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I. Introduction, Background, and Rationale for the Full-Service
Community School Model

A. Introduction

In 2002, the Milton S. Eisenhower Foundation began to replicate the Full-Service Community
School Model in Iowa. The schools in this state are among a cohort of schools in five states across
the country that are participating in the Eisenhower Foundation Full-Service Community Schools
Replication Initiative. The purpose of the initiative is to apply the best practices of full-service
community schools already in existence to schools ready to make the change from a traditional
school model to a full-service community school model.

This evaluation report describes the implementation and outcomes discernable to date for Harding
Middle School and Moulton Extended Learning Center, the full-service community schools
launched as part of this initiative in Iowa.

B. Context: Evaluation Planning and Design

The 2004-2005 school year is the second full year that LaFrance Associates, LLC (LFA) has
conducted an evaluation of the initiative. The previous year saw considerable energies spent on a
complete redesign of the evaluation; as a result, few quantitative data were collected. At that time,
the evaluation team conducted an evaluation weighted toward qualitative methods, to get a sense of
implementation progress and insight into how and why outcomes might be achieved.

This year, LFA evaluates all schools with existing full-service programs as of Fall 2003, including
Harding and Moulton, using a quasi-experimental comparison group design. For the school with a
program starting after Fall 2003, we worked with the Site Director to implement an experimental
study. Our study will allow us to best answer questions about the value and effectiveness of the full-
service model. The need for evidence of community school effectiveness remains timely and critical.

The remainder of this introductory chapter provides an overview of the need for full-service
community schools as well as a detailed description of the model, including a framework outlining
the defining characteristics of a community school at each of four stages of development. We
conclude this chapter with the logic model that expresses our understanding, for the purposes of
evaluation, of the relationships among the resources available to FSCS Initiative participants, the
activities undertaken at the community schools, and expected outcomes and impacts on students,
their families, and the schools as institutions.

C. The Full-Service Community School Model: Description and Rationale

Often we assume that schools serve youth primarily by teaching academic skills, and that the best
way to increase a young person’s chances of developing into a competent, capable adult is for the
school to be challenging academically. Schools are held accountable primarily for students’ grades
and performance on standardized tests, and while it is true that one of the primary tasks of school is
to provide excellent academics, a broader understanding of schools’ responsibility has emerged in
recent decades. It is also the case that schools should help youth to develop socially and emotionally
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into competent, capable adults, ready to participate in the workforce and function as an informed
citizen of our democracy.

Youth need supports in cognitive, social, emotional, physical, moral and vocational domains in order
to reach “productive adulthood, which is defined as having skills that will allow for participation in
the labor economy, a responsible family life and an active citizenship.”! The idea behind
“community schools” or “extended-day schools” or “full-service schools”? is that youth are served
best when all of the adults concerned about that young person come together in a central place.
Being “under one roof” facilitates the communication and collaboration of those adults to meet the
spectrum of youth’s developmental needs. The community schools model is based on research in
the youth development, education, and after-school fields that shows that collaboration among

schools, community organizations, and families is associated with better outcomes for young people.

Full-service community schools are schools with academic, enrichment, behavioral health, wellness,
and social service components. These schools are open past the regular school day, and they include
parents, families, and community members in their “target markets” for programs and services. A
local nonprofit organization partners with the school to implement the model. The school becomes
the hub of relationships among youth development organizations, public school districts, volunteers,
local businesses, families, and students.

Especially important are the after-school academic and enrichment programs. After-school program
participation is linked with myriad indicators of positive youth development, including “better
school attendance, more positive attitude toward school work, higher aspirations for college, finer
work habits, better interpersonal skills, reduced drop out rates, higher quality homework completion,
less time spent in unhealthy behaviors, and improved grades.””* Youth in communities with a broad
array of positive developmental opportunities for them, including after-school programs “experience
less risk and show evidence of higher rates of positive development.””

Young people spend most of their days at a school building; the central idea around full-service
community schools is that everything a young person would need comes to them. Parents do not need
to re-arrange inflexible work schedules to take a child to the doctor or dentist, because the doctor or
dentist comes to the school. Individual and/or family mental health services are onsite at the school.
Many full-service community schools have family/parent rooms where parents or guardians can
meet and talk informally. These rooms may have information about how to apply for insurance,
enroll in parent education classes, or participate in other enrichment activities for adults.

The Coalition for Community Schools identified the following five conditions for effective learning
environments upon which full-service community schools are designed and built:
1. The academic program is characterized by high expectations, challenging courses, and
qualified teachers;
2. Students are engaged in learning before, during, and after school — wherever they are;

1 Children’s Aid Society. Building A Community School. Third Edition, 2001.

2 The field, including the Eisenhower Foundation, uses the terms “community school” and “full-setvice community
school” synonymously.

3 National Institute on Out-of-School Time, January 2003. Citing eight different studies from 1994-2000.

4 Children’s Aid Society. Building A Community School. Third Edition, 2001. Citing multiple studies by Vandell, 1999.

5 Eccles, J. and Gootman, J.A., Eds. Community Programs to Promote Youth Development. Washington, DC: National Academies
Press, 2002.
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3. The basic needs of young people and their families are met;
4. Parents, families, and school staff have relationships based on mutual respect; and
5. Communities and schools partner to ensure safe, supportive, and respectful learning

environments for students and to connect students to a wider community.’
D. Full-Service Community Schools Logic Model and Outcomes

In collaboration with the Eisenhower Foundation and our Advisory Group, we developed an
initiative logic model (located on the following page) to guide this Full-Service Community Schools
Replication Initiative evaluation. The logic model provides a visual representation of expected
changes in each target population.

The two tables following the logic model detail the kind of data, quantitative or qualitative, available
for each outcome for each full-service community school in Iowa. Some outcomes are combined or
subsumed under other outcomes, or data was not collected, as noted. This report does not discuss
each outcome for which data is available; only statistically significant findings are discussed.

6 Ibid, p. 15
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Full Service Community Schools Logic Model

|

|

!

Local Inputs

Activities

Schools
= Facilities
= Principal leadership
= Staff support
= Connections to
students, families, and
communities

Lead Agency
= Program administration
= Staffing
= Connections to
communities

Offer enhanced
programming on
school campuses
Offer health and social
services on school
campuses

Create a safe space
and structured
environment for
students (before and)
after regular school
hours

Form new partnerships
between schools and
CBOs

Attend trainings in best
practices re: youth
development

Track student and
parent/family
participation in FSCS
programming

Outputs

Students
Use the school (before
and) after the regular
school day
Regularly complete
their homework with
adult supervision
Access non-academic
services on school
campuses including:
Art classes
Recreational
activities
Community
service
Health services

Parents/Families
Encourage their
children to participate
in FSCS activities

Outcomes

For Students
Increased school attachment
Improved school behavior
Improved school attendance
Increased orientation toward learning
Improved academic achievement
Improved social support
Increased sense of self-efficacy
Increased sense of safety
Increased ability to form and maintain
positive peer relationships
Increased ability to form and maintain
positive adult relationships
Increased interest in non-academic
subjects
Participation in new activities
Increased access to health and social
services

For Parents/Families
Increased sense of safety
Increased access to health and
sacial services
Increased support for at home
learning
Increased involvement and
communication with school and
extended day staff
Increased involvement and
communication with other
families in the school community

For FSCS
Increased understanding of best
practices in youth development
programming
Increased capacity to meet
students’ and families’ needs

Performance Measures

‘ Participate in Participation in school-
| evaluapon data sponsored parent Program setting supports positive youth Participants are satisfied with
collection engagement activities development programs and services
Milton S. Eisenhower Access services on Physical and psychological safety = Students
school campuses Appropriate structure = Parents/families
Fdn. InpUtS Supportive relationships
Opportunities to belong Program is providing programs
FSCS Program Positive social norms and services as planned
) . Schools and CBOs Support for efficacy and mattering * Number and demographics
Mult|-year funqlng collaborate to offer new Opportunities for skill building of students served
Technical assistance school-based Integration of family, school, and = Number of classes and
Leve_rage additional programs and services community efforts enrichment activities offered
funding and resources Programming reflects ) —
Tra|n_|ng in best best practices in youth Collaborative relationship
practices in youth between school and CBO (lead
development . .
development - = Program has adequate capacity and is agency)
o Planning and . o
Program monitoring ) - sustainable = Communication between
; . implementation are
Evaluation technical responsive to local = Program management and school and extended day
assistance neepds and assets administration staff
= Fund development = Inclusion of FSCS staff in
= Participation in evaluation school decision-making
Copyright © 2003, LFA (LaFrance Associates, LLC)
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Exhibit 1:
Logic Model Outcomes and Available Data Crosswalk for Harding Middle School

Logic Model Outcome

Quantitative
Data

Qualitative
Data

Notes

Youth

Satisfaction with school”

Increased school attachment

v
v

Combined analysis

Improved school behavior

Improved school attendance

Increased orientation toward learning

Positive future orientation®

Combined analysis

Improved academic achievement

ANRRNAN

Increased sense of self-esteem

Increased sense of safety

Increased ability to form and maintain positive peer
relationships

AN ENENENENENENENANAN

Increased ability to form and maintain positive adult
relationships

{\

Improved social support

Outcome subsumed under
Increased ability to form and
maintain positive peer and adult
relationships

Increased interest in non-academic subjects

Participation in new activities

Combined analysis

Increased access to health and social services

Parents / Families

Satisfaction with school /FSCS programming®

ANENANAN

Increased sense of safety

Data not collected on this
outcome

Increased access to health and social services

Increased support for at home learning

ANAN

Increased involvement and communication with
school and FSCS staff

Increased involvement and communication with
other families in the school community

FSCS

Increased understanding of best practices in youth
development programming

Data not collected on this
outcome

Increased capacity to meet students’ and families’
needs

Communication between school and FSCS staff’

Partnerships between teachers and Principals to
address student needs®

Participation of FSCS staff in decision-making
bodies®

Partnerships with community agencies to provide
school-based programs and services®

7 This is listed as a performance measure in the logic model.

8 This outcome is in addition to the outcomes presented in the logic model.

9 This outcome is not in the logic model, but it is an indicator of the degree to which it has been institutionalized in the
S > g

school.
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Exhibit 2:
Logic Model Outcomes and Available Data Crosswalk for Moulton Extended Learning Center

Logic Model Outcome

Quantitative
Data

Qualitative
Data

Notes

Youth

Satisfaction with school™

v

Increased school attachment

v

Combined analysis

Improved school behavior

v
v
v

Improved school attendance

Increased orientation toward learning

Improved academic achievement

Increased sense of self-esteem

Positive future orientation™

Increased sense of safety

Increased ability to form and maintain positive peer
relationships

ANEENENANENAN

Increased ability to form and maintain positive adult
relationships

Improved social support

Outcome subsumed under
Increased ability to form and
maintain positive peer and adult
relationships

Increased interest in non-academic subjects

Participation in new activities

Combined analysis

Increased access to health and social services

Parents / Families

Satisfaction with school /FSCS programming®

ANENANAN

Increased sense of safety

Data not collected on this
outcome

Increased access to health and social services

Increased support for at home learning

ANAN

Increased involvement and communication with
school and FSCS staff

Increased involvement and communication with
other families in the school community

FSCS

Increased understanding of best practices in youth
development programming

Data not collected on this
outcome

Increased capacity to meet students’ and families’
needs

Communication between school and FSCS staff™”

Partnerships between teachers and Principals to
address student needs®

Participation of FSCS staff in decision-making
bodies®

Partnerships with community agencies to provide
school-based programs and services®

10 This is listed as a performance measure in the logic model.

11 This outcome is in addition to the outcomes presented in the logic model.

12 This outcome is not in the logic model, but it is an indicator of the degree to which it has been institutionalized in the

school.
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E. Assessing Program Quality

Programs implemented in alignment with current research on best practices in community schools
are best positioned to meet the needs of students and families and to show positive outcomes for
students, families, and schools. LFA and the Milton S. Eisenhower Foundation modified The After
School Corporation’s (TASC) program quality improvement self-assessment.”” The resulting
framework is a set of program features and list of indicators that serve as a guideline for observing
FSCS programs.'* Ultimately, there exists a level of quality that cannot be assessed by any single
indicator. Therefore, this program quality framework serves as one method for assessing sites’
implementation of the FSCS model. Evaluators also use their understanding of the FSCS model and
their accumulated knowledge of the sites” programs and implementation activities.

Exhibit 3:
Program Quality Features and Indicators
Program Indicator
Feature * Indicates that this is a component of the start-up phase of the program

*Provides a stimulating and welcoming environment that safeguards the health and
safety of participants.

*Uses program space that is safe and clean and appropriately equipped and suitable for
activities being conducted.

*Develops and disseminates approved safety plans and procedures to staff and parents.

*Provides adequate security while program is in session.

*Develops and manages effective arrival, dismissal and pick-up procedures.

Appropriate *Is aware of, records and informs staff of special health needs of participants.

Structure *Maintains accurate and accessible medical records on participants.

*Carefully documents when participants arrive and leave, where they are while at the
program site, and plans for a safe transport home.

Has adequate space for planned activities.

Establishes and maintains well-known and understood behavioral expectations for
participants and staff.

Applies rewards and consequences for participant behavior appropriately and
consistently.

*Establishes clear attendance and participation expectations and has a system for the
collection and monitoring of participant attendance data.

*Establishes clear participant behavioral and performance expectations and has a
Program system for the collection and monitoring of related participant data.

Management *Maintains all required documents (e.g. health certificate, security clearance, insurance,
and etc.) where applicable.

Administration | *Creates and uses an employee handbook that clarifies internal policies and procedures.

*Has well-defined methods of communication between school and community-based
organization.

Maintains current and accurate activity schedule with room assignments.

Supportive *Has staff that respects and communicates with one another and are role models of
Relationships positive adult relationships.

*Guides staff to interact with parents in a comfortable, welcoming way.

*Treats participants with respect and listens to what they say.

Full-Service Community Schools Evaluation Report: ITowa 7
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Exhibit 3:
Program Quality Features and Indicators

Program
Feature

Indicator
* Indicates that this is a component of the start-up phase of the program

Encourages participants to interact with one another in positive ways.

Encourages patrticipants to make choices and become more responsible.

Is sensitive to the culture and language of participants.

Establishes meaningful community collaborations.

Maximizes its available school, CBO, and community resources to best meet the needs
of participants and their families.

Provides opportunities for formal and informal interactions, communications, and
feedback for all stakeholders.

Encourages program alumnae to contribute as volunteers or staff.

Staffing/
Professional
Dev.

*Has a program director who is committed to his/her own professional development and
attends and participates in training.

*Recruits, hires and retains engaged program staff who reflect the diversity and
culture(s) of the community.

*Has sufficient staff to maintain required or recommended staff/participant ratio.

*Provides positive working conditions for staff and appropriate supervision, support, and
feedback.

Has regular staff meetings.

*Provides activities that reflect the mission of the program and address the cognitive and
affective needs of the participants.

*Features activities that are commensurate with the age and skill level of the participants
and enable participants to develop skill mastery over time.

g[r)%?(ri'ilumtles *Offers activities tha; are project-based a_nd experiential and foster creativity and the
Building development of.part|C|pant_s' self_express!on.
*Offers academic support, including tutoring and homework help.
*Offers enrichment opportunities in core academic areas as well as in the arts,
technology, recreation, and health.
*Includes activities that take into account the language and culture of the participants.
*Secures commitment of resources (e.g., classroom space, bulletin boards, storage
space, computer facilities, Site Director’s office) from school principal.
Maintains communication with school principal and administration.
*Establishes strong links to the school day and incorporates programming that
Academic seamlessly integrates and complements school-day activities.

Achievement

*Ensures staff has competence in core academic areas.

Collaborates regularly with school-day personnel regarding use of facilities and
resources.

Communicates with school-day staff to monitor academic and behavioral progress of
students.

Allocates sufficient program time for homework and homework help.

*Provides participants with a variety of engagement strategies that make after-school
different from but connected to the school day.

Provides opportunities for youth involvement in planning and decision making.

Enables participants to develop life skills, resiliency, and self-esteem through

gpé)glg:l]gltles particip'ation in gg:tivities such as internships, field trips, community service, and
mentoring activities.
Affords participants the opportunity to express their ideas, concerns and opinions.
Promotes cooperative teamwork/spirit and positive behavior.
Has participants recruit others into the program.
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Exhibit 3:
Program Quality Features and Indicators

Program
Feature

Indicator
* Indicates that this is a component of the start-up phase of the program

Integration of
Family, School,
and Community
Efforts

*Develops a plan for parent and family involvement and regularly reviews and updates
this plan for effectiveness.

Involves parents and families in decision making and planning.

Involves parents, families and the community in program events.

Encourages staff to communicate with parents on matters concerning the wellbeing of
the child.

Provides parents and families with information about community resources to meet their
needs.

Builds relationships with arts, cultural, and other community institutions to expand and
enhance program offerings.

The “Implementation” section of this report includes tables detailing program quality assessment
notes for Harding and Moulton.
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I1. Evaluation Methods

In this chapter we describe the evaluation methods and design for assessing the implementation
process and program outcomes for sites participating in the Full-Service Community Schools
Initiative.

A. Outcomes Evaluation

The outcomes evaluation focuses on change experienced by individuals including students and
parents as well as impacts at the school (organizational) level. The research design is tailored for
each level of analysis and type of study population.

Students

Students are the primary targets of change for Full-Service Community Schools and therefore the
evaluation design is the most scientifically rigorous for assessing student outcomes. Through a quasi-
experimental pre/post comparison cohort design, the evaluation tested the hypothesis that students
participating directly in the FSCS after-school programs will show greater improvement over time
than students #o# participating. Improvement is measured with respect to these outcomes:

®  School behavior (disciplinary action); = Interest in non-academic subjects (art,
= School attendance; music, dance, etc)
®* Academic achievement; = Social support;
= Satisfaction with school; = Self-esteem (sense of achievement);
= Attachment to school; = Positive future orientation;
= Orientation toward learning; * Positive peer and adult relationships;
* Exposure to new activities; = Access to needed setrvices; and
® Participation in school activities (outside = Sense of safety.
of FSCS programs);

Data on these outcomes were collected from school records at the end of each semester for the
2003-04 and 2004-05 academic years. School records provide data on standardized test scores,
grades, attendance, and disciplinary action.

For youth development outcomes such as orientation toward learning, LFA administered surveys to
students at the beginning and end of the academic year. Of 689 students at Harding, 134 completed
surveys at both the beginning and end of the school year (19% response rate overall). Approximately
71 (53%) of respondents are participants in FSCS activities. Of the 132 sixth, seventh and eighth
grade students at Moulton," 30 completed surveys at both the beginning and end of the school year
(23% response rate overall). Approximately 25 (83%) of respondents are participants in FSCS
activities.

In addition, LFA explored students’ own understanding of the effects that the programs have had
through focus groups with students who actively participate in the FSCS programs at each school.

15 Only the sixth, seventh and eighth grades were surveyed at Moulton.
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Parents

For parents, LFA conducted end-of-year assessments of outcomes experienced by parents
personally, parents’ perceptions of student outcomes, and parents’ perceptions of school outcomes.
Parent outcomes include:

=  TIncreased communication home/school;

* Increased communication among parents;

® Increased support for learning at home; and
* Participation in school/support activities.

All parents were given the opportunity to complete a survey to assess change experienced in these
areas, as well as their perceptions of changes in their children and impacts at the school.

Schools

The Eisenhower Foundation also provides schools with extensive technical assistance to implement
Full-Service Community Schools. Due to this school-wide assistance, the model is intended to affect
schools at the organizational level. The evaluation therefore includes an assessment of the following
school/organizational level outcomes:

* Increase in communication between school and extended day staff;

= Increased school capacity to meet student needs;

* Improved partnerships between teachers and Principals to address student needs;

* Increased participation of FSCS staff in decision-making bodies; and

* Increase in partnerships with community agencies to provide school-based programs and
services.

Evaluators also conducted site visits. During site visits, they observed FSCS functioning,
interviewed teachers, Principals, and other program staff; and during focus groups, gathered
information from students about changes in how the school works to meet student and family
needs.

Full-Service Community Schools Evaluation Report: ITowa 11
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B. Process Evaluation

The process evaluation for this initiative has two broad areas of focus. The first is to track
information about students served and their participation in FSCS programs and services. The
second is to ascertain the extent to which replication sites implemented programs according to
plans, the barriers they encountered and how they addressed them.

Research questions answered regarding students served and program participation include:

How many students were served in each Full-Service Community School site?

In what specific types of Full-Service Community School activities did students participate and
at what levels of participation?

What are the demographic characteristics of students participating in Full-Service Community
School activities?

How do students participating intensively in Full-Service Community School activities compare
to students in the same schools who do not participate intensively or at all in terms of
demographic, behavioral, and academic characteristics?

Research questions answered regarding the program implementation include:

vt

To what extent did sites implement components of the program as described in submitted
plans?

In what ways is this program a high quality program?

To what extent is the Full-Service Community School model becoming institutionalized within
participating schools?

What barriers to implementation did sites experience?

How did sites address implementation barriers?

What plans are in place—including securing funding and other necessary resources—at sites for
sustaining Full-Service Community School programs and services?

Research methods and data collection for the process evaluation include:

Key informant interviews with teachers, Principals, and other school staff;

Key informant interviews with Site Directors (FSCS staff who serve as liaison to LFA’s
evaluation team);

Key informant interviews with other FSCS staff;

Review of available documents such as summaries of program objectives, implementation plans,
progress reports, and logic models;

Youth journal-writing exercise and photo project;

Youth focus groups;

Extraction and analysis of data collected through existing management information systems
(MIS) about students served maintained through www.youthservices.net; and

Observations of program operations during site visits.

Full-Service Community Schools Evaluation Report: ITowa 12
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C. Data Collection Procedures

The sources of research material include information available through archival records as well as
information collected through surveys, interviews and focus groups with study participants. The
primary source of data about student participation in FSCS activities and services is
youthservices.net, a web-based database. Each school’s Site Director is responsible for ensuring
accurate and timely data entry into the database.

During site visits, evaluators coordinated with school or district personnel to gather archival school
records. Archival data includes student grades, standardized test scores, school disciplinary action
reports, and school attendance records. Evaluators also conducted key informant interviews and
focus groups with participants during these visits.

In addition, surveys were administered to students (both treatment and comparison) and parents of
FSCS program participants only. Surveys were administered at the beginning and at the end of the
school year, during the regular school day, to every student for whom evaluators had received
parental consent. Parent surveys were distributed by mail to homes, and at Harding, surveys were
also distributed at parent-teacher conferences.

Full-Service Community Schools Evaluation Report: ITowa 13
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III. Harding Middle School

Harding Middle School has been a full-service community school for three years. This report
provides a picture of the school’s full-service community school model in its third year of
implementation, the 2004-05 school year. Urban Dreams is the lead agency for both Harding Middle

School and Moulton Extended Learning Center.
A. Overview

The Eisenhower Foundation replicated full-service
community schools in selected sites nationwide as
part of its mission to “...replicate and communicate
scientifically evaluated, multiple solution successes
to problems experienced by the poor, racial
minorities, the jobless, the undereducated, youth,
families, persons leaving prison and America’s
beleaguered inner cities.”'s The Eisenhower
Foundation, along with Urban Dreams, worked to
secure funding from Senator Harkin for the
Foundation’s Full-Service Community Schools
Initiative. Replication sites include two in Des
Moines.

In Spring 2002, Des Moines Public Schools
administratorsproposed Hyatt and Harding Middle
Schools as the first two schools for the initiative in
Iowa. Moulton Extended Learning Center was
proposed as a third site to be added later. The

About Urban Dreams

Utban Dreams' location in the heart of
Des Moines” Enterprise Community makes
certain that Urban Dreams is accessible to
all residents living within an area that leads
Polk County in high school drop out rates,
ex-offender residency, gang participation,
crime rates and abandoned property.

The agency works with the City of Des
Moines, Polk County, the State of Iowa,
United Way of Central Iowa, Drake
University and numerous other service
organizations and businesses which are
mutually committed to the well-being of
our community.

—Retrieved from website
http://www.urbandreams.org/

Eisenhower Foundation instead selected Moulton Extended Learning Center and Harding Middle
School as implementation sites. Hyatt Middle School had not hired a new Principal at the time, and
the Foundation had concerns about the viability of the potential implementation in the absence of
strong Principal commitment. Des Moines Public Schools’ central office, Urban Dreams and the
Eisenhower Foundation selected the two replication sites based on the interest of the Principals of
each school, the demographics of the students, and on the level of identified need at each school. In
addition to meeting these criteria, Harding was already familiar with extended day, as it had been a
21" Century Community Learning School for three years, from 1997 to 2000. At the time it was
selected, Moulton Extended Learning Center was a K-5 school with plans to expand the school by
adding the sixth grade in 2002, seventh grade in 2003 and eighth grade in 2004. Moulton was a
recently renovated building with plenty of physical space and resources, conveniently nestled
between the Grubb YMCA, a community church and the local lead agency, Urban Dreams.
Moulton had a history of strong community collaboration. After Harding and Moulton were
selected as the two FSCS replication sites, representatives of the schools, the district and Urban
Dreams were taken by Eisenhower to visit two model sites, attended trainings on the full-service
community school model, and brought back best practices to guide the work in Des Moines.

16 http:

www.cisenhowerfoundation.org/aboutus/fr mission.html. Retrieved July 8, 2004
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Community Context: Northern Des Moines

Harding Middle School and Moulton Extended Learning Center are located on the north side of
Des Moines, about a ten-minute drive from the city’s center. The schools have all the complexities
of a very urban setting. The children in the area come from families of relative financial scarcity: the
2000 U.S. Census reports that approximately 20% of families in Des Moines who live below the
poverty line reside in the northern part of the city. The median family income in the area is less then
$35,000 per year.'” In addition to challenging economic circumstances, there are also social and
cultural barriers that children face. The north side of Des Moines is home to a large Latino and
Asian immigrant population. A very small percentage of people in the community have received
their college degrees and many kids are the first in their families to graduate from high school. In
fact, according to the 2000 U.S. Census, less than 15% of the northern Des Moines’ population has
received a bachelor degree or higher.

Local Lead Agency: Urban Dreams

Urban Dreams, founded in 1985, provides information and referral services, ex-offender support,
youth recreational opportunities, and a safe space for community members to use the telephone or
relax. The building is also available to other community organizations for use as a meeting space.
The Executive Director of Urban Dreams, Wayne Ford, was elected an Iowa State Representative
for House District 71 in 1996 and became an Eisenhower Foundation Board member in 1999.

The School: Harding Middle School

Harding is located on busy Euclid Avenue in Des Moines. The school is in a tree-filled green space,
and the front door feels accessible and “kid-sized.” The building, erected in 1920, is in the shape of a
figure eight, with two interior courtyards that contain structures built by students including benches
and a trellis. There is a parking lot across the side street, on the same side of Euclid, next to the
school’s basketball courts and playground. Cars move quickly down the side street, and there is one
stoplight between a side-door of the school and the basketball court’s fence gate.

As one walks toward the front door, one can hear the school band practicing. Turning right into the
main offices, a student helper and two administrative workers share greeting duty. There is a small
reception area directly in front of the door, and articles featuring Harding students and programs are
posted prominently. The Principal’s office is on the immediate right, and a conference room is next
door. The doors to both appear to be closed as a rule; not surprisingly, given the high level of
activity in the office. The phones ring nearly constantly; tardy students sign in and receive passes for
class; a parent brings her child’s lunch money.

The Full-Service Community School office is down two hallways on the basement level. Each
hallway in the building has a set of doors at its end, creating sections within the school. The sixth
grades are sectioned off from the seventh and eighth graders. There are flags from various nations
hanging in the hallways; the flag of Palestine provides visitors with an invaluable landmark for a left
down to the FSCS office in the basement. The space there is shared with a special needs class and a
SUCCESS'"® worker’s office.

172000 U.S. Census reports FactFinder map, http://factfinder.census.gov
18 SUCCESS workers are social workets.
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AYP is the cornerstone of No Child Left Behind, federal education legislation, created to hold
schools accountable for results. In order to access federal funds schools must meet AYP standards.
Each state sets an annual target for AYP, which indicates the minimum percentage of students that

must achieve grade level standards in math and reading,. 19 Harding did not make AYP in 2004-

2005.

Harding Students

There were 689 students enrolled at Harding in the 2004-2005 school year.”’

Exhibit 4:
Student Demographics®

Harding students are diverse, as

shown in Exhibit 4 at right. Percent in Percent in
Neatly one in four (24%) are Ethnicity Building District

. . o (n=689) (n=31,851)
Latllno, and one in five (20 /o) are Caucasian 48% 66%
African American. Hardmg . Latino 54% 13%
students speak 12 different native [ African American 20% 16%
languages. < Asian 8% 5%

Native American 1% 1%

Three-quarters (75%) of Harding Exhibit 5:

students receive free or reduced-

Free- or Reduced-Price-Lunch Status®

price lunch. This is a commonly Percent in Percent in
.. ; Status Building District
accepted indicator of a student’s (n=689) (n=31,851)
ic status. @ - —Price-
economic status Freg or Reduced-Price-Lunch 75% 53%
Recipients
Over one-quarter (27%) of l;lqn-F[ee- ﬁrRNor_l-_Re(t:Iuced- 250 47%
Harding students are in a special fice-Lunch Recipients
education progrin:i, gndhonlg— . Exhibit 6:
quarter are enrolled in the Englis Involvement in Special Programs*
as a Second Language (ESL) Percent in Percent in
program. There are 14 classrooms Type of Program Building District
in the building dedicated to (n=689) (n=31,851)
different types of special Special Education 27% 18%
education from resource through Gifted and Talented 13% 13%
. - English as a Second 2504 11%
self-contained programs. Language (ESL) 0 0

There are 52 full-time classroom teachers at Harding™, creating a student-teacher ratio of 13:1,
which is the same as the district average student-teacher ratio.”

B. FSCS Staffing and Programs and Services for Students

http://www.schoolmatters.com/App/SES/SPSServlet/MenuLinksRequestrStateID=39&LocLevelID=118&StateLoc
LevellD=153&LocationID=1305&CatID=-1&SecID=-1&CompID=771
20 Des Moines Public Schools Minority Report as of September 17, 2004
http://www.dmps.k12.ia.us/facts/6EnrollmentMinotity2004.pdf

2 Des Moines Public Schools District—based on September 2004 enrollment
22 Des Moines Public Schools, Harding Middle School 2004-05 School Improvement Plan

23 District average student-teacher ratio http:

www.greatschools.net/cgi-bin/ia/district profile/123
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FSCS Staffing

The adults at Harding who are dedicated staff for FSCS activities include a Site Director, a part-time
Community Coordinator, a data entry clerk, and regular day teachers who lead activities. Harding has
one full-time Utban Dreams staff member who functions as the Site Directort.

Staff members and roles are:

= (Cliff Kessler, Site Directot;

= Bobby Stanley, Community Liaison;

=  Karen Brown, Resource Director at Urban Dreams;

*  Opver ten Harding Middle School teachers help to run the Full-Service Community Schools
activities; and,

* Community partners from various organizations in the city that also help to run the FSCS
activities.

Specifically, there are 12 FSCS staff members who also work for Harding during the day: 10 certified
teachers, one part-time physical education teacher and one data entry clerk. Each of these staff
works between three and five hours a week for the FSCS Initiative. There are five FSCS paid staff
members and several volunteer staff from partner organizations and from the general community.

Overview of FSCS Programs and 