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success is the only option



Daniel J. Cardinali
National President

the PRESIDENT

Communities In Schools has
become one of the most effective
dropout prevention organizations
in America because of our deep
commitment to an evidence-based
and rigorously evaluated approach

to assisting young people in need.
This report, based on data from our local
affiliates directly serving students, outlines
the performance of the Communities In
Schools network in the 2009-2010 school year.

What that data reveals is the triumph
of sound strategy over severe economic
challenges.

The continuing economic challenges facing
all of America are being felt even more acutely
by communities and families in poverty.
Nearly 87 percent of the young people we
serve qualify for free or reduced-price lunch,
which means for a family of four, a household
income of less than $28,000.

Against that great need, our network has

seen continuing drops in private and corporate

support, and most ominously, cutbacks in
federal, state and local funding for education
as the economic stimulus funding winds
down, state budgets come under increasing
pressure, and local property taxes fall based
on declining home values. The forecast for the
next three to five years is for continuing cuts
in overall spending, as elected officials are
challenged to apply limited funds only where
they can prove an impact.

In 2010, we completed a five-year
longitudinal study of our network, one of
the most comprehensive evaluations ever
conducted by a youth-serving agency. That
evaluation, conducted by ICF International,
and guided by an advisory committee of
respected researchers and practitioners,
demonstrated that Communities In Schools is
the only organization proven to both reduce
dropout rates and increase graduation rates
and that the Communities In Schools model is
effective across states, school settings, grade
levels and student ethnicities.

The results from the national evaluation

have equipped our network to focus efforts on
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the highest impact activities, and to advocate
for funding based on our proven results. The
data in this report outlines how our affiliates
deepened impact by increasing the number of
full-time site coordinators, slightly reducing
the overall number of sites, and as a result,
serving more students and producing even
better outcomes.

And in Texas, North Carolina, Georgia and
Kansas, we've seen elected officials respond
to the evaluation, protecting funding for
Communities In Schools even as they were
making dramatic cuts in other education
programs.

We are grateful to all of our stakeholders
and supporters who make our work possible.
You can rest assured that our strategy of
building a strong network based on evidence
and evaluation has positioned us to produce
real results for young people. And it will
continue to sustain and grow our impact

through these economic challenges.
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“Communities In Schools of North Carolina works with its local affiliates to provide young people the encouragement and

motivation they need to succeed. You cannot assign a value to the impact these programs have on so many futures.”

— Dr. Bill Harrison, Chairman, North Carolina State Board of Education
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The mission of Communities In Schools is to surround
students with a community of support, empowering

them to stay in school and achieve in life.

We are 4,500 professionals and 50,000 volunteers on the ground, working in 3,000 K-12
public schools in the most challenged communities, in 25 states and the District of

Columbia, serving more than 1.3 million young people and their families every year.

Developed by our founder, Bill Milliken, the “Five Basics” are a set of essentials that every child needs and deserves.

1. A one-on-one relationship with have a safe and appropriate 4. A marketable skill to use upon

a caring adult

Children need positive role
models to create expectations for
success, offer encouragement and
provide academic support. Nearly
90 percent of Communities In
Schools affiliates connect students
with mentors and tutors. Often,
site coordinators are the caring
adult in a child’s life, providing
encouragement, academic support

or a hug.

. A safe place to learn and grow

Through after-school, weekend
and summer programs focused on
academics and life skills, we are

dedicated to ensuring that students

environment in which to learn

and achieve their potential. Our
site coordinators work in urban
and rural environments, and

lead community engagement
activities to create safe schools and

communities.

. A healthy start and a healthy

future

Many school-aged children

lack basic medical services and
nutritious food—essential for
healthy development. We provide
access to health and dental care,
food programs and counseling
services for thousands of students

who might otherwise go without.

graduation

When students see that they have
options in life, they get excited
about their future. We work with
students on career development
and readiness, and help create

pathways to college.

. A chance to give back to peers

and community

We work with students to build
their confidence, develop their
talents and leadership skills, and
strengthen their involvement in
community service and service-

learning initiatives.

The Communities In Schools network is a federation of independent 501(c)(3) organizations in 25 states and the District of Columbia, anchored by the national office in
Northern Virginia, and coordinated, supported and expanded through the leadership of 13 state offices. While the majority of the nearly 200 operational local affiliates
are in states with Communities In Schools state offices, there are also local affiliates in states without a state office.
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HOW Communities In Schools Works

Through school-
based coordination,
Communities In
Schools connects
students and their
families to critical
community resources

tailored to local needs.
Communities In Schools
becomes involved in a school
only at the invitation of the
school or school district.
Using an evidence-based and
rigorously evaluated model
of helping students with the
greatest need, Communities
In Schools has become one of
the nation’s leading dropout
prevention organizations and
the only one proven to both
decrease dropout rates and

increase graduation rates.

Creating a Community of Support
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Communities
In Schools
Our evidence-based model, adapted to meet each community’s unique needs, is the basis for our success. Through a school-based

site coordinator, Communities In Schools strategically aligns and delivers needed resources so that students can focus on learning.
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Every year, 1.2 million

students drop out of school.

That means every nine
seconds, a student in
America loses his or her
path to a better future.

By empowering students to achieve
in school and in life, we are building
a stronger America, where every

person is capable of reaching his or

her greatest potential.

METHOD
AND SAMPLE

This report presents findings from

the 2009-2010 Communities In

Schools End-of-Year Reports. Of

the 190 operational and developing
affiliates® at the close of the 2009-
2010 school year, 184 returned a
completed questionnaire detailing
operations and results. The End-of-
Year Reports provide general profile
information, as well as process and
outcome information about services
and students served.

Communities In Schools
affiliates limited their outcome and
demographic reporting to those
students for whom specific records
were kept and who were monitored
for progress toward specific goals.
These numbers reflect primarily

students who receive Level Two

(targeted and sustained) services.
The remaining students - those who
receive Level One services (widely
accessible to all students) - are, as
a rule, not individually monitored,
so outcomes are not reported for
these students. Therefore, the data
reported represents the results
from services to the most seriously
challenged young people to whom
Communities In Schools affiliates

provide the most intense services.

* Network-wide, 16 affiliates are considered developing affiliates, on their way to becoming operational Communities In Schools

affiliates. Developing affiliates are serving children and families under the name of Communities In Schools, but have not yet

submitted to the national office all the documents that are necessary for official operational status.
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Total Quality System

When Communities In Schools s the increase to the
aving gone through the

ization’s Total Quality

of Wayne County, Ind., site

coordinator Bobbie Howell =
litation process.

describes visits to student ade a difference;” said
homes it often includes a brocess lets you know
string of unpleasant details. loing well and where

or improvement. Making
a huge tool for us. Being
a plan helped me see
provide better service.”
Quality System (TQS)
nsive set of operational
standards adopted by

ies In Schools national
tandards, based on
practices, must be

by all local affiliates

es in the network. TQS

s granted to affiliates
andards are met.

In Schools of Wayne

e accredited in 2010

eted the rigorous

d our credibility,” said
wi, executive director
es In Schools of Wayne
sed the process to

s that would move our
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Provides a Blueprint for Success

work forward, like getting more site
coordinator hours. It gives us the best
opportunity to make a difference in the
lives of kids.”

Launched in 2008, the TQS
initiative was designed to reinforce
the commitment to evidence-based
practice and accountability throughout
the network. Compliance relies on
collaboration from, and provides
support to, all stakeholders in the
network, from site coordinators to
volunteers to board members. The goal

of TQS is to ensure uniform quality and

improved outcomes for the students
Communities In Schools serves.

Communities In Schools of Kansas
is one of the first state offices to go
through the TQS accreditation process.
State office standards vary from those
of the affiliate, but the end result
remains the same—delivering needed
resources so that students can focus
on learning.

“There’s great value in it,”
said Malissa Martin, president,
Communities In Schools of Kansas.

Kansas has begun the TQS process

Test Middle School Students, Richmond, Ind. PHOTO 8Y BOBBIE HOWELL




and is on track to complete it in the fall
of 2011.

“We’ve been able to raise the bar
in the quality of services we provide.
The TQS process provided us with the
framework to tighten our focus. And a
more purposeful approach ultimately
leads to meeting needs better.”

Already they are using the process
as a way to provide programming
that will allow their affiliates to
provide Level One services to more
students. Judy Frick, board chairman
of Communities In Schools of Kansas,
points to the Reality U program,
started in 2002. The hands-on
program, available to all students,
teaches teenagers about financial
literacy and employment to prepare
them for life after high school. The
program has been gaining traction
over the years, and is poised to expand
because local affiliates now have a
much greater focus on providing
comprehensive services.

“The Kansas state office has
recently been able to expand this
program to several affiliates, which
means more students will have
access to it,” said Frick. “Students
are getting more services, and more

comprehensive services. Completing

the TQS accreditation will provide us
with an organizational structure to
continue being able to do that”

With a similar focus toward
expanding services to more students,
Communities In Schools of Wayne
County can credit its programs with
helping to increase the graduation
rate of one of the schools it works in.
In 2000, Richmond High School, with
a population of 1,700 students, found
itself in a research report that listed
schools across the country graduating
less than 60 percent of students.
Communities In Schools provided
additional, full-time site coordinators
to help address the problem. In 2010,
the graduation rate at Richmond High

School improved to 81 percent.

“Communities In Schools |
accelerated our turnaround efforts
at Richmond,” said Dr. Allen Bourff,
superintendent, Richmond, Ind,,
Community Schools. “The value with
any self-improvement process is that
you're able to look at your strengths
and weaknesses. And if there are
any weaknesses, you can address
them. Communities In Schools has
brokered services for our students
that bring more attention, more effort
to meeting their academic and non-
academic needs.”

Both Communities In Schools of

Wayne County and Communities

2009-2010 RESULTS

Students participating in a Reality U event at
Ottawa High School, Ottawa, Kansas.

PHOTO BY LAUREN KRIVOSHIA, MARKETING AND OPERATIONS
MANAGER, COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS OF KANSAS

In Schools of Kansas have proved

that TQS accreditation provides the
framework needed to bring more
services to more students. Moving
forward, the TQS system will continue
to serve as an operational model that
all Communities In Schools affiliates

and state offices can follow.

FROM THE COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS NETWORK
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During the 2009—2010 school
year, 190 affiliates were
developing or operational

in the Communities In
Schools network. This report
examines the processes and
outcomes for 184 of these
affiliates that submitted
self-reported results data. It
shows that Communities In
Schools affiliates across the
country are delivering human,
financial and community
resources that empower
children to learn, stay in

school and achieve in life.

» Communities In Schools served
nearly 3,000 schools and education
sites.

» Nearly 2 million students attended
schools in which Communities In
Schools had a presence.

» Approximately 1.35 million

Communities In Schools Gets Results

2009-2010 Highlights from the Network

students were directly served by
Communities In Schools.

More than 200,000 parents,
families and guardians of the
students served participated

in their children’s education
through opportunities provided by
Communities In Schools -- of these,
close to 100,000 parents received
specific services.

Communities In Schools paid staff
comprised only 6 percent of the
human resources dedicated to the
mission.

School districts and community
partners reassigned and
repositioned staff to account for
another 2 percent of Communities
In Schools” human resources.
Approximately 2.2 million hours
of service were contributed by

the network’s almost 53,000
volunteers—a dollar value of
$45,938,717.%

Approximately 16,000 community
partners provided services
throughout the network. More
than 3,000 of these were first-time

partners for the 2009-2010 school
year.

» One in three affiliates operated on a
budget of $200,000 or less and still
managed to provide a wide scope of
services for students.

» The average annual cost per
student was $167.

» Communities In Schools affiliates
continued to reach the most
economically disadvantaged
families, with 87 percent of students
eligible for free or reduced-price

lunch.

EMPOWERING YOUNG
PEOPLE TO LEARN...

b 77 percent of students met their
attendance improvement goals.

> 88 percent of students met their
behavior improvement goals.

b 79 percent of students met their
reduced suspensions goals.

> 82 percent of students met
their academic achievement
improvement goals.

p 83 percent of students met their

attitude and commitment to school

improvement goals.
> 82 percent of students met their
reduction in high-risk behavior

goals.

STAY IN SCHOOL...

> 88 percent of students monitored
for promotion risk were promoted to
the next grade.

> 87 percent of monitored seniors
graduated.

> 98 percent of students monitored
as potential dropouts remained in
school at the end of the 2009-2010

school year.

AND ACHIEVE IN LIFE.

Communities In Schools affiliates that
monitor students after high school
reported that 79 percent of their
students went on to some form of
post-secondary education, 11 percent
entered the workforce, 4 percent joined
the military and 6 percent went on to

other pursuits.

* The hourly value of volunteer time is updated yearly by Independent Sector and is based on the average hourly earning (plus 12 percent for benefits) of all nonagricultural workers as
determined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. For 2010, this figure is $21.36.

Note: Results are for students receiving Level Two services (targeted interventions). See full description of Level Two services on page 16.

2009-2010 RESULTS FROM THE COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS NETWORK




While the outcomes themselves are impressive, they take on even greater meaning in the context of the student population on
which the report is based. These are young people who, without the intervention of Communities In Schools, would likely fall far

below the national averages for student success.

NORTHEAST
(Delaware, District of Columbia,
CENTRAL MIDWEST New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania,
(lowa, Kansas, Nebraska) (Ilinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio) Virginia, West Virginia)
9 affiliates 12 affiliates 19 affiliates
“As a funder, we see the
potential that Communities
In Schools has as an integral
part of a school’s culture.
Communities In Schools
of Arizona eagerly and
energetically joined us in our
innovative work at Camelback
High School in Phoenix, where
SOUTHEAST
the two site coordinators WESTERN (Florida, Georgia,
) (Alaska, Arizona, California, Mississippi, North Carolina,
work as part of a team to give Nevada, Washington) South Carolina)
21 affiliates 101 affiliates
students what they really need
_ SOUTHWEST
to be successful and stay in (Louisiana, Texas)
28 affiliates
school. Their impact in just one
IS 1 [ 1" *Operational affiliates—please see page 22 of this report for a full list of Communities In Schools affiliates.
year is impressive!

— Terri Wogan, Executive Director,

] ) 2009-2010 RESULTS FROM THE COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS NETWORK | 11
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF Challenges and Successes

During the 2009-2010

school year, the economic
downturn continued to
challenge nonprofits across
the country, and Communities

In Schools was no exception.
The economic downturn began just as

the Communities In Schools network

was implementing new strategies to
increase capacity to better serve more
students. The network stayed faithful
to the strategy, and despite a reduction
in both human and financial resources,
saw growth in the total number

of students served, and stable or
improved results on all key indicators

of student performance.

Total Human Resource Capital of the

Communities In Schools Network

100% -

90% 1

80%

70%

60%

50%

40% -

30%

20%

10% -

0%
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2009-2010

2008-2009

- 3%
6%

21%

70%

Repositioned School Staff
Paid Staff

Partners

Volunteers/Board Members
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FEWER HUMAN
RESOURCES

Human resources declined again this
year but local affiliates were successful
in brokering new relationships with
community partners, offsetting in part
the reduction in staff and volunteers.

Communities In Schools employs
more than 4,000 paid staff to lead
and manage local affiliates and to
coordinate services in schools. The
paid staff also plays a critical role in
engaging volunteers and partners
to work collaboratively with schools
and students. Over the past year, paid
staff declined by 3 percent, from 4,599
positions to 4,476.

The paid staff in the Communities
In Schools network could not possibly
work with the nearly 1.35 million
students it serves without volunteers
and community partners. Overall, paid
staff leverages 16 times their number
in volunteers, community partners and
repositioned school staff, which has
enabled the organization to remain
extraordinarily cost-efficient. Without
these individuals and partners and
the range of talents and expertise that
they bring, Communities In Schools
could not deliver on its mission. Yet

the bad economy impacted the number

of volunteers as well, with the total
number of volunteers dropping more
than 8 percent, from almost 58,000 to
just under 53,000.

The good news was that local
affiliates were able to forge new
partnerships with more than 3,200
community partners, bringing the
total number of partners to just under
16,000. These 3,200 new partners offset
a loss of approximately 2,200, for a net
increase of 965 community partners.
The churn in partners is an indicator of
the volatility in the nonprofit sector—
the partners that fell away didn’t lose
their commitment to our mission,
they lost their ability to partner, either
because of reductions in services or the

complete failure of their organizations.

HIGH LEVEL OF NEED
AMONG STUDENTS

Living in poverty is one of the most
prominent risk factors for dropping out
of school, and a focus on high-poverty
schools means that the vast majority

of our students struggle with poverty.
During the 2009-2010 school year,

87 percent of the students we served
qualified for free or reduced-price
lunch, which means that a family of

four would have to have a household

—



income under $28,000 in order to
qualify. Intense poverty like this
requires the coordinated intervention of
multiple community partners brokered
and coordinated by Communities In

Schools.

The economic picture of the
Communities In Schools network is
complicated and varies dramatically
among affiliates. Overall, the network
experienced a 2.6 percent decline in
financial support, with public funding
decreasing by 1.7 percent and private
funding decreasing by 5.1 percent.
And government agencies at all levels—
federal, state and local—are predicting
continuing cuts for the next three to
five years, a major challenge for an
organization like Communities In
Schools.

Regarding the affiliates individually,
about half experienced a decrease in
revenue and about half experienced
an increase. The trend for increased or
decreased revenues was not specific
to any one geographic area, as both
scenarios were present in most states
throughout the Communities In
Schools network.

The reasons for these economic

realities are as varied as the

Communities In Schools Network

Revenue Comparison

Presence of Full-Time Site Coordinators

at Communities In Schools Sites

$205 million $200 million 70%.
100% A
60%
90% - . o
In-kind 14% In-kind 13% 50%}
80% -
40%}
70% - 30%}
60% 1 20%}
50% - 10%}
40% - e
30% -
20% -
10% -
0%

2008-2009

communities themselves and a
reminder that while everyone

was impacted in some way, some
communities have suffered more from

the recession than others.

Our 190 affiliates showed continued
growth and are significantly stronger
than in previous years. This is despite
budget pressures, significant turnover
in community partners, a decline in

volunteer service and a net loss of 14

2009-2010

Communities In Schools local affiliates.
Communities In Schools served
more students in the 2009-2010
school year, growing from 1.25
million students in 2008-2009 to
1.35 million students.

Communities In Schools directly
served 9 percent more parents and
families, deepening our support for
students at risk.

While the number of students

and families we serve increased, we

served fewer sites, which declined from

3,436 in the 2008-2009 school year to

2008-2009 2009-2010

2,960 sites in the 2009-2010 school
year. This reflects our organizational
commitment to working deeper
within each school site, maximizing
our impact within communities
that truly require Communities In
Schools’ support. The strategy is also
reflected in the increased presence of
site coordinators at Communities In
Schools sites, 64 percent of which had
a full-time coordinator in 2009-2010,
up from 55 percent in 2008-2009. For
the 2009-2010 school year, four out of
five sites that we served had at least a
half-time site coordinator present to
provide and broker services to the most
at-risk students.

Communities In Schools served
more students and achieved consistent

outcomes with fewer resources because

2009-2010 RESULTS FROM THE COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS NETWORK | 1?/
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Student Results: Retention,
Promotion and Graduation

Student Results: Individual Goals

Communities In Schools
Revenue Breakdown

100%
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30% 1

20% A

10% -
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98%

88%

87%

Stayed in Promoted to Graduated
School

Next Grade

of the strategic direction provided
by our Total Quality System, which
provides standards for both nonprofit
business and site operations, and our
national evaluation, which equipped
affiliates to focus their resources for the
greatest impact.

By adhering to the data-driven
strategy, we were able to achieve
impressive results for more students

despite economic challenges. In

Percentage of Students Who Met
or Exceeded Their Individual Goals

100%

90% -

80% -

70%

60% -

50% 1

40% -

30% A

20% A

88%

Millions

10% -
0% -
Improved Improved Reduced Improved Improved Reduced
Academics  Attitude Suspensions Attendance Behavior  High-Risk
Toward Behavior
School

addition to meeting or exceeding
academic, attitudinal and behavioral
goals, the vast majority of students
served by Communities In Schools
stayed in school, were promoted to the

next grade or graduated.

COST-EFFICIENT

Communities In Schools continues to
be cost-efficient and to direct the great

majority of revenues to the front line.

2009-2010 RESULTS FROM THE COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS NETWORK
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BEHAVIORAL INDICATORS

In 2009-2010, the revenue for local
affiliates made up approximately 85
percent of the total Communities In
Schools revenue.

More than 70 percent of the
network’s revenue comes from public
sources. Of that, 34 percent comes from
school systems, indicating that school
system investment in Communities In
Schools remains strong. This provides

compelling evidence of ongoing

$300
$225
National Office $10
State Offices $15
$200
Local Affiliates $200
$100 A
SO -

Total Communities In Schools
2009-2010 Revenue

commitment and, therefore, increased
sustainability.

In addition, the annual cost per
student is extremely low compared to

similar organizations, at $167 per child.

e



“Communities In Schools of Northeastern Nevada has been a tremendous asset in helping Southside Elementary achieve its goals.
We can better meet the academic and social service needs of students through the strong support the organization has given
the students, families and staff. The organization has played a major role in building school community and making families part
of the school culture. Programs such as family night and the food program have helped students grow both academically and

socially. Southside Elementary really appreciates the role of Communities In Schools within the school community.”

— Steve Cook, Principal, Southside Elementary School, Elko, Nevada

PHOTO BY GREG SCHALER
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Communities In Schools
identifies and delivers
services to students at two
levels of intensity, using
an evidence-based model
to match the degree of
intervention to the scale of

the risk factors. These services
address the underlying risk factors for

dropping out of school and are based

COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS

on the unique needs of the individual

school, community and student.

Level One — Widely Accessible
Services

Level One services are those that

are widely accessible to any student

at a Communities In Schools

partner school. They are short-term
preventative measures, rooted in the
“Five Basics,” with durations of a few

hours or days, provided on an as-

2009-2010 RESULTS FROM THE COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS NETWORK

needed or as-available basis. Students
do not need to be enrolled in a specific
Communities In Schools initiative

to benefit from such resources and
services, but simply need to be
members of the school population at
large. Eighty-seven percent of students
monitored by Communities In Schools
received Level One services during the
2009-2010 school year. Some examples
of Level One resources or services
include providing clothing or school
supplies, topic-specific assemblies,
career fairs, field trips, health

screenings and grief counseling.

Level Two — Targeted and
Sustained Services

Unlike Level One services, from which
virtually any student in a school

may benefit, Level Two services are
directed at students with specific
needs. These services typically include
some type of enrollment or assignment
procedure and are outlined in a
student’s individualized plan. They are
sustained interventions with durations
of several weeks, months or an entire
school year. Level Two services are

designed to achieve outcomes such

as improved academic performance,
attendance or behavior. Examples of
such interventions include tutoring,
mentoring, individual counseling,
mental health services, before- and
after-school programs, and community
service. Most students receive a
combination of Level One and Level
Two services and 13 percent of students

receive Level Two services.

SPECIFIC SERVICES
DELIVERED DURING
THE 2009-2010
SCHOOL YEAR

To deliver Level One and Level Two
services, Communities In Schools
identifies, negotiates and coordinates
community resources, provides direct
services or delivers a combination of
the two. Through this process, students
gain access to a broad array of services
and opportunities. The services chart
shows the diversity of these offerings
and the number of sites that provided
each offering in 2009-2010. The chart
also shows how activities within the
various service categories provide

children with the “Five Basics.”
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Services Provided or Coordinated by Communities In Schools During the 2009-2010 School Year » More than 200,000 parents,

Number 1st Basic: . 3rd Basic: 4th Basic: | 5th Basic: families and guardians participated

Service i Caring At/ EEle Healthy N Chance to in their children’s education
Safe Place Start &

Offering : .
Service Adult Future Skill Give Back through opportunities provided by

C ities In Schools.

Academic Assistance Communities In Schools
Works Across Grade Levels

Enrichment/Motivation Dropping out of school is a process

that can begin in early childhood
Life Skills/Social Development x4 and gain momentum as the child

ages. Thus, it is important that

Family Engagement/Strengthening

Communities In Schools remains

Behavior Interventions actively engaged throughout a child’s

progression in school.

Schools serve students at all grade

College/Career Preparation " .
B - levels, Communities In Schools is

Professional Physical Health adaptable to the smallest rural and the

largest urban environment.

MAGNITUDE AND » Nearly 1.35 million students were » At the end of the 2009-2010 school
LOCATION OF SERVICES directly served. year, close to 200 Communities In
Communities In Schools provides » Communities In Schools Schools operational affiliates were
services to students and families across provided services and/or serving schools in 25 states and the
the country. resources in 2,960 sites. District of Columbia.
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Communities In Schools Communities In Schools Presence by

Presence by School Type Rural, Suburban and Urban Community Racial Breakdown of Students
100% o 1% 100% . .
-: :51,;: 1 3% ﬁ/ultl-RaCIal Other/Unknown
90% 90% 1 - 26% 7%
. Native American
80% - ~26% - 40% 80% | a7%
70% - 70% 1 - 13%
I Nontraditional
60% - 60% -
_28% M combined
50% - . 50% A Hispanic/
26% High - 16% Latino
40% - [ Middle 40% - 39%
- 61%
30% 1 B Elementary 30% |
20% - - 38% 20% - 37% ¥ Rural
30% Suburban
10% - 10% -
Il Urban
0% - 0% - 1
% School Type % Students Served % Affiliates % Students Served
PROFILE OF
STUDENTS SERVED
“When you're a counselor in Chicago Public Schools, you're also the case manager, the BY COMMUNITIES IN
SCHOOLS
homeless education liaison and more—we have all these jobs. The counseling sort of "y .
Communities In Schools affiliates
gets pushed to the side, and I don't feel as though I'm seeing kids as often as I should. continue to reach the most economically
) . ) ) disadvantaged families, with nearly
Fortunately, being part of the Communities In Schools of Chicago network gives me a way 87 percent of students eligible for free
to schedule things so that the students get what they need. I've learned that it's easy to or reduced-price lunch. More than 80
percent of the young people served
schedule programs with Communities In Schools, and I am overwhelmingly happy that are students of color. Continuing the

I'm exposing kids to programs they wouldn't otherwise be exposed to.” trend from 2008-2009, Communities In

Schools is serving a proportionally larger
— Dorrie Imperiale, Counselor, Graham Elementary School, Chicago, Illinois Hispanic/Latino student population,
which is in line with the population

growth of the United States.
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National Evaluation

In 2010, Communities In
Schools completed the most
comprehensive evaluation
of dropout prevention

programs ever conducted.

The five-year study, conducted by

ICF International, one of the nation’s

foremost social science evaluation

firms, and underwritten by The Atlantic

Philanthropies, was designed with

eight distinct interlocking phases,

including:

» An implementation study that
examined results from 1,766
Communities In Schools sites
nationwide

» A quasi-experimental study
that compared results from 602
Communities In Schools sites
against 602 matched sites without a

Communities In Schools presence

> A “deep dive” study of 368
Communities In Schools sites to
identify best practices

p» Three randomized controlled trials,
the gold standard in social science
evaluation, studying 573 students
at nine middle school and high

school sites

MAJOR FINDINGS

After five years of detailed evaluation,
ICF International, comparing the
results to over 1,600 studies screened
by the Department of Education’s
What Works Clearinghouse,*
concluded that Communities In
Schools’ model resulted in the
strongest reduction in dropout rates
of any existing fully scaled dropout
prevention program that has been
evaluated; that Communities In

Schools is unique in having an effect

on both reducing dropout rates and
increasing graduation rates; and that
the Communities In Schools model is
effective across states, school settings,
grade levels and student ethnicities.
Importantly, analyses indicate that the
more fully and carefully the model is
implemented, the stronger the effects.

Positive effects accrued to schools
across states, settings (urban, suburban,
rural), grade levels and ethnicities.
Evidence-based and rigorously
evaluated, the Communities In Schools
model is proven effective at keeping
the most at-risk students in school and
on track for graduation. To find out
more about Communities In Schools
and the national evaluation, please
visit our website at

www.communitiesinschools.org.

* The What Works Clearinghouse was established in 2002 by the Institute of Education Sciences at the U.S. Department of
Education to provide educators, policymakers, researchers and the public with a central and trusted source of scientific

evidence about “what works” in education.

NATIONAL EVALUATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Robert Balfanz, Ph.D.
Associate Research Scientist
Center for Social Organization
of Schools

Johns Hopkins University
Baltimore, Maryland

Suzanne Graham

President

Communities In Schools of Wichita/
Sedgwick County

Wichita, Kansas

Bill Hodges

Director, Student Enrichment
Programs

Communities In Schools of
Jacksonville

Jacksonville, Florida

Jacqueline Williams Kaye
Strategic Learning and Evaluation
Executive

The Atlantic Philanthropies

Linda Kelley

Information and Evaluation Manager
Communities In Schools of Georgia
Atlanta, Georgia

Marc Mannes
Senior Associate
Booz Allen Hamilton
Chicago, Illinois

Eric Metcalf

Director of Programs
Communities In Schools
of Central Texas

Austin, Texas

Kristin Anderson Moore
Senior Scholar

Child Trends

Washington, D.C.

Susan Richards

Executive Director
Communities In Schools of
Washington

Seattle, Washington

Jack M. Richman, Ph.D.

Dean and Professor

School of Social Work
University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill

Chapel Hill, North Carolina
Jay Smink, D.Ed.

Executive Director

National Dropout Prevention Center
Clemson University

Clemson, South Carolina

ICF INTERNATIONAL
RESEARCH TEAM

Maureen Murphy, Ed.D.,
Senior Vice President

Heather Clawson, Ph.D., Principal
Allan Porowski, M.S., Fellow
Christine Leicht, M.S., Manager

Felix Fernandez, Ph.D.,
Senior Associate

Katerina Passa, Ph.D.,
Senior Associate

The Atlantic Philanthropies
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“What Communities In Schools
brings to the table is the ability that
schools sometimes lack — to take
advantage of community resources
in helping to achieve the goals of
students’ learning, staying in school
until graduation and being prepared
to lead successful lives.”

— Dr. Helen Faison, Director (Retired),
Pittsburgh Teachers Institute,

Chatham University; Former Superintendent,
Pittsburgh Public Schools

REG SCHALER

G

) BY

PHOTC
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Total Quality System

Using the data from the evaluation,
local affiliates, state offices and the
national office of Communities In
Schools worked collaboratively to
develop a set of national standards that

would ensure implementation of the

Communities In Schools model with
the highest fidelity and sustainability.
The standards include business
standards for the organization and site
standards for what should occur at the
school site. This set of standards is
referred to as the Total Quality System
(TQS) and is used as a yardstick for
continuous quality improvement and
growth.

By the end of the 2009-2010 school
year, 15 affiliates had achieved TQS
accreditation, and 63 more were in the
process of accreditation, representing
41 percent of the Communities In
Schools network that was reconfiguring
programs to best leverage the data

from the national evaluation.

tvidence

Site ,
Standards ‘

) Y

Nonprofit
Business
Standards

' 4

Higher Performing Organization/
Greater Impact on Children
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COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS STATE OFFICES AND LOCAL AFFILIATES

ALASKA (2)
CIS of Bethel
CIS of Juneau

ARIZONA (2)

CIS of Arizona (Phoenix) A
CIS of Greater Phoenix *
CIS of Tempe/Kyrene

CALIFORNIA (3)

CIS of Los Angeles West

CIS of the San Fernando Valley
and Greater Los Angeles

CIS of Ravenswood (The 49ers
Academy)

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (1)
CIS of the Nation's Capital

DELAWARE (1)
CIS of Delaware (Dover) A
CIS of Wilmington

FLORIDA (11)

CIS of Florida (Tallahassee) A
CIS of Bradford County
CIS of Gadsden County
CIS of Jacksonville

CIS of Leon County

CIS of Miami *

CIS of Nassau County *
CIS of Northeast Florida
CIS of Northwest Florida
CIS of Okeechobee

CIS of Palm Beach County
CIS of St. Johns

GEORGIA (41)

CIS of Georgia (Atlanta) A

CIS of Atlanta

CIS of Albany/Dougherty County

CIS of Augusta/Richmond County

CIS of Athens (Athens Clarke
County Family Connection/CIS)

CIS of Barrow County (Barrow
County Family Connection
Communities In Schools) **

CIS of Berrien County (Berrien
County Collaborative, Inc.)

CIS of Bulloch County (Bulloch
County Commission on
Human Services, Inc.)

CIS of Burke County

CIS of Candler County

CIS of Catoosa County

CIS of Central Georgia **

CIS of Cochran/Bleckley County

CIS of Coweta County

CIS of Dodge County (Dodge
Connection: A Communities
In Schools Approach, Inc)

CIS of Douglas County

CIS of Effingham County
(Effingham County Family
Connection, Inc./CIS)

CIS of Elbert County (Community
Partnership of Elbert County)
CIS of Fitzgerald/Ben Hill County

CIS of Glascock County
(Glascock Action Partners, Inc.)

CIS of Glynn County *

CIS of Hancock County
(Hancock County CIS/Family
Connection, Inc.) **

CIS of Harris County (Harris
County Family Connections and
Communities In Schools) **

CIS of Hart County (Hart
Partners Inc)

CIS of Jenkins County
(Jenkins County
Enrichment Center)

CIS of Laurens County *

CIS of Marietta/Cobb County

CIS of McDuffie County (McDuffie
County Partners for Success)

CIS of Milledgeville/

Baldwin County

CIS of North Georgia

CIS of Rome/Floyd

CIS of Savannah/Chatham County

CIS of Screven County
(Screven County Community
Collaborative)

CIS of Jefferson County
(SHIPS for YOUTH Inc.) **

CIS of Stephens County (Partners
for Success)

CIS of Sumter County (Learning
for Everyone, Inc. (LEAP))

CIS of Troup County

CIS of Turner County (Turner
County Connection/A Commu-
nities In Schools Approach)

CIS of Walton County

CIS of Warren County (Quality of
Life Association, Inc.) **

CIS of Washington County **

CIS of Wilkes County (Wilkes
County Community Partnership)

ILLINOIS (2)
CIS of Aurora
CIS of Chicago

INDIANA (3)

CIS of Clark County *
CIS of East Chicago
CIS of Wayne County *

IOWA (1)
CIS of Cedar Valley

KANSAS (7)

CIS of Kansas (Lawrence) A

CIS of Grant County

CIS of Harvey County

CIS of KCK/Wyandotte County *
CIS of Marion County

CIS of Ottawa

CIS of Rice County

CIS of Wichita/Sedgwick County *

LOUISIANA (1)
CIS of Greater New Orleans *

MICHIGAN (6)

CIS of Detroit

CIS of Kalamazoo

CIS of Lenawee County
CIS of Mancelona *

CIS of Ottawa County
CIS of the Tecumseh Area

MISSISSIPPI (1)
CIS of Greenwood Leflore

NEBRASKA (1)
CIS of Nebraska (Omaha) **»
CIS of Omaha **

NEVADA (2)

CIS of Nevada (Las Vegas) »
CIS of Northeastern Nevada
CIS of Southern Nevada *

NEW JERSEY (4)

CIS of New Jersey (Newark) A
CIS of Camden **

CIS of Cumberland County
CIS of Newark

CIS of Passaic

NEW YORK (1)
CIS of New York

NORTH CAROLINA (36)

CIS of North Carolina (Raleigh) A

CIS of Buncombe County
(Children First/Communities In
Schools of Buncombe County)

CIS of Brunswick County

CIS of Cabarrus County

CIS of Caldwell County

CIS of Cape Fear

CIS of Carteret County

CIS of Charlotte-Mecklenburg

CIS of Clay County *

CIS of Cleveland County

CIS of Cumberland County

CIS of Durham County

CIS of Forsyth County

CIS of Gaston County
(Alliance for Children and Youth)

CIS of Greater Greensboro

CIS of the Great Smoky Mountains

CIS of High Point *

CIS of Lee County

CIS of Lexington/Davidson County

CIS of Lincoln County

CIS of Madison County

CIS of Mitchell County

CIS of Montgomery County *

CIS of Moore County *

CIS of Orange County

CIS of Pitt County

CIS of Randolph County *

CIS of Robeson County

CIS of Rowan County *

CIS of Rutherford County

CIS of the Rocky Mount Region

CIS of Thomasville *

CIS of Transylvania County
CIS of Wake County

CIS of Wayne County

CIS of Wilkes County

CIS of Wilson County **

OHIO (1)
CIS of Central Ohio *

PENNSYLVANIA (6)

CIS of Pennsylvania (Harrisburg) A

CIS of the Capital Region **

CIS of the Laurel Highlands

CIS of the Lehigh Valley

CIS of Philadelphia

CIS of Pittsburgh-Allegheny
County

CIS of Southwest Pennsylvania

SOUTH CAROLINA (12)
CIS of the Charleston Area *
CIS of Cherokee County
CIS of Chester County
CIS of Clarendon County
CIS of Dillon County

CIS of Dorchester County
CIS of Greenville County
CIS of Kershaw County
CIS of Lee County

CIS of Lancaster

CIS of the Midlands *

CIS of Saluda County

TEXAS (27)

CIS of Texas A

CIS of Bay Area

CIS of Baytown

CIS of Bell-Coryell Counties *
CIS of the Big Country

CIS of Brazoria County

CIS of Cameron County

CIS of Central Texas

CIS of Corpus Christi

CIS of Dallas Region

CIS of East Texas

CIS of El Paso

CIS of Galveston County

CIS of the Golden Crescent
CIS of Greater Tarrant County
CIS of Greater Wichita Falls Area **
CIS of the Heart of Texas *

CIS of Hidalgo County

CIS of Houston

CIS of Laredo

CIS of North Texas

CIS of Northeast Texas
CIS of the Permian Basin
CIS of San Antonio

CIS of South Central Texas
CIS of Southeast Harris County
CIS of Southeast Texas
CIS of the South Plains

VIRGINIA (4)

CIS of Virginia (Richmond) A
CIS of Chesterfield *

CIS of Hampton

CIS of Richmond *

CIS of Portsmouth **

WASHINGTON (12)

CIS of Washington ~

CIS of Auburn

CIS of Federal Way

CIS of Kent

CIS of Lakewood

CIS of Orting

CIS of Peninsula *

CIS of Puyallup

CIS of Renton

CIS of Seattle

CIS of Spokane County **
CIS of Tacoma *

CIS of Whatcom County **

WEST VIRGINIA (2)
CIS of Cabell County
CIS of Southeast West Virginia

* Accredited affiliates have been
reviewed and received accredi-
tation for having met all of the
Communities In Schools Total
Quality System standards and
best practices.

** Developing affiliates are
newly formed Communi-
ties In Schools organizations
implementing the standards
to become designated as fully
operational affiliates.

A Communities In Schools state
office also located here.




The National Leadership Council is a select group of prominent
Americans who endorse the vision and goals of Communities In

NATIONAL BOARD NATIONAL

OF DIRECTORS

CHAIRMAN
Elaine Wynn

Director
Wynn Resorts

FOUNDER AND VICE
CHAIRMAN

William E. Milliken
Communities In Schools
National Office

Robert H.B. Baldwin, Jr.
President and CFO
Heartland Payment Systems

Hon. J. Veronica Biggins
Partner
Hodge Partners

James Cox Chambers
Producer
Field Hands Productions

Rudolph F. Crew

Professor of Clinical
Education, K-12 Leadership
and Policy

University of Southern
California

John R. Ettinger
Managing Partner
Davis Polk & Wardwell
Hon. Daniel Glickman
Senior Fellow
Bipartisan Policy Center
Rhoda Glickman

Kevin Huvane
Managing Partner
Creative Artists Agency

Linda LeSourd Lader
President
Renaissance Institute

Jillian Manus

President

Manus Media & Literary
Agency Inc.

CEO & Co-Founder
Broad Strategy, LLC

John Nixon

Executive Director
ICAP®

Michael Parham
Associate General Counsel
RealNetworks, Inc.
Yvonne M. Petrasovits
President

The Reading Excellence
and Discovery (READ)
Foundation

Jonathan G. Powers
Deputy Supervisor

Town of Pound Ridge, N.Y.
John C. Shaw

Managing Director
Resource Holdings, Ltd
Leonard Stern

Partner

Shepardson Stern Kaminsky
Donna Weiss

Sherrie Rollins Westin
Executive Vice President
Sesame Workshop

Linda Gale White

Former First Lady of Texas

PRESIDENT

Daniel J. Cardinali
Communities In Schools
National Office

Daniel H. Adler
Media Eagles LLC

Andre Agassi

Founder

Andre Agassi Foundation for
Education

Shaun Alexander

NFL Football Player, Author &
Owner

Shaun Alexander Enterprises
Dean S. Allen

Managing Director

Riverside Capital

Paula Allen-Meares
Chancellor

University of Illinois at Chicago

Chris Allwin
General Maritime

Maria Allwin
Herb Alpert

Wally Amos

Literacy Advocate, Chairman &
Co-Founder

Read It LOUD!

Burt Bacharach
Elizabeth Bagley

Robert H. B. Baldwin
Founding Chairman
Communities In Schools
National Office

Brian E. Becker
Co-Chief Executive Officer
BASE Entertainment

Marc Benioff
Chairman and CEO
Salesforce.com

Lea Berman

Wayne Berman
Managing Director
Ogilvy Government Relations

Geoffrey T. Boisi
Chairman & CEO
Roundtable Investment Partners

Gerald Breslauer
Partner

Breslauer, Rutman &
Anderson LLC

Senator William E. Brock &
Mrs. Sandy Brock

Janet H. Brown

Executive Director
Commission on Presidential
Debates

Renee Brown

Chief of Basketball Operations
and Player Personnel
Women's National Basketball
Association (WNBA)

LEADERSHIP COUNCIL

Stephen B. Burke
Chief Operating Officer
Comecast Corporation
Russell J. Carpentieri
Co-Founder

Opus Advisory Group

Michael P. Castine
Chairman, Asset and Wealth
Management

Korn/Ferry International

Anne Cox Chambers
Chairman
Atlanta Journal-Constitution

Raymond G. Chambers
Founder
The MCJ Amelior Foundation

Audrey Choi
Managing Director
Morgan Stanley
Charles A. Clarkson
Founder and Chairman
The Clarkson Group

Roger J. Dow
President & CEO
U.S Travel Association

Beth Dozoretz
Vice Chair, Board of Directors
ValueOptions

Ronald I. Dozoretz, M. D.
Chairman
ValueOptions

Millard Drexler
Chairman and CEO
J. Crew Group

Joseph M. Durnford
Chief Executive Officer
JD Ford & Company

Leslie Fielden
Attorney

Lance Freed
President
Rondor Music International

Ann E. Gardner

Director

Communities In Schools of the
Nation's Capital

John H. Gardner

Vice President

Buvermo Properties

Joseph Gigliotti
Chief Operating Officer & CFO
Boston Provident LP

Stefanie Graf

Founder

Children for Tomorrow
Roger Wilder Hobby

President
Wilmington Trust FSB Northeast

Schools; who make an annual donation to the national office; who are

willing to help open doors to other sources of support; and who at times

are asked to offer their guidance and counsel.

J. Douglas Holladay
Founder
PathNorth

Robert R. Hopper

Special Counsel, President
Zimmerman Reed Law Firm,
PLLP/Robert R. Hopper &
Associates, LLC

Paul Houston

Author & President
Center for Empowered
Leadership

Thomas J. Hutchison, 111
Chairman and Founder
The Legacy Companies, LLC

George H. Johnson
Owner
Johnson Properties

Alan K. Jones

Managing Director, Global
Head of the Private Equity
Group

Morgan Stanley

Joyce Klein

Ken Kragen

President

Kragen & Company
Robert J. Labriola
Senior Vice President -
Wealth Advisor
Morgan Stanley

Daniella Landau
Landau Consulting

Robert Light
Managing Partner
Creative Artists Agency
Eric Liu

Co-Founder

Guiding Lights Network

Richard Lovett

President
Creative Artists Agency

Peter A. Magowan
Director
Caterpillar, Inc.

Joseph P. McCarthy

Senior Vice President, Chief
Human Resources Officer
United BioSource Corporation
Betsy McCormack

Retired WTA Tennis
Professional

Susan McCue

President

Message Inc./Message Global
William J. McEnroe

Ron Meyer
President and COO
Universal Studios

Michael Milken
Chairman and Co-Founder
Knowledge Universe
Denny M. Miller
President

Denny Miller Associates, Inc.
Jill A. Milliken

Director of Sales

Travel Guard

Sean Milliken

Founder and Executive
Director

MissionFish

Scott E Mitchell

Attorney

Department of the Interior
Michael Moe
Co-Founder & CEO

Next Companies

Stuart G. Moldaw
Community Activist

Jerry Moss
Chairman
ALMO SOUNDS, Inc.

Gwen Adams Norton

Jack Oliver

Senior Policy Advisor

Bryan Cave LLP, Barclay's
Capital

Michael Olshan

Chairman, Managing Partner
O-CAP Management, LP
Pratish S. Patel

Mark C. Percy

Principal

Next Generation Strategies, LLC
Richard Plepler

Co-President
HBO

Joseph P. Portera
Executive Vice President,
COO-Eastern & Canadian
Divisions

Costco Wholesale Corporation
Thomas A. Reed

Director, Office of
Communications,
Business Opportunities
Federal Communications
Commission

Vanessa |. Reed

Trial Attorney

U.S. Department of Justice
Rick Rieder

Chief Investment Officer of

Fixed Income
Black Rock

David S. Robbins
Partner

DLA Piper

Alex Robertson

Managing Partner
Tiger Management, LLC

Julian H. Robertson, Jr.
Chairman
Tiger Management, LLC

Richard Rogel

President and Chief Executive
Officer

Tomay, Inc.

Susan Rogel

E. Robert Roskind

Chairman

Lexington Corporate Properties
Trust

Joseph P. Santucci, Jr.
Managing Executive,
Performance Business Unit
Crowe Horwath LLP

Christopher M. Schroeder
Chief Executive Officer
HealthCentral

Russell Simmons
Chairman & CEO

Rush Communications
Jim Sinegal

President & CEO
Costco Wholesale Corporation
Laurie Thomson

Chair

The Nature Conservancy
Canada

Nathan Troutman
President

Troutman Investment
Management

Thomas J. VanderArk
Managing Partner
Revolution Learning
Happy Walters
President

New Regency Ventures
William H. Walton, IlI
Managing Member
Rockpoint Group, LLC
Mark Warner

U.S. Senator

Jason Weiss
Owner
Terrapin Palisades Ventures, LLC

Stephen Wynn
Chairman and CEO
Wynn Resorts
James W. Youngren

Chairman, Board of Directors
Long Live the Kings
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