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Introduction
Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney’s education agenda includes developing and implementing a
Community Schools initiative that provides a comprehensive set of social services and supports for
schoolchildren and communities. Each community school has a full-time coordinator responsible
for a wide range of duties focused on sustained community involvement, coordination of services,
and collaboration with school principals and staff.
The Community Schools initiative is funded through the Philadelphia Beverage Tax, levied by the
City on the distributors of sweetened beverages at 1.5 cents per ounce. Due in part to ongoing
litigation and adjusted revenue projections after a full year of collection, the Mayor’s Office scaled
back the proposed total number of community schools from 25 to 20 and slowed the overall pace of
community school selection to date. In August 2018, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court ruled in favor
of the tax, upholding the decisions of two lower courts and resolving the litigation conclusively in
the City’s favor.

About this Report
In this report, Research for Action presents findings and associated recommendations from the
first-year evaluation of Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative. RFA assessed the initiative
during the 2017-2018 school year at two levels. First, we examined whether system-wide
conditions and supports for the initiative were in place. Second, we assessed how the initiative
was playing out on the ground by closely examining implementation and early outcomes at the
school level. RFA evaluated the initiative against a suite of best practices developed in
collaboration with the Mayor’s Office of Education (MOE) and grounded in rigorous research on
community schools. We based our analysis on a wide range of data, including surveys, interviews,
focus groups, and document review.
Our findings suggest that the strength of system-level implementation could be improved with
stronger leadership from the Mayor's Office of Education and more extensive cross-sector
collaboration. Our school-level findings are more positive, documenting progress in multiple areas
due to the work of school administrators, school staff, MOE community school coordinators, and
external partners.
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Figure ES1. Philadelphia Community Schools Initiative Theory of Action, 2017-18
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MOE’s Theory of Action
In fall 2017, MOE developed a Theory of Action (TOA) to describe its vision of the Community Schools
initiative inputs, activities, and short- and long-term outcomes, as well as the context in which the initiative
operates (see Figure ES1). Notably, the model varies significantly from research-based best practices in
several ways that are discussed in more detail in the full report. High-level results of the evaluation are
organized by major elements of the TOA that describe Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative and are
summarized below.

The Status of System-Level Conditions that Support Robust
Implementation Varies Considerably
Community school initiatives are remarkably complex endeavors, and success depends on the presence of
an unusually comprehensive set of conditions. MOE’s TOA identifies five specific, necessary conditions to
support robust implementation. RFA’s analysis suggests that the status of these conditions varies
considerably, as summarized in Table ES1.
Table ES1. System-level conditions that support robust implementation
Key

Area of Strength

Mixed Status

Implementation Condition 1. Available funding for a complete strategy, including staff,
system building, and programming
Philadelphia identified a dedicated funding stream for community schools. Although it is now firmly in place,
challenges during the first two years of the initiative slowed down the pace of implementation. A first-in-thenation sweetened beverage tax was designated as the primary funding source for the Community Schools
initiative. Challenges from the outset delayed the implementation of the initiative. A recent Pennsylvania
Supreme Court decision settled the dispute by establishing the legality of the tax. In addition, stakeholders
report that community school coordinators are stretched too thin, suggesting that more school-level resources
may be needed to ensure robust implementation.

Implementation Condition 2. Alignment between district and initiative goals
District and initiative goals could be more closely aligned. The Community Schools initiative was designed to
address poverty-related conditions that create barriers to successful student outcomes. However, the initiative
was not designed to coordinate with School District of Philadelphia (SDP) efforts to improve academic
outcomes.

Implementation Condition 3. System-wide support for the initiative
Support for the initiative has been uneven across the system, as reflected in limited coordination between
MOE and the SDP. The partnership between MOE and SDP was limited during the first two years of the
Community Schools initiative, and the involvement of other agencies and service providers has been uneven.
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Implementation Condition 4. Available partners in the City that can address the needs of
schools and communities
Overall, partners are available to meet some local needs, but others remain unmet. Most community school
coordinators described moderate levels of partner availability but noted that there is room to scale up services
or achieve greater alignment between services and priority needs.

Implementation Condition 5. Match between school objectives and community school
interventions
School expectations for the initiative align with the current community school model. Principals appeared to
have a clear sense of the focus of the Community Schools initiative and did not have expectations for the work
beyond its scope.

The Status of Community School Inputs from the Mayor’s Office of
Education is Mixed
The long-term success of Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative is considerably dependent upon
strong and consistent system-level leadership and cross-sector collaboration. During the first two years of
the initiative, MOE aimed to support the initiative at the school level via the five system-level inputs
detailed in the Theory of Action. RFA’s analysis of MOE inputs suggests that the status of the inputs is
mixed, with some progress evident but key elements remaining underdeveloped, as summarized in Table
ES2.
Table ES2. Status of MOE Community School initiative inputs
Key

Area of Strength

Mixed Status

Input 1. Gather stakeholder input
The Mayor’s Office of Education gathered considerable public feedback prior to the start of the initiative. Yet
structures for ongoing and inclusive citywide leadership have yet to be developed. In January 2016, MOE
launched a public outreach effort to gather input on the forthcoming initiative. However, best practices point to
the need for an ongoing “representative cross-sector community-wide leadership group, including
representatives from the school district, system-level partners, and under-represented groups” to oversee the
initiative.1 While MOE has discussed developing such a group, it has yet to be put in place.

Initiative Standard 1, from Coalition for Community Schools and the Institute for Educational Leadership. (2017) Standards for Community School
Initiatives. Washington, D.C.
1
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Input 2. Develop staff capacity
While MOE hired coordinators for every school and supported them in multiple ways, school-based
coordinators are still stretched thin. A dedicated full-time coordinator in each school is essential to strong
community schools.2 Coordinators were hired for each community school. However, there is broad agreement
across key stakeholders that the responsibilities of a coordinator are a heavy load for a single person.

Input 3. Work in partnership with the School District of Philadelphia
The Community Schools initiative has yet to become a collaborative partnership with SDP. By their very
nature, community schools require strategic planning and partnership with school districts.3 MOE and SDP
worked jointly to develop a memorandum of understanding for the initiative, as well as the needs assessment
and planning process. However, MOE and SDP have had limited collaboration and coordination in developing
an aligned, strategic direction for the initiative.

Input 4. Leverage City of Philadelphia services
The development of partnerships with City departments and resources is still a work in progress. Successful
community school efforts align assets with needs.4 Since Philadelphia’s model is driven by the City, there is
opportunity for the initiative to leverage city services. MOE worked with several city departments to support and
maximize existing resources in each school. However, some potential collaborations between MOE and city
resources have remained in the development phase or have provided services on a small scale, either in a
subset of schools or at a single point in time.

Input 5. Sustain the initiative
Beverage Tax revenue funds the Community Schools initiative, despite early challenges that delayed
implementation. Now that the litigation against the Philadelphia Beverage Tax has been resolved, the initiative
can resume expansion and long-term planning. MOE, the School District of Philadelphia, and other City
departments should strengthen partnerships and coordination to sustain support for the initiative. Effective
dissemination of emerging evidence of success can also bolster support among key stakeholders, including the
public.

School Standard 3.1, from Coalition for Community Schools and the Institute for Educational Leadership. (2017) Community School Standards.
Washington, D.C.
2

3

Coalition for Community Schools and the Institute for Educational Leadership. Community School Standards: Standard 3.3

4

Ibid. Standards for Community School Initiatives: Standard 3
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A Work in Progress: The Status of Implementation on the Ground
After a full year of planning and another year of implementation, Philadelphia’s first cohort of nine
community schools can be expected to have made significant progress against each of the six major
components of robust implementation in MOE’s Theory of Action. Evidence of robust implementation at the
school level should occur before we can expect changes in short- and long-term outcomes.

Signs of Promise: School-Level Implementation
While system-level progress of the Community Schools initiative was mixed, schools made progress in a
number of areas. Highlights include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Teachers and staff reported high levels of integration of the Community Schools initiative into the
culture of school buildings;
All community schools conducted needs assessments and asset mapping;
Community schools worked to encourage students, families, and community members to
participate in services and sponsored special events;
Coordinators and principals developed strong working relationships in most schools;
Community school coordinators were accessible to school staff and beneficiaries;
Student participation in programs and services was high;
New external partners were introduced to community school buildings; and
The overall quality of coordination in community schools improved.

School-level progress in the 2017-18 school year provides a strong foundation for continued improvement
as the initiative matures. Table ES3 summarizes in more detail how community schools are faring after one
year of implementation as assessed against standards of community school best practices.
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Table ES3. Summary of implementation status and recommendations
Key

Area of Strength

Area for Growth

Implementation Best Practice Component 1. Community Engagement and Collaborative
Leadership
Best Practice: Community schools should actively encourage participation in and support for the programs and
services provided by developing a shared vision based on cross-sector input.
Summary of Best Practice Status: Overall, community schools consistently encouraged students, families, and
community members to participate in services. However, many feedback and volunteer opportunities were
informal and could be further developed. While community schools have begun to provide evening and
weekend activities, staffing and funding barriers still exist. Community school committees were in place at each
school and provided input and feedback to the coordinator, but the frequency and inclusivity of meetings
varied. A strong working relationship existed between most coordinators and principals, and external partners
perceived coordinators as accessible, but the quality of communication between coordinators and school staff
varied.
Recommendations:
•

Community Engagement: Develop formal feedback mechanisms and more structured opportunities for
leadership development beyond volunteering. Policy and funding barriers that curtail evening and
weekend services also need to be addressed.

•

Collaborative Leadership: Site-based leadership could be strengthened by ensuring that committees
meet monthly and include representation from all stakeholders. Additional tools could also be
developed to standardize communication strategies with school staff.

Implementation Best Practice Component 2. Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Data
Analysis
Best Practice: Research indicates that in strong community school efforts, data and information are collected
and analyzed on the needs of the school and community, as well as on the assets already available in the
school and community to help address those needs.5
Summary of Best Practice Status: MOE’s central office staff planned and coordinated much of the needs
assessment data collection, including surveys and focus groups with staff, students, community members, and
partners. All nine community schools also collected information on school, community, and partner resources.
Yet student-level data collection has not occurred (which is a departure from other national community school
models).
Recommendations: While needs assessment and data analysis were areas of strength, collection and analysis
of academic data could be more extensive and include the disaggregation of indicators to better align students
to services according to their learning needs. Further, every community school needs to ensure that all
stakeholders are included in the needs assessment process.

5

Ibid. Community School Standards: Standard 2.3
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Implementation Best Practice Component 3. Planning and Prioritization of Activities
Best Practice: School-level planning is a central component of best practice.6 Based on the needs assessment
and asset mapping processes, the community school should develop a plan, aligned with the school building’s
goals, that clearly indicates the priorities of the community school, the activities and strategies involved,
measures of progress, and the roles of stakeholders.
Summary of Best Practice Status: Each school developed a plan that supported building goals and, in most
cases, developed priorities aligned with needs. However, community school plans did not outline how identified
resources would address priorities, progress measures, or stakeholder responsibilities and performance
standards.
Recommendations: The roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders need to be defined in the community
school plan, including how each stakeholder will help to address priority areas. Further, measurable results and
indicators for each goal should also be specified in the plan, as well as a process to track progress against
those goals.

Implementation Best Practice Component 4. Coordination of School and Community
Resources
Best Practice: Community schools provide services to students, families, and community members primarily
through the development and coordination of external partnerships.7 The community school should coordinate
program partners, facilitate the use of school and community resources, and align services to meet the needs
of students, families, and community members.
Summary of Best Practice Status: While the coordination of community schools improved overall, schools
varied significantly in the depth and process of existing partnership review, the level of support through partner
meetings, partner feedback, and professional development. Further, while school staff and facilities were
utilized, the coordination and leveraging of City resources was limited.
Recommendations: The documentation of partners and the services they provide can be strengthened, along
with standardized processes for reviewing the alignment of existing partners with community school priorities.
Coordinators can also meet with all partners more regularly and provide additional professional development
opportunities. Further, collaboration with City resources can be expanded and deepened.

Implementation Best Practice Component 5. Improved Services for Youth and Adults
Best Practice: An effective community school ensures that a broad set of services is delivered to meet the
needs of students, their families, and communities.8
Summary of Best Practice Status: Because Philadelphia’s community schools already had a long history of
partnerships prior to the initiative, the Community Schools initiative focused on providing additional resources
to address the needs of students, families, and community members. All but one individual community school
priority area was addressed by external partners or direct services provided by the school. However, MOE does

6

Ibid. Community School Standards: Standard 2

Jeannie Oakes, Anna Maier, and Julia Daniel. (2017). Community Schools: An Evidence-Based Strategy for Equitable School Improvement. Boulder,
CO: National Education Policy Center.
7

8

Coalition for Community Schools and the Institute for Educational Leadership. Standards for Community School Initiatives: Standard 8.
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not have a standard process in place to vet potential partners to ensure alignment of new services to needs. In
addition, MOE has not conducted a formal gap analysis on existing partners.
Recommendations: Formal templates and processes to vet potential partners and conduct a gap analysis of
existing partners could be developed by MOE central office staff so that individual coordinators do not have to
develop systems on their own.

Implementation Best Practice Component 6. Measurement, Evaluation and Continuous
Improvement
Best Practice: Evidence-based decision-making is centrally important to complex reforms like community
schools.9
Summary of Best Practice Status: MOE commissioned an independent third-party evaluation, which resulted in
this public report and the provision of formative feedback to key stakeholders engaged in the implementation
of the initiative. Internally, while broad outcomes have been specified, measures and processes to
systematically track progress across community schools have yet to be developed. MOE central office staff are
still developing data collection, analysis, and continuous improvement processes for community schools.
Recommendations: Recognizing that work to understand fidelity and quality of implementation should guide
appropriate measures, MOE central office staff should engage with relevant partners to determine common
measurable outcomes, expected results, and indicators at the individual school and initiative levels. They
should also develop metrics to gauge the quality of partner services and the degree to which student, family,
and community needs are being met. This will require that data systems and protocols are developed to ensure
access to relevant data at the individual and aggregate levels.

An Early Look: Short-Term Outcomes of the Community Schools Initiative
MOE’s Theory of Action designates four short-term outcomes based on best practices and prior community
school evaluations. Results for each are summarized below.

Short-Term Outcome 1. Stakeholders had mixed perceptions of the alignment of
programming and supports to school and community needs.
Most teachers and school staff reported strong alignment of programming to student needs during 201718, an improvement over the past year. In contrast, most students reported that programming and
supports were only somewhat aligned with their needs, and that alignment was either the same or worse
compared to the prior year. Compared to over 80% of surveyed teachers and school staff, less than 20% of
surveyed students reported that programming and supports offered in 2017-18 were strongly aligned to
student needs.

9

Ibid. Standards for Community School Initiatives: Standard 5.1

ix

Short-Term Outcome 2. Stakeholders had mixed perceptions of the integration of
system and strategy into school communities.
The perspectives of teachers, school staff, and external partners suggest high levels of integration of the
Community Schools initiative into school communities. Yet student perspectives suggest room for
improvement in student outreach about the overall initiative.

Short-Term Outcome 3. Student access and participation in programming and
services was high, while challenges remain in engaging the community.
Student participation in community school programs, activities, and services was relatively high: About
85% of surveyed students reported attending at least one type of program in 2017-18. Community events
and afterschool programs were the most common type of program students attended. In addition, school
staff reported more resources for the community because of the initiative. However, outreach to families
and community members has not generated high levels of participation and engagement due to a history of
fear, mistrust, and lack of involvement with the school among community members.

Short-Term Outcome 4. Satisfaction with programming and supports is improving.
While many teachers and school staff were very satisfied that the initiative is serving students and
community members, there is some room for improvement. External partners reported high levels of
satisfaction with their partnerships with community schools. More work can be done to understand
student and community member satisfaction with programming and supports.

Conclusion and Next Steps
After two years of implementation, MOE has taken important foundational steps in establishing a
foundation for its Community Schools initiative, but much of the work remains in process.

Areas of continued challenge
Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative has encountered a series of system-level challenges that must
be addressed to ensure the long-term success of the initiative. Threats to the initiative’s beverage tax
funding stream slowed momentum, although this challenge should be resolved now that the legality of the
tax has been established. In addition, high-level collaboration between MOE, SDP, and City departments has
not yet been firmly established. Further, school-level implementation was hampered, to some degree, by a
lack of standardized systems, a common set of outcomes, and data agreements that would allow the
initiative to track individual students. Student familiarity with services offered could be improved, and high
levels of mistrust of public schools among families and community members remains a challenge to both
participation and buy-in.

x
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Introduction
Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney’s education agenda includes developing and implementing a Community
Schools initiative that provides a comprehensive set of social services and supports for schoolchildren and
communities. Shortly after Mayor Kenney took office in 2016, the Mayor’s Office of Education (MOE) met
with a broad range of stakeholders to more fully gauge interest in community schools, determine the range
of community needs, and develop the community school selection criteria. During the first round of
applications, nearly 40 schools expressed interest in becoming a community school, and the Mayor’s Office
received over 30 applications. The first nine schools—referred to in this report as Cohort 1—were selected
in June 2016. In spring 2017, over 20 applications were received during a second-round community
schools selection process. The second cohort of three schools was announced summer 2017.
The Community Schools initiative is funded through the Philadelphia Beverage Tax, levied by the City on
the distributors of sweetened beverages at 1.5 cents per ounce. There has been fierce opposition to the tax
from the beverage industry and some policymakers, leading to multiple court challenges and proposed
state legislation to restrict the City from levying such a tax. Due in part to the ongoing litigation and
adjusted revenue projections after a full year of collection, the Mayor’s Office scaled back the proposed
total number of community schools from 25 to 20 and slowed the overall pace of community school
selection to date. In August 2018, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court ruled in favor of the tax, upholding the
decisions of two lower courts and resolving the litigation conclusively in the City’s favor.

About This Report
In this report, Research for Action presents findings and associated recommendations from the first-year
evaluation of the Community Schools initiative in Philadelphia. Our evaluation is focused on an assessment
of system-level implementation of the initiative and school-level implementation and early outcomes of the
nine Cohort 1 community schools, which were announced in July 2016. Characteristics of the Cohort 1
community schools are provided in Table 1.

1

Table 1. Characteristics of Cohort 1 Community Schools in Philadelphia, 2017-18
Cohort 1 Community
Schools
Cramp Elementary School
F.S. Edmonds Elementary
School
James Logan Elementary
School
Edward Gideon Elementary &
Middle School
Southwark Elementary &
Middle School
William T. Tilden Middle
School
Murrell Dobbins CTE High
School
Kensington Health Sciences
Academy
South Philadelphia High
School

Grade Level(s)

Enrollment

% Economically
Disadvantaged

Elementary

505

100%

% English
Language
Learners
26%

Elementary

601

100%

<1%

Elementary

330

100%

<1%

285

100%

<1%

800

100%

43%

Middle

380

100%

16%

High

613

100%

2%

High

432

100%

20%

High

564

100%

20%

Elementary and
Middle
Elementary and
Middle

Source: School District of Philadelphia School Profiles, 2017-18

The structure of this report is based on the Theory of Action (TOA) for the Community Schools initiative in
Philadelphia (see Figure 3), which was developed by MOE and made public in spring 2018. A brief
description of each section of the report is as follows:
•

Section 1. Philadelphia’s Community Schools Initiative provides an overview of how MOE
defined community schools and created a model unique to the Philadelphia context;

•

Section 2. System-Level Conditions that Support Robust Implementation evaluates city- and
system-wide conditions necessary for successful community schools;

•

Section 3. Community School Inputs from the Mayor’s Office of Education describes the degree
to which MOE has executed and supported the City’s Community Schools initiative;

•

Section 4. Status of Community School Implementation on the Ground provides a school-level
analysis of the initiative based on the level of implementation at each community school; and

•

Section 5. Short-Term Outcomes of the Community Schools Initiative draws primarily on
surveys of teachers, school staff, external partners, and students to report on early indicators of
progress.

Study Design and Approach
Research for Action (RFA) was selected to serve as a third-party, independent evaluator of the Community
Schools initiative during the 2017-18 school year. RFA designed a mixed-methods study informed by extant
research on community schools, best practices on community school implementation, and MOE’s Theory of
Action (TOA), presented in Figure 3.
2

Mixed-methods data sources
Findings presented in this report are based on analyses of multiple sources of data, described in Table 2.
Appendix C provides technical details of the study and data sources.
Table 2. RFA evaluation of Philadelphia Community Schools initiative: Data sources
Data Sources
Documents
• Community Schools Plans and Logic Models
• Community Schools At-a-Glance Documents
• Needs Assessment Survey Instruments and Analyses
• Community Schools Stress Index
• Community Schools Committee and Partner Lists
Interviews and Focus Group Respondents
• Community School Coordinator Interviews
• Principals and/or Assistant Principal Interviews
• Mayor’s Office of Education Interviews
• School District of Philadelphia Interviews
• Community School Committee Focus Groups
• External Partner Focus Groups
• Teacher and Staff Focus Groups
Survey Respondents
• Student Surveys
• Teacher and Staff Surveys
• Partner Surveys

Number of
Documents or
Respondents
60 Documents
18
9
14
1
18
153 Respondents
9
10
5
3
33
48
45
890 Respondents
498
311
81

Analytic approach
A. System- and school-level implementation
RFA evaluated the initiative against a suite of best-practice implementation components and elements
based on two sources:
1. Coalition for Community Schools (which will be referred to in this report as “the Coalition”)
initiative- and school-level standards developed by leaders and practitioners in the field and that
define best practice.10
2. The National Education Policy Center (NEPC) and Learning Policy Institute (LPI) Community School
Pillars, which reflect the research base on effective community school practices.11
Coalition for Community Schools and the Institute for Educational Leadership. (2017) Standards for Community School Initiatives and Community
School Standards. Washington, D.C.
10

Jeannie Oakes, Anna Maier, and Julia Daniel. (2017). Community Schools: An Evidence-Based Strategy for Equitable School Improvement. Boulder,
CO: National Education Policy Center.
11
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RFA assessed the implementation of the Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative at two levels. First, we
examined whether system-wide conditions and supports for the initiative were in place. Second, we
evaluated how the initiative was playing out on the ground by closely examining implementation and early
outcomes in schools.
System-level status of implementation
Research has identified several system-level conditions and supports that provide a strong foundation for
successful community schools (see Figure 3). Using the icons provided in Figure 1, RFA assessed the degree
to which these conditions—both external to MOE and within MOE—were present as the Community
Schools initiative unfolded.
Figure 1. System-level status of implementation: Icons and definitions
Icon

Definition
Area of Strength: System-level implementation condition or MOE input was evaluated to
be in place after the first full year of implementation.
Mixed Status: System-level implementation condition or MOE input was evaluated as
strong in some ways and in need of improvement in other ways.

School-level status of implementation
RFA also assessed implementation at the school-level, including whether the initiative was implemented
consistently across the nine Cohort 1 community schools. Our evaluation of implementation at the ground
level is based on implementation components, elements, and indicators. Each component is made up of
several elements, and each element is made up of several indicators, defined and operationalized by RFA
based on best practice and in consultation with MOE. See Appendix A for school-level assessments and
Appendix B for specific definitions.
In the following sections, RFA presents our assessment of six major school-level implementation
components, which are evaluated as either “Areas of Strength” or “Areas of Growth” as defined in Figure 2
and displayed in the Theory of Action (Figure 3). In addition, we summarize the consistency of
implementation elements across schools as “Consistently Strong,” “Varied,” or “Consistently Limited.”
School-level implementation indicator assessments can be found in Appendix A.
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Figure 2. School-level status of implementation: Icons and definitions for components and elements
Icon

Definition
Implementation Component Summary
Area of Strength: School-level implementation component was evaluated to be in place
after the first full year of implementation.
Area of Growth: School-level implementation component was evaluated to be an area
still under development.
Implementation Element Summary
Consistently strong implementation of the element across schools suggests that the
initiative is meeting goals for implementation.
Variation in implementation of the element across schools suggests that certain schoollevel factors are not being implemented consistently across schools.
Consistently limited implementation of the element across schools suggests that the
initiative is falling short of its goals.

B. School- and student-level short-term outcomes
RFA also tracked and analyzed four short-term outcomes for the same Cohort 1 schools, based on best
practices and prior community school evaluations. MOE’s Theory of Action specifies that these short-term
outcomes are expected to emerge after three years:
1. Alignment of programming and supports to needs of school community;
2. Integration of system and strategy into each school site and community;
3. Access to and participation in services; and
4. Satisfaction with programs and supports.
These short-term outcomes are expected to set the stage for longer-term outcomes, such as improvements
in student attendance, school and community climate, and the health and well-being of students and their
families (Figure 3).

.

5

Figure 3. Philadelphia Community Schools initiative theory of action, 2017-18
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Section 1. Philadelphia’s Community Schools Initiative: A Unique Model
of Community Schools
The Mayor’s Office of Education (MOE) defines community schools as follows:
Community schools are public schools where a full-time coordinator works with the entire school
community—students, parents, teachers, administrators, service providers, and neighbors—to
identify the community’s most pressing needs, such as expanded medical services, after-school
programming, and job training. The coordinator then works with service providers and city
agencies to bring these resources directly into the school. Community schools become
neighborhood centers, improving access to programs and services for students, families, and
neighbors.
Each community school has a full-time coordinator who is responsible for the development of a community
school plan based on a needs assessment, community outreach, and the coordination of community
partnerships to address the identified needs. This work of the coordinator is intended to be guided by a
community school committee comprised of school staff, family and community members, and partners. The
committee is designed to advise the coordinator on planning and implementation of the model.

Mayor’s Office of Education Community Schools initiative theory of action
A theory of action (TOA) provides both internal and external audiences with a clear description of how
implementation of an initiative is designed to result in desired outcomes. In the fall of 2017, MOE
developed a TOA for the Community Schools initiative to describe the inputs, activities, and short- and
long-term outcomes of the initiative, as well as the context in which the initiative operates (see Figure 3).
As described above, the components of this TOA blend best-practice Coalition Standards and Community
School Pillars with MOE’s expectations of the Philadelphia Community Schools initiative. The TOA includes
the following:
•

Conditions needed for robust implementation. To implement the initiative as conceived, MOE
identified the following conditions as necessary: 1) available funding for the complete strategy, 2)
alignment between district and initiative goals, 3) support for stakeholder groups, 4) available
partners to provide services, and 5) a match between the Community Schools initiative and the
expectations at each school site.

•

Inputs. At an initiative level, the role of the Mayor’s Office of Education (MOE) was to provide a set
of inputs to support overall implementation of the model: 1) gather stakeholder input, 2) provide
staff to implement and support the initiative, 3) work in partnership with the School District of
Philadelphia, 4) leverage city resources, and 5) sustain the initiative.

•

Community school implementation components. Six implementation components aligned with
national best practices were identified: 1) community engagement and collaborative leadership, 2)
comprehensive needs assessment and data analysis, 3) planning and prioritization of activities, 4)
coordination of school and community resources, 5) improved services for youth and adults, and 6)
measurement, evaluation, and adjustment.
7

•

Short-term outcomes. Three years after a site is designated as a community school, the following
outcomes are expected: 1) alignment of programs and supports to the health and social services
needs of the school and community, 2) integration of the system and strategy into the school and
community, 3) increased access to and participation in services, and 4) increased satisfaction with
services.

Figure 4. Variation Between Philadelphia and other national models
While successful community school models can vary to some degree, the Philadelphia model differs
from national models and standards in several important ways:
•

The initiative focuses primarily on addressing barriers to student learning without
requiring expanded learning opportunities. The Coalition for Community Schools argues
that, along with providing the integrated student supports included in the Philadelphia
model, “successful community schools put high-quality learning opportunities at the core of
their approach. They focus on ways to support learning during the typical school day and
during times for expanded learning opportunities.” While most Philadelphia community
schools offer learning supports, such as tutoring and homework help, those services are not a
required focus of the model or coordinated with school instructional staff.

•

The initiative focuses on supporting external partners without a mechanism to hold
organizations accountable for services or outcomes. The first Coalition for Community
Schools Standard recommends that “partners share responsibility and accountability for
student and school success.” The Community Schools initiative has not developed a partner
accountability system or developed goals and outcomes for individual partners.

•

The initiative focuses on the needs of the school and community as a whole, rather than
on individual beneficiaries. The Coalition for Community Schools standards call for the
development of individualized learning plans for students. Communities In Schools (CIS) and
Cincinnati Public Schools models provide examples of nationally recognized community
school initiatives that have adopted an approach to identifying and addressing individual
student needs.

•

Short- and long-term outcomes can be expected to emerge earlier than the timeline
specified in Philadelphia’s TOA. MOE’s current TOA expects short-term outcomes to
emerge after three years and long-term outcomes, such as improved attendance, to occur
after five years of implementation. However, similar outcomes have been found earlier in the
lives of community school initiatives elsewhere. For instance, evaluations of the CIS and
Baltimore initiatives found improved attendance rates after three years.

Section 2. The Status of System-Level Conditions that Support Robust
Implementation Varies Considerably
Community school initiatives are remarkably complex endeavors whose success depends upon the
presence of an unusually comprehensive set of conditions. The Theory of Action identifies five specific,
necessary conditions to support robust implementation of the initiative. Notably, these system-level
8

conditions are not all under the direct control of the Mayor’s Office of Education; several are dependent
upon the involvement and cooperation of a wide array of other entities, including the School District of
Philadelphia, city departments, and community partners. Drawing on document review, survey, and
interview data, RFA’s analysis suggests that the status of these conditions varies considerably. Table 3
summarizes our findings for system-level conditions that support robust school-level implementation.
Table 3. System-level conditions that support robust implementation
Implementation Condition 1. Available funding for a complete strategy, including staff, system
building, and programming
Implementation Condition 2. Alignment between district and initiative goals

Implementation Condition 3. System-wide support for the initiative
Implementation Condition 4. Available partners in the City that can address the needs of
schools and communities
Implementation Condition 5. Match between school objectives and community school
interventions

Implementation Condition 1. Available funding for complete strategy,
including staff, system building, and programming
Philadelphia identified a dedicated funding stream for the Community Schools initiative. Although
it is now firmly in place, challenges during the first two years of the initiative slowed down
implementation. The Coalition calls for financing and resource development that “diversifies funding,
sustains and grows community schools, and supports coordination of the community school initiative.”12 As
noted in the introduction, Mayor Jim Kenney identified Philadelphia’s Beverage Tax as the primary source
of funding for the city’s Community Schools initiative. While the beverage industry challenged the tax from
the outset of the initiative, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court ruled in the City’s favor in July 2018. Following
the court decision, the funds are no longer being held in reserve, and the initiative plans to expand.
However, because court challenges delayed the release of funds for the Community Schools initiative
during its first two years, the City lowered the four-year target number of community schools from 25 to
20. Furthermore, additional funding sources have not yet been identified, and stakeholders report that
community school coordinators are stretched too thin, suggesting that more resources may be needed at
the school level to ensure robust implementation.
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Implementation Condition 2. Alignment between district and initiative goals
District and initiative goals could be more closely aligned. The Community Schools initiative
has been designed to address poverty-related conditions that create barriers to successful student
outcomes. However, the initiative was not designed to coordinate these efforts with those of the School
District of Philadelphia to improve academic outcomes.

Implementation Condition 3. System-wide support for the initiative
Support for the initiative has been uneven across the system as reflected in limited coordination
between MOE and the School District of Philadelphia. Yet school-level support is high. The
partnership between SDP and MOE was limited during the first two years of the Community Schools
initiative. Interview and focus group respondents at the school, district, and City levels suggested that there
was mutual distrust that interfered with collaboration on the initiative. However, data from interviews and
surveys suggest that many stakeholders at the school level support the initiative. One district official stated:
My honest perception is that at the school level there is huge support for the initiative… a lot of
the schools [in which] community school program has [been implemented] have really been
searching for a program like this. (School District Official)
Data from surveys of teachers, staff, and community partners across all community schools support this
assertion. As shown in Figure 5, more than 60% of surveyed teachers, school staff, and community partners
reported strong support for the initiative. Still, 15% of community partners and nearly a quarter of
teachers and school staff reported being only “somewhat” supportive, suggesting the degree of support
could be improved.
Figure 5. Teachers and school staff are supportive of the initiative across community schools, but degree
of support could be improved
Strongly supportive

Somewhat supportive

Not supportive

External partners (N=68)

76%

16%

7%

Teachers and staff (N=296)

63%

25%

12%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Implementation Condition 4. Available partners in the City that can address
the needs of the schools and communities
Overall, partners are available to meet some local needs, but other needs remain unmet. Most
community schools coordinators (7 of 9) described moderate levels of partner availability but noted that
there is room to scale up services or achieve greater alignment between services and priority needs. For
instance, coordinators described a lack of partners that provide training in anger management or support
10

families that do not speak English. Only one coordinator reported an abundance of partners, yet she noted
that this high level of availability caused some challenges related to space in the school to provide services.
In contrast, another coordinator reported limited partner availability to address trauma and the “massive
amounts” of social and emotional needs of students, families, and community members.

Implementation Condition 5. Match between school objectives and
community school interventions
School expectations for the initiative align with the current community school model. Principals
appeared to have a clear sense of the focus of the Community Schools initiative and did not have
expectations for the work beyond its scope. For example, one principal explained that “part of what our
mission and our vision at [the school] is to increase parental involvement and to be that locus in the
community”; this directly aligns with the work of the community school.

Section 3. The Status of Community School Inputs from the Mayor’s
Office of Education is Mixed
The long-term success of Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative is considerably dependent upon
strong and consistent system-level leadership and cross-sector collaboration. During the first two years of
the initiative, the Mayor’s Office of Education (MOE) aimed to support the initiative’s implementation at the
school level via the five system-level inputs detailed in the Theory of Action. RFA’s analysis of MOE inputs
suggest that the status of the inputs is mixed, with some progress evident but key elements remaining
underdeveloped. Table 4 summarizes our assessment.
Table 4. Status of MOE Community Schools initiative inputs
Input 1. Gather stakeholder input

Input 2. Develop staff capacity

Input 3. Work in partnership with the School District of Philadelphia

Input 4. Leverage City of Philadelphia services

Input 5. Sustain the initiative
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Input 1. Gather stakeholder input
The Mayor’s Office of Education gathered considerable public feedback prior to the start of
the initiative. Yet structures for ongoing and inclusive citywide leadership have yet to be developed.
In January 2016, MOE launched a public outreach effort to learn more about how the City of Philadelphia
should develop the Community Schools initiative. More than 750 people from across the City participated
in individual and group meetings, small roundtable discussions, and large town hall forums. More than 260
people completed a survey, sharing their feedback on what factors should be prioritized when selecting
community schools.
However, initiative-level standards of the Coalition for Community Schools call for the development of an
ongoing “representative cross-sector community-wide leadership group, including representatives from
the school district, system-level partners, and under-represented groups” to oversee the initiative.13 While
MOE has discussed developing such an advisory group, it has yet to be put in place. Such a system-level
advisory group would nurture shared ownership and accountability for the initiative across stakeholders.

Input 2. Develop staff capacity
While the Mayor’s Office of Education hired coordinators for every school and supported them in
multiple ways, school-based coordinators are still stretched thin. A dedicated full-time community
school coordinator in each school is essential to the model, according to Coalition standards.14 In addition
to full-time coordinators for each community school, MOE also hired central office staff, including
coordinator supervisors and technical assistance and capacity coordinators.
The coordination of initiative efforts at each school site is largely the responsibility of Community School
Coordinators in the MOE model. Yet coordinators, administrators, committee members, and partners
broadly agreed that the responsibilities of a coordinator are a heavy load for a single person. One
coordinator explained that:
Each [coordinator] is doing three people's jobs. It would be fantastic if you had someone who was
just a partner coordinator and someone who was the outreach person … because when you go in
the school you're just one person to do all the work and the school’s needs ... they are so broad.
You can't do it all alone. (Coordinator)
One community school committee member summed it up by saying “[the coordinator] is a single
person…it’s a challenge. It’s a lot for one person.”

Input 3. Work in partnership with the School District of Philadelphia
The Community Schools initiative has yet to become a collaborative partnership with the School
District of Philadelphia. Coalition standards call for the integration of the school district in strategic
planning.15 MOE and SDP worked jointly to develop a memorandum of understanding for the Community
13
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Schools initiative, as well as the needs assessment and planning process. However, MOE and SDP have had
limited collaboration in developing an aligned, strategic direction for the initiative due the following
factors:
•

A strong relationship at the highest levels of the Mayor’s Office of Education and the School
District of Philadelphia did not develop during the first two years of the initiative. While MOE
and SDP have been in regular communication about the Community Schools initiative and have
worked together in several ways, district officials reported that there was still some confusion
regarding the parameters of the initiative.

•

Limited interaction between MOE’s Community Schools initiative leadership and SDP senior
cabinet members. Top members of the district’s leadership were involved at the beginning of the
work, but continuing district collaboration on community schools was managed by a single point
person who did not sit on the senior cabinet.

Input 4. Leverage city services
The development of partnerships with city departments and resources is still a work in progress.
Successful community school efforts align assets with needs.16 Since Philadelphia’s model is driven by the
City, there is opportunity for the initiative to leverage city services. MOE worked with several city
departments to implement complementary strategies to support and maximize existing resources in each
school. The Department of Public Health, the Office of Adult Education, and the Office of Arts, Culture and
the Creative Economy are examples of city departments that have provided services in community schools.
However, some potential collaborations between MOE and city resources have remained in the
development phase or have provided services on a small scale, either in a subset of schools or at a single
point in time.

Input 5. Sustain the initiative
Revenue from the Beverage Tax funds the Community Schools initiative; however, early challenges
to this revenue source delayed implementation. Many community school initiatives advocate for
district or city funding streams for their work, which is already a part of the Philadelphia model under the
current administration. Now that the litigation against the Philadelphia Beverage Tax has been resolved,
the initiative can resume expansion and long-term planning. However, continued development of corporate
and other philanthropic partnerships17, as well as long-term commitments with new and existing service
partners working the community schools, could also help to sustain operations.
MOE and other city departments also need to continue to work on aligning polices to support the
community school model, build or expand long-term commitments with new and existing service
partners, and use evidence of outcomes to jointly advocate for its continued implementation. While
MOE has begun to work with SDP to explore related policies, ensuring that SDP and broader city policies
support the Community Schools initiative will help to strengthen the work across and within organizations.
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Once more outcomes data are available, any evidence of success can be used to build additional support to
sustain the initiative as well.
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Section 4. A Work in Progress: The Status of Community Schools
Implementation on the Ground
In this section, we examine implementation of the Community Schools initiative across Philadelphia’s first
cohort of nine community schools. After a full year of planning and another year of implementation, Cohort
1 schools can be expected to have made significant progress against each of the six major components of
robust implementation. Evidence of robust implementation at the school level should occur before we can
expect changes in short- and long-term outcomes to emerge.
RFA used a wide array of data from the nine Cohort 1 schools to evaluate the status of the Community
Schools implementation at the school level. Specifically, we analyzed consistency of full implementation
across schools according to the six Implementation Best Practice Components in the Theory of Action, as
defined by the literature on community schools. Table 5 summarizes our findings.
Table 5. Quality of school-level implementation best-practice components
Implementation Best Practice Component 1. Community Engagement and Collaborative
Leadership
Implementation Best Practice Component 2. Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Data
Analysis
Implementation Best Practice Component 3. Planning and Prioritization of Activities

Implementation Best Practice Component 4. Coordination of School and Community Resources

Implementation Best Component Practice 5. Improved Services for Youth and Adults

Implementation Best Practice Component 6. Measurement, Evaluation, and Adjustment

Implementation Best Practice Component 1. Community Engagement and
Collaborative Leadership
Best Practice: The community school should actively encourage participation and support for programs and
services by developing a shared vision based on cross-sector input and practices, including NEPC pillars
and Coalition standards.
Summary of Best Practice Status: Overall, community schools consistently encouraged students, families,
and community members to participate in programs and services. However, feedback and volunteer
opportunities were informal and could be further developed to give families and community members
greater ownership in the work. While community schools have begun to provide evening and weekend
activities, staffing and funding barriers still exist. Community school committees were in place at each
15

school and provided input and feedback to the coordinator, but the frequency of meetings and inclusion of
all stakeholder types varied. A strong working relationship existed between the coordinator and the
principal in most schools, and staff viewed coordinators as accessible. However, the quality of
communication between coordinators and school staff varied.

A. Community engagement
Family and community engagement is central to a successful community school model.18 Table 6
summarizes the status of several important elements of community engagement across the community
schools.
Table 6. Component 1-1: Community Engagement implementation levels
Element 1a. The community school encourages participation in the services provided using
ongoing, multilingual materials and strategies.
Element 1b. The community school encourages family and community involvement and
leadership in support of the initiative at the school level.
Element 1c. Community programs and special events are sponsored by the community school.
Element 1a. The community school should encourage participation in the services provided using
ongoing, multilingual materials and strategies.
Best Practice: The Coalition standards call for “two-way, culturally and linguistically relevant
communication between school and families [that] is proactive and consistent.”19
Summary of Best Practice Status: Overall, the community schools consistently employed strategies to
encourage students, families, and community members to participate in services, including outreach in
languages other than English when needed.
All community schools had an outreach strategy to encourage students to participate in services,
though only five included direct outreach. Five of the nine Cohort 1 schools described outreach
strategies that included direct communication with students. Student outreach at the remaining four
schools primarily involved indirect strategies, including communication with students through teachers
and family members.
All but one community school reported using multiple outreach strategies to communicate with
families and community members about the available services. The most common strategies for
reaching out to families are listed in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Community schools implemented multiple strategies for outreach to families and community
members
Distributing fliers/newsletters
Greeting at arrival and dismissal
Posting on social media
Phone calls/robocalls
Publicity at back-to-school-night/report card conferences
Providing information during parent workshops/cafes
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Source: Community school coordinator interviews

Coordinators across all nine schools distributed fliers or newsletters as an outreach strategy. A principal
described a community school coordinator’s strategy as follows:
[The coordinator] canvases, usually bi-weekly, within the community, and just puts up flyers and
informational pamphlets in the doors. [The coordinator] also frequents churches and some of the
religious organizations in the area to post things there. Those things, I feel like, have really been
helpful. Those are things that certainly were not happening before the Mayor brought on the
Community Schools into play. (Principal)
Outreach was conducted in languages other than English as needed. In five of the nine community
schools, at least 10 percent of students are English language learners. In all five of those schools,
coordinators used robocall translation services provided by the School District of Philadelphia, as well as
other resources, to communicate to the community in languages other than English. At one community
school where many languages are spoken, the coordinator worked closely with multiple bilingual
counseling assistants (BCAs) to translate every community school flier into Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese,
Burmese, and Indonesian.
Element 1b. The community school should encourage family and community involvement and
leadership in support of the initiative at the school level.
Best Practice: Leadership development opportunities should be regularly available to families and
community residents.20 Further, community schools and their partners need to have a formal plan and set
of data collection tools to collect feedback from stakeholders.21
Summary of Best Practice Status: Implementation levels in this area varied across community schools,
which primarily offered families and community members informal opportunities for leadership,
volunteering, and sharing feedback.
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Only six of the nine community school committees included families and community members.
Community school committee and partner meetings provided a venue for those stakeholder groups to
provide input and feedback. According to community school committee rosters provided by MOE, six
community school committees included parents and community members. However, two schools reported
parents but not community members on the committee, and one reported neither parents nor community
members on the committee.
Families and community members at most community schools had opportunities to volunteer.
Nearly all community schools reported ongoing or occasional opportunities for family and community
members to volunteer. Volunteers from the community have been involved in community service days and
other special events at the community schools.
Families and community members had ongoing opportunities to provide informal input and/or
feedback about most community schools, but more formal feedback mechanisms could be
developed. Six community schools reported that they either informally or formally encouraged and
received ongoing input and feedback about the services and programs provided. In four schools, this
feedback was gathered informally, in most cases by word of mouth. For example, one principal explained
that “people always tell us everything. If they like something they let us know, if they don't, they let us
know.” Two community schools developed more formal processes for gathering feedback through
questionnaires and focus groups with service beneficiaries. At one community school, at the “mid-point last
year and this year at the beginning of this year” the coordinator administered a questionnaire “about our
entire group of services” and “what types of services they would like for us to include at [school].” At the
other, the principal explained that “we have asked for parents to come in to offer their feedback [about
what] we can do to make our school programs better.”
Element 1c. Community programs and special events should be sponsored by the community school.
Best Practice: Community school buildings should be open and accessible beyond the school day, including
evenings and weekends.22
Summary of Best Practice Status: While most schools offered at least some activities beyond the regular
school day, the degree to which they did so varied.
Most community schools sponsored special events and services. These events took place during the
school day, after school, in the evenings, or on weekends, and they were typically arranged by coordinators.
Six community schools provided ongoing events, while three provided events occasionally during the year.
Examples of ongoing events at community schools included:
•

Weekly Get Fit Saturdays that included physical activities for students and adults;

•

Resource fairs the first Monday of each month that offered free clothing, benefits access, constituent
services, adult education, and job opportunities; and

•

Physical activities, health services, tutoring, and other services, one Saturday each month.

Community schools have begun to provide evening and weekend activities. Many schools offered
regularly scheduled evening classes, including adult education, financial literacy meetings, and yoga.
Coalition for Community Schools and the Institute for Educational Leadership. Community School Standards: Standard 10.2; see also, Oakes,
Maier, and Daniel (2017).
22
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Several schools also hosted occasional special events in the evening. Only one school reported that it did
not stay open in the evenings. Weekend programming was more variable. Three schools reported holding
regular weekend events, and another three schools reported doing so occasionally. The remaining three
schools did not offer any weekend programs or services.
However, the need for staff after traditional school hours creates barriers. In some cases, the Mayor’s
Office of Education has assisted in providing funding to pay for these extended hours. One principal
explained that “our Saturdays would not be possible without the Mayor's Office. [They] are helping us open
up our building…by helping pay for… hiring our maintenance teams.”
However, concerns still exist about issues such as security and staffing, and these concerns limit the use of
some school buildings during evenings and weekends. As one coordinator explained, the principal has
expressed “concern about doing something after school” without security. A district representative
explained that the district is in the process of looking at their policies around the use of facilities by
partners.
Recommendations for Improving Community Engagement
•

Develop more structured volunteer and community leadership opportunities. While volunteer
opportunities exist at most community schools, most have not established formal parent and
community volunteer roles outside of the committee. It is important that parents and community
members have opportunities to take on leadership roles and ownership in the work, and so the
development of more formal volunteer roles and responsibilities related to community school
programs and services could be an objective moving forward.

•

Develop ongoing input and feedback processes. While each community school committee
provides a venue for multiple stakeholders to provide feedback, it is important that the Mayor’s
Office of Education and individual partners have a plan for collecting feedback on services from
beneficiaries. Currently, MOE has developed survey instruments for adult education class
participants, and satisfaction surveys are included in the current evaluation. Still, most of the
feedback received by coordinators is collected informally, via word of mouth. More formal,
systematic feedback processes could be developed and implemented, and the data could be used to
ensure continuous improvement.

•

Continue to address funding and security concerns to expand programs to evenings and
weekends. While some schools offer evening and weekend programs and services, hurdles still exist
around security and funding. MOE and SDP could continue to work together to remove policy and
funding barriers to providing evening and weekend services.

B. Collaborative leadership at the school site
Best Practice: Collaborative leadership is a pillar of effective community schools.23 Indicators for
collaborative leadership include the development of a site-based leadership team and a strong working
relationship between the coordinator and the principal.
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Summary of Best Practice Status: Each school had a community school committee in place to provide input
and feedback to the coordinator. A strong working relationship between the coordinator and the principal
existed at most sites, and staff reported that coordinators were accessible resources. However, there was
some variation in communication between coordinators and school staff. Table 7 displays the
implementation level for each of the elements of collaborative leadership.
Table 7. Component 1-2: Collaborative Leadership implementation levels
Element 1d. A community school committee is in place at the school and regularly works as an
advisory group to the initiative.
Element 1e. The school administration is encouraged to play a central role in the Community
Schools initiative in the building.
Element 1f. The coordinator communicates with teachers and staff about the Community
Schools initiative.
Element 1d. A community school committee should be in place at the school and regularly work as
an advisory group to the initiative.
Best Practice: A “representative site-based leadership team… that guides collaborative planning,
implementation, and oversight” is a standard of community schools best practice.24
Summary of Best Practice Status: With one exception, community school committees were in place during
the 2017-18 school year to help guide the initiative at their sites. However, only some schools’ committee
members included most or all stakeholder groups and provided regular guidance to the coordinator.
Attendance at school committee meetings was low in most schools.
Community school committee members at each school reported being involved in the development
of the community school plan priorities during the 2016-17 school year. One committee member
described the process as follows:
We came up with a list of ideas and then everybody voted on which ones were the most important
ones. After discussion on each one of those ideas, we took a vote and we came up with the three
ideas that are the focus. (Committee member)
The frequency of community school meetings varied by school. Despite the expectation that
committees meet monthly, only six community school coordinators held community school committee
meetings once a month during 2017-18; one committee met every other month and two met sporadically
during the year or not at all.
Six of the nine community school committees included all stakeholder types. According to committee
rosters provided by MOE and interviews with coordinators, principals, school staff, partners, families, and
community members were all represented on six community school committees. Students were also
included on the committee in all three high schools. However, in three of the schools, community members
who are not family members were not included.
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Attendance at community school committee meetings appeared to be low. When asked if “all, most,
some, few, or no members” typically attended committee meetings, nearly half (45%) of committee focus
group questionnaire respondents reported that only “some” or “few” members attended. When attending
portions of committee meetings during March and April 2018 to conduct focus groups, RFA researchers
observed how many members were in attendance, excluding the principal, the coordinator, and other MOE
staff. We found that the number of committee members was typically fewer than five people—far fewer
than in the committee rosters provided.
In most community schools, the coordinator regularly asked for committee input and feedback
during meetings, when they were held. One of the roles of the community school committee is to advise
the coordinator on the implementation of the community school plan. Based on data provided in the
questionnaire completed by committee members across schools, 75% of committee members reported that
the coordinator asked for feedback on the community school at all or most meetings. Further, in six of the
nine community schools, committee members reported during focus groups that they advised the
coordinator regularly at meetings as well. When asked if they had opportunities to provide the coordinator
with feedback, committee members said that “we are always giving [the coordinator] feedback,” “every
time, all the time,” and “honestly, [the coordinator] does all the time.” In two of the three schools where
feedback was not requested as often, the committees also met less frequently during the year.
Element 1e. The school administration should be encouraged to play a central role in the Community
Schools initiative in the building.
Best Practice: The Coalition standards call on principals to “work with the community school coordinator,
partners, and staff.”25
Summary of Best Practice Status: In all but one school, principals and coordinators were in frequent
communication and shared decision-making around community school activities; this indicates that this
element was implemented at a consistently high level across most schools.
All but one of the principals attended community school committee meetings regularly. One
indicator included by the Coalition is whether the principal meets regularly with the site-based leadership
team. Not surprisingly, due to their demanding schedule, principals are often not able to attend the entire
meeting but stop in for a portion of the meeting.
Coordinators and principals are in frequent communication in all but one school. The Coalition
standards also suggest that principals meet regularly with community school coordinators. Coordinators
and principals typically had weekly scheduled meetings, but were often also in frequent, almost daily
communication. One coordinator said:
We have a set time that we meet weekly, but for the most part we meet every day. There's times
when we sit down and make sure we have different things in order and make sure…we're on the
same page. Whether it's face-to-face, text messaging, on the telephone. Very seldom do I not talk
to [the principal] multiple times throughout the day. (Coordinator)
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A principal said:
[People] call [the coordinator] the “community school principal.” We communicate probably too
much… email, text, phone calls. I schedule a time for [the coordinator] once a week where we do
sit down and look at our calendars to see what we need to do. (Principal)
In the school where the principal and coordinator were not in frequent contact, the assistant principal was
closely involved with the coordinator.
In all but one school, the principal was consistently involved in decision-making around the
Community Schools initiative. Coordinators explained that they made sure to include the principal in the
work. One coordinator said, “I don't make any decisions without first sending them to [the]principal… she's
the type that trusts me to make sure I'm keeping the school's vision at heart.”
Element 1f. The coordinator should communicate with teachers and staff about the Community
Schools initiative.
Best Practice: The Coalition advocates for close communication between not just the coordinator and the
principal, but also other school staff.26
Summary of Best Practice Status: Community school coordinators were accessible to teachers and staff,
though the level of communication about services varied across schools.
The level of communication about services between coordinators and staff was mixed across
schools. In five schools, teachers and staff reported that the coordinator communicated regularly about
community school activities through email, fliers, phone calls, text messages, in-person communication at
staff meetings, and day-to-day interactions to share information. In one school, the coordinator “made sure
to talk to every single staff member and built a relationship with everyone in the building.” At another, a
teacher explained that, “I'm very much aware of the initiatives… [the coordinator] makes sure… to involve
the teachers.” However, responses at two schools were mixed, and at the other two, staff reported
communication to be limited.
Across all community schools, teachers and staff reported that the coordinator was accessible and
responsive. One teacher explained that most staff had the coordinator’s cell phone number and received
an immediate response to any texts they sent. Another staff member described the coordinator as “a fairy
godmother; if you say, ‘we really need to have this,’ [the coordinator] finds a way.”
Over half of teachers and school staff reported that they talked to the coordinator for suggestions
on how to connect students, families, and community members to programs, activities, or services.
Figure 7 outlines evidence of this finding. However, it is important to note that referrals for services still
primarily came through the school counselor, who often collaborated with the coordinator.
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Figure 7. Over half of teachers and school staff were very likely to talk to the coordinator about how to
connect students, families, and community members to programming and supports
Very likely

Somewhat likely

Not likely

Connect students

66%

23%

11%

Connect community
members

58%

30%

12%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Most schools (six) included the coordinator as a member of the school leadership team. The
Coalition recommends this practice.27 In one school the coordinator was involved, but not a member, and in
two s/he was not a member.
Recommendations for Improving Collaborative Leadership

27

•

Reestablish and strengthen the importance of school-based leadership. Across all schools, the
community school committees played a central role in setting the priorities of the community
schools last year. Yet, in some cases, the role of the committee diminished as the initiative moved
forward, and committees met less frequently. School-based leadership is an essential component of
the initiative, providing an opportunity to develop strong community leadership and a chance for
the coordinator to delegate some of his/her many responsibilities to members, helping leadership
team members share ownership of the work.

•

Ensure that all stakeholder types are represented on the community school committee and
attend regularly. In three community schools, no community members outside of family were
represented. At the same time, attendance at committee meetings was reported and observed to be
modest. While securing and maintaining volunteer involvement is always a challenge, school-based
leadership needs to include representatives of all beneficiaries and stakeholders to meet
community school standards.

•

Develop communication strategies with teachers and staff. While some coordinators kept
teachers and staff well informed, others did not. MOE may want to establish a set of strategies or
tools, such as email updates or newsletters, that coordinators can use to communicate to school
staff about available services and events.
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Implementation Best Practice Component 2. Comprehensive Needs
Assessment and Data Analysis
Best Practice: Research indicates that strong community schools collect and analyze data on school and
community needs, as well as the assets already available to address them.
Status of Best Practice Summary: MOE’s central office staff planned and coordinated much of the needs
assessment data collection, including surveys and focus groups with staff, students, community members,
and partners. All community schools also collected information on school, community, and partner
resources available to address identified needs. As noted previously, data collection was not designed to
include individual-level student data in Philadelphia (a departure from other national community school
models). Table 8 summarizes our evaluation of implementation for specific components of this best
practice.
Table 8. Component 2: Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Data Analysis implementation levels
Element 2a. Data was collected on student, school, and community needs.
Element 2b. The needs assessment included input from stakeholders including teachers/staff,
community partners, students, families, and community members.
Element 2c. The needs assessment included multiple sources of information for identifying the
needs of students, families, and the community.
Element 2d. The community school collects information on resources that can be used to
address identified needs.
Element 2a. Data on student, school, and community needs should be collected.
Best Practice: A “needs and assets assessment of the school, student, families, and neighboring community”
should inform each community school’s plan.28
Summary of Best Practice Status: MOE’s central office staff planned and coordinated much of the needs
assessment data collection, leading to consistent implementation across schools.
MOE collected aggregate data on student engagement and academic development, school climate,
and physical, social, and emotional health. Table 9 outlines the data collected.
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Table 9. Needs assessment data collected
Categories
Student engagement
and academic
development

School Climate

Physical, social, and
emotional health

Data Collected
• School progress report ratings, which include
achievement, progress and college-career
readiness index scores
• Student attendance rate
• Dropout rate
• Percentage of students with an IEP
•
•
•
•

Suspension rate
Serious incident rate
Teacher attendance rate
Student and staff perceptions on the prevalence
of bullying at school
• Student perceptions of personal safety
• Physical health: healthy food access, chronic
health conditions (obesity, diabetes, asthma),
heat levels (temperature departure from county
average on hottest days)
• Social and emotional health: poverty levels,
unemployment, median household income, drug
crimes within 1,000 feet of residence, distance to
parks, and limited educational attainment (no
school completed, high school diploma only)

Sources

Publicly Available School
District Data

Publicly Available School
District Data
MOE Needs Assessment
Surveys
MOE Needs Assessment
Surveys
American Community Survey
Public Health Management
Corporation
Philadelphia Police
Department
Get Healthy Philly

MOE collected physical, social, and emotional health data from multiple sources and combined them to
create a geographic stress index, available online. The surveys also asked respondents to select the types of
services they would like to receive.
Elements 2b/2c. The needs assessment process should include multiple data sources (2b) and input
from multiple stakeholders (2c).
Best Practice: A “needs and assets assessment of the school, student, families, and neighboring community”
that informs the community school plan.29
Summary of Best Practice Status: MOE central office staff drove the needs assessment process by designing
surveys and focus group protocols, leading to high levels of implementation overall.
The Mayor’s Office of Education designed and administered surveys and conducted focus groups in
each community school. In many cases, coordinators already had experience in the neighborhoods they
served, which helped orient them to available resources as well as the needs of the school. In addition to
neighborhood observations conducted by coordinators, MOE conducted surveys and focus groups of school
staff, partners, community members, families, and students to gather information on student, family, and
community needs. Table 10 outlines the average number of needs assessment participants across schools.
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Table 10. Average number of needs assessment participants across community schools, excluding
students
Data Sources

Average Number in Each School

Focus Group Participants
•

School Staff Focus Groups

16

•

Partner Focus Groups

8

•

Family Focus Groups

17

•

Community Focus Groups

8

•

Student Focus Groups

24

Survey Respondents
•

School Staff Surveys

26

•

Partner Surveys

7

•

Family Surveys

30

•

Community Surveys

23

•

Student Surveys

210

Element 2d. Community schools should collect information on resources that can be used to address
identified needs.
Best Practice: Data on the available community assets that can be leveraged to address needs should be
collected.30
Summary of Best Practice Status: All community schools conducted asset mapping. Community schools
collected information on school resources, community resources, and partner resources, as shown in Table
11, below.
Table 11. Asset mapping data collection

30

Asset Types

Data Collection Method

Number of Schools

School Resources (e.g., staff,
facilities)

Informal observations and
Interviews

8

Community Resources (e.g.,
recreation center, library)

MOE Needs Assessment Surveys,
Neighborhood Observations

9

Partner Resources

Partner Documentation

9
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Recommendations for Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Data Analysis
•

Expand the collection and analysis of data on academic outcomes. While some academic
outcomes were included in the needs assessment, data collection and analysis could have been
more extensive. Analyses could include the disaggregation of indicators by race, gender, income,
and other factors to better understand the learning needs of students and align learning support
services with those needs.

•

Update the needs assessment and asset mapping. The Coalition for Community schools
recommends updating the needs and asset assessment every three years. Schools and
communities are organic and ever-changing; as new services are brought in through the
Community Schools initiative, the needs and existing resources can be expected to change as well.

•

Ensure that all stakeholders, including community members, are represented in the needs
assessment process. While it can be difficult to obtain the participation of community members
in surveys and focus groups, it is essential to include their voices in the needs assessment process.
In instances where this is not the case, the identified needs and corresponding priorities will not
accurately reflect the needs of the community.

Implementation Best Practice Component 3. Planning and Prioritization of
Activities
Best Practice: School-level planning is a central component of best practices.31 Based on the needs
assessment and asset mapping processes, the community school should develop a plan that aligns with the
school building’s goals and clearly indicates the priorities of the community school, the activities and
strategies involved, measures of progress, and the roles of stakeholders in the work.
Summary of Best Practice Status: Each site developed a community school plan that supported building
goals and, in most cases, developed priorities that align with the identified needs. However, community
school plans did not outline the ways in which identified resources would address priorities, measures
used to gauge progress on priorities, or responsibilities of stakeholders in the work. Table 12 lists the
implementation levels for each recommended element of school-level planning and prioritization.
Table 12. Component 3: Planning and Prioritization of Activities implementation levels
Element 3a. The community school priorities are based on the needs and resources of the
school and community.
Element 3b. The community school plan supports school building goals.

Element 3c. The community school plan and logic model support student learning (academic).
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Element 3d. The community school plan and logic model address barriers to student learning
(non-academic).
Element 3e. The community school plan and/or logic model defines a process for measuring
progress on short- and long-term goals.
Element 3f. The community school plan defines the roles of the principal, teachers, school staff,
partners, and the committee.
Element 3a. The community school priorities should be based on the needs and resources of the
school and community.
Best Practice: The community school plan should be based on the needs of the school and community.32
Summary of Best Practice Status: While, in most cases, each school’s priorities aligned with the needs
identified, this was not always the case. Further, community school plans did not outline the ways in which
identified resources would address priorities.
In most but not all cases, the primary and secondary priorities of each community school aligned
with the analysis of needs. MOE conducted extensive analysis of the data and identified areas of need for
each school and community. At seven of the nine schools, all primary priorities aligned with the needs
identified through MOE’s internal analyses. However, in two schools, some primary priorities and needs
did not align. In these cases, the community school committee decided to identify additional priorities
outside of those identified in the needs assessment. Similarly, three community schools identified
secondary priority areas based on the determinations of the committee but without supporting needs
assessment data.
Community school plans and logic models do not identify how community resources will be utilized.
The Coalition for Community Schools recommends that a community school illustrates how programs and
services align with desired results. While the community school plans included community assets and some
existing partners, the lists of existing partners were not comprehensive, and the plans did not include a
discussion of how these existing resources could be utilized to begin to meet needs outlined in the
community school’s priorities.
Element 3b. The community school plan should support school building goals.
Best Practice: The community school plan priorities and the larger goals of the school itself need to support
one another.
Summary of Best Practice Status: Each site developed a community school plan that supported building
goals.
In nearly all community schools, school administrators reported that the priorities outlined in the
community school plan supported overall school goals. While recognizing that schools focus on student
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academic outcomes, principals also perceived the community school priorities as supporting overall school
goals. For example, one principal explained that:
When we talk about poor health, if our students are not healthy, they're not in school. They're not
in school, they're not achieving, then [they do not] pass to graduate. If they're not eating healthy,
their emotional balance is not in order and so instead of thinking through a situation, they're
inclined to do something that'll get them in trouble and then that would elevate our suspension
and serious incident rate. All that plays together. I think also, as far as the job training, that ties
in, when… we find that our parents are better equipped to be better parents, they're able to run
their houses, that would bring forth better children. (Principal)
In only one case did the principal say that the community school plan priorities are “separate” and “align
with the initiative, but not necessarily our school goals.”
Elements 3c/3d. The community school plan and logic model should support student learning
(academic) (3c) and address barriers to student learning (non-academic) (3d).
Best Practice: Coalition standards call for the inclusion of both academic and non-academic goals in the
community school plan.33
Summary of Best Practice Status: The initiative does not focus on academic outcomes outside of attendance,
a departure from other national models (as discussed previously). Nonetheless, most community school
plans included priorities or goals that support student learning.
All but one of the community school plans included at least one priority or goal that supports
student learning. Plans included the following priorities or goals to support student learning:
•
•
•
•

Increase homework help and supports for students;
Create an array of academic enrichment activities and opportunities for students (e.g., media
activities, tutoring, etc.);
Ensure that there is sufficient homework help, tutoring and mentoring to meet demand; and
Increase community supports and programs for academics (with a literacy emphasis).

All community school plans addressed barriers to student learning. As the primary focus of the work,
all community schools addressed the barriers to student learning by supplying basic needs, offering mental
and physical health care services, improving school climate, and providing job training, as well as other
services.
Element 3e. The community school plan and/or logic model should define a process for measuring
progress on short- and long-term goals.
Best Practice: Each community school plan should include a mechanism and indicators for measuring
progress toward desired results.34
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Summary of Best Practice Status: While each school identified short- and long-term goals, they did not
specify indicators of success in their school plans. Further, a method for tracking progress against goals has
yet to be developed.
Short- and long-term goals have been identified. Each primary priority outlined in the community
school plans included short- and long-term goals. These goals were broad statements about what the
community school wanted to accomplish, such as providing additional healthy food options for students
and their families or increasing access to public health services. In addition, coordinators developed logic
models for each primary priority area that include inputs and outputs to achieve their goals.
Measures for the goals, and a method for tracking progress toward those goals, have not been
specified. Community school plans did not specify which indicators (such as student attendance rates or
number of counselor visits) should be used to determine if the goals identified had been achieved. Further,
a method for tracking progress against goals has yet to be developed.
Element 3f. The community school plan should define the roles of the principal, teachers, school
staff, partners, and the committee.
Best Practice: Community school plans should “explicitly outline the role of school staff, families,
community partners, and the community school coordinator in helping to achieve specific results” with
defined goals.35
Summary of Best Practice Status: Community school plans do not define all stakeholder roles. In
Philadelphia’s community schools, roles and responsibilities in community schools have only been defined
for the community school committee; even in this case, the roles are not related to specific goals.
Recommendations for Planning and Prioritization of Activities
•

Define the roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders and describe how each will help
to address priority areas, in the community school plan. Coordinators, administrators, staff,
partners, and volunteers all need to understand their role in the work and their responsibilities
to achieve specific goals within the priority areas. Whether in revised community school plans or
in supplemental planning documents, those roles and responsibilities need to be clearly
communicated and explained to the appropriate stakeholders.

•

Specify measurable results and indicators for each goal and a process to track progress
against those goals. While the priorities and goals provide the overall focus for the work,
specific results (e.g., increase attendance by 20 percent) and measures or indicators (e.g., obesity
rate) need to be identified and tracked.

Implementation Best Practice Component 4. Coordination of School and
Community Resources
Best Practice: Community schools provide services to students, families, and community members
primarily through the development and coordination of external partnerships. The community school
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should coordinate program partners, facilitate the use of school and community resources, and align
services to meet the needs of students, families, and community members.
Summary of Best Practice Status: While the coordination of community school resources improved overall,
schools varied significantly in the depth and process of reviewing existing partnerships and the level of
support provided through partner meetings, partner feedback, and professional development. While
schools utilized their staff and facilities, more can be done to coordinate and leverage city resources. Table
13 lists the implementation status for each element of this best practice.
Table 13. Component 4: Coordination of School and Community Resources implementation levels
Element 4a. The community school has reviewed existing external partnerships.

Element 4b. The community school supports external partners.
Element 4c. The community school utilizes available school and city resources to provide
services.
Element 4d. The coordinator is improving the coordination of services at the school.
Element 4a. The community school should review existing external partnerships.
Best Practice: The Community School Pillars include the coordination of integrated student support
partnerships.36
Summary of Best Practice Status: Community schools varied significantly in the depth and process of
existing partnership review.
The Community Schools initiative has not yet developed a complete list of all existing external
partners and the services or resources they provide. Due to the long history of partnership work in
Philadelphia public schools that predates the Community Schools initiative, the development of a
comprehensive inventory of existing partners has been an ongoing process since the beginning of the
initiative and varies by community school. Coordinators explained that the partnership landscape changes
frequently. In addition, the decentralized nature of school partnerships created challenges. One coordinator
explained that “every once in a while, I'll find out about something that a teacher's doing [with a
community partner].” The fact that some partners were brought in by school staff other than the
coordinator also created confusion around the ownership of partner coordination.
Most community schools did not formally review alignment between each existing partner’s
services and the needs of the school and community. With so many existing partnerships at the start of
the initiative, understanding the alignment between them and the priorities of each school was a critical
step. While four coordinators described a process to conduct this review, four others explained that they
were only aware of the alignment in a general sense. It is notable that even in community schools with a
36
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more formal process in place, each process was developed by the coordinator individually; MOE has not
put a standard process in place.
Element 4b. The community school should support external partners.
Best Practice: Coordinators should recruit, facilitate, and convene partners regularly.37
Summary of Best Practice Status: In Philadelphia, MOE central office staff and coordinators have provided
partner support in several ways, including hosting partner meetings, providing partner feedback,
encouraging partner collaboration, and connecting partners to professional development. Partner meetings
were one of the primary communication strategies between coordinators and partners. Yet community
schools varied widely in the ways they provided support through partner meetings, feedback, professional
development, and other mechanisms.
Five community schools consistently hosted monthly partner meetings. In the remaining four
community schools, partner meetings were held inconsistently or not as often. In one case, the meetings
did not occur until the end of the academic year. In another, the school climate manager met with partners
in a group setting, and the coordinator was not always present. Individual meetings between the
coordinators and partners were less common and often took place “whenever [the coordinator] saw the
partner” or with partners “more active” in the school.
A strong majority of partners reported that coordinators were accessible to them. Figure 8 outlines
partner views.
Figure 8. Nearly all surveyed partners perceived coordinators as “very” accessible (N=77)
100%

Percent of External Partners

90%

88%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

10%

1%

0%
Very accessible

Somewhat accessible

Not at all accessible

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18
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During focus groups with partners, participants reported that the coordinator was accessible in all but one
school. One partner explained:
I shoot an email to [the coordinator] and he responds right back. If I have a question about
anything, I can reach out to him by text and I'll get that information back…I would say he
communicates effectively, [the coordinator is] fast about it. (Partner 1)
Another partner said:
If there's ever an issue, [the coordinator is] always available by email and punctual with getting
back to us and basically, anything we need. If there's ever been an issue or something that we're
trying to put together, or we need her help with communicating with the school, [the coordinator
has] been great with making everything happen. (Partner 2)
Building Capacity for Change: The Value of Community School Coordinators
School staff were very positive overall about the community school coordinators and the value they
bring to their schools. Teachers and staff in seven of the nine Cohort 1 schools described the work of
the coordinators in the following ways:
•

[The coordinator] is doing a wonderful job with the resources he brings into the school.

•

The programs that [the coordinator] has been involved with have been very successful.

•

[The coordinator] does a fantastic job at hosting events at the school and connecting on a personal
level with the students.

•

The community schools coordinator is a hard worker and does all within his influence to ensure
that the initiative is functioning well at [the school].

•

[The coordinator] is a pleasure to work with. His hard work and dedication shines bright in our
school.

•

[The coordinator] is an amazing person and so hard working. She goes above and beyond. She
appears to really have the pulse on what is happening in school and with our students [and is]
truly an asset to [the school].

•

[The coordinator] has been an essential part of the equation for programming in my classroom.

Coordinators lack clarity about their role in providing feedback to partners. As noted above, research
suggests that community partners “share responsibility and accountability for student and school
success.”38 Coordinators did not hold partners accountable for services or outcomes, nor is it an
expectation of the Philadelphia model (a departure from other national models). Nevertheless,
coordinators in six schools reported providing partners with informal feedback on a case-by-case basis
when opportunities allowed. The three other coordinators remarked that they did not see it as their role to
provide feedback to partners.

38

Coalition for Community Schools and the Institute for Educational Leadership. Community School Standards: Standard 1.1
33

In all but one community school, partners reported opportunities for collaboration. Coalition
standards recommend “joint professional development” that includes partner organizations.39 Part of the
purpose for convening community school partners is to encourage them to collaborate on the services they
provide and how they might work together. Coordinators and partners reported opportunities for
collaboration in all but one school; in that case, the school did not have a partner meeting until close to the
end of the academic year. One partner explained that, “since the Community Schools initiative has provided
a monthly meeting and a connection inside of the school, it has greatly improved the collaboration between
the various partners.”
Coordinators described their strategies to encourage partner collaboration in the following ways:
This past summer, the partners all went to [one of our partners offices and] held a meeting there
so we can see what the other partner does. We do a partner spotlight… that was great.
(Coordinator 1)
I don't like it when people come to meetings and are just standing there … I noticed that things
will change when people had organic conversations from me being a partner. I always have a
random icebreaker which makes you share. (Coordinator 2)
Professional development opportunities were limited. Partners reported only occasional referrals to
training and professional development opportunities related to the Community Schools initiative.
Recommended professional development opportunities came either through the coordinator or MOE’s
central office staff.
Element 4c. The community school should utilize available school and city resources to provide
services.
Best Practice: Community schools utilize the assets of the entire community—including the gifts of people
who live and work there.40 The integration of the Community Schools initiative can be supported by
including school staff and facilities in the implementation of the community school model. As an MOE
initiative, Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative is well-positioned to leverage city resources as part
of its strategy.
Summary of Best Practice Status: While implementation included staff and facilities, city resources were not
leveraged to their potential to provide services across community schools.
Most community schools utilized a range of school and city resources:
•

School staff. Teachers and staff often became involved in community school programs by
supervising afterschool programs, clubs, and events.

•

School facilities. The initiative has caused playgrounds, courtyards, libraries, lunchrooms,
gymnasiums, and other facilities to be used in new ways.

•

City resources. The new relationship between MOE and the Philadelphia Office of Adult Education
allowed every community school to offer adult education classes. Partnerships also developed
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between individual community schools and BenePhilly, the Office of Homeless Services, and the
Office of Transportation and Infrastructure Services (oTIS), and others.
However, additional opportunities exist for the Mayor’s Office of Education to collaborate with city
departments and resources to expand services and shared goals. One school district official explained:
The community schools program has been very siloed in the Mayor's Office of Education… We had
thought that community schools would be providing and really be looking into how to facilitate
that deployment of city services from a wide variety of departments… but that was not what was
happening.
Element 4d. The coordinator should improve the coordination of services at the school.
Best Practice: Developing a “coordinating infrastructure” is a standard of effective community schools.41
Summary of Best Practice Status: Coordinators have taken on responsibility for facilitating logistics for
community school services and programs. A majority of partners reported that coordination was done well
during 2017-18 and improved since the sites became community schools.
Coordinators consistently reported that facilitating logistics for community school services and
programs is a large part of their responsibilities. During Philadelphia’s history of external partners
working in the schools, coordination of these organizations often fell to the principal or another school
administrator. The initiative shifted much of this work to the coordinator. One coordinator reported that as
much as “50 to 60 percent of the time feels like it's logistics.”
Overall, the quality of coordination has improved since the sites became community schools.
Principals reported that having a community schools coordinator lightened their workload. All but one
principal or vice principal spoke positively about coordination since becoming a community school; in that
school, the counselor continued to lead the coordination of partners. In over half the community schools,
school administrators said the coordinator has taken work off their plate. One administrator said:
If we didn't have [the coordinator], I think all of this would be falling on me, which would be really
difficult to do, because my role as the principal is really to try to focus on what's happening inside
the building with the teachers and the students, and that's enough for my plate right now.
(Principal 1)
Another said:
I'm going to tell you that [coordination] is the piece that I just simply can't do because it's not
enough time in the day. In the absence of [the coordinator] being here, I think you have
partnerships that are kind of just hit-or-miss, or all over the place. (Principal 2)
Figures 9 and 10, below, outline partner responses about how well they coordinated and whether
coordination has improved.
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Figure 9. Most surveyed partners perceived external services partners to be coordinated, but degree of
coordination could be improved (N=69)
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Figure 10. More than three in four surveyed partners perceived improved coordination relative to last
year (N=52)
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This survey item was only asked of partners who had worked in schools prior to 2017-18.

Six community school coordinators reported providing programs and services to beneficiaries
directly. From providing food to clothing to helping people find a job, these coordinators did not just
facilitate the delivery of programs and services; in many cases, they also provided direct services
themselves. While this is not an expectation of coordinators, it is worth noting that so many have taken on
this additional role.
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Recommendations for Coordination of School and Community Resources
•

Develop and continuously update comprehensive documentation of partners, services, and
alignment of community school priorities. External partners are the primary service providers
and therefore the primary vehicle to address the needs of students, families, and community
members. It is critical that coordinators thoroughly document the partners in the building, the
services they provide, and the level of student and community participation.

•

Develop systemic processes for reviewing the alignment of existing partners with
community school priorities. The Coalition for Community Schools recommends ensuring
“alignment and coordination of programs and services” with the community school plan. While
some coordinators reported reviewing the alignment of existing partners and priorities in a
formal way, some did not. To facilitate this work, MOE central office could develop a common
process and standard documentation for coordinators to use.

•

Meet with all partners regularly. Not all coordinators met with partners monthly, and
individual partner meetings to review roles and responsibilities was not an expectation. Partner
support, collaboration, and systemic feedback could be better facilitated by having all
coordinators sponsor monthly partner meetings and meet with each partner at the beginning
and the end of the year to plan the work and evaluate impact based on the school’s goals.

•

Provide additional professional development opportunities to partners. Partner support can
include in-house professional development on the Community Schools initiative as well as
referrals to external sources for training and collaboration. While this took place occasionally,
offerings could be expanded.

•

Expand and deepen partnerships with city agencies and departments. In order to leverage
city agencies and departments to support the work of the Community Schools initiative, MOE
needs to widen collaboration to new offices and deepen the work being done with the district
and other existing stakeholder groups.

Implementation Best Practice Component 5. Improved Services for Youth and
Adults
Best Practice: An effective community school ensures that a broad set of services is delivered to students,
their families, and communities.42 Because Cohort 1 of Philadelphia’s community schools already had a long
history of partnerships prior to the initiative, the Community Schools initiative should introduce new
services to the school and community and improve or expand existing services.
Summary of Best Practice Status: Community schools brought in additional resources to address the needs
of students, families, and community members. All but one individual community school priority area was
addressed by external partners or direct services provided by the school. However, the gap between needs
and existing resources has not been formally analyzed. Table 14 lists the levels of implementation for this
component.
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Table 14. Component 5: Improved Services for Youth and Adults implementation levels
Element 5a. Priorities in the community school plan are addressed.
Element 5b. The community school aligns new services with the needs of the students and
community.
Element 5c. New services for students, families, and community members have been
introduced since the Community Schools initiative began.
Element 5a. Priorities in the community school plan should be addressed.
Best Practice: To be effective, community schools should ensure the delivery of services that “respond to
the needs of students and families.43
Summary of Best Practice Status: Nearly all community school priorities are being addressed by at least one
external partner or school activity.
All but one individual community school priority area is being addressed by external partners or
direct services provided by the school. Table 15 outlines the types of priority areas, the number of
schools that selected each priority area, and examples of partners, activities, or services that addressed
those priority areas. Additionally, at least one partner in four of the five community schools where at least
10 percent of students are English language learners (ELL) reported providing services for ELL students.

43
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Table 15. Community school priorities and sample partners, activities, and services addressing priorities

Community School
Priorities

Number of schools
listing as:

Sample Partners, Activities, and Services
addressing Priority Area

Primary
Priority

Secondary
Priority

Social and emotional
health

6

2

School Therapeutic Services (STS), Big Brothers
Big Sisters, Reset/Chill Out Rooms

School climate and safety

5

1

Committed Community Mentors, Parent Cafés,
Philadelphia Police Department

Healthy foods

4

2

EAT.RIGHT.NOW, Common Market, Food and
Wellness Network

Job opportunities and
training

4

2

GED classes, Team Clean job opportunities, “joba-thons,” interviews and apprenticeships

Physical activities

3

5

Get Fit Saturdays, Girls on the Run, Sierra Club,
yoga classes

Afterschool/
extracurriculars

3

2

After School Activities Partnerships (ASAP), Boy
and Girl Scouts, Girls on the Run

Academic supports
(including ELL)

3

1

AARP Experience Corps, Coded by Kids, Children’s
Literacy initiative

Community resources

2

3

UESF (Housing Support), HACE (Community
Development), ESL and GED classes

Physical health services

1

1

Pennsylvania Health Access Network, Youth
Advocate Programs, Lankenau Medical Center

Support for immigrants

1

1

Congreso, Center for Literacy, University of
Pennsylvania, Paratodo, Puentes de Salud

Clothing and uniforms

0

1

Winter clothing drive collected coats, gloves, hats,
and other accessories

Cultural and social
opportunities

0

1

Drexel Dance Exchange initiative, ArcheDream for
Humankind

Housing support

0

1

United Communities

Neighborhood
beautification

0

1

School painting and grounds revitalization

Source: Community school plans, coordinator interviews, and partner lists
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Element 5b. The community school should align new services with the needs of the students and
community.
Best Practice: Along with recruiting new partners, part of a coordinator’s role is to use “data to determine
services and program needs and gaps.”44
Summary of Best Practice Status: This was an area where school-level implementation was limited due to a
lack of strategic direction from MOE’s central office.
The community schools did not conduct formal gap analyses to determine which priorities were not
yet addressed by existing partners. A formal gap analysis is a necessary next step after completing a
needs assessment, setting priorities, and completing an inventory of existing service partnerships. While
coordinators said that they had a “cursory knowledge” of the gap between existing services and the needs
of the school and community, coordinators did not describe a formal process to identify the areas of need
that required additional partnerships and services. One coordinator explained:
We look at, first, what the need is, what comes up, and who do we need to put in place and how do
we get there? Answering those three questions, we get to the nuts and bolts of it. To say a more
formalized process? Probably not. (Coordinator)
Some coordinators’ existing knowledge of the school prior to the initiative may have dissuaded them from
completing such a process. One coordinator said, “I just took the gaps that I already identified personally…
and fixed those.”
A standard process for vetting potential new partners is not in place across community schools.
Determining whether to have an external partner work in a community school is an important part of the
process. Yet, to date, MOE has not provided schools with a standard procedure to review and determine
whether a partner is appropriate for the school. As a result, most schools developed individualized
processes for vetting partners, two were developing a vetting process and one was not yet developing a
process.
Element 5c. New services for students, families, and community members should have been
introduced since the beginning of the Community Schools initiative.
Best Practice: Providing integrated health and social supports is central to community school models.
Summary of Best Practice Status: All the community schools have explored potential new partners and new
partners and/or services have been introduced at each community school.
All community schools explored potential new external partners. After public distribution of the
community school plans, many potential partner organizations sought out community schools with
priorities aligned with their services. All community schools engaged with new organizations to expand
services provided.
Community schools introduced new partners and services for students, families, and community
members. From new ongoing partnerships with external organizations to direct services and events
provided monthly by the coordinator, each community school reported new opportunities for students and
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the larger community. While in some cases these new offerings were introduced by staff other than the
coordinator, a community school is not just the coordinator, but the entire school community.
Recommendations for Improved Services for Youth and Adults
•

MOE should provide coordinators with templates and processes for common
responsibilities. As evidenced by their descriptions of the partner vetting processes,
coordinators must “create everything.” To support coordinators, MOE central office staff could
develop formal templates and process directions that can be used by coordinators to conduct
gap analyses, vet potential partners, and conduct other processes, so that coordinators do not
need to establish these processes on their own. In some cases, these processes and forms may
need to be developed in conjunction with the school district.

Implementation Best Practice Component 6. Measurement, Evaluation, and
Adjustment
Best Practice: Evidence-based decision-making is centrally important to complex reforms such as the
Community Schools initiative. The Coalition for Community Schools recommends that “data, participant
feedback, and aggregate outcomes are analyzed regularly to assess program quality and progress and
develop strategies for improvement.”45
Summary of Best Practice Status: MOE has commissioned RFA to conduct an independent third-party
evaluation, which has resulted in the publication of this public report and the provision of formative
feedback to key stakeholders engaged in the implementation of the initiative. Internally, MOE specified
broad outcomes but have yet to develop measures and processes to systematically track progress across
community schools. MOE central office staff are still developing data collection, analysis, and continuous
improvement processes for community schools. Table 16 lists the level of implementation of each element
under this component.
Table 16. Component 6: Measurement, Evaluation, and Adjustment implementation levels
Element 6a. The community school has specified outcomes and measures based on priorities
and goals.
Element 6b. The community school collects school and community feedback and data on a
regular basis to monitor the quality of, participation in, and outcomes from the Community
Schools initiative.
Element 6c. The community school analyzes participation, feedback, and outcomes data on the
quality and progress of the initiative at the school.
Element 6d. The community school uses data to continuously monitor and improve the
implementation of the Community Schools initiative.

45
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Elements 6a-6d. Community schools should be engaged in measurement, evaluation, and
adjustment.
Community schools specified broad outcomes but lacked measures to track progress. To measure
the impact of the Community Schools initiative, it is essential to identify outcomes and the measures that
will be used to determine progress. After disseminating their plans, community schools collaborated with
MOE central staff to develop school-specific logic models, which included outputs and outcomes for their
primary priority areas. However, these outcomes were broad (for example, “families and community
members have improved access to resources”) and did not include specific measures to track progress.
The Community Schools initiative is in the process of developing feedback and data collection
processes. Putting data collection processes in place is also central to the work. As noted previously, we
found that while feedback is collected, it is mostly done informally. MOE worked with external partners
throughout the year to determine how best to collect participation data, and processes for collecting this
data have been continuously developed to encourage greater data submission. Without specific measures,
outcomes data have not been collected to date, although individual schools and MOE’s central office tracked
attendance rates:
[MOE central office] provided some documentation to coordinators from the Philadelphia School
Progress Reports, [including] what our overall average results looked like and then what the
specific attendance results for their school looked like. It's not analysis. The district wide survey is
another one where [we] provided bar charts, and we kind of sat down at one of the coordinator
meetings and went question by question. (MOE Central Office Staff)
Data collection remains a work in progress and would be better supported through the development of a
data agreement with the district as well as other city agencies.
Community schools did not analyze feedback or outcomes data related to priority areas. While some
analysis takes place at MOE’s central office, it was limited due to the lack of available data, and individual
schools did not conduct these types of analyses. When discussing this issue with MOE central office staff,
one respondent explained that, “[coordinators] wouldn't be doing analysis, but they would be reading a
report and kind of doing their own thinking about that data.” Coordinators did not regularly discuss
feedback on data with community school committees, and while academic and attendance data was often
discussed with the principal, it was not related to community school priorities or related outcomes.
While community schools typically adjust the implementation of the initiative, decisions are not
based on a systemic review of data. As explained, data collection was limited based on a lack of clarity on
outcome measures and limited data availability. Therefore, while coordinators and principals reported
making regular adjustments to implementation based on informal feedback from families and community
members, decisions were not typically based on community school outcomes data.
The Community Schools initiative has developed school-specific priorities that align with identified needs,
as discussed above in Implementation Component 3. Moving forward, the initiative could support
coordinators to assess and align partnerships to meet those needs, as discussed above in Implementation
Component 4. In addition, we recommend the initiative take the following steps to support implementation
of robust efforts to evaluate, measure, and adjust approaches to improving supports and services for
children, their families, and the community, recognizing that work to understand fidelity and quality of
implementation should guide the definition of appropriate outcome measures.
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Recommendations for Measurement and Evaluation
•

Work with relevant partners to determine common, measurable school- and initiative-level
outcomes, results, and indicators. To measure progress, outcomes and indicators of progress
must be identified. Without these, course corrections cannot be made based on data, and it will
be difficult to measure the impact of the initiative.

•

Develop formal feedback processes. While informal feedback can be valuable, more formal
surveys and other feedback systems could be developed to gauge the quality of partner services
and the degree to which student, family, and community needs are being met.

•

Develop data systems and protocols to assure access to relevant data at the individual
student and aggerate levels. Data sharing agreements between MOE, the district, and other
agencies such as the Department of Human Services is critical to access needed data. Further,
both individual student and aggregate school-level data will be needed to conduct the types of
analysis required.

•

Discuss data with the community school committee and school leadership team regularly.
To develop data-based decision-making in community schools, the coordinators will need to
receive training on data use and, in turn, discuss community school outcomes data regularly with
the school leadership team and the community school committee.

Section 5. An Early Look: Short-Term Outcomes of the Community
Schools Initiative
MOE’s Theory of Action (TOA) designates four short-term outcomes, which are based on best practices and
prior community school evaluations and expected to emerge after three years:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Alignment of programming and supports to needs of school community;46
Integration of system and strategy into each school site and community;47
Increased access to and participation in services;48 and
Increased satisfaction with programs and supports.49

These short-term outcomes are expected to set the stage for longer-term outcomes, such as
improvements in student attendance, school and community climate, and the health and well-being of
students and their families. According to the TOA, MOE expects to see improvements in short-term
outcomes in three years and longer-term outcomes after five years of full implementation. However,
other evaluations have found that outcomes may improve earlier in strong community school models.
For instance, evaluations of the Communities In Schools (CIS) and Baltimore initiatives found improved
attendance rates after three years, not five years.

The Coalition standards specify that community school supports are based on a needs assessment and align to the whole-child needs of students,
their families, and members of the community.
46

Research on integrated student supports (ISS), one of the four pillars from the National Education Policy Center and Learning Policy Institute,
emphasizes that “integration is key to the model—both integration of supports to meet individual students’ needs and integration of the ISS program
into the life of a school.”
47
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Baltimore Education Research Consortium. (2016) Baltimore Community Schools: Promise & Progress. Baltimore, MD.

Satisfaction surveys were included in the evaluation of City Connects Boston College Center for Optimized Student Support. (2010). The Impact of
City Connects: Annual Report 2010. Chestnut Hill, MA.
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Short-Term Outcome 1. Alignment of programming and supports to needs of school
community
Summary: Most teachers and school staff reported strong alignment between programming and
student needs during academic year 2017-18, an improvement the previous year. In contrast, most
students reported that programming and supports were only somewhat aligned with their needs and
that alignment was either the same or worse than last year. Compared to over 80% of teachers and
school staff, less than 20% of students reported that programming and supports offered this year
were strongly aligned to student needs.
In this section, we report teacher, staff, and student perceptions of whether the programs and services
offered in 2017-18 were aligned to student needs.50 We also asked survey respondents to reflect on how
alignment has changed relative to 2016-17.
Perceptions of alignment of programs and supports to student and community member needs were mixed.
According to surveyed teachers and school staff, the programs and supports at their community schools
largely aligned with student needs, as shown in Figure 11. Perceived alignment was even stronger among
teachers and staff who reported being either “very” or “extremely” familiar with student programming and
supports.
Figure 11. Most teachers, school staff perceived strong alignment between programs and student needs
Strongly aligned

Somewhat aligned

Not aligned

All teachers (N=298)

84%

12%

4%

More familiar teachers
(N=183)

90%

8%

2%

Less familiar teachers (N=115)

74%

19%

7%

Source:
Note:

RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18
Survey responses are only shown for school staff and teachers who reported being at least somewhat familiar with supports for students.
“More familiar” teachers are those who indicated being “very” or “extremely” familiar with programs, activities, and services for students;
“less familiar” are those who indicated they were “somewhat familiar with supports for students.”

Even though nearly all teachers and school staff reported that the programs and services were strongly
aligned, open-ended survey responses offered some suggestion of unmet need. Ten responses from
teachers and staff in five community schools identified the following services that they felt would help meet
the needs of their communities:
•
•
50

Mental health and emotional support services;
Programs that support conflict resolution;
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•
•
•
•
•

ESOL support;
Academic support for students;
Mentoring programs;
Programs to support families experiencing trauma; and
Child care for teen parents.

In contrast to the perspectives of teachers and school staff, student perceptions of alignment were more
tempered, as shown in Figure 12. This was even true among students who participated in at least one type
of program.
Figure 12. Many students, even student program participants, reported that programming and supports
offered at their school were only somewhat aligned to their needs
Strongly aligned

Somewhat aligned

All students (N=488) 17%

Not aligned

65%

18%

Students who participated
in programs (N=422)

18%

66%

16%

Students who did not
participate (N=66)

6%

62%

32%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Perceptions of improved alignment of services to student and community needs from prior year to current
year were mixed.
Teachers and staff were much more likely than students to report improvements over last year in the
alignment of programming and supports to student needs (Figure 13).
Figure 13. Relative to students, more teachers and staff reported that programming was more aligned to
student needs this year than last year
More in line

About the same

Less in line

Teachers and staff (N=242)

72%

23%

5%

Students (N=473)

30%

41%

29%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Specifically:
•

Compared to over 70% of surveyed teachers and staff, less than a third of surveyed students
reported that the programs, services, and activities at their school were more in line with student
needs this year compared to last year.
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•

Compared to only 5% of surveyed teachers and school staff, about 30% of students reported that
programming for students was less in line with student needs this year compared to last year.

Short-Term Outcome 2. Integration of system and strategy into school communities
Summary: The perspectives of teachers, school staff, and external partners suggested that the
Community Schools initiative was highly integrated into school communities. Yet student perspectives
suggested room for improvement in student outreach.
This section presents findings from surveys of teachers, school staff, external partner organizations, and
students on the level of integration of the Community Schools initiative into the school community. We first
asked teachers and staff to reflect on the extent to which the initiative was integrated with the culture of
the school. We then asked stakeholders within the school how familiar they were familiar with the
initiative overall and, more specifically, with programs for students and community members.
Teachers and staff perceived that the Community Schools initiative was highly integrated into the culture of
the school.
Figure 14. Nearly all teachers and school staff reported that the Community Schools initiative was highly
integrated into the culture of their school
Highly intergrated

All teachers and staff (N=308)

Somewhat integrated

85%

15%

Not integrated

2%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Aligned with the above survey findings, interview and focus group data suggested that the slight variation
in perceptions of integration may be tied to differences between schools. Teachers and school staff in seven
of the nine community schools reported in interviews and focus groups that the initiative was highly
integrated; in the other two schools, as one teacher explained, “integration will eventually get to its peak.”
School administrators specifically remarked about the integration of the Community School Coordinators,
who are MOE employees, into the culture of the schools where they serve.
School staff explained that:
We don't really look at the community school model as being something separate from the
school… we have [the coordinator] as a part of our team and this whole Community Schools
initiative is now who we are, right, because we are a community school; it’s not like we're [here]
and then over there we have a community school. We're just all one entity. (Principal)
[The coordinator has] become a very integral part of this building. [The coordinator]
communicates with all of our teachers… [the coordinator] does everything… and has really
ingrained herself in this building with the teachers and the students. (Vice Principal)
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Mixed stakeholder familiarity with the Community Schools initiative indicated more progress is needed to
fully integrate the model into school communities.
As an indicator of the initiative’s integration into community schools, we asked external partners, teachers,
and school staff how familiar they were with the Community Schools initiative. We also asked students if
they knew their school was a community school. Responses in Figure 15 suggest that stakeholder
familiarity with the initiative varied by respondent.
Figure 15. Familiarity with the initiative varied across stakeholders, with stronger familiarity among
surveyed external partners than among teachers and staff, and still less familiarity among students
Very familiar

Somewhat familiar

Not familiar

Teachers and staff (N=311)

70%

25%

5%

External partners (N=70)

80%

17%

3%

Students (N=496)

49%

51%

Source:

RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Note:

While external partners and teachers/staff were asked about their familiarity with the Community Schools initiative, students were asked
to report whether they knew their school was a community school.

Student Services: Stakeholder familiarity with programs, services, and activities offered for students at the
school was mixed.
We asked teachers, school staff, and students how familiar they were with programming and supports
offered for students, an additional indicator of integration of the initiative into the school community.
Nearly all surveyed teachers and school staff were very familiar with the programming and supports
offered for students. However, many students were only somewhat familiar with the programs and
supports offered at their school, as displayed in Figure 16.
Figure 16. While less so for students, nearly all teachers and staff are considerably familiar with
programs, services, and activities offered for students at the school
Very familiar

Somewhat familiar

Not familiar

Teachers and staff (N =305)

87%

11%

1%

Students (N=496)

55%

35%

10%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Open-ended survey responses gave insight into a lack of teacher familiarity with student programs at some
schools, which may explain the slight variation in teacher and staff perspectives. Specifically, while we
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found that most Philadelphia community schools offered learning supports, such as tutoring and
homework help, those services are not a required focus of the model or coordinated with school
instructional staff.
One teacher explained:
Most of the interactions are done at the student level with administrators and support staff…as
content teachers we are usually the last to hear of what is available since most do not pertain to
the curriculum. (Teacher 1)
Another teacher said:
It is still unclear as to what the initiative is bringing to the school. I am aware of a few programs
for the community at large (i.e., GED class), but it is still unclear if there is supposed to be an
impact on daily school life. (Teacher 2)
This lack of awareness is consistent with the variation between the Community Schools initiative in
Philadelphia relative to other national models.
Community Services: Teachers and staff were familiar with programs, services, and activities offered at the
school for community members.
We also asked teachers to report about their familiarity with programs, activities, and services offered for
community members and families of current students. Figure 17 displays those results.
Figure 17. Most teachers and staff reported being very familiar with family and community programming
Very familiar

Teachers and staff (N=303)

Somewhat familiar

78%

19%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18
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Not familiar

3%

Short-Term Outcome 3. Increased access and participation in programming and
services
Participation in community school programs, activities, and services was relatively high among
students: about 85% of surveyed students reported attending at least one type of program during the
2017-18 year. Community events and afterschool programs were the most common type of program
attended. In addition, school staff reported more engagement with the community and more resources
that benefited everyone because of the initiative.
This section examines self-reported data on student participation, which come from surveys of students.
We asked students if, since the start of the school year, they had been to any of the following types of
programs:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community events;
Afterschool programs;
Job programs;
College-prep programs;
Programs that provide useful things; and/or
Health programs.

We also report findings from interviews with school staff and committee members about changes in levels
of engagement associated with the initiative.
Participation in programming and supports was high among students in community schools.
Figure 18. Over 60% of middle and high school students reported attending two or more types of
programs this year, and only about 15% of students did not attend any programs
Two or more

One

None

High School (N=278)

64%

22%

14%

Middle school (N=217)

61%

24%

15%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18
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Community events and afterschool programs were the most prevalent type of program attended.
Figure 19 shows the percent of surveyed students, by grade level (middle or high school), who reported
attending programs.
Figure 19. Percent of surveyed high school and middle school students participating in types of
programs at community schools, 2017-18

Community events

50%
48%

Afterschool programs

50%
49%

44%

Job programs

34%
36%

College prep programs

13%

Programs that
provide useful things

33%
36%
29%
33%

Health programs
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

High School (N=278)

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Middle School (N=217)

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Specifically:
•
•
•

About half of all students reported attending an afterschool program or community event during
this school year.
About a third of all students reported attending a health program or said they received support
from programs that provided useful things like food, backpacks, or clothing.
A higher percentage of high school students reported using job programs (44%) and college prep
programs (36%), compared to middle school students (34% and 13%, respectively).

Barriers to optimal levels of family and community participation exist.
While the survey data focuses specifically on student participation, interview and focus group data
suggestion that family and community participation remain a challenge. The initiative faces considerable
challenges in overcoming historic fear, mistrust, and lack of involvement with the school among community
members. Coordinators, principals, committee members, partners, and school staff all described many
difficulties in overcoming these barriers. One coordinator explained:
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The people in the community won't come… it's like pulling teeth…it's been said that there's a
sense of pride in that neighborhood, that they won't come out. (Coordinator)
A committee member said:
The experience that people have moving through systems, as well as in schools, has been…
anywhere from antagonistic to negligent, and engaging parents, to me, is about rebuilding trust.
(Community Member)
One teacher said:
One of the obstacles or challenges, I would agree with both the other teachers, that having the
parents, making sure feel as welcome and letting them know we can help you. Come here and we
can help you, do what you need to do. (Teacher)
In addition, as one teacher pointed out, improving the engagement of families and community members
across community schools should be addressed in schools and at the system level.
While it is unreasonable to expect the Community Schools initiative to overcome these issues in
the first full year of implementation, the prevalence of these concerns requires that they be
addressed at both the school and systems levels. (Teacher)

Short-Term Outcome 4. Satisfaction with programming and supports
While some teachers and school staff were very satisfied that the initiative served students and
community members, there was room for improvement. External partners reported high levels of
satisfaction with their community school partnerships. More work can be done to understand student
and community member satisfaction with programming and supports.
The final early indicator of progress is stakeholder satisfaction. RFA surveyed teachers and school staff
about their satisfaction with how the initiative served students, their families, and community members.
RFA also surveyed external partners about their levels of satisfaction with their school partnerships.

A. Teacher and school staff satisfaction with services for students, families, and community
members
Teachers and staff reported satisfaction with services provided to students, family members, and
community members, though degree of satisfaction could be improved.
RFA surveyed teachers and school staff about their satisfaction with the student-serving work of the
Community Schools initiative (Figure 20). We asked specifically about satisfaction with the extent to which
the initiative this year supported students by 1) bringing resources to students, 2) connecting students to
available resources, and 3) coordinating student services.
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Figure 20. While about half of teachers and school staff were “very” satisfied with the extent to which
the initiative supported students, there is room for improvement (N=298)
Very satisfied

Source:
Note:

Somewhat satisfied

Not satisfied

Bringing resources to the
school for students

49%

36%

15%

Connecting students to
programming and resources

47%

35%

18%

Coordinating programming
and resources for students

47%

39%

14%

RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18
Survey responses are only shown for school staff and teachers who reported being at least somewhat familiar with supports for students.

When asked about their level of satisfaction with how the initiative served community members and
families, teachers and school staff reports were mixed (Figure 21).
Figure 21. While about 40% of teachers and school staff were “very” satisfied with how the initiative
served community members and families of current students, there is room for improvement (N=287)
Very Satisfied

Source:

Somewhat satisfied

Not satisfied

Bringing resources to the
school for the community

42%

37%

21%

Connecting community
members to programs and
resources

38%

41%

21%

Coordinating programming
and resources for the
community

39%

36%

25%

RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

B. External partner satisfaction with initiative
Partner organizations play a key role in a strong community schools model, and two central short-term
indicators of a strong and effective Community Schools initiative involve 1) whether external partners are
satisfied with the partnership between the school and their organization and 2) whether partners feel that
working with community schools increases program impact.51
To understand partner satisfaction, RFA surveyed external partners about the following:
•
•

Communication with school staff and the community schools Coordinator;
Processes for giving and receiving feedback from the school to improve program impact;

Satisfaction surveys were included in the evaluation of City Connects Boston College Center for Optimized Student Support. (2010). The Impact of
City Connects: Annual Report 2010. Chestnut Hill, MA.
51
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•
•

The effectiveness of the partnership for reaching program goals; and
Processes for referring students, families, and/or community members.

Nearly all surveyed partners reported being either very or extremely satisfied with their partnership with
community schools as well as with specific aspects of their partnership.
Figure 22. Over 85% of external partners reported high levels of satisfaction with their partnership with
community schools (N=81)
Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Not satisfied

Communicating
with coordinator

94%

3%

4%

Opportunities to
provide feedback

93%

1%

5%

Effectiveness
of partnership

92%

4%

4%

Feedback from
coordinator or staff

90%

6%

3%

Communicating
with school staff

89%

8%

3%

Referral processes

85%

10%

4%

Source: RFA surveys of community school stakeholders, 2017-18

Conclusion and Next Steps
After two years of implementation in Philadelphia, MOE has taken important foundational steps in
establishing a foundation for its Community Schools initiative, but much of the work remains in process.

Areas of strength
Philadelphia scored an early and impressive win when it passed a citywide beverage tax and utilized a
portion of those dollars to create a defined funding stream for its community schools effort. Yet overall, the
strengths of the initiative lie, most notably, at the school building level. Through additional capacity in the
form of coordinators, MOE became a catalyst for integrating social support for students, families, and
community members. Needs assessment, asset mapping, and planning took place at each site. Community
schools established community school committees at each school and encouraged students, family, and
community members to participate in services. While participation among students was high, coordinators
reported a lack of participation and involvement among families and community members. A strong
working relationship existed between the coordinator and the principal in most schools, and coordinators
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were accessible to school staff and beneficiaries. Alignment and satisfaction with programs and services for
students improved, and the initiative is largely integrated within schools. Finally, partners reported
positively on their involvement with the initiative.

Areas of continued challenge
Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative has encountered a series of challenges at the system level that
must be addressed to ensure the long-term success of the initiative. Threats to the initiative’s beverage tax
funding stream slowed momentum, although this challenge should be resolved now that the legality of the
tax has been established. In addition, high-level collaboration between MOE, SDP, and city departments has
not yet become firmly established. Further, implementation at the school level was hampered to some
degree by a lack of standardized systems, a common set of outcomes, and data agreements that would
allow the initiative to track individual students. Student familiarity with the services offered could be
improved, and high levels of mistrust of public schools among families and community members remains a
challenge to both participation and buy-in.
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Appendix A. Community School Implementation Components, Elements, and Indicators: School Level
At the school level, RFA assessed whether the Community Schools initiative was implemented consistently across the nine Cohort 1 community schools.
RFA, in consultation with MOE and based on research on best practice, defined and operationalized specific indicators. Each community school was
determined to be in full, partial, or limited implementation status for each indicator based on interview, focus group and survey data. Then, we summarized
the consistency of implementation elements across schools using the icons displayed in the key below.
Key
Consistently strong implementation across
schools
Consistently strong implementation indicates that the
initiative is meeting an implementation goal at the
school level.
Full Implementation

Level

Varied implementation across schools

Variation in implementation across schools indicates
school-level factors are not being implemented
consistently across schools.
Partial Implementation

Consistently limited implementation across
schools
Consistently limited implementation indicates the
initiative is falling short of an implementation goal at
the school level.
Limited Implementation

Implementation Components and Elements

Component 1-1. Community Engagement
Element 1a. The community school encourages participation in the services provided using ongoing, multilingual materials and strategies.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The community school has ongoing outreach strategies to encourage students
to participate in the services provided
The community school has ongoing outreach strategies to encourage families
to participate in the services provided
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The community school has ongoing outreach strategies to encourage
community members to participate in services provided
Outreach strategies are communicated in languages other than English used
by students in their homes, if needed

In the five community schools with at least 10 percent of students who are
English language learners, outreach was communicated in languages
other than English

Element 1b. The community school encourages family and community involvement and leadership in support of the initiative at the school level.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Families and community members have ongoing opportunities to provide input
and/or feedback about the community school
Families and community members have ongoing opportunities to participate in
the community school as volunteers
Family and community members are on the community school committee

Element 1c. Community programs and special events are sponsored by the community school.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Special events for the community are hosted by the community school
The school has sponsored community school programs and events in the
evening
The school has sponsored community school programs and events on the
weekends
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Component 1-2. Collaborative Leadership
Element 1d. A community school committee is in place at the school and regularly works as an advisory group to the initiative.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The coordinator holds community school committee meetings monthly
Committee membership includes the principal, teachers and staff, partners,
family and community members, students (high school)
The committee was involved in the development of the community school plan
priorities
The coordinator asks the committee for guidance on the implementation of the
Community Schools initiative
Written summaries on the work of the committee are available to families and
community members
Element 1e. The school administration is encouraged to play a central role in the Community Schools initiative in the building.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The principal attends community school committee meetings

The coordinator communicates regularly with the principal
The principal is involved in decision-making around the Community Schools
initiative
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Element 1f. The coordinator communicates with teachers and staff about the Community Schools initiative.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The coordinator is in regular communication with teachers and staff about
community school services
Teachers and staff have access to the community school coordinator as
needed
The coordinator is available to teachers and staff for referrals to services and
partners
The coordinator is a member of school leadership teams
Component 2. Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Data Analysis
Element 2a. Data was collected on student, school, and community needs.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Data was collected on student engagement and academic development

Data was collected on school climate
Data was collected on the physical, social and emotional health of the
community
Element 2b. The needs assessment included input from stakeholders including teachers/staff, community partners, students, families, and community
members.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

58

Included input from teachers/staff

Included input from external partners
Included input from beneficiaries (i.e. students, families, and community
members)
Element 2c. The needs assessment included multiple sources of information for identifying the needs of students, families, and the community.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Included school/neighborhood statistical data

Included survey data

Included focus group data

Included neighborhood observation data

Element 2d. The community school collects information on resources that can be used to address identified needs.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Collected information on school resources

Collected information on community resources
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Collected information on partner resources
Component 3. Planning and Prioritization of Activities
Element 3a. The community school priorities are based on the needs and resources of the school and community.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Primary priorities for the community school are aligned with needs

Secondary priorities for the community school are aligned with needs
The ways in which community resources will be utilized is outlined in the
community school plan and/or logic model
Element 3b. The community school plan supports school building goals.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Community school plan’s primary priority areas support school building goals

Community school plan’s secondary priorities support school building goals

Element 3c. The community school plan and logic model support student learning (academic).
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Community school plan’s primary priority areas support school building goals
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Community school plan’s secondary priorities support school building goals

Element 3d. The community school plan and logic model address barriers to student learning (non-academic).
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The community school plan includes primary and/or secondary priority areas
that address barriers to student learning (e.g., health care)
The community school plan and/or logic model includes specific strategies to
address barriers to student learning
Element 3e. The community school plan and/or logic model should define a process for measuring progress on short- and long-term goals.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The community school plan and/or logic model includes goals for each priority
area
Measures are included for each goal in the community school plan and/or logic
model
Method for tracking progress against goals is in place and described in the
community school plan and/or logic model
Element 3f. The community school plan defines the roles of the principal, teachers, school staff, partners, and the committee.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The role of the principal in a Community School was defined

The role of teachers/staff in a Community School was defined
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The role of external partners in a Community School was defined

The role of the community school committee was defined

Component 4. Coordination of School and Community Resources

Element 4a. The community school has reviewed existing external partnerships.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The community school has a complete list of all existing external partners and
the services or resources they provide
The community school has reviewed whether there is alignment between
existing partner’s services with community school needs
Element 4b. The community school supports external partners.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The coordinator hosts partner meetings
External partners have access to the community school coordinator as
necessary
External partners receive feedback to adjust services if needed

External partners are encouraged to collaborate with each other
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Partners are connected to professional development opportunities

Element 4c. The community school utilizes available school and city resources to provide services.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

School teachers and staff are involved

School facilities are being used in new ways

City resources are fully utilized

Element 4d. The coordinator is improving the coordination of services at the school.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The coordinator is facilitating logistics such as timing, space, and resource use

Community partners are well coordinated
Component 5. Improved Services for Youth and Adults
Element 5a. Priorities in the community school plan are addressed.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The services provided address the primary priority areas in the community
school plan
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The services provided address the secondary priority areas in the community
school plan
Element 5b. The community school aligns new services with the needs of the students and community.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The community school has conducted a formal gap analysis to determine
which priorities are not yet addressed by the existing partners
The school determines whether there is alignment between potential partner
services and community school priorities
A standard process for vetting potential new partners has been developed

Element 5c. New services for students, families, and community members have been introduced since the Community Schools initiative began.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

The community school has explored potential new external partners.
New services for students, families and community members have been
provided.
Component 6. Measurement, Evaluation, and Adjustment
Element 6a. The community school has specified outcomes and measures based on priorities and goals.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Outcomes have been identified
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Measures have been specified
Element 6b. The community school collects school and community feedback and data on a regular basis to monitor quality of, participation in, and
outcomes from the Community Schools initiative.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Feedback is collected from beneficiaries to gauge program quality
School and community outcomes data are collected to monitor progress
against goals
Data sharing agreements have been developed between the community
school, the school district and partner organizations
Element 6c. The community school analyzes participation, feedback, and outcomes data on the quality and progress of the initiative at the school.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Participation, feedback, and outcomes data has been analyzed
Community school data has been discussed with the community school
committee
The coordinator and principal have discussed community school data

Element 6d. The community school uses data to continuously monitor and improve the implementation of the Community Schools initiative.
Indicators

Number of Schools at Full, Partial and Limited Implementation

Data are used to monitor implementation of the Community Schools initiative
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Adjustments and improvements have been made at the community school
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Appendix B. Philadelphia Community Schools Implementation
Rubric: School Level
To assess the implementation level for each indicator and the variation in implementation across
community schools, RFA developed the following rubric to define full, partial, and limited
implementation, based on interview and focus group data.
Theory of Action Implementation Component 1. Community Engagement and Collaborative
Leadership: The community school should actively encourage participation and support for
programs and services by developing a shared vision based on cross-sector input in the initiative.
Implementation Indicators: Community Engagement
Full
Partial
Limited
Indicators
Implementation
implementation
Implementation
1a. The community school encourages participation in the services provided using ongoing,
multilingual materials and strategies.
The community
The community
• The community school has
school has
The community
ongoing outreach strategies to school has
reached out to
school has not
reached out
encourage students to
students through
reached out to
directly to
participate in the services
parents and
students
students
provided
teachers
The community
The community
• The community school has
The community
school has not
school is
ongoing outreach strategies to
school has
reached out to
developing a
encourage families to
reached out to
families and is not
strategy to reach
participate in the services
families
developing a
out to families
provided
strategy
The community
The community
The community
school has not
• The community school has
school is
reached out to
ongoing outreach strategies to school has
developing a
reached out to
family members
encourage community
strategy to reach
community
and is not
members to participate in
out to family
members
developing a
services provided
members
strategy
Information about
Outreach
the community
• Outreach strategies are
materials are not
school is
communicated in languages
communicated in
communicated in
other than English used by
languages other
languages other
students in their homes, if
than English if
than English if
needed
needed
needed
1b. The community school encourages family and community involvement and leadership in
support of the initiative at the school level.
Formal processes
Neither formal or
Informal
• Family and community
have been
informal
opportunities are
members have ongoing
developed to
opportunities to
offered to collect
opportunities to provide input
collect ongoing
collect input and
ongoing input and
and/or feedback about the
input and
feedback are
feedback
community school
feedback
offered
Family and
Family and
Opportunities are
• Family and community
community
community
not provided for
members have ongoing
members have
family and
opportunities to participate in members have
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the community school as
volunteers

ongoing
occasional
community
opportunities to
opportunities to
members to
volunteer at the
volunteer at the
become involved
school
school
Family and
Family or
Neither family nor
community
community
community
• Family and community
members serve on members serve on members serve on
members are on the
the community
the community
community school committee the community
school committee
school committee
school committee
1c. Community programs and special events are sponsored by the community school.
Regularly
Occasional events
scheduled events
Special events are
• Special events for the
are offered at the
are
offered
at
the
not offered at the
community are hosted by the
school for the
school for the
community school
community school
community
community
Regularly
Services and
Services and
scheduled
• The school has sponsored
events are offered events are not
services and
community school programs
in the evening
offered in the
events are offered
and events in the evening
occasionally
evening
in the evening
Regularly
Occasional
Services and
scheduled
• The school has sponsored
services and
events are not
services and
community school programs
events are offered offered on the
events are offered
and events on the weekends
on the weekends
weekends
on the weekends
Implementation Indicators: Collaborative Leadership
Full
Partial
Limited
Indicators
Implementation
implementation
Implementation
1d. A community school committee is in place at the school and regularly works as an advisory
group to the initiative.
The coordinator
The coordinator
The coordinator
holds community
does not hold
• The coordinator holds
holds community
school committee community school
community school committee
school committee
meetings less
committee
meetings monthly
meetings monthly
than monthly
meetings
The committee
includes: the
• Committee membership
The committee
The committee
includes the principal, teachers principal,
includes a
teachers/staff,
includes most
and staff, partners, family and
minority of
membership types
community members, students partners, family
membership types
and community
(high school)
members
The committee
The committee
• The committee was involved in The committee
provided input in
determined the
provided little or
the development of the
the development
priorities for the
no input in the
community school plan
of the plan but not
plan
plan
priorities
the priorities
The committee is
The committee is
The committee is
regularly
asked
to
occasionally asked
• The coordinator asks the
not asked for
to provide
committee for guidance on the provide guidance
guidance on the
on the
guidance on the
planning and implementation
implementation of
implementation of implementation of
of the Community Schools
the community
the community
the community
initiative
school
school
school
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•

Written summaries on the work Written notes are
Written notes are
Written notes are
of the committee are available taken during
taken but not
meetings and
not taken
to families and community
made public
made public
members
1e. The school administration is encouraged to play a central role in the Community Schools
initiative in the building.
The principal
The principal
The principal does
• The principal attends
attends all or
attends some
not attend
community school committee
most committee
committee
committee
meetings
meetings
meetings
meetings
The coordinator
The coordinator
The coordinator
and the principal
and the principal
seldom
• The coordinator communicates and the principal
communicate
communicate
communicate or
regularly with the principal
frequently
occasionally
do not
communicate
The principal is
The principal is
The principal is
consistently
occasionally
seldom or never
involved in
involved in
involved in
• The principal is involved in
decision-making
decision-making
decision-making
decision-making around the
around
around
around
Community Schools initiative
Community
Community
Community
Schools initiative
Schools initiative
Schools initiative
1f. The coordinator communicates with teachers and staff about the Community Schools
initiative.
Responses were
Teachers and staff
Teachers and staff
mixed from
consistently
consistently
teachers and staff
• The coordinator is in regular
reported that they
reported that they
about the level of
communication with teachers
receive
receive limited
information they
and staff about the Community
information about
information about
receive about
Schools initiative
Community
Community
Community
Schools initiative
Schools initiative
Schools initiative
Teachers and staff Responses were
Teachers and staff
consistently
mixed from
consistently
• Teachers and staff have
reported that the
teachers and staff reported that the
access to the community
coordinator is
about coordinator coordinator is not
school coordinator as needed
accessible
accessibility
accessible
Most teachers
The minority of
and staff reported teachers and staff Teachers and staff
• The coordinator is available to
that they would
reported that they do not talk to the
teachers and staff for referrals
likely talk to the
would likely talk to coordinator about
to services and partners
coordinator about the coordinator
services
services
about services
The coordinator is The coordinator is
The coordinator is
not a member but not involved with
• The coordinator is a member of
a member of the
is involved in the
the leadership
school leadership teams
leadership team
leadership team
team
Theory of Action Implementation Component 2. Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Data
Analysis: Community schools collect and analyze data on school and community needs, as well as
the assets already available to address them.
Implementation Indicators: Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Data Analysis
Full
Partial
Limited
Indicators
Implementation
implementation
Implementation
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2a. Data was collected on student, school, and community needs.
Data was
Data was
Data was not
collected on
collected on
collected on
• Data was collected on student
student
student
student
engagement and academic
engagement and
engagement or
engagement or
development
academic
academic
academic
indicators
indicators
indicators
Data was
Data was
Data was not
collected on
collected on a
• Data was collected on school
collected on
multiple indicators single indicator of
climate
school climate
of school climate
school climate
Data was
Data was
Data was not
collected on
collected on
collected on
• Data was collected on the
physical and
physical or social
physical or social
physical, social and emotional
social and
and emotional
and emotional
health of the community
emotional health
health
health
2b. The needs assessment included input from stakeholders including teachers/staff,
community partners, students, families, and community members.
Input was
Input was
Input was not
included from
included from
• Included input from
included from
surveys and focus surveys or focus
teachers/staff
teachers and staff
groups
groups
Input was
Input was
Input was not
included from
included from
• Included input from external
included from
surveys and focus surveys or focus
partners
external partners
groups
groups
Input was
• Included input from
Input was
Input was not
included from
beneficiaries (i.e. students,
included from all
included from
some
families, and community
beneficiaries
beneficiaries
beneficiaries
members
2c. The needs assessment includes multiple sources of information for identifying the needs of
students, families, and the community.
Data was included Data was included
Data was not
• Included school/neighborhood
from school and
from school or
included
statistical data
neighborhood
neighborhood
All surveys had
Some surveys had No surveys were
• Included survey data
participants
participants
administered
Some focus
All focus groups
No focus groups
groups had
• Included focus group data
had participants
were conducted
participants
Included
Did not include
• Included neighborhood
neighborhood
neighborhood
observation data
observations
observations
2d. The community school collects information on resources that can be used to address
identified needs.
Did not collect
• Collected information on school Collected
information
information
resources
Collected
Collected
• Collected information on
information
information
community resources
Collected
Collected
• Collected information on
information
information
partner resources
Theory of Action Implementation Component 3. Planning and Prioritization of Activities: Based
on the needs assessment and asset mapping processes, the community school has developed a
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plan that is aligned with the school building’s goals and clearly indicates the priorities of the
community school, the activities and strategies involved, measures of progress, and the roles of
stakeholders in the work.
Implementation Indicators: Planning and Prioritization of Activities
Full
Partial
Limited
Indicators
Implementation
implementation
Implementation
3a. The community school priorities are based on the needs and resources of the school and
community.
None of the
• Primary priorities for the
All priorities align
Some priorities
priorities align
community school are aligned
with needs
align with needs
with needs
with needs
None of the
• Secondary priorities for the
All priorities align
Some priorities
priorities align
community school are aligned
with needs
align with needs
with needs
with needs
Community
Community
school plan
resources are
Community school
and/or logic
listed in the
• The ways in which community
plan and/or logic
model outlines
community school
resources will be utilized is
model does not
how existing
plan and/or logic
outlined in the community
include existing
resources will be
model, but their
school plan and/or logic model
resources
used to address
use is not
needs
specified
3b. The community school plan supports school building goals.
• Community school plan’s
primary priority areas support
Principal reported Principal reported Principal reported
school building goals
that all priorities
that some
that the priorities
support school
priorities support
do not support
• Community school plan’s
goals
school
goals
school goals
secondary priorities support
school building goals
3c. The community school plan and logic model support student learning (academic) and list
strategies designed to support student learning.
•

•

Community school plan included
primary and/or secondary
priority areas that support
student learning (e.g.,
homework help)
Community school plan and/or
logic model includes specific
strategies to support student
learning

Community
school plan and
logic model
support student
learning
(academic) and
list strategies
designed to
support student
learning

Community school
plan and logic
model support
student learning
(academic) but
does not list
strategies
designed to
support student
learning

Community school
plan and logic
model does not
support student
learning
(academic)

3d. The community school plan and logic model address barriers to student learning (nonacademic) and list strategies designed to address them.
•

Community school plan includes
primary and/or secondary
priority areas that address
barriers to student learning
(e.g., health care)

Community
school plan and
logic model
address barriers
to student
learning (non-
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Community school
plan and logic
model address
barriers to
student learning
(non-academic)

Community school
plan and logic
model does not
address barriers
to student
learning

•

Community school plan and/or
logic model includes specific
strategies to address barriers to
student learning

academic) and list
strategies
designed to
address barriers
to student
learning

but does not list
strategies
designed to
address barriers
to student
learning

(non-academic)

3e. The community school plan and/or logic model defines a process for measuring progress on
short- and long-term goals.
Community
Community school
school plan
Community school
plan and/or logic
• Community school plan and/or
and/or logic
plan and/or logic
model includes
logic model includes goals for
model includes
model does not
short or long-term
each priority area
short and longinclude goals
goals
term goals
Some goals
None of the goals
All goals include
include measures include measures
• Measures are included for each measures in the
in the community in the community
community school
goal in the community school
school plan
school plan
plan and/or logic
plan and/or logic model
and/or logic
and/or logic
model
model
model
• Method for tracking progress
A process is not in
A process is in
A process is being
against goals is in place and
place or being
place
developed
described in the community
developed
school plan and/or logic model
3f. The community school plan defines the roles of the principal, teachers, school staff, partners,
and the committee.
• The role of the principal in a
community school was defined
• The role of teachers/staff in a
The roles of all
The roles of
The roles of some
community school was defined
stakeholders
stakeholders have
stakeholders have
have been
not been
• The role of external partners in
been specified in
specified in
specified in
a community school was
writing
writing
writing
defined
• The role of the community
school committee was defined
Theory of Action Implementation Component 4. Coordination of School and Community
Resources: The community school coordinates program partners, facilitates the use of school and
community resources, and aligns services to meet the needs of students, families, and community
members.
Implementation Indicators: Coordination of School and Community Resources
Full
Partial
Limited
Indicators
Implementation
implementation
Implementation
4a. The community school has reviewed existing external partnerships.
A partner
• The community school has a
A comprehensive
inventory has
A partner
complete list of all existing
partner inventory
been created but
inventory has not
external partners and the
has been
is not yet
yet been compiled
services or resources they
completed
comprehensive
provide
A formal review
The coordinator
The community
• The community school has
process was used reported being
school has not
reviewed whether there is
to determine
aware of the
reviewed whether
alignment between existing
alignment
alignment
there is alignment
partner’s services and
between existing
between existing
between any of
community school needs
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partner’s services
and community
school priorities

partners and
community school
priorities without
using a formal
process

the existing
partner’s services
and community
school priorities

4b. The community school supports external partners.
•

The coordinator hosts partner
meetings

The coordinator
held monthly
partner meetings
during the year

•

External partners have access
to the community school
coordinator as necessary

Most partners
reported that the
coordinator was
very accessible

•

External partners receive
feedback to adjust services if
needed

•

External partners are
encouraged to collaborate with
each other (e.g., student
referrals)

A formal process
has been created
to provide
partners with
feedback from the
coordinator
External partners
are often
encouraged to
collaborate

The coordinator
held partner
meetings less
than one a month
during the year
Most partners
reported that the
coordinator was
somewhat or very
accessible
Partners receive
informal feedback
from the
coordinator

The coordinator
has not held
partner meetings
Most partners
reported that the
coordinator was
not accessible
External partners
do not receive
feedback

External partners
External partners
are occasionally
have not been
encouraged to
encouraged to
collaborate
collaborate
The Community
The Community
The Community
Schools initiative
Schools initiative
Schools initiative
occasionally
does not connect
• Partners are connected to
often connects
connects external partners to
professional development
external partners
partners to
related
opportunities
to professional
professional
professional
development
development
development
4c. The community school utilizes available school and city resources to provide services.
• School teachers and staff are
Both school staff
School staff or
Neither school
involved
and facilities are
facilities are being staff or facilities
• School facilities are being used
being utilized
utilized
are being utilized
in new ways
City resources
City resources are
City resources are
have been fully
being partially
• City resources are fully utilized
not being utilized
utilized
utilized
4d. The coordinator is improving the coordination of services at the school.
The coordinator is
The coordinator is
• The coordinator is facilitating
facilitating
not facilitating
logistics such as timing, space,
logistics
logistics
and resource use
Most partners
Most partners at
Most partners
reported that they
the school
reported that they
• Community partners are well
were moderately,
reported that they
were slightly well
coordinated
very or extremely
are not
coordinated
well-coordinated
coordinated at all
MOE staff have
MOE staff have
• Direct programs and services
provided direct
not provided
are provided to beneficiaries
programs and
direct programs
when appropriate
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services at the
and services at
school
the school
Theory of Action Implementation Component 5. Improved Services for Youth and Adults: The
Community Schools initiative should introduce new services to the school and community and
improve or expand existing services.
Implementation Indicators: Improved services for youth and adults
Full
Partial
Limited
Indicators
Implementation implementation Implementation
5a. Priorities in the community school plan are addressed.
All primary
Some of the
None of the
• The services provided address the
priorities in the
primary priorities primary priorities
primary priority areas in the
plan are
in the plan are
in the plan are
community school plan
addressed
addressed
addressed
Some of the
None of the
All secondary
secondary
secondary
• The services provided address the
priorities in the
priorities in the
priorities in the
secondary priority areas in the
plan are
plan are
plan are
community school plan
addressed
addressed
addressed
Community
Community
schools with
schools with
English language
English language
• Community schools with English
learners include
learners do not
language learners include partners
partners with
include partners
that provide services in languages
services in
with services in
other than English
languages other
languages other
than English
than English
5b. The community school aligns new services with the needs of the students and community.
A gap analysis
• The community school has
was conducted
A gap analysis
conducted a gap analysis to
to determine
was not
determine which priorities are not
which priorities
considered
yet addressed by the existing
are not yet
partners
addressed
A process for
A process for
A process for
vetting new
• A standard process for vetting
vetting new
vetting new
partners is not in
potential new partners has been
partners is in
partners is
place or being
developed
place
being developed
developed
Alignment is not
• The school determines whether
Alignment is
considered in
there is alignment between
considered in the the vetting
potential partner services and
vetting process
process
community school priorities
5c. New services for students, families, and community members have been introduced since
the Community Schools initiative began.
New partners
New partners
• The community school has explored
have been
have not been
potential new external partners
explored
explored
New services are New services
provided for
are provided
New services
students,
students or
• New services for students, families
have not been
families and
and community have been provided families, and
provided
community
community
members
members
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Theory of Action Implementation Component 6. Measurement, Evaluation, and Adjustment:
School-level data are collected on a regular basis to monitor services, evaluate impact, and make
needed adjustments.
Implementation Indicators: Measurement, evaluation and adjustment
Full
Partial
Limited
Indicators
Implementation implementation Implementation
6a. The community school has specified outcomes and measures based on priorities and goals.
Outcomes have
Outcomes have
Outcomes have
been identified
been
identified
not been
• Outcomes have been identified
for some
for all priorities
identified
priorities
Measures have
Measures have
Measures have
been specified
been specified
not been
• Measures have been specified
for some
for all outcomes
specified
outcomes
6b. The community school collects school and community feedback and data on a regular basis
to monitor quality of, participation in, and outcomes from the Community Schools initiative.
Formal
Neither formal
Informal
processes have
or informal
• Feedback is collected from
opportunities are
been
developed
opportunities to
beneficiaries to gauge program
offered to collect
to collect
collect feedback
quality
feedback
feedback
are offered
Outcomes data Outcomes data
• School and community outcomes
related to
not related to
Outcomes data
data are collected to monitor
priority goals is
priority goals is
are not collected
progress against goals
collected
collected
Data sharing
• Data sharing agreements have been
Data sharing
Data sharing
agreements are
developed between community
agreements are agreements are
not in place or
schools, the school district and
in place
being developed
being developed
partner organizations
6c. The community school analyzes participation, feedback, and outcomes data on the quality
and progress of the initiative at the school.
Data has been
Data analysis
Data has not
• Participation, feedback and
analyzed for the processes are in been analyzed
outcomes data have been analyzed
school
development
for the school
Data are
Data are
Data are not
• Community school data has been
regularly
occasionally
discussed with
discussed with the community school
discussed with
discussed with
the committee
committee
the committee
the committee
Data are
Data are
Data are not
regularly
occasionally
• The coordinator and principal have
discussed with
discussed with
discussed with
discussed community school data
the principal
the principal
the principal
6d. The community school uses data to continuously monitor and improve the implementation of
the Community Schools initiative.
Data are used
Data are used to
Data are not
• Data are used to monitor
to regularly
occasionally
used to monitor
implementation of the Community
monitor
monitor
implementation
Schools initiative
implementation implementation
Adjustments
Adjustments
Adjustments
have not been
have been made
• Adjustments have been made based have been
made at the
made at the
at the
on data
community
community
community
school
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school based on
data
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school but not
based on data

Appendix C. Methodology
Research for Action’s 2017-18 evaluation of the City of Philadelphia’s Community Schools initiative
employed a descriptive research design to assess system-wide conditions and supports as well as
school-level implementation and early outcomes. This appendix presents characteristics of
community schools in Philadelphia and details about the evaluation’s data collection methods. Prior
to data collection, Solutions IRB and the School District of Philadelphia Office of Research and
Evaluation reviewed and approved the research design and data collection instruments.

Neighborhood enrollment and school performance of Community Schools in
Philadelphia
This evaluation follows nine of the 12 Philadelphia public schools currently designated as
community schools by the Mayor’s Office of Education. These nine schools began planning in 201617 and started implementation in 2017-18. This section describes neighborhood enrollment and
school performance of the nine community schools, displayed in Table C1.
Neighborhood enrollment. Philadelphia community schools enroll students from both the local
catchment as well as across the city. Overall, Cohort 1 community schools enrolled approximately
4,500 students in 2017-18. Three of the nine schools did not report the percentage of students who
reside in the neighborhood. Two schools drew more than 80% of students from the neighborhood.
The other four schools drew from the neighborhood and beyond: 44-65% of students enrolled lived
in the neighborhood surrounding the school, and the rest lived outside the immediate catchment
area.
School performance. Each community school began the year in need of significant improvements, as
suggested by data from 2017-18 SDP school profiles and presented in Table C1. Seven of nine
community schools have overall ratings in the lowest range possible (“intervene”). All nine schools
are rated as “intervene” for the Achievement domain.
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Table C1. Neighborhood enrollment and school performance of Cohort 1 Community Schools in Philadelphia (2017-18)
Cohort 1 Community
Schools
Cramp Elementary School
F.S. Edmonds Elementary
School
James Logan Elementary
School
Edward Gideon Elementary
& Middle School
Southwark Elementary &
Middle School
William T. Tilden Middle
School
Murrell Dobbins CTE High
School
Kensington Health Sciences
Academy
South Philadelphia High
School

505

% Coming from
Neighborhood
89%

Overall
Rating
Watch

Achievement
Rating
Intervene

Progress
Rating
Reinforce

Climate
Rating
Watch

College & Career
Rating
-

601

65%

Intervene

Intervene

Intervene

Watch

-

330

Unknown

Intervene

Intervene

Intervene

Watch

-

285

55%

Intervene

Intervene

Watch

Intervene

-

800

57%

Reinforce

Intervene

Model

Reinforce

-

380

81%

Intervene

Intervene

Intervene

Intervene

-

613

Unknown

Intervene

Intervene

Intervene

Intervene

Reinforce

432

Unknown

Intervene

Intervene

Watch

Intervene

Intervene

564

44%

Intervene

Intervene

Watch

Intervene

Intervene

Enrollment

Source: School District of Philadelphia School Profiles, 2017-18

Schools are rated by the District as Intervene, Watch, Reinforce, or Model. According to the District’s school profile data, the overall score represents a
school’s combined performance on multiple domains: Achievement, Progress, Climate, and College & Career (for high schools only).
•
•
•
•

The Achievement domain measures performance on standardized assessments.
The Progress domain measures growth on standardized assessments and, for high schools, progress toward graduation.
The Climate domain measures school climate and student and parent/guardian engagement.
The College & Career domain measures college and career readiness and post-secondary outcomes.
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Methods of data collection
Findings presented in this report are based on analyses of multiple data sources, listed in Table C2.
The findings in this report draw from 60 documents and data from over 1,000 individuals.
Table C2. RFA evaluation of Philadelphia Community Schools initiative: Data sources
Data Sources
Documents
• Community Schools Plans and Logic Models
• Community Schools At-a-Glance Documents
• Needs Assessment Survey Instruments and Analyses
• Community Schools Stress Index
• Community Schools Committee and Partner Lists
Interviews and Focus Group
• Mayor’s Office of Education Interviews
• School District of Philadelphia Interviews
• Community School Coordinator Interviews
• Principals and/or Assistant Principal Interviews
• Community School Committee Focus Groups (1 per school)
• External Partner Focus Groups (1 per school)
• Teacher and Staff Focus Groups (1 per school)
Surveys
• Student Surveys
• Teacher and Staff Surveys
• Partner Surveys

Number of
Documents or
Respondents
60 documents
18
9
14
1
18
153 participants
5
3
9
10
33
48
45
890 participants
498
311
81

A. Document review
To understand planning and school-level implementation, RFA systematically collected and
analyzed an array of documents from the Mayor’s Office of Education, including community school
plans, logic models, and needs assessments.

B. Interviews and focus groups
Protocol development. In fall 2017, RFA developed standardized, open-ended interview and focus
group protocols to collect data on the quality of implementation from a broad range of stakeholders
involved with the initiative. To enhance validity and reliability, RFA shared these protocols with
MOE for feedback during the development process.
Participants. RFA selected interviews and focus group data to triangulate perspectives from
multiple levels of community school stakeholders. RFA conducted interviews with key MOE central
office staff and members of the leadership at the School District of Philadelphia to gather
information about conditions for robust implementation and initiative inputs. At each school,
interview and focus group respondents included the community school coordinator, the principal
and/or assistant principal, school teachers and staff, community school committee members, and
service partners. Participation in interviews and focus groups was voluntary, and all participants
provided informed consent prior to being interviewed. Respondents were assured anonymity.
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Interviews with school-level stakeholders explored the needs assessment and planning processes,
the development of service partnerships, and the integration of the initiative into the larger culture
of the school. Teacher and partner focus group participants were selected with input from
coordinators and principals to be representative of the grades and services provided in the school.
Data collection process. RFA conducted interviews and focus groups toward the end of the study
year (spring 2018) to reduce the likelihood that the interviews would influence the initiative, as
semi-structured interviews have the potential to shape responses to researcher’s perceptions.52 In
addition, RFA took efforts to reduce the burden on participants: Interviews with coordinators took
place at MOE on Tuesdays, when coordinators were scheduled to be there for meetings with central
staff; principal interviews took place by phone to allow for flexibility; and we conducted focus
groups to coincide with existing committee, partner, and leadership meetings.
Data analysis. Interviews and focus groups were recorded (with consent), transcribed, and coded
according to components specified in MOE’s Theory of Action. The data were then used to
determine the level of implementation as shown in Appendices A and B.

C. Surveys
RFA developed and administered three cross-sectional surveys in spring 2018 to collect data from
school-level stakeholders (i.e. students, teachers and school staff, and external partners) on their
perceptions of implementation and short-term outcomes.
Student survey
Instrument development. RFA developed a questionnaire, consisting of 14 close-ended questions, for
students in grades 6-12. The survey was designed to gather data on student perspectives on shortterm outcomes of the Community Schools initiative. RFA designed the initial survey items, which
were revised to ensure the appropriate reading level. The Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level score was 8.
Since the survey was self-administered, the reading level may have negatively affected
comprehension for some students. RFA staff were available to answer questions and read survey
items at student request.
Sampling frame and survey administration. RFA staff administered paper surveys in May 2018 to a
convenience sample of 10% of students in each grade (or 25 students, whichever was larger) in
attendance on the day of administration (N=543 in 7 schools, excluding two K-5 schools). In most
cases, the principal identified classrooms to survey via group administration after being briefed on
our intention to include as diverse a student population as possible.
Response rate. Of the 2,310 students enrolled in grades 6-12 in community schools, RFA targeted a
sample of 543. RFA received completed surveys from 498 respondents, yielding an overall response
rate of 92% (Table C3).

Jack Fraenkel and Norman Wallen, How to Design and Evaluate Research in Education, 7th Ed. (New York:
McGraw Hill, 2008).
52
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Table C3. RFA Student survey response rate, 2017-18

Students (Grades 6-12)
aSource:

Population

Target
Sample

Analytic
Sample

% Complete

2310a

543

498

92%

Philadelphia Department of Education enrollment data, 2017-18

Characteristics of the student survey respondents. As shown in Table C4, the student survey captured
a diversity of student perspectives with respect to grade level, gender, race/ethnicity, and home
language.
Table C4. Characteristics of RFA student survey respondents, 2017-18
Characteristics

Population

% of Population

Sample

% of Sample

Total

2,310a

100%

498

100%

Grade Level

2,310a

100%

498

100%

Middle school (grades 6-8)

761

33%

217

44%

High school (grades 9-12)

1,549

67%

278

56%

2,310a

100%

Non-missing
N=471

100%

Male

1,103

48%

207

43%

Female

1,207

52%

261

54%

Not available

Not available

-

<1%

2,380b

100%

Non-missing
N=482

100%

1,524

64%

279

58%

Hispanic or Latino

445

19%

123

26%

Asian

247

10%

69

14%

Non-Hispanic White

118

5%

45

9%

American Indian or Alaskan
Native

Not available

Not available

22

5%

Middle Eastern or N. African

Not available

Not available

<5

<5%

Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander

<5

<5%

<5

<5%

Other

45

<5%

<5

<5%

Not available

Not available

Non-missing
N=406

100%

English

Not available

Not available

316

78%

Spanish

Not available

Not available

44

11%

Other (including Arabic,
Chinese, French, Khmer,
Vietnamese)

Not available

Not available

46

11%

Gender

Non-binary
Race/Ethnicityc
Non-Hispanic Black or
African American

Language most often spoken
at home

aSource:

Philadelphia Department of Education enrollment data, 2017-18
Common Core Data, 2015-16
cIn RFA survey, students could choose “all that apply”
bSource:
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Teacher and school staff survey
Instrument development. RFA developed a 30-item questionnaire with open- and closed-response
items for teachers and school staff to generate cross-sectional data on teacher perceptions of the
overall initiative and how the initiative was serving students and community members. RFA
developed initial survey items and then member-checked them with the Mayor’s Office of
Education to ensure validity.
Sampling frame and survey administration. In March 2018, RFA used Qualtrics to program and
administer a web-based survey to a census of school administrators, school staff, and teachers in
each of the nine community schools. The survey was live for four weeks, and three reminder emails
were sent to non-respondents during that time.
The survey was administered online via three modes:
1. For three schools, RFA received staff email lists from principals. We uploaded this contact
list into Qualtrics, which delivered an automatic email with an individual survey link to each
address.
2. In three schools, principals requested to facilitate group survey administration during a
staff professional development day via an open-access web link.
3. In the three remaining schools, principals requested that we send an open-access link they
could email their staff listservs to access the survey.
Response rates. To calculate response rates, RFA staff compiled an inclusive list of teachers and
school staff drawn from school websites, District staffing data, and professional staff reports,
yielding an approximate population size of 570. RFA received completed surveys from 311
respondents, yielding an approximate overall response rate of 55% (Table C5). Response rates
were highest when the survey was administered on a staff professional development day.
Table C5. Teacher and school staff survey response rates by mode of survey administration
Population N

Sample N

% Complete

Teachers/Staff

570

311

55%

Survey administered at staff PD

209

145

69%

Link sent by principals

242

113

47%

RFA-email invitations to individuals

119

53

44%

Characteristics of the teacher and school staff survey respondents. As shown in Table C6, most survey
respondents were classroom teachers (69%) and had worked in the school for at least three years
(67%). Approximately 40% of classroom teachers who responded taught grades 9-12, about 20%
taught grades 6-8, and over a third taught grades K-5.
Table C6. Characteristics of teacher and school staff survey respondents
Characteristics

Population

% of Population

Sample

% of Sample

Total

570

100%

311

100%

Role at School

570

100%

311

100%

309

54%

214

69%

Instructional support staff

Not available

Not available

44

14%

Non-instructional support
staff

Not available

Not available

40

13%

Classroom teachers

82

School administrators

Not available

Not available

16

5%

Academic Year Started Work
at School

Not available

Not available

311

100%

2017-18

Not available

Not available

60

19%

2016-17

Not available

Not available

43

14%

2015-16 or prior

Not available

Not available

208

67%

309

100%

Teachers
(N=214)

100%

Grades K-5

182

60%

78

36%

Secondary (6-12)

104

34%

127

60%

Grades 6-8

Not available

Not available

44

21%

Grades 9-12

Not available

Not available

83

39%

23

7%

9

4%

Teacher Grade Level

Not specified

External partner survey
Instrument development. RFA developed a 30-item questionnaire with open- and closed-response
items for external partners to assess their perspectives on the overall initiative as well as
components of implementation. Survey items were member-checked with MOE and representatives
from three external partners to ensure validity.
Sampling frame and survey administration. In April 2018, RFA used Qualtrics to program and
administer a web-based survey to 178 external partners actively providing services or supports in
each of the nine community schools during academic year 2017-18 (as identified by coordinators).
The survey was live for four weeks, and three reminder emails were sent to non-respondents
during that time.
Response rates. RFA received completed surveys from 72 of 178 partners, yielding an overall
response rate of about 40% (Table C7). Partners working in multiple schools were asked to
complete school-specific survey items for each school. RFA received completed school-specific
responses from 81 of 202 partner-school pairs, or 40%.
Table C7. External partner survey response rate
Population N

Sample N

% Complete

External partners

178

72

40%

Partner-school pair

202

81

40%

Characteristics of external partner survey respondents. Because the survey was not administered to a
random sample of external partners, and because the response rate was relatively low, we do not
interpret the characteristics of survey respondents as a reflection of the characteristics of all
partners working in community schools. Instead, we present these characteristics to help
understand the types of partners that completed the survey (Table C8).
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Table C8. Characteristics of external partner survey respondents
Characteristics

N

%

Total

81

100%

Non-Missing = 78

100%

2017-18 (first year of full implementation)

18

23%

2016-17 (school designated as comm sch)

17

22%

2015-16 or before (prior to initiative)

43

55%

N = 81

100%

Youth learning & development

48

60%

Health and wellness

38

47%

Strong community

30

37%

Economic stability

16

20%

7

9%

10

12%

Direct Providers = 61

100%

Students

59

97%

Family members

15

25%

Community members

12

20%

School staff

8

13%

Other

2

3%

Academic year started partnership

Type of supports provided

Basic needs
Other
Beneficiaries served among direct providers

•

•

•

When did partnership begin? About 23% of partnerships were established in 2017-2018,
and another 22% coincided with the designation of community schools in 2016-17. That
means that over half of surveyed partners had existing school relationships that predated
the Community Schools initiative.
What kind of supports were provided? The most common type of support provided by
surveyed external partners was youth learning & development (60%), followed by health &
wellness (47%) and strong community (37%). About a fifth of providers characterized their
support as providing economic stability, and less than 10% of surveyed providers reported
that their work supported basic needs.
Who were the beneficiaries of direct services? Of the 61 surveyed partners providing
direct services, nearly all served students (97%), a quarter served family members, and a
fifth served community members. Less than 15% of providers directly served school staff.
Note: These percentages are not mutually exclusive, because providers could directly serve
more than one type of beneficiary.

D. Pilot data collection efforts
Community member survey. RFA worked with MOE to develop and pilot a survey of family and
community members. RFA developed items designed to measure familiarity and satisfaction with
the initiative. After discussion, RFA and MOE decided to attempt to pilot the survey with families
and community members most likely to be familiar with at least some aspect of the work of the
initiative (e.g., they attended a related event or participated in a program at the school).
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To administer the survey, RFA designed posters and postcards with a web-based survey link, which
were distributed at over 20 end-of-year community school events and once outside each school
during student drop off in May 2018. Despite a month-long administration, RFA only received 45
responses. The following is a list of lessons learned from the community survey pilot:
•
•
•
•

To achieve a more tenable response rate, more resources will need to be utilized for
successful community outreach.
Though it is difficult to define a sampling frame for each community school, RFA should
work with coordinators to map informal neighborhood boundaries.
For a diversity of perspectives, and to understand the reach of community schools, sampling
should be independent of program participation.
However, if the goal is to understand satisfaction with programming and supports received,
RFA should survey participants throughout the school year so that results are not limited to
perspectives on end-of-year events.

Partner participation data. RFA gathered input from school coordinators and external service
providers to understand previous participation data collection efforts, and then developed a
spreadsheet tool to track student, parent, and community member participation for each of the
services provided by each school. RFA and MOE piloted the tool to collect participation data in OctDec (period 1) and Jan-Mar (period 2). MOE sent out data requests in January and April. As shown
in Table C9, response rates for period 1 (34%) and period 2 (38%) were low, suggesting that the
method of data collection was not suitable for gathering administrative data on participation in
Community Schools initiative programming and supports.
Table C9. Participation data collection administrations and response rates, 2017-18
Participation Data Administration Period

Response Rate

October-December (Period 1)

34%

January-March (Period 2)

38%

April

40%

May

50%

June

46%

To improve data quality and partner response rates, RFA has continually worked in collaboration
with MOE to revise data collection tools. In April, RFA created a web-based tool that was
workshopped with three volunteer partner organizations and presented at a partner convening in
May. The primary challenge was to balance the precision of data collection with the burden on
providers, many of whom did not have the staff capacity to complete the spreadsheet tool. RFA used
e-mail addresses provided by coordinators to administer the participation data request to partners
every month from April-July.
Lessons learned:
•
•

Absent a unified system for tracking participants, it is very difficult to ensure all partners
provide participation data.
Including a single question in the email data request that allows a partner to indicate
whether they served beneficiaries during the specified period increases the response rate
with minimal burden on providers.
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