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T
he majority of school-age children have parents who work. These children need safe places to go
during their out-of-school hours. Research has repeatedly demonstrated that good activities for
school-age children after school can help children’s development, safety, and school performance
as well as reduce risk-taking behaviors such as the use of drugs, alcohol, and tobacco. Yet, far too

many children are left to care for themselves, which places them at greater risk of a range of problems. Low-
income children, who have the greatest need for after-school programs, are less likely to have access to con-
structive activities during their out-of-school time.

Many school-age children have parents who work. These children may need
constructive activities during at least some of the many hours that they are
not at school.

■  In 2001, four out of five (80 percent) women with children ages six to 17 were in the labor force, and the
majority of these women worked full time. Nearly 31.5 million children between the ages of six and 17
had a mother in the labor force.1

■  In 79 percent of single-mother families and 85 percent of single-father families with children ages six to
17, the custodial parent works outside the home.2

■  Children spend less than 20 percent of their waking hours in school. Schools typically are open for less
than half the days of the year, and the school day only lasts until mid-afternoon. What happens in the
remaining hours when they are not in school is critical to children’s development.

■  Half of children in kindergarten through eighth grade are in nonparental care before and after school
on a regular basis.3 This is about 19 million children in home-based care, center-based care, or self-care.4

Good school-age care can have a major positive impact on children’s 
development, safety, and school achievement.

■  Research indicates that what children do during non-school hours has a critical impact on school
achievement and long-term success, whether or not their mother is employed. The activities in which
children are engaged, as well as the quality of adult supervision they receive, are as important as family
income and parents’ education in determining academic success.

■  Research shows that children who spend 20 to 35 hours per week engaged in constructive learning activities
are significantly more likely to succeed in school. Children’s out-of-school hours represent a substantial,
ongoing opportunity for them to learn through play, to learn how to get along with other children, and
to form enduring and supportive relationships with adults.5

School-Age Child Care:
Keeping Children Safe and Helping Them Learn
While Their Families Work
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■  Several studies have found that school-age children’s academic performance is enhanced by attending
formal child care programs of at least adequate quality. Children attending such programs have better
work habits and relationships with peers, and they are better adjusted and less anti-social than children
who spend their out-of-school hours alone, with their mothers, or informally supervised by other adults.
Other studies have found that how well a child gets along with other children is a better predictor of
adult adjustment than academic performance or classroom behavior.6

■  Teenagers who participate in after-school, extracurricular activities—such as bands, sports teams, clubs,
and community groups—are more likely to graduate from high school than those who spend their after-
noon hours without adult supervision, according to a 2001 study. The study, based on a survey of 24,000
students in eighth through twelfth grades from 1,000 schools nationwide, found that 90 percent of those
who were involved in an organized program after school graduated from high school. In comparison, 84
percent of those who were not involved in such programs and spent three or more hours alone after
school graduated. Participation in after-school activities had an impact even after considering other factors
such as family income and prior academic performance.7

■  A 2001 study found that teens who engage in activities after school are five times less likely to be “D”
students than those who do not. Furthermore, the study reported that teens who are supervised every
day of the school week are less likely to drink alcohol, smoke cigarettes, use drugs, or engage in sex than
teens who are unsupervised.8

Evaluations of various national, state, and local school-age programs 
demonstrate that these programs help children succeed in school, get along
better with others, and reduce their chances of getting into trouble.

■  A three-year study of four after-school programs that were offered free of charge to children living in
targeted high-crime neighborhoods determined that children in these programs had fewer school
absences, better conflict management strategies, and better work habits at school than did their school
classmates who lived in the same neighborhoods but did not attend the programs. In addition, children
who attended the programs for more days demonstrated larger beneficial effects than did children who
attended fewer days. Children who participated more frequently had better work habits, displayed better
interpersonal skills, engaged in less misconduct in their neighborhoods and at school, and missed less
school.9

■  Statewide and local evaluations of California’s Before and After School Learning and Safe
Neighborhoods Partnerships Program show positive results on student achievement, attendance, behavior,
and reductions in grade retention. There were particularly notable improvements in scores on reading
and math achievement tests among students with the lowest initial scores and among English Language
Learners. The largest gains in attendance and achievement were typically among students with the highest
levels of participation in the after-school program. Participating students also expressed more positive attitudes
toward school, enhanced confidence about learning, and increased educational aspirations.10
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■  Los Angeles’ Better Educated Students for Tomorrow (LA’s BEST) initiative, which supports after-school
opportunities, has helped children achieve in school and stay safe during out-of-school time, according
to 10 years of research on the program. Higher levels of participation in the program led to better school
attendance, which in turn related to higher academic achievement on math, reading, and language arts
tests. Parents reported that they worried less about their children’s safety and felt that the program was
much safer than their neighborhood. Children reported that they liked regular school more since par-
ticipating in the after-school program. Participating children also said they had higher aspirations about
finishing high school and going to college.11

■  Children participating in the New York City Beacons Initiative, which was launched in 1991 and seeks
to link community-based organizations and schools, report that they benefit from the program in several
ways. Four-fifths (80 percent) of young people who were interviewed said the program helped them avoid
drug use. Three-quarters (74 percent) of those interviewed said that the program helped them avoid
fighting.12

■  Programs supported by The After-School Corporation (TASC), a New York City-based nonprofit organization,
have demonstrated several benefits, according to an evaluation of the project:13

Staff, students, and parents noted a number of improvements in students’ social skills, including the
ability to maintain self-control, make constructive choices about their behavior, and avoid fights.

Eighty-six percent of parents said their children benefited academically from their after-school program.

Eighty-four percent of principals surveyed said that the after-school project had improved the overall
effectiveness of their schools, 81 percent reported it boosted their students’ motivation to learn, 81
percent said their students had better attitudes toward school, and 77 percent reported increased
student attendance.

Parents recognized that having reliable after-school care benefited themselves—60 percent said
they missed less work than before because of the program, 59 percent said the program helped
them keep their job, and 54 percent said it enabled them to work more hours.

■  Extended-Service Schools, after-school programs sponsored by the Wallace-Reader’s Digest Funds in 17
communities across the country, help youths avoid risk-taking behaviors, improve their attitude toward
school, and increase their self-confidence, according to an evaluation of the initiative. Sixty-five percent
of youths reported that the program helped them stay out of trouble. The same percentage of youths
said the program helped them do better in school, and 82 percent of their parents said the program
helped their children try harder in school. Nearly three-quarters (74 percent) of participating youths said
they saw choices and possibilities in life that they had not realized they had. Knowing their children had
a good place to go after school also reduced parents’ stress levels and enabled them to better balance
their responsibilities for work and family. Eight out of 10 parents said they were less worried about their
children’s safety after school, 57 percent said their children’s participation helped them manage their
own work schedule, and 45 percent said it helped them get a better job or do better at their job.14
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■  Students who participated in the Boys and Girls’ Clubs of America’s national educational enhancement
program, Project Learn, increased their grade averages and improved their school attendance and study
skills, according to an evaluation by Columbia University.15

■  A Public/Private Ventures study of Big Brothers/Big Sisters’ carefully designed mentoring program
showed that young people randomly assigned to receive a trained mentor were about half as likely to
begin illegal drug use or to hit someone as those randomly assigned to the control group.16

■  The Cooperative Extension Service studied the effects of 64 programs that had received Extension assis-
tance in 15 states. Teachers said that the programs had helped the children to become more cooperative
(34 percent), learn to handle conflicts better (37 percent), develop an interest in recreational reading (33
percent), and improve their grades (33 percent). Over one-third of the school principals stated that van-
dalism in their schools had decreased as a result of the programs. In addition, the study estimated that
16 percent of the program children had avoided being retained in grade due to program participation,
resulting in an estimated savings of over $1 million.17

■  The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program, an after-school initiative supported by the
U.S. Department of Education, is having positive impacts in communities across the country.18 For
example:

Highland Park, Michigan, reported a 40 percent drop in juvenile crime in the neighborhood sur-
rounding the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program.

In rural McCormick, South Carolina, 120 students would have been retained in grade without the
after-school program.

Brooklyn, New York’s Cypress Hills center reported that 72 percent of program participants
improved their grades by five points on a 100-point scale in one or more of their classes.

Participants in Chattanooga, Tennessee, increased their school attendance. At one school, absentee
days declined from 568 to 135; at another school absent days were reduced from 148 to 23.

Preliminary findings from the program in Palm Beach County, Florida, indicate that participating
students have improved their reading and math scores, as well as their interpersonal skills.

■  Fourth-graders who participated in the Ohio Hunger Task Force’s urban after-school initiative exceeded
the statewide percentage of students meeting proficiency standards in math, writing, reading, citizenship,
and science.19

■  A study compared juvenile arrests in a public housing project that started an after-school skills development
program with those in another housing project that provided only minimal recreational services. The
number of juvenile arrests declined by 75 percent after the start of the after-school program, while the
number increased by 67 percent in the comparison project.20

■  In the first year after the Baltimore Police Department opened an after-school program in a high-crime
area, crime in that neighborhood dropped 42 percent.21

■  Low-income third-graders attending more formal after-school programs in Milwaukee were determined
to have higher grades in reading, math, and conduct, and they were rated by their teachers as having
better work habits and peer relations than children who were informally supervised after school.22
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■  Participants randomly assigned to a high school Quantum Opportunities Program of counseling, academic
and life skills support, community service, and financial incentives were 50 percent more likely to graduate
high school and two-and-a-half times as likely to attend postsecondary schooling. Participants were also
less likely to be arrested or become teen parents.23

Yet, far too many school-age children are caring for themselves rather than
participating in constructive activities in safe environments. “Self-care”
can place children at greater risk of a range of problems, including school
failure, crime, and alcohol and drug use.

■  Over 7 million children ages five to 14 care for themselves on a regular basis, according to Census data.
Nearly one in 10 (9 percent) children ages five to 11 went home to an empty house during some part of
the week, while more then four out of 10 (42 percent) children ages 12 to 14 spent time unsupervised.24

■  Many children are in self-care for a significant amount of time during the summer months when school
is out. An Urban Institute study found that during the summer, 11 percent of children ages six to 12 care
for themselves while their parents work. This is similar to the 14 percent of children in self-care on a regular
basis during the school-year. Yet, children are in self-care for longer hours during the summer months—
an average of 10.3 hours a week versus 4.8 hours a week during the school year.25

■  A survey of children ages 12 to 17 found that the majority are not involved in constructive activities when
they are not in school. Seventy percent of respondents said that they do not belong to any clubs or organ-
izations outside of school such as the Scouts or the YMCA, 74 percent said they usually get together with
friends to hang out without anything specific to do, and 42 percent said they feel bored every day or
almost every day.26

■  Children left to care for themselves are at risk of getting involved in crime or being crime victims.
Juvenile crime rates are high, particularly in the hours after school lets out:

Juveniles make up 12 percent of all crime victims and 22 percent (nearly one-quarter) of violent
crime victims reported to police.27 Overall, juveniles are twice as likely as adults to be victims of
serious violent crime and three times as likely to be victims of simple assault.28

Juveniles accounted for 17 percent of all criminal arrests and 16 percent of arrests for serious violent
crime in 2000.29

The rate of juvenile violence is highest in the after-school hours between 3:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.
During this time, the rate is four times as great as the rate during the standard juvenile curfew hours
between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.30

Juveniles are more likely to be the victims of violent crime in the hour after the end of the school
day than at any other hour of the day.31

■  Teens left unsupervised at least three days a week after school were two to four times more likely than
other teens to say they had committed crimes, used drugs, and had sex, according to a 2001 survey. They
were also four times more likely to have been a victim of crime.32
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■  In a survey of teens ages 12 to 17, the teenagers reported feeling least safe home alone or in their neigh-
borhoods. Meanwhile, they said they felt safe in after-school programs. In fact, after-school programs
were rated by respondents as slightly safer than school.33

■  Self-care is associated with fearfulness and anxiety,34 and unsupervised boys and girls show more anti-
social behavior than supervised children.35

■  Children who begin taking care of themselves in elementary school are significantly more likely to report
higher use of alcohol by eighth grade. Regardless of when they begin taking care of themselves, eighth-
graders left home alone for 11 or more hours a week report much greater use of cigarettes, alcohol, and
marijuana than children who are not left home alone.36

■  A 1999 study that examined the effects of self-care among urban children in low-income families found
that children who spent more time home alone in third grade displayed more behavior problems both in
third grade and later when they reached fifth grade.37

■  Children in self-care spend more time watching television and less time under adult supervision—factors
that correlate with anti-social behaviors—than children in other types of arrangements, according to one
study. Children in formal programs spend more time in enrichment activities and less time watching TV
and pursuing unstructured activity. They are also exposed to more learning opportunities. Researchers
attribute the better emotional adjustment and work habits of children in formal care to these differences
in time expenditure.38 As it is, more of children’s discretionary time is spent watching television than any
other activity. On average, children spend 131⁄2 hours a week or 27 percent of their discretionary time
watching television.39 Increasing the availability of school-age programs would help reduce the amount
of time children spend in front of the TV set.

Many school-age children are home alone because there are not enough
before- and after-school opportunities available.

■  An assessment of school-age opportunities in four cities—Chicago, Kansas City, Little Rock, and
Sacramento—found serious gaps in supply.40

None of the four cities has saturated its neighborhoods with school-age opportunities. Kansas City
can account for more of its young people than any other community, but still has only 40 percent
of children and youths ages six through 18 enrolled in out-of-school programs or activities. In Little
Rock, the average daily attendance of all school-year programs reporting is less than a third of the
city’s total population of young people.

Out-of-school opportunities are unevenly distributed throughout each city. For example, in the
Kansas City metropolitan region, the percentage of six- to 11-year-olds engaged in daily programs
varies from less than 3 percent in some areas to 12 percent in others.

Programming in evening and morning hours is scarce. In Chicago, 80 percent fewer programs
operate in the evening than in the afternoon, and morning programs are even more limited. In
Little Rock, only 16 percent of school-year programs operate more than three hours a day, and
only one of the programs surveyed operates more than four hours a day.
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Weekend programs are in extremely short supply. In Sacramento, only 13 percent of the organi-
zations surveyed operate programs on the weekend. Little Rock has no program operating seven
days a week during the school year, and only one open six days a week.

Only a small percentage of young people are enrolled in consistent, daily school-age programs. In
Kansas City, just 11 percent of six- to 18-year-olds are enrolled in daily supervised programs.

■  In California, an estimated 2.25 million slots in after-school programs are needed, but the total licensed
supply—758,000—is only sufficient to meet about one-third of the need.41

■  Difficulties attracting and retaining staff pose a barrier to expanding the supply of school-age programs.
For example, a survey of youth workers in Indiana found that low salaries and limited benefits, a lack of
resources, and the frustration of juggling administrative demands discouraged workers from remaining
in the field.42

Nearly 45 percent of respondents reported that they either were uncertain about being or would
definitely not be in the field in five years.

Nearly seven out of 10 full-time youth workers surveyed were earning less than $30,000 a year,
including two out of 10 earning less than $20,000 a year. Yet, 44 percent were their family’s primary
wage earner.

Although 80 percent had health insurance, the majority described it as “substandard.”

■  Not enough funds are invested to ensure an adequate supply of good after-school options. In a survey of
principals of elementary schools with after-school programs, 35 percent said funding was a major obstacle
preventing them from expanding their program. Only 8 percent reported a lack of demand as a primary
reason for not expanding.43

■  In 2001, only 11 percent of the requests for funding through the U.S. Department of Education’s 21st

Century Community Learning Centers after-school program could be filled.44

Low-income children have particular difficulty gaining access to school-age
care or constructive activities after school.

■  School-age children living in families below the poverty line are one-third as likely as children living in
families at or above 200 percent of the poverty line to participate in at least one enrichment activity after
school.45

■  Research indicates that children from low-income homes tend to be more isolated from peers during out-
of-school time than middle-income children.46

■  Two-fifths of low-income working parents have significant problems finding care beyond school hours
(after school, summer, vacations, or other school closing days) for their school-age children.47

■  Many low-income working parents who have school-age children with educational and behavioral problems
lack the flexibility they need in their jobs to be available to help their children. Among working mothers
who had a child scoring in the bottom quartile on reading tests and who were living in poverty, 37 percent
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lacked paid leave, according to one study. A similar percentage of poor mothers with a child scoring in
the bottom quartile on math tests lacked paid leave. Paid leave was not available to 46 percent of poor
mothers who had children with the most serious behavioral problems.48

■  School-age children in families receiving welfare need greater opportunities to participate in safe, con-
structive activities after school. The 1996 welfare law requires more parents to work, and as a result parents
are less likely to be there for their children when they get home from school. Initial evidence suggests that
this may be having negative impacts, including increases in school problems and risky behavior, among
adolescents in welfare families.49

■  With limited access to constructive after-school options, children in low-income households spend an
estimated 50 percent more time watching television than their more affluent peers.50

■  Lack of transportation can be a major obstacle to school-age care for many low-income parents.51

The high cost of school-age care can prevent low-income families from 
participating. Many families have difficulty affording the care on their own
and cannot get help paying for it.

■  Even part-time care for school-age children can total $3,500 or more per year. School-age children with
working parents do not need full-time care, but they often do need care before and after school and during
holidays and vacations. The hours spent in care as well as the costs quickly add up. In a study of child
care costs, the average annual cost for school-age care in a center was above $3,000 per year in two-thirds
of the urban areas surveyed and over $3,500 per year in one-third of the areas.52

■  For many low-income families, school-age care costs consume a substantial proportion of their budget,
according to an Urban Institute study. During the school year, 37 percent of low-income (incomes below
200 percent of poverty) working families who have children ages six to 12 pay for school-age care. These
families pay an average of $224 a month, which is 14 percent of income. During the summer months,
more low-income families rely on relative care, which may help limit costs, but many families continue
to pay a significant amount for school-age care. Forty-four percent of low-income working families pay
for school-age care during the summer, spending an average of $170 a month (11 percent of income).53

■  A study of out-of-school time in low-income communities found that among the 16 percent of families
who did pay for after-school child care, the mean payment was $24 weekly, or 19 percent of total family
income.54

■  Many programs rely heavily on parent fees to cover their costs, placing a burden on low-income parents
and effectively denying their access to care. Half of elementary schools with after-school programs
require some fee or tuition; 33 percent of the schools rely on fees and tuition as their major source of
funding, according to a survey of principals of these schools. Thirty-eight percent of elementary school
principals with after-school programs reported that they receive federal funding, and 37 percent receive
state funding for their programs. Only 12 percent receive funding from corporations and businesses.55

■  In California, a subsidized after-school program is available to less than half of all five- to 14-year-olds
living in low-income families who could benefit from this type of program. An estimated 1.24 million
children need subsidized after-school care, but only about 608,000 are receiving it—leaving about
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632,000 without access to this crucial resource. The sites within the state’s Before and After School
Learning and Safe Neighborhoods Partnerships Program alone have waiting lists of approximately
42,000 students.56

Many low-income parents would prefer to have their children in lessons or
other organized after-school activities, but are unable to do so because of
the cost or unavailability of programs.

■  Over half (54 percent) of low-income parents in one study stated that they would change their current
out-of-school time arrangements if they could. Many parents reported that they would like to enroll their
children in lessons and other organized activities but were prevented from doing so by prohibitive cost,
transportation difficulties, worries about neighborhood safety, and a shortage of available options.57

■  Many of the low-income parents interviewed were not happy about the role of television in their children’s
lives, and over half wanted their children to spend less time watching television. Most wished their children
could spend more time on academically related activities, enrichment activities such as hobbies and lessons,
and community activities. In focus groups, parents often became excited and energized when they had
an opportunity to share ideas and experiences about alternatives to television, both at home and in the
community. Overall, many of these parents felt that the barriers to finding safe and affordable alternatives
were overwhelming.58

■  Low-income parents whose children spent time alone or in the care of siblings were significantly less satisfied
than those whose children spent all of their time under adult supervision.59

A broad range of individuals—from school-age children and teens to police
chiefs and school principals—are interested in creating better options for
children during after-school time.

■  A majority of teens believe there are too few after-school programs in their community, according to a
2001 survey. Sixty-five percent of the teens said they would likely participate in an after-school program
that offered activities that interested them.60

■  In one survey, 86 percent of teens said that they wanted to take part in crime prevention programs, which
often have an after-school component. The most popular options were tutoring, mentoring, and peer
leadership programs. Among those teens surveyed, 71 percent said they wanted to participate in a tutoring
or mentoring program. Sixty-two percent were willing to join programs to prevent violence or drug use.61

■  Nine out of 10 voters agree that there should be some type of organized activity or place for children to
go every day after school that provides opportunities for them to learn, according to a 2002 poll. Nearly
three-quarters (72 percent) of voters feel that after-school programs are an absolute necessity for their
communities, and more than three-quarters (78 percent) feel that these programs are very or somewhat
effective in keeping children safe from crime. Recognizing the importance of investments in after-school
programs, 59 percent of voters disagree with the President’s decision not to include any new funding for
these programs in his proposed budget for 2003.62
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■  The 2002 poll found that parents whose children attend after-school programs see these programs as
having many benefits. Ninety-two percent of parents whose children are in after-school programs say
that since attending the program their children do better in reading, writing, and math. Eighty-nine percent
of these parents say their children have learned to get along with other children and behave better in
school, and 87 percent say their children are more likely to avoid drugs and alcohol. Ninety-five percent
say their children are safer and less likely to be involved in juvenile crime than children who are not
attending the programs. In addition, 90 percent say their family life is less stressful because they know
their children have a structured, safe place to go after school.63

■  In a 2001 poll, 86 of the general public agreed that “America could sharply reduce crime if government
invested more in programs to help children and youth get a good start, such as Head Start and child care.”64

■  In a poll conducted in February 2001, two-thirds of those surveyed felt that providing access to after-
school programs and early childhood development programs such as Head Start was more important
than cutting taxes.65

■  A poll of police chiefs, sheriffs, and prosecutors from across the country found that more than three-
quarters (78 percent) think that expanding after-school programs would significantly reduce youth crime
and violence. Law enforcement officials ranked providing more after-school and educational child care
programs as the most effective strategy for reducing youth violence nearly five times as often as “hiring more
police officers to investigate juvenile crimes” and nearly six times as often as “prosecuting and jailing more
juveniles as adults.”66

■  In a survey of elementary school principals, more than three-quarters (77 percent) of those who had
after-school programs in their schools said it was “extremely important” to maintain these programs.
Eighty-seven percent of the principals credited the programs with helping to connect their schools with
parents, and 79 percent said that the programs had helped improve students’ academic performance. Yet
56 percent said that funding was a barrier to expanding their after-school program, and 49 percent said
staffing was a barrier.67

To address the need for school-age care, some states and local communities
have invested in efforts to increase families’ access to care.

■  In Hawaii, the A+ program for after-school activities makes affordable, enriching experiences available
for all children in kindergarten through sixth grade. The program is available on a sliding fee basis to all
families who need it.

■  Rhode Island allows families to receive help paying for before- and after-school care until their children
are 16, giving parents of older school-age children access to constructive activities for their adolescents.
Since states may only use federal Child Care and Development Block Grant funds to provide assistance
to families with children under age 13 (children who have disabilities or other special needs are eligible
up to age 19), Rhode Island must use its own separate state funds to extend assistance to families with
older school-age children.

■  Los Angeles has made a major commitment to after-school care through its LA’s BEST (Better Educated
Students for Tomorrow) program. The program was established in 1988 to address an alarming rise in
street gangs, school dropouts, and drug use in communities where children lacked adequate adult supervision
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during the critical hours between 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. The program offers after-school educational,
enrichment, and recreational opportunities for children ages five to 12 at no cost to parents. From its
original 10 sites, LA’s BEST has grown to serve over 18,000 students in 104 elementary schools. It is sup-
ported through a partnership involving the City of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Unified School District,
and the private sector.68 Ten years of independent evaluations of the program have demonstrated its
effectiveness in keeping children safe and helping them succeed in school.69

■  San Diego has created an exemplary model for quality after-school care. The city’s “6 to 6” before- and
after-school initiative reaches over 25,000 students in 202 schools. The programs offer both educational
and enrichment activities, including homework help, sports, and arts and crafts. Both the mayor and
school superintendent were instrumental in the effort to establish this initiative. It is supported by local,
state, and federal resources, with the majority of funding coming from the California State Department
of Education’s Before and After School Learning and Safe Neighborhoods Partnerships Program. The
total budget for the initiative in FY 2002 was $18 million. This includes $6.1 million ($4 million from
general funds and $2 million from tobacco settlement funds) from the City of San Diego, $9.55 million
from the state’s before- and after-school program, and $2.35 million from the U.S. Department of
Education’s 21st Century Community Learning Centers program.70

■ Boston invests $12.5 million each year in after-school programming through the city’s community centers,
schools, human service agencies, nonprofit organizations, and police department. This includes city general
funds as well as some state and federal funding. By supporting partnerships between youth-serving organ-
izations and public schools, the city has encouraged the opening of 50 new full-time after-school programs
in school buildings. As of September 2002, a total of 75 schools—more than two-thirds of the city’s elementary
and middle schools—were hosting after-school programs. There have been 4,300 new spaces for children
in after-school programs created across the city since 1998. In addition to increasing the supply of after-
school care, the city has also worked to improve the quality of care by expanding training opportunities
for program staff. To help support its various school-age projects, the city has developed partnerships
with the private sector. The mayor’s 2:00-to-6:00 After-School Initiative provides an infrastructure for
the city’s after-school efforts, with staff contributing advocacy, fundraising, organizational, and adminis-
trative support.71
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