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Collaboration
The research team surveyed and interviewed JBNC FSCS staff and community partners involved in FSCS program 

implementation to understand each group’s experiences with collaboration during the grant period. Knowledge of the FSCS 

program and its goals varied among school staff and partner respondents. Fifty percent of partner survey respondents were 

unfamiliar with the term “FSCS”, despite their partnership with JBNC in providing services related to the FSCS program. 

Compared to the community partners who were interviewed, school staff were more familiar with the FSCS program, noting 

that their schools’ prior adoption of the community schools model facilitated their collaboration on the JBNC FSCS program. 

These differences in awareness and alignment may have been reflected in community partner, school staff, and JBNC staff 

perceptions about collaboration effectiveness.

The effectiveness of the collaboration also depended on clear communication between all parties involved. Survey respondents 

and interviewees thought more steady levels of communication between JBNC staff, community partners, and schools would 

have been helpful, although some JBNC staff and community partner survey respondents felt communication was adequate 

for effective programming.

School staff and community partner interviewees identified elements of effective partnerships, including transparency, 

accountability, and collaborative decision making. Respondents felt that establishing a feedback loop between FSCS 

program leadership, schools, and community partners would help to improve resource allocation, establish roles, and ensure 

accountability to the community. 

When asked to identify any improvements due to the FSCS program, JBNC staff and community partners agreed that 

partnerships improved their organization’s ability to serve FSCS participants. FSCS programming increased the number of 

students and families to whom they could deliver services. Access to staff professional development resources also improved. 

Both JBNC staff and community partners felt FSCS collaboration enhanced their ability to attain organizational goals and 

provide quality services to program participants.   

Although community partners and JBNC staff agreed on numerous collaboration-related items, responses varied regarding 

the consistency of JNBC partner meetings. JBNC staff felt partner meetings were held consistently while partners wished 

these were more consistent. Similarly, some community partners felt they would have benefited from greater clarity initially 

regarding their roles and responsibilities in FSCS programming. Other community partners expressed appreciation for 

JBNC’s willingness to accept and implement their feedback to improve the collaboration among all parties. For example, 

JNBC responded to the partners’ feedback and clarified community partners’ roles and responsibilities. JNBC redefined and 

adjusted those roles throughout the grant program as needed. Interviewees also expressed the desire to be more involved in 

decision making from the program’s initiation to ensure greater buy-in from all involved parties. 

Implementation fidelity
Programming and services
Consistent with the FSCS model, the participating FSCS schools adopted similar programming, although unique needs of each 

school’s population resulted in some variation. This programming included attendance campaigns, family engagement events, 

food and nutrition access, tutoring, and social-emotional learning. 

Implementation facilitators
Survey and interview respondents identified the JBNC-support roles and partnerships as critical facilitators to FSCS program 

implementation. Respondents noted JBNC family navigators and community school coordinators were fundamental to 

student, family, and service provider engagement. Additionally, strong partnerships between JBNC, schools, and community 

partner organizations increased school capacity to provide services that met student and family needs. 
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Implementation challenges
Survey and interview respondents also identified challenges to FSCS program implementation. The COVID-19 pandemic 

delayed FSCS program implementation and disrupted JBNC, school, and community partner connections. Once programming 

began in schools, school staff respondents noted that FSCS partners started shifting programming to meet the emerging 

student and family needs more directly. However, this was a challenge when schools did not have access to relevant service 

providers. Additionally, survey and interview respondents noted that while partnerships facilitated FSCS implementation, they 

also experienced typical collaborative challenges , such as when FSCS partners’ program roles and goals did not align.  

OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS
The FSCS outcome evaluation findings align with the four FSCS logic model domain areas, including. early childhood outcomes, 

student outcomes, family outcomes, and culture outcomes. Researchers utilized IPS student data and JBNC adult program 

data for the statistical analyses, as well as findings from caregiver, JBNC staff, and organizational partner surveys.

Early childhood education outcomes
JBNC was instrumental in ensuring that ECE staff members received the professional development necessary to provide high-

quality childcare to young children. It also played a role in the implementation of the Ages and Stages questionnaire (ASQ) in 

partner ECE centers. Outcomes related to ECE could not be linked to FSCS programming because data sharing implementation 

between JBNC and the ECE centers is ongoing. When this important step is completed, it will be possible to test the connection 

of the outcomes of young children to the families community schools serve.

Student outcomes
CRISP researchers compared the academic and attendance outcomes of students attending FSCS schools to those of students 

who attended comparison, non-FSCS schools. Models that predicted changes in ILEARN math and English language arts (ELA) 

scores showed statistical significance and had some statistically significant predictors. However, these predictors—including 

attending an FSCS school—explained little of the change in test scores. A statistical model testing changes in student absences 

from school had similar results. 

This indicates that IPS data did not capture the biggest drivers of changes in ILEARN scores and student absences. One 

possible explanation is that COVID-19 affected student outcomes nationwide, and many schools received assistance to reverse 

its effects on student outcomes, resulting in a complex interplay of resources available to students. Another possibility is that 

analysis of a longer time period would result in different results. Additionally, the IPS Rebuilding Stronger initiative to expand 

opportunities and diminish inequities across the school district impacted the student populations of two FSCS schools and 

may have made it difficult to tease out what factors affected student outcomes in these schools. 

Family outcomes
The limited number of participant cases did not allow the CRISP researcher to test whether specific JBNC programs related 

significantly to family outcomes. However, variables connected to employment changes and childcare self-sufficiency 

predicted income-related self-sufficiency outcomes among FSCS program participants. 

Caregivers survey respondents reported that FSCS programming provided a better understanding of their children’s behavior 

changes related to physical and mental health. Half of the caregiver survey respondents who participated in Parent Café 

workshops indicated that they helped them develop new relationships with other families, and three-quarters agreed that 

these workshops helped them improve their parenting skills. 

Culture outcomes
JBNC staff and community partner surveys and interviews of school staff and community partners revealed that the 

partnerships established during FSCS implementation allowed them to meet FSCS student and family needs more proactively 
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and effectively. JBNC staff and community partners believed that FSCS partnerships contributed to community recognition of 

their schools as places where students and their families can connect to a broad array of services. 

The integration of JBNC staff in community schools aided in the connection of the schools to community partners. Continued 

communication, role definition, and shared decision making about the program’s direction will further strengthen the 

community schools model in the Near Eastside of Indianapolis.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The implementation and outcome evaluation suggests several recommendations for future practice. These recommendations 

build on existing systems and align with the core pillars of the community schools model.

Prioritize and practice collaborative leadership and decision making 
Program leadership should continue to prioritize and practice collaborative leadership with all partners to ensure shared 

accountability and allow for further tailoring of the program to meet community needs. Demonstrating this priority requires 

clear actions, such as early and frequent partner engagement, clear definitions of roles and responsibilities, and enhanced and 

systematized opportunities for feedback among all partners.

Maintain the integration of JBNC-supported roles 
Feedback from school staff and community partners highlighted the importance of the JBNC support roles, specifically the 

family navigators and community school coordinators. FSCS program leadership should continue and expand support for 

these critical roles to maintain student and family engagement. Additionally, continuing to prioritize the hiring or training of 

bilingual staff can ensure the program can better serve diverse communities.

Connect programming to the community
During the grant period, students and families experienced shifting needs due to events such as the COVID-19 pandemic. 

School staff and community partner interviewees indicated that close relationships with students and families facilitated 

understanding and addressing these emerging needs. The FSCS program must expand engagement with students and families 

through a variety of methods to build authentic, trusting relationships that can allow the FSCS program to continue to address  

community needs and goals. 

Strengthen and support partnerships
Program leadership must foster transparent connections between FSCS leadership, schools, and community partners to 

build trust and collaboration. Interview respondents suggested that this goal could be accomplished, in part, by establishing a 

regular meeting schedule for partners and focusing on active and useful sessions where individuals can share best practices 

and success stories to facilitate peer learning.  

Finally, it may be helpful for the FSCS program leadership to create an inventory of partner data. This inventory will allow 

FSCS leadership to identify programming gaps and successes, enhancing an understanding of how program components 

may impact overall effectiveness. Additionally, community partners may experience benefits through data sharing, such as 

resource sharing and expanded connections. 
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nutrition and food access; and transportation. To be most effective, these services must fully integrate family perspectives. In 

addition, the relationships and coordination among the school and local partners must be strong.3,7,8

Research suggests that positive academic and nonacademic school outcomes result from providing students with these 

services. For example, the authors of an article that assessed integrated student supports synthesized 11 program evaluation 

studies and found these supports improved attendance, school progress, academic achievement (math, reading, and grade 

point average [GPA]), school attachment, and school behavior.3,9 Additionally, integrating these supports in schools may 

increase student access to and participation in healthcare services, improving overall student health and well-being.  Parents 

and caregivers may benefit from this integration by taking less time away from work with student appointments for these 

services.

Expanded learning time and opportunities
The second pillar of the model—expanded learning time and opportunities (ELT/O)—refers to activities that occur outside 

of the traditional academic school day. These opportunities can include before- and after-school programming, summer 

opportunities, and activities during other school-year breaks to enrich and extend classroom learning and provide students 

with continuity of support. Often informal, these opportunities may include sports, music, art, project-based learning, and 

experiential learning/apprenticeships. These activities are particularly beneficial for students attending schools in under 

resourced communities. The administration and faculty of these schools may feel systemic pressure to focus primarily on 

advancing skills aligning with state standardized testing during regular school hours. Low-income students also generally 

do not have the same access to these enrichment activities as higher-income students. By offering ELT/O with community 

partners, students can become involved in experiences that improve their academic, social, emotional, and physical 

development.3

Effective implementation of ELT/O requires intentional efforts to develop opportunities that align with student and family 

needs. When implemented appropriately, participation in summer and after-school programs and extracurricular activities 

have shown significant positive effects on student engagement, educational attainment, attendance, and school behaviors. 

Program rigor, quality, and intensity; the degree of student participation; and fidelity of implementation—the extent to which 

actual implementation aligns with intended implementation—are crucial to program effectiveness.3,10

Family and community engagement 
The third pillar—family and community engagement—recognizes diverse family arrangements and emphasizes active family 

and community participation and collaboration. Effective family and community engagement programs are a core feature of a 

community school. They include school-related supports at home (i.e., homework help), a home/school feedback loop, family 

and community participation in various school events, volunteering in school, and family- and community-led events.3 Family 

and community engagement programs also may involve a school resource center that connects families to needed resources 

and other families in the community. 

Strong family and community engagement is associated with academic progress, student-reported school climate 

improvement, and reduced absenteeism. It more broadly connects to healthy student development and positive changes in 

social behavior. Such engagement can lower the incidence of community violence and address issues related to housing, food, 

and personal finances.3,11,12 According to an article by Bryk, et al. on organizing schools for improvement, strong family and 

community engagement has “its most direct effects on conditions for learning such as increased trust, student perceptions 

of positive school environments, and healthy relationships with adults.” Improved academic outcomes, reduced absenteeism, 

and longer-term academic success are indirect impacts.3,13
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Collaborative leadership and practice
The fourth pillar of the model is collaborative leadership and practice. Increased effective collaboration between all participants 

(school staff, community organization staff, students, and families) within the community school forms the core tenant of 

this pillar. Improved collaboration may impact the sustainability of organizational structures and school governance practice, 

shared decision making, and accountability. When executed well, research indicates that collaborative leadership within 

community schools supports the necessary conditions for improving student outcomes and fostering relationships within the 

school and the broader community. Strong relationships and collaboration cultivate increased commitment and investment 

among stakeholders, leading to increases in social capital and teacher capacity.3,14

In practice, collaborative leadership involves stakeholder groups coming together in different ways. For example, shared 

decision making among school professionals (principals, teachers, and staff) may focus on addressing problems, setting 

goals, implementing new programs, and ensuring the appropriate integration of curriculum and instructional practices. 

Community schools may recruit family members to join leadership and decision making teams within the school. This strategy 

helps mobilize assets and resources within the community and build trusting relationships with students and families. Finally, 

schools also partner with community organizations to gain further insight and assistance in identifying pressing community 

issues. Within these partnerships, the collaborators can develop shared plans to address out-of-school factors that create 

barriers to learning, in addition to providing programming for integrated student supports and extended learning time and 

opportunities.3,13,14

Full Service Community Schools 
The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (DOE) created the Full Service Community 

Schools (FSCS) grant to support planning and implementation of full service community schools nationwide. Full service 

community schools build on the broader community schools model with additional specific and intentional efforts to 

center schools as community service hubs through robust community partnerships and collaboration.15 The grant requires 

partnerships between local educational agencies (LEAs), community-based organizations, nonprofits, and other public/

private entities. With these partnerships in place, FSCS aim to engage students and caregivers proactively in academic, health 

and wellness, and other social and economic services, in and out of the classroom.16

This comprehensive in-school and out-of-school approach brings together educators and community partners, such as 

higher education institutions, government health and social service agencies, community-based nonprofits, and faith-based 

organizations to provide services to children and their parents or caregivers.17 This  service provision to students and families 

simultaneously builds protective factors—conditions that mitigate risk and promote healthy development—to enhance 

student and family well-being on a cradle-to-career continuum.17,18 Because it focuses on student and family well-being it 

frequently is referred to as a two-generation approach.

JOHN BONER NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS 
In 2019, DOE awarded John Boner Neighborhood Centers (JBNC) an FSCS grant to implement the FSCS model in three 

schools within the Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS) as part of the broader, ongoing Indy East Achievement Zone (IEAZ) 

initiative (Figure 4). Two more schools joined during the final grant year bringing the number up to five. The IEAZ initiative 

incorporates a two-generation approach to support children and families in the neighborhood through educational, economic, 

and social development services. JBNC serves as the backbone organization of the IEAZ initiative and collaborates with other 

organizations, such as other community centers, schools, governmental agencies, and local social service organizations, to 

improve educational outcomes.
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sixth grade. For the 2023‒24 school year, the school reported 415 enrolled students, with 50% male and 50% female students. 

The majority (51%) of Brookside students were Black, while 33% were reported as Hispanic, 11% white, and 5% two or more 

races. Fifty-seven percent of the school population was eligible for free and/or reduced lunches.19 Twenty-four percent of the 

school population was also reported to be English language learners.20 

Washington Irving Neighborhood School 
Washington Irving Neighborhood School (Washington Irving) is located in the Near Eastside neighborhood of Indianapolis and 

the 46202 ZIP code. It participated in the FSCS grant program starting in 2023. The school serves grades pre-kindergarten 

through eighth grade. Washington Irving reported serving 334 students, with a 50/50 male-to-female ratio. The majority 

(64%) of students were Black, with 13% reported as Hispanic, 13% as White, and 8% as two or more races. Four percent of 

the school population was reported eligible for free or reduced lunches.19 Ten percent were described as English language 

learners.20  

H. L. Harshman Middle School
H.L. Harshman Middle School (Harshman) is located in the Near Eastside neighborhood of Indianapolis and the 46201 ZIP 

code. The school participated in the FSCS grant program starting in 2019. It serves students in seventh and eighth grade. For 

the 2023‒24 school year, the school reported 272 enrolled students, with 55% male and 45% female students. The majority 

(67%) of Harshman students were Hispanic, while 29% were reported as Black, 4% white, 2% two or more races, and 1% 

multiracial. Seventy-eight percent of the school population was eligible for free and/or reduced lunches.19 Forty-four percent 

of the school population was also reported to be English language learners.20 

H.W. Longfellow Middle School 
H.W. Longfellow Middle School (Longfellow) is located in the Fountain Square neighborhood of Indianapolis and the 46203 

ZIP code. The school participated in the FSCS grant program starting in 2023. It serves students in seventh and eighth grade. 

For the 2023‒24 school year, Longfellow reported 463 enrolled students, with approximately 50% male students and 50% 

female students. Forty-five percent of students were Hispanic, while 36% were reported as Black, 12% white, 6% two or more 

races, and 1% Asian. Seventy-three percent of the school population was eligible for free and/or reduced lunches.19 Thirty-two 

percent of the school population was also reported to be English language learners.20 

JBNC FSCS roles 
Effective partnerships with families and the community are integral to the community schools model. To be effective, specific 

roles within the program must be filled to ensure that partnerships thrive, and connections are made between service partners 

and students and families.23 There are four main staff roles within the JBNC FSCS program: program leadership, school site 

coordinator, community school coordinators, and family navigators (Figure 15). Individuals in these roles work together to 

carry out FSCS program activities and services in the schools and the community. 
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supports—including social, health, nutrition, and mental health services—and other learning opportunities. Family navigators 

carry out the objectives of the first two pillars of the community schools model—integrated student supports and ELT/O.

JBNC FSCS program participant engagement process 
Recruitment
Recruitment for the program happened through multiple touchpoints. Staff discussed the schools’ app-based ticketing 

system, which was developed to streamline the referral process. All school staff, including teachers, administrative staff, and 

support staff, had access to the ticketing system and referred students and their families to JBNC FSCS staff members. When 

families were referred, family navigators contacted them to begin the intake process. Recruitment also occurred at school 

events. JBNC staff members provided families with information on FSCS services and activities. If families expressed interest 

in the program, a family navigator followed up to begin the intake process.

Enrollment
After expressing interest in the FSCS program, families scheduled a meeting with a family navigator to complete the intake 

process. The intake process included gathering demographic information, completing family needs assessments, and using 

a self-assessment matrix to set goals and identify family strengths and areas of need. These assessments considered such 

topics as parenting skills, financial and workforce development needs, educational goals, social supports, health and wellness, 

and other individual and family goals. 

Post-enrollment communication
A key component of FSCS is ensuring consistent communication in FSCS-related activities and services. Family navigators 

maintained open communication with those enrolled in FSCS programming, which was critical to success. They checked in with 

families regularly to assess progress, address emergent needs, and messaged them about upcoming events and workshops. 

FSCS staff and partners often communicated with families during events. The FSCS staff provided flexible scheduling for 

events, offering families with various work arrangements opportunities to attend. Additionally, the program offered incentives, 

or barrier busters, such as on-site childcare or transportation assistance, to increase family engagement. These strategies 

helped FSCS staff stay in contact with FSCS students and families and ensured they remained actively engaged in the services 

they selected. 
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DATA SOURCE COLLECTED BY DESCRIPTION EVALUATION
JBNC Efforts to 
Outcomes (ETO)    
program data

JBNC
Identify program predictors of improvements 
in participant outcomes. 

Outcome 

IPS student data IPS 
Identify trends in student academic 
performance.

Outcome 

Administrative and 
program data 

JBNC
Understand program background and 
context. 

Implementation and 
outcome

Literature review
CRISP conducted a literature review to aid in the creation and refinement of the JBNC FSCS logic model. Additionally, the 

literature reviewed allowed CRISP to understand the connections between critical components of FSCS and the overarching 

program goals better. 

Surveys
Caregiver survey
CRISP, in collaboration with JBNC program leadership, developed specific caregiver surveys for students' parents or caregivers 

at each of the FSCS schools. These surveys sought to understand their satisfaction with JBNC services, how they perceived 

services impacted their financial well-being, physical and mental health, and parenting skills. Additionally, this survey asked 

caregivers to detail what type of services their child(ren) participated in at and outside of school. Questions were designed to 

explore their perception of barriers to participation and the overall service impact. The overall goal of the caregiver survey was 

to understand service use and accessibility and use of services in addition to perceptions about service impact on caregivers 

and children. 

Community partner survey
CRISP, in collaboration with JBNC program leadership, developed a community partner survey for individuals at organizations 

that worked closely with JBNC on the FSCS program. This survey sought to understand the variety of services these partners 

provided by these partners and how they worked with JBNC to achieve FSCS goals. Additionally, the survey focused on learning 

about JNBC’s collaboration with these partners and investigated the frequency and quality of communication, challenges, and 

improvements seen during the grant period. Finally, the survey gauged community partners’ perceptions of the program’s 

impact. Specifically, respondents were asked to reflect on how the FSCS program impacted participants, as well as how it 

impacted their organization and the greater systems in which they work. 

JBNC FSCS staff survey
CRISP, in collaboration with JBNC program leadership, developed a survey to understand the experiences of JBNC staff who 

worked directly on the FSCS program. The survey was designed to mirror the community partner survey, so that researchers 

could compare their perceptions of how well grant collaboration worked. This survey asked respondents about various aspects 

of collaborating with community partners, such as frequency and quality of communication, challenges, and improvements 

experienced throughout the grant period. Additionally, staff were asked about their perception of how the program impacted 

participants and how collaboration between organizations spurred greater systems change.

Interviews 
Caregiver interviews
CRISP developed a semi-structured caregiver interview protocol. This protocol allowed researchers to understand more 

deeply the concepts covered in the caregiver survey, such as their level of engagement with FSCS programming, barriers and 

facilitators to participation, and perceived changes resulting from service participation. 
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efforts, how communities engaged with programs and services, and any additional support that staff might have needed to 

support the model effectively.

CRISP researchers engaged in thematic analysis of interviews conducted with caregivers, community partners, and school 

staff. Interviews were transcribed using transcription software. Then, a research team member reviewed the transcript for 

accuracy. Researchers utilized Braun and Clarkes’ six-step process for qualitative thematic analysis as a guide for the transcript 

analysis.24 Researchers initially reviewed each transcript to generate preliminary insights and documented potential data-

derived codes. Then, researchers developed a codebook through inductive and deductive methods that guided the coding 

of the interview transcripts. Multiple team members manually coded the transcripts and reviewed interpretations to ensure 

inter-coder reliability. Analysis of the coded interviews revealed emerging themes and key findings. Researchers practiced 

reflexivity throughout the coding process, which involves the researcher reflecting actively on how their own positionality, 

biases, and assumptions may impact their data.25

Researchers also engaged in content analysis of program and administrative notes and artifacts. This analysis aided in 

understanding the implementation of FSCS and the context around shifts in the implementation plan. 

QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS 
JBNC staff and community partner surveys
Researchers disseminated a survey that assessed the quality and frequency of collaboration between JBNC and its partners 

in the FSCS grant program. CRISP downloaded and cleaned aggregate results from the staff and partner surveys to exclude 

respondents who completed less than 20% of the survey questions. Researchers chose this as a cutoff because the first 20% 

survey questions collected basic consent and role information. They also excluded surveys in which respondents declined 

to participate. Questions were then classified based on the type of information they intended to collect. The team analyzed 

the staff and partner surveys responses for these classifications together in Excel, using descriptive statistical functions. 

Researchers then wrote findings based on this analysis.

The community partner survey received 12 responses, of which six were complete and could be used to gain insights regarding 

FSCS partnerships. Community partner survey respondents represented various organizations, including healthcare services, 

faith-based service providers, and organizations that provide targeted learning programs. Community partner survey 

respondents also represented a variety of roles within their organizations—two reported their roles as front-line staff and 

organizational leadership each. One community partner survey respondent identified as program management, and one 

identified as having multiple roles. Sixty-seven percent of community partner survey respondents (4 of 6) have worked at 

their organization for four years or more. The remaining have been at their organization for an average of 2.5 years.   

A survey of JBNC staff actively involved in partnerships and collaborations—particularly leadership, family navigators, and 

community school coordinators—supplemented the partner survey. Survey insights add to findings from the partner survey 

about the frequency and nature of collaboration on FSCS services. The JBNC staff survey received 12 responses, of which four 

responses were complete and usable. Two others provided information on organizations with which staff members partnered. 

Staff survey respondents represented a variety of roles in JBNC and were placed in different schools. Three staff responses 

were from organizational leadership, two were family navigators, and one was a community school coordinator. Eighty-three 

percent (5 of 6) of staff respondents have been part of the organization for two years or more. JBNC staff survey respondents 

represented all five schools in the FSCS grant program. While some worked at multiple schools, others worked at either 

Brookside School 54, H.W. Longfellow Middle School, or Washington Irving Neighborhood School 14. 
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Caregiver survey analysis 
CRISP used a similar analytical approach for the 10 caregiver surveys, which includes two surveys—one in English and one in 

Spanish—created for each of the five schools in the FSCS grant. These surveys were designed to bring an understanding of 

caregiver experiences in the FSCS program, with a particular focus on their participation in services and observed outcomes 

for themselves and their children. Respondents who completed less than 20% of the survey or declined to answer the survey 

were excluded. Members of the research team aggregated and analyzed the remaining responses in Excel, using descriptive 

statistical functions. They then wrote findings based on this analysis.

Fourteen respondents agreed to participate in the survey and completed more than 5% of survey questions. Researchers 

chose 5% as a cutoff because respondents who had completed less than 5% of survey questions did not answer questions 

beyond the consent prompt. Nearly 93% of respondents completed the surveys in English, and the remaining respondents 

completed them in Spanish.      

On average, each caregiver had 2.3 children enrolled in a school receiving JBNC services as part of the FSCS grant in the 

2023‒24 school year. Most children were in 4th and 5th grade (32% each, n=22). Nearly 23% were enrolled in pre-kindergarten 

or kindergarten. Forty percent of caregiver survey respondents had three people in their household, and 40% had five or more 

(n=10). Additionally, 50% of respondents reported they had two dependents under 18 in their household, while 30% reported 

they had four or more dependents.  

Ninety percent of caregiver survey respondents were female, and 60% were African American or Black (n=10). Twenty percent 

reported their race as Caucasian or white, and an additional 20% reported being Hispanic or Latinx. When asked what their 

highest level of education was, 50% of caregiver survey respondents reported high school/GED/FSE, and 30% reported less 

than high school (n=10). Only one respondent had completed a four-year degree. Additionally, 80% reported their estimated 

household income as less than $20,000 (n=10). 

IPS student data
CRISP researchers analyzed IPS student data from the 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 school to determine if FSCS programs 

impacted students attending these schools. This analysis compares student outcomes from FSCS schools to those of selected 

comparison IPS schools to understand if there was a difference between those attributed to FSCS programs.  

Comparison schools
CRISP researchers selected non-FSCS IPS schools against which to compare the FSCS IPS student data (Table 11). They 

selected these schools based on a variety of characteristics, including the percent of English language learners (ELL) at the 

school, the demographic makeup of the school (Figure 16), and ILEARN scores in math and English language arts (ELA). 

The schools included James Russell Lowell School 51 (James Russell Lowell), Clarence Farrington School 61 (Clarence 

Farrington), Ralph Waldo Emerson School 58 (Ralph Waldo Emerson), Frederick Douglass School 19 (Frederick Douglass), 

Anna Brochhausen School 88 (Anna Brochhausen), William Penn Middle School (William Penn), Northwest Community 

Middle School (Northwest), and Arlington Community Middle School (Arlington). 
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Data inclusion and exclusion
Because Longfellow and Washington Irving were added to the FSCS program during its final year, they were excluded from 

these analyses, leaving three remaining FSCS and seven comparison schools in the analysis. While five years of data was 

available for FSCS (2019‒24), only two years of data was available for comparison schools (2022‒24). Therefore, only the 

change between the 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 school years were included in this analysis. 

There was a wide range in attendance rates among students, including under 70%. Given the presumed impact of attendance 

on school performance, including ILEARN scores, only those students with attendance rates greater than 70% were included 

in this analysis (94% of students). While it is important to see the impact of low attendance rates in the analysis, these can 

legitimately be considered outliers with separate causal impact mechanisms on test scores, such as prolonged illness or 

severe home difficulties. 

ILEARN test score outliers also were excluded. The procedure to identify ILEARN math and ELA score outliers was one-and-

one-half times the minimum and maximum interquartile ranges, which is the procedure the R program for statistical analysis 

uses to calculate values outside the whiskers of a standard boxplot. This excluded 16% of student cases.

Finally, since the testing outcome measures are the difference between starting and ending scores, students were excluded 

if they did not have scores in both 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 (50% of 8,308 observations). This left 2,096 remaining cases for 

analysis from a total of 4,192 year cases after duplicate records were removed. Each case in this dataset, therefore, represented 

one student with score data from both years.

Analysis
Since all the outcome variables—attendance and ILEARN test scores—were measured as continuous, linear multiple regression 

was used to model these relationships. Student-level data was stored remotely on the secure IU Research Desktop system 

(Linux) and was analyzed using R version 4.2.1, a programming language used for statistical computing and data visualization.

The demographic predictor variables were cast as dummy variables: free or reduced lunch or not, English language learner or 

not, race/ethnicity, and gender. A race or ethnicity variable was defined as white, Hispanic, and Black/other. 

Except for the attendance rate variable—converted into a transformed absence rate—all other outcome variables for the 

following statistical models met the assumptions necessary to use a linear regression model. 

JBNC program data
CRISP researchers used program data from the JBNC ETO database to analyze family outcome data. They used adult FSCS 

program participants as the unit of analysis for statistical modeling. The outcome data analyzed included periodic survey 

responses to the Arizona Self-Sufficiency Matrix (ASSM).26 The ASSM measures family self-sufficiency across a variety of 

domains. JBNC ETO data includes the following domains: employment, income, food, childcare, children’s education, 

adult education, healthcare coverage, life skills, family/social relations, mobility, community involvement, parenting skills, 

legal, mental health, substance abuse, and safety. Of these, the employment, income, family/social relations, community 

involvement, and parenting skills domains were used as outcome variables for the family domain area of the logic model. 

Program participants self-scored the ASSM survey across five categories per domain. These categories were ordered to 

indicate an increased degree of self-sufficiency. The outcome variables were calculated as the difference between the last and 

first ASSM scores for adults with at least two responses for a given ASSM domain.

The ASSM outcome data spanned the last two years of the FSCS program, as JBNC changed its program outcome survey 

from the Family Development Matrix to the ASSM in September 2022. Because these surveys are not equivalent to each other, 
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they cannot be combined to create an outcome dataset that extends across the duration of the program. The ASSM domains 

were chosen as the outcome measures for analysis because they correspond with the years for which IPS data was analyzed 

and because the 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 school years were when COVID-19 restrictions on school entry were eliminated, thus 

permitting JBNC staff members and student caregivers to meet in person in the FSCS schools. 

JBNC provided CRISP with ETO data related to participant demographics and the following programs or services: EDGE after-

school program, adult education and training, employment placement, food box program, participant assistance, net worth, 

income, Center for Working Families (CWF) workshop attendance, family development workshop attendance, referrals, and 

the Housing Stability for Student Success (HSSS) program. Initial analysis of the data revealed that most of the program 

or service data had insufficient observations for inclusion in a statistical regression model. As a result, program predictor 

variables from ETO were limited to the HSSS program and CWF and family development workshop attendance. 

Data inclusion and exclusion 
Of 722 original ETO observations, 107 were duplicates and were removed. Of the remaining 615 cases, those with only one 

ASSM outcome measurement for a given domain were removed—with only one entry—as two measurements are necessary 

to compute a change in the outcome. The remaining observations used in the analysis included 107 unique individuals. 

HSSS program participation data included 717 individual observations. Most of these included a child as the subject, so they 

were removed, as were cases before January 1, 2022. The research team merged the remaining 56 cases with the ASSM 

domain. 

The JBNC workshop data included a total of 1,291 observations. Duplicate observations and dates prior to January 1, 2022, 

were removed, resulting in 491 remaining observations. This dataset contained 150 unique program participants. CRISP also 

merged the workshop data with the ASSM domain data. 

Analysis 
Since all outcome variables were measured as the change between the first and last ASSM survey program participants took, 

they were continuous variables. Thus, linear multiple regression was used to model these relationships. This individual-level 

participant data was stored remotely on the secure IU Research Desktop system (Linux) and was analyzed using R version 

4.2.1, a programming language used for statistical computing and data visualization. 
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FINAL LOGIC MODEL
CRISP and JBNC continually reviewed the logic model and decided to prepare a second iteration, due to the evolving nature, 

challenges, and successes of FSCS implementation. While the logic model’s initial iteration represented JBNC’s intended 

program outcomes, external factors led to delays or differences in program implementation, available resources, and 

attainable program successes. These circumstances resulted in the need for modifications.

The research team reviewed all available data and documentation and reported changes that occurred throughout the grant 

period. Following the documentation review, CRISP held numerous meetings with the JBNC team to understand how the 

program had evolved—including new partnerships, programs, metrics, or goals. These conversations led to the creation of a 

revised model that accurately reflected how the FSCS grant program developed. 

The research team evaluated the initial logic model in the final year of the grant program to assess fidelity to the implementation 

plan and the community schools model. Discussions with JBNC about the initial logic model identified changes that occurred 

since the initial program implementation. JBNC staff attributed some of these changes to shifts in staff capacity, while others 

materialized because of external factors beyond their control. 

Changes in programming
Updates to the ECE domain area
Many of the ECE centers experienced turnover and low employee retention throughout the grant period. This staff turnover 

affected tracking of attendance and developmental and kindergarten readiness metrics. It also impeded program engagement 

with participants and families. 

JBNC staff noted changes to out-of-school activities to document challenges with program implementation and find solutions. 

They identified the need for an early childhood engagement specialist to engage directly with families that were less involved 

with their school-age children or had not enrolled their pre-kindergarten children in early childhood education.  JBNC also 

discontinued its Parent and Me Jazzercise and Parent and Me Yoga due to shifts in community program partners. JNBC 

replaced those programs with its own physical activities.  Hosted on-site at JNBC, this programming continued opportunities 

for the families to connect with their children through physical activity. 

The ECE centers refined their attendance tracking methods as staff capacity increased and began using Teaching Strategies 

Gold in addition to the On My Way Pre-K Kindergarten Readiness assessment to track performance metrics more effectively. 

The ECEs added an additional outcome area—increased community collaboration—to capture caregiver, child, and family 

engagement with their community through the end of the grant period.

Updates to the student domain area
The JBNC FSCS program launched at the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic and experienced mandated quarantines 

that affected many public spaces, including schools. As a result, the grant program faced many implementation challenges. 

Participating schools employed safety measures such as virtual learning and limited in-person events, impairing engagement 

between JBNC school staff, community partners, and FSCS participants. Students returned partially to in-person learning 

during the 2021‒22 school year. However, instruction at Harshman Middle School remained split between in-person and 

virtual learning through the 2022‒23 school year. By 2023‒24, all students at each participating school had returned to the 

classroom, and JBNC staff could engage and connect with FSCS participants on-site.

Other changes occurred in programming and activities at the participating schools. Brookside and Thomas Gregg added the 

Learning Loss Program. This program provided students with additional learning support following their return to in-person 
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staff stated they did not have the capacity to establish a consistent meeting schedule, record meeting minutes, or engage 

effectively with the management consortium. This lack of consistent engagement led to the management consortium’s 

eventual disbandment. With limited staff capacity, conferences and trainings initially planned for the management consortium 

and community partners did not take place.

Updated logic model elements
The culture domain primarily focuses on the growth and continued feasibility of the FSCS model and relies on the overall 

success of the other domain areas. The inputs needed in this domain included the IEAZ Management Consortium, the program 

management team, and school administration from each participating school. The IEAZ Management Consortium’s purpose 

was to ensure the FSCS program goals were aligned with the mission of the IEAZ and IndyEast Promise Neighborhoods (IEPN) 

as each of those projects are directly related and feed into one another. The management team worked to ensure successful 

program implementation, maintain relationships with community partners while maintaining fidelity to program metrics, and 

rework project teams as needed throughout the grant period. The school administrators were included due to their pivotal 

role in maintaining FSCS services and programs within the schools and relaying successes or challenges in reaching program 

goals to JBNC staff. 

The activities in the culture domain focused on community partners and JBNC staff. Regular partnership meeting facilitation 

was fundamental for ascertaining the partners’ comprehension of FSCS programming and any areas of need partners may 

have experienced. Annual community partner assessments would further support the findings from partnership meetings 

and enable JBNC staff to grasp whether program metrics are being met and, if not, how to remedy any perceived challenges. 

JBNC also planned for annual project planning for IEAZ to assess any changes that might need to occur because of its close 

relationship with the FSCS program. Similarly, JBNC planned to reestablish the project teams at the beginning of each year of 

the program due to its ever-changing nature and needs. 

Through implemented activities, JBNC expected continuous progress toward the objectives and outcomes of the FSCS 

program as well as continuous implementation of activities or changes to activities as needed throughout it. 

The final FSCS program evaluation would serve as evidence for the feasibility of a culture of promoting systems and policy 

change. Moreover, the final evaluation would provide a basis for future iterations of the FSCS model or for the implementation 

of similar programs designed to directly address the needs of community members and their families.   
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“I will say I don't feel like I had a really strong understanding frankly. . . . But I did sometimes struggle 

to understand what was being asked of [partner organization] as far as like reporting or how we were 

part of the long-term ultimate goals of the grant, and so you know, looking through all of the, you know, 

the logic model and the outcomes, metrics, summary, and these things. I tried to help, or I tried to 

personally figure out how [my organization] fit into it, but I don't know that it was ever like explicitly 

made clear.” 

— Community partner  

The differences in community partners’ awareness of the FSCS grant may stem from their role or how schools or other 

partners introduced them to the grant opportunity. For example, all school staff interviewed by CRISP researchers reported 

being introduced to the FSCS program through leadership contacts at JBNC, though not all could recall when or how the 

program was described to them. School staff brought into the program by JBNC leadership may have had more direct and 

consistent communication about the FSCS grants’ purpose and goals. In contrast, some community partners learned about 

the program indirectly, primarily through their existing relationships with schools, without direct engagement with JBNC. This 

may have limited their awareness of the program’s goals and purpose.

“We just were notified, 'Hey, we're applying for the Full Service Community Schools grant, you know. 

We'd like [school] to be a participant. Here are some ways in which we think us getting this grant 

and [school] coming alongside, you know, as a school partner, would be beneficial to your school 

community.‘”

— School staff member

These findings suggest the inclusion of all stakeholders in all aspects of program implementation can help facilitate a 

greater understanding of the intended purpose, goals, and outcomes. This inclusion should involve greater school staff 

and community partner engagement in conversations with JBNC about the FSCS program from the beginning or providing 

intentional onboarding when they are asked to join as partners. Ensuring consistent follow-up with community partners 

introduced through schools will improve their awareness and alignment with the program’s objectives. 

ALIGNMENT BETWEEN PARTNER AND FSCS PROGRAM GOALS
Three interviewees representing three participating schools described their schools’ alignment with the community schools 

model—centered on community and relationship building—prior to FSCS program implementation. This preexisting alignment 

of core school values facilitated easier integration with FSCS program requirements and goals. As schools were already 

engaging in the community schools approach, adding FSCS grant funds allowed schools to increase support for existing 

programs and expand programming to better meet community needs.

“I don't think there was really a thought that we would not do this. . . . I think the unique relationship 

that our organization [our schools that we operate] have with JBNC and working so closely with them 

and alongside them, and what they are supporting for the community, I think, just made a lot of sense 

for us to be partnered and aligned in [the FSCS program].”

— School staff member

Preexisting relationships with JNBC enhanced alignment between the schools’ missions and the FSCS program. Each school 

staff respondent noted having close ties with JBNC staff and felt that the overall mission of JBNC and the schools overlapped. 

Interviewed community partners aligned with the FSCS model, even if they were not always fully aware of it, by expressing 

their commitment to providing high-quality services. However, they did not note the same kinds of mission alignment as 
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School staff and community partner interviewees identified several key elements of successful partnerships, including 

transparency, accountability to goals, responsible stewardship and sharing of resources, and an intentional approach to 

collaborative decision making. However, school staff opinions about collaboration and shared decision making varied. One 

interviewee felt that shared decision making was exemplified in their ability to work with JBNC FSCS program leadership to 

define and redefine roles and responsibilities within the partnership. This shared decision making can improve or strengthen 

partnerships and, therefore, service delivery. 

“We've had to go back through and redefine some of those roles and key responsibilities. I think JBNC 

has been really great at being open to hearing our perspectives. I appreciate they're always willing to 

hear us and take those things into consideration, as they've then evolved those roles over the years”

— School staff member

Similarly, one community partner underscored the importance of defining roles with JBNC and the schools. This partner 

noted that collaborating with schools and JBNC to understand the full extent of their available services could lead to a more 

robust partnership.

“It could also look like our tutors coming in sometimes and we help do interpretation for parent-

teacher conferences. So that's something that we have the skill and ability to do but thinking broader 

about what type of services do the schools really need.”

— Community partner 

Some school staff interviewees felt that collaborative and shared decision making were not consistently incorporated 

throughout the grant application process and program implementation. They also desired more involvement in decisions 

regarding how resources should be allocated. Full participation and buy-in from principals and school staff are fundamental 

components of FSCS.14,29 School staff not only are responsible for adjusting teaching methods and processes within the 

school but also have indispensable contextual knowledge about students and families, needed services, and the strategic 

implementation of partnerships and resources. 

“’There wasn't necessarily a lot of seeking input and guidance on how would you guys [the school] 

want to use these funds? . . .  I mean it's all worked out. I don't know that I necessarily would have asked 

for it to be utilized in a different fashion.” 

— School staff member

 

Other community partner interviewees also mentioned difficulties understanding the full scope of the partnership and 

needing clearer definitions of roles and responsibilities. Some partners noted that they were responsible for building and 

maintaining FSCS partnerships with schools when partners had thought JBNC would facilitate that relationship. Additionally, 

some community partners felt that, once in the school, principals and school staff could not provide the necessary support for 

effectively implementing services. One partner mentioned that additional fundraising efforts were required to sustain services 

within schools. 

Overall, these insights underscore that school staff and community partners desired more fully integrated decision making 

and consistent communication with FSCS program leadership. Respondents felt that improving in these areas would allow for 

more effective collaborations. As interviewees pointed out, successful partnerships are characterized by early involvement 

in identifying roles and responsibilities and a collaborative approach to allocating resources and funding that ensures all 

partners have a voice in the process.
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“Except for we know that partnerships are hard and they’re hard work. And when you work as closely 

as we do with another organization or another agency, we have to kind of treat it like a marriage a little 

bit, and so we've gone through our ups and downs over the years. It comes to what is the best way to 

communicate and what are our values as an organization? What's their values? Where do we see those 

types of things? Where do we align, and where do we have to come together and talk through?” 

— School staff member

Impact of communication on effectiveness 
Community partner survey respondents asserted that their organizations and JBNC met consistently and that leadership 

supported collaboration, as referenced above in Table 12. All partners who responded to the survey collaborated with 

Community School Coordinators as a part of the FSCS program, and 83% (5 of 6) either agreed or strongly agreed that their 

frequency of communication was enough to provide effective programming or activities. Fifty percent (3 of 6) of community 

partner respondents collaborated with family navigators, and 33% (2 of 3) agreed or strongly agreed that their frequency of 

communication with family navigators was adequate for programming. Only 33% (2 of 6) of community partner respondents 

collaborated directly with FSCS program leadership. 

In the staff survey, JBNC staff members were asked which organizations they partnered with in six domains–early childhood 

education providers, health and wellness providers, food partners, after-school programs, community centers, and other 

partners. Two of 4 JBNC staff survey respondents believed that partnerships with partner organizations changed during the 

FSCS grant period for assorted reasons including varied strengths of relationships and some partners being able to support 

JBNC to a different extent than expected.

Communication with early childhood education providers 
Survey respondents collaborated with 4 out of 5 early childhood education partners—East Tenth United Methodist Children 

and Youth Center; Thomas Gregg Pre-kindergarten; Women, Infant, and Children (WIC); and Childcare Answers. The highest 

number of JBNC staff members had collaborated with Thomas Gregg Pre-kindergarten (3 of 6). Thirty-three percent (2 of 

6) had collaborated with East Tenth United Methodist Children and Youth Center and Childcare Answers each. None of the 

respondents had collaborated with Daystar Childcare and Infant Learning Center. Five respondents who collaborated with 

ECE partners reported ambivalence (“neither agree nor disagree”) when asked whether the frequency of communication 

with early childhood education providers was enough to provide effective programming or activities. The remaining staff 

member—who worked with Childcare Answers—agreed that the frequency of communication was effective. 

Communication with health and wellness providers
JBNC staff survey respondents collaborated with 10 of the health and wellness partners listed—Firefly Children and Family 

Alliance, Eskenazi Health, Shalom Center, Dental Safari, Smiles Dental Care, Indiana Department of Health, Indiana University 

Speech, Indiana University Compassion Clinic, People’s Health, and Anthem. The most respondents, about 50%, partnered 

with Firefly Children and Family Alliance, and 33% partnered with Smiles Dental Care. One staff member each collaborated 

with Eskenazi Health, Shalom Center, or Anthem. Each strongly agreed that the frequency of communication with their 

respective health and wellness providers was enough to provide programming effectively. Staff members who collaborated 

with Dental Safari, Smiles Dental Care, or Indiana University Compassion Clinic agreed with the statement, although not as 

strongly. Those who collaborated with the Indiana Department of Health, Indiana University Speech, or People’s Health were 

ambivalent (“neither agree nor disagree”) about whether communication was sufficient to be effective. All respondents who 

partnered with Firefly Children and Family Alliance agreed that the frequency of collaboration was appropriate—one strongly 

agreed and two simply agreed.
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Communication with food partners 
Staff respondents who partnered with food organizations collaborated with Gleaners Food Bank, Midwest Food Bank, 

Brookside School Garden, Common Threads, The Patachou Foundation, and Second Helpings. All JBNC staff who partnered 

with Gleaners Food Bank, Midwest Food Bank, and Second Helpings unanimously agreed that the frequency of communication 

with respective food organizations was enough to provide programming effectively. Of the 3 JBNC staff who partnered with 

Brookside School Garden, two agreed and one neither agreed nor disagreed. All three staff members who partnered with 

Common Threads agreed or strongly agreed that the frequency of communication was appropriate for effective service 

delivery. Two JBNC staff reported collaborating with The Patachou Foundation, and results were split between strongly 

agree and neither agree nor disagree that frequency of communication was effective. Overall, most respondents (66% of 15 

responses) who partnered with any food partner agreed with this statement.  

Communication with after-school program providers 
JBNC staff respondents partnered with the six after-school programs listed in the survey—Super Snack, Young Life Indianapolis, 

Evaluate Indy, DREAM Alive, Lily STEAM, and Kids Dance Outreach. Nearly all respondents agreed that communication with 

organizations that provided after-school programs occurred frequently enough to be effective. All three JBNC staff respondents 

who collaborated with Super Snack strongly agreed that the frequency of communication with the organization was enough to 

provide effective programming. The second most popular after-school program collaboration was with Kids Dance Outreach.  

Communication with community centers 
JBNC staff members also collaborated with four community centers to provide FSCS programming—Shepherd Community 

Center, Edna Martin Christian Center (EMCC), Westminster Neighborhood Services, and Peace Learning Center. Most (4 out 

of 6) survey respondents partnered with EMCC.B Two of the 4 strongly agreed that the frequency of communication with the 

organization was effective for programming, while one respondent agreed and one neither agreed nor disagreed.  Two of 

the 4 JBNC respondents also partnered with Shepherd Community Center, Westminster Neighborhood Services, and Peace 

Learning Center and unanimously agreed that communication frequency was effective for all three. 

Communication with other service providers 
Finally, JBNC staff members collaborated with 21 other organizations with varying frequencies (Figure 25). The community 

partners with which JBNC staff members collaborated most were the Pacers Foundation and Camptown.  Four JBNC staff 

members reported a partnership with them. Three out of 4 respondents also strongly agreed that JNBC communicated 

enough with the Pacers Foundation, with one respondent being ambivalent. Similarly, 3 out of 4 staff members who partnered 

with Camptown, an adventure learning nonprofit, agreed that the frequency of communication with JBNC was effective, and 

one respondent was ambivalent. 

B EMCC also received an FSCS grant in 2020 and serves residents in the Martindale-Brightwood neighborhood on the near northeast side of Indianapolis, 
adjacent to JBNC target ZIP codes. JBNC and EMCC were jointly awarded a DOE Promise Neighborhood grant to improve educational outcomes in the near 
northeast and east sides of Indianapolis. They are working together to build on the community schools infrastructure developed during their FSCS programs 
and deliver on Promise Neighborhoods objectives.
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“I think it's a little bit different because we are a school, we have 180 days with students in a year. And 

then our students, a lot of them, are coming to us in situations where they're far behind and those 

kinds of things. So we're on this path of what can we do? We've got this amount of time and these key 

things that we've got to get kids to understand and know before the test comes, or before we are able 

to send them on to the next grade. So I think school wise, and if you take that lens to it, we’re always 

going, going, going.” 

— School staff member

Variations in communication 
Survey respondents identified communication between schools, community partners, and JBNC was as important to ensure 

smooth processes and FSCS program management. Seventeen percent of community partner respondents and half of JBNC 

staff respondents believed that miscommunication about activities or programming posed a challenge but not a major one. 

Interviewees elaborated on the varying levels of engagement and communication. In cases where communication was more 

effective, school staff interviewees highlighted consistent and near-daily communication with JBNC staff embedded within 

the schools. This level of communication helped ensure that student and family needs were being met. Similarly, community 

partners reported varying levels of engagement and communication from schools and other partners. Some mentioned 

having strong relationships with partner schools through regular updates and communication. One partner noted that they 

checked in weekly with schools, either on-site or via email, which was particularly helpful for managing the FSCS program.

In contrast, communication with JBNC program leadership occurred at a different cadence, with interviewees noting that it 

was typically monthly or biweekly, depending on roles. School staff interviewees indicated these leadership meetings could 

have been more productive if they had been more intentional and collaborative. Interviewees desired a space for partners to 

share best practices and discuss ways to address needs together better. 

“We've had to streamline over the years, because it can be a lot of people doing a lot of different things 

and a lot of meetings. And we're like, what are we all doing here? What is going to get us the biggest 

bang for our buck? How do we be more intentional with everyone's time? And what is it that we're really 

wanting to support?”

— School staff member

Some community partners also expressed confusion about their roles or responsibilities, the overall objectives and outcomes 

of the grant, or difficulty receiving timely communication about programs. Multiple interviewees noted a desire for a greater 

focus on how partners and schools could collaborate toward shared goals during partner meetings.

“I wish that those meetings would have been a little more robust. I wish that there had been more 

attention given to the goals, objectives, and outcomes, and how are we all actually driving towards 

those things as partners, as schools. What is the big picture?” 

— Community partner 

Different approaches to communication modes and processes might affect the effective implementation of the program. 

Overall, insights from the surveys and interviews suggest the need to streamline and tailor communication processes among 

school staff, JBNC staff, and community partners based on specific roles in the implementation of the FSCS program (e.g., 

service delivery, program management, administrative support).
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Access to relevant partners 
Community partner and JBNC staff survey respondents noted that having access to relevant partners, including the 

appropriate staff within a community partner organization, was a challenge to collaboration and delivering services that meet 

community needs. Fifty percent of community partners surveyed and 75% of JBNC staff surveyed reported that identifying 

and building relationships with relevant staff (on the JBNC or partner side, accordingly) posed a minor or moderate challenge 

in implementing the FSCS program. Interviews with school staff and community partners further highlighted ongoing needs 

that potentially could be met through additional partnerships, but interviewees did not have access to the appropriate 

channels to form these relationships.

For example, one school staff member perceived a general lack of emergency assistance available to families in the city of 

Indianapolis, particularly to those experiencing urgent needs such as rental assistance, which fall outside the scope of what 

can be provided through current services within the FSCS program. 

“I think across the city the big gap is emergency assistance for families. When families call last minute 

and say, being kicked out tomorrow from my house there's little to nothing we can do to help there. 

We've got a little bit of barrier-buster funds at the school. Not enough to pay people's back rent for 3 

months. And so that's a challenge.” 

 — School staff member 

Another school staff member identified transportation as a key need, particularly for families in the IPS district who have 

limited access to buses to reach their neighborhood schools and services. 

“Transportation assistance for our families, just getting things that are reliable, where our schools are 

situated. Well, in general, with our district with IPS. It's a very limited area where you can access a bus 

and still go to our neighborhood school. And so that can be challenging for a lot of our families even if 

they live close.” 

— School staff member 

Partner interviewees noted a gap in mental health services, as schools have limited capacity to address these needs, and a 

desire to make new connections to improve in this area. Partner interviewees also mentioned they were experiencing increased 

demand for food assistance at their pantries and a decrease in capacity to meet this demand. 

“The need has increased. Unfortunately, the food bank had decreased the amount of food that they're 

providing every month. The program has decreased, because, of course, their need is, their demand is 

also increasing.” 

 — Community partner 

School staff and community partners reported a positive impact from the services provided to families and communities, 

but also noted that despite their desire to meet students’ and families’ needs, barriers continue to create challenges. These 

challenges present an opportunity for the FSCS program leadership to assist in identifying and facilitating partnerships that 

align with community needs. 
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FIDELITY
Fidelity describes how FSCS programming aligned with the original program plan as designed. This report section assesses 

fidelity to the program model by comparing the FSCS logic model to survey and interview data from JBNC staff, school staff, 

and community partners, in addition to program documentation. 

TO WHAT EXTENT DID JBNC OPERATE ITS PROGRAM WITH 
FIDELITY?
Although implementation of the FSCS program looked different across participating schools for various reasons, the types of 

programming school staff and community partner respondents described corresponded with what the JBNC FSCS program 

leadership detailed in the logic model. The services and programming the schools and community partners implemented 

addressed student and family needs and considered their changing needs during and after the pandemic. Four of 6 community 

partner survey respondents reported that their organization collaborated with JBNC from at least 2021 through the end of the 

FSCS program and provided services to Brookside, listed on the original grant application. One out of 6 respondents reported 

that their organization provided services only to Harshman during the 2023‒24 school year as part of the FSCS program.  

Types of FSCS programming and services 
A major school-led FSCS program was attendance campaigns. These attendance campaigns became especially important 

post-COVID, when the schools realized that returning to school in person posed a challenge for many students and families. 

While these campaigns looked different across the FSCS schools, they all focused on increasing student attendance and 

reducing chronic absenteeism. School staff interviewees noted that individuals in JBNC-supported roles were instrumental in 

these efforts, as they connected with parents and students to address needs related to attendance. 

The schools also held family engagement events, such as educational Parent Cafés. These events varied from school to school 

but aimed to increase parental involvement and engagement with school staff, thus creating another point of contact should 

they have additional needs. Interviewees noted that these events had the effect of increasing attendance throughout the 

grant.  

School staff and community partners also discussed other types of FSCS programming present in different schools and to 

different degrees, generally due to student and family needs. Some FSCS schools instituted educational programming, such 

as in-school and out-of-school tutoring. Multiple schools had food pantries and nutrition education programs, although pantry 

size and scope varied. Additionally, multiple schools had some form of recess programming, where students would receive 

structured play and skills centered around conflict resolution. Finally, one interviewee noted the inclusion of peer mediation 

training within their school.

WHAT FACTORS INFLUENCED IMPLEMENTATION FIDELITY?
School staff and community partner interviewees explored how various facilitators and challenges shaped FSCS program 

implementation. Key factors that have supported the program’s implementation include JNBC-supported roles and 

partnerships. They provided new services and programming to meet evolving student and family needs. This section of the 

report focuses on these positive influences and also addresses COVID-19 pandemic challenges, issues with student and family 

engagement, and the complexities of managing partnerships and changing needs. 
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PROGRAM OUTCOMES
This section of the report presents outcome evaluation findings in alignment with the four domain areas that are a part of 

the FSCS logic model. These include early childhood, student, family, and culture outcomes. While the CRISP research team 

used one larger dataset (IPS student data) and one smaller dataset (JBNC adult program data) for the statistical analyses 

conducted as part of this evaluation, caregiver, JNBC staff, and organizational partner surveys related to outcomes the FSCS 

logic model addresses also informed its analyses. 

ECE OUTCOMES
JNBC played an instrumental role in ensuring that ECE staff received professional development training and the Ages and 

Stages questionnaire (ASQ)—which is used to assess child social-emotional development—was administered in partner ECE 

centers. However, ASQ data and kindergarten-readiness outcome measures had not been shared with JNBC by the end of the 

program. Therefore, outcomes for 18 young children could not be part of the FSCS evaluation. 

Because data-sharing mechanisms were still in the implementation process, outcomes related to increased parental 

engagement and community collaboration with FSCS families with children in ECE centers also could not be measured. 

However, as FSCS families were JBNC program participants, these factors are discussed as family area domain outcomes. 

STUDENT OUTCOMES
CRISP researchers used an analysis of IPS student data from the 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 school years to determine if FSCS 

programs had an impact on students attending these schools. This analysis compares student outcomes from FSCS schools to 

those of comparison IPS schools to understand if there is a difference between these attributable to FSCS programs. Because 

Longfellow and Washington Irving were added to the FSCS program during its final year, they were excluded from the analysis.

Four variables are summarized as a part of this analysis. These include three variables related to FSCS logic model outcomes—

attendance, ILEARN math scores, and ILEARN English language arts (ELA) scores—and one predictor variable important 

to the statistical models, in- and out-of-school suspensions. These variables are plotted by both school type—FSCS and 

comparison groups—and by individual schools. In the analysis, students with attendance greater than zero are included. This 

data represents the entire school population, although it does not necessarily include every single student in those schools. 

Thus, any differences between FSCS and comparison groups, individual schools, and years represent actual differences and 

are not estimates.

Attendance and Suspensions
Student attendance and suspensions are important to this analysis because increased student attendance is an outcome 

in the logic model student domain area. Additionally, students are not learning in the classroom when they are absent from 

school or are suspended.  

Attendance
Both the FSCS and comparison school groups had equivalent mean attendance rates, although FSCS schools had slightly 

lower attendance (Figure 27). Attendance in both groups improved slightly from the 2022—23 to 2023‒24 school years. 

Because the differences in mean attendance rates were small, they are magnified in Figure 27 by the short y-axis range which 

begins at 80%.
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Statistical analysis of student outcomes
The dual goals of statistical testing for student outcomes using IPS data were to first determine whether there were differences 

in outcomes between the FSCS and comparison school groups from the 2022‒23 to the 2023‒24 school year and then to 

show what individual-level factors predicted those outcomes. 

Data inclusion and exclusion
Because Longfellow and Washington Irving were added to the FSCS program during its final year, they were excluded from 

these analyses. This left three remaining FSCS and seven comparison schools in the analysis. While five years of data was 

available for FSCS (2019‒24), only two years of data was available for comparison schools (2022‒24). Therefore, only the 

change between the 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 school years could be included in this analysis. 

There was a wide range in attendance rates among students, including under 70%. Given the presumed impact of attendance 

on school performance, including ILEARN scores, only those students with attendance rates greater than 70% were included 

in this analysis (94% of students). While it is important to see the impact of low attendance rates in the analysis, these can 

legitimately be considered outliers with separate causal impact mechanisms on test scores, such as prolonged illness or 

severe home difficulties. 

ILEARN test score outliers also were excluded, which removed 16% of student cases. 

Finally, since the testing outcome measures were the difference between starting and ending scores, students were excluded 

if they did not have scores in both 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 (50% of 8,308 observations). This left 2,096 remaining cases 

for analysis from a total of 4,192 year-cases, after duplicate records were removed. Each case in this dataset, therefore, 

represented one student with score data from both years. 

Analysis
Since all the outcome variables—attendance and ILEARN test scores—were measured as continuous, linear multiple regression 

was used to model these relationships. Student-level data was stored remotely on the secure IU Research Desktop system 

(Linux) and was analyzed using R version 4.2.1, a programming language used for statistical computing and data visualization.

The demographic predictor variables were cast as dummy variables: free or reduced lunch or not, English language learner 

or not, race/ethnicity, and gender. A race or ethnicity variable was defined as white, Hispanic, and Black/other. Except the 

attendance rate variable—which was converted into a transformed absence rate—all other outcome variables for the following 

statistical models met the assumptions necessary to use a linear regression model. 

To interpret the predictor variables in Table 16 below, the parentheses contain the unstated reference group—the category 

listed compared to the category used as the predictor variable. For example, in the ILEARN Math score change Table 16, 

“Comparison (FSCS)” has a standardized beta coefficient of ‒0.13, which implies that being in a comparison group school 

predicts a lower Math score change from 2022‒23 to 2023‒24, compared to being in an FSCS school. Similarly, being male 

predicts a lower math score change than being female. 

ILEARN math score analysis
Changes in ILEARN math scores were measured in 10 schools (7 comparison, 3 FSCS). The strongest predictors of math test 

score changes were school type (FSCS school group versus comparison school group), gender, previous NWEA math score—a 

formative test used to assess student progress during the school year—and whether the student had been suspended (Table 

16). The three strongest of these scores were used to create a reduced model including only the statistically significant 

predictors from the full model. Neither model had an adjusted R2 greater than 0.03, implying that these models explain about 
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their finances, while one respondent (13%) disagreed. Additionally, 5 out of 9 respondents (55%) felt they could manage their 

debts more effectively, while one respondent (11%) disagreed.  A greater number of survey respondents, 6 out of 9 (67%) 

responded positively that their financial coach helped them with their career development, with 5 of 9 strongly agreeing with 

the statement.  

Physical health and nutrition 
As part of the FSCS model, many JBNC services target physical health improvements. When asked whether JBNC services 

helped them understand how to take care of their physical health, 5 out of 9 (55%) caregivers who responded to this survey 

question answered positively. A majority of respondents strongly agreed, while one (11%) disagreed with the prompt. Seven 

percent of 10  (70%) total caregivers agreed that they learned how to take care of their child’s physical health through their 

child’s school.

The definition of physical health includes physical activity and nutrition. Seven out of 10 caregiver survey respondents reported 

that they are more physically active after receiving health and wellbeing services, and six agreed that they have learned 

something new about healthy eating from FSCS partners such as Gleaners Foodbank and Common Threads. Caregivers were 

asked additional questions to understand how they are applying what they learned about healthy eating since enrolling in 

JBNC services. On average, 6 of 11 caregivers reported that they or another household member prepare healthy meals for the 

family daily and 3 of 11 reported they did this 3 to 6 times per week. Two of 11 respondents reported preparing a healthy meal 

one to two times a week. Additionally, of 11 respondents, 7 agreed that their family buys more healthy foods from the grocery 

store. However, of 10 respondents, 2 agreed that their family prepares more healthy foods at mealtime or snack time. One 

respondent disagreed with each of the previous two prompts.  

School staff interviewees observed an increased use of the schools’ food pantries and more parent attendance at school 

events and Parent Cafés. One community partner noted how nutrition education had led to requests for the school library to 

stock more cookbooks. 

“The librarian had written an email to the principal because all the kids were coming into library, and 

they want cookbooks. So I feel like that's a big win.” 

– Community partner

Mental and behavioral health  
For a holistic approach to good health, healthcare must include mental and behavioral health services. Caregivers were asked 

about their experience with specific mental health partners in the survey. Seven of 10 respondents either strongly agreed or 

agreed that Firefly Children and Family Alliance helped them understand how to improve their mental health. 

Social capital 
Social capital development is a key component of the FSCS model and has a determinant effect on family awareness of 

community resources. Five out of 9 caregiver respondents strongly agreed and one agreed when asked whether they had 

developed new relationships with other families since attending Parent Cafés. Regarding events hosted by their child’s school, 

7 of 9 survey respondents agreed that these have helped them improve their parenting skills and 7 of 11 respondents agreed 

that they have become more involved in their child’s education as a result. One caregiver strongly disagreed when asked 

whether events hosted by their child’s school have improved their involvement in their child’s education. Additionally, 6 out 

of 9 caregivers surveyed agreed that they knew of more local resources in the community to help their family since enrolling 

in JBNC services, while one disagreed. 

Half of 12 caregivers who responded to the survey reported that they did not attend any Parent in Touch (PIT) days during the 

2023‒24 school year. Two reported attending one to three PIT days each. No caregiver survey respondents attended all four 

PIT days. 
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Out-of-school activities 
Of all out-of-school activities listed in the survey, half of the 10 caregiver respondents reported that their child participated 

in after-school meals and three reported participating in homework stations during the 2023‒24 school year. Two of 10 

respondents participated in cooking classes and other nutrition and physical health services each, and one participated in 

extracurricular activities and accessed mental health resources outside of school hours during the 2023‒24 school year. 

Some children participated in multiple activities. No respondents reported that their child participated in ceramics class or 

Common Threads during the 2023‒24 school year.  

Seven of the 11 total respondents (64%) selected “neither agree nor disagree” on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly 

agree to strongly disagree when asked if their child’s grades had improved and whether their child felt more supported by 

their peers since participating in activities outside of school hours. Only four agreed with each prompt. Six of 11 caregiver 

respondents selected “neither agree not disagree,” and 5 agreed when asked if the services offered at their child’s school 

improved their child’s mental health.  

The caregiver survey provided a list of reasons that could cause a child to be absent from school and prompted respondents 

to select the most appropriate ones for each of their children, if applicable. Survey responses to this question represented 

21 children. During the 2023‒24 school year, 10 of the 21 children represented in the survey reportedly missed school due 

to a lack of transportation to and from school. Eight were absent because they lacked clean clothing, 9 because they lacked 

shoes, and 8 because they lacked personal hygiene products. Five of 11 were absent because they lacked weather-appropriate 

clothing, such as a coat, hat, or boots. 

JBNC staff and community partner survey outcomes
JBNC staff (n=4) and community partners (n=6) who responded to surveys about the FSCS program both agreed that 

students or families used FSCS-related services more because of community partnerships. They also agreed student or family 

needs were better addressed because of these partnerships.

CULTURE OUTCOMES
The remaining FSCS outcomes relate to the program’s goal of promoting system change related to the full service community 

schools model. While this domain area does not have traditional outcome measures like the other areas, survey responses 

from JBNC staff and community partners, as well as interview data from school staff and community partners permits an 

understanding of the extent to which this change took place during the program. 

Impact of partnerships on system change
When asked if FSCS partners including school administrators maintained a shared vision about fostering a community school 

model, all community partner (n=5) and JBNC staff (n=3) survey respondents agreed (Table 22). JBNC plays an important 

role in facilitating collaboration between schools and community partners. Four community partner respondents (80%) 

and all three JBNC staff respondents believed that their organization and school administrators understood each other’s 

roles by the end of the FSCS grant period. Additionally, the average respondent agreed that administrators welcomed their 

organization’s involvement in the schools. 

In response to whether partnerships between JBNC, the schools, and other community organizations continued since the 

FSCS grant ended, community partner respondents (n=5) were mixed, and their average responses were ambivalent (neither 

agree nor disagree). All community partner (n=6) and JBNC staff respondents (n=3) on average agreed that collaboration 

between JBNC, community partner organizations, and the schools allowed for more proactive efforts to meet student and 

family needs. 
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CONCLUSION
This report section summarizes FSCS goal attainment and recommendations to improve future community school 

programming. 

PROGRAM GOAL ATTAINMENT
To determine the degree of goal attainment for each program goal, findings from the implementation and outcome evaluation 

sections of this report are used as evidence. Researchers used the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Tiers of Evidence 

within each goal to determine the level of empirical support for different aspects of the FSCS program.30

Goal A
The first goal of the JBNC FSCS program was to develop and implement high-quality programs to ensure academic success 

in early childhood and among school-age children. The following sections provide updates on progress in relation to the early 

childhood education and school-age student domains. 

ECE domain area
The FSCS grant funded professional development training for ECE staff members working with children. The intended impact 

of this funding was to maintain or improve the quality of care of young children served by the program. ECE outcomes as part 

of the FSCS program provide a rationale for evidence of success according to the ESSA Tiers of Evidence.

Outcome data regarding the direct impact on young children—including developmental gains, kindergarten readiness, and 

social-emotional learning and understanding—was not available from childcare providers. limiting the analysis of these 

outcomes. When data sharing between JBNC and ECE partners is implemented fully, the relationship between these outcomes 

and child ECE attendance can be tested. 

Other data collected for this evaluation provide insights. Analysis of JBNC adult program data found that stable childcare 

and employment played a small role in predicting the income of adult participants. While parental engagement could not 

be addressed specifically with ECE data, it was addressed in the family domain area outcomes. Those results appear in the 

discussion of Goal x below. 

Student domain area
While statistical models comparing differences between ILEARN math and ELA score changes in FSCS and comparison 

schools were statistically significant, the predictor variables of these models explain very little of the change in math and 

ELA test scores in these groups. This suggests that unmeasured variables explained most of the change in math and ELA 

scores between the 2022‒23 and 2023‒24 school years. Differences in changes in student absences between FSCS and 

comparison schools had similar results. Thus, statistically significant differences between FSCS and comparison schools were 

not meaningful, as their ability to predict student outcomes was extremely limited. 

The COVID-19 pandemic and the subsequent influx in federal funding to alleviate declining test scores likely affected changes 

in ILEARN test scores in complex ways. Additionally, the IPS Rebuilding Stronger initiative changed the landscape of schools 

on the Near Eastside of Indianapolis, introducing high-ability classrooms at Harshman and Washington Irving schools during 

the FSCS program period. Absent these confounding factors, FSCS might outperform comparison schools.

Goal B 
The second goal of the JBNC FSCS program was to develop and implement family and community engagement programming 

and supports to ensure financial and social stability and high levels of engagement among families.
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JBNC and its school and community partners offered a variety of programs and services to families with students attending 

FSCS schools. While some were developed specifically in response to the FSCS program, others were leveraged using existing 

programs. 

FSCS produced some promising evidence regarding changes in participant income outcomes.C When changes in the ASSM 

employment and childcare domain scores were used to predict changes in the ASSM income domain scores of FSCS adult 

participants, changes in the employment and childcare variables significantly predicted changes in the income variable. While 

the regression model did not directly incorporate participation in specific JBNC programming, it demonstrated significant 

changes over time related to participant income while engaged with JBNC. 

Goal C 
The third goal of the JBNC FSCS program was to develop and implement services and supports to ensure a high degree of 

health and wellness of families and students attending FSCS schools.

Many caretakers responded positively to survey questions about their health and wellness.D More than half of caregivers 

reported that JBNC services helped them understand how to take care of their physical health and a majority agreed that 

they learned how to care for their child’s physical health through their child’s school. Caregivers reported applying what they 

learned from FSCS programming about healthy eating by preparing healthy meals—more than half reported doing this daily. 

Additionally, a majority of caregivers agreed or strongly agreed that an FSCS community partner, Firefly Children and Family 

Alliance, helped them understand how to improve their mental health. 

Goal D 
The fourth goal of the JBNC FSCS program was to develop and implement a culture promoting policy and systems change 

among IEAZ partners using the Community School Systems Standards.

JNBC staff and community partners agreed on average that FSCS partners and school administrators maintained a shared 

vision about fostering a community school model. JBNC staff indicated that partnerships between JBNC, the schools, and 

other community partners have continued since the end of the FSCS grant. Community partners gave a mix of responses to 

this statement. Both JBNC staff and community partners agreed that collaboration between JBNC, the school, and community 

partners permitted more proactive efforts to meet student and family needs. 

School staff and community partners interviewed about their experiences with FSCS noted that integrating JBNC staff in 

schools benefited students and families. Some partners suggested that more frequent communication and stronger shared 

decision making could strengthen the relationships among all FSCS partners. 

RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations are designed to enhance the effectiveness and impact of the FSCS program. Feedback 

from school staff and partners across the implementation and outcome evaluation informed each recommendation. These 

recommendations build upon FSCS program leadership’s existing work and align with the core pillars of the community 

schools model.

C JBNC program data did not have sufficient participant cases—a minimum of 350—to meet the ESSA Tiers of Evidence standard for moderate or strong 
evidence for success,
D The sample size for the caregivers survey, n=9 to 11, was not big enough for statistical testing.
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Prioritize and practice collaborative leadership and decision making
Collaborative leadership and decision making among FSCS program collaborators aligns with a core pillar of the community 

schools model—collaborative leadership and practice. It is critical to ensuring that all stakeholders, including the community, 

are accountable to each other and the program’s success. This FSCS principle also ensures that the program is tailored to 

meet the needs of the students and families it was developed to serve. During interviews, school staff and partners identified 

the need to enhance collaborative leadership and decision making as an area needing growth. Interviewees noted that 

collaborative leadership and decision making must be a clear goal accompanied by consistent action. 

Engage community partners early and often
The identification and inclusion of community partners early in the grant process, ideally in advance of grant writing or 

application development, would empower partners to be actively involved across all program phases. The continued 

incorporation of these community partners—through joint planning sessions, workshops, and brainstorming meetings—also 

allows for acknowledgment of collaborators’ expertise and insights. Engaging partners early can ensure that resources—both 

material and financial—are allocated efficiently and effectively throughout the grant application and program period.

Additionally, as new partners are brought on throughout the program, it is important to onboard and orient each of them 

thoroughly to avoid future confusion or program goal misalignment. Developing comprehensive partner onboarding materials 

that include detailed information about the program’s goals, mission, and each collaborators’ role may be helpful. Periodic 

updates of these materials may also be needed with changes to the program and evolving needs. Clearly communicating the 

program’s goals while acknowledging the value and impact of each partner’s contribution will allow community partners to 

understand how their involvement makes a difference. 

Clarify roles and definitions
Defining and communicating the specific duties, expectations, and reporting hierarchies for each program role also can 

increase collaborative leadership and decision making among all partners. These materials must be updated as the program 

evolves to address stakeholders’ needs. 

Implement regular feedback mechanisms to gather input from all partners
Shared leadership and decision making among schools and their partners are fundamental components of the community 

schools model. Enhanced communication and engagement with key roles in the schools—such as the family navigators, 

community school coordinators, and school site coordinators—may lead to decision making that is better informed by the 

needs of the school and community. Additionally, greater emphasis may be placed on the role of the IEAZ Management 

Consortium and ensuring that the appropriate collaborators are engaged with this leadership group consistently. Exploring 

flexible meeting formats perhaps should be explored for high-quality levels of engagement. 

All partners, from program leadership to front-line staff, should be solicited for feedback on program implementation and 

decision making matters related to the overall program. It also should be communicated how program leadership uses and 

values the feedback partners provide. 

Maintain integration of JBNC-supported roles in schools
Interview and survey responses made it clear that the JBNC-supported roles—specifically the family navigators, community 

school coordinators, and school site coordinators—were critical to FSCS program implementation. Continued and expanded 

support of these roles is needed to ensure that student and family engagement and the schools’ capacity to offer necessary 

programming and services is sustained after the grant. 
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Support the hiring of bi- and multilingual staff
Interviewees noted that bilingual staff in these roles were a great asset within the FSCS program and allowed the schools 

to better serve students and families. A continuing commitment to hire and train bi- and multilingual staff for these roles 

will allow the program to better engage with diverse communities, particularly as additional immigrants settle in the IEAZ 

catchment area. 

Connect programming and services to the community 
School staff and community partner interviewees noted that the needs of students and families evolved throughout the grant 

period. These same respondents noted that they were not always able to meet those needs due to delays in understanding 

what students and families needed. Therefore, it is essential the FSCS program stays connected to the community’s evolving 

needs by continuing to engage proactively with students and families through school and community events, surveys, and 

informal gatherings. These interactions provide valuable opportunities to gather feedback, build relationships, and ensure 

FSCS programming is grounded in community needs. By aligning programming with the identified community needs and 

continuously refining services based on data and feedback, trust with students and families can be established. This increased 

trust and awareness may lead to greater usage of services. Additionally, proactively engaging with students and families can 

uncover additional barriers to their participation in programming. 

Strengthen and support partnerships
FSCS program leadership should continue strengthening and supporting partnerships between themselves, schools, 

and other relevant community organizations. To do so, all partners engaged in the FSCS program must be able to connect 

transparently to foster trust and ongoing collaboration between organizations. 

Prioritize active meetings 
While it may not be feasible for all partners to attend all meetings consistently, it can still be helpful to establish a regular 

meeting schedule for FSCS partners. These meetings must also engage the partners in attendance and address specific topics. 

Some interviewees suggested that partner meetings where best practices or success stories are shared between collaborators 

could facilitate peer-to-peer learning. Additional time during partner meetings may be used to identify the needs of individual 

collaborators and what service providers may be best suited to address those needs. There is also potential for new partners 

to be brought into the program based on these conversations. Finally, it may be beneficial to tailor communication strategies 

based on a partner’s service area and ensure each receives relevant information that fits its needs.  

Share data with partners
The FSCS program has a large network of school and community partners, all of which collect data on their activities, students, 

and their families to some degree. Creating a robust inventory of what types of partner data are available will allow program 

leadership to enhance its understanding of potential gaps or successes across FSCS programming. Additionally, partners may 

find benefits from sharing data among themselves, such as expanded access to resources and new connections.  

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
As JBNC engagement with these and the full service community schools model continues, the groundwork laid during the five 

years of the program place is in good stead to be able to further understand its impact on the Near Eastside of Indianapolis. 

Yet, a variety of factors need to be considered to improve future analyses and evaluation of JBNC engagement with area 

schools and community partners.

Limitations
The COVID-19 pandemic had a major impact on communities nationwide, including IPS schools and JBNC service delivery. 

Because the grant was awarded during the second half of 2019, the pandemic hampered initial implementation efforts. JBNC 

intended to embed its staff in participating schools for the FSCS program so that it could interact directly with students and 
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their families. Because of pandemic-related restrictions, neither JBNC staff nor student caregivers could enter IPS schools 

until the 2022–23 school year. Thus, full implementation did not occur until year four of the five-year grant. Additionally, a 

shift to virtual participant interactions challenged JBNC’s work with its families during the pandemic by making it difficult 

to contact and serve them. Because of these problems, the full impact intended by the FSCS program could not be realized, 

which affected its outcomes.

Rebuilding Stronger, an IPS initiative designed to promote equity and enhance learning in IPS schools, impacted the FSCS 

program, particularly in its last year. Washington Irving, which reopened and was incorporated by the FSCS program during 

the 2023–24 school year, was a part of Rebuilding Stronger. Because few of its students appeared in the IPS data during the 

2022–23 school year, this school was excluded from the student outcome analysis. Additionally, Harshman Middle School 

began a transition to becoming a high-ability and dual-language school during that same school year, which resulted in a 

change in some of its population.  

Because of a change in the primary outcome measurement tool JBNC used to determine the impact of its programs, the 

program outcomes could not be measured across the whole grant period. CRISP could not tie the Family Development Matrix 

outcome data—used during the first three years of the program—to the ASSM outcome data—implemented during the final 

two years of the program. Because the introduction of ASSM overlapped with JBNC staff’s ability to enter the schools following 

the pandemic, CRISP researchers used ASSM as the outcome measure. However, this limited the number of cases that could 

be included in the family outcome statistical analyses and the length of time assessed to a two-year period, which impacted 

the analysis results. 

Finally, CRISP experienced difficulty in obtaining required Indiana University Institutional Review Board approval, which may 

have affected the number of survey and interview responses obtained for the study. Despite this, analysis that supports the 

reported results could be accomplished with data obtained from JBNC and IPS, and the reported results on program efficacy 

do not appear to be compromised.

Future research 
Because the student outcome statistical models explained very little variation in changes in student outcomes, other 

unmeasured factors largely affected these outcomes. It is possible that other student and family-focused programs at both 

the FSCS and comparison-group schools had a greater impact on student outcomes. Future research identifying these and 

accounting for them in statistical analyses may improve the explanatory power of the models and shed light on factors that all 

partners may influence to improve student outcomes. 

As more JBNC program and outcome data is collected over time, researchers may have enough observations to create more 

complex statistical models to determine directly if JBNC programs affected family outcomes. Additionally, building on the 

groundwork the FSCS program laid, increased data sharing among partners would permit the inclusion of community partner 

data in statistical models to understand the relationship of these programs and services on family outcomes. 



80

1	 Entwisle, D.R., Alexander, K.L., & Olson, L.S. (2000). Summer learning and home environment. In R.D. 
Kahlenberg (Ed.), A notion at risk: Preserving public education as an engine for social mobility (pp. 9–30). 
Century Foundation Press.

2	 Neuman, S.B., & Celano, D. (2001). Access to print in low-income and middle-income communities: An 
ecological study of four neighborhoods. Reading Research Quarterly, 36(1), 8–26. https://ila.onlinelibrary.
wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1598/RRQ.36.1.1

3	 Maier, A., Daniel, J., Oakes, J., & Lam, L. (2017). Community schools as an effective school improvement 
strategy: A review of the evidence. Learning Policy Institute. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED606765.
pdf

4	 Loyola University School Partners. The community schools model. (2024). Loyola University. https://
www.luc.edu/schoolpartners/about/thecommunityschoolsmodel/

5	 Duncan, G.J., & Murnane, R.J. (2011). Whither opportunity? Rising inequality, schools, and children’s life 
chances. Russell Sage Foundation.

6	 Jacobson, R. (2016). Community schools: A place-based approach to education and neighborhood 
change. The Brookings Institution.

7	 Bruns, E.J., & Walker, J. (2004). Ten principles of the wraparound process. In E.J. Bruns & J.S. Walker 
(Eds.), The Resource Guide to Wraparound. The National Wraparound Initiative, Research and Training 
Center on Family Support and Children’s Mental Health.

8	 Bunger, A.C. (2010). Defining service coordination: A social work perspective. Journal of Social Services 
Review, 36(5), 385–401.

9	 Moore, K.A., Caal, S., Carney, R. Lippman, L., Li, W., Muenks, K., Murphey, D., Princiotta, D., Ramirez, 
A., Rojas, A., Ryberg, R., Schmitz, H., Stratford, B., & Terzian, M. (2014). Integrated student supports: 
Assessing the evidence. Child Trends.

10	 Kidron, Y., & Lindsay, J. (2014). The effects of increased learning time on student academic and 
nonacademic outcomes: Findings from a meta-analytic review. U.S. Department of Education, Institute 
of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, & Regional 
Educational Laboratory Appalachia.

11	 Henderson, A.T., & Mapp, K.L. (2002). A new wave of evidence: The impact of school, family, and community 
connections on student achievement. National Center for Family and Community Connections with 
Schools.

12 	 Dryfoos, J.G. (2000). Evaluation of community schools: Findings to date. Carnegie Corporation.

13	 Bryk, A.S., Sebring, P.B., Allensworth, E., Luppescu, S., & Easton, J.Q. (2010). Organizing schools for 
improvement: Lessons from Chicago. University of Chicago Press.

14	 Medina, M. A., Cosby, G., & Grim, J. (2019). Community engagement through partnerships: Lessons 
learned from a decade of full-service community school implementation. Journal of Education for 
Students Placed at Risk, 24(3), 272–287. https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2019.1615923

15	 Coalition for Community Schools. (2013). What is a community school? Retrieved December 18, 2024. 
https://www.communityschools.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/05/CS_fact_sheet_final.pdf

REFERENCES

https://ila.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1598/RRQ.36.1.1
https://ila.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1598/RRQ.36.1.1
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED606765.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED606765.pdf
https://www.luc.edu/schoolpartners/about/thecommunityschoolsmodel/
https://www.luc.edu/schoolpartners/about/thecommunityschoolsmodel/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2019.1615923
https://www.communityschools.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/05/CS_fact_sheet_final.pdf


81

16	 Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. (2024). Full-Service Community Schools Program 
(FSCS). U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved January 10, 2025. https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-
programs/grants-birth-grade-12/school-community-improvement/full-service-community-schools-
program-fscs#Eligibility-and-Archived-Application-Information

17	 Child Welfare Information Gateway. (2024). Two-generation approaches. Administration of Children and 
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Retrieved December 18, 2024. https://www.
childwelfare.gov/topics/prevention/two-generation-approaches/?top=75

18	 John H. Boner Community Center. Full-service Community Schools Grant—Project narrative. Retrieved 
from the U.S. Department of Education Full-serve Community Schools Program (FSCS) website. https://
www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/2019/12/FSCS-U215J190091-The-John-H-Boner-Community-Center-
Project-Narrative.pdf

19	 National Center for Education Statistics. (2024). Common core of data—Public elementary/secondary 
school universe survey  data 2022‒23, 2023‒24 [Data set]. Institute for Education Sciences, U.S. 
Department of Education. https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/files.asp#Fiscal:2,Page:1

20	 Indiana Department of Education. (2024). Data center and reports—School enrollment by special 
education and English language learners, 2006‒2024 [Data set]. https://www.in.gov/doe/it/data-
center-and-reports/

21	 Washington, A. (2023, November 10). Indiana releases 2019‒20 A-F grades without test 
scores from the spring [Article and data set]. Chalkbeat Indiana. https://www.chalkbeat.org/
indiana/2020/10/7/21505772/indiana-releases-2019-20-a-f-grades-without-test-scores-from-the-
spring/

22	 Indiana Department of Education. (2024). Data reports archive—ILEARN, 2019‒23 [Data set]. https://
www.in.gov/doe/it/data-center-and-reports/data-reports-archive/

23	 Blank, M.J., Melaville, A., & Shah, B.P. (2003, May). Making the difference: Research and practice in 
community schools. Coalition for Community Schools. www.communityschools.org/CCSFullReport.pdf

24	 Maguire, M., & Delahunt, B. (2017). Doing a thematic analysis: A practical, step-by-step guide for learning 
and teaching scholars. All Ireland Journal of Higher Education, 9(3).

25	 Byrne, D. (2022). A worked example of Braun and Clarke’s approach to reflexive thematic analysis. 
Quality & Quantity, 56(3), 1391-1412.

26	 Commonwealth of Massachusetts. (n.d.) Arizona self-sufficiency matrix. Retrieved on January 6, 2025. 
https://www.mass.gov/doc/accs-self-sufficiency-matrix-0/download

27	 W.K. Kellogg Foundation (2004). W.K. Kellogg Foundation logic model development guide: Using logic 
models to bring together planning, evaluation, and action. https://wkkf.issuelab.org/resource/logic-
model-development-guide.html

28	 Smith, J., Wiley, S., Turpin, E., Bruns, E., Dunn, T., Hawthorne, K., & Lim, S. (2007). Evaluation of Bridges 
to Success final report. School of Education, Indiana University Purdue University Indiana.

29	 Adams, C. M. (2010). The community school effect: Achievement evidence from the Tulsa Area Community 
Schools Initiative. The Oklahoma Center for Educational Policy, University of Oklahoma.

30	 Regional Educational Laboratory Midwest. (2019). ESSA Tiers of Evidence: What you need to know. 
American Institutes for Research. https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/midwest/pdf/blogs/
RELMW-ESSA-Tiers-Video-Handout-508.pdf

https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/school-community-improvement/full-servi
https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/school-community-improvement/full-servi
https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/school-community-improvement/full-servi
https://www.childwelfare.gov/topics/prevention/two-generation-approaches/?top=75
https://www.childwelfare.gov/topics/prevention/two-generation-approaches/?top=75
https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/2019/12/FSCS-U215J190091-The-John-H-Boner-Community-Center-Project
https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/2019/12/FSCS-U215J190091-The-John-H-Boner-Community-Center-Project
https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/2019/12/FSCS-U215J190091-The-John-H-Boner-Community-Center-Project
https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/files.asp#Fiscal:2,Page:1
https://www.in.gov/doe/it/data-center-and-reports/
https://www.in.gov/doe/it/data-center-and-reports/
https://www.chalkbeat.org/indiana/2020/10/7/21505772/indiana-releases-2019-20-a-f-grades-without-tes
https://www.chalkbeat.org/indiana/2020/10/7/21505772/indiana-releases-2019-20-a-f-grades-without-tes
https://www.chalkbeat.org/indiana/2020/10/7/21505772/indiana-releases-2019-20-a-f-grades-without-tes
https://www.in.gov/doe/it/data-center-and-reports/data-reports-archive/
https://www.in.gov/doe/it/data-center-and-reports/data-reports-archive/
http://www.communityschools.org/CCSFullReport.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/doc/accs-self-sufficiency-matrix-0/download 
https://wkkf.issuelab.org/resource/logic-model-development-guide.htm
https://wkkf.issuelab.org/resource/logic-model-development-guide.htm
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/midwest/pdf/blogs/RELMW-ESSA-Tiers-Video-Handout-508.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/midwest/pdf/blogs/RELMW-ESSA-Tiers-Video-Handout-508.pdf


https://www.linkedin.com/company/iu-public-policy-institute/

	RECOMMENDATIONS
	OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS
	IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION RESULTS 
	INTRODUCTION
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	PART 1.
	introduction
	BACKGROUND
	COMMUNITY SCHOOLS MODEL 
	JOHN BONER NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS 

	PART 2.
	EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
	IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOME EVALUATION 
	DATA SOURCES 
	DATA COLLECTION FRAMEWORK
	QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS 
	QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS 

	PART 3.
	implementation evaluation
	LOGIC MODEL
	INITIAL LOGIC MODEL
	FINAL LOGIC MODEL

	COLLABORATION
	PARTNER AWARENESS OF THE FSCS PROGRAM
	ALIGNMENT BETWEEN PARTNER AND FSCS PROGRAM GOALS
	EFFECTIVENESS OF COLLABORATION
	IMPROVEMENTS FROM COLLABORATION
	CHALLENGES TO COLLABORATION

	PARTICIPANT ENGAGEMENT
	AWARENESS OF SERVICES 
	QUALITY OF SERVICES 

	FIDELITY
	TO WHAT EXTENT DID JBNC OPERATE its PROGRAM WITH FIDELITY?
	WHAT FACTORS INFLUENCED IMPLEMENTATION FIDELITY?

	PART 4.
	OUTCOME evaluation
	PROGRAM OUTCOMES
	ECE OUTCOMES
	STUDENT OUTCOMES
	FAMILY OUTCOMES
	CULTURE OUTCOMES

	PART 5.
	conclusion
	CONCLUSION
	PROGRAM GOAL ATTAINMENT
	RECOMMENDATIONS
	LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

	REFERENCES
	FIGURE 1. Four pillars of the community schools model
	FIGURE 2. Key elements of JBNC’s FSCS program
	FIGURE 3. The four pillars of the community schools model
	FIGURE 4. Implementation overview of the JBNC FSCS program 
	FIGURE 5. JBNC’s Full Service Community School program goals
	FIGURE 6. JBNC FSCS goal A
	FIGURE 7. JBNC FSCS goal B
	FIGURE 8. JBNC FSCS goal C
	FIGURE 9. JBNC FSCS goal D
	FIGURE 10. Map of FSCS schools
	FIGURE 11. Timeline of schools participating in FSCS program
	TABLE 1. Participating FSCS school characteristics, 2023–24 academic year,
	FIGURE 12. Breakdown of racial demographics at participating FSCS schools, 2023–24 academic year9
	FIGURE 13. Percentage of student population with proficient ELA ILEARN scores 
	FIGURE 14. Percentage of student population with proficient Math ILEARN score22
	FIGURE 15. JBNC FSCS program roles
	TABLE 2. Guiding evaluation questions
	TABLE 3. Data sources
	TABLE 4. Outcome measures
	TABLE 5. Eligibility criteria by data collection tool
	TABLE 6. Caregiver interview sampling framework 
	TABLE 7. Community partner interview sampling framework 
	TABLE 8. School staff interview sampling framework  
	TABLE 9. Survey response rates 
	TABLE 10. Interview response rates
	TABLE 11. Comparison school characteristics, 2022‒23 school year19,20
	FIGURE 16. Racial demographics of comparison schools, 2022‒23 academic year19
	FIGURE 17. Logic model components
	FIGURE 18. FSCS grant program inputs
	FIGURE 19. FSCS grant program activities
	FIGURE 20. FSCS grant program outputs
	FIGURE 21. FSCS grant program outcomes
	FIGURE 22. Logic model: Culture domain area
	FIGURE 23. Final FSCS logic model
	FIGURE 24. Community partner awareness of the FSCS program 
	TABLE 12. Collaboration effectiveness
	FIGURE 25. Number of JBNC staff collaborating with community partner organizations
	TABLE 13. Improvements resulting from collaboration
	TABLE 14. Challenges to collaboration 
	FIGURE 26. Most common caregiver reasons for not participating in FSCS-related programs
	TABLE 15. Impact of collaboration on participants
	FIGURE 27. Attendance rates by school year and school group
	FIGURE 28. Attendance rates by school year and individual school
	FIGURE 29. Suspensions by school year and school group (all students)
	FIGURE 30. Suspensions by school year and individual school (all students)
	FIGURE 31. Suspensions by school year and school group (students with suspensions only)
	FIGURE 32. Suspensions by school year and individual school (students with suspensions only)
	FIGURE 33. ILEARN math scores by school year and school group
	FIGURE 34. ILEARN math scores by school year and individual school
	FIGURE 35. ILEARN ELA scores by school year and school group
	FIGURE 36. ILEARN ELA scores by school year and individual school
	TABLE 16. ILEARN math score regression results
	TABLE 17. ILEARN ELA score regression results
	TABLE 18. School absence regression results
	TABLE 19. ASSM housing domain regression results
	TABLE 20. ASSM employment domain regression results
	TABLE 21. ASSM income domain regression results
	TABLE 22. Impacts of collaboration on systems change

