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In 1963, Dr. Martin Luther King wrote the following words as he sat jailed in Birmingham, Alabama:


“Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere. We are caught in an inescapable network of  mutuality, tied in a single 
garment of  destiny. Whatever affects one directly, affects all indirectly.” 
1

Almost 50 years later, we need to embrace these words again. Racial injustice remains an open wound, refusing to be 
ignored. No one in our nation remains untouched by the current pandemic, but Americans of  color suffer and die at higher 
rates than other Americans, often due to poverty.  As much as we don’t like to see our shortcomings as a society, we are in 
a moment that will either force us apart or bring us together to make “a more perfect union.”


We can choose to accept that the current state of  inequity and injustice is the best we can do, much like a previous 
generation accepted, defended, and normalized “separate but equal.” Or we can do better.


In a city gifted with world-class universities and colleges (including an HBCU), global tech companies, a thriving economy and a 
large nonprofit community, why is it that Austin still faces these economic and educational challenges?


! A legacy of  racial and economic inequity that has created a divided city, with income and wealth inequality growing 
by the day. 
2

! An education system that is not able to keep up with both workforce opportunities and the increasing challenges 
of  poverty.


! An identity problem, with the public persona of  a progressive, creative and inclusive city clashing with realities felt 
by many residents.


The current pandemic is accentuating our economic and educational inequities, as unemployment rises and access to 
technology deepens the educational divide. President John F. Kennedy pointed out, however, that, "When written in Chinese, the 
word crisis is composed of  two characters -- one represents danger, and the other represents opportunity.”  In this current 3

crisis, what is our danger and what is our opportunity?


The danger comes from depending solely on the same strategies to address economics, race and education that we have 
been using for decades, strategies that have often left significant numbers of  our youth and families behind. COVID-19 
could turn a river of  inequity into a flood.


The opportunity before us is the chance to do big things, to ask old questions in new ways, to reframe tired conversations 
and break through with innovative solutions.


With a strong dose of  humility, knowing that many people have worked tirelessly on these issues for decades, we believe that 
there is a bold strategy that can help us make significant progress towards reducing economic, educational and racial 
inequities.


 King, M. L. (1994). Letter from the Birmingham jail. San Francisco: Harper San Francisco. Originally written April 16, 1963.1

 Florida, R. and Mellander, C. (February, 2015) Segregated City: The Geography of Economic Segregation in America’s Metros. Martin Prosperity Institute.; 2018 2
State of Texas Children Report. Center for Public Policy Priorities. These reports show that Austin has remained one of  America’s most economically segregated cities, and 
Texas continues to lead the U.S. in both family and child poverty.

 Remarks at the Convocation of  the United Negro College Fund, Indianapolis, Indiana (April 12, 1959). Archives of  the John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum. 3
Retrieved from https://www.jfklibrary.org/archives/other-resources/john-f-kennedy-speeches/indianapolis-in-19590412
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                  Introduction

https://www.jfklibrary.org/archives/other-resources/john-f-kennedy-speeches/indianapolis-in-19590412


! It is a strategy that recognizes that the needs of  one child, of  one family, of  one school, and of  one community are not 
the same as another.


! It is a strategy that recognizes and celebrates the uniqueness of  each community’s history, skills, and culture.


! It is a strategy that opens doors and sets a big table for everyone to speak up and make decisions together as a team.


! It is a strategy that helps ALL children, no matter their circumstances, to graduate ready for college and career.


The strategy is called “community schools,” an evidence-based school improvement approach that has shown promise both 
locally and nationally as a way to reduce educational inequities and transform struggling communities. Community schools 
combine strong academics with wraparound supports, extended learning time and community partnerships to provide 
students and families with the educational, health and social services they need to succeed. Community schools change how 
we work together, moving from competition to collaboration, from risk-averse to solution-focused thinking, from separate 
programs to connected systems. Organizations like Austin Voices for Education and Youth work as catalysts for community 
schools, helping schools, partners and communities to develop powerful teams.


This strategic plan will explain the “how” of  community schools, but it is important that we emphasize the “why,” which is 
that our current system of education is failing too many kids, even as teachers and support staff work to the 
point of exhaustion. The testing and accountability culture that grew out of  the Reagan-era A Nation at Risk report has 
become a political tool that punishes and blames communities of  color, instead of  providing schools with the resources 
they need to succeed.  It is time for a change that will put thousands of Austin’s children and families on 4

pathways to prosperity, as well as full participation in our democracy. That is our “why.”








This strategic plan envisions a multi-year “Campaign for the 
Future” that will expand our existing community schools project 
(currently with a footprint of  12 schools throughout Austin’s 
“crescent of  poverty”) to create a “crescent of opportunity,” 
which will include 64 schools in Austin’s lower-income 
neighborhoods from north to south, ensuring more people, from 
young children to adults, are able to connect with pathways to 
prosperity. We know that more and better education leads to 
increased income and generational wealth creation.  Therefore, 5

our aim is to ensure that throughout the crescent, all children 
have access to high-quality, well-funded neighborhood schools 
AND all families are connected to strategies that reduce barriers 
to success, including affordable housing, access to healthcare and 
adequate employment. We believe that these are the keys to 
changing Austin’s inequitable present into a prosperous and 
equitable future.


Berliner, David C. (2009). Poverty and Potential: Out-of-School Factors and School Success. The Great Lakes Center for Education Research & Practice.4

 Scott Wolla, Ph.D. Page One Economics: Education, Income and Wealth. Federal Reserve Bank of  St. Louis. January, 20175
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OUR	PLAN









We believe in . . . 
6

• Shared vision and accountability for results. The whole community is responsible for creating opportunity and 
quality public schools for ALL young people. A clear, mutually agreed-upon vision focused on results drives the work 
of  community schools.


• Strong partnerships. Partners share resources and expertise and collaborate to design community schools and 
make them work. Community schools embrace and support a broad range of  partners, including government, 
education, higher ed, business, healthcare, nonprofits, early childhood, community-based, advocacy, labor, youth 
service, out-of-school time, faith-based, and local volunteers.


• High expectations for all. Community schools are organized to support student-centered learning, reducing barriers, 
improving conditions and increasing opportunities. They are also multi-generational, with high expectations and equitable 
resources supporting the success of all children and families.


• Community strengths. Community schools are strengths-focused, marshaling the assets of the entire community, including 
the people who live and work there, local organizations, and the campus itself.


• Respect for diversity. Community schools know their communities. They develop respect and a strong, positive 
identity for people of  diverse backgrounds and are 
committed to the welfare of  the whole community.


• Local decision making. Local stakeholders -including 
community partners, teachers/staff, parents and youth- 
make decisions about their own community school 
strategies, responding to the unique circumstances at 
their campuses. Youth voice is especially important to 
changing schools and communities for the better, 
developing future community leaders.


 Modified from the Community School Core Principles developed by the Coalition for Community Schools, a national community schools advocacy organization. http://6
www.communityschools.org//resources/part_one_rationale_for_a_scaled_up_system_of_css.aspx
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We envision communities where ALL YOUNG PEOPLE have the opportunities and resources 
necessary to succeed in school from early childhood through post-secondary education and beyond, 

with rising incomes that create generational wealth. 


We envision communities where public schools serve as COLLABORATIVE HUBS that bring 
neighborhoods, families, students, educators, businesses, and community-based organizations 
together to achieve positive change, defined as community vitality, educational and workforce 

progress, and educational, social, and economic equity.

OUR	VISION

OUR	VALUES

http://www.communityschools.org//resources/part_one_rationale_for_a_scaled_up_system_of_css.aspx
http://www.communityschools.org//resources/part_one_rationale_for_a_scaled_up_system_of_css.aspx


In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education produced a landmark report entitled A Nation at Risk, which 
asserted that American schools were lagging behind other nations, based on 
falling average SAT scores and supposed gaps on international 
standardized tests. The commission placed the blame on unmotivated 
students and unaccountable teachers, and recommended the creation of  a 
testing and accountability system that would force improvements in our 
education system. The result has been marginal improvements over almost 
four decades, despite a huge investment in time and resources.


Critics of  A Nation at Risk, have pointed to questionable data and 
almost no input by teachers or experts on education in the writing of  the 
report. Of  note is that ANAR makes almost no mention of  poverty, 
inequality, and racial discrimination as factors affecting academic 
achievement. Both common sense and research supports the notion that 
poverty and race, along with inadequate investments in the education of  low-income communities, are significant factors in 
how children learn and how schools perform.   Research shows that U.S. students spend about 1,150 waking hours a year 7

in school versus about 4,700 more waking hours per year in their families and neighborhoods.  Therefore, the 8

environment around children is as (or more) influential on their success in school as the school itself. 


Dr. David Berliner, professor emeritus at Arizona State University and past president of  the American Educational Research 

Association, says:


Inputs to schools matter. As wonderful as some teachers and schools are, most cannot eliminate inequalities 
that have their roots outside their doors and that influence events within them. The accountability system 
associated with No Child Left Behind is fatally flawed because it makes schools accountable for achievement 
without regard for factors over which schools have little control. In part, for this reason, NCLB is failing to show 
reductions in the achievement gaps on which it is focused. A broader, bolder approach to school improvement is 
indeed required. It would begin by a reasonable level of  societal accountability for children’s physical and 
mental health and safety. At that point, maybe we can sensibly and productively demand that schools be 
accountable for comparable levels of  academic achievement for all America’s children. 
9

Before we consider the “broader, bolder approach” that Berliner recommends, it is important to understand the different 
challenges that schools and communities in the “crescent of  opportunity” face compared to other parts of  Austin as they work 
to prepare children for college and career.


 Berliner, David C. (2009). Poverty and Potential: Out-of-School Factors and School Success. The Great Lakes Center for Education Research & Practice.7

 National Academy of  Education (2009). Time for Learning: Extended Learning opportunities for students. White Paper Initiative. Washington, DC.8

 Berliner, David C. (2009). Dr. Berliner goes on to cite economists who suggest that the “black-white achievement gap can be reduced by 25% just by reducing residential 9
mobility and improving the availability of  healthcare for black children and mental health services for caregivers.” Our own experience at reducing student mobility in AISD 
community schools through the use of  wraparound supports for families and coordinated partnerships has resulted in gains in academics, enrollment and attendance.
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                     the challenge



Challenge #1: Crescent schools deal with complex needs



The chart below compares eight schools in the “crescent of  opportunity” to eight non-crescent AISD campuses.


It is clear from these comparison schools that non-crescent schools have a much lower percentage of  economically 
disadvantaged students (15% vs. 91.7%), English Language Learners (4.9% vs. 52%), and Special Education 
students (9.8% vs. 17.3%). 4-year graduation rates are similar , but state accountability ratings show significant 10

challenges among crescent campuses compared to non-crescent schools on state tests.


Why do these data points matter? Here are a few points to consider:


• Schools with a higher percentage of  economically disadvantaged students will have to provide significantly more 
supports to students, just to make sure that students are in school every day, ready to learn. These often include 
wraparound supports for families, as well as expanded tutoring and mentoring services for students.


• Schools with a higher percentage of  ELLs will have to offer expanded curriculum and instruction to meet the 
needs of  different levels of  ELLs. They will also need more bilingual faculty, as well as administrative and support 
staff.


 Since 2010, when the federal government began requiring states to track dropout rates, there have been significant increases nationwide in graduation rates. While a 10
number of  positive factors may in play, there has also been an explosion of  credit recovery programs (including in AISD) that have helped students who otherwise would not 
have graduated. Northeast (formerly Reagan) HS moved from a 48% graduation rate in 2008 to virtually 100% of  students graduating in four years. The jury is still out on 
the quality and use of  credit recovery programs, most of  which use online learning. Increases in graduation rates at crescent high schools can also be credited to the use of  
community school wraparound supports that have helped many students stay in school, while juggling real-world financial demands.

7

Campus Economically	
Disadvantaged

English	Language	
Learners

Special	
Education Graduation	Rate

Accountability	
Rating

Crescent	Schools	(2019)
Navarro	HS 80.4% 52.6% 15.8% 95.9% B
Northeast	HS 91.2% 39.4% 14.2% 99.6% B
Travis	HS 80.9% 36.4% 17.0% 96.3% B
Dobie	MS 97.1% 60.9% 15.5% - F
Martin	MS 92.6% 33.1% 22.6% - F
Webb	MS 96.4% 68.1% 16.2% - F
Barrington	ES 97.3% 77.5% 14.5% - F
Widen	ES 97.3% 48.9% 22.9% - B

AVERAGE 91.7% 52% 17.3% 97.3% D+

Non-Crescent	Schools	(2019)
Austin	HS 21% 5.9% 9.5% 97.3% A
Anderson	HS 21.3% 5.8% 8.6% 98.5% A
Bowie	HS 9.7% 2.2% 9.9% 98.9% A
Lamar	MS 19.4% 6.4% 10.0% - B
Murchison	MS 19.9% 9.8% 11.0% - B
Barton	Hills	ES 6.0% 3.1% 9.6% - B
Casis	ES 5.3% 2.7% 8.0% - A
Zilker	ES 17.7% 3.4% 12.1% - A

AVERAGE 15% 4.9% 9.8% 98.2% A-



• Schools with a higher percentage of  special education students will also need more support staff, as well as a 
lower student to teacher ratio. They will also need to provide assessment and evaluation services, and will have to 
dedicate administrators to managing the documentation and communication with parents mandated by law.


• All of  these needs mean that low-income schools have more supports and services to manage, more staff  and 
partner organizations to coordinate with, and more students entering and exiting the campus each year that need 
to be tracked.


Unfortunately, resources are not unlimited to support the needs of  crescent campuses. These schools also face 
other challlenges, including faculty and administrator turnover, lack of  technology in the home, increased need for 
out-of-school time programs, and more. One particular factor that can vastly increase the complexity at a crescent 
campus is student mobility.
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Student Mobility as an Equity Issue

One of  the key differences between low-income communities and more affluent communities is mobility. Typically, low-
income communities are more fluid and dynamic, with a higher 
percentage of  renters, while affluent communities are more static, with 
students moving with their peers along the educational pipeline. 
Mobility as a factor in academic performance can be seen in data from 
low-income school districts in south Texas, where mobility (and teacher 
turnover) is low, perhaps due to strong cultural and family ties.  These 
districts score higher on state tests than comparison low-income 
districts across the state. This makes sense when you think about the 
challenges at a high-mobility school. Students enter (and re-enter) 
mid-year, needing extra supports and assessment. If  you have a 
mobility rate of  25% and a school population of  600, this means that 
150 students will be entering your school mid-year. If  50% of  those are 
English language learners (75 students) and 16% are need special 
education services (26 students), the school will need systems in place 
to quickly integrate newcomers into the school. Designing these 
additional student and family support systems can be complex and 
demand extra resources. The investment in reducing mobility is vital to 
improving academic and social outcomes for students, as is 
demonstrated by the work at Webb MS and Reagan HS, where mobility 
has been reduced by more than 1/3, resulting in dramatic increases in enrollment, attendance, graduation rate, and 
academic performance on standardized tests.

Austin	High	School

Anderson	High	School

Bowie	High	School

Murchison	Middle	School

Lamar	Middle	School

Barton	Hills	Elem.	School

Casis	Elementary	School

Zilker	Elementary	School

11%

		8%

		6%

		9%

		7%

		5%

		2%

		4%

Mobility	in	Non-Crescent	Schools

Navarro	High	School

Northeast	High	School

Travis	High	School

Dobie	Middle	School

Martin	Middle	School

Webb	Middle	School

Barrington	Elem.	School

Widen	Elementary	School

27%

24%

25%

29%

30%

24%

28%

19%

Mobility	in	Crescent	Schools



Challenge #2: Crescent schools and communities face income, housing, health and other 
barriers to upward economic mobility


Income: The map on the right illustrates the stark economic 
divide in Austin, following along the “crescent of  opportunity,” 
beginning in north central Austin, moving through east Austin, 
and continuing into southeast Austin.











A comparison of crescent and non-crescent average family income shows the stark difference between east and west, 
with average family income in east Austin significantly below the 200% of FPL standard for a family of four ($52,400).
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90% and above economically disadvantaged

70% and above economically disadvantaged

60% and above economically disadvantaged

30% and below economically disadvantaged

ZIP AVG.	FAMILY

INCOME

78701 $299,480

78703 $300,680

78704 $89,980

78705 $58,590

78727 $72,740

78731 $196,300

78735 $179,560

78736 $85,140

78737 $135,080

78739 $152,930

78749 $84,220

78751 $62,650

78757 $83,710

78759 $96,640

Average $135,550

ZIP AVG.	FAMILY

INCOME

78702 $54,390

78721 $35,550

78722 $63,760

78723 $53,240

78724 $33,031

78741 $35,620

78744 $35,820

78745 $49,940

78747 $56,730

78748 $60,980

78752 $39,450

78753 $37,210

78754 $50,160

78758 $44,970

Average $46,489

CRESCENT NON-CRESCENT



Housing: A key factor in wealth development is home ownership. The contrasting percentages of  home owners vs. renters in 
crescent/non-crescent zip codes show how difficult it is for families to pass wealth on to the next generation.  This is 11

exacerbated by homeowners being rewarded with the appreciation of  their home values (balanced by increasing property 
taxes), while renters are penalized by property value appreciation with increasing rents. The overall homeownership rate in 
Austin is 44.8%, which is significantly lower than the national average of  63.9%. In Austin, 65% of  white families, 43% of  
black families, and 27% of  hispanic families own their homes. The biggest drivers of  the gap between white and non-white 
home ownership are lack of  funds for a down payment, an inadequate debt-to-income ratio and credit scores, with level of  
education a key factor in determining a family’s income level. Analysis of  housing data at crescent campuses show high 
percentages of  renters (80%+), with a significant amount of  families using 50% or more of  their income on housing-related 
expenses. 
12

Reducing the relative amount families spend on housing and helping more families become homeowners are keys to closing 
the economic equity gap in Austin. Expanding incomes, whether through an increase in minimum wage, offering more 
workforce development, or increasing the number of  low-income youth who finish high school and at least two years of  college 
or a career training program are all important to moving more families into a position of  building generational wealth.


 American Community Survey 2017 profiles for zip codes. Retrieved from City of Austin Demographic Data on 7/27/20. https://www.austintexas.gov/page/demographic-data 11

 Austin Voices for Education and Youth unpublished analysis of  housing data, 2019. Available upon request.12
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NON-CRESCENTCRESCENT

ZIP HOMEOWNER RENTER Rent	30%+/
HH	Income

78702 46.8% 53.2% 40.2%

78721 57.8% 42.2% 51.9%

78722 45.6% 54.4% 45.1%

78723 42.8% 57.2% 55.9%

78724 60.5% 39.5% 62.4%

78741 15% 85% 53.7%

78744 45.4% 54.6% 49.6%

78745 46.1% 53.9% 46.3%

78747 72.8% 27.2% 34%

78748 60.6% 39.4% 49.4%

78752 27.3% 72.7% 53.7%

78753 35.7% 64.3% 51.9%

78754 49.8% 50.2% 42.7%

78758 28.6% 71.4% 49.4%

AVG. 45.3% 54.7% 49%

ZIP HOMEOWNER RENTER Rent	30%+/
HH	Income

78701 35.1% 64.9% 35.5%

78703 51.9% 48.1% 40.4%

78704 34.3% 65.7% 45.3%

78705 10.6% 89.4% 65.7%

78727 47.8% 52.2% 37.3%

78731 56% 44% 43.9%

78735 53.3% 46.7% 38.5%

78736 81.8% 18.2% 32.8%

78737 92.3% 7.7% 31.1%

78739 94.9% 5.1% 54.8%

78749 61.9% 38.1% 31.1%

78751 29.9% 70.1% 48.5%

78757 55.9% 44.1% 51%

78759 46.2% 53.8% 37.4%

AVG. 53.7% 46.3% 42.4%

https://www.austintexas.gov/page/demographic-data


Other data points reinforce that Austin’s crescent and non-crescent schools and communities face two different realities:


• Richard Florida, in “The Rise of  the Creative Class” (2004), ranked Austin #1 on his “creativity index.” At the 
same time, he ranked Austin the most economically segregated major city in the country, based on education, 
income and occupational segregation. By 2015, Austin was still in the top 20 (#16) in creativity and had 
maintained its top ranking as the most economically segregated major city in the U.S. 
13

• According to CAN (Community Advancement Network), almost one in three Hispanic and African-American children in 
Travis County live in poverty (29% for both/2013-17) compared to 5% of white children and 7% of Asian children. 
14

• Income mobility for Travis County’s low-income children (the ability of  children to improve their economic status 
over their parents, often tied to educational opportunity) was among the worst 13% of  all U.S. counties. 
15

• Austin is creating 60,000 new middle skills jobs between 2016 and 2021 in IT, healthcare and trades, with 74,142 
working poor (employed below the poverty level) lacking the training needed for those jobs. 
16

Healthcare: Despite heroic efforts by public and private healthcare and insurance providers, low-income families have to deal 
with a patchwork of  services, with many barriers to access. The emergency room remains the default primary care provider for 
many families, and children in the crescent often go without regular check-ups or adequate care for chronic conditions, 
including asthma and diabetes. Basic needs, including eyeglasses and dental care, are dependent on support from nonprofits 
and community organizations. While progress has been made in lowering the uninsured rate in Travis County, family mobility 
and a complex system of  care can leave many families temporarily disconnected from health systems.


During the current COVID-19 pandemic, these gaps in our healthcare system are especially apparent, as higher rates of  
infection are occurring among African-American and Hispanic populations, especially in the crescent neighborhoods. The chart 
below shows the COVID-19 positivity rates and case numbers in crescent vs. non-crescent neighborhoods (7/24/20):





 Florida, R. and Mellander, C.13

 Community Action Network (CAN) Dashboard 2018. Retrieved from http://canatx.org/dashboard/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/CANCommunityDashboard2018.pdf14

 Zehr, D. (Sept. 24, 2016) Study: Travis County among nation’s worst for economic mobility. Austin American-Statesman.15

 Austin Metro Area Master Community Workforce Plan (June 2017). Workforce Solutions Capital Area.16
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Top Ten COVID-19

Hotspots


1.Dove Springs (44)

2.Rundberg (53)

3.Montopolis (41)

4.Navarro (58)

5.LBJ/Loyola (24)

6.Travis (45)

7.Windsor/UH(23)

8.St. John (52)

9.Northeast (54)

10.Eastside (02)

78754

NON-CRESCENTCRESCENT

ZIP Positivity #Cases

78701 6.25% 189

78703 9.21% 201

78705 6.75% 286

78727 24.4% 244

78731 13.7% 212

78735 23.75% 185

78736 14.71% 89

78749 8.42% 271

78751 6.63% 129

78757 20.57% 247

78759 18.18% 314

Average 13.87% 215

ZIP Positivity #Cases

78702 18.38% 490

78721 25.47% 265

78723 25.8% 589

78724 34.57% 858

78741 29.72% 1,331

78744 28.97% 1,471

78745 21.53% 804

78752 35.4% 534

78753 39.54% 1,439

78754 32.64% 520

78758 36.29% 1,153

Average 29.9% 860

http://canatx.org/dashboard/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/CANCommunityDashboard2018.pdf


There are several possible reasons for more COVID-19 infections in the crescent area. Many African-American and Hispanic adults 
have been deemed “essential workers” and lack the ability to work from home and isolate. Low-income

families living in apartments or duplexes have more people in a smaller space, increasing contact. Underlying health issues, 
including diabetes and heart disease, are also more prevalent among these populations, and access to immediate health care 
other than the emergency room (the use of  which can increase the risk for infection) are all possible contributors.


It is clear that the pandemic will have long-term economic, educational and social/emotional negative effects on crescent 
communities, further increasing underlying economic and racial inequities. 


Challenge #3: Low-income African-American and Hispanic students complete college at lower 
rates than other students


Over the past decade, crescent schools have done heroic work, reducing dropout and increasing graduation rates, as well as 
increasing higher-ed opportunities through dual credit and early college high school programs. The first crescent school to offer 
the early college high school program, Reagan (now Northeast), has seen its enrollment double and has had hundreds of 
students receive one or more years of college credit through Austin Community College. Programs have also begun at Navarro, 
Eastside Memorial, LBJ, Akins, Crockett and Travis. These programs go a long way towards not only helping students reduce the 
ultimate cost of higher education, but also preparing students for the rigors of college culture.


Dropout prevention and college persistence programs such as AVID, Breakthrough and Communities In Schools are also helping 
many crescent students with mentoring, with some mentors working with students through their college careers. The Austin 
Chamber of Commerce has focused on increasing financial aid opportunities for students with their “FAFSA Saturdays,” helping 
families with the paperwork necessary to apply for financial aid.


While hard-won gains are to be lauded, data provided by E3 Alliance about Central Texas schools show how much ground 
there is still to cover if  educational equity gaps are to be closed. 
17

The chart to the right illustrates completion of a degree 
(certificate, associate’s degree or bachelor’s degree) within 
six years from high school graduation. White and Asian 
students complete their programs at approximately twice the 
rate of Hispanic and African-American students. Note: this 
data includes all students, not just low-income students.


Data from E3 shows that, when income is taken into 
account, the completion rate for higher education drops 
precipitously, with only 12% of low-income students in 
central Texas who start higher-ed programs completing 
their degree. Reasons for the difference in completion 
rates may be financial, academic, or cultural, but is clear 
that, despite some gains over the past two decades, fewer African-American and Hispanic youth are gaining the credentials 
necessary to increase generational wealth. In fact, with the burden of student loans carried by many low-income youth (reflected in 
much higher loan default rates for minority students compared to white students), the system may be structured to actually move 

 Data retrieved from E3 Alliance on 7/27/20. https://data.e3alliance.org/complete/17
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some low-income young people backwards economically. The overall data shows, however, that on average, college graduates 
earn $1 million more than non-college graduates in their lifetime, and average $17,500 more in earnings annually. 
18

Challenge #4: Stakeholders in crescent schools have to fight for the right to have high-
quality neighborhood schools


Austin ISD is unique in Texas in that it has been able to hold together large areas of  affluent neighborhoods and low-
income neighborhoods in a single district. Looking at other urban districts in Texas, many have split into smaller 
districts, or have had higher-income communities break off  to form their own districts. While Austin’s situation offers 
the potential for a diverse district that reflects and unites the whole city, it has also brought with it the challenge of  
serving communities with vastly different needs and constituencies.


An additional pressure felt in Austin has been the threat of school closure, a key lever in the 
current testing and accountability system. While No Child Left Behind had a closure 
mechanism that was rarely used, in 2006 Texas enacted a more punitive school closure law 
(backed by charter schools looking for takeover opportunities). Schools that missed on just 
one of many data points tested annually would be branded as failing. Schools failing one or 
more data points for four consecutive years could be closed. Schools missing in five 
consecutive years would face mandatory closure (and possible charter takeover).


Since the law was enacted, urban districts have closed dozens of  schools in low-income 
communities. AISD closed Pearce Middle School (which missed by one student on an 8th 
grade science exam). Reagan High School, Eastside Memorial (formerly Johnston) and 
Webb Middle School have had near death experiences. Many other campuses have 
experienced the “blame and shame” culture, driving a narrative of  deficiency and failure.


This same pressure does not exist for non-crescent schools, which are able to more easily navigate a testing system built to 
meet their needs. As Dr. David Berliner said, “The accountability system associated with No Child Left Behind is fatally flawed 
because it makes schools accountable for achievement without regard for factors over which schools have little control.” 
19

Recent district budget issues, which stem from an antiquated school finance system in Texas, have also put closure 
pressures on low-income communities in Austin. All of  this begs the question: Why do schools in the crescent have to 
fight for the right to have a quality neighborhood school? Why, in schools that are already overburdened with meeting 
a high level of  student need, are staff, parents, students and community stakeholders submitted to the constant 
threat of  closure and loss of  jobs?


It is obvious that the answer to “why” is more societal and political than educational. We have always given better 
treatment to the powerful over the powerless. Low-income schools are expected to solve all of  the problems of  
poverty, and then are punished when they don’t. 


Fortunately, the powerless are actually powerful when their voices come together to change a school or a community. 
Unjust laws can be changed. Unjust systems can be fixed.


 The College Payoff (2011). Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce. Retrived from https://cew.georgetown.edu/cew-reports/the-college-payoff/; 18
The Rising Cost of Not Going to College. Pew Research Center (Feb. 11, 2014). Retrieved from https://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2014/02/11/the-rising-cost-of-not-
going-to-college/

 Berliner, David C. (2009). Poverty and Potential: Out-of-School Factors and School Success. The Great Lakes Center for Education Research & Practice19
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     A Way Forward

• Community schoolS: An Equity Framework

• case studies

• Timeline, Sustainability & Budget




It is clear that Austin’s economic and educational divide is extreme and that the current system maintains and reinforces 
severe racial inequities. The question we have to ask ourselves is this: are we okay with continuing to tweak a system that 
maintains the status quo, produces only marginal improvements, and measures success strictly in terms of  test scores? Or are 
we open to new thinking, new voices and new solutions that can radically change the trajectories of  thousands of  young 
people in Austin’s “crescent of  opportunity” for the good?


In 2007, the St. John community, including members of  Austin Voices, decided that the status quo was not only “not okay,” but 
was destructive and racist. Without consultation with parents or the community, the school district decided to close Webb 
Middle School due to three years of  missed standards on state tests, using a 
new state school closure law as justification. What the school district didn’t 
know was that St. John had been organizing around community 
improvements, including its schools, for several years, and had recently been 
recognized by “America’s Promise Alliance” in Washington, D.C. as one of  the 
country’s top 100 communities for youth. Realizing that once a school is lost, 
it is lost forever, parents, students, teachers and community partners moved 
into action immediately with multiple strategies, including mobilizing the whole 
community behind Webb, reasoning with trustees about the injustice of  the 
school closure law, and most importantly, coming up with a plan that would 
turn Webb into a high-functioning campus.


The plan was developed through interviews with teachers, parents, students and over 30 community partners. Common 
themes emerged, including the negative effects of  high student mobility on the campus, insufficient staffing to support the 150 
newcomers at Webb just learning English, a lack of  technology resources, and the oppressive environment that the obsession 
with testing had created. Interviews also revealed the dedication of  community partners and their untapped potential.


The quality of the resulting plan and the voices of the community were enough to reverse the AISD Board of Trustees intention to 
close Webb. Community partners, including Austin Voices leadership, worked closely with the superintendent and principal to 
implement strategies, including a new community-funded Family Resource Center, aimed at stabilizing families, additional bilingual 
staff  to support newcomers, new technology and training, and incentives to retain experienced teachers. Students, who were 
turned off  by “blame and shame” culture, became motivated and more than met standards on state tests. By the following 
October, U.S. Department of Education Secretary Margaret Spellings, along with the Texas Commissioner of Education, chose to 
visit Webb to celebrate its achievements. In particular, Secretary Spellings called Webb “. . . the kind of school any parent would 
want to send their child to.”


Over the next several years, student mobility dropped by 1/3 (35% to 25%), attendance increased and enrollment doubled. 
English Language Learners thrived in the newcomer program. A stable faculty under talented leadership were able to make 
Webb the top-performing Title 1 middle school in AISD.  Fine arts and enrichment offerings grew, along with the partnerships 20

supporting mentoring, tutoring, health, mental health and out-of-school time. The Family Resource Center served 350 families 
annually with wraparound supports. Monthly parent and community events, including community school planning dinners and 
partner luncheons, supported involvement and decision-making in Webb’s continued improvement. By 2016, Webb was 

 Since 2018, Webb, along with all of  the other Title 1 middle schools in AISD, have seen a drop in standardized test scores as staffing cuts due to budget constraints have 20
begun to affect academic performance. Webb’s most recent community school planning process, completed in September 2019, includes restoring the staffing level that 
supported academic success prior to the cuts. 
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included (along with Reagan High School) as a national example of  school turnaround using community school strategies, in a 
study published by the Center for Popular Democracy. 
21

The Webb turnaround was successful for several reasons:


1. Rather than using top-down solutions that might have worked in another context, the community started with listening to those 
who were closest to the problems: teachers/staff, administrators, parents, students, and campus partners.


2. Listening led to an understanding of  the root causes of  problems, which informed solutions.


3. A large number of  stakeholders were engaged in developing common-sense strategies, which increased ownership of  
the results.


4. The approach was comprehensive, looking at all of the factors that would help students succeed and the school thrive.


5. The plan leveraged community resources and partners, knowing that this would make changes more sustainable.


6. Community leaders stayed involved for the long-term, seeing improvement as an ongoing project.



One thing community leaders didn’t know was that the common-sense strategies they used, including looking for root 
causes and problem-solving around them, leveraging community partnerships, 
addressing the effects of poverty, engaging parents, teachers, youth and community 
members in shared leadership, increasing enrichment and out-of-school learning 
opportunities, and making sure the academic, social, emotional and physical needs of 
every child are addressed (in contrast to a more narrow testing and accountability 
focus) had a name. It is called “community schools.” Representatives from Austin 
Voices, the United Way, and Austin Public Health attended a national community 
schools gathering in 2008 and realized that there were hundreds of other 
communities around the country that had discovered this common-sense alternative 
to top-down school improvement, with roots going back a century to John Dewey.


Since beginning at Webb in 2007, Austin Voices has helped other communities and campuses learn about, adopt, and sustain 
community school practices. The results speak for themselves.


• Austin Voices is working with 16 AISD campuses (along with campuses in Dallas ISD,  El Paso ISD and Houston ISD), 
who are at some stage of  community school development, from developing to established. Note: Education Austin, 
a partner in the development of  community schools in AISD, is working with three other campuses desiring to become 
community schools.


• Enrollment at all AISD community schools has been stable or growing (pre-pandemic). Both Webb and Reagan/Northeast 
doubled their enrollment, and Martin Middle School stopped its gradual decline and added more than 100 students in 2019-20.


• Attendance at AISD community schools has improved over the years, especially for high-risk populations. Webb’s 
attendance grew from 91% in 2010 to 96% in 2015. Reagan’s attendance improved from 88% in 2010 to 95% in 
2015.


• Student mobility, a measure of the percentage of students moving in and out of a school annually, was as high as 42% at 
Reagan and 35% at Webb. Researchers call this “hypermobility” and say that it is almost impossible for a campus to function 
at this level. Through the efforts of the current eight Family Resource Centers focused on increasing family stability, 
mobility has been reduced by one-third or more. While still high, these levels of  mobility are manageable.


 https://populardemocracy.org/news/publications/community-schools-transforming-struggling-schools-thriving-schools21
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• The graduation rate at community schools has risen dramatically. Reagan/Northeast had a 48% graduation rate in 
2008-09 and currently has a 99% graduation rate. In particular, pregnant and parenting teens (who were 25% of the 
girls at Reagan in 2008) went from an 11% graduation rate to 100% in 2015.


• College-focused programs have spread throughout AISD community schools. Reagan/Northeast became Austin’s 
first Early College High School as a result of  community school planning and advocacy in 2010, in partnership with 
Austin Community College. Hundreds of  students are earning college credit each year, with some finishing high school 
and an associate’s degree at the same time. AVID, Breakthrough and other college-focused mentoring programs 
support students at community schools.


•  Community School planning is an ongoing practice at many of  the 
community schools, with parents, teachers/staff, students and community 
partners working to continually improve their campuses. Community 
dinners, faculty surveys, partner meetings, and a community school 
planning team work to refine and implement plans. New programs have 
emerged from this inclusive process, including Martin Middle School’s 
successful Innovation Academy, Reagan’s Early College High School, and 
the Allan Early Childhood Center.


•Advocacy for after school programs, fine arts and enrichment has 
ensured that all students in community schools have these programs available to them. In particular, Hart Elementary 
worked with Austin Voices to advocate at the city level for $950,000 to fill gaps in after school funding at AISD Title 1 
campuses. The Reagan/Northeast band went from a few dozen participants in 2008 to a nationally-recognized 
marching band, playing at South by Southwest and on the TV show “Friday Night Lights.”


• Community and parent engagement has greatly increased through the addition of community school events, including 
multi-campus resource fairs (HopeFest, Harvest Fest, STEAM Fest, Holiday Fairs, Futbol Rapido, Unity Walk) that attract 
hundreds of exhibitors and over 12,000 participants annually. An “Adult Academy” coordinated between schools offers a full 
range of classes for parents, including ESL, GED, computers, and parenting.


• Wraparound supports are available to families throughout the network of  community schools, including housing, 
employment, healthcare access, utility assistance, food, clothing, legal assistance, transportation, and adult education. 
Teams meet regularly on each campus to assess need and refer students and families to various support providers 
(including Communities In Schools on most campuses) and the Family Resource Centers, coordinated by Austin Voices.


• Community partnerships have grown exponentially at community schools. Austin Voices and clusters of  campuses 
sponsor four monthly “community school alliance” meetings that bring together dozens of  community partners, 
including city, county, nonprofit, business, higher ed, faith-based and community organizations to strategize and 
collaborate around campus and community needs. 


• Feeder pattern (vertical team) connections have been strengthened through community schools. Normally, low-
income communities find it difficult for elementary, middle and high schools to find time to coordinate efforts. The 
Reagan/Northeast and the Eastside Memorial vertical teams, in particular, have both worked hard to coordinate 
community school supports. Northeast has created the NACER initiative, with AISD, Austin Voices, EcoRise, AVID, CIS 
and United Way, working together to coordinate literacy, college-mentoring and wraparound supports throughout the 
vertical team of  community schools.


• Legislation has been passed at the state level to support community schools (through Austin Voices’ Save Texas 
Schools initiative), including a bill that reduced academic barriers for pregnant and parenting teens.
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All of these achievements are impressive, but what does testing data show about the effects of community schools 
on academic performance? 


In many cases, community schools outperform their peers on state reading and math assessments, but what is more clear is 
that a higher percentage of  students are in school, every day, ready to learn, and that many more students are graduating, 
connected to college and career opportunities. It is also likely that without community schools, at least four AISD campuses in 
the “crescent of  opportunity” would be closed, and that the remaining schools would be struggling with high student mobility, 
decreased attendance and enrollment, and fewer programs and supports.


It is worth noting that national data on community schools confirms the success this approach has had in Austin. Community 
Schools is recognized as an evidence-based intervention for use in federal grants supporting high-poverty schools, including 
ESSA grants and the federal Full-Service Community Schools grant (of  which Austin Voices has been a recipient). Cost-benefit 
analyses of  community school interventions has also estimated that, for every $1 invested in community schools, the 
community receives a $3 to $15 savings in funding going to other services, including crime prevention, health costs, and other 
social services. 
22

So, if  community schools, as a 15-year pilot project in Austin has already had a strong, positive effect on the trajectories of  
thousands of  low-income students in the “crescent of  opportunity,” we are left with two questions:


1. For the sake of  equity, how do we spread this approach across all crescent schools and communities?


2. How do we make community schools not just a framework for school transformation, but an engine of  community 
transformation?


Harry Truman said, “It is amazing what you can accomplish if you do not care who gets the credit.” But in low-income 
schools, where teachers hear more blame than praise, credit is important. Funders also want to know what interventions 
(done by whom) had the most impact in making positive change. Community partners, including nonprofits, also want to 
know how effective their work is.


This is the conundrum of “collective impact,” of which community schools is an example. First described by Kania and 
Kramer in the Stanford Social Innovation Review (2011), collective impact is defined as a collaboration that solves 
difficult and complex social problems (such as closing achievement gaps in education) using broad cross-sector 
partnerships.  Kania and Kramer identified five conditions for a successful collective impact project: a common agenda, 23

shared measurement systems, mutually reinforcing activities, continuous communication and backbone support 
organizations. In Central Texas, we have several examples of collective impact efforts, including E3 Alliance (education) and 
the Community Advancement Network (social services). The Greater Austin Community School Coalition (GACSC) is a nascent 
collective impact effort, established in 2017, to support the expansion of community schools. Austin Voices, along with AISD, 
CAN, United Way, CIS, Education Austin (AFT/NEA), and Learn all the Time are on the GACSC leadership team.


We believe that credit for school improvement should go first to the teachers, staff, and administrators. After that, everything 
is a team effort, with parents, community partners, school district, city and county agencies, nonprofits, businesses, higher 
ed and volunteers all working together towards agreed upon goals and giving one another credit for efforts and 
accomplishments. This is a new way of doing things, and competition (which is encouraged by the testing and accountability 
culture) gives way to collaboration in a thriving and sustainable community school effort.


 Maier, A., Daniel, J., Oakes, J., & Lam, L. (2017). Community schools as an effective school improvement strategy: A review of the evidence. Palo Alto, CA: Learning Policy Institute. 22
Retrieved from https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/ community-schools-effective-school-improvement-report.

 Kania, John & Mark Kramer. (Winter 2011) Collective impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review. Retrieved from https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact# The Wallace Foundation has 23
done extensive research as to the formation and success of  collective impact efforts. Their conclusion is that, while there are some signs of  success, these efforts are difficult, complex and often fall 
short of  their vision. https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/Putting-Collective-Impact-Into-Context.pdf
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Transforming Schools Across the Crescent

We believe the “broader, bolder approach to school improvement” (called for by Dr. David Berliner in his rejoinder to the 
testing and accountability culture created through No Child Left Behind) is community schools. Instead of  simplifying school 
improvement to one or two factors (changing leadership, finding better teachers, adopting a different curriculum), community 
schools use a comprehensive, problem-solving approach, taking into account both what happens within the school and what 
happens outside the school in the community as equally important to the ultimate success of  children. While understanding 
and addressing these factors may seem daunting, community schools take an incremental approach, looking through three 
equity lenses to find opportunities for continual improvement:


1. Are there barriers to learning that can be reduced?


2. Are there conditions for learning that can be improved?


3. Are there opportunities for learning that can be expanded?


By asking these three questions, challenges become clear, and opportunities 
present themselves both within the school and in the community for changing 
the trajectory of a child’s education. Barriers might be related to poverty, such 
as homelessness or lack of access to healthcare. Conditions might be an 
unsafe school or community environment, high teacher turnover, or curriculum 
that is unengaging. Opportunities might include a lack of after school, fine arts, 
or college and career preparation programs. Whatever emerges, the 5,000+ 
Community Schools across the country are committed to one thing: doing 
whatever it takes to help students be successful in school, life and beyond.





The Elements of School Improvement 
Using Community Schools

School improvement is littered with failed efforts to transform and turnaround 
struggling, mainly low-income schools. In almost every case, the failure was 
tied to trying to reduce challenges down to one or two factors, instead of 
thinking systemically. The strategy might be changing principals, reorganizing 
the campus around a particular program, providing more professional 
development or creating a positive school climate. All of  these strategies, and 
many more, can create incremental improvements, but none will produce 
lasting and systemic change.


A scan of national school improvement and turnaround efforts, even if  they are 
more systems-focused, will limit efforts to “what can be controlled,” namely 
what happens within the walls of the school. Schools can control teaching, 
curriculum, leadership, school culture and climate, policies and procedures.  
The Effective Schools Framework from the Texas Education Agency illustrates 
these elements. 
24

 https://texasesf.org/24

19

                  COMMUNITY SCHOOLS: An equity framework For Campuses

https://texasesf.org/


The five “levers” illustrated in the TEA model make sense. If a school has a strong leader, the school should function reasonably well. 
Of course, a strong leader is one who can problem-solve and come up with innovative solutions. Some schools are lucky enough to 
have a “hero” principal who can do it all. However, principal turnover in low-income schools is high, normally every 2-4 years. The 
likelihood of having consistently strong leaders is limited.


It also makes sense that effective, well-supported teachers are a key factor for student success. The sad truth is that low-income 
schools often have a higher percentage of first-year and inexperienced teachers, have trouble filling teaching positions in core 
subjects, and struggle to pay teachers a living wage.


Effective instruction and high-
quality curriculum are also 
important, but aligning those 
components to a highly diverse 
student body, including English 
Language Learners, special 
education, refugee, and highly 
mobile students, is very 
challenging.


Finally, “positive school culture” is 
where the TEA model places 
behavior, student supports, and 
parent and community 
engagement. While most low-
income schools offer some 
student supports, and might have 
staff  dedicated to parent 
communication, few have the 
systems in place nor the 
partnerships necessary to match 
the significant need on their 
campuses in an effective and 
equitable manner.


But what if  you could make the 
TEA model work in even the 
most challenging environment? 
What if  you had a leadership 
pipeline trained to meet the 
challenges of  low-income 
campuses? What if  you had 
strategies in place to make sure 
teachers were suppor ted and were involved in creating innovative solutions for their campus? What if  you had a school 
that could actually meet the diverse academic needs of  all of  your students? What if  you had a welcoming and positive 
school culture that suppor ted both students and families, and embraced the oppor tunity to be a hub for community 
engagement?
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The diagram above shows how a community school framework can (and should) be 
combined with a traditional school improvement model. With the student and family 
supports offered in a community school, with all stakeholders involved in analyzing need 
and problem-solving solutions, with teaching and learning designed to match the diverse 
needs of students, and with a system of community partners bringing the advocacy and 
resources necessary for schools to be successful in their mission, the traditional model 
can actually work.
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Perhaps the greatest failing of simply using a traditional school improvement model in a low-income school is that the traditional 
model tends to ignore external, community factors and may downplay the complexity of  teaching students with diverse needs and 
backgrounds. The theory of change is often based on addressing gaps in learning using individual student data. But if  kids aren’t 
ready to learn, if  they are not in school, and if  the resources, supports, and experienced teachers are not in place to support 
kids, the gains will be limited. But combining strategies that address both internal and external factors means that more children 
are in school, ready to learn. Experienced and well-supported teachers are now ready to teach, and with effective plans that are 
developed by teachers, parents, students and community, schools are now ready to act.


Community School practitioners nationwide, including the Coalition for Community Schools, agree on certain commonalities 
across community schools, both in programs and practices. Austin Voices, AISD and the Greater Austin Community School 
Coalition have developed a logic model that captures the elements used in Austin’s community schools. 
25

 The complete GACSC Logic Model is contained in the Appendix.25
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It is often tempting in school improvement to simplify and to say that schools can only focus on one or two things at a time. 
The flaw in this thinking is that schools are complex organizations, just as corporations, communities and even families are 
complex in their functions and their intended outcomes. Community schools face this complexity honestly, and use a growth 
mindset to help campuses improve year by year. 


At the heart of  this improvement process is annual campus planning, starting with a needs assessment that uses both 
quantitative and qualitiative data. A broad range of  stakeholders are part of  this process, including parents, students, 
teachers, administrators, volunteers, support partners, and community members. Austin Voices also pioneered a “Family 
Needs Survey” that is completed by 50-75% of  parents at community 
school campuses annually, providing a wide range of  data, including 
health, technology, health insurance, basic needs, housing, 
employment, adult education, volunteering, and requests for student 
services such as mentoring. This survey has been adapted by many 
other community schools nationwide as a simple and effective tool. In 
addition to the family needs survey, data is gathered through 
community dinners with facilitated small groups, faculty surveys, 
monthly partner meetings, focus groups, and campus academic, 
climate and parent surveys. Information gathering focuses on three 
questions: What is working (strengths)? What could be improved 
(challenges)? What is missing (opportunities)? 
26

A community school planning team, consisting of  teachers, staff, 
administrators, parents and community representatives, looks at the data that has been gathered through the needs 
assessment, as well as student academic data and other school and community data. This process results in an agreed upon 
list of  strengths, challenges and opportunities, from which strategies and action plans are developed. The resulting plan is 
presented to stakeholders for revision, approval and involvement in implementation.


Depending on the feedback gathered during the needs assessment, the planning team can consider the following questions:


1. Looking at the list of  strategic programs, how is our campus doing? What are our strengths, challenges and 
opportunities?


2. Looking at the list of  strategic practices, how is our campus doing? What are our strengths, challenges and 
opportunities?


3. Are there equity challenges or opportunities? For example, are there barriers for certain populations on our 
campus? Are their conditions, such as staffing, that are not equitable? Are there opportunities unavailable to our 
students that students on another campus have?


4. Are there “root cause” issues that are behind certain challenges? How could we problem-solve around these 
issues?


The chart that follows contains strategies, as well as ways of  measuring progress, that could be found in a typical community 
school improvement plan.


 Detailed information about the annual needs assessment is found in the appendices to this plan.26
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Shared Leadership


“People support what they helped to create.”  One reason that community school planning is so powerful is that it takes the 27

time to develop consensus among a broad set of  stakeholders. When the times comes to implement strategies, there is broad 
agreement and energy behind the ideas.


The existing AISD community schools have developed a shared leadership structure over the past 13 years that includes 
campus planning teams, vertical team planning (in the Northeast and Eastside Memorial teams), community school alliance 
teams that bring partners together monthly, district staff  (include a lead staff  member for community schools), a regional 
community school team (GACSC), and a backbone organization, Austin Voices, providing organization and expertise.

While this is a great foundation to build on, the reality is far from what is needed for an expansion of  community schools 
throughout the “crescent of  opportunity.” Planning teams function inconsistently across our current schools. We have a strong


 Many people have repeated this phrase, but it is attributed to motivational writer Dale Carnegie.27
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• Reduce barriers to learning by providing wraparound supports that stabilize families, 
reduce student mobility, improve attendance and improve student focus on learning, 
leveraging partnerships with community agencies and volunteers.


• Reduce faculty turnover and staff  core subjects with experienced teachers. Highly mobile 
schools need teachers who are skilled in working with diverse needs in the classroom.


• Use a tiered approach to student and family supports, and improve systems of  coordination 
with weekly meetings with service providers and school staff 


• Focus on developing a warm and inclusive campus culture where all parents and students 
are welcome, no matter their culture, language, or educational background.
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• Develop campus-wide ELL and special education strategies that work for mobile and late-
entry students.


• Focus on developing a warm and inclusive campus culture where all parents and students 
are welcome, no matter their culture, language, or educational background.


• Train staff  in school-wide positive approaches to behavior, as well as restorative practices,  
that limit disruption to learning time.


• Use a shared leadership approach, with annual community school planning processes bringing 
teachers, staff, parents, students and community together to assess strengths, challenges and 
opportunities, and to develop and implement school improvement strategies.


• Develop an equitable approach to technology, using strategies that lower barriers of  access 
for low-income and mobile students.

• Develop common data systems to capture current efforts to support youth and families in the 
community, and to provide information for strategic planning.


• Work together to advocate for resources and policies that will grow after school, enrichment, and fine 
arts programs.


• Partner with other schools in your feeder pattern to coordinate adult education, events and summer 
programs.


• Partner with businesses and higher ed institutions to provide free field trips for students 
and parents, and create real-world career training partnerships.
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• Improved attendance


• Reduced mobility


• Increased parent 
involvement


• Improved academic 
performance


• Increased enrollment

• Improved academic 
performance for ELLs 
and special ed


• Reduced behavior 
referrals


• Increased community 
engagement


• Greater equity

• Increased community 
safety


• Increase student 
engagement


• Higher college 
completion rates


• Greater equity

Strategies Measurable	Results



Northeast Vertical planning team, but still have not developed one in the Navarro Vertical Team. The GACSC is still trying to find 
its footing in stabilizing and expanding community schools in Central Texas.


Most importantly, we need to continue expanding the number of  teachers, staff, parents and students who are engaged in 
growing and improving their community schools. As a first step in expanding community schools, we envision a planning period 
that would bring together current and new district and community stakeholders for reflection on past and current successes 
and challenges, agreement on goals and timeline for the expansion of  community schools, and a sustainability plan for 
resourcing the expansion. All of  this will be done in the context of  the current COVID-19 crisis, knowing that some strategies 
and actions may be delayed while others are advanced more quickly.
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The Power of Voice

Community schools believe that the whole community is responsible for creating opportunity and high-quality, 
neighborhood-based public schools. They also value local decision-making, with community stakeholders, teachers/
staff, parents and youth deciding what is best in their unique circumstance


In order to ensure that the voices of  everyone are heard, Austin Voices has learned that there must be regular 
opportunities for a wide variety of  stakeholders to participate 
in the creation of  the school. Each year, we help schools host 
community planning dinners, with parents, teachers and 
students joining in small groups to strategize around the 
needs of  their campus. These events are well-publicized, with 
specific outreach to families that are often overlooked, such as 
refugees and homeless.


There are also times when the community and campus need to 
advocate more forcefully for their school at the school board, 
city and county, and even state level. AISD community schools 
have been successful on a number of  occasions in bringing 
about meaningful change. Here are some examples:



Implementing the Plan

Some of  the strategies in a campus community school plan will be implemented by existing structures, such as academic teams 
or social service referral teams (called Child Study Teams in AISD), all under the leadership of  the principal. Other strategies 
may be implemented or supported by community partners, may need additional resources or staff  capacity, or may be 
implemented by parents, students, or teachers. Some may involve advocacy by the campus community at the school district, 
city/county or even state level. Some may involve district-level staff, including the lead administrator for community schools, 
departmental or senior administration.


Our experience is that the following elements are vital for successful implementation:


1. A community school planning team that meets regularly (at least monthly) to monitor implementation, under the 
leadership of  an engaged and supportive campus principal. The team should include teachers/staff, community partners, 
parents, and students (if  appropriate).


2. A plan with detailed strategies and action steps, and which assigns responsibilities, sets deadlines and provides resources.


3. Regular communication with campus staff, parents and community about progress, including successes and challenges, 
as well as opportunities for participation or advocacy.


The illustration that follows describes the planning and implementation cycle:
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• Over 100 parents and students from Hart Elementary advocated for 
after school funding when their grant-funded program was about to 
end in 2016. AVEY organized a meeting with city council and AISD 
trustees. Eventually, the City provided over $900,000 for not just Hart 
but 10 other AISD campuses needing after school funding.


• AVEY worked with Reagan High School staff  and parenting teens to 
pass a bill  in the state legislature that prohibited unexcused absences 
being given to teen parents for children’s health needs and checkups. 
The speech by a Reagan parent helped push the bill across the finish 
line with the Senate Education Committee.


• In 2011, legislative leaders announced $10 billion in cuts to public 
education. AVEY, through its Save Texas Schools program, organized 
13,000 advocates to stand up for full school funding. Action continued 
through the legislative session, resulting in cuts being reduced to $5 
billion. Continued action in 2013 saw fiull funding restored.


• Webb Middle School has been threatened with closure on three 
separate occassions. Each time, parents, teachers and students have 
been able to successfully convince trustees to not only keep the school 
open, but also to improve programming and resources.


• In 2009, AVEY worked with Reagan High School to change the state’s 
school closure law, giving more time for struggling schools to improve. 
The resulting change in the law helped dozens of similar campuses 
throughout the state.


• AVEY has organized teachers, parents and students to support 
community school legislation, in partnership with teacher unions and 
other advocates. The legislation has passed the House twice.





In addition, since many of  the elements of  a community school plan involve student and family supports involving both campus 
and community partners, campuses (or clusters of  campuses) need to have the following:


1. A well-functioning Child Study Team that brings together campus and social service partners together weekly or bi-weekly 
to coordinate academic, attendance, and/or student and family support referrals.


2. A monthly community partner meeting (community school alliance) that is open to all community partners, campus support 
agencies, parents and volunteers. This meeting is a key coordination point between campus and community transformation. 


3. A Family Resource Center, serving a cluster of  campuses. The FRC provides wraparound supports for hundreds of  
families at each campus, as well as adult and parenting education and volunteer opportunities.


4. A Parent Support Specialist (in AISD) or similar role functioning as a liaison to parents. The PSS provides engagement 
and training opportunities for parents.


5. A Community School Coordinator who helps all of  the different elements and activities of  a community school work 
smoothly. They also recruit and support campus partners and volunteers. In a smaller school, the Community School 
Coordinator may overlap with another position, such as the PSS or Family Resource Center Director.
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Knowing that community schools can have significant positive effects on the economic, educational and racial inequities in 
Austin, what can we accomplish in the next six years? Below are proposed school-centric objectives that will be refined during 
the initial six-month project planning stage.


Campus Objective #1: By 2030, at least 75% of schools (48 of 64) in the Crescent of  Opportunity will be 
intentional and high-quality community schools, outperforming their peers on academic, attendance, 
enrollment and graduation benchmarks.
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VISION	STATEMENT	#1:	SUPPORTING	GREAT	SCHOOLS

We	envision	communities	where	ALL YOUNG PEOPLE have	the	opportunities	and	resources	to	succeed	in	
school	from	early	childhood	through	post-secondary	education	and	beyond,	with	increasing	incomes	

that	create	generational	wealth.	

What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Annual	Community	School	planning	process	
involving	teachers/staff,	parents,	student	and	
community


• Improved	HR	systems	and	adequate	
resourcing	supporting	experienced	and	
stable	faculty	and	leadership


• Time	for	coordination	with	feeder	pattern	
campuses


• Support	by	district	for	extended	learning,	
enrichment,	tutoring	and	student	supports


• Support	by	district	for	early	childhood,	ELLs,	
special	education,	college/career	preparation	
and	specialized	programs


• A	welcoming,	supportive	and	safe	school	
environment


• A	system	of	student	and	family	supports	that	
increase	family	stability	and	student	
readiness	to	learn

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Results	on	STAAR,	TELPAS	and	other	
standardized	measures

90%	of	students	on	grade	level	
or	above

• %	of	children	from	birth	to	kindergarten	
entry,	participating	in	early	learning	
settings	or	programs

Campus	&	Community	
determined	standard

• Faculty	turnover	and	experience,	budget	
comparisons,	class	size,	equity	analysis	
and	programming

Faculty	turnover	≤	15%.	Other	
measures	determined	through	
equity	analysis

• Student	mobility Secondary	Schools	≤	25%

Elementary	Schools	≤	15%

• Community	School	planning	qualitative	
results

80%	annual	completion	of	
community	schools	goals

• Parent	and	teacher	satisfaction	surveys 90%	or	above

• Reports	by	support	providers	on	outputs	
and	outcomes	of	student	and	family	
support	programs

Families	reporting	30%	growth	
in	stability.	Mentoring/tutoring	
available	to	all	students.	

• Graduation	rate,	dropout	rate,	college	
persistence

4-year	graduation	rate	≥	95%

Dropout	rate	≤	2%

College	persistence	≥	50%

• Attendance,	enrollment,	behavior	referrals Comparable	to	non-Title	1	peer	
campuses



Campus Objective #2: By 2030, all community schools in the Crescent of  Opportunity will have strategies in 
place to reduce barriers to learning, including wraparound supports for students and families, high-quality 
programs for English Language Learners and special education students, and systems to address student 
mobility and school transitions.


Campus Objective #3: By 2030, all community schools in the Crescent of Opportunity will have strategies in place 
to improve conditions for learning, including experienced and stable teachers and staff, well-resourced programs, 
shared leadership, a welcoming and caring school culture and strong parent and community engagement.
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What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Increased	capacity	for	Family	Resource	
Centers	providing	wraparound	family	supports	
and	adult	education


• Increased	capacity	for	equitable	student	
supports	across	all	community	schools,	
including	CIS	and	counselors


• Coordinated	vertical	team	planning	for	
newcomers,	refugee,	other	ELLs	and	special	
ed	supports


• Improved	vertical	team	systems,	including	
data	tracking,	to	support	mobile	students	and	
to	support	transitions	between	elementary,	
middle	and	high	school

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Monthly	and	annual	FRC	reports,	Family	
Development	Matrix,	stability	measures

50%+	of	families	receiving	
services.	Case-managed	
families	reporting	30%	
growth	in	stability.

• Child	Study	Team	data,	service	provider	
reports	(i.e.	CIS)

100%	of	students	referred	to	
CST	receive	supports

• Results	on	STAAR,	TELPAS	and	other	
standardized	measures

90%	of	students	on	grade	level	
or	above

• Student	mobility,	transition	tracking,	
vertical	team	dashboard

Secondary	Schools	≤	25%	mobility

Elementary	Schools	≤	15%	mobility

All	students	properly	transitioned	
5th	to	6th,	8th	to	9th

Other	goals	set	by	vertical	team

• Teacher/staff	survey 100%	of	teacher/staff	issues	
addressed	annually

What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Annual	Community	School	planning	process	
involving	teachers/staff,	parents,	student	and	
community


• Improved	HR	systems	and	adequate	resourcing	
supporting	experienced	and	stable	faculty	and	
leadership


• Community	School	leadership	training	developed	
with	district	and	external	partners	to	
operationalize	shared	leadership	practices


• Community	School	Coordinator	and	leadership	
team	use	a	tiered	approach	to	reduce	barriers,	
improve	communication,	and	increase	
engagement	with	community	partners	and	
parents.


• Systems	in	place	for	mentoring,	tutoring	and	
volunteer	coordination


• Time	for	coordination	with	feeder	pattern	
campuses

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Annual	Community	School	planning	
process	involving	teachers/staff,	
parents,	student	and	community

75%	of	parents,	teachers	and	
students	involved	in	
creation/revision	of	plan;	
80%	of	strategices	achieved

• Faculty	turnover	and	experience,	budget	
comparisons,	class	size,	equity	analysis	
and	programming

Faculty	turnover	≤	15%.	Other	
measures	determined	through	
equity	analysis

• Leadership	training	in	place	by	January,	
2021,	with	participation	by	current	
community	schools	and	district	staff

100%	of	community	school	
staff	receive	shared	leadership	
training	annually

• Community	school	staff	and	leadership	
participate	in	annual	training	summit,	as	well	
as	monthly	training	on	tiered	supported,	
communication	and	partner	engagement

100%	of	community	school	
staff	and	leadership	receive	
community	school	training	
annually

• Cohorts	of	community	schools	have	
developed	shared	mentoring,	tutoring	and	
volunteer	coordination	systems

All	community	schools	have	
access	and	training	on	
mentoring,	tutoring	and	
volunteer	coordination	systems

• Teacher/Staff	survey
 Greater	than	90%	of	teachers/
staff	report	improved	
conditions	for	learning	annually.



Campus Objective #4: By 2030, all community schools in the Crescent of  Opportunity will have strategies in 
place to increase opportunities for learning, including enrichment and extended learning programs, 
connections to college and business, up-to-date technology, connections to service and civic engagement, 
and programs that match the diverse passions and needs of  students.
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What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


CONDITIONS	FOR	SUCCESS

• Annual	Community	School	planning	process	

involving	teachers/staff,	parents,	student	and	
community


• Sustainable	funding	for	after	school	and	summer	
programs	across	all	crescent	schools


• Equitable	fine	arts,	athletics	and	other	enrichment	
opportunities	across	all	crescent	schools


• District-wide	system	for	campuses	to	connect	with	
businesses,	including	practicums,	internships	and	
workforce	training


• Adequate	funding	for	technology	training	
(incuding	parent	training)	and	integration	into	the	
curriculm


• Time	and	coordination	for	students	to	engage	in	
service	learning	and	civic	engagement


• Greater	focus	on	student-centered	learning,	
including	training	and	support	for	teachers

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Annual	Community	School	planning	
process	involving	teachers/staff,	
parents,	student	and	community

75%	of	parents,	teachers	and	
students	involved	in	
creation/revision	of	plan;	
80%	of	strategies	achieved

• Annual	survey	of	after	school,	summer,	
enrichment,	fine	arts	and	athletic	
programs

100%	of	crescent	campuses	will	
participate	in	annual	survey

• System	connecting	businesses	and	workforce	
opportunities	to	campuses	developed

100%	of	campuses	have	access	
and	support	for	workforce	system

• Annual	technology	survey	for	teachers,	
students	and	parents	at	elementary,	
middle	and	high	schools

100%	of	campuses		participate	
in	annual	technology	survey

• Annual	campus	survey/report	on	service	
learning	and	civic	engagement

90%	of	campuses	report	
greater	than	50%	participation	
by	students	in	service	learning/
civic	engagement	activities

• Teacher,	parent	and	student	surveys
 90%	of	students	and	parents	
report	satisfaction	with	
academic	program;	90%	of	
teachers	feel	supported	in	
student-centered	environment



Transforming Communities Across the Crescent

We believe that improving schools using community school strategies can go a long way to reducing the economic, educational 
and racial inequities in Austin. Already, we have seen . . .


• Significantly higher graduation rates, which means that thousands of  additional students have finished high school, and 
with expanded college and career programs such as Early College High School, many more are connecting to higher 
education. 


• Reduced student mobility due to wraparound supports has resulted in increased attendance and enrollment in 
community schools, resulting in higher academic achievement. 


• Growth in the number and effectiveness of  community partners, expanding learning opportunities and increasing 
equity.


• Hundreds of  parents, students, teachers, staff  and community members engaged at community schools, taking 
responsibility and ownership for the educational outcomes in their communities.


Over a long period of  time, these results will help strengthen communities, or at least help them from slipping backwards. 
However, with the stark inequities outlined in the first part of  this strategic plan, we must also think of  transformative 
community-based strategies that will move the 
needle for students and families. For example, 
while we can address student mobility from the 
school direction through providing wraparound 
supports, we can also reduce mobility by 
creating housing strategies that address the 
root cause issues of  mobility, including 
affordability. This is what, for instance, 
Foundation Communities has done by creating a 
network of  affordable, quality housing for 
thousands of  Austin’s low-income families.


This plan projects the bringing together of  
community leaders and grassroots community 
organizations to develop strategies that reduce 
inequities. We have already developed 
preliminary strategies through meetings with 
partners working in six sectors: Healthcare, 
Workforce, Early Childhood, Out-of-School/
Extended Learning, Family Stability/Housing, 
and Student-Centered Learning. What follows 
are community-based ojectives that can be 
refined during the planning period to guide the 
project, along with ways we can monitor and 
measure our success. 
28

 Preliminary strategies were developed during quarterly meetings at the United Way, sponsored by the Greater Austin Community School Coalition. Workgroups had broad 28
representation from partners doing work across the six focus areas. A complete list of  strategies, along with the groups that participated in the planning, are contained in the 
appendix.
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                  COMMUNITY SCHOOLS: An equity framework for communities






Community Objective #1: By 2030, community schools and other community facilities (recreation 
centers, libraries, neighborhood centers, nonprofit facilities, and faith-based facilities) in the 
Crescent of Opportunity will be collaborative hubs for community services, classes, and events, 
including adult education and social services.


Traditionally, schools and other community youth and family services have worked in separate silos. Reasons for this 
separation include governance, culture, funding streams, safety, legal requirements, differing priorities, and a lack of  time and 
space for collaboration. Schools are often set up to limit the presence of  outside adults for security reasons. The result is that 
schools have gyms while a city recreation center sits down the street.  Schools pay for nurses while communities run health 
clinics. Schools offer career and technical education classes disconnected from nearby businesses and community colleges.

This separation between schools and community makes little sense when one considers that they exist in the same space, 
serve the same youth and families, and the success or failure of  one affects the other. 


Community schools imagine a neighborhood where multi-generational youth and family programs and services blend 
together, reducing duplication of  services, leveraging funding efficiently, and improving academic and social outcomes.  
With campus and community service providers meeting regularly to coordinate effor ts, programs can be located at multiple 
sites that are convenient to the community. Schools can stay open at night, on weekends and in the summer to house adult 
education classes provided by the local community college. Housing, employment and other family supports can be 
accessed at school (through Family Resource Centers) in collaboration with local agencies, and campuses can refer to 
nearby social service agencies or city/county offices. After school, weekend, holiday and summer youth programs can be 
coordinated between schools, rec centers, faith-based locations and other youth service providers. Both campus and 
community will publicize and promote 
each other’s programs and events 
through community calendars and 
social media, reducing competition and 
increasing collaboration.


Currently, Austin Voices and AISD 
operate eight Family Resource Centers 
that serve as hubs of  services and 
adult education for 19 AISD campuses. 
We envision that serving the 
communities in the “crescent of  
opportunity” will necessitate at least 
two more FRCs. There are also 
neighborhood centers, operated by 
Austin Public Health, recreation 
centers, YMCAs and a number of  other 
community locations that can be part 
of  a coordinated network of  family 
supports, youth services and adult 
education.
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VISION	STATEMENT	#2:	SUPPORTING	THRIVING	COMMUNITIES


We	envision	communities	where	public	schools	and	other	community	facilities	serve	as	
COLLABORATIVE	HUBS	that	bring	neighborhoods,	families,	students,	educators,	businesses,	

and	community-based	organizations	together	to	achieve	positive	change,	defined	as	
community	vitality,	educational	and	workforce	progress,	and	educational,	social,	and	

economic	equity.
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Developing Family and Student Support Data Systems


Develop a robust system of  community school student and family supports can quickly become confusing. How do you know 
who is being served by whom? How can you measure results, and ultimately connect them to the academic success of  a 
student? These questions become significantly more difficult when you are dealing with a highly mobile population, with 
families changing communities and schools multiple times within a school year.


In 2011, AISD, AVEY, The Austin Project and Communities In Schools worked to develop a best practice student support 
tracking system called eCST (Electronic Child Study Team) that is now used on every AISD campus. AVEY also uses a robust 
family support data system, Efforts to Outcomes (ETO), with support from AISD, City of  Austin, Travis County, and the 
Michael and Susan Dell Foundation. A “data bridge” connects the two systems, giving AVEY and AISD the ability to track 
support services given to families and students. ETO is used across all 8 FRCs, making it easy to work with families as they 
migrate among different campuses in the “crescent of  opportunity.” ETO also gives AVEY the ability to unduplicate services 
to over 4,000 families annually, a requirement for most large grants and contracts.


AVEY also uses other data tools, including an annual Family Needs Survey that is completed by 50% to 75% of  families at 
AISD community schools. Campuses use an electronic referral form to connect families to FRCs, allowing for prompt 
response and confidentiality. Finally, AVEY uses the Family Development Matrix, a nationally-recognized tool, to measure 
growth in family stability across 19 different domains, including housing, employment, access to healthcare, and financial 
stability. The Matrix is used as a pre- and post-test tool for all case-managed families.

 Networks of Family Resource Centers Form a Safety Net for Families

When we started the first FRC at Webb Middle School in 2007, our dream was to have a safety net of  

FRCs across north Austin, where highly mobile and homeless families could access equitable and  
continuous support, no matter where they lived. Today, eight AVEY/AISD Family Resource Centers do 

just that, with six FRCs in North Austin, and two in Central East/Dove Springs.












Community Objective #2: By 2030, 90% of students from high schools in the Crescent of Opportunity 
will graduate with college credit and/or a job certification (i.e. technology, trades, healthcare, business) 
in a high-demand field of employment.


More and better education is the #1 strategy for breaking the cycle of  poverty, reducing inequities and laying a foundation for 
generational wealth. A decade ago, less than half  of  students were graduating on-time at the crescent schools. Through hard 
work (and due in part to the work of  community schools), graduation rates have risen to between 90% and 99%. In addition, 
community schools have brought Early College High School programs to Austin, beginning with Reagan/Northeast High School 
in 2010. With high schools throughout the crescent adopting this approach, we have hundreds of  students graduating with 
Associate’s Degrees, and many more completing high school with transferable college credit. Not only are these students on 
track for college graduation, but they are also saving tens of  thousands of  dollars in potential college debt. All of  the crescent 
high schools have also developed partnerships with local industry and trades, and offer CTE programs in areas such as health 
sciences, criminal justice, STEM, automotive repair, and building trades.
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What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Campuses	overcome	logistical	barriers	to	opening	
their	campus	to	community	services	and	adult	
education


• Adequate	resourcing	is	available	for	services	
through	partnerships,	grants	and	contracts


• Services	are	part	of	a	community-wide	
collaboration	involving	community	partners	and	
vertical	team	campuses	that	leverage	existing	
services	and	avoids	duplication


• Vertical	teams	have	improved	systems,	including	
data	tracking,	to	track	and	report	services

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Campus	and	vertical	team	partner	
reporting

All	campuses	have	equitable	
level	of	supports	and	
enrichment	programs	agreed	
upon	during	planning	period

• Annual	community	equity	reports	(health,	
housing,	employment,	workforce	
development,	early	childhood)


•

All	communities	show	growth	
in	equity	by	measures	set	
during	planning	period

• Community	School	Alliances	and	other	
collaboration	annual	reporting


Local	partner	collaborations	
show	growth	on	agreed	upon	
measures

• Use	of	community	hubs,	including	
schools,	community	centers	and	
recreation	centers


Participation	in	adult	
education,	recreation	
programs,	community	events,	
and	volunteering

The main goal of  the AVEY/AISD Family Resource Centers is to make sure every child is in school, every day, ready 
to learn. The strategy is increasing family stability. Here are a few of  the results from 2018-19. Note: Services from 
2019-20 were significantly higher because of  COVID-19 services.


Student	&	Family	Services Partnerships	&	Adult	Education Student	&	Family	Outcomes

• 3,758	total	families	served	with	social	
services	(12,192	family	members)	
with	13,222	services


• 67%	speak	Spanish	or	are	bilingual;	

• 5,757	AISD	students	served	from	113	
campuses


• 431	families	case-managed	by	social	
workers


• 2,740	Family	Needs	Surveys	collected

• Over	200	community	partners	
participating	in	events,	referrals	
and	monthly	partner	meetings


• 18,238	individuals	served	through	
food	pantries	(partnership	with	
Central	Texas	Food	Bank)


• 12,000+	attendees	at	AVEY	
resource	fairs	&	community	events


• 1,775	adults	and	youth	
(unduplicated)	in	classess	and	
workshops;	21,184	class	hours


• $195,824	in	utility	assistance

• Outcomes	for	431	case-managed	
families	completing	the	Family	
Development	Matrix:

- 34%	increase	in	financial	stability

- 51%	increase	in	food	supply

- 31%	increase	in	housing

- 80%	increase	in	utilities

- 36%	increase	in	healthcare	access

- 39%	incresase	in	parent/child	
relationship


• Student	mobility	1/3	lower	than	pre-
FRC	rate

Family	Resource	Center	Results	(2018-19)



Here are some of the facts we know about the importance of having post-secondary credentials, 
including job certification:


• Young adults without a postsecondary credential within six years of  leaving high school have just a 12% 
chance of  earning a living wage, a key marker of  reduced inequity. 
29

• A postsecondary degree is the biggest predictor of  economic mobility, which means access to better 
resources and ability to maintain a better quality of  life. 
30

• College graduates with a bachelor’s degree typically earn 66% more than those with only a high school 
diploma are far less likely to face unemployment. 
31

• 2/3 of jobs by 2020 will require some postsecondary credential, whether a workforce certificate, two- or four-year degree. 
These include 22,400 high-demand jobs in the Central Texas region paying, on average, more than $33/hour. 
32

• Those with post-secondary credentials contribute to society by reducing dependence on social support programs, and 
funding hundreds of  thousands of  dollars more toward government services and social insurance programs. 
33

As stated in the “challenges” section of  this document, low-income students have a much lower (12% vs. 34%) completion 
rate for two- and four-year college degrees than higher-income students. It is key, then, that we increase the number of  
students who are already making progress towards college degrees and workforce certificates while they are in high school. In 
addition, the quality of  workforce partnerships needs to grow, including internships and programs that provide pathways to 
employment after graduation.


 E3 Alliance. Retrieved from https://e3alliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/E3-3D-HB5-at-the-Capitol-02252020.pdf29

 E3 Alliance. Retrieved from https://e3alliance.org/2019/12/11/top-5-reasons-to-get-a-postsecondary-credential/30

 U.S. Department of  Education. July 27, 2015, https://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/fact-sheet-focusing-higher-education-student-success.31

 https://e3alliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/2019-Community-Conversation-Report.pdf32

 E3 Alliance. Retrieved from https://e3alliance.org/2019/12/11/top-5-reasons-to-get-a-postsecondary-credential/33
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What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• High-functioning	Early	College	and	dual-credit	
programs	at	all	crescent	high	schools


• Strengthened	partnerships	with	local	colleges	and	
universities


• Certification	programs	at	all	crescent	high	schools	
matched	to	high-demand	occupations


• Recruitment	of	teachers	from	business,	tech,	
health	and	other	high-demand	areas	to	
strengthen	middle	school	and	high	school	training	
programs


• Increased	business	partnerships	with	local	schools	
providing	high-quality	mentoring	and	internships


• Improved	partner	supports	at	school	district	level,	
including	a	business/CTE	council


• Up-to-date	data	provided	by	E3	Alliance,	the	
Chamber	of	Commerce	and	other	local	sources

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Early	College,	dual-credit,	workforce	
certification	programs	at	all	crescent	
high	schools

All	campuses	have	equitable	
levels	of	programs	agreed	
upon	during	planning	period

• Increase	in	highly-qualified	teachers	on	
crescent	campuses	with	experience	in	
high-demand	workforce	jobs


%	increase	set	after	baseline	
assessment	of	crescent	
campuses

• Students	with	college	credit	and/or	career	
certifications

#	increase	of	students	on	
crescent	campuses	with	
college	credit	and/or	career	
certifications

• Growth	in	high-quality	business	
partnerships	with	crescent	campuses


Annual	campus	surveys,	including	
partner	satisfaction	survey

• College	persistence	and	other	measures	of	
college	and	career	readiness


Data	from	E3	Alliance,	
Chamber	of	Commerce,	ACC,	
AISD

https://e3alliance.org/2019/12/11/top-5-reasons-to-get-a-postsecondary-credential/
https://e3alliance.org/2019/12/11/top-5-reasons-to-get-a-postsecondary-credential/
https://e3alliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/2019-Community-Conversation-Report.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/fact-sheet-focusing-higher-education-student-success
https://e3alliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/E3-3D-HB5-at-the-Capitol-02252020.pdf


Community Objective #3: By 2030, schools and community partners in each cluster of communities will 
work together at both local and city/county levels to reduce inequities by improving housing stability, 
workforce development, early childhood education, access to healthcare, out-of-school time learning, 
adult education, recreation, transportation and safety.


In January, 2017, the Greater Austin Community School Coalition began hosting a series of  quarterly meetings with partners 
across various sectors, including healthcare, workforce, early childhood, out-of-school/extended learning, family stability/
housing, and student-centered learning, to assess citywide needs and formulate strategies that could be used to transform 
schools and communities. Three things became clear as teams produced reports:


1. Austin has an abundance of  hard-working institutions, organizations, and coalitions working to improve particular 
needs of  our city.


2. While there are “bright spots” of  success, growing needs continue to overwhelm widespread progress towards 
reducing economic and educational inequities in Austin.


3. Cross-sector connections and systems are not in place to support the long-term transformation of  our schools and 
our communities.


We have already established a model, beginning in 2006, of  monthly cross-sector partner meetings, called “Community 
School Alliances,” that serve four communities and their surrounding schools (Navarro/Burnet/North Central Austin; Dobie/
Hart/Walnut Creek/Rundberg Area; Northeast/Webb/
Pickle/Brown/St. John; Eastside Memorial/Martin/Central 
East Austin). These alliances have been successful in 
growing cross-sector planning and event coordination, 
creating connections between partners and campuses, 
performing needs and asset assessments, providing 
access for grassroots community organizations and 
individual volunteers, and building advocacy for areas of  
community and campus concern. This model can be 
easily grown to other communities in the Crescent of  
Opportunity.


The GACSC quarterly partner meetings held in 2017 and 2018 resulted in a logic model (attached in the appendices on page 
77) with goals and strategies for each of  the sectors. These recommendations, while broad, can form a foundation for 
educational and economic transformation in the Crescent of  Opportunity, and can lead us to the question, “What would it take 
for these goals to become reality?”


• Early Childhood: All families have access to parenting resources and high-quality early childhood learning 
environments, with increased participation by 3-4 year olds.


• Student-Centered Learning: All students received individualized 
learning that meets their needs and interests, with experienced teachers 
and high-quality programs; Schools meet or exceed standards.


• Expanded Learning/Enrichment: All children and families can access 
high-quality after school, summer, recreation, athletic, fine arts and 
enrichment programs, with partners collaborating to create sustainable 
funding. 
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• Workforce Development: All students are prepared for college and career; student and adults have access to 
workforce training, employment that provides a living wage, and adequate transportation to access jobs.


• Health: Partnerships provide access to health/mental health services, health insurance, immunizations, food security, 
and safe neighborhoods. All schools adopt the whole-child/whole-school health framework called CATCH (Coordinated 
Approach To Children’s Health).


• Family Stability/Housing: All families have access to stabilizing resources (i.e. health, housing, employment) and 
adult education. Families are able to find affordable housing, and are supports are in place to increase home 
ownership.


Moving from hope to actual implementation involves structured opportunities for cross-sector conversation, both at the 
community and the city/county levels. Austin Voices will continue to facilitate partner conversations at the community level, with 
the GACSC acting as the facilitator for broader cross-sector collaboration. To be successful, we will also need to move from 
program thinking to systems thinking.  More discussion about the role of  systems in community and campus transformation, 34

as well as detailed recommendations by the six GACSC planning teams, is contained in the appendices.


The following organizations participated in the quarterly Greater Austin Community School Coalition planning process:


 Of  interest to this project would be the work of  Donella Meadows, a scientist and systems expert, who described 12 leverage points useful in changing public policy. 34
Meadows, Donella H. (2008). Thinking in systems: A primer. Chelsea Green Publishing, Vermont.
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What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• All	community	partners	are	engaged	in	setting	and	
achieving	BIG	GOALS	that	make	substantial	progress	
in	equity	across	education,	housing,	health,	
transportation,	early	childhood,	workforce	
development,	family	stability,	extended	learning	
time	for	youth,	and	adult	education


• Each	cluster	of	campuses	and	communities	holds	
monthly	“community	school	alliance”	meetings	to	
co-plan	and	bring	in	new	partners	and	community	
members


• The	Greater	Austin	Community	School	Coalition	(GACSC)	
hosts	quarterly	city-wide	planning	across	sectors


• School	district	personnel	are	committed	to	working	
across	silos	to	connect	school	district	programs	with	
city,	county	and	community	efforts


• Equity	audits	of	campus	and	community	resources	
occur	annually	to	address	pockets	of	need	and	inequity

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Every	community	school	engaging	in	
annual	community	school	planning	
process	involving	teachers/staff,	
parents,	student	and	community

75%	of	parents,	teachers	
and	students	involved	in	
creation/revision	of	plan;	
80%	of	strategies	achieved

• Annual	collective	impact	plan	from	
GACSC	with	specific	goals	across	each	
sector,	aligned	to	other	city/county	plans	
(i.e.	E3	Blueprint,	Workforce	strategic	
plan,	Imagine	Austin,	AISD	strategic	plan)

80%	of	annual	goals	
achieved

• Participation	in	community	activities,	
including	monthly	alliance	meetings


#	and	%	of	campus	and	
community	stakeholders	
participating

• Partner	surveys	and	program	reports %	satisfaction;	student,	
parent	and	community	
outcomes

• Annual	campus/community	equity	audits %	of	goals	met

• City,	county,	health,	education,	
workforce,	education,	census	data

Data	used	to	inform	
planning	annually

Community Schools as Social Innovation

The growth of  community schools has paralleled interest in another concept, that of  social innovation. Stanford 
Innovation Review defines it as “. . . a novel solution to a social problem that is more effective, efficient, sustainable, or 
just than existing solutions, and for which the value created accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than private 
individuals.“ Social innovation is as old as Benjamin Franklin founding America’s first public lending library in 1731 or 
the invention of  the weekend by the labor movement in the 1920’s and ‘30s. More recent examples include micro-
lending to support business creation among the rural poor (mainly women), various local and global initiatives to 
address climate change, the fair trade movement, and even the World Wide Web, which went from being a restricted 
government communications network to a no-cost global platform for exchanging information.


Social innovations are usually hybrids of  existing elements, not 
something entirely new. They cut across sectors and organizational 
boundaries, and they are relationship-focused. Successful social 
innovation focuses as much on process as on product, which makes it 
sustainable and democratic. It is about both solving problems and 
how we solve problems. Social innovations often take a long time to 
take hold, experiencing pockets of  success and learning from real-
world implementation. But once they reach a tipping point, they are 
quickly imitated and accepted. Finally, social innovations often take on 
“wicked” or complex problems, such as climate change or poverty.


As social innovation, community schools take on the interconnection of  education and poverty, combining what we 
know about what works in education with effective supports and strategies that mitigate the effects of  poverty on 
children. It is both a now solution (addressing immediate needs and opportunities) and a long-term solution 
(increasing the percentage of  students finishing high school, as well as college or a trade program). Community 
schools are also built on shared problem-solving, developing unique strategies for each situation, and they leverage 
resources across organizational boundaries and sectors. Given time, we believe that community schools in Austin will 
become engines of  innovation, moving us towards transformation in our schools and communities.



Community Objective #4: By 2030, schools and community partners in each cluster of communities will 
have intentional and sustainable community engagement strategies in place that break down cultural 
and racial barriers and builds an inclusive and positive environment for residents.



Community Schools take seriously the values of  local decision-making, 
shared vision and accountability, and seeing diversity as a strength. 
Every community is unique in its history, its culture, its strengths and 
its challenges. Some see “community engagement” as giving people 
information, but community schools truly looks to the community for 
direction, solutions and energy.


While current community schools in Austin are at various stages of 
development, several of  them have developed robust annual community-
based planning processes. All of  them have developed events and 
traditions that have expanded participation and engagement with their 
local communities, such as the annual St. John Unity Walk, HopeFest, 
Harvest Fest, Fútbol Rápido, and the Eastside STEAM Fest.


As we work towards community transformation, it will be important to replicate successful practices that are inclusive and 
welcoming for all residents, and that develop parent and youth leadership across cultural and racial lines.
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What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Planning	groups,	including	Campus	Advisory	Councils,	
community	school	planning	teams,	community	school	
alliance	committees,	neighborhood	associations,	and	
other	planning	committees	will	be	representative	of	the	
community,	and	will	be	intentional	about	including	youth	
in	decision-making.


• Each	cluster	of	campuses	and	communities	holds	
monthly	“community	school	alliance”	meetings	to	
co-plan	and	bring	in	new	partners	and	community	
members.


• Each	cluster	of	campuses	and	communities	will	leverage	
existing,	or	create	new	events	and	traditions	that	
celebrate	community	and	provide	connections	to	
resources	and	schools.

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Agreed	upon	equity	goals	for	leadership	
and	stakeholder	participation	in	campus	
and	community	planning	groups	to	
increase	diversity,	including	inclusion	of	
youth

%	of	annual	goals	met;	#	
of	participants;	%	
participation	in	
leadership	development

• Participation	in	community	activities,	
including	monthly	alliance	meetings

#	and	%	of	campus	and	
community	stakeholders	
participating

• Annual	campus	and	community	equity	
audits

#	and	%	of	campus	and	
community	stakeholders	
participating

• Annual	campus	and	community	equity	
audits

%	of	goals	met



Working Across Five Clusters of Communities

Austin is a mosaic of  neighborhoods, with higher income areas mainly in the west and low-income (with some middle-income) 
neighborhoods concentrated in the east. Based on census data, one can draw a crescent-shaped pattern of  low-income 
neighborhoods, starting in north central Austin, moving across northeast and central east Austin, continuing into the 
Montopolis and Dove Springs communities and finishing in south central Austin.


Using neighborhoods defined by the city of  Austin, we can divide the crescent into five clusters of  communities, based on 
common geography, history, and connectivity. Four out of  the five clusters have at least one high school, and all of  them have 
middle schools that can function as community hubs. Most of  the existing community school development has been in the 
North Austin cluster, though there are Family Resource Centers in Dove Springs, Central East and Northeast Austin as well. The 
timeline of  development for this project will move in three phases, beginning with strengthening the existing community schools 
and their communities, while also doing the work necessary to prepare for expansion into new communities. The goal will be to 
have five networks of  community schools established by 2030.
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                  COMMUNITY SCHOOLS: TIMELINE and sustainability



Timeline (2020-2030)
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• 12	Neighborhoods

• 2	High	Schools	(Navarro,	Northeast)

• 3	Middle	Schools	(Burnet,	Dobie,	Webb)

• 14	Elementary	Schools

Both	vertical	teams	have	existing	community	schools.	
Community	school	alliance	meetings	exist	at	Webb,	Dobie	
and	Burnet/Navarro.	Northeast	Vertical	Team	has	two	years	
of	network	development,	including	a	community	needs	
assessment.	Navarro	Vertical	Team	network	development	
will	be	expanded	to	four	additional	elementary	schools,	and	
a	community	needs	assessment	will	be	performed.	North	Austin	
has	the	largest	concentration	of	Family	Resource	Centers	(4).


The	Phase	2	campuses	(Eastside	Memorial	VT/LBJ)	have	
had	some	community	school	development	since	2012,	
including	community	school	planning	at	Eastside	
Memorial	and	Martin	MS.	Martin	MS	and	LBJ	ECHS	have	
FRCs,	and	Martin	has	a	monthly	community	school	
alliance	meeting.	During	Phase	1,	conversations	with	
community	and	campus	stakeholders	will	build	buy-in	for	
community	school	development.

Phase	1	(2022-24):	Solidify	work	in	North	Austin	(Northeast	and	Navarro	Vertical	Teams),	including	adding	
additional	Navarro	VT	campuses.	Lay	groundwork	for	Phase	2	through	campus/partner	communication.

PHASE	1	(2022-24):	NORTHEAST	AND	NAVARRO	VERTICAL	TEAMS

PLANNING	PHASE	(SEPTEMBER	2020-AUGUST	2022)

This	project	is	building	on	more	than	a	decade	of	work,	including	extensive	needs	assessments	and	
planning	that	has	already	been	completed.	Recognizing	that	schools	and	communities	are	focused	on	the	
effects	of	COVID-19	during	the	2020-21	school	year,	we	will	use	this	time	to	do	the	following:


• Refine	our	strategies	with	stakeholders,	including	AISD,	local	campuses,	coalition	partners,	and	
community	members.


• Build	the	project	leadership	team.

• Expand	our	team	of	both	project	and	funding	partners.

• Raise	funding	for	additional	project	staff,	who	will	help	with	community	school	expansion	in	Phase	
1,	as	well	as	add	capacity	for	data	collection	and	evaluation.


• At	the	city	and	county	level,	the	GACSC	can	continue	convening	partners	to	strategize	around	
project	objectives	in	the	six	program	areas.	


• At	the	national	level,	we	will	work	with	our	community	school	planning	partners	at	the	National	
Education	Association,	American	Federation	of	Teachers	and	the	Coalition	for	Community	Schools,	
sharing	ideas	and	best	practices	that	have	been	used	in	similar	projects.
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PHASE	2	(2024–26):	EASTSIDE	MEMORIAL	VERTICAL	TEAM/LBJ	VERTICAL	TEAM

Phase	2	(2024-26):	Develop	Community	School	Networks	in	Central	East	and	Montopolis	(Eastside	Memorial	
Vertical	Team)	and	Northeast	(LBJ	Vertical	Team)	communities,	while	laying	groundwork	for	Phase	3	through	
campus/partner	communication.

• 16	Neighborhoods

• 2	High	Schools	(Eastside	Memorial,	LBJ)

• 4	Middle	Schools	(Garcia,	Kealing,	Martin,	
Sadler-Means)


• 18	Elementary	Schools

Austin	Voices	has	worked	extensively	with	the	Eastside	
Memorial	feeder	pattern	since	2011,	and	elements	of	
community	schools	already	exist,	including	a	Family	
Resource	Center	at	Martin	Middle	School,	Innovation	
Academies	at	Martin	and	Eastside,	developed	through	
community	school	planning,	and	large	resource	fairs.	There	
has	also	been	extensive	feeder	pattern	planning	led	by	
Austin	Voices,	that	has	laid	a	foundation	of	shared	
leadership	and	collaboration.	In	Phase	2,	community	
schools	will	be	formalized	in	Central	East	Austin,	with	
several	new	elementary	schools	and	Kealing	Middle	School	
incorporated	in	the	work.	Also,	while	Allison	Elementary	
School	has	been	involved	in	community	school	planning,	
we	will	add	a	community-wide	process	in	the	Montopolis	
neighborhood.


While	Northeast/Reagan	ECHS	is	a	community	school	
serving	some	of	the	elementary	schools	in	the	Northeast	
cluster	of	neighborhoods,	there	are	no	formal	community	
schools	in	this	area.	There	has	been	organizing	work	with	
communities	in	this	area	over	the	past	15	years,	and	Austin	
Voices	coordinates	a	Family	Resource	Center	providing	
services	at	LBJ	ECHS.	The	City	of	Austin	has	done	extensive	
work	in	the	Colony	Park	area,	and	there	are	other	existing	
partnerships	to	leverage.


	During	this	phase,	groundwork	will	continue	in	the	Dove	
Springs/South	Austin	areas	to	prepare	for	Phase	3.
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PHASE	3	(2027-30):	TRAVIS	VERTICAL	TEAM

• 14	Neighborhoods

• 1	High	School	(Travis)

• 4	Middle	Schools	(Bedichek,	Lively,	Mendez,	Paredes)

• 15	Elementary	Schools


Austin	Voices	has	one	Family	Resource	Center	(Mendez)	in	the	Phase	3	area,	and	has	done	extensive	
community	engagement	in	the	Dove	Springs	community.	Education	Austin	has	done	community	school	
organizing	at	Travis	Early	College	High	School	and	Paredes	Middle	School.	It	is	likely	that	another	Family	
Resource	Center	will	need	to	be	added	in	the	Travis	Vertical	Team.

Phase	3	(2027-2030):	Develop	Community	School	Networks	in	South	Austin/Dove	Springs	(Travis	
Vertical	Team).



Sustainability

The community school work that has been done over the past 15 years in AISD has yielded significant results, and has 
received national attention as a best practice. One of  the lessons learned, however, is that moving from the pilot stage to 
sustainability is difficult, especially when you are involved in social innovation. The work up until this point has tended towards 
the heroic, including the work of  principals, nonprofit agencies, community partners, and Austin Voices. 


While heroic is praise-worthy, it is not sustainable. If  addressing educational and economic inequity always comes down to 
some individual or group, school principal or teacher, working incredibly hard and ultimately burning out, then deep change will 
not come. Heroic work is a stage, but for sustainability, it must lead to changed systems, habits and cultures.


Our goal is nothing short of  ensuring that throughout the crescent of  opportunity, every child will have access to a high-
quality, well-funded neighborhood schools that meets their needs, and that all families will be connected to strategies that 
reduce barriers to success, including affordable housing, access to healthcare and adequate employment. We believe that 
these are the keys to moving families onto pathways to prosperity.


To create a network of  equitable, sustainable community schools across the “crescent of  opportunity,” we believe the following 
elements are necessary:


1. A leadership team representative of  the communities we serve to refine and implement this project.


2. Leadership training that will strengthen shared leadereship practices between school staff, parents, partners and 
community members.


3. The development of the Greater Austin Community School Coalition (GACSC) as a collective impact organization 
that will drive cross-sector collaboration, leverage resources, and build public will in support of  community schools.


4. The alignment of programs, systems and resources in AISD to support the success of  community schools in the 
“crescent of  opportunity.” This includes a commitment to equitable funding for crescent schools, including staffing, 
supports, and enrichment.


5. The support of Austin Voices as a backbone/field catalyst organization  to facilitate and advocate for this project.
35

6. Expanded resources for community and nonprofit partners, including grassroots organizations, that provide 
support for community schools.


 Hussein, T., Plummer, M. & Breen, B. How Field Catalysts Galvanize Social Change. Stanford Social Innovation Review (Winter 2018). Retrieved from https://ssir.org/35
articles/entry/field_catalysts; Turner, S., Merchant, K., Kania, J. & Martin, E. Understanding the Value of  Backbone Organizations in Collective Impact: Part 2. Stanford Social 

Innovation Review (July 18, 2012).
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What does a backbone/field catalyst organization do?

Terms such as backbone, intermediary, and more recently, field catalyst, are used to descibe organizations that help move 
large collective impact projects towards success. Definitions are fluid, and real-world practice shows significant variation. In 
most situations, one organization takes responsibility for helping the collaboration stay on track. The Stanford Social 

Innovation Review lists six common activities of a backbone organization: guide vision and strategy. support aligned 
activities, establish shared measurement practices, build public will, advance policy, mobilize funding. All of  these are 
activities that Austin Voices has done to advance community schools over the past decade. In addition, the idea of “field 
catalyst” is used for an organization that moves thinking in a way that creates population-level change. An example would 
be groups that opposed smoking that were able to, over time, make smoking in public places unacceptable. The 
population-level change we want to see in Austin is a drastic change (much more than improving test scores) that makes 
educational, economic and racial equity a reality for neighborhoods across the crescent.

https://ssir.org/articles/entry/field_catalysts
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/field_catalysts





Sustainability Objective #1: Using current leadership and partners as a foundation, we will create a 
leadership team in the first year of the Campaign for the Future that will refine strategic planning, 
develop short-term and long-term resources, advocate for community school priorities, and guide 
implementation and growth over the next seven years.


Sustainability Objective #2:	We will work with community and education partners to create a leadership 
program that can train campus and district leadership, nonprofit partners, community leaders, and key 
parent volunteers in shared leadership practices.
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VISION	STATEMENT	#3:	PROJECT	INFRASTRUCTURE	AND	SUSTAINABILITY


We	envision	multi-tiered	leadership	that	supports	community	school	growth,	creates	systems,	
promotes	advocacy	and	provides	resources	to	sustain	community	schools	for	many	years	to	come.

What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Recruitment	and	training	of	a	leadership	team	that	is	
representative	of	public	education	stakeholders	at	
both	the	community	and	city/county/district	levels.


• Ability	of	leadership	team	to	build	support	and	
expand	resources	to	support	community	school	
priorities


• Support	by	school	district,	including	senior	
administrators,	trustees,	mid-level	staff,	and	campus	
staff	for	community	school	growth


• Capacity	of	Austin	Voices,	as	backbone/field	catalyst,	
to	support	leadership	team	planning	process

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Meeting	of	criteria	for	equity,	diversity,	
and	other	standards	for	leadership	
team	as	set	by	current	planning	team

100%	of	all	criteria	met	
annually

• Meeting	of	milestones	for	advocacy,	
funding	developing	and	resourcing	of	
community	school	priorities


%	of	milestones	met

• Expansion	of	support	for	Austin	Voices	
as	backbone/field	catalyst


Annual	budget	goal	met

What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Community	School	leadership	training	developed	
with	district	and	external	partners	to	operationalize	
shared	leadership	practices


• Agreement	by	leadership	team	and	school	district	on	
the	principles	of	shared	leadership,	with	support	for	
implementation	across	all	community	schools


• Time	and	resources	to	support	training	district	and	
campus	staff,	as	well	as	other	stakeholders


• Annual	Community	School	planning	process	
involving	teachers/staff,	parents,	student	and	
community

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Leadership	training	in	place	by	January,	
2021,	with	participation	by	current	
community	schools	and	district	staff

#	of	campuses	
participating;	#	of	district	
personnel	participating

• Written	principles	of	shared	leadership	
agreed	on	by	December,	2021	by	
district	and	campaign	leadership	team

Completion	of	written	
principles

• Funding	support	adequate	for	
leadership	training	and	development

Funding	goal	met	for	20-21	
for	backbone	support

• Plans	created	or	revised	annually	by	
campuses

75%	of	parents,	teachers	
and	students	involved	in	
creation/revision	of	plan;	
80%	of	strategies	achieved

• Faculty,	parent	and	partner	surveys %	satisfaction	with	shared	
leadership	implementation



Sustainability Objective #3:	We will help the Greater Austin Community School Coalition (GACSC) develop 
as a collective impact organization that can drive cross-sector collaboration and advocacy for regional 
community school growth.


Sustainability Objective #4:	We will work with AISD to build infrastructure, administrative support, 
resources and systems to support community schools as a major initiative within the district.
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MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Community	schools	embedded	in	AISD	
strategic	plan,	including	superintendent	
goals

Community	school	board	
priority	document	
completed	and	approved

• Systems	review	and	planning	to	reduce	
silos	and	improve	collaboration	in	place

Systems	review	completed	
with	goals	for	improved	
collaboration

• District	budget	supports	community	
schools	and	equity	priorities

%	budget	increase	
dedicated	to	community	
school/equity	priorities

• Campus	community	school	planning,	as	
well	as	community	patner	planning	is	
integrated	into	district	academic	goals	
and	processes

Alignment	process	
completed	annually

What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Growth	of	Community	Schools	is	embedded	in	AISD’s	
strategic	plan	and	is	a	priority	for		superintendent	
and	Board	of	Trustees


• Time	given	by	district	for	community	school	planning	
and	systems	improvement


• District	budget	supports	community	school	
priorities,	including	early	childhood,	after	school,	
student	and	family	supports,	as	well	as	core	
academic	needs,	including	special	education	and	
English	language	learners


• District	honors	individual	campus	community	school	
plans,	and	supports	locally-identified	priorities

What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• GACSC’s	role	and	responsibilities	are	mutually	
agreed	upon	by	partners	and	the	campaign	
leadership	team	


• GACSC	has	administrative	support	from	CAN	and	
Austin	Voices


• GACSC	hold	quarterly	city-wide	community	partner	
meetings	to	grow	cross-sector	collaboration

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Revision	of	GACSC	roles	and	
responsibilities	in	the	Campaign	for	the	
Future	complete	by	January,	2021

Completion	of	GACSC	
document

• Expansion	of	support	for	GACSC	as	
collective	impact	facilitator	and	Austin	
Voices	as	backbone/field	catalyst

Annual	budget	goal	met

• GACSC	holds	quarterly	collective	impact	
meetings,	with	published	results


Annual	GACSC	collective	
impact	plans	revised	and	
published



Sustainability Objective #5:	We will increase support for Austin Voices as backbone/field catalyst 
organization, in order to grow capacity and needed staffing, and will look for opportunities to add other 
backbone organizations to grow community schools throughout central Texas.




Sustainability Objective #6:	We will help expand resources for community and nonprofit partners, 
including grassroots organizations, that provide support for community schools.
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What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Clear	definition	and	agreement	by	leadership	team	
as	to	Austin	Voices’	role	and	responsibilities	as	
backbone/field	catalyst	organization


• Adequate	resourcing	for	Austin	Voices	to	be	able	to	
provide	backbone	support,	including	data	tracking,	
social	service	coordination,	event	planning,	meeting	
support,	and	evaluation


• Clear	process	for	growing	additional	backbone	
organizations	to	other	areas	of	central	Texas

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• Nonprofit	and	volunteer	support	
assessment	at	current	community	
schools

Annual	assessment	
complete

• Equity	assessment	at	Phase	1	schools	
(with	Phase	2	and	3	completed	in	
future	years)

Annual	equity	assessment	
complete

• Annual	review	of	community	partner	
support	needs

Annual	review	complete

• Development	of	community	grant	
process

Process	complete	and	
implemented

What	Will	It	Take	To	Reach	This	Objective?


• Assessment	of	current	services	by	nonprofits	and	
community	organizations	that	work	to	community	
schools


• Understanding	of	equity	needs	in	schools	and	
communities


• Development	of	annual	advocacy	and	funding	goals

• Development	of	community	grant	process	to	support	

grassroots	partners	and	community	projects

MEASUREMENTS	OF	SUCCESS

• MOU	between	Austin	Voices,	AISD,	and	
Campaign	Leadership	Partners

MOU	complete

• Fundraising	matches	budget	goals	and	
timeline	for	expansion	of	Austin	Voices’	
capacity

Fundraising	goals	met

• Process	developed	for	growing	
additional	backbone	organizations

Process	development	
complete

• Annual	evaluation	of	campaign Evaluation	complete	and	
published



How much will it cost to expand community schools throughout the “crescent of  opportunity?” How much will it cost to achieve 
community transformation, marked by educational, economic and racial equity? Obviously, breaking down the cost of  a project 
like this that involves leveraging existing resources, as well as filling gaps and creating new investments, is complex.


We have identified four categories of funding for this project:


1. Basic cost of  a typical community school

2. Additional supports by AISD needed to provide equitable staffing, supports and programs at community schools

3. “Campaign for the Future” project costs, including project backbone and administration, training, and innovation grants 

for community-based organizations and teachers

4. Additional support at the city and county level to address root cause issues associated with poverty, including affordable 

housing, access to healthcare, early childhood/childcare, family stability and workforce development


While these investments may seem signifianct, they are more than balanced out by the following:


• Cost-benefit analyses of  community school interventions has estimated that, for every $1 invested in community schools, 
the community receives a $3 to $15 savings in funding going to other services, including crime prevention, health costs, 
and other social services. 
36

• Community schools work by leveraging existing resources and bring needed coordination and infrastructure to campuses. 
Austin Voices, as well as other community school partners, bring grants, services and volunteer hours to campuses 
annually, saving the school district signficant budget dollars.


• Community schools increase enrollment and attendance, resulting in millions of  dollars in additional state funding to 
campuses annually. Simply doubling the enrollment at Webb Middle School from 350 to 700 students results in over $2.5 
million annually in additional state funding. While some of  this funding is spent on the additional staff  needed for those 
students, it also expands the amount of  funding that can be spread across fixed expenses, such as facilitaties, 
administration, utilities and security. 


• The social and economic benefits to the community brought by increasing high school and college completion rates is 
substantial, as more graduates become homeowners and net contributors to Austin’s tax base.


1. Basic Cost of a Community School


Depending on the context and the needs, the cost of  creating a community school will vary widely. Typical costs include a 
community school coordinator, a robust after school program with a program coordinator, and costs associated with parent 
engagement and adult education. Various wraparound supports for students and families, mentoring, tutoring, and other 
services may be provided by the school or by partners.


The two charts below illustrate the different costs associated with a community school. Note that community schools are able 
to leverage partner services because of  the capacity for coordination offered by the campus coordinator, as well as the 
backbone (or intermediary) organization, which can recruit and organize partner services across multiple campuses. In fact, 
the funding model below shows that the majority of  costs for community schools can be provided by partners (including city, 
county, nonprofits, and other funders). Total estimated cost for a community school that is part of  a network of  schools would 
be $230,000 per year, not including funding for academic, administrative and support staff  or extra programming costs.


 Maier, A., Daniel, J., Oakes, J., & Lam, L. (2017). Community schools as an effective school improvement strategy: A review of the evidence. Palo Alto, CA: 36
Learning Policy Institute. Retrieved from https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/ community-schools-effective-school-improvement-report.
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Many campuses in the “crescent of  opportunity” already have after school programs and Communties in Schools, as well 
as a Parent Support Specialist who can focus on parent engagement, fur ther reducing the cost of  creating a new 
community school. Costs may be less for a smaller elementary school, more for a large middle or high school, but the key 
is that a well-functioning community school is affordable, and will leverage many times the money invested in additional 
resources and benefits.


2. Additional supports by AISD needed to provide equitable staffing, supports and programs at community 
schools


For community schools to be truly transformative in the “crescent of opportunity,” several systemic equity challenges need to be 
addressed with additional resources from the school district:


• High teacher turnover, which can be addressed through incentive pay and mentoring programs.

• Improved services for special education and English Language Learners (ELLs)

• Universal high-quality after school programs in the “crescent of opportunity”

• Universal Pre-K and expanded 2-gen early childhood programs

• Expanded college and career programs, including real-world workplace internships and certifications

• Expanded family stability supports, including Family Resource Centers


We estimate that, on average, community schools in the “crescent of opportunity” would need an additional $1.5 million annually to 
pay for teacher incentive pay, training, additional student and family supports, additional supports for special education and ELLs, 
college and career preparation, early childhood programs, after school programs, enrichment/fine arts programs, and facility 
upgrades. A significant portion of this additional funding could be paid for out of enrollment growth and accessing state-level funding.


3. “Campaign for the Future” project costs, including project backbone and administration, training, and 
innovation grants for community-based organizations and teachers


$3.2 million annual investment  is our goal by year 3 of  the project.   The planning year (2020-22) will require $250,000 37

for expanding backbone funding (Austin Voices) and $100,000 support for collective impact development (GACSC/CAN) for a 
total of  $350,000. These two groups will focus on funding development to support the rest of  the project, as well as 
preparing for Phase I in 2022. Total projected cost of  the 8-year project is $19.55 million.


 (not including various city and county investments in affordable housing, early childhood, workforce development, access to healthcare and family stability) This also does 37
not include AISD’s $1.5 million per school investment in community school equity.
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Category Description Cost %

Backbone/      
Field Catalyst

Funding for expanded capacity of project backbone (Austin Voices) for staffing, 
training, meeting facilitation, administration, data, evaluation, community events.

$500,000

annually

15.6%

Cross-Sector

Planning

Funding for collective impact organization (Greater Austin Community School 
Coalition-GACSC) to facilitate citywide cross-sector planning that supports campus 
and community transformation. 

$200,000

annually

6.25%

Student &

Family


Supports

Key campus and community partners (nonprofits and community-based 
organizations) are supported to expand their service capacity across the 
“crescent of opportunity.”

$1.5 million

annually

47%

Community 
Grants

Innovation funding (i.e. the Austin Ed Fund) is in place to support grassroots 
participation, including youth, in community-level change.

$500,000

annually

15.6%

Teacher 
Innovation 

Grants
Teacher Innovation Grants to support leadership in teaching excellence and 
innovation throughout the “crescent of opportunity.”

$500,000

annually

15.6%



4. Additional support at the city and county level to address root cause issues associated with poverty, including 
affordable housing, access to healthcare, early childhood/childcare, family stability and workforce development


Estimating the cost of  making signficant progress on factors affecting economic equity is complex, but is important if  we are 
serious about making transformation change. It will involve a combination of  using public and private funding, as well as 
leveraging the efforts of  nonprofits, businesses and various coalitions who have made progress on these issues.  Strategies 
for change will demand extensive research, advocacy, fundraising, administrative support, and creativity, with a diverse set of  
voices at the table. In the long run, the return on investment, both in human and economic terms, will make the effort 
worthwhile.
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FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNTDESCRIPTION

Category Description Cost Possible	Funding	
Source

Affordable

Housing

•Rent Assistance in “crescent of opportunity” for all families below 200%FPL, with a 
ceiling of $850 per month rent.


•Home buying assistance for low-income families to increase home ownership in 
crescent.


•Continued and expanded utility assistance through Austin Energy Plus 1 program.


•Home weatherization program

$30-$50M

annually

Property Tax 
Rebates

Access to 
Healthcare

•Focus on universal and accessible high-needs services for children and families 
(immunizations, asthma, diabetes, prenatal).


•Invest in high-functioning CATCH programs at all crescent campuses.


•Invest in nutrition and food security in “food deserts.”


•Advocate on Medicaid expansion and other strategies to fill gaps for the uninsured.

$5-$10M

annually

State/Federal 
Grants

Early 
Childhood/
Childcare

•Expanded daycare and early childhood programs for low-income families, in partnership 
with high-quality providers, allowing more parents to work and reducing family expenses.


•Universal Pre-K offered to all low-income families, included programs for children with 
developmental delays or other special needs.

$5M

annually

Public, Private, 
Federal Grants

Family 
Stability

• Expanded use of Family Resource Centers, APH Neighborhood Centers and other 
case-management services for families.


• Improved coordination and capacity for providers supporting basic needs, 
homelessness, mental health, housing, food security and other family stability 
factors.

$10M

annually

Public, Private, 
Federal Grants

Workforce 
Development

• Expand business and higher education partnerships (including HBCU’s) with all 
crescent high schools and middle schools.


• Expand workplace internships for students and scholarships to cover job 
certifications.


• Expand support for middle school CTE and college transition programs

$20M

annually

Business, Private, 
State Grants,     
Tax Rebates
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appendices

• History of Austin’s Community 

Schools

• Need and asset mapping

• Creating a system of community 

schools




Section 1: History of Austin’s Community Schools
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Section 2: Need and Asset Mapping

With a lofty goal of helping schools and communities become transformative engines of social innovation that turn 
the tide on educational and economic inequity, how do we measure success over time? What can we accomplish in 
three to six years, and how do changes become sustainable?


As we address these questions, we also need to keep in mind that we are launching a project in, perhaps, the worst and the best 
time possible. It is the worst in that the COVID-19 crisis is pushing many of our families deeper into poverty, some to the point of 
disappearing from Austin completely. It is a time when children who can least afford “learning loss” are separated from teachers, 
mentors, and for some, their safe harbor, for six months or more. The damage will not be clear for some time to come, but we 
know, both economically and educationally, we will have to spend months and years regaining lost ground.


But it is also the best time to be launching this project, because we are prepared with experience, tools and partnerships that 
are already helping families stabilize and students learn. If  ever there was a time to scale up the community school model, this 
is it.


So how do we measure success? The answer is three-fold: 
38

1. Understand needs and the problems they produce.	For example, 
we know that a lack of  affordable housing (measurable) causes high 
student mobility (measurable), resulting in poor attendance 
(measurable) and low-academic performance and graduation rates for 
mobile students (measurable).


2. Understand the differences from school to school, community to 
community, that may drive success or failure.	This includes 
understanding both strengths/assets and particular challenges. For 
example, a a particular school may have an experienced principal with 
many years at that campus who has been able to build a stable and 
experienced staff. A nearby school may have had three principals in 
three years. How will this affect improvement efforts at both campuses?


3. Create strategies that address particular needs, have measurable results, and advance long-term goals.	“We 
cannot improve at scale what we cannot measure” (Bryk et al, 2015). Use a networked community of  practice to evaluate, 
adjust and scale strategies across campuses.


Understanding Needs and Their Impact on Students and Families

For this project, we have access to robust quantitative and qualitative data describing needs and assets that can be used by 
campus, community and citywide teams to plan. Work over the past decade has produced a strong foundation of  data for 
north, northeast and central east Austin, with less data for south Austin campus and communities.


Sources of  campus and community data include:


1. AVEY FRC Family Needs Survey:	Developed by the Austin Voices Family Resource Centers in 2007, this bilingual survey is 
given annually at our existing community schools. Between 50 and 70% of  families return this survey, and all new families 
registering at community schools fill out the survey. Data collected includes:


 This section pulls from two sources, as well as our own experience. Learning to Improve: How America’s Schools Can Get Better at Getting Better, Anthony S. 38
Bryk et al. (2015), Harvard Education Press and Building Communities from the Inside Out: A Path Toward Finding and Mobilizing a Community’s Assets, John P. 
Kretzmann and John L. McKnight (1993), Northwestern University.
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• Health Insurance (both adult and child)

• Chronic Health conditions (asthma, diabetes, pregnancy)

• Whether the family has moved in the past year

• Access to technology (computer and internet)

• Basic Needs (Housing, finances, access to healthcare, 

employment, transportation, etc.)

• Interest in adult education (ESL, GED, Computer Literacy, etc.)

• Desire for a mentor for their student

• Desire to volunteer

• Whether they have a library card


We currently have multi-year data covering communities throughout the 
crescent, except the neighborhoods around Travis High School in south 
Austin. The survey includes a consent that allows data to be used for research 
purposes, as well as service delivery.


2. The Texas Education Agency	also collects data on each campus that is central for this project (TAPR/AEIS annual 
reports). Data points include:


3. Austin ISD (and other school districts) collect additional campus data, including:


• Parent satisfaction surveys

• Student surveys (at the high school level)

• Campus technology use surveys

• Teacher surveys (TELL)

• Coordinated School Health Report

• Additional data on bilingual, special education and other subpopulations


4. Community School planning data. Every school 
year, most AISD community schools hold fall and spring 
community planning dinners to collect qualitative data 
on strengths, challenges and new ideas that can be 
incorporated into campus improvement and community 
school planning documents. Faculty also complete 
annual community school planning surveys. This data is 
used by campus/community planning teams to create 
community school improvement plan, which undergo 
major revision every 3-5 years. Community school 
strategies are also incorporated into annual Campus 
Improvement Plans (CIP), which are required by the 
state and revised annually.
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• Student and teacher demographics

• Teacher experience and faculty turnover

• Academic testing data

• Enrollment

• Attendance

• # of  students enrolled in special education, gifted and 
talented, and vocational classes


• Student mobility

• 4-year graduation rate

• Behavior referrals



5. Greater Austin Community School Coalition (GACSC) Data:	Three years ago, the GACSC, a citywide coalition founded as 
an initiative through the mayor’s office by AVEY, Education Austin, CIS, United Way for Greater Austin, the Community 
Advancement Network (CAN), AISD, and other partners, convened a series of  quarterly meetings, forming into teams around 
the following sectors:


• High Quality Early Childhood Programs

• Effective Student-Centered Learning and Supports

• High Quality Expanded Learning and Enrichment

• Workforce Development Programs

• Health Supports (Social, Emotional, Physical)

• Family Stability Supports


Each team completed a qualitative needs and asset assessment for their sector, and suggested citywide community school 
strategies, which were then incorporated into a community school logic model. The team findings are summarized on page XX 
of  this document.


6. Census data	is also helpful at the census tract and zip code level. An example of  census data across key areas, based on 
our target communities, is attached as an appendix.


7. City, county and nonprofit reports	focused on health, housing/homelessness, workforce 
development, early childhood development, and other community data are helpful for setting goals in 
our five community clusters.


• City/County:	Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan (2012), Austin Strategic Direction 2023, 
City of  Austin/City Council. City of  Austin Community Survey (2019), CAN Strategic Plan 
2020-2025, CAN Community Council—Person-Centered Community Report, CAN Child 
Poverty Report


• Education:	Blueprint for Educational Change (E3 Alliance), AARO Education Reports, TEA 
AEIS/TAPR Reports


• Health: Central Health Demographic Report (2017),  Central Health Community Benefit 
Report (2017), CommUnity Care Annual Report,  Community Health Assessment-Austin/
Travis County (2017),  AISD Coordinated School Health Report, People’s Community Clinic 
Annual Report (2017), CPPP Children’s Health Report (2019), VIDA School Mental Health 
Report (2017)


• Housing:	Austin Strategic Housing Blueprint (2017), City of  Austin Anti-Displacement Task 
Force Report (2018), 2019 City of  Austin Community Survey


• Workforce Development:	Community Master Workforce Plan (Capital Area Workforce 
Solutions), Worker’s Defense Projects Reports (2009-2015), Austin ISD Career and 
Technology Education (CTE)


• Early Childhood:	City of  Austin Early Childhood Council Annual Report (2018), Success 
by Six Strategic Plan (2019)


• Equity: Mayor’s Task Force on Institutional Racism and Systemic Inequities Report 
(2017), Spirit of  East Austin, Restore Rundberg, Hispanic/Black/Asian/LGBTQ Quality of  
Life Commissions


• Other	Reports:	Kids Count Data (Annie E. Casey Foundation-2019),	CPPP State of  
Texas Children-Race and Equity in Austin (2016)


56



8. Austin Voices Asset Mapping:	Over the years, Austin Voices has mapped resources, written neighborhood histories, and 
compiled community data for most of  central east Austin, northeast Austin and north Austin. Printed guides include contact 
information for community organizations, neighborhood assets such as recreation centers and libraries, faith-based 
institutions, nonprofits, city and county services, higher education and businesses.


We have also produced zip code-specific bilingual resource sheets for housing, healthcare, employment, immigration and other 
service areas. Recently, those resource sheets have also been posted electronically, and are available to the public using QR 
codes.


All of  the current communities for this project (with the exception of  south Austin) have existing community school alliance 
monthly partner meetings, which will be used to update asset mapping, perform needs analysis and provide a platform for 
strategic planning with partners and community.
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9. Austin Voices Campus Resource Guides:	Asset 
mapping each campus is essential for understanding 
strengths and gaps in services. Austin Voices has worked 
with many of  our community schools to produce annual 
“Program and Partner Guides” that capture this information, 
including programs (academic, enrichment, athletic, after 
school), services (student and family supports), clubs and 
organizations, parent and community engagement 
opportunities, events, and community partners. These 
guides are useful foundation for teachers, parents, and 
community partners as the begin to collaborate on school 
and community improvement strategies.


Creating Annual Needs Assessments

As we work to understand the needs at campuses and communities with existing work, as well as move into new campuses and 
communities, teams will use the data listed above to create school and community strategies with measurable goals. Some 
goals will be campus-specific, some neighborhood or neighborhood cluster-specific, and some with be citywide goals. Ideally, 
strategies should be integrated across all levels of  planning.


Possible Data Points
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•
• Reading, Writing, Math

• Special Education

• ELLs (TELPAS)

• Early Childhood

• Science, Social Studies

• Attendance, Enrollment

• Student Mobility

• Dropout, Graduation Rate

• College Readiness

•
• Mentoring and Tutoring

• After School Participation

• Fine Arts Participation

• CIS, Other Nonprofit Reports

• Volunteers

• Parent Engagement

• Family Needs

• Adult Education/2-Gen

• Technology

•
• Affordable Housing

• Health Insurance

• Employment, Income

• Health/Mental Health

• Recreation

• Food Security

• Transportation

• Safety

• Racial and Cultural Equity

ACADEMIC SUPPORT/ENRICHMENT COMMUNITY



How do we measure success?


If  our long-term goal is to turn the tide on educational and economic inequity in Austin, how do we measure success, both 
in the short-term and the long-term? Is it rising test scores? Graduation rates? Creating new jobs? Increased access to 
affordable health care?


Think about a car. It’s not running well, and we need it in good shape to take a long cross-country trip. Before we take the 
trip, we figure out the problems, come up with solutions, and get the car fixed and road-tested. Maybe we repair the 
upholstery and a cracked windshield. Perhaps a new timing belt gets installed. Throw in a few new tires, and we take it on 
the road. It might run better, it might not. 


This is how school improvement (and community development) often works. Different parts get worked on, but not 
strategically, and not enough to make a sustainable difference. Just as in a car, various parts and systems must work together 
for things to run well. Fixing parent engagement, while helpful, won’t rescue a struggling schools. Adding new landscaping, 
while helpful, won’t get it done. 


Measuring success means keeping the overall goal in mind (educational and economic transformation for a community), while 
breaking it down into the interrelated parts and systems that need to be addressed.  Since we are now more than a decade 
into the development of  community schools in Austin, we already have a dozen 
schools at some stage of  intentional development, and a handful of  others studying 
this model. Systems and processes that provide robust student and family supports 
have been created. There are bright spots of  nationally-recognized school turnaround 
at Webb Middle School and Reagan High School. Community, business and higher 
education partnerships have resulted in changed trajectories for thousands of  
students. What would it look like if  we built on these early successes, made them 
sustainable, and scaled what we have learned across all of  our economically-
challenged schools and communities?


All of  these strategies can lead to academic excellence, improved graduation rates, college preparedness, and transformed 
communities. For a complete list of  suggested strategies, see page 24. The next section will take a deep dive into how 
community schools put strategies together using a systems approach.


59

Reagan	HS	Graduation	Rate



Section 3: Creating a System of Community Schools


Scaling up from a small group of  community schools to a much larger effort focusing on both school and community 
transformation requires an overarching logic model and a plan for successful implementation.


Three years ago, community and school district partners (as part of  the Greater Austin Community School Coalition) 
developed a forward-looking community school logic model, which is attached in its original form in the appendix.  This logic 39

model is based on a theory of  change that looks at the whole  child as a member of  both a family and a community.


Theory of Change. 	We believe that student success is affected by both in-school and out-of-school factors. These factors 
can be placed in three basic categories:


1. Barriers to Learning.	We want children in school every day, 
ready to learn. But barriers that affect attendance and a child’s 
ability to connect with learning can get in the way. The barriers 
may be internal, such as school climate, inappropriate 
curriculum, inadequate teaching, social, emotional, and 
behavioral factors, or language barriers. Barriers may also be 
external, such as housing and mobility, family income and 
employment, access to healthcare, other family issues or 
trauma. Community Schools seek to reduce barriers through 
strategic problem solving with campus stakeholders, including 
external partners.


2. Conditions for Learning.	Student success is also influenced 
by various conditions, both in school and in the community. 
For example, if  a child feels unsafe at school and at home, he or she  will likely not be able to focus on learning nor form 
good connections with teachers and peers. Curriculum and teaching tailored to a student’s specific needs, a positive school 
climate, appropriate resources and technology, engaged parents and community, low faculty turnover . . . all of  these are 
important to a child’s ability to succeed in school.


The following conditions for learning (identified by the Coalition for Community Schools) are integrated into our logic model:


• Early childhood development programs nurture growth and development.

• The school offers a core instructional program delivered by qualified teachers.

• Instruction is organized around a challenging and engaging curriculum with high standards and expectations for 

students.

• Students are motivated and engaged in learning—in both school and community settings— before, during, and after 

school and in the summer.

• The basic physical, mental, and emotional health needs of  young people and their families are recognized and 

addressed.

• Parents, families, and school staff  demonstrate mutual respect and engage in effective collaboration.

• Community engagement, together with school efforts, promotes a school climate that is safe, supportive, and respectful, 

and that connects students to a broader learning community.


3. Opportunities for Learning. 	Community schools provide an equity strategy ensuring that, no matter the zip code, 
students have equitable learning opportunities. Students on one side of  town may have families who can provide private 

 This logic model is a draft based on extensive community and campus input over the past two years. Data gathering is a continuous process, and new data and research will 39
continue to inform the logic model. The COVID-19 crisis, in particular, will result in increased need and may produce revised short-term and long-term outcome statements.
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music lessons, summer camps, extra tutoring, field trips and college visits. For low-income families, these opportunities 
must come through the school or community partners-or not at all.


In sum, community schools seek to reduce barriers to learning, improve conditions for learning and increase opportunities for 
learning.


Schools are a system within systems 
40

School improvement is littered with failed efforts to transform and turn around struggling, mainly low-income schools. In 
almost every case, the failure was tied to trying to reduce challenges down to one or two factors, instead of  thinking 
systemically. The strategy might be changing principals, reorganizing the campus around a particular program, providing more 
professional development or creating a positive school climate. All of  these strategies, and many more, can create incremental 
improvements, but none will produce lasting and systemic change.


Imagine if  your car was running poorly and you went to a carburetor repair shop. Your problem would likely be the carburetor. 
A muffler shop would say the muffler. A transmission shop would say the transmission needed replacing. While one of  these 
solutions might accidentally fix your car (and 
therefore become a case study), it would fail to fix 
most cars. That is because cars, like schools, work 
as systems. For a solution to work, it must 
recognize all parts of  the system and be 
appropriate for the system as a whole. 
41

The Coalition for Community Schools defines a 
system as “ . . . a collection of  parts that interact 
and function as a whole. Systems consist of  
elements and interconnections; they have a 
purpose, and they exist within a political, social, 
and cultural context . . . . All parts of  a system are 
interdependent. They are composed of  numerous 
feedback loops that interact at several levels 
rather than in a strictly linear arrangement. The 
relationships form a complex, layered web. 
Effectively changing a system requires an 
awareness of  how the various parts of  the system work together and the leverage points most likely to produce desired 
change. Integrated action across several functional areas is needed to move and sustain complex organizations.”


“Change agents often focus on the most obvious elements of  the system they want to change by, for example, latching on to a 
‘silver bullet’ . . .  change agents mistakenly assume that any one of  these isolated adjustments will produce system-wide 
change. Many initiatives expect improvement to come from simply working harder, forgetting Einstein’s definition of  insanity as 
‘doing the same thing over and over again and expecting a different result.’”


A scan of  national school improvement and turnaround efforts, even those that are more systems-focused, reveals that most 
are limited to “what can be controlled”- that is, what happens within the walls of  the school. Schools can control teaching, 

	This section is based on, and quotes from “Scaling Up School and Community Partnerships: The Community Schools Strategy” on the Coalition for Community Schools 40
website. http://www.communityschools.org/ScalingUp/

 Learning to Improve: How America’s Schools Can Get Better at Getting Better, Anthony S. Bryk et al. (2015), Harvard Education Press, p. 172. 41
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curriculum, leadership, school culture and climate, 
policies and procedures.  The Effective Schools 
Framework from the Texas Education Agency, shown 
right, illustrates these elements. 
42

The five “levers” illustrated in the model make sense. 
If  a school has a strong leader providing direction, 
the school should function reasonably well. Of  course, 
a strong leader is one who can problem-solve and 
come up with innovative solutions, and some schools 
are lucky enough to have a “hero” principal who can 
do it all. Even when that is the case, principal turnover 
in low-income schools is high, with a change in 
leadership generally occurring every 2-3 years. The 
likelihood of  having consistently strong leaders is 
limited.


It also makes sense that effective, well-supported 
teachers are a key factor in student success. But the 
sad truth is that low-income schools often have a 
higher percentage of  first-year and inexperienced 
teachers, have trouble filling teaching positions in 
core subjects, and struggle to pay teachers a living wage.


Effective instruction and high-quality curriculum are also important, but aligning those components to a highly diverse student 
body, including English Language Learners, special education, refugee, and highly mobile students, is very challenging.


Finally, “positive school culture” is the category where the TEA model places behavior, student supports, and parent and 
community engagement. While most low-income schools offer some student supports, and might have staff  dedicated to 
parent communication, few have the systems in place nor the partnerships necessary to match the significant need on their 
campuses in an effective and equitable manner.


But what if  you could make the TEA model work in even the most challenging environment? What if  you had a leadership 
pipeline trained to meet the challenges of  low-income campuses? What if  you had strategies in place to make sure teachers 
were supported and were involved in creating innovative solutions for their campus? What if  you had a school that could 
actually meet the diverse academic needs of  all of  your students? What if  you had a welcoming and positive school culture that 
supported both students and families, and embraced the opportunity to be a hub for community engagement?


 https://texasesf.org/42
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This diagram shows how a community school framework can (and should) be combined with a traditional school improvement 
model. With the student and family supports offered in a community school, with all stakeholders involved in analyzing need and 
problem-solving solutions, with teaching and learning designed to match the diverse needs of students, and with a system of 
community partners bringing the advocacy and resources necessary for schools to be successful in their mission, the traditional 
model can actually work.
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As we begin to apply the community school framework, it is important to see schools and students in their larger context. A 
student’s journey from childhood to adulthood is often shown as a continuum (or “pipeline”), showing how students 
matriculate from one level to the next, with the idea that students will be prepared for each new stage of  their educational 
journey. 


In more affluent or stable areas, a student may travel with his or her peers from pre-K through high school. Investments in the 
early years pay dividends along the way, with most students on or above grade level throughout their educational journey. 
Those with special needs have been assessed early on, and a continuity of  support carries with them throughout the pipeline.


The reality in low-income, urban schools is quite different. Students are often highly mobile, moving many times during the 
childhood. 20% or fewer of students entering high school will have begun their journey in local feeder schools. At every point 
along the journey, students will be entering, bringing with them whatever education (or gaps in education) they have experienced 
elsewhere. Some of these students may be arriving with little or no English. Others have special needs that need to be assessed 
and re-assessed, a cumbersome process at best. 25% or higher mobility is common in low-income schools, meaning that 25% of 
students at the end of the school year are different from those who began the school year. Adding to this reality are the 
unintended consequences of school choice, with easier-to-educate students being pushed towards magnets and charter schools, 
leaving local public schools with a higher concentration of English Language Learners, special education, homeless, and other 
children with significant needs.
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If  we’re going to have more children from low-income communities in Austin on the path to prosperity, the leaky pipeline needs 
to be recognized. From low-participation in early childhood education to poor college completion rates due to lack of  
preparation and finances, each factor that reduces the number of  students who successfully navigate the pipeline can be 
addressed, and we can change the trajectories of  thousands of  students in a positive way, as we have seen from our case 
studies.


What are some strategies for addressing leaks in the educational pipeline in low-income communities? 


• Low participation in early childhood programs:	Studies show that early childhood programs, such as Head Start and 
Pre-K, help close school readiness gaps between low-income/minority children and their non-minority counterparts. 
Funding pre-K for all, recruitment campaigns, community organizing, increased 2-gen programming in partnership with 
nonprofits, home visitation and focus on young children with special needs are all strategies that can increase early 
childhood program participation.


• Mobility/family instability: Student mobility is measured as the difference between the students on a campus at the end of  
September and the students at the end of  the school year. In more affluent areas, mobility is typically around 5%. In low-
income schools, mobility is between 15% and 40%, with middle and high schools having higher rates. Research shows that 
schools with 25% or higher mobility have to use heroic measures to be academically successful. Stabilizing families through 
strategies like building a safety net of  Family Resource Centers have brought mobility down by 1/3 or more at several AISD 
campuses. Other strategies, such as focusing on transitions between elementary, middle and high school, providing a 
welcoming and barrier-free environment for parents, offering more transportation for students, and focusing on reducing 
mobility for homeless and refugee families and students, are effective in stabilizing families.  


• Magnets/charters:	Low-income campuses often lose students to district-connected magnet schools and non-district charters, 
based on the public perception that other options will provide a better education. Whether or not this is true, community schools 
are committed to all students having equitable educational opportunities within their neighborhood. As shown in the case studies, 
adding programs that meet the needs of all students, and especially ones that prepare students for college and career, makes 
schools more attractive to parents. Also, community schools provide supports, enrichment programs, sports, after school 
programs and opportunities for parent involvement that are may not be present at magnets and charters.


• Dropouts:	Dropout numbers are low before 8th grade, and most dropout prevention strategies have been reactive, beginning 
in 9th grade when a wave of dropouts occurs, especially among girls. Community schools in Austin have seen dropout numbers 
plummet as middle schools have focused on making sure more 8th graders are ready for college-level work when they 
matriculate to high school, as well as using intensive strategies, including tutoring and mentoring. CIS, AVID and Breakthrough 
have been especially effective in helping at-risk students successfully transition to high school. Both Reagan and Lanier (now 
Northeast and Navarro) have seen dropout rates plummet as they have improved systems, used intensive academic and 
support strategies, and focused on family needs, which are often at the root of why a student leaves school. Reagan, in 
particular, has virtually no dropouts and a 98% 4-year graduation rate, through the use of community school strategies.


• Lack of finances/preparation:	The percentage of students entering post-secondary education has grown steadily in Texas, 
but so has the percentage of students who drop out of college after one year, and who need remediation in college. Getting 
students across the finish line of college graduation (without a crushing debt load) and into a career is key for building 
economic equity. Community school strategies include increasing dual-credit and early college options, which provide free 
college tuition in high school, and intensive mentoring programs like Breakthrough for first-generation college goers.
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While any one of  these strategies would have a positive effect on the educational pipeline, it would be limited in its 
effectiveness without other strategies. We have said that schools are systems and “all parts of  a system are interdependent.” 
Making lasting change means working on many fronts, as well as adjusting systems and strategies as we see what is working 
and what is not. Schools and communities are dynamic, especially in low-income areas, and adjusting strategies across the 
systems within a school will be an ongoing process, affected by changes in leadership, staffing, resources and conditions.


Using the three categories of  in-school and out-of-school factors affecting learning (reducing barriers, improving conditions 
and increasing opportunities) can help us think systemically about helping students successfully navigate the educational 
pipeline.





On a practical basis, how do schools choose which strategies to use, and how do they 
implement these strategies without becoming overwhelmed? This is where “shared 
leadership” as a value of  community schools comes into play.


Whether a school is a new community school or has been a community school for 
many years, it is important that school improvement planning efforts continue every 
year. Sometimes school turnaround is seen as an event, something that happens to 
mitigate a crisis, rather than an approach that results in long-term, sustainable 
change. It’s a little like the difference between going on a crash diet to lose weight or 
changing your eating and exercise habits. Both will result in short-term improvements, 
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• Reduce	barriers	to	learning	by	providing	wraparound	supports	that	stabilize	families,	
reduce	student	mobility,	improve	attendance	and	improve	student	focus	on	
learning,	leveraging	partnerships	with	community	agencies	and	volunteers.


• Reduce	faculty	turnover	and	staff	core	subjects	with	experienced	teachers.	Highly	
mobile	schools	need	teachers	who	are	skilled	in	working	with	diverse	needs	in	the	
classroom.


• Use	a	tiered	approach	to	student	and	family	supports,	and	improve	systems	of	
coordination	with	weekly	meetings	with	service	providers	and	school	staff
Re
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• Develop	campus-wide	ELL	and	special	education	strategies	that	work	for	mobile	and	
late-entry	students.


• Train	staff	in	school-wide	positive	approaches	to	behavior,	as	well	as	restorative	
practices,		that	limit	disruption	to	learning	time.


• Use	a	shared	leadership	approach,	with	annual	community	school	planning	processes	
bringing	teachers,	staff,	parents,	students	and	community	together	to	assess	strengths,	
challenges	and	opportunities,	and	to	develop	and	implement	school	improvement	
strategies.


• Develop	common	data	systems	to	capture	current	efforts	to	support	youth	and	families	in	the	
community,	and	to	provide	information	for	strategic	planning.


• Work	together	to	advocate	for	resources	and	policies	that	will	grow	after	school,	enrichment,	
and	fine	arts	programs.


• Partner	with	other	schools	in	your	feeder	pattern	to	coordinate	adult	education,	events	and	
summer	programs.


• Partner	with	businesses	and	higher	ed	institutions	to	provide	free	field	trips	for	
students	and	parents,	and	create	real-world	career	training	partnerships.
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• Improved	
attendance


• Reduced	mobility

• Increased	parent	
involvement


• Improved	academic	
performance


• Improved	academic	
performance	for	
ELLs	and	special	ed


• Reduced	behavior	
referrals


• Increased	
community	
engagement


• Increased	
community	safety


• Increase	student	
engagement


• Higher	college	
completion	rates


• Greater	equity

Strategies Measurable	Results



but only one will resulting in long-term health. Becoming a community school means adopting practices around shared 
leadership and planning that will help the school weather challenges, both present and future.


Austin Voices has helped our existing community schools go through a planning process that includes extensive qualitative and 
quantitative data collection, analysis, creation of  strategies to address challenges, and breaking down implementation into 
achievable actions. Below is an example of  an annual community school plan:


Our experience in Austin has taught us that the community school framework, integrated with a student-centered 
school improvement approach, builds an effective culture of school improvement that has both the ability to move 
schools out of crisis and to create sustainable centers of equity and excellence. Over time, community schools 
build habits, traditions, structures and systems that are able to weather the challenges and changes endemic to 
low-income communities.
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Thinking Systemically: Schools as part of feeder patterns


Affluent areas tend to have “cleaner” feeder patterns, with most students matriculating with their peers to the same middle 
school and high school. Programs, including academic and enrichment, can be coordinated between levels. Parents know one 
another and move as a cohort of  volunteers as their children progress. Supports, including special education, follow students 
from school to school.


The picture is quite different for more densely populated low-income communities, where students generally are assigned to multiple 
middle and high schools. The accountability and testing system tends to produce competition and blame among elementary, middle and 
high schools. Given the stresses on any one campus, feeder pattern coordination is a luxury. High teacher and principal turnover makes 
relationship-building between schools difficult. Parents may be told that they should send their students to magnet or charter schools at 
the middle and high school levels to get a better education. Options to transfer to more affluent schools drains even more students. The 
transition from elementary to middle to high school can be inconsistent.  


Recognizing the mobility of  students between campuses and feeder patterns, Austin ISD and surrounding districts, in the 
mid-2000’s, moved towards uniform daily lesson plans across districts, with more flexibility for high-achieving schools and little 
flexibility for low-income schools. This was a strategy that, while limiting teacher creativity, ensured some degree of  uniformity 
as students transferred from one school to another, even within the school year. This is an example of  systemic thinking and a 
first step in adjusting to the needs of  low-income schools. However, if  we’re going to see more students make it through the 
pipeline prepared for college and career, we need to stabilize and grow feeder patterns, reduce leaks, including student 
mobility, and strengthen the ties between feeder pattern campuses.


The illustration below, done by Austin Voices in 2013, illustrates the complexity of  following students along the educational 
pipeline in a low-income, urban community. For a variety of  reasons, 3,068 students are in feeder pattern elementary schools, 
with only 442 from the attendance area attending their designated high school. It should be noted that elementary schools 
have seven grades, as opposed to three for middle school and four for high school. This illustration shows enrollment at the 
end of  September, and does not illustrate mobility during the school year.
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The diagram obviously shows that there is a tremendous amount of movement of students between campuses, and while most 
students tend to go to their neighborhood elementary school, parents look for options at the middle and high school levels. Over 
half  of  the outgoing students from Martin and Eastside Memorial transferred to high-performing schools in affluent 
neighborhoods, using district transfer policies. It should be noted that this diagram was done before the growth of several charter 
networks in Austin.


It was obvious, as enrollment continued to struggle at Martin and Eastside, that feeder pattern strategies needed to be added to 
the school improvement work being done at both campuses. Between 2012 and 2015, Austin Voices worked with the feeder 
pattern campuses to develop a common mission statement and strategies, as well as a culture of collaboration instead of 
competition and blame. For two years, principals, teachers, parents and students 
met together to plan and implement ideas. A new early childhood center at the 
unused Allan facility met the need of increasing early childhood enrollment, as 
well as attracting young families to the area. Twice-yearly family resource 
festivals attracted large numbers of families, and gave schools a chance to 
market their programs jointly. New academic and career programs, which 
included higher ed partnerships with Austin Community College and the University of Texas, were instituted. Transitions between 
elementary, middle and high school were improved. Martin Middle School began an Innovation Academy, which helped the school 
grow enrollment significantly, with the program now expanded to Eastside as well. In short, the culture of the feeder pattern was 
transformed. It is likely that without these interventions, gentrification would have caused several of  the campuses, including 
Martin and Eastside, to lose enrollment to the point of closure. Instead, schools in Central East Austin are stabilized and steadily 
growing, with improved academic performance.


Perhaps the most exciting feeder pattern work currently happening in AISD 
is a project called “NACER” in the Northeast feeder pattern. Northeast 
Early College High School (formerly Reagan), along with Webb Middle 
School, Dobie Middle School and four feeder elementary campuses, have 
all been using the community school framework for five or more years, with 
campus planning teams, community-wide events and shared approaches 
to supporting high-needs families.  With three Family Resource Centers 43

(Dobie, Northeast, Webb) providing a safety net of wraparound supports 
for families, and early college strategies in some degree of development 
from elementary to high school, the feeder pattern was poised to embrace 
the remaining three elementary campuses with the community school 
framework. In 2018, Austin Voices teamed with AISD to write a proposal to 
the Texas Education Agency for funding to support the development of 
feeder pattern systems. The two-year award (called a community 
partnership grant) has funded technical support, and has helped 
principals, district staff, and community partners engage in robust 
conversations about how to develop common strategies and systems.


The early results have been encouraging. Campuses and stakeholders 
chose three areas of  focus across the vertical team: growing the 
capacity of  the basic needs safety net through Family Resource 
Centers, extending early college strategies through a feeder-wide AVID 

 Significant credit for the NACER project goes to Katie Casstevens, Administrative Supervisor for Community Schools in AISD, who has chaired the Leadership Team.43
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approach, and expanding project-based learning initiatives. A new feeder pattern dashboard has been developed that is 
public-facing, with academic, attendance, behavior and support data, along with community wellness indicators, showing 
school-by-school and joint progress. An already existing family support data system used by Austin Voices is being expanded 
to capture family supports across the feeder pattern. Quarterly community partner meetings are being held to get input for 
future development, including expanding early childhood education. Resources are being identified to make sure staffing is 
equitable across all campuses. Common communication and marketing tools are being developed. Transitions from elementary 
to middle to high school are being improved. And most importantly, a culture of  collaboration rather than competition is 
growing among the feeder pattern, helping spread best practices and honest conversations about challenges.


This is a model of  how to reduce leaks in the educational pipeline. Family instability is being addressed, with student mobility 
reduced by 1/3 or more over the past decade through a safety net of  supports. A common academic theme, in this case early 
college strategies, is being used throughout the pipeline, which provides a counter-narrative to the charter school focus on 
college preparation. The use of  AVID and project-based learning means that more students are prepared for the rigor of  high 
school and college, reducing dropouts and improving college completion rates. Without a systemic approach, however, you are 
only able to develop “bright spots” at particular campuses, which at best is inefficient and at worst perpetuates a leaky 
educational pipeline.


As we have implemented our first network of  community schools, we have learned several lessons that apply to future network 
development:


1. Schools are set up to function as individual units. An effective community school network, with common practices, systems 
and culture, will take 2-3 years to develop.


2. Stakeholders from throughout the network of  schools should prioritize shared community school strategies, based on a 
network needs assessment, using both quantitative and qualitative data. People will own what they develop.
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3. Campuses will have various levels of  interest and commitment to community school development. What is important is that 
a foundational set of  practices is offered to all, with training and resources.


4. A Memorandum of  Understanding with each campus is helpful in clarifying expectations.


5. Shared events, such as resource fairs, STEM events and community walks, help to build shared identity with the local 
community.


6. Monthly network community partner meetings are very helpful in developing “collective impact.”


7. A strong relationship between a backbone partner (such as Austin Voices) and the school district is a win/win for 
community school development.


Thinking Systemically: Schools as part of a school district


Anyone who has spent much time working on the campus level will express frustration with disconnects between schools and 
school districts. If  you look from a business perspective, school districts are the same size as medium to large-size 
corporations. Schools can be seen local outposts, with central headquarters “downtown.” All of  the advantages of  
corporations (centralized budgeting, strategic planning, public communications, compliance) and all of  the dysfunctions 
(duplication, inefficiency, bureaucratic red tape, out-of-touch decisions, siloed departments) are present in school districts as 
well. School districts are also unique in that they are public entities, with their own governance structures independent (in most 
cases) from municipal government. In fact, schools are the only public function in America that has its own elected officials.


This mixture of corporation and public entity would be complex on its own, but school districts also answer to state and federal 
governments for compliance and funding, to unions, and most of all, to public stakeholders who are deeply invested in the welfare of 
their children. School districts are not able to choose who their customers will be (as opposed to businesses, charter and private 
schools), but must offer a high level of service to any and every student and family who walks in the door, no matter what their needs 
are.

For districts serving mainly affluent students, with simple pipelines, stable families and faculties, and very little leakage, 
organizing the district to attain positive student outcomes is easily attainable. Generally, these school districts have the 
resources they require, and are well-connected to policy makers at the local, state and federal level to design the system to 
their advantage. Even districts that serve mainly low-income students can manage success, as long as family and teacher 
mobility is low and resources are adequate to the mission. 
44

Unfortunately, most districts serving a large number of low-income students do not have the resources they need to adequately 
support students and families, and are faced with the challenges of high student mobility and teacher turnover. In these districts, 
the dysfunctions of corporate culture are magnified, as individuals and departments desperately try to plug holes in a leaky boat, 
using ad hoc and piecemeal solutions, often disconnected from campus	planning. The result is inefficiency, wasted resources and 
disappointing results, with failure usually blamed on “implementation with a lack of fidelity.”

How do we make district systems work better to support community schools? This is a question that Austin Voices and other partners have 
been working on with AISD over the past decade. If we look at the school district, there are departments or functions of the organizational 
chart that directly impact community school priorities.


 Several school districts in the Rio Grande Valley have been pointed out as examples of low-income schools able to achieve strong 44

academic outcomes. While not wanting to take anything away from the efforts put forth by these districts, it should be noted that student 
mobility and teacher turnover are very low (in the single digits), perhaps a result of a unique, cohesive local culture. It also makes the 
point that mobility has a strong correlation to campus performance, a point that has shown in research over the past 15 years.
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It  is good to remind ourselves of  the definition of  a system that was quoted earlier: “(a system is) a collection of  parts that 
interact and function as a whole. Systems consist of  elements and interconnections; they have a purpose, and they exist within 
a political, social, and cultural context . . . . All parts of  a system are interdependent. They are composed of  numerous 
feedback loops that interact at several levels rather than in a strictly linear arrangement. The relationships form a complex, 
layered web. Effectively changing a system requires an awareness of  how the various parts of  the system work together and 
the leverage points most likely to produce desired change. Integrated action across several functional areas is needed to 
move and sustain complex organizations.”


School improvement at the district level can come in three ways: 1. Campuses or feeder patterns propose a strategy/solution 
and involve appropriate individuals and departments in planning and implementation; 2. District-level individuals or 
departments recognize a challenge/opportunity and involve campus or feeder pattern stakeholders in crafting strategies; 3. 
District-level individuals and departments work across silos to develop strategies. In a functioning network of  community 
schools, all three ways may be appropriate at different times. What is NOT appropriate are non-collaborative district-level 
strategies, which do not work across silos and do not involve campus and community stakeholders in planning. These 
strategies are easy to plan but are rarely sustained or successful.


Here are two examples of  how district-level community school planning worked in the real world:
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ACADEMIC/ENRICHMENT STUDENT/FAMILY	SUPPORTS ADMINISTRATIVE

• Curriculum/Instruction

• Bilingual/ELL	Instruction

• Early	Childhood

• Special	Education

• Career/Technology		Ed

• Core	Subjects	(ELA,	Math,	
Science,	Social	Studies)


• AVID/Gear	Up

• After	School	and	Summer	
Programs


• Fine	Arts	(Music,	Art,	Drama,	
Dance)


• Creative	Learning	Initiative

• Child	Study	Teams

• Social	Emotional	Learning	(SEL)

• Health/Mental	Health	Services

• Parent	Supports/Refugees/
Homeless


• Family	Resource	Centers

• Adult	Education

• Mentoring/Tutoring

• Counselors/Social	Workers

• Dropout	Prevention

• Board	of	Trustees

• Senior	Administration/
Elementary/Middle/High	
School	Leadership


• Data	Systems

• Evaluation

• Technology

• Grants,	Partnerships	and	
Volunteers


• Communications

• Government	Relations	and	
Legal


• Finance

• Testing/Accountability	
Compliance


• Strategic	Planning/Campus	
and	District	Advisory	Councils

After School Programs:	In 2015, one of our community schools, Hart Elementary, was nearing the end of its 21st Century 
federal after school grant. Under the 3-year grant, Hart had developed a robust after school program, which was seen by parents 
as one of their most important assets at the school. The federal grant was administered at the district level by a dedicated grant 
coordinator. Parents from Hart approached Austin Voices for help advocating with the district for continued funding. Thinking 
systemically, Austin Voices gathered senior district administrators and trustees to problem solve Hart’s situation, and to see 
whether other AISD campuses might be in the same situation. Because the district did not have a specific after school program 
office, no one knew this information. Phone calls were made to all campuses throughout the district, and a spreadsheet developed. 
Some schools had federal or city/county funding for after school. Others had private donors and nonprofits providing services at 
no cost. A few paid teachers stipends to stay after school and deliver programming. In the end, a total of 11 Title 1 campuses, 
including some of AISD’s highest needs campuses, were without funding for after school programs in 2015-16, with a gap of 
$900,000 needing to be filled.
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Data Tracking of Student and Family Supports:	In 2007, when Austin Voices’ leadership helped organize AISD’s first 
community school, AISD lacked a robust and comprehensive data system for tracking student and family supports. Since 
that time, developing both an internal student support data system (eCST-Electronic Child Study Team) and an external 
family support data system (ETO-Efforts to Outcomes) has been a collaborative project between Austin Voices, Communities 
In Schools, and various district departments.


As Austin Voices grew its first two Family Resource Centers at Webb Middle School and Reagan High School, a secure way for social 
workers to keep notes and track their efforts was needed. A consultant helped with the development of an access database that was 
easy to use. However, it soon became clear that the access database would not be able to handle the growing number of records 
effectively. Austin Voices asked the school district, city and county to collaborate on a solution, knowing that the data would ultimately 
need to integrate with family support systems from those entities. Through an RFP process, Social Solutions was contracted to develop 
the system based on the access database, using their ETO database. Two years of development and testing were needed to launch 
ETO, which has proved a scalable solution as FRCs have grown to eight locations.


At the same time as ETO was being developed, eCST was being designed with the input of  Austin Voices, Communities In 
Schools, and other key student support partners. The system was developed in-house by AISD, and has proved to be highly 
usable by district staff  for tracking student support services. Parent Support Specialist also use CST for keeping notes on 
family engagement. In 2016, work began on building a “data bridge” between eCST and ETO, so that campuses could see 
which families were being served by Austin Voices in real time, and Austin Voices could have academic, attendance and 
behavior information on students of  families they were serving.


The development of  data systems seems never ending, but having two robust data systems has provided the data to serve 
students and families effectively, as well as to produce reports for funders required to sustain and expand services. As we 
talk with other districts about community schools, we find few which have the level of  data tracking AISD, Austin Voices and 
other community school partners have achieved.


Lessons learned about systems: The district took a collaborative approach to developing student and family support 
data systems from the beginning, meaning that implementation would be based on real-world experience, as well as be 
user-tested. Funding for data systems was also done as a collaboration, making long-term funding sustainable. 
Development crossed silos, gathering input from a number of  silos. Student and family support partners, who provide 
services and would ultimately use data systems, were brought to the table early.



Summing up, creating collaborative systems at the school district level is key to the broad implementation and success of  
community schools. When working well, school districts can organize partnerships (including health services, career education, 
after school programs, and adult education), can create district-wide data systems that support community schools, can help 
with grant writing and funding, can fund community schools with the teachers, staff  and resources they need, can support 
policy change at the city and state level, and much more. As the examples above illustrate, a bridge “backbone” agency, such 
as Austin Voices, is a vital part of  creating a system where campus, community and district work collaboratively to solve 
problems and create solutions.


Thinking Systemically: Schools as part of a community


The Community School Framework brings together community partners working towards common community and educational goals. 
Partners from different sectors, including health, workforce development, housing, business, higher education, faith-based and 
community organizations, and individuals create a	system of community supports,	reducing barriers, increasing opportunities and 
improving conditions, leading to greater equity. Partners	advocate	for policies and	resources	to support schools and families. 
Schools become	hubs for community engagement,	such as adult education and community events.


It is an extraordinary lift for one community school to organize at the community level. Rarely does a school have a staff  member 
who has the time or experience to be able to meet with partners, assess how they could help the campus, bridge cultural and 
logistical barriers, and put initiatives into place that are beneficial and sustainable. At most schools, partners (with the exception 
of a few district-level partners such as healthcare institutions or businesses) approach the principal with an idea for serving the 
campus. This can be frustrating for both principal and partner if  no system is in place for integrating partners. This is why 
community school experts recommend that new community schools hire a	“community school coordinator,”	who can use a 
systemic approach to recruiting and integrating partners. Even with a coordinator, the process can be lengthy to organize an 
effective network of partners. The following diagram illustrates the model used by existing community schools in AISD, with the 
community school coordinator and other staff  organizing and facilitating many activities involving partners:
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It makes much more sense to organize partnerships systemically across multiple campuses and communities, bringing 
existing networks of partners together with clusters of campuses.	It also makes sense to create larger multi-campus systems 
for data collection, communication and programs (adult education, after school, health services, etc.) At the same time, there are local 
partners that may be part of a single community, such as neighborhood associations, churches, service groups and individual 
volunteers (which can include parents and grandparents). In short, to be effective and efficient, partnering should be local (in a 
particular community), regional (in a cluster of communities) and citywide (across a city or county).


Partners can be divided into three categories: those who provide services, those who provide information or advocacy, and those 
who provide volunteers and financial support. All are important to reducing barriers, improving conditions and increasing 
opportunities. Currently, Austin Voices has over 200 partner organizations working at our community schools, many of whom who

meet monthly at “community school alliance” meetings, provide services on campus, or participate in resource events on 
campuses. Austin Voices has also mapped all possible partners for more than half  of  the “crescent of opportunity” through 
resource and business partner maps and guides for north and central Austin. The guides contain contact information for resource 
and business partners, as well as neighborhood partners, including community organizations and faith-based partners. While 
there are citywide resources for discovering potential partners, including 2-1-1, ConnectATX (both through the United Way), these 
guides go the next step in showing where partners are located, and most likely to be useful to community schools.


Creating systems at the community level:	Neighborhoods are usually served by one or two elementary schools, a middle 
school and a high school. Star ting in 2006, Austin Voices began gathering 
partners together that served schools in and around the St. John 
neighborhood for monthly “St. John Community School Alliance” meetings. 
Between 25 and 40 partners, including representatives from four campuses 
(Brown ES, Pickle ES, Reagan/Northeast HS, Webb MS) have met monthly since 
that time, planning joint strategies, events, adding new services, and sharing 
calendars. Relationships have been built between partners and campuses, and 
partners have welcomed having access to campus leaders on a regular basis. 
Campuses have presented academic data to partners, as well as needs that cut 
across campuses. Partners have looked together at neighborhood data, and focused on key issues, such as access to 
healthcare and dropout prevention. Events such as the annual HopeFest resource fair at Reagan/Northeast High School 
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and the annual St. John Unity Walk, have been developed, and the SJCSA has been recognized as a 5-time winner of  the 
“100 Best Communities for Youth in America” award from America’s Promise Alliance, resulting in an appearance on NBC’s 
“Today” show. The community school alliance model has been replicated by Austin Voices into other clusters of  schools, 
including the Rundberg area (Graham ES, Hart ES, Walnut Creek ES, Dobie MS and Reagan/Northeast HS), north central 
Austin (Cook ES, Wooldridge ES, Burnet MS and Lanier/Navarro HS), central Austin (Martin MS, Eastside Memorial HS and 
surrounding elementary schools) and Dove Springs (Rodriguez ES, Widen ES, and Mendez MS).


Creating systems at the city and county level: Austin Voices has worked with the City of  Austin Mayor’s Office, the 
Community Advancement Network (CAN), United Way for Greater Austin, Communities In Schools, AISD, Del Valle ISD, Manor 
ISD, Education Austin and several other organizations to begin building city and county-wide partner coordination to support 
community school strategies. Called the	Greater Austin Community School Coalition (GACSC),	this team has hosted a 
number of  quarterly strategic planning meetings across six strategic program areas that has resulted in a needs assessment, 
preliminary strategies to address needs, and a regional logic model that can serve as the basis for community school 
expansion. Groups participating in the planning have included:


Since 2015, the GACSC leadership team has created a number of  tools that can be used to support the “Campaign for the 
Future,” including:


1. Community School Logic Model

2. Results of  quarterly planning meetings by six program area groups (Early Childhood, Extended Learning, Family 

Stability, Heath, Student-Centered Learning, and Workforce Development)

3. Sample GACSC strategic plan document (Health program area)

4. 4-page Community Schools Brochure
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EARLY	CHILDHOOD

United	Way	for	Greater	Austin

Any	Baby	Can

Austin	ISD	Early	Childhood

ASPIRE

AVANCE

Child	Inc.	(Headstart)

CommunitySync

Easter	Seals

Head	Start

Healthy	Families

SAFE	Alliance

Success	by	6

Thinkery

YMCA	ELR

HEALTH

Ascension	Seton

Austin	ISD	Health	Services

Austin	Public	Health

Austin	Travis	County	Integral	Care

Central	Health

Child	and	Youth	Mental	Health	
Partnership

CommUnity	Care

Dell	Children’s	Health	Express

Dell	Medical	School

It’s	Time	Texas

Marathon	Kids

Michael	&	Susan	Dell	Foundation

People’s	Community	Clinic

Project	Access

Samaritan	Center

St.	David’s	Foundation

Travis	County	Medical	Society

UT	Community	Collaborative

WORKFORCE	DEVELOPMENT

STUDENT-CENTERED	LEARNING

FAMILY	STABILITY

Asian	American	Resource	Center

Austin	Energy

Austin	Voices	for	Education	and	
Youth	Family	Resource	Centers

Austin	Tenants	Council

BASTA

City	of	Austin/Austin	Public	Health

ECHO	(Ending	Community	
Homeless	Coalition)

Foundation	Communities

Housing	Authority	City	of	Austin

Housing	Works

Travis	County	Health	and	Human	
Services

EXTENDED	LEARNING

Andy	Roddick	Foundation

Austin	ISD	21st	Century	and	
PrimeTime	Programs

City	of	Austin	Parks	and	
Recreation

Boys	and	Girls	Club	of	Central	
Texas

Campfire

Creative	Action

4-H

Learn	All	The	Time

American	Youthworks

Austin	Community	College

Austin	Urban	League

Capital	IDEA

Community	Advancement	
Network

Goodwill	of	Central	Texas

SkillPoint	Alliance

University	of	Texas	
Entrepreneurship	and	Innovation

Workforce	Solutions

Austin	ISD

Austin	Voices	for	Education	and	Youth

Breakthrough

Communities	In	Schools

Del	Valle	ISD

Education	Austin	

Manor	ISD

Ready	by	21
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Community School Logic Model
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Results of GACSC Quarterly Planning Meetings
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Sample GACSC strategic plan document (Health program area)
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GACSC Community Schools Brochure
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