Percentage of Total

Commission on Arts
and Humanities,
$346,766.00 , 1%

Department of
Employment Services,
$19,716,000.00 , 35%

Office of Latino Affairs,
$579,500.00 , 1%

DC National Guard,
$3,062,000.00 , 6%

DC Public Schools,
$13,835,000.00 , 25%

Department of the
Environment,  $- , 0%

Department of Parks
and Recreation,

$11,831,500.00 , 21%

DC Public Library,
$207,000.00 , 0%

Children and Youth
Investment

Collaborative,
$3,000,000.00 , 5%

DCYAC, AmeriCorps,
Learn and Serve,

$3,391,000.00 , 6%

Non-CYITC
earmarks,  $-

, 0%



Do we really value our children 44% less now than in 2009? 2012

H T T P : / / S U S I E C A M B R I A . B L O G S P O T . C O M Page 43

APPENDIX D:
Title XXIV.  Children and Youth Initiative
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