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INTRODUCTION

Gangs and violence are part of the school expegitrca significant number of students
in the United States. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) report that during
the 200506 school year, approximately 38% of public schools reported at leasstomtent of
violence to police andn 2005 24% of students reported gangs at their sch@i¥C Fact
Sheet, 2008) Over the last twenty to thirty years gangs and violence have increased at school
and in the community more broadly, violence prevention programatiaghool$ias become a
frequently provided serviceDelivery methods includechool widentegrated classroom
curricula, programspecificallytargetingstudents who aratrisk for involvement in violence
and gangs or who are already involveaferrals to services in the comnityn programming
mixing schoolbased and communiyased servicesind other methods.

Within Shannon Community Safety InitiativeCSI) sites, most communities have
developed partnerships to address gang involvement and youth violence in stbamssa
more complete picture of how these partnerships opé¢hat&xecutive Office of Public Safety
and Security (EOPSS) and Northeastern University (NU) worked together with Si@&8hon
sites to learn more about Shannon CSI partnerships between schosdswvare providers
Specifically, we wanted to learn:

U In which school levels partnershipszoccurring

U If schoolsusea formal assessment tool or a case management team to identify youth for
Shannon CSI services

Which service providers partner with schoo

Whether serviceareprovidedat school or off school grounds

What types of servicemreprovided to students

Who provides services to students

If all students receive services or if specific studangprovided services

ent i S et o A e e

What programmatic challengekany, havepartnershipgncountesd

! The Senator Charles E. Shannon, Jr. Community Safety Initiative encourages Shannon CSI grantees to use the
Department of Justice Office of Juvenile Justiod Delinquency Prevention Comprehensive Gang Model. The
model includes five components: suppression, social intervention, opportunities provision, community mobilization,
and organizational change and development. For more information the OJJDP CosipeeGang Model, please

visit http://www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org . For more information on the Senator Charles E. Shannon, Jr. Community Safety
Initiative, please visihttp:// www.shannoncsi.neu.edu

% In December 2008, EOPSS and NUathored a resource guide entit@chool/Police Partnerships: Best

Practices and Lessons Learnetiich focuse on law enforcement partnerships with schools. This guide,
accompanied by a tecieal assistance meeting, identified specific programmatic challenges and successes and
offered recommendations to Shannon CSI sites lookifigrto a new partnership é@mprove uporan existing one.
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U What programmatic successes, if amgyepartnershipgncountesd

This resource guide will begin to answer these questions about Shannon CSI school
partnerships with Shannon CSI service providers, as well as p@tidef history of school
partnerships with community service providers natioratigtoffer examples and illustrations of
national and localipased partnerships as examples for sites to use when thinking about
implementing or expanding a partnership withir school(s). In additiothe guidewill share
challenges that Shannon CSI sites have encountered developing or rémipgrtnership and

provide recommendations to overcome these challenges.

METHODOLOGY FOR REPO RT

To assist Shannon CSI sitédortheastern University (NU) and the Executive Office of
Public Safety and Security (EOPSS) periodically develop resource guides on topics of interest to
the Shannon CSI communities. Through the Shannon CSI quarterly technical assistance
meetings and fow-up with Shannon CSI community partners, school partnershipservice
providers was identified as a program elenadtut whichcommunities would like further
information. While many Shannon CSI communities forged relationships between schools and
service providers prior to the inception of the Shannon CSI grant using various programs to
combat gang and youth violence, Shannon CSI grant funds have allowed them to increase or
modify their relationships and partnerships. In an effort to furtherrataael these partnerships
and how Shannon CSI communities use them to address gang and youth violence, EOPSS and
NU researched such programs across the United States, designed and disseminated a survey to
all 41 Shannon CSI communities, and conductedvielip interviews with three Shannon CSI
sites.

It is necessary to clarify a few of the terms used frequently in this guide:

U AServiceprovider, 06 i n this context, refbaseds t o a broc
programming, including social, medical, and psyolgadal services, arsased
programmingandrecreational activities.

U ASchoolsystem 0 i n t hi sbroadly to dbne ot rhore schoeld ireshsoldistrict
or the district itself.

U ASchootbased 6 i n t hi s c¢ on magofferedtostudertdbysa sdrvice pr ogr a
provider within the school.

% See Appendices B and C for survey results and Appdhdiax summaries of the interviews with members of the
Brockton, Fitchburg, and Haverhill partnerships.
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0 fACommunity-based 6 i n t hi s ¢ on meagofferedtostudertdbysa t o pr og
serviceprovideroutside the schobl

HISTORY OF SCHOOL/SERVICE PROVIDER PARTN ERSHIPS
Schoos have acentur-old tradiion of collaboratiorwith a range of service providers
Partnerships originated in the late 1800s between health providers and schools for the purpose of
controlling infectious diseases among the children of immigrants (Balassone et al., 1991).
Social workers have also been in the schools since the turn of the twentieth geptadying
direct intervention with students and their famil{Psyfoos, 1994.Tourse and Sulick, 1999).
As expectedthe nature of these partnershis/eexperienced a numbef changessa result
variousreform movementsUntil the 1950s, education reformers supported health and social
service involvement in the school setting. Subsequdmilyever,i Amer i can public s
adopted corporate maragent models that credteore isolated and bureaucratic school
systemsandde mphasi zed the school as a community ag
thus moving service providers out from school settings
Since the late 1970the fields ofhealth,social servicg, and mental healthhave been
experiencing a major shift in orientatiback toward a more comprehensive approatiich has
also impacted how schools work with students that have been identifiedrésko or as being
ganginvolved. This transition involves ahift away froma deficit or diagnostic modetherein
clientsarecategorized into relatively distinct groupsig.g.,mentally ill, special education
students Fundng streamseflectingthis modelmakeit difficult to addresstudents that
demonstratenultiple challengesimultaneouslhandhindercoordination of servicesWhen
clientsarereferred to servicesnder this model, the questionwkether they appear to be a good
fit for a particular service rather than whettterse or otheavailable sericesmight benefit
clientsdo bater(dandenBerg and &rdatish, 1996)lhe main concern of
practitionersusing more comprehensivealth promotion approaeh is identifying services
based on clients6é needs, not simply avail abi l
Comprehasive approachdscuson preventiorandearly interventior{Phelps and
Power 2008)andresiliency Increasingly, research shows thailding on positive student
strengthsusinganinterests in arts to offer a student a new way to express personaidder

example, isSmportant to preventing schebhsed aggression and violence (Greene, 20055

“I'n the surveéewpsedoommuni ces welrienkeedde rsreerdvitcoesas fischool
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approach promotes resiliedlunts the impact of risk factors, andaients efforts from

violence prevention and punitive strategies toward safetyption and presocial behavior.

Promoting resiliency involvesicreasng trust and communication between students and adults

in the school setting. Research shows that school bonding can be critical to student success, and
that the studerteacher rel@onship and school environment more generally is associated with
studentsé willingness to report threats of vi
(Brinkley andSaarnio, 2006).

FUNCTIONS AND CHARAC TERISTICS OF SCHOOL/SERVICE PROVIDER
PARTNERSHIPS

Partnerships between sch@ahd Shannon CSI service providers function most broadly
to prevent gang and youth violence. More specifically, they are tasked to:

U Keep students in school Compared to individuals who finish high schagiljdents that
dropout or are expelled from schaale more likely to suffer negative consequences in
practically every arena of life, including increddeelihood ofcriminal justice
involvement andncarceratior(McLaughlin et al., 2007)High school dropouts are
disproportionately represented in the state prison populatibare 75% of inmates are
dropouts (Fields, 2008)This makes identifying students at risk for dropping out a
critical partnership focus.

There are several elements of the dropout ifsatpartrerships should be prepared to
address One is the challenge presented by the transition to high scleopfrém eighth

to ninth grade). Failure of ninth grade, even accounting for individual characteristics, is
significantly associated with droppingtaoNeild et al., 2001). The Brockt@hannon
CSlpartnership, which developed an early warning system to identifgkastudents,
focuses on the eighth and ninth grades in recognition of this time of higher risk.

Another important factais the racal/ethnic disparity in droput rates The dropout rate
nationally for 1624 years olds is considerably higher for foreigrnstudentsand
students of color (Planty et al., 2009). In the 208%&chool year, most Massachusetts
students who dropped oueve White (47.8%), Hispanic (31.8%), and Black (15.3)
(Massachusett®epartment oElementary and Secondadggucation, 2009). However,
the dropout ratgvithin race or ethnicitghows thaHispanics were most likely to dropout
(8.3%) and 5.8% of Black stedts also dropped dutBy comparison, the White dropout
rate was 2.2%Shannon CSI collaborations and partnerships can work with schools to
help identifydisciplinaryalternatives to reduce school expulsions mu@dsuresesulting

in arrest. Exhibit 1 describesan evidencdased dropout prevention program designed
for Latino students transitioning to high school.

® Native American (7.3%) and Native Hawaiian (6.7%) studdststaad high dropout rates but represent much
smaller numbers (62 and 22 dropout, respectively) than Hispanic (3,171) and Black (1,527) students.

4



U Keepstudents andschoolssafe Schools cannot fulfill their mission of educating youth

if students and school staff aret safe odo not feel safeGang and violence prevention

efforts may focus on the school environment, the broader community, or both. Whatever

the specific focus, service providers and schools need to be involved in identifying and
referringto servicestudents arisk for or involvedn gangs.

Research indicates that reliance on disciplinary actions that remove students from the

school (e.g., expulsion, criminal justice resporae)counterproductive, leading to
negative consequences for the student and comtyn(INAACP, nd). Comprehensive
strategies that locate schools within the community context are more successful in
providing a safe environment (Shaw, 200M).Fitchburg, for example, students who

have been suspended are referred to restorative justl@savhere they are encouraged

to discuss their challenges and learn more productive ways of handing frustration.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that students who participate havestdseguent
suspensions

U Address risk-factors known to lead to gangnvolvement, delinquency, and violence.
The Comprehensive Gang Mod{pressly addresses the fact tinatré are many risk
factors for gang involvement, with chronic school failure represeatimgjor predictor
(Spergel, 1991 Furthermore, research iedtes that while no single factor predicts
these outcomes, the more risk factors an individual has, the more likely they will

experience negative life outcomes (Hill et al., 2001). These observations mean that an
initiative thataddressemultipleissuea nd ar eas of studentso

successful in achieving reductions in gang involvement and violent behavior.

Exhibit 1: Achievement for Latinos through Academic Success (ALAS)

The Institute of Education Sciences atth8. Department of Education (2006) rates the
Achievement for Latinos through Academic Success program (or ALAS, which is Spani
Awi ngso) as fApotentially promising. o A
prevention program targeting studeiatsntified by their sixtkgrade teacher as being at risk
using a standardized rating scale. The scale assesses students on need of supervisior
motivation, academic potential, social interaction skills, difficulty to teach, and need for
specialeducation. The program seeks to address multiple important contexts (individug
school, family, and community) for identified students. A counselor assigned to each s
is instrumental in facilitating the intervention, which consists of the follgwactivities:

U Monitoring attendance
U Improving student social and tasiated problensolving skills

U Providing feedback from teachers to parents and students

U Teaching parents how to participate
behavior

U Providingrecognition and bonding activities
U Connecting students and families with community services.
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Exhibit 1: Achievement for Latinos through Academic Success ALAS) (cont 6d)

A randomized controlled trial of Los Angeles junior high students (Larson and Rumbef
1995), found stattgcally significant positive effects for ALAS participants compared to a
control group of nonparticipants. Participants were more likely to be enrolled in schog
the end of the intervention, which was at the completion of ninth gradesspecially risk
time for dropping out. Longer term follewp at two years found positive but not
statistically significant differences.

For more information on ALAS:
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwipdf/ WWC_Project ALAS_100506.pdf

A major consideration schools and service providers ancitesss which student$o
refer to Shannon CSI servicg@nd what kind of services to utilize). The typical hieraridry
prevention service delivemgfers to three categories of programming

U Primary. Targets programming and services to all students to preedavioral and
learning problems.

U Secondary. Targetsprogramming and servicés students who are not responsive to
primary interventions and exhibit risk factors for school failure.

U Tertiary. Targets interventions to students who demonstrate pertsisthavioral and
learning problems leading to school failure.

Factors like grade level will help determine what the focus of programming is and the method of
delivery. For example, primary programs are more likely to focus on disruptive and antisocial
behavior of younger children whereas in higher grades violence may be the(feiguse 1
provides information on eachTheyanlyealsoor y6s stren
differentially emphasize the role of various partners (e.g., teachers as ofgpssedce
providers) depending on the age of the stud@gtan et al., 2007)Identifying a specific target
population for services may have beneficial effects for a program.

Figure 1: Strengths and weaknesses of targeting different student populatis

Strengths Weaknesses

e Programs d not have to identify | e Programs ray not be sufficiently
high-risk youth. tailored to address the diverse

« Recent research haown that factors leading youth to violence.

Primar . . .
y there are effective primary e Programs an be expensive to
prevention programs for reducing deliver serviceso all students
violence at every school level. regardless of level of risk
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Prevention programmingay be
more usefufor youngerstudents
(i.e.,elementary schoobecause it
is more likely to reach youth
before they have had opportunitig
to become involved in gangs and
violence

If implemented during elementary
school,programgprovide an
opportunity for schools to tagrate
gang and violence prevention
programming at an early stage of
educational development and
maturation.

Programs ray not be agffective
with older students (i.emiddle
andhigh school) who are already
involved or at risk for involvemen
in gangs and violence.

Often program are one time even
with little follow-up

Programs areanlikely to target
gang violence specifically.

Secondary

Programs target resources to
students who are at risk for gang
involvement and violence.

Programs ray be more appropriat
for older students.e., middle and
high schoolpecausehey are morg
likely to have opportunities to
become involved in gangs and
violence.

Def i nirng kidbatcan
challenging

Schools and service provider
partners need to avoid applying
labels to students prematurely or
stigmatizing students with
pejorativelabels.

Tertiary

Programs focus resources on a
relatively small number of studen
who are responsible for a
disproportionate share of school
disruption.

Programs ray be more appropriat
for older student§.e., middle and
high school) because they anere
likely to be involved in gangs and
violence than younger students.

Programs ddress an inherently
challenging population.

Significant resources may be spe
on a relatively small group of
students.

Programs arenlikely to show
measurabl@ositive aitcomesn
the short termwhichmaycreate
difficulties in justifying continued
funding.

If focused on an older population
programs may have a limited
amount of time to reach students

There are numerous types of partnerships between school sysigiserace providers

that are possibleTerms such asotlaboraton or partnership can be vagaed less helpful

without more specific characteristicBranklin and Streeter (1995) identify a continuum of

schootcommunity linked services



U Informal relat ionship. A loose, limited relationship between schools and service
provider agencies.

U Coordination. Typically involves a school social worker acting as a hsoteot
community liaison through the identification of resources and creating linkages.

U Partnership. Contractual agreements with a community agency to provide support
services at the school.

U Collaboration. Joint development of services and shared resources between community
agencies and schools to provide a continuum of care.

U Integration. A relationship between schools and service providers in which the

boundaries are loosened and there is a purposeful redesigning of samoolinity

services.
Regardless of where partnerships fall on the continuum, Shannon CSI communitlgstaésa
in their survey responsd®w important building productive relationshipgasieveloping and
maintainingcollaborativeefforts. Numerous communities noted the need to build trust, improve
communication, invite school personnel and Shannon CSI service praviderse ach ot her 0 ¢
meetings, or otherwise create biny Trust and communicatiago handin-hand. Observing
thateven with a |l ongstanding partnership | mprove
is an ongoing challenge, especially when resources &are et ched t hing and peo

The strategy of addressiggngs and violence througighly collaborativepartnerships
is based on research showing that successful prevention goesallyaccount for the varied
contexts in which an indidual is located. Known as the ecological context, this idea reflects the
fact that a student, for example, not only has individual characteristics that increase or reduce the
risk of involvement in gangs or violendaut also possesses relative risksdzhon peer
interactions, the school environment, family dynamics, and the community where they live. The
more effective evidenebased programs acknowledge the ecological context and strive to
engagehe youth inas manysettingsas possible Shannon CBcommunities, through their use
of the Comprehensive Gang Model, are familiar with this approach. Representative of this
notionis a comment by one survey respondent who reported that community violence affects a
large number of students and can resuthe development of post traumatic stress disorder
(PTSD)if unaddressedmaking it critical folPTSD services to be wahtegrated into the school.
The Boston Shannon CSI collaborative, for instance, partners with the Boston Public Health
Commission tgrovide trauma interventiorExhibit 2 describes a program that targets students
with trauma, which may be a frequax@incern in communities with gangs and higla¢es of

violence



Exhibit 2. Cognitive Behavioral Intervention for Trauma in Schools (CBITS) Program

Exposure to violence, whether observed
to negative psychological and social outcomes suchmss@on, anxiety disorders,
substance abuse, aggressive and delinquent behavior, and problems with school
performancedo (Wong et al., 2007: 17).
more likely to suffer such consequences. Screening for amdsasitty trauma in the studer
population may help some communities assist students with serious emotional challen
and improve the school environment.

The Cognitive Behavioral Intervention for Trauma in Schools (CBITS) program is an
evidencebased ingrvention program designed collaboratively by the Los Angeles Unifie
School District (LAUSD), RAND Corporation, and UCLA to relieve psychological
symptoms of trauma. Based in the schools, CBITS targets students ddearidis
intended to be deliverduy clinical mental health professionalstémgroup sessions. From
the outset, the program was designed to be a highly collaborative process with the fle
to be used with students of different cultural and racial groups.

Wong and colleagues (@07 : 18) note that CBI -b&ediinensal
health programs that specifically addr
randomized controlled trial of CBITS during the 2a@02 academic year in Los Angeles
and foundstatistically significantly and substantially lower scores on PTSD, depression
psychological dysfunction compared to a group of students who received the program
later point in the school year. Following completion of the program, theligtad group
showed similar declines in symptoms.

More information is available at the UCLA Health Services Research Center:
http://www.hsrcenter.ucla.edu/research/cbits.shtml

RAND Corporaton:
http://www.rand.org/health/projects/cbits/

Los Angeles Unified School District:
http://notebook.lausd.net/portal/page?_pageid=33,1049582& dad=ptl& schema=PTL
EP

Attention to a s c hsespetific segds ts eritical tordesigningianu ni t y 6

choosing the right approachs Fr ankl in and Gerl ach (2006:
evidencebased intervention that is not realistic in a particular school or community environment
i s i r rlhéreae aumeérou®models used in schools to address gangs and vidieiege.

of the more comprehensive, communitglusivepartnershipinto which gang and violence
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prevention and intervention activities ifiiclude the wraparound procemsd community or ful

service schoofs These are described briefly below.

Wraparound

The wraparoundmpobceasedbsafipystbadseq whi

providing comprehensive, integrated servitegsugh multiple agencies and professionals.

Wraparound is explily a process rather than a madélseeks to integrate different domains of

t he

clientdos | ife and build on the strengths

teachers, service providers) (Eber and Nelson, 19B7@. process is typitig applied to

populations with chronic school failure apouth who have been involved in tbeminal justice

system (Eber et al., 20020\Ithough different entities can serve as the entry point to the

wraparound process, schools likely offer significativantages when serving in this capacity

(Epstein et al, 2005)Exhibit 3 briefly describes the principles underlying the wraparound

process.

I S
i

Exhibit 3: Principles of the Wraparound Process
The National Wraparmnd Initiative lists ten principles underlying the process. The follow

adapted from fAiTen Principles of the

Family voice and choicei Fami | ' y and youth/ child g
elicited and priorized during all phases of the wraparound process. Planning is
grounded in family membersé perspect
choices such that the plan reflects

Teambased.i T h e wr a p aconsisisrofiindividualsagreed upon by the
family and committed to them through informal, formal, and community support
service relationshipso (p. 6).

Natural supports. " The team actively seeks out
ofteammemberd r awn from family member sd n g
community relationships. The wraparound plan reflects activities and interventio
t hat draw on sources of natural supdg

Collaboration. i Team member s wor k c oo bityfat i v
developing, implementing, monitoring, and evaluating a single wraparound plan.
plan reflects a blending of team menr
pl an guides and coordinates each moedg
goal so (p. 8).

The

terms Acommunity school 0 and fwraparoundo sanay
that they are more palatable to funders and other stakeholders (VanDenBerg and Grealish, 1996). Readers should be
cautious when making assumptions about the extent to which such programs actually represent these innovations.

1C
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Exhibit 3: Principles of the Wraparound Proces{ cont 6 d)

U Community-based. i The wr aparound team i mpl em
strategies that take place in the most inclusive, most responsive, most accessibl|
least restrictive settings possible; and that safety promote child and family integn
i nto home and community | ifeo (p.9).

U Culturally competent. i The wr aparound process dsg
on the values, preferences, beliefs, celtand identity of the child/youth and family
and their communityo (p.9).

0 Individualized. " To achieve the goals | aid ol
devel ops and i mplements a customi ze(

U Strengthsbased. A The wraparound process and
on, and enhance the capabilities, knowledge, skills, and assets of the child and 1
their community, and other team memi

U Persistenceei Despi t e chal | sthigvwosing tdwarethetgeals m
included in the wraparound plan until the team reaches agreement that a formal
wraparound process is no |l onger reql

U Outcomebased.iThe team ties the goals and
observable omeasureable indicators of success, monitors progress in term s of {
i ndicators, and revises the plan acd

Document available at the Nationak&@paround Initiative website:
http://www.rtc.pdx.edu/PDF/TenPrincWAProcess.pdf

For a history of wraparound:
http://www.rtc.pdx.edu/nwi/PDF/fpF0302.pdf

For information on wraparound research:
http://www.rtc.pdx.edu/nwi/PDF/wraparound%20evidence%20recognition%20070316.
pdf

Full-servicdCommunity schools

CommunitySchoolsor full-s er vi ce school s ar e -sStopmeti mes r
shoppingo for famil i es(Dygfaod, 1994 43) Tthay seek ta provideh e c o
an integrated focus on academics, health and social services, youth and community development,
and community engagement Schools using this apfggusedach f ur
community centero (Franklin and Gerlach, 2006

provided to students, their families, and other community members dutiogl hours as well

" For more informationsee the Coalition for Community Schools website
http://www.communityschools.org/index.php?option=content&task=view&id=6&Itemid=27
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as after school. Fuflervice schools are more likely to be located in disadvantaged communities

with racially and ethnically diverse populations (Dryfoos, 2002pmmunity schools were used

as part of t he clerceprevehtiorBstrategyaurifgsthe $99This h v i 0

initiative brought togethaesidents, schoolspmmunitybasedrganizations, health centers,

tenant task forces, city agenciaadlaw enforcemenivi t h t he pur pase of dev
communityfocused conhuum of preventiomnd intervention services for18 year olds in

order to preventiolence and foster a safer community by of f er i n gafehavenh, ser v
tutoring, and familystrengthening services (OJJDP, 1996).

SCHOOL/SERVICE PROVI DER PARTNERSHIPS IN MASSACHUSETTS

Northeastern and EOPSS collaboratively developed a questionnaire to survey Shannon
CSI communities about the nature and characteristics of partnerships between their school
system and Shannon CSI service providers. Questiosvaee emailed to the program
directors of each of the 17 grantee sithe program directors were asked to complete a separate
guestionnaire for each of the individual communities participating in their collaborative. All 41
communities participating ithe third year of funding responded, a response rate 86100

Survey results angrovided inAppendcesB and C

Communities where Shannon CSI partners with schools

All 17 Shannon CSI sites reportedrvice providepartnershipdetween Shannon CSI
senice providers andchools in at least one community withinithellaborationand29 of the
41 Shannon CSI communities indicated a Shannon CSI partnership with the §¢ifdgls
Nine communities (22%) did not attempt to involve the school system azel(ff%) made an

attempt but were unsuccessful.

Impetus for partnership

The factor cited most often as very importemtreating partnerships between schools
and Shannon CSI service providerasgeneral student behavior issues like fighting and
bullying (66%). Fiftynine percent said the resources provided by the Shannon CSI were very
important to thg a r t n ecreatibni lt@@psars that broader concerns about violence and
bullying, of which gangs may have played a part, was the most common seasoldooked

to develop these external partnerships.

8 For more information, sete Coalition forCommunity Schoolshttp://www.communityschools.org/index.php
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Partnership goals
Communities were asked to indicate the extent to which a series of goals were important
to the Shannon CSlartnership with the school system. For each goal, a majority respitradied
it was fAvery important. o The goawnergredimingt fr equ
gang recruitment in the schools (86%), decreasing bullying by gang members in the schools

(86%), and reducing gasglated fights in the schools (86%). Fig@rdisplays the results for

all goals.
Figure 2: Percent of communities reportingagoalsivery 1 mportanto to the
partnership with the school systen{N=29)
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One of the key findings of the survey analysesthat the communities that identified
specific goals as most important to addressubh the Shannon CSI partnershigerealso the
communitiedo have the greatest improvemelttis encouraging téind that the goals cited as
most important to the Shannon CSI partnerships were also the areas in which poaiye
was reported As Hgure 3 shows

0 96% (N=21) of the 22 communities that said improving the response to students who

report threats or dangerous situatisgery importanteported perceiving an
improvement.

U 86% (N=19) of the 22 communities that said decreasing bullyrgabg members in the
schoolss very important reported perceiving a decrease.

U 82% (N=18) of the 22 communities that said reducing gataded fights in the schools
is very important reported perceiving reduction.

U 82% (N=14) of the 17 communities thatdsbowering truancy rates is very important
reported perceiving lowered rates.
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0 80% (N=12) of the 15 communities that said reducing classroom disruption caused by
students who are gang members is very important reported perceiving reductions.

U 77% (N=17) otthe 22 communities that said reducing gang recruitment in the schools is
very important reported perceiving a reduction.

0 75% (N=15) of the 20 communities that said
threats or dangerous situations is very imponteported perceiving increases.

Figure3: Percent of communities indicating a goal
toward that goal
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Goal

Resultswverealso positive when looking at the raw percentages of communities reporting
positive progress since the establishment of a partnerstweén the school system and
Shannon CSI service provider§wenty-seven out of the 29 communities with a partnership
reported positive progress toward at least one of the goals (93%)three most frequently
indicated changes perceived dghool offigals werean improved response to students reporting
threats or dangerous situations (79%), decreased bullying by gang members in the schools
(66%), and reduced gairglated fights in the schools (66%). Skttyo percent of communities
also reported reded gang recruitment in the schools and an increased student willingness to
report threats or dangerous situations. These changes closely reflect Shannon CSl goals. Th
finding that such &igh a percentage of the communitv@th partnershipsverenoticing

improvements in these areas is an important accomplisltoh8hiannon CSI
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Level of school

The Shannon CSl is primarily focused on engaging youth most at risk for involvement in
gangs and violence. While prevention programming in elementary sechaplbe part of some
coll aborations, partnerships reflecting the
school and middle/junior high school levels. This is indeed what the survey results indicate.
Most partnerships took place at the hggihool (93%)r middle/junior high school (83%) levels.
Seventysix percent had partnerships at both lev&hile substantially fewer partnerships
occurred at the elementary (52%) or technical school (48%) Jevelgood to see that
partnershipsvere also addressing young youth and youth outside of traditional public schools
(See Figurel.)

Figure 4: Percent of communities with partnerships at the school levéN=29)
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Formal screening instruments
Use of formal instruments to screen the student population for risk factorslpamthe
the identification and referral of students to appropriate services. While such toalsenay
clinical, validatel scales, nowlinical criteriamay also be appropriaté\ validated scale is a
type of survey that has been administered many tistedied, and found to accurately and
reliably (that is, the same general result occurs if depeatedlydistinguish between
individuals atrisk for involvement in gangs or violence and those who arelepending on a
pattern of responses. Scalesaften used to assist health professionals to make clinical
diagnosesnd more recently to identify-aisk youth
Seven communities (24%) reported using a formal risk assessment or other standardized

criterion to identify students at risk for involvememtwho are actually involved in gang
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activity. Brocktord s par t ner s hi glinicalicsiteria,devetoped @&softwaré n o n
program that queries student records for data on truancy, grades, and disciplinary actions to
screen for students who mayibeneed of services. Once the list is produced, a dropout

prevention team reviews the list to determine whether these needs warrant Shannon CSI services
or tutoring or mentoring outside of the Shannon CBiis system uses basic student data to
generate preliminary roster of potentially-aisk students in an unobtrusive manngee

AppendixD for more details on the Brockton partnership.

Location of service delivery

It is unclear whether basing certain services on school campus is prefeiaifdeing
the service abff-campus community settingg-or example, wraparound processes may involve
services in numerous locations, wloliher approaches, such as community schools, may be
schootbased.However, vihere services are offered is an impattconsideratigrand it will
likely depend on the nature of the specific partnership and the needs of the school and
community.

Respondents were asked whether a series of services were delivered by Shannon CSI
service provider s olebm sseodfidoh)o & ¢ b o 0 b n ¢ si on(idieddsoh) 6 i s ¢
both if applicable A majority indicated providingither schoebased or schodinked basis
recreation programmin@g8%), employment services or trainingo), mentoring 76%), street
outreach T12%), or crisis intervention{2%). Nearly half §2%) provided individual case
management, individual counseling, or dvésed programmingSee Figure 5. XCommunities
were generally at least twice as likely to providenmunitybased srvices as they wete
delivery schocbased servicesThe one exception is associated with providing a gang or
violence prevention curriculum, witgual percentagekelivering the curriculum oféite and in
the school itsel{35%).
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Figure 5: Percent of communities withschoolbased or schoclinked services oreither
(N=29)
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Case management

Case management generally refers to the coordination of service delivery to an individual
across agenciegSee Figure6.) t may al so suggest actihee di scu
agencies providing serviceslaving a case management team likely offers several additional
benefits, such as being able to apply the exp
guantitative data collected on various aspects of stulentsi ves, particul arl y i
Brockton dropout prevention team is a good example of this benefit.

Forty-one percendf the communities indicated that Shannon CSI service providers
participatel on a case management team of professionals or otheidimals who actively
coordinate service delivery to students in the school system. Of the 12 resposdeyasase
managemerteam, most reported having a licensed social worker as a member (83%).
Majorities alsanoted outreach workers (67%), schadministrators (67%), neclinical
therapists or counselors (58%), guidance counselors (50%), or DCF case workens€5%)
members. Outreach workers and +atinical therapists or counselors were typically also direct
Shannon CSI partners. Reporteadership of the teams varied widely and included street
outreach workers, nedinical therapists or counselors, guidance counselors, social workers,

police, youth court directors, as well as an egalitarian model with no formal leader.
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Communities with &ase management team were somewhat more likely to perceive
reduced classroom disruption by gang members (80% vs. 57%), decreased bullying by gang
members in schools (90% vs. 67%), and reduced-gaated fights in the schools (90% v
67%). Paradoxicalljcommunities with case management teams Vesstikely to report
establishing formalized partnerships between the school system and Shannon CSI service
providers (50% vs. 71%). However, this may reflect a situation in which communities with case
manageent teams had already formalized the partnerships prior to the Shannon CSI.

Figure 6: Percent of communities with case management teams with a type of team
member (N=12)
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Training on gang-related topics

Service providers working in violence and gang prevention can help teachers and other
school staff® do their jobs more effectively and enhance school safety by providing training on
various topics of importancelwenty-six of the 2%communities with partnershig80%)
reported Shannon CSI service providadsinisteringraining on &least oneggang @ violence
related subject. Most often, training was provideddemtifying at-risk studentgor referralto
services (72%). More than half of the communities conducted trainibglgmg
prevention/intervention (62%), conflict resolution (62%plence preventiomgenerally(62%),

responding to students who provide information on a threatening situation (59%), identifying
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signs of gang involvement (55%), admmunicating with atisk or ganginvolved youth(55%).
(See Figure 7.)

Figure 7: Percentof communities in which Shannon CSI service providers offered training
topics for school employeefN=29)
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Strategies to strengthen partnership

Proper program implementation can be hindered if project partners do not work together
effectively, and fielity to the implementation process can be critical to program effectiveness
(Rosenblatt, 1996)Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether of a series of strategies
were used to foster partnerships between the school system and Shannon CSirserdies
(See Figure 8.)

Opportunities for school staff and service providers to build relationships were most often
reported as being used to foster partnerships. one communi ty stated,
relationships and being willing to learn from s@hool staff [and] their perception of the issues
i s KkAlEngst al communities (90%) indicated providing opportunities for personal
interaction, and approximately thrgearters of respondents had invited school officials to
Shannon CSI steering comnait meeting$76%) or included Shannon CSI service providers in
school meetings (72%). A solid majority (62%) established formalized partnerships between the
school system and Shaon CSI service providers. During the interviews it also became
apparent tat having existing relationships with the school can be an enormous advanthge for
implementation processd that opportunities to strengthen and expand the occasions for
interactionbetween Shannon CSI and théaals are very useful
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Another way ¢ strengthen relationships may be to make some program components peer
led. Haverhill, for example, structured their VIP program so that youth were instrumental in
program operationsWhile youth inthe progranmare mostlyatrisk andganginvolved youth the
program focused on specific issues the youth were facing and allowed them to critically think
about how they could serve as an example to others to better the siclembifying
appropriately motivated youth to takdeadership role ia partnersii may be a strategy
communities want to consider. Partnerships should understand, however, thatl peegrams
are most effective when they are highly organized and have a prsbleing focus; when they
are more loosely focused, there is the potefdareharmful effects if the groups become a path to
strengthening delinquent associations.

Figure 8: Percent of communities reporting strategiesised to foster partnerships between
the school system and Shannon CSI service providers
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Challengesto maintaining partnerships

Communities were asked to report how serious a series of challenges were to
establishing, maintaining, or further developing partnerships with the school system. (See Figure
9.) The challenge most often indicdtas being very seriowgasinsufficient resources (45%).
If responses ofisomewhat seriodsandfivery serious are totaled, over threguarterq76%)
reported lacking resourcas a challengeA majority of communities also reported as somewhat
or veryserious privacy concerns related to student information (63%), insufficient integration of

services into schools (59%), and lack of {myrom parents (52%).
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Figure 9: Percent of communities indicating the seriousness of a partnership
challenge
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SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS WITH SERVICE PROVIDE RS:
LESSONS LEARNED, CHALLENGES , AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUCCESS

This section draws on the information NU and EOPSS learned from the Shannon CSI
survey results and detailed interviews and highlights lessons learned and common challenges
communities havereountered attempting to build partnerships between schools and Shannon
CSl service providers. Recommendations for each challenge are provided based on the
experience of the Shannon CSI communities and research literature on school/service provider

partneships.
Lessons éarned

Developing collaborative relationships vital to obtainingouy-in
Survey respondents indicated that communities that had previously developed

relationships were more successful in achieving programmatic success. Oftentisges, the
relationships and trust had been built through prior collaboration on issues identified by the
community or because of previous grant initiatives. However, survey analysis also pointed to
two key ingredients for communities developing new partnersliipst, communities more
likely to achieve positive results provided regular opportunities for personal interaction between
Shannon CSI service providers and school administrators. Additionally, communities where
service providers and school administratstaff attended Shannon CSI steering committee or
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school planning meetings also indicatgdaterbuy-in and programmatic succesAs one
communi t yComnumricat®rdwith ech other is most important. Both parties need to
trust one another and usrdtand each others limils T h e s eollabaratiosissallowed both
service providers and the schools to feel ownership over the process, thus greatly enhancing

implementation fidelity.

Importance otommittedeadership

Several communities made natethe importance of the role a specific member or
members of the partnership. In Haverhill, the partnership identified the importance of the
superintendent in clearing obstacles to secure classroom space and keep the program moving
forward. In Fitchbug, the partnership identified the importance of leaderishipe outreach
coordinator and a middle school principal in allowing the program to move forward quickly once
the Shannon CSI began. The outreach coordinator built relationships with schaalispffic
parents, and students to achieve-buwhile the principal mandated professional development

trainingsfor teachers to inform them about the program elements and goals.

Programmatidocus orspecificgoals

Survey analysis pointed to a clear caatieln between communitiésrmally
acknowledging goaland communities reporting progress towards that goal. In Fitchburg, the
collaboration grew from a programmatic focus on reducing droptag ead identifying
alternative responsdsr students facinguspension. In Brockton, the Shannon CSI partnership
made fifty slots available for Shannon CSI service programming to students referred through the
school system. To ensure these studargsnostppropriate for Shannon CSI servicthe
collaborationpartnered with the school system to develop a toaéntify the students most at
risk for dropping out, hired a schebased liaisopand worked with the prevention coordinator.
By narrowing the partnership focus, the collaboration can refer theampsipriate youth and

identify theright programs to addresseir most immediate needs.

Challengesand Recommendations
Several challenges were reported by Shannon CSI communities through their survey
responses and during interviews. Several eftlore serious and frequently mentioned ones are

discussed below.
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Privacy concerns

As in other areas of the Shannon CSI collaborations, sharing sensitive or protected
information across partners can be difficald pivacy concerns was frequently idéred in the
survey responses and commeaxgsan ongoing challeng®©ne of the responding communities
commentedin The schools have a great deal of privac
Anot her noted, ASchool s wiglanioznaltyi owosr Kudwatt ht hie
to Family Educational Rights and Privacy AEERPA r e g u | aGenemlly, sghools must
have written permission from the parent or eligible student in order to release any information

from a student's education record

Recommendations

U Implement a universal information-sharing consent form One method of addressing
this issue is to implement a universal information sharing consent form for parents to sign
on the behalf of their children thallowsvarious service qviders permission to share
information that would otherwise be off limitéf this is not possiblecoordinating the
existing consent processesyimprove informatiorsharing.

0 Work with project partners to identify students in need of attention without
revealing private information. A useful strategy may be the practice of alerting schools
when a particular student may be in distress but without violating privacy protections.
For example, the Brockton policeoparticipa
initiative'® through which they review incident reports and notify a school if they see that
astudent was involved in a traumatic event and may require extra attention. Without
providing specifics or violating privacy, the police are able to provitiermation to the
school that may serve to help a troubled student.

Funding
Tough economic times can make a coordinated, ragkncy, holisc approach to
addressing ganigvolvement and youth violence sound unfeasible and unreallsteddition,
patners have reported that through the typical evolution of programmatic activities, communities
have identified new models they wish to develop but do not have the resources for programmatic

implementation.

° Sharing dates of attendancep nsi deredtbBryo information, does not requ
mandated to inform parents that this information is being shared so that they may request it not be disclosed. See

U.S. Department of Education webditgp://www.ed.gov/policy/gen/gud/fpco/ferpa/index.html

% For information on Trauma Sensitive Schools, see the Massachusetts Department of Education web sites on

Trauma Sensitive Schodistp://www.doe.mass.edu/tssand http://www.doe.mass.edu/tss/schools.html
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Recommendations

U Identify specific goals forthe school/service provider partnership. In the anticipation
of potential funding changes, collaborative meetings like the Shannon CSI steering
committee should prioritize specific goals for the school/service provider partnefghip.
facilitate this processchools and service providers should collect and analyze
appropriateschool and student data and have key personnel that interact with students on
a daily basis present to identify new challenges schools may be facing. This information
allows steering@mmittee members taéntify prospective partnership models and to
clarify roles and responsibilities that make effective and efficient use of funds.
Additionally, by identifying specific goals, collaboratemay be able to identify other
grant funding surces to support partnerskip

U Engage in proactive partnership building By increasing community collaboration,

new partners can be identified that may be able to offer additional services or assistance

to accomplish programmatic goals.
Obtaining paratal buyin

Many partnershipg$ind it challenging to gain the active support and involvement of
st ude nt sSavenlaamenuantties reported that their outreach efforts have not been as
successful as initially hopedecades of research have demaistt the importance of parental
involvement in student achievement, and federal education policy reflects this through parental
involvement mandates within the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1%6& Eiod
Child Left Behind Actof 2001(U.S. Deartment of Education, 2004 omprehensive
approaches in particuladvocate for collaboration with parents as a critical strategic component.
However, here are numerous reasons why parents might not be participating, including language

barrierslackof t i me, or previous negative experience

Recommendations

U ldentify program s and partnerswith a history of working with parents. Certain
established programs or service delivery approaches like wraparoundtkxiphalve
parents and families in violence and gang prevention efforts. In addition, local
organizations are likely to have existing trusting relationships with parents and may be
willing to work with school partnershipg-or example, aestorative jusice circle
facilitator in Fitchlu r g 6 s p Aadworkedmreuousfy withmany youth and their
familiesand,as a resulthas helped improve communication between some parents and
their childds school

U Provide a variety of opportunities for parents toget involved There are many
different ways parents might be made more comfortable engaging more collaboratively
wi t h t hei r (NatibnallAssdcmtiorsof econdary School Principals, 2007;
U.S. Department of Education, 2008 artnerships carnrqvide parents with information
through several methods of outreach, including newsletters, parent/teacher training, and
home visits. Another strategy might be to encourage parents to be involved in the
classroom and to otherwisestructure the classroosetting and parent/teacher
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relationship so that it is less hierarchical. Bilingual services may be available to reach
foreign-born parents with limited English skills. Wraparound and other comprehensive

approaches are designed to provide services andmrer al s t o student so f

partnerships may be able to help parents takvantage of these services.

Effectively integrating programming
Integration of antigang, violence prevention, and other programming is often difficult.

There are numerous msiderations involved, including promoting effective communication

between partners, clarifyg roles and responsibilities, reducing organizational tendencies toward

isolation,and obtaining buyn from the various stakeholders. Moreover, integration may
involve substantial systemic or structural changes, depending on the type of partnership

approach.

Recommendation

U Implement interagency agreementsService providers may be unaccustomed to
working togetheto shae decision making power, antleir professional goals may
differ. Interagency agreements may help partners address important issogghhat
otherwise create challenges. They can te#schoolsystemand partner agenci¢s

e Develop a common mission, define roles, and establish wodegses
e Attract agencies willing to commit to a holistic, integrated service model
¢ Avoid duplication of efforts

¢ |dentify areas of confidentiality discrepancies and interagency lines of
communication

e Provide fAcarefully arti diltysystemsithavmag i o n,
appeal to pot en tDittach, etalyI®@e26)s 06 ( Mc |l nni s

Identification and followup with students who have dropped out or have been expelled
Students that are gaiigvolvedandor demonstrate risk factors fgang invdvement are
among the students most likely to drop out or be expelled from scAtibbugh dropout
prevention is a high priority for many schoalsppout recovery progranad strategies to track
dropoutsare less prevalent. foe a studerdrops outfew schooldave a system in place
reengage them, despite the consequences for both the youth and society more generally.
Additionally, schoolsmay unknowinglyf eed t h-teepfissboopi pel i neo
t hrough exc e stgld rvaen ae dhapdnovetieeds from the mainstream
school environmertb the juvenile justice syeam as a disciplinary responfee disruptive school
behavior. Failing to engage dropoutspresents a lost opportunity to hgtputh at increasedsk

for involvement in gangs and violenc&racking what happens to youth after droppingayut
25
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expulsionand connecting them to services can help districts devise strategies to help students

with behavioral issues return to school or otherwise attain aorieng educational credential.

Recommendations

0O ldentify dropout recovery programmi.ng appr
Educational strategies that work with academically successful students are not likely to
be the same as those that will be mdfgtotive for students at risk of dropping out or
who have dropped oufThe American Youth Policy Forum published a report describing
dropout recovery programs in twelveies across the United Stategght of which are
schootbased (Martin and Halperi@PD06). The report recommends several broad
strategies to meet the neexdsa diverse learning community:

e Multiple pathways to a recognized credentgich as GED

¢ Programs dering operentry and opesxit, which allow students to progress
through currcula at their own pace

e Compressed and expanded high school programs combined with dual ertrolimen
postsecondary institutions

e Programs to recover orake up missing academic credits
e Programs offering schedule flexibility, includiegening and yeamourd schools

e Programs offering care@riented curricula, with opportunities for students to engage
in schoolrelated interships and paitime employment

e Adult high schools, especially the wedgarded daylight/twilight model, with
opportunitiedor intergaerational learning

U Implement policies and procedures in the schools to track and collect information
on the needs of students who have left schodt.is important not to lose track of youth
who have dropped out or been expelled. Mamihg contact prades a link to services
and more readily facilitates the return to the educational syssvannon CSI project
partners should work with the schools and their local action research partner to devise a
data collectiorstrategyto ensure a youth does natlfthrough the cracks

Additional recommendatioonffered by aprogrampartner

U Identify aspecific contactpersonin the school As mentioned earlier, facilitating clear
communication is an important step toward effective relationship building. To help
achieve this goal throughout a communityods
individual school should identify a particular staff member to serve as the main contact
person for the Shannon CSI. This person might serve as a member of a schom®l/se
provider partnership sutommittee or report on a regular basis to the Shannon CSI
steering committee on general school trends and eventoalthssist in referring
youth to service provider programs and identify programs that roeyideful in hat
particular school setting.
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APPENDIX A
MODEL PROGRAMS

Whether implementing existing gang or violence prevention pragragor developing a

strategy organically,ammunitiesand schoolshould determine whether data and evaluation

studies appear taipport theefficacy of their strategy Funding agencies typically want

proposals to include programs that are eviddrased and shown to be effective or promising.
Basing new initiatives on the |l essons of succ
funding. It is also important to address the specific needs of the particular school system and
community. Implementing a program of service delivery that is inappropriate to these needs, is

not based on good research, or, worse, is based on assumptions fesedernonstrated to be

incorrect may at least reduce the effectiveness of the program soche cases maagctually

cause har m tservideheepiepts ogr amod s

The following websites, maintained by respected governmental, educational, apmabfiion
institutions, provide ratings and descriptions of eviddrased programs

U What Works Clearinghouse, Institute of Education Services, U.S. Department of
Education
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/

U Model Programs Gde, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
http://www?2.dsgonline.com/mpg/Default.aspx

U Blueprints for Violence Prevention Model Programs Guide, Center for the Study and
Preventiorof Violence, University of Colorado
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/

U Social Programs that Workoalition for EvidenceBased Policy
http://www.evidencebasedprograms.org/static/index.htm
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http://www2.dsgonline.com/mpg/Default.aspx
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/
http://coalition4evidence.org/wordpress/
http://www.evidencebasedprograms.org/static/index.htm
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START HERE l

1. What school district does this survey cover?

2.1 n t hi sscheolusyste®y | sii used
the school district itself. Is this school system involved in the Shannon CSI? Please indicage the
reflects the

option that best

N=29 (71%) Yes(SKIP TO QUESTION 4)
N=9 (22%) No attempt was made to involve the school system
N=3 (7%) An attempt was made to involve the school system but was unsuccessful

3. If a rdationship between your school system and the Shannon CSI does not exist, please indicate how
serious the following challenges were in preventing the involvement of the school system in the

to refer

broadly t

school

Shannon CSlAfter responding to this question,SKIP TO QUESTION 25.

PERCENTS BASED ON N=12 COMMUNITIES WITH NO PARTNERSHIP

o

one

systemds

Privacy concerns

Existing conflicts between schools an
Shannon CSI service providers

Schools do not think they have a gan¢
problem

Differences in goals or philosophy
concerning working with youth

Insufficient resources

Lack of buyin from school fficials

Lack of buyin from teachers

Lack of buyin from Shannon CSI
service providers

Lack of buyin from parents

Not at all
serious

N=2
17%

N=5
42%

N=2
17%

N=3
25%

N=3

25%

17%

N=2

17%

33%

Somewhat
serious

8%

17%

N=1
8%

Very serious Unsure

N=2
17%
N=1
8%

N=2
17%

N=8
67%
N=6
50%
N=8
67%
N=8
67%
N=10
83%
N=6
50%
N=10
83%
N=7
58%

N=8
67%
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SECTION 1

P

SERVICES, PROVIDER S, AND RECIPIENTS

This section asks you about the types of services offered in partnership with the schools in your
jurisdiction and the individuals or organizations providing these services. For this section and subsequent
sections, we would like to aidy a few of the terms used frequently on this questionnaire:

fiService 0 in this context, refers to a bpShanmahCS8lange of
partners (whether funded or unfunded). Such services may include social, medicpkyahdlogical

services, artbased programming, or recreational activities. Please further note that a Shannon CSI

service specifically addresses gang involvement or violence either through the nature of the service itself

or because the service is prafttito youth identified as-aisk for involvement in gangs or violence or

actually involved. For example, while employment services or a basketball league may be available in

the schools, we are only interested in the service if it is provided by a $h@aghpartner for the benefit

of studentsatrisk for involvement in gangs or violence.

fiShannon CSl serviceprovider 6 i n this context, refers to an ind
an organization other than the school delivering senatése type described above and is involved in a
Shannon CSI collaborative.

To reiterate, we are interested specificallgénvices provided by Shannon CSI partners

UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ALL PERCENTS ARE BASED ON N=29 COMMUNITIES
WITH PARTNERSHIP S

4. For each level of school, please indicate whether a partnership with any Shannon CSI services exists,
has been attempted but does not currently exist, or has not been attethptedc k AN/ Ao i f t he
no schools at a particular level in the schegstem.

Partnership
PRl has been No partnership | N/A (no
exists P attempted but has been schools at
does not attempted this level)
currently exist

. N=27 N=2
High school 93% -- 7% -

: , N=24 N=4 N=1
Middle/Jr. high school 83% 14% -- 304
Elemenary school N=15 N=1 N=9 N=1

y 52% 3% 31% 3%

; : N=14 N=2 N=5 N=6
Technical high school 48% 7% 17% 21%
Alternative school N=18 N=3 N=2 N=3

62% 10% 7% 10%
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5. Schools may use a formal risk assessment or other standardized criterion to idedwifyssdf being
atrisk for involvement in gang activity, or actually involved in gang activity. Does your school use a
formal risk assessment or other standardized criterion to identify students of beskgoht
involvement in gang activity or actuglinvolved in gang activity?

N=7 (24%) Yes(Please return a copy of the assessment instrument with this survey)
N=22 (76%) No (Skip to question 7)

6. Does your school target Shannon CSI services to students who have been formally identifisll as a
for gang involvement or actually gang involved?

PERCENTS BASED ON N=7 COMMUNITIES WITH FORMAL RISK ASSESSMENT
N=4 (57%) Yes
N=3 (43%) No

7.Service providers may deliver -baeswvedoesebarertofé
dd i vered on scholoilnkeado nrdesf.er si Stcchosodr vi ces del i v
(e.g., studentbdés home, service providerots facild.
school system. Please indicate whether eadhedfllowing services delivered by a Shannon CSI
service provider is schobtlased or schodinkedor both. Check AN/ A0 i f the servi

by Shannon CSI service providers.

Schoot Schoot
based linked N/A
Gang or violence curriculd(t NOT those delivered by N=10 N=10 N=12
SROs or other law enforcement officers, such as 350 350 419,
G.REAT) 0 0 0
N=9 N=20 N=6
Street outreach S 59% D100
Employment services or training N=8 N=22 N=5
28% 76% 17%
Individual case management N=7 N=17 N=9
24% 5% 31%
Group therapy/sessions 91:(2) N4::L%/§ li;g-/f
Substance abuse counseling N=7 N=17 N=10
24% 59% 35%
Individual counseling N=6 N=18 N=9
21% 62% 31%
i N=11 N=18 N=5
Mentoring o 520 oo
Crisis intervention N=9 N=18 N=7
31% 62% 24%
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' . N=8 N=21 N=3
Recreatbn programming 28% 72% 10%

. N=5 N=15 N=10
Arts-based programming 17% 52% 35%

8. For each of the following Shannon CSI services, please indicab@éiresponse that best
approximates how often that service is delivasagchool groundsChec k AN/ A0 i f t he
system does not provide that particular service.

Daily Weekly Monthly Quarterly N/A
Gang or violence curricule
(but NOT those delivered N=3 N=6 N=1 N=14
by SROs or other law --
enforcement officers, 10% 21% 3% 48%
such as G.R.E.A.T)
N=7 N=6 N=1 N=13
Street outreach 24% 21% 39 -- 45%
Employment services or N=4 N=2 N=5 N=2 N=13
training 14% 7% 17% 7% 45%
Individual case N=4 N=4 N=2 . N=17
management 14% 14% 7% 59%
Group therapy/sessions -- N=7 N=1 -- N=19
P therapy 24% 3% 66%
Substance abuse N=2 N=7 N=4 N=1 N=14
counseling 7% 24% 14% 3% 48%
Individual counselin N=5 N=7 -- N=1 N=15
9 17% 24% 3% 5206
Mentorin N=8 N=8 N=1 . N=11
g 28% 28% 3% 38%
Crisis intervention N=7 N=5 N=1 N=1 N=13
24% 17% 3% 3% 45%
Recreation programmin N=6 N=8 N=2 N=1 N=10
prog g 21% 28% 7% 3% 35%
Arts-based programmin N=2 N=6 N=1 N=1 N=17
prog 9 7% 21% 3% 3% 59%
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