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Appendix D

Surveys and Site Visits






This appendix presents the full text of all MDRC surveys administered during the second and
final year of the evaluation. In addition, it presents information about the implementation site
visits and summary counts for the in-person interviews conducted during visits to study schools
in the spring of 2014, and describes the research team’s approach to analyzing the qualitative
site-visit data.

Student Survey Administration

This appendix contains the full text of the student surveys discussed in the impact and imple-
mentation sections of the report. Several survey scales were adapted from the California
Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS), with permission from the California Department of Education
and WestEd. These items were based on selected items in Module A and resiliency items in
Module B of the CHKS Middle School Survey.

As described in Chapter 1, both case-managed and non-case-managed students re-
sponded to baseline surveys in fall 2012, before case management began. Students then re-
sponded to follow-up surveys in spring 2013 and spring 2014. Of the 2,230 students in the first
year of the study, 96.0 percent responded to the baseline survey and 93.9 percent responded to
the first follow-up survey. Of the 1,764 students in the second year of the study, 80.3 percent
responded to the second follow-up survey. At each school, representatives from the research
team administered student surveys in groups that included a mix of students from the case-
managed and non-case-managed groups. The research team held make-up days for in-school
survey administration, and then conducted surveys over the phone for a small number of
students who were not present on the main administration day or the make-up day. In collecting
these student survey data MDRC worked with Survey Research Management, whose staff
managed the on-the-ground administration and data entry.

Adult Survey Administration

This appendix also provides the complete text of both adult surveys discussed in Chapters 2 and
3 of the report — the Communities In Schools (CIS) site coordinator survey and the school
leader survey. In late spring and summer of 2014, the study team administered surveys to school
leaders and CIS site coordinators at all 24 participating schools. Both surveys were administered
online and contained skip logic that displayed or hid certain questions from respondents based
on their prior answers; the exhibits in this appendix include the full set of all items available in
these surveys. School leaders at 22 of the 24 participating schools submitted school leader
surveys, for a response rate of 91.7 percent. Of these 22 respondents, 15 were school principals
or assistant principals, 6 were members of the student support services staff, and 1 held another



position. Thirty-one CIS site coordinators participating in the study submitted site coordinator
surveys.

Because 8 of the 24 study schools had more than one CIS site coordinator participating
in the study, a single set of site coordinator survey responses was created for each of these
schools. That single set of responses was created for these eight schools by randomly selecting
answers to each item or set of items (for items that hung together due to skip logic) from the
school’s multiple survey respondents, resulting in a single, composite set of survey answers for
each school. All site coordinator survey findings presented in this report are based on one set of
survey answers per school, including these eight composite responses.

School Site Visits

In the spring of 2014 the study team visited 14 of the 24 schools participating in the evaluation
in all four local affiliates. For the two affiliates with fewer than six study schools, the research
team visited all the study schools. For the remaining two affiliates with six or more schools, the
research team worked with the affiliate during the first year of the study to purposefully select a
subset of the study schools, and the team visited the same schools during the second year of the
study. Schools were selected to ensure a mix of school levels (middle school/high school) and
site coordinator experience. In the largest affiliate the research team selected five schools to
visit, and in the second-largest affiliate the team selected four schools to visit. Each site visit
involved two members of the research team. The main focus of these visits was to conduct in-
person interviews with site coordinators, school principals and support staff members (for
example, guidance counselors and social workers), case-managed and non-case-managed
students, CIS partners, and CIS affiliate staff members. Appendix Table D.1 presents counts
and descriptions of the implementation interviews.

Site Visit Data Analysis

All interviews were recorded and transcribed. As a means of data reduction, each interview was
coded, using Dedoose, as containing discussions about school, district, or community context;
facilitating or inhibiting factors for CIS case management; fidelity to the case management
process (monitoring and evaluating student progress, service frequency and duration, and
matching services to needs); CIS’s role in the school; CIS external partners/personnel; and CIS
services and site coordinators in relation to other school support services and support staff
members. Using these coding data the team then developed analysis memos for each of these
topics that described recurring themes in each and identified the number of schools in which
certain topics were discussed. The analysis memos, along with some additional follow-up
coding, were then used to create the report.



Appendix Table D.1

Implementation Interview Respondents

Interview and Purpose

Number of
Respondents

School leader interviews. Interviews with the
principal or assistant principal at each visited
school to learn about school priorities, student
support services, and the context for CIS

Site coordinator interviews. Interviews with
the CIS site coordinators at each study school to
learn about their duties and the CIS
implementation story

Student interviews. Interviews with students in
both case-managed and non-case-managed
groups to learn about their experiences at school
and in CIS

School support staff interviews. Interviews
with school support staff to learn about other
services available to students and the context for
CIS

Affiliate interviews. Interviews with staff
members at each CIS affiliate to learn about
program priorities, staff training, and the district
context for CIS

Partner interviews. Interviews with CIS
partners from each affiliate to learn about their
work with CIS staff members and students

14

18

56

25

11

Number of schools visited

14

NOTE: Interviews were conducted by MDRC staff members
during implementation site visits to 14 of the 24 study schools

in spring 2014.



Appendix Figure D.1
Year 2 School Leader Survey
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Appendix Figure D.2
Year 2 Site Coordinator Survey
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Appendix Figure D.3
Year 2 Student Survey
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Appendix E

Communities In Schools Management Information
System Data






This appendix supplements the service-receipt tables in Chapter 3 (Tables 3.3 and 3.5), and provides
more information about the national Communities In Schools (CIS) management information system and
other CIS service-provision databases that furnished data on the 2013-2014 school year. It also describes
coding decisions made by the research team regarding particular data elements.

Management Information System Data

Management information system data were provided to the research team for students in the case-
managed group. The nature of those data varied from affiliate to affiliate: The CIS national office provid-
ed information for the two affiliates that use the national database and the remaining two affiliates
provided data from their own systems or state systems. To compare the data from these three different
systems, the research team collapsed the data into eight service types. However, not all service types were
covered in each data source. All data sources provided information on services related to academics,
behavior, and social or life skills. Information on resources to meet basic needs and services related to
college and career preparation, enrichment or motivation, and family was available for 82.1 percent of
student records. Information on services related to attendance was available for 61.5 percent of student
records. Appendix Table E.1 shows services received in these eight categories by the full sample of case-
managed students reflected in the management information system data, and Appendix Table E.2 shows
the same for students in the high- and moderate-risk subgroups.

Recoding Procedures for Outlier Values

As in the previous year of the study, a student’s service-provision data point was considered to be an
outlier if the ratio of total hours of service to number of total contacts exceeded nine. CIS staff members
confirmed that daylong trips are often logged as a full school day (seven hours). After performing
sensitivity checks on the upper and lower limits of outlier values for total hours of service, the research
team made a decision to allow an additional two hours as the maximum average hours per service contact,
because it was possible that a field trip could have begun or ended shortly before or after school. All
instances in which the ratio of total hours of services to total service contacts exceeded nine (that is,
instances in which the average service contact length was more than nine hours) were treated as outliers
and recoded to have missing hours of service for each type of service and missing total hours of ser-
vice. For example, if a student’s ratio of total hours to total contacts had a value of 10.5, both total hours
of service and hours of service for each service type (for example, academic and behavioral) were
recoded to missing; however, the number of contacts for each type of service for that student and the total
number of contacts were retained as reported in the data source. In the first follow-up year, 3 percent of
student records were flagged as outliers, and O percent were flagged in the second follow-up year.
Additionally, every student who was reported to have received at least one service contact also had a
correspondingly positive total number of service hours.
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Appendix Table E.1

Services Received by Case-Managed Students in the Full Study Sample
According to CIS Databases

Percentage Average Number Average

of Students of Times Service Total Hours of
Service Received Receiving Service Was Received Service Received
Overall
Any service type 71.4 NA NA
Across all service types NA 19.0 17.9
By service type
Academic 61.9 5.6 55
Behavioral 30.3 7.6 4.4
Social/life skills 47.7 7.4 5.7
Resources to meet basic needs 46.7 2.4 2.0
College/career preparation 34.1 1.9 35
Enrichment/motivation 43.8 2.5 3.8
Family-related 44.5 1.0 0.5
Attendance 10.9 2.7 0.6
Number of students 898

SOURCES: The Communities In Schools Data Management system (CISDM) and two local CIS
service-provision databases (2013-2014).

NOTES: The analyses above are for case-managed students only and are based on the full study
sample, which includes all students with case management service records provided by CIS
databases. Outliers and students with missing data are excluded from the analyses.

The services offered are not mutually exclusive; a student could have received more than one
type of service during his or her enr
Calculations for the percentage of students receiving a given service are based on a consistent
denominator of 898 case-managed students. However, not all service types were available in each
data source. All data sources provided information on academic, behavioral, and social/life-skills
services. Information on resources to meet basic needs and college/career preparation,
enrichment/motivation, and family-related services was available for 82.1 percent of student
records. Information on attendance services was available for 61.5 percent of student records.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in averages and percentages.

Services described in this table were received over the entire time students were enrolled in CIS
case management during the 2013-2014 school year. The averages presented for number of times
and total hours of service include only those students who received the service in question.

Of all case-managed group students (898), 28.6 percent did not receive case management. In
addition, of all non-case-managed group students (866), 7 percent received case management but
are not included in this table.

52



€9

Services Received by High- and Moderate-Risk Case-Managed Students in the

Appendix Table E.2

Full Study Sample, According to CIS Databases

Percentage of Students
Receiving Service

Average Number of
Times Service Was Received

Average Total Hours
of Service Received

High-Risk Moderate- High-Risk Moderate- High-Risk Moderate-
Service Received Students  Risk Students Students Risk Students Students  Risk Students
Overall
Any service type 66.3 75.0 *** NA NA NA NA
Across all service types NA NA 18.9 19.1 18.6 17.4
By service type
Academic 58.0 64.7 ** 6.4 5.0 *** 6.6 4,7 **
Behavioral 34.0 27.7 ** 7.4 7.9 4.3 4.5
Social/life skills 41.7 51.9 *** 6.9 7.7 5.8 5.6
Resources to meet basic needs 37.7 53.1 *** 2.3 2.4 2.1 2.0
College/career preparation 28.1 38.4 *** 1.6 21 * 35 3.5
Enrichment/motivation 34.5 50.4 *** 2.2 2.7 * 34 4.1
Family-related 39.3 48.3 *** 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5
Attendance 9.1 12.2 25 2.8 0.4 0.8 ***
Number of students 374 524 374 524 374 524

(continued)



Appendix Table E.2 (continued)

SOURCES: The Communities In Schools Data Management system (CISDM) and two local CIS
service-provision databases (2013-2014).

NOTES: The analyses in this table are for case-managed students only and are based on the full study
sample, which includes all students with case management service records provided by CIS
databases. Outliers and students with missing data are excluded from the analyses.

The services offered are not mutually exclusive; a student could have received more than one type
of service during his or her enrolled period.

Calculations for the percentage of students receiving a given service are based on a consistent
denominator of 374 high-risk students and 524 moderate-risk students. However, not all service types
were available in each data source. All data sources provided information on academic, behavior, and
social/life-skills services. Information on resources to meet basic needs and college/career
preparation, enrichment/motivation, and family-related services was available for 82.1 percent of
student records. Information on attendance services was available for 61.5 percent of student records.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in averages and percentages.

A two-tailed t-test was conducted to test for differences between findings for high- and moderate-
risk students. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: *** = 1 percent, ** =5 percent, * = 10
percent.

Services described in this table were received over the entire time students were enrolled in CIS
case management during the 2013-2014 school year. The averages presented for number of times and
total hours of service include only those students who received the service in question.

High-risk students are defined as those who were chronically absent, who failed a core course, or
who were ever suspended in the 2011-2012 school year. Moderate-risk students include those who
were never chronically absent, never failed a core course, and were never suspended in the 2011-
2012 school year. Students who were missing data on chronic absenteeism, suspension, and course
failure were classified as moderate-risk.

Of all high-risk case-managed group students (374), 33.7 percent did not receive case
management. In addition, of all high-risk non-case-managed group students (332), 7.5 percent
received case management but are not included in this table.

Of all moderate-risk case-managed group students (524), 25 percent did not receive case
management. In addition, of all moderate-risk non-case-managed group students (534), 6.7 percent
received case management but are not included in this table.
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