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Support Local After-School Programs with Funds from the Local Control Funding Formula

After-school programs are a smart use for Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) funds because they:
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As school districts, county offices of education and communities begin
to plan how to invest new funding provided by the Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF), we encourage you to support investments in

Serve high-need students targeted by LCFF;

Can pay for themselves, with benefits to communities of up to $13 for every dollar invested.

Advance at least 6 of the 8 state LCFF priorities, including:
3) School Climate
4) Pupil Subject Area Outcomes

1) Pupil Achievement
2) Pupil Engagement

5) Common Core Implementation
6) Parental Involvement

Can effectively utilize funding to increase access to and/or strengthen the quality of services by:
expanding programs to additional schools; serving more students at existing programs; extending
existing programs into year-round expanded learning; and strengthening program quality.
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after-school programs. After-school programs maximize time outside of 80%

the classroom to address the academic, social, emotional and physical
needs and interests of students through individualized and engaging
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learning. In California, they typically serve the highest-needs students, 40%

including the low-income and English learner students targeted for
increased programs and services by LCFF.1

Each district and county office of education must prepare Local
Control and Accountability Plans that ensure that LCFF funding
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addresses 8 specified state priorities with express goals and actions.
After-school programs are a smart investment because they help advance at least 6 of the 8 required state priorities,
including pupil achievement, pupil engagement, school climate, course-related outcomes, common core

implementation, and parental involvement.

How LCFF Funding Can Support After-School Programs
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Many Schools Need Programs

While there are over 4,400 state- and federally-funded after-school programs
statewide, still only 44 percent of public schools have programs.2 Data on the
number of after-school programs by district are available at
http://programs.afterschoolnetwork.org/search/afterschool allocation.

Existing Programs Can Serve More Students

Even where programs exist there are often long waiting lists of interested
students due to insufficient funding. Maximum funding levels generally only
serve 83 students in an elementary school and 111 students in a middle school.

Existing Programs Can be Extended into Year-Round Expanded Learning
Extending programs into summer can help address summer slide academically
and summer weight gain,3 as well as help reduce staff turnover. Only one in four
state- and federally-funded after-school programs have supplemental funding
that can be used in summer.*

Need to Maintain and Strengthen Program Quality

Programs may need additional resources to maintain and improve program
quality, given that the state only provides $7.50 per student per day for
elementary and middle school students and has not increased that daily rate
since 2006, despite increases in the cost of living and the recent increase in the
minimum wage.

s After-School Programs

Can Pay for Themselves

The Rose Institute at
Claremont McKenna
College found that every
dollar invested in after-
school programs results in
$9 to $13 in benefits to
taxpayers, crime victims
and participants.>

UCLA researchers estimate
that every dollar invested
in the LA’s BEST program
saves the city $2.50 in
crime-related costs alone.®




After-School Programs Advance LCFF-Required State Priorities

1) Pupil Achievement, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(4), as measured by:

Statewide Assessments, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(4)(A)

v' After three charter schools in South Central Los Angeles implemented THINK Together’s after-school
program for the majority of their students, twice as many students scored at proficient or above on English
and math standardized tests.”

v" 41% of Los Angeles public school students regularly attending after-school programs through Beyond the
Bell scored as proficient or advance on the English/Language Arts portion of the California Standards Test,
compared to 32% for non-participants.8

v' Participation in Oakland after-school programs was associated with better performance on standardized
tests. Youth who attended for 100 days were about 40% more likely to score at proficient or advanced
than those who attended just one day.?

English Learner Reclassification Rate, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(4)(E)
v"In the Central Valley, English language learners who participated in 80 state- and federally-funded after-
school programs were more than three times as likely to be reclassified as fluent in English as students in
the region overall.10
v Participation in Oakland after-school programs increased the likelihood of English fluency. Participation of
25 days was associated with about 10% greater likelihood of being re-classified as English fluent. This
increased to about 40% greater likelihood for attendees participating in 100 days.1!

2) Pupil Engagement, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(5), as measured by:

School Attendance & Chronic Absenteeism Rates, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(5)(A) & (B)

v' At 80 state- and federally-funded after-school programs in the Central Valley, after-school participants
improved their school day attendance by 14 days (nearly three weeks).12

v Participants in the Citizen Schools after-school program, which operates at middle schools nationally and
in California, attended middle school 11 days more than comparable students, and their high school
attendance rates were even higher, although it is just a middle school program.:3

v' Students participating on Oakland Unified School District’s after-school programs were less likely than
non-participants to be chronically absent from school, and as a whole increased their school-day
attendance by 35,343 days in the 2010-2011 school year, earning the district between $827,000 and
$989,000 in additional revenue.14

Middle School and High School Dropout Rates, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(5)(C) & (D)
v' Ina 20-year UCLA longitudinal study, researchers found that LA’s BEST elementary school after-school
students who participated for three or more years were about 20 percent less likely to drop out years later

than similar students who did not attend LA’s BEST.15

High School Graduation Rates, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(5)(E)

v" A UCLA study found that students attending California’s High School After School Safety and Enrichment
for Teens (ASSETSs) program performed better than non-participants on the English language arts and
math sections of the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE).16

v" According to school officials at Blair High School in Pasadena, after-school credit reclamation classes more
than doubled the number of on-time graduates.1?



3) School Climate, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(6), as measured by pupil suspension rates, expulsion rates, and other local
measures, including surveys of pupils, parents, and teachers on the sense of safety and school connectedness.

v' Improved Behavior
The Promising Programs evaluation found that regular participation in high-quality after-school programs
in California and several other states was linked to “reductions in behavior problems among disadvantaged
students,” including “significant reductions in aggressive behaviors with peers” and “reductions in
misconduct.”18

v’ School Connectedness
After-school programs promote school connectedness through promotion of positive relationships,
development of a sense of belonging to the program and to the school, provision of safety, enhancement of
school activities, engagement of parents/guardians and the community, fostering of connections to
teachers and classrooms, reinforcement of school rules and practices, and establishment of high
expectations and standards.!?

v' Student Safety
According to the California Healthy Kids Survey, 7t graders who were not regularly supervised after school
were 23% more likely to report having been in a physical fight at school in the last year compared to
regularly supervised students.2® A UCLA study found that LA’s BEST participants were 30 percent less
likely to participate in criminal activities than similar children.2!

4) Pupil Subject Area Outcomes, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(8), in subject areas including physical education.

v' After participating in the A World Fit for Kids! after-school program, 5th graders at a Los Angeles area
elementary school were nearly twice as likely to meet California’s FITNESSGRAM standards on physical
fitness tests, compared to before (70% vs. 40%).22

5) Common Core Implementation, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(2).

v' Through project-based learning and other strategies, after-school programs can help enhance the critical
thinking, problem-solving, and collaboration skills that are central to the common core.23 California’s
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) implementation plan specifically recommends training district
administrators, school principals and after-school program directors on “how to collaborate to incorporate,
into after-school/extended day programs, activities that enrich the CCSS-related learning initiated during
the regular day.”*

6) Parental Involvement, Ed. Code 52060 (d)(3).

v' After-school programs offer excellent opportunities for parental involvement, especially because parents
often visit the program at the end of the day to pick up their child. An evaluation of Woodcraft Rangers’
Nvision After School Program (NASP) in Los Angeles found that, “In focus groups, parents said that NASP
helped them become more involved in their children’s education, for example, through volunteering for the
program. Parents also said that they were more aware of school activities and ways to volunteer at the
school.”25

For more information, please email info@CA3advocacy.org.
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