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Executive Summary

Education forms the foundation for a bright future. However, many students face barriers to learning
and school success. All in for Youth (AIFY) helps remove these barriers by supporting students and
families with school-based, wraparound supports delivered collaboratively between schools and
community agencies. On-site supports and services include mental health therapy, nutrition, success
coaching, after-school programming, mentoring, and family supports. Building on a more than 20 years
of work (based on learning from past initiatives, explorations of effective practices, supported by
established relationships among partners), the AIFY initiative was first piloted in September 2016 in 5
demonstration schools in Edmonton (including elementary, junior high, and high schools). These
demonstration schools were chosen because they represent some of the highest needs schools in the
city, with many students and families experiencing complex barriers to school success and overall
wellbeing.

Given the complexity of developing an intersectoral model of service delivery, evaluation activities
utilizing multiple methods have unfolded alongside initiative implementation. This report presents the
findings for Year 2 of the AIFY evaluation. Findings represent learnings on initiative implementation and
practice applications from the September 2017 - August 2018 school year.

The evaluation was grounded in a participatory approach where the evaluation research team (CUP)
worked closely with the AIFY operational and steering committee partners to identify appropriate
outcomes, methods, and measures. Data were derived from multiple sources, including:

1. Interviews and focus groups with students, families, agency staff, agency leaders, school
staff, and school administrators

2. Anonline survey administered to parents/caregivers about their use and perceptions of the
AIFY supports

3. Secondary data collected by agencies

4. Aggregate-level secondary data collected by schools

5. Cohort-level secondary data collected by schools and agencies about students who received
one or more AIFY services

The findings generated through these methods, as well as relevant academic and grey literature, are
presented in this report in the following main sections:

e Evaluation Summary: Provides a summary of the Year 2 evaluation activities. Participant
characteristics, data sources, and a description of the collaborative nature of the evaluation
activities is described in this section.

e Impacts: This section highlights the impacts of the AIFY work for Year 2 of implementation.
Impacts that represent the initiative as a whole are presented first. Followed by impacts related
to service delivery. Finally, impacts specific to students and families are presented.

e School Profiles: This section contains a school profile for each of the five demonstration schools,
presenting information on demographics, academics, resiliency, and AIFY supports and services.
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Data is derived from the secondary data collected by agencies, aggregate-level secondary data
collected by schools, and cohort-level secondary data collected by schools and agencies.

Students and Families: This section integrates data from interviews with students and families
and the family survey to describe students’ and families’ experiences with the AIFY supports and
services. Quotes woven throughout the section illustrate the transformational impact that the
AIFY supports have had in the lives of many students and families. Discussion of the importance
of the supports is organized around four overlapping levels: students, families, schools, and
communities. For students, the supports helped to promote academic growth, social
competence, emotional and mental wellbeing, and future success. For families, the AIFY
supports helped to remove barriers to accessing supports, as well as strengthen and stabilize
families. At the school level, the agency staff contributed to school improvement by engaging
parents, enabling teachers to focus on teaching and learning by addressing students’ barriers to
learning, and enhancing schools’ abilities to support students towards academic goals. Finally,
AIFY was recognized as having the potential to contribute to the vitality of the communities
surrounding the demonstration schools.

AIFY Schools: This section describes the ways that school administrators and school staff are
supporting the AIFY work, and how the initiative has influenced their practice. Interviews and
focus groups with school administrators and school staff were used to trace the evolution of
collaboration between schools and agencies, school staff’s roles and involvement in AIFY, and
agency staff’s relationship-building with students and families in the school communities. All in
for Youth contributed to shifts in school stakeholder’s perspectives on working with students
and families, particularly around trauma-informed practice. Looking ahead, schools and agencies
continue to negotiate ways of working together that balance learning with addressing
underlying barriers to learning, as well as plan for initiative sustainability.

AIFY Service Providers: This section provides an overview of the agency staff’s work in the
schools, drawing on interviews and focus groups with agency staff and leaders, and secondary
data from the agencies. Changes in agency staff’s roles from Year 1 to Year 2, as well as
development in agency staff’s relationships with school staff and one another, are highlighted.
Characteristics of effective collaboration across agencies, between agencies and schools, and
with external partners are identified, as well as implications for agencies’ practice going
forwards.

Systems Change: This section outlines the AIFY partnership’s progress towards influencing
systems change. Findings are categorized according to six conditions underlying systems change:
practices, policies, resources, relationships, power dynamics, and mental models.

Principles: This section provides a high-level overview of how the 10 principles that guide the
work of AIFY were upheld during Year 2 of the initiative.

Recommendations: In interviews and focus groups with the different AIFY stakeholders, we
asked people to share ways they thought the AIFY initiative could evolve to better meet the
needs of students and families. Recommendations around practice and programming from
these stakeholders are presented. AIFY stakeholders also shared practices and programming
that was perceived as effective, but these may only be occurring in some of the demo schools.
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These insights into ‘what is working well’ in the AIFY work are also shared as recommendations
in this section. Recommendations are first presented by AIFY stakeholder group. A summary of
recommendations heard across stakeholder groups is presented at the end of this section.

Throughout the report (in the following sections: Students and Families, AIFY Schools, AIFY Service
Providers, and Systems Change) we also present Practice Applications. We use these sub-sections to
present findings that represent learning opportunities for the initiative and its work, based primarily on
qualitative data from participating stakeholders.

The findings of this evaluation demonstrate that AIFY has contributed to positive impacts in the lives of
many students and families in the school communities, as well shifts in the ways schools and community
agencies collaborate to support populations with complex needs. The strategies and recommendations
provided in this report will be relevant to practitioners as the initiative moves forward, and may help
inform decision-making around collaborative practice, service delivery, and sustainability planning.
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Evaluation Summary: Data Sources and
Activities
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All In For Youth
Evaluation

Year 2 Data Sources

140 Stakeholder
Partic i‘pavr)m

I 54 Family Surveys]

Completed

School Data from
the 5 Demo Schools

1,349 Students
Accessing 1 or
more AlIFY Support

Data from 3Agencyr
ervice Providers
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Stakeholder Interview
and Focus Group Data

Stakeholder Participants:

36 Students 34 SchoolStaff ~ 25AgencyStaff 11 Agency Leaders

23 Parents/Caregivers 11 School Administrators
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Working Together to
Support the AIFY Evaluation

Stakeholders Invelved

Agency Operational School Agency
taff artners Administrators Leaders

Evaluation Activities Supported

Data Collection Pacrticlipant
Planning Hecrultmant

Data Collection
scheduling

fAccessing

; Providing Feedback
Secondary Data
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AIFY IMPACTS: Year 2 Highlights

Imi this section of the report, we will present a summary of the impacts shared by different stakeholders invotved
in AIFY initiative [based on interview and foous groups with these stakeholders), We will also present secondary
data fram the AIFY agencies that highlights the magnitude of the AIFY work in the demo school communities.

Irnpacts highlighted here are discussed in more detail throughout the following sections of the report. This section
i & way to quickly see how the AMIFY work has influenced the bves of the different AIFY stakeholders in Year 7,

especially the lives of students and familes.

Impacts at a Glance

hidents and familics theve

° Access was provided 1o school-based supportsin 5 schools to help

students and their families served across the 5 AlFY
schools

210

*Students rot inchuded in this sum if they only accessed nutrition supports

On I':EF:?Iﬂtr!g m]:hl'.f:“ were Inﬁ:g;mted into :Il.-:h demeo school
community (Full-time) to provide the wraparound supports
for students and families 5 E
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Impacts by AIFY Supports
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Impacts by AIFY Supports
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Students and families were more engaged in schools
& Had more caring adults in school communities to help students feel welcome and “wanted”

Impacts for Students and Families
: W) Helped students feel a sense of belonging to school
[ Helped students want to attend school

Tfeel like it makes me move stabfe "0 huge part of what [AIFY has) taken
cause | feel more wanted in this on is getting kids to school. Like we've
school. So it gives me [a) reason hod kids with attendonce issues that
{o...come {o school octuolly. ‘Couse are coming to school now, and are in
you need motivation.” - Student our buliding.” - School Administrator

“..d The Principal| had mentioned to me the other day, she's
noticed that a lot more parents are contacting her to come
in and chat with her about [their] kids..with more of the
connection and community feel they have with the school
they feel more comfortable to come in and chat about
what's going on with their kids..” - Agency Staff

Students and families felt schools were a safe place
Rela with AIFY staff and other adults in schools children feel
v “"l‘:‘u\shlps Al caring in helped

The cultures of schools are shifting, schools are making changes to create safe places

for students in the school and enhance current practices

".it's reolly helpful to have
somebody in the school to help you
and make yous feel safe and stufl.”
Student
dynamics

“She’s starting to get along better with her brother. She’s been working on that
with [the Mental Health Therapist]... now, like she'll start to get into a fight with
her brother and shell stop and take a deep breath and walk away. She couldn’t

"One of the things..for me is that the
kids now know there's_a safe place
they can go..And it's not going to the
office, you're not in trouble, it's a safe
place in the school that kids can go and
they can connect with other adults. And
that's for me the biggest change that
['ve seen” - School Administrator

Supported family relationships
&/ Help improve communication among famity members

do that before. Owr dynamic is different...” - Porent
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Impacts for Students and Families

Helped students develop healthy peer relationships

“I've seen the importance in making
friends. I've seen the impoyrtance of
having 5upp<wting figures in your
life. I've seen the importance of
letting your emotions out.” -
Student

“She’s built refationships with kids
here that | don't think would have
been possible without the ofter
school programs.” - Parent

"..for me it has been a lot and for [my doughter], too
We left my ex becouse we were fleeing domestic
violence, so those programs belp the two of us with o
fot. She's able to have contact with more kids ond |
think she's building move healthy relationships.” -
Parent

Helped families gain stability

“It’s done a lot of g00d for both of us. I'm a single dad and...! have been since he's
been born, And things haven't really been too easy for us, Since [my child] started
school, they've helped us out a lot, like pretty much everythingbefore them, | was
just having trouble __staying in one place. Yve were having trouble with owr food,
resources for food, and just peetty much everything. They helped boost confidence
for myself and [my child..They've always got resources for us to use. That's a ot
move stable... So overall it's helped.._stabilize us and given us more access
to...commimity services...” - Parent

*.couse with my family we're like a really low-income family, so we have issues and
with ...this family program in this school, it’s really helped my family be able to...stay
in our house and be able to keep ourselves on our feel.” - Student

° Helped students stay in school
“f those sy ts weren't there
this year...] don't think he would
be in school right now.” - Parent
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“Well I probably would have lost my
mird. And he probably would have
dropped out of school completely..,
Because he was close to it as it was..
If it wasn't for those supports, he
probably wouldn't have gone at all in
second semester., he would have
been a Grode 10 dropout.” - Parent




Impacts for Students and Families

Contributed to positive changes in students

M MMW&M in the lives of students and families to the
AIFY supports and people with in schools

“..at least with the kids that I've been working with., | can see more characteristics
of resiliency in them and just more self-confidence, more awareness, they can
regulate better. So all of those things are really promising and really hopeful for..the
fact that, the supports are working.”

~ Agency Stoff

"I have a student in my class who recelves support from every aspect of the All in for
Youth team. And the difference in her from September until now, and the
refationships she's been able to build with every adult in the team...she has no
female influence at home. And so she's made these.. profound adult relationships
with women that care about her, and her confidence has shot through the roof this
year compared to where it was in September, And she’s just a totally different kid...
becouse all of her needs are being met from the All in for Youth team._in one kid
that's just o huge impact.” - School Staff

“...his mental heaith was a big concern for me. So, did it improve? Yes...Did it improve
a lot? Not necessarily. But was he more aware of It? Absolutely. Absolutely...even
now he’s much more aware of when he's struggling with things. And he's abie to ask
for help,..” - Parent

Students and families valued the AIFY supports

Students and families have come to rely on the AIFY supports and for some, these
M supports have been a “lifeline” .

M wmunwwmwmmwmmmm
“...[my child] has [the Agency Staff member] if

“Well, | feel fike | have the supports Ineed to  she has a huge meftdown, which hasn't
be a better parent and it’s not so frustrating  happened for quite some time because of olf

and you don't feel so alone.” - Parent the support. S0 if it was just up to the school,
and there’s nobody else supporting. they
“Everything has changed for the better._.we wouldn't be able to handle my daughter_So

these programs are ... necessary... sweor (o
god - it’s a lifeline. It really is for parents.”
-Parent

were Nvirg in this place that was not the
healthiest ploce to be in and it was just
something that | could afford...at the time. It
was kind of not the best. And they helped us
look for [a new place]. even go to this online
resource to Jook for a place to live. One of

“Oh, we're 100% better. Our whole outfook
and everything - we're stronger, we're able to
the ladies there drove us down to different face things. They save us tools to use in all
places to look at new places and gave us a kinds of situations that we can use in our
recomenendation everything So that everyday life, not just in school kind of thing.”
was really good. They've also helped..us - Parent

connect to other places Jand] that...made

things much easier. It's pretty much..beena " we did not know too [many] ﬁeopfc before and now,

complete 180-degree turnin life so for just  not only through the schools, through the programs we

over the last two years.” - Parent know more people, like families. So, it’s good.” - Parent
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Demonstration School Profiles
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Demonstration School Profiles: Data Overview

This summary de s infoarmation g 5 [ yool pre .

Demographic Information

Schoaol Story Student Enrollment & Attendance schaol
. Rates af owersll stiadent anrallsant, Rates of stsdent ily
- An introduclion Lo smroliment by sub-population, Sub-populations include rﬂnhlrlw
edth school and its  cpif-identified First Mation, Métls, Inudt  (FRMI) rop
ATV SR and students; Refugees; English language learners (ELLE:  Ohut
characteristics. arsd sludents with specialized supparts (Special Meads)
A ————, A L |
mability and
i i ili sk d ik
IE-Iu;h- Slt:hzlﬂ_l ‘l{ulnerkablllst;r {HS"u"j. Trancition Rates drap out thow
EEE SChGE QIRLrgl FEnES SChGoHS ACCording 1o : A
their lewel of social valnerabdlity. Districis may fransition rates are provided fos E:J;::::'rh'::
uze different factors to Inform ranking [eg. students In grades & and ¥ across eEanwsd
studen? mobliity, nelghbourhcods’ median the last three years. Also included 1_,.|",g| r
househald incame. the number of Bamilies headed are the  rides of sludents whi ool

b B o pArent in neighbourhoeds) transitioned (o anoihee AIFY schoal,  drepped oul
e e

Academic Information
Education Quality

A measure of education quality Is collected by the Alberta Government and reported In the
annual Accountability Pillar reports. This measure reflects the percentage of parents,
students, and teachers who are satisfied with the overall quality of basic education, Students
included In this measure are in grades 4, 7, and 11; parents are randomly selected; and all
teachers are asked to participate.

Reading Levels

For EPSY, reading levels are determined by the professional judgements of a teacher, using
varlous forms of evidence, Including formal assessment tools. For ECSD, only the Fountas and
Pinnell assessment tool is used. These measures of reading level are used by teachers to inform
their instructional plans for students

Wiriting Levels
Writing levels are derived from the Highest Level of Achievement Test (HLAT) results. The MLAT
is an assessment given each year for students from grades 1 to 9in the EPSB District

Student Achlevement

1) Provincial Achievement Test (PAT): Student learning achievement is based on the PAT results
for students in grade 6 and 9 (courses include Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social
Studies), reported In the annual Accountabllity Pillars

2) Diplomas: Student learning achlevement for students In grade 12 is based on diploma exams.
Diploma exams are written for only select grade 12 courses

Parental Involvement

A measure of parental Involvement Is also reported In the annual Accountabllity Plllar reports.
This Is 2 measure of the percentage of teachers and parents satisfied with parental Involvement
in decisions about their children's education

Satistaction with Program Access (ACOL)
A measure of teacher, parent, and student satisfaction with the accessibility, effectiveness and
efficiency of programs and services for students in their community.

At Risk Students’ Access to Programs
The percentage of teacher, parent and student agreement that programs for children at risk are
easy Lo access and timely.

Intention to Complete High School y
The percentage of students who reported that they plan 1o complete high school on the student
resiliency survey.
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Resiliency

RESILIEMCE

Resilience refers to the internal and external strengths one [RERGERE
requires to effectively navigate and proactively engage BESUEEEES
in life's challengesfoppartunities successfully, AT

Resilience and Competence

Al fed . ]
Competence refers to the academic and life skills/fknowledge i o i
OneE reguired o effectivaly aciuvalize one™t potential.

Resillency data are obiained from a Schopl Resillency

survey that is adminiztered once a year for for students in S EEEEE
Grades 4 to 12, These data assist school leaders and agency At
staff with building upon students’ existing strengths and [REPRISSEES
supporting areas of need,

Resiliency Levels

The survey measures the resilience students bave in 10 main Factors, Each resillency factor (e.g., family
suppaort & expectation; school culture, etc.) is assessed based on 31 developmental strengths These results
are used to identily bath where students may need extra support, 35 well as where their strengihs may lie.
Students are categorized into one of the four resiliency levels below, depending on the number of
Developmental Strengths they endaorse:

Surviving Maintaining Striving Theiving

Youths whea report havi “Wowsths whia repart having Yiities i the 21 to 25 ﬁwg.ﬂm'-ﬂlhﬁh
Dto 10 strengths are - 31t Jist e are range areaften resiliend 31 o the deve
typically verywulnerable often but more ¥ hanve the support and strengths are e 4
b adversity and negative likely Lo e sEahiliring carinig of significant resilient and tend to thrive
InFhiEnoe e infienoes inthieir relatnnships o orse or in e cammunily, home
et maare areas al their life and & grow

Student & School Characteristics

Data about student characteristics, including school mobility, perceptions about coring adults and rofe
madels in schools, and plans to complete high school are also collected by the resiliency survey. These results
are student self-reparted.

AIFY Core Services

Mentoring
The mentoring program Included adult mentering, teen mentoring, corporate mentoring.
school group mentering and community-based mentoring.

O5T focuses on five key areas including academic suppert, arts and culture, physical actlvity,
health and nutrition, and growth, empowerment, and lsadership,

Mutritian
Mutriticmal support made available to students and familles in all 5 demo schools.

Mental Health Therapy
Mental mealth therapists has individual students or entire families as formal clients. The
mental health theraplist also provides classroem suppert and may do presentations in schools,

Eoots and Wings

Roots and 'Wings workers support individwal students and their families. Along with their
formal clients, Rools and Wiﬁ:!- workers connect with families infermaliy dlll"|l'r,! coffes Eroup3
and schoal events.

Success caaches support student cllents by helping students meet a variety of academic and
nan-academic needs. They also provide shoart-term interventions and help with school
trangitions.
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Delton Elementary School

My mindset has always been we’re here to help. We’re not judging, we’re not
doing anything else, we’re just here to help. And we’re offering help to people,
and we’re offering supports. — Delton School Administrator

Demographics

Delton Elementary is a community school with a diverse student population. The students and families
in this school community are culturally diverse and there is a strong Indigenous student body. Delton
also supports inclusive community programming with two Behavior and Learning Assistance classes and
three Opportunity programming classes (Opportunity programming helps students with mild cognitive
disabilities and significant academic delays gain skills for future independent living and employment).
Many early learners also attend Delton school. There is a pre-kindergarten program with two cohorts of
students. There is also a full day Kindergarten program at this school (three Kindergarten classes for
2017/2018). Having such a diverse and young student body means there are many siblings attending
Delton. The scope of the family needs at Delton is also great, and supports and services available at Delton
are accessed widely and intensely. One support accessed by many students at Delton is the nutrition
support program. Eighty-two percent of the students at Delton access the lunch and snack program,
providing students with healthy food to help them engage with their learning and focus in school.

At this school, most of the AIFY agency staff work out of the ‘Dragon’s Den’, a classroom located in the
heart of the school. Students and families who need support know they can go to the Dragon’s Den for
this help. This classroom has also become a safe space in the school for students to go if they are struggling
throughout the day. Each day, 8 to 15 students go to the Dragon’s Den to work on positive regulation,
coping, and to take brain breaks, so that they are able to be successful and engage with their learning
tasks while in school. Every Monday, the Roots and Wings worker also has coffee for parents to engage
families in the school community and offer them support to build partnerships and access community
supports.

AIFY agency staff and school staff work together to support students and families and over 85 referrals
were made to the AIFY team for formal support throughout the 2017/2018 school year. The majority of
these referrals came from school staff and self-referrals from families. Agency and school stakeholders
work together to prioritize and triage the needs of these students and families and work to ensure a
consistent level of support. School staff also feel their overall ability and capacity to implement trauma
informed practice has improved.
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Student Enrollment & Attendance

The Enrolment and Attendance chart
shows the total number of students who
were enrolled at Delton Elementary in the
past five years. The percentages above the
bars are the average attendance rates of
students for that school year. During the
2017/2018 school year, the overall number
of students enrolled at Delton decreased
slightly and the average attendance of
students remained stable. With the help of
the AIFY wraparound supports, Delton
has seen improvements in the attendance
of some of its most complex students.

Delton Enrollment & Attendance
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The Sub-Population Enrollment chart presents the proportion of students enrolled at Delton who were

self-identified First Nations, Métis or Inuit, refugees, English language learners (ELL), and students with

special needs. The proportion of refugee, ELL, and special needs students decreased slightly, but there
was a 5% increase in the number of self-identified First Nations, Métis or Inuit students in this school

Sub-Population Enrollment

I 33%
32%

First Nation, Métis or Inuit

-

33%
0%

35%

community for 2017/2018. Just over
1/3 of the student body is comprised of
self-identified First Nations, Métis or
Inuit students. Close to 1/4 of the
student body is also coded as having
special needs. This adds another layer

of complexity to the needs of these
| s students and their families. There is
Refugees FT%% W 2013-2014 some overlap between the students
3% 2014-2015 who could be counted as ELL and
— H2015-2016 refugee (some students will fit into both
ELL 141(;3% m 2016-2017 sub-populations). There could also be
.14%)}3% N 2017-2018 some overlap with ELL students and
self-identified First Nations, Métis or
_213/?% Inuit students. The proportion of
Special Needs -272%% special needs students may also be
24% underrepresented (e.g., parents
' ' ' ' ' ' ' reluctant to have their children
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% .
assessed as special needs).
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School Mobility

Edmonton Public Schools (EPSB) also calculates mobility rates for each of their schools. These rates
demonstrate how many students enter and exit a school throughout the school year, for multiple reasons
(e.g., transfer to another school, leave the province/country, unknown reason). Throughout 2017/2018,
105 students transferred into Delton and 81 students transferred out of the school, for a mobility rate
of 44%. This is well above the average EPSB District mobility rate of 19% for 2017/2018.

Students who completed the school resiliency survey at Delton were also asked about whether they had
ever changed schools, and how many times they had changed schools. For Grade 4 to 6 students who
participated in this survey (n = 127), 68% of students (n = 86) reported that ‘yes’ they had changed schools.
Of these students, 73% (n = 66) reported they changed schools 1-4 times and 23% (n = 21) reported they
changed schools more than four times.

High Social Vulnerability (HSV)
EPSB also ranks the top 60 schools within the

PSB . . ' School Year HSV Ranking
Dlsltrlctb.a;.ccordr:ng]c I’clo 'Fhelr t:level of soc;]al 2016/2017 16th
vulnerability. The following table presents the 2017/2018 9"

High Social Vulnerability (HSV) ranking for
Delton from the last two years. Compared to last year, Delton’s HSV ranking has increased, indicating
that it continues to serve some of Edmonton’s most socially vulnerable students and families.

Transition Rates

The table below presents the Grade 6 to 7 transition rates for Delton Elementary students for the last
three years. At the end of the 2017/2018 school year (June 2018), 93.1% of Grade 6 Delton students
transitioned to Grade 7 in the EPSB District, a 1.8% increase from the previous year and a 12.7% increase
from two years prior. A large proportion of the Grade 6 students at Delton chose to attend Spruce
Avenue Junior High, another AIFY school. For the 2017/2018 school year there was a 10% increase in
the number of Grade 6 students choosing to transfer to Spruce Avenue for Grade 7. 6.9% of Grade 6
students did not return to the school district for Grade 7 (to start in September 2018). This could mean
they decided to attend a school in another district or students are not registered for Grade 7 at any school.
When a student leaves the District they can no longer be tracked.

School % of Grade 6 Students % Not returning to # of Delton % of Delton

Year (June Enrolled in Grade 7 District Students Enrolled  Students Enrolled

to Sept) at Spruce Avenue at Spruce Avenue
2016 80.4% 19.6% 17 of 37 46%
2017 91.3% 8.7% 16 of 42 38%
2018 93.1% 6.9% 26 of 54 48%
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Delton School and its AIFY team do a lot of work with students and families related to school transitions.
For Delton students, transition support begins in Grade 5, where students will start preparing for their
future transition to a junior high school. The AIFY team (e.g., Success Coach, Mental Health Therapist) also
do a lot of work with Grade 5 and 6 students at Delton to connect them to Sprue Avenue school. These
students will take trips to Spruce Avenue for visits and ‘Shadow Days’ where they can see how things will
be like as a student at Spruce. These school transition efforts are targeted, all with the goal of helping
students successfully transition to their next school. Old Delton students are also invited back to Delton
to talk to the current Grade 5 and 6 students and share their Junior High experiences. For families that are
also transitioning schools, the Roots and Wings worker at Delton will work with families on this transition
and connect them to the Roots and Wings worker at the new school (if one is there), or to other supports
needed at the new school. If possible, a handover will be facilitated between the AIFY staff at Delton and
the AIFY staff at the new school (usually works best when transitioning from Delton to Spruce Avenue).

Academics

Education Quality

Teachers, parents, and Grade 4 Education Quality

students rated Delton’s education 92% 91% ; ¢ ¢
quality (Data from Accountability Pillar 90% 90%

Report, October 2018). The chart 88% N\ /90%

89%
shows that, relative to the previous 86% 4 o o\ /
86% I'7 \/

year, the 2017/2018 rating of Delton’s 84%

Education Quality increased by 6% 82% 84%
and Delton is just below the average 80%
EPSB District Education Quality rating 2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

= 9, i i = 9
(Delton = 90%, EPSB District = 91%). Delton EPSB

Reading & Writing Levels

Reading Levels Over the last three years, reading levels for
Delton students (Grades 1 to 6) have
improved on a few fronts. Not only has the
number of students reading ‘Above’ their
grade level increased from last year (4%
increase), but there are also more students
reading ‘At’ their grade level. As well, the
number of students reading ‘Below’ their
grade level decreased by 11% since the
2015/2016 school year.

2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

B Below mAt I Above
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At Delton in 2017/2018, 35% - 84% of Grade 1 to 6 students achieved ¥ a year to 1 years growth in their
reading ability (138 student demonstrated less than one year’s growth in reading). For Grade 1 to 6
students, 16% — 59% achieved 1 or more year’s growth in their reading ability (115 students
demonstrated one or more year’s growth in reading). Students with special needs and ELL students were

included in this assessment.

Students at Delton have
experienced similar, though less
pronounced, shifts in their

2014-2015
writing levels. There was a 2%
decrease in the number of | 59152016
students who were ‘Below’ their
grade level since the 2016/2017 | ;016-2017
school year. There was also a 2%
increase in the number of | 3017-2018

students writing ‘At’ their grade
level. Similar to last year, no

Writing Levels - HLAT Results
62% S B% 0%
62% % 1%
62% % 0%
60% o A% %

Below mAt M Above

students were  performing

‘Above’ grade level in writing. Across the year, 16% — 67% of Grade 1 to 6 students achieved one or more
year’s growth in their writing ability. Students with special needs and ELL students were included in this

assessment.

Student Achievement (PAT) Delton

Grade 6
60%
50% (" o
0,
40% J
30%
20%
10%
0%
™ \2) © A >
M > > > >
N O I CRA
& Ny N 0 S
> D D D D
B Acceptable Excellence

Student Achievement — Provincial Achievement
Test (PAT) Results

Fewer Delton students achieved acceptable levels of
performance on PATs in the 2017/2018 school year,
compared to previous years. In particular, the
number of students who achieved acceptable levels
of performance shifted from 42% to 31%. That being
said, there was a 1% increase in students who
achieved a standard of excellence from the
2016/2017 school year to the 2017/2018 school
year. Students with special needs and ELL students
were included in this assessment.
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Student Achievement — EYE-TA Results
The Early Years Evaluation—Teacher
Assessment (EYE-TA) is administered to
Kindergarten students in the fall (pre) and

spring (post) of a school year. The EYE-TA
measures students’ developmental milestones
and provides information about the supports
and services students need. The EYE-TA
measures five domains of early learning
(Awareness of Self and Environment, Social
Skills and Approaches to Learning, Cognitive Tier1

Skills, Language and Communication, Physical Research-Based Cone Instruction

Development) that contribute to student’s
readiness to learn. Scores on the EYE-TA are
interpreted using the Response to Intervention (RTI) tiers, which are shown in the triangle.

When children are assessed in the fall, their scores reflect where they are at, developmentally, when
they ‘walk into the door’ at the beginning of the school year. It is a measure of their school readiness,
prior to any intervention from the school. In the fall, out of 56 Kindergarten students (who were
enrolled at Delton for the whole year), 52% of these Kindergarten students (n = 29) met developmental
milestones (scoring at the Tier 1 programming level; See table below). 6% of Delton’s Kindergarten
students were also coded as having special needs. Based on these fall assessment scores, schools made
decisions about how to intervene and support their Kindergarten students throughout the year,
especially those not meeting their developmental milestones based on the EYE-TA assessment. The
Kindergarten students (and pre-kindergarten) students at Delton are also triaged a bit differently when
it comes to decisions around supports needed. Some of these students will not access AIFY supports
early on because they have access to different resources provided from Inclusive Learning (e.g.,
resources available to students who qualify for program unit funding, for students coded with mild or
moderate speech delays). These students and families will receive different early interventions than
those offered by AIFY. Where these students interact with AIFY early on is through the nutrition

programming available at Delton EYE-TA: 2017-2018
Delton. As these students get
older, this is when the AIFY Fall | Spring

% of children entering
(Fall) and leaving (Spring)
EPSB programs that meet
and families may access the developmental milestones.

team at Delton interacts with 529% 84%

them more and these students
+32% Improvement

AIFY supports more.

In the spring, when students were getting ready to leave Kindergarten and transition to Grade 1, 84% of
the Kindergarten students (n = 47) met developmental milestones (see table), indicating they were
developmentally prepared for Grade 1, a 32% increase compared to the fall assessments. This growth
can be attributed to the school and its interventions with these students throughout the school year.
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This year (2017/2018), Delton also participated in a pilot project where students and families received
support from a First Nations, Métis, and Inuit Family Liaison Support Worker. Her role is to help students
improve their performance on the EYE-TA, as well as engage families in the kindergarten program.

Parental Involvement

Delton only had five parents complete Accountability Pillar Reporting for 2017/2018. Therefore, no
measure of parental involvement at Delton, from the Accountability Pillar Report, will be included. To
report on parental involvement at Delton, the school shared some of the ways it works to engage parents
and hear from them about their needs. Every morning the Admin team are at the front of the school
welcoming students and families. These efforts help the school admin connect with parents on-site. When
possible, they also make the effort to be around at the end of the school day to connect with families as
they come to pick up their children (many parents come to pick up their children at the door). Delton
holds many events throughout the year to include families. There was a staff BBQ at the beginning of the
year for families to meet the staff at Delton, there are monthly assemblies, there was a winter carnival for
families, etc. Efforts are also made throughout the year to check in with families (e.g., Roots and Wings
support worker also regularly checks in with families). Families at Delton know that if they need any
support they can come to the school and ask for any help without judgement. The school works hard to
be responsive to families’ requests when they do come in or contact the school. For example, Delton
provides a lot of hampers for families (Gift of Giving) and has a lot of items available in the school building
that students and families may need to access immediately (e.g., clothes, food, school supplies, etc.). On
the school District Feedback Survey, All of the Delton parents and staff who completed the survey felt that
diversity was embraced at the school.

Satisfaction with Program Access (ACOL)

In the last five years, teachers, parents, and students grew more satisfied with the access, effectiveness,
and efficiency of programs and services for students in their community (Accountability Pillar Report,
October 2018). There was a 1%

decrease in satisfaction from Delton: Satisfaction with Program Access
73% 73%
2016/2017  to  2017/2018. | 7a9 2% 2% 6 6

However, the increase in | 779 / 70%
satisfaction from the 2013/2014 | 70% 68% 69% 69%
school year has remained | 68%

65%/

P4

relatively stable for the last 4 | 66%
years. Again, these findings are | 64%

based on a small sample of Delton | 62%

teachers, parents and students | 60%

(range in # of respondents = 12 - 2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

74) and may not be representative s EPS B Delton

of the overall school population.
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At-Risk Students’ Access to Programs
Also from Delton’s October 2018 Accountability Pillar
Report, the proportion of teachers and students who

Delton At-Risk Students' Access

. . to Programs
believe that programs for students at-risk are easy to &

100%
80%
60%
40%

timeliness of accessing programs for students at risk. 20%

There was a 10% increase from 2015/2016 to the 0%

2017/2018 school year. 2015/2016  2016/2017  2017/2018

access and timely is presented for the last 3 years. At
Delton, from the 2015/2016 school year, there has
been a steady increase in the perceived ease and

Intention to Complete High School

From the school’s resiliency survey, completed by 127 Grade 4 to 6 students at Delton, students were
asked whether they planned to complete high school. Almost all the students surveyed at Delton (97%,
123 students) said ‘Yes’, they plan to complete high school. This demonstrates their intention to
achieve this important educational milestone.

Resiliency

Resiliency Level

The chart below shows Grade 4 to 6 students’ resiliency levels in the 10 core resiliency categories. Across
these students, 78% were in the Optimal range for Social Sensitivity, the highest rated resiliency factor
among Delton students. The next highest rated resiliency factors were Self-control and Family Support &
Expectation, at 77% and 76%, respectively. 15% of Delton students fell within the Impoverished range for
Empowerment, making Empowerment the lowest rated resiliency factor among students.

Delton Resiliency Levels

Family support & expectation 0

School culture 095% IEN2ZoaMN T es

Peer relationships

Community cohesiveness
Cultural sensitivity

Self-control 4% T

Empowerment

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

N =127 students B Impoverished Vulnerable M Balanced ® Optimal
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Resiliency Summary for the 2017-2018 School
Year Resiliency Summzal/zy (2017-2018)
The pie chart shows the proportion of students,

for the 2017/2018 school year, in each of the ’14%
four resiliency categories (N = 127). Notably,
almost two thirds of students scored in the
Optimal range. Two percent of students scored

in the impoverished range.
= Impoverished Vulnerable = Balanced = Optimal

The chart to the left shows the change

Resiliency Summary Year 1to 2 in students’ resiliency levels from Year 1

70% s05 599, (patterned bars; 2016/2017) to Year 2
60% ?," ’ (solid bars; 2017/2018) of the AIFY
50% é initiative. From Year 1 to Year 2, the
40% é number of students in the
27% / Impoverished and Balanced categories
30% 25% / )
7 % decreased. There was a small increase
20% 14% 7, 7 )
11% / % in the number of Vulnerable students,
10% 3% 29 % é and the number of students in the
0% S — Z 4 Optimal range stayed the same.
Impoverished Vulnerable Balanced Optimal
N (2017; 2018) = 138; 127 students 22017 m2018 As a note, many schools were not able

to survey students with special needs or
ELL students (i.e., survey only available in English). Also, some students with complex needs did not
complete the survey as questions on the survey could be a trigger and could cause these students undue
stress. Decisions about which students were or were not asked to complete the survey were left up the
discretion of school administrators and student’s parents.

Caring Adults at School
Students at Delton also reported on their perceptions '
about caring adults (School Resiliency Survey). In Caring Adults at School (2017/2018)

particular, 94% of students (n = 119) felt that ‘Yes’,
there was a caring adult they could go to for help with
a problem. In addition, 88% of students (n = 112)
reported that ‘Yes’, there are caring positive role
models at their school. The top five caring role models
in the school community identified by these students
included: a teacher, counsellor, principal, Success
Coach, and assistant principal.

Adult you can go to

0,
with problem? (% yes) 94%

Are there caring
positive role models in 88%
your school? (% yes)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%100%
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AIFY Supports and Services at Delton
The following is a presentation of AIFY agency data (e4c, BGCBigs, TFC) and narratives to illustrate how
the Delton school community accessed the AIFY supports and services in Year 2 of the initiative.

At Delton, 89 unique students benefitted from a mentoring relationship.

e The mentoring coordinator and other support staff were able to support 57 one-to-one matches
for students (Types of mentoring programs: Adult In School Mentoring, Teen Mentoring,
Corporate Mentoring).

e There were 9 community based matches which provided Delton students with a caring Big
brother or Big Sister they could grow a friendship with and who could help them experience new
things.

e In the teen mentoring program, every week a Grade 2 class visited a high school where mentors
and mentees engaged in literacy building activities (e.g., reading together). Delton students were
excited to visit the high school and had an older friend to look up to.

e In the Corporate Mentoring program with Intact Insurance, 26 caring adult relationships were
created with Grade 3 students. Students in this program were able to travel to downtown
Edmonton on a weekly basis to visit their mentors and experience a corporate environment.

o Mentors followed a 20/20/20 rule when interacting with mentees (i.e., 20 minutes to get
to know each other and/or catch up, 20 minutes of reading, and 20 minutes of free time,
which can be spent chatting or playing educational games).

o The school also has a literacy kit with activities that can be used to keep matches focused
on developing literacy skills while having fun together.

o Mentors are also in contact with teachers to ensure they can focus on mentee’s individual
needs; Mentors also receive training to support young readers and agency staff support
mentors and check in with them to monitor how mentees literacy goals are being met.

o Teachers reported that 86% of participating students showed improvement in literacy
skills and 71% improved their reading comprehension skills by the end of the program.

o 90% of mentees reported increased confidence in social interactions.

o Two groups for girls were also facilitated by mentoring staff (served 22 girls in Grades 5 and 6
and focused on confidence building and empowerment of girls).

Four students were also involved in the MacEwan Basketball program. These students visited MacEwan
University on a weekly basis and had caring male and female athletes as mentors. Students developed
relationships with their mentors and developed basketball skills. Students were also able to experience a
Post-Secondary environment and learn about different pathways to achieving their academic goals.

e 87% of students reported feeling better aware of people they can talk to when they need support.
o 75% of student reported that, as a result of being part of this group, they could better manage
their personal stress.

This program served 131 unique students in the 2017/2018 school year
(Division 1 Students = 83; Division 2 Students = 48). On average, 19 — 25 students attended each day of
programming. Programming was designed to support students’ growth and development academically,
culturally, emotionally, artistically, and physically.
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Fourteen students completed a survey reporting on their experiences in OST over the course of the year.

86% reported feeling happier or less stressed since attending OST

86% said the staff and volunteers are people they would go to if they needed help
86% reported that they are doing better in school since they started coming to OST
31% reported they attended because they require afterschool supervision

46% reported they attend because their parents thought it would be good for them

In OST, students...

Practiced reading out loud

Received help with homework

Were introduced to science based programs

Enjoyed physical activity with outdoor play and had ‘Fitness Fridays’ where they got to focus on
their fine motor development and work on their capacity to control their impulsive tendencies

Students in Delton’s OST program were also culturally diverse. Sudanese, Jamaican, Métis, South African,
Caribbean, Congolese, Filipino, and Vietnamese students were served. These students also had
opportunities to share their culture through OST programming.

In addition, 34 students from Delton registered to attend summer programming at Spruce Avenue (out
of a 40 — 50 student capacity for each demo school).

Nutrition. The school nutrition program started the year with 270 students registered in the lunch
program. By the end of the year there were 345 students registered. e4c provided nutritional support to
students for lunch and snack at Delton. Daily nutritional support was also provided for the Breakfast Club
and the Out-of-School Time programming.

Mental Health Therapy. Over the 2017/2018 school year, the Mental Health Therapist had 32 formal
family therapy files, comprised of 136 individuals (a file can represent an individual client or a family unit
that is comprised of multiple clients). The Mental Health Therapist helped clients with a number of

complexities. The top 3 complexities
the Mental Health Therapist worked
on with clients were anxiety, other

Types of Complexities Experienced by Formal Clients
17

mental health (e.g., grief, trauma,
peer relationships, stress, anger,
etc.), and depression. Seventy-two
percent of case files involved
supporting clients with multiple
complexities (i.e., more than 2).

The Mental Health Therapist at
Delton also supported 191 short-
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term engagements throughout the school year (crisis oriented work; for example, help with peer
relationships, behaviour concerns, academics, career/work, family conflicts, physical health). They also
facilitated 399 presentations to students throughout the year on emotional literacy. At Delton, there
was a change in Mental Health Therapist partway through the 2017/2018 school year (Transition
happened from January to February). This impacted service delivery and the number of formal clients, as
this is a relationship-based service (took some time to build relationships and trust with students and
families in the school), but outcomes were not impacted.

Roots and Wings. The Roots and Wings worker at Delton had 13 formal clients over the 2017/2018 school
year. These clients were involved in therapeutic relationships with the Roots and Wings worker
throughout the whole school year. Areas of support for clients are mental health, addictions, family
stability, and overall family wellbeing. At Delton, the following data represent the degree of severity for
clients in each area of support pre- and post-intervention (Red = High Severity; Yellow = Moderate
Severity; Green = Low Severity). The charts below demonstrate progress in these areas of support from
pre- to post-intervention (E.g., clients experiencing less severity in these areas after intervention). In all
areas of support, there are notable shifts in the number of clients who moved out of the Red categories
into the Yellow or Green categories, demonstrating improvements in these areas of support after a
Roots and Wings worker has intervened and offered support (i.e., Less severity experienced in these
areas of support for clients).

Mental Health Addictions
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8 o
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The Roots and Wings worker at Delton also participated in 138 short-term engagements with families
throughout the school year. These short-term engagements were the limited involvement of the Roots
and Wings worker with a family and were specific to housing needs and connecting families to external
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resources (e.g., helping families access resources in the community). This Roots and Wings worker also
helped coordinate and facilitate 11 universal programming activities throughout the school year (e.g.,
Christmas celebration, parent coffee, school assembly presentations for parents and students, Summer
parent activities).

The Success Coach at Delton was involved in 1,435 short-term engagements (average
length of engagement is 2-3 sessions) with students throughout the school year. Some of the issues
addressed were anxiety, depression, anger, guilt, historical trauma, peer relationships, and academic
help. 11 students were part of the formal caseload for the Delton Success Coach during the 2017/2018
school year. These students set and worked on longer term goals with the Success Coach. 91% had
mental health goals, 54% had addiction goals, and 36% had family stability goals.

The Success Coach also facilitated 3 groups — 20 group participants (Breakfast Club — a social group that
fed 20 children who would not have eaten breakfast otherwise, a Peer Helper Leadership Group, and a
Drop-In Lunch Club — to connect with socially isolated children and build friendships).

e 80% of the participants reported that they feel more comfortable in school and felt ready to
learn because of the support they received from the group facilitators.

o 80% of participants reported having one or two people they could turn to for help because they
met supportive people in the groups.

Success Coaches helped facilitate 20 universal programming activities and a summer camp.
Universal Programming/Community Development:

o Meet the Staff BBQ: Connecting with families and students to promote the Success Coach role
and the AIFY team, meeting current and future clients.

e Transitions (Elementary to Junior High): Planning and facilitating Grade 6 field trips and activities
with the Success Coach from Spruce Avenue to familiarize Delton Grade 6 students with their
new school and introduce them to Grade 7 students.

e Assemblies: Speaking to the student body about events, supports, or specific topics. The intent
was to create awareness on current supports in schools, mental health, increasing presence in
schools, mindfulness activity.

e Delton Talent Show: Recruiting students and helping them prepare to perform.

e Relational Support: Reaching out to students, building relationships, and promoting a sense of
belonging, especially with isolated students. Help students know there is someone at school
who cares about them, someone other than a teacher.

Taking a Closer Look: AIFY Student Cohort

All the data presented in the previous sections of this school profile represent the whole school
population, what we can call whole school data. Whole school data gives us an overall impression of the
Delton school community and how the AIFY service providers are working in the entire school
community. To complement this information, we also wanted to take a closer look at data for Delton
students that access AIFY services (not all students in an AIFY school will use AIFY services; services are
accessed as needed). Taking a closer look at data for this specific group of students provides more
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details about the students accessing AIFY supports (e.g., information about gender, grade) and the
complexity of their service use (e.g., how many AIFY services are being accessed by students). Some
measures reported for the school AIFY cohort can also be compared to the whole school data, to see if
the cohort performs differently (e.g., for reading levels), compared to the whole school. Students were
included in the AIFY student cohort if they accessed 1 or more AIFY services (excluding students who
only accessed nutrition supports; nutrition supports are more universal to the overall school, not
targeted like the other AIFY services). The following section presents data only for students who are part
of the Delton school AIFY cohort.
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Delton AIFY Cohort

Who Accesses AIFY at Delton?

Of Delton Students Accessed 1 or more
AIFY support/Service
(2017/2018 AIFY Cohort = 2 is)
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Complexity of AIFY Service Use

72%

Of the Delton AIFY Cohort
Accessed the edc Lunch
Program

(2017/2018 = 147 Students)

School Measures

Reading Levels Writing Levels
8%

880/ Average Afttendance Rate
f o tor Delton AIFY Cohort

ey S s Range of Attendance
43%‘ ]OO% Rcm‘:g fo‘: Delton AIFY

B Cohort

Attendance Rates
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John A. McDougall Elementary School

“We work really hard to ensure that all students know they all belong at John A. McDougall and that
JAM is their home during the day and we are a family.”—JAM School Administrator

Demographics

In 2017/2018, John A. McDougall (JAM) Elementary served 363 students from Pre-K to Grade 6. In our
diverse school community, 15% of students self-identify as First Nations, Métis, or Inuit (55 students).
Forty-seven percent of students are English Language Learners (172 students), and 12% are refugees (45
students). Eight percent of our students are also coded with special needs (28 students).

The instructional focus at John A. McDougall School is literacy. Our mission is to ensure that all
students are readers, writers, problem-solvers, and communicators. In 2017/2018, JAM experienced a
number of successes when it came to supporting student literacy. Even though 46% of students arrive
at JAM reading at least one year behind their grade level expectations, staff are able to ensure students
experience growth in their literacy. This is possible through high-quality instruction and layers of
intervention. The Reading and Writing Workshop instructional approach provides the structure teachers
use to differentiate and meet the learning needs of individual students, regardless of their abilities.
Approximately 82% of students who attended JAM for the entire 2017/2018 school year achieved one
or more year’s growth in their reading and writing (based on reading and writing assessments).

The work of AIFY supports students’ literacy development. In one instance, a teacher identified
a student struggling in reading and writing. The teacher connected her to an AIFY mentoring program
that has mentors work with students on their reading. JAM also weaves literacy support into its different
programming and services (e.g., Breakfast and Books, run by the AIFY Success Coach; Mentor reading
club). The AIFY team working in JAM also ensure students come to the classroom ready to learn.
Through nutrition programming, conflict resolution, emotional regulation strategies, and the power of
caring adults, our school enhances students’ abilities to benefit from high-quality literacy instruction.

At JAM, we are also focused on creating an inclusive school community for our students and
families. For example, in 2017/2018, JAM held a Parenting in 2 Cultures workshop. JAM also had about 5
families regularly attend Cree classes held in the school. There were also 4 well-attended family nights
throughout the school year (range of attendees across the four nights was 80 — 200 people). The AIFY
team at JAM has taken many steps to help create this inclusive school community. For example, the
AIFY team hosts a monthly parent coffee group featuring guests from various community
organizations and attends School Literacy Nights to engage parents and build relationships. AIFY
agency staff are also a daily presence in the parent hub, the foyer of the school where parents wait to
meet their children at the end of the day. Ninety-two percent of parents from JAM who completed the
District Feedback Survey indicated their child’s school “respects the diversity of all people.”

The adults who serve the students and families at John A. McDougall take collective
responsibility for successes these students and families work towards and achieve. We see the
resiliency and strength in each student and their families, which creates an environment of growth
and caring in our school.
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Student Enrollment & Attendance
The Enrollment and Attendance JAM Enroliment & Attendance
chart shows the total number of 400 91% 91% 92% 91% 91%
students who were enrolled at JAM 350
Elementary in the past five years. 300
The percentages above the bars are 250
the average attendance rates of 200
students for that school year. For 150
2017/2018, the overall number of 100
students enrolled at JAM 50
increased and the average 0
attendance of students remained 2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018
stable, sitting just above 90%.
The Sub-Population
Enrollment chart presents the
Sub-Population Enrollment proportion of students
enrolled at JAM who were
First ® 2013-2014 also self-identified First
uzz:ggr 2014-2015 Nations, Métis or Inuit,
Inuit § 20152016 Refugees, English language
W 2016-2017 learners (ELL), and those who
Refugees W 2017-2018 had special needs. There were
slight decreases in the
e — ey proportion of self-identified
ELL : 56% First Nations, Métis or Inuit
A students, ELL students, and
Special students with special needs.
Needs There was a 7% increase in
. . . . the proportion of refugee
% 20% 40% 60% students in the JAM school

community for 2017/2018.

There is some overlap between the students who could be counted as ELL and refugee (some students
will fit into both sub-populations). There could also be some overlap with ELL students and self-
identified First Nations, Métis or Inuit. The proportion of special needs students may also be
underrepresented (e.g., parents reluctant to have their children assessed as special needs).
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School Mobility

Edmonton Public Schools (EPSB) also calculates mobility rates for each of their schools and for their
district. These rates demonstrate how many students enter and exit a school throughout the school year,
for multiple reasons (e.g., transfer to another school or school district, leave the province/country,
unknown reason). Throughout 2017/2018, 80 students transferred into JAM and 77 students transferred
out of the school, for a mobility rate of 43%. This is well above the average EPSB District mobility rate
of 19% for 2017/2018.

Students who completed the school resiliency survey at JAM were also asked whether they had ever
changed schools, and how many times they had changed schools. For Grade 4 to 6 students who
participated in this survey, 67 students said they had changed schools. Of these students, 84% reported
they had changed school 1-4 times (n = 59 students) and 16% reported they had changed school more
than 4 times (n = 11 students).

High Social Vulnerability (HSV)
EPSB also ranks the top 60 schools within the District according to their level of social vulnerability. The
following table presents JAM’s High Social Vulnerability

(HSV) ranking for the last two years. Compared to last School Year HSV R?hnking
year, JAM’s HSV ranking increased, indicating that it 2016/2017 5
2017/2018 4t

continues to serve some of Edmonton’s most socially

vulnerable students and families.

Transition Rates

The Grade 6 to 7 transition rates for JAM students for the last three years are presented below. At the
end of the 2017/2018 school year (June 2018), 74% of Grade 6 JAM students transitioned to Grade 7 in
the EPSB District, a 16.7% decrease from the previous school year and a 12.1% decrease from two years
prior. A moderate proportion of Grade 6 students at JAM chose to attend Spruce Avenue Junior High,
another AIFY school. Over the last three years, 26% — 31% of Grade 6 students at JAM chose to transfer
to Spruce Avenue for Grade 7. 26.3% of Grade 6 students did not return to the EPSB District for Grade 7
(to start in September 2018). This could mean they decided to attend a school in another district, or
students are not registered for Grade 7 at any school. When a student leaves the District they can no
longer be tracked.

School % of Grade 6 % Not returning # of JAM Students % of JAM
Year (June Students to District Enrolled Enrolled Students
to Sept) Enrolled in Grade 7 at Spruce Avenue Enrolled at
Spruce Ave
2016 86.1% 13.9% 8 of 31 26%
2017 90.7% 9.3% 12 of 39 31%
2018 74% 26.3% 8 of 28 29%
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Academics

Education Quality

Teachers, parents, and Grade 4-6
students rated JAM’s education
quality (Data from Accountability
Pillar Report, October 2018). The
chart shows that JAM’s quality of
education rating is 96%, consistent
with the ratings from the previous
three years. For the 2017/2018
school year, JAM is 5% above the
Dsitrict average education quality
rating (JAM = 96%, EPSB = 91%).

Reading & Writing Levels

100%

95%

90%

85%

80%

Education Quality

96% 96% 96%
7MV,
90% 91% 91% 91% 91%

- 87%

2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

e JAM e EPSB

Relative to last year, the proportion of JAM students (Grades 1 to 6) reading ‘Above’ their grade level
doubled from 3% to 6%. The proportion of students reading ‘At’ grade level decreased by 6% and the
proportion of students reading ‘Below’ grade level increased by 3%. Students at JAM have also shown
relatively stable writing levels from 2016/2017 to 2017/2018. There was a 2% increase in the number of
students performing ‘Below’ grade level, and a 2% decrease in the number of students performing ‘At’
their grade level. Similar to last year, no students were writing ‘Above’ grade level. Both reading and

writing results are snapshots of students’ performance on assessments done at the end of each school
year (in June). Students with special needs and ELL students were included in this assessment.

Writing Levels - HLAT Results

o205 215 G .,
R
0162007 [0 3% GGG
o720 [0 3% Ao .

Below mAt mAbove

Reading Levels

22%

2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

B Below mAt I Above
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Student Achievement (PAT) JAM
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Student Achievement — EYE-TA Results

The Early Years Evaluation—Teacher Assessment
(EYE-TA) is administered to Kindergarten students
in the fall (pre) and spring (post) of a school year.
The EYE-TA measures student’s developmental
milestones and provides information about the
supports and services students need. The EYE-TA
measures five domains of early learning
(Awareness of Self and Environment, Social Skills
and Approaches to Learning, Cognitive Skills,
Language and
that

readiness to learn. Scores on the EYE-TA are

Communication, Physical

Development) contribute to student’s
interpreted using the Response to Intervention

(RTI) tiers (shown in the triangle).

Student Achievement — Provincial Achievement
Test (PAT) Results

Compared to previous years, fewer JAM students
achieved acceptable levels of performance on PATs
in the 2017/2018 school year. In particular, the
number of students who achieved acceptable levels
of performance shifted from 67% to 39%. There
was also a shift in students achieving a standard of
excellence from 2016/2017 (21%) to 2017/2018
(7%). This
improvement. Students with special needs and ELL

represents an opportunity for

students were included in this assessment.

Tier 1

Research-Based Core Instruction

When students are assessed in the fall, their scores reflect where they are at, developmentally, when

they ‘walk into the door’ at the beginning of the school year. It is a measure of their school readiness,

prior to any intervention from the school. In the fall, out of 51 Kindergarten students (who were
attended JAM for the whole year), 46% of these students (n = 25) met developmental milestones
(scoring at the Tier 1 programming level; see Table below). 12% of JAM Kindergarten students (n = 7)
were also coded as having special needs. Based on these fall assessment scores, schools made decisions

Fall |

JAM EYE-TA: 2017-2018

about how to intervene and
support these students

Spring throughout the year. In the

% of children entering
(Fall) and leaving (Spring)
EPSB programs that meet
developmental milestones.

46%

+32% Improvement

78% spring, when students were
(o]
getting ready to leave

Kindergarten and transition to

Grade 1, 78% of the
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Kindergarten students (n = 42) met developmental milestones, indicating they were developmentally
prepared for Grade 1, a 32% increase compared to the fall assessments. This growth can be attributed

to the school and its interventions with these students throughout the school year.

At JAM, students engage in full day kindergarten programming. This year (2017/2018), the school

participated in a pilot project where students and families received support from a First Nations, Métis,

and Inuit Family Liaison Support Worker. Her role is to help students improve their performance on the
EYE-TA, as well as engage families in the kindergarten program.

Parental Involvement

The chart to the right shows the involvement of
parents at JAM Elementary across the past five
years (Accountability Pillar Report, October
2018). Reports of parental involvement at JAM
markedly increased in the last year, and is
currently the highest it has ever been in the last
5 years. This measure of parental involvement
reflects feedback from 14 parents and 22
teachers. According to the District Feedback
Survey (24 parents respondents), 83% of parents
indicated that they are aware of opportunites to

JAM Parental Involvement

2013-2014 (n=33) G
2014-2015 (n=37) [
2015-2016 (n=30) |G
2016-2017 (n=38) | NGEZ
2017-2018 (n=36) |GG
0% 20% 40% 60%

80% 100%

be involved in their child’s education at JAM.

Satisfaction with Program Access (ACOL)

With the exception of the 2016/2017 school JAM: Satisfaction with Program Access
year, teachers, parents, and students grew o

80% 78%
more  satisfied with the  access,
effectiveness, and efficiency of programs 75% 72% 73% 73% 73%
and services for students in their | 709 S a0
community (Accountability Pillar Report, 67% 69%

. . 65% 66%
October 2018). Relative to the previous 65%
school year, there was a 12% increase in | 60%
reported satisfaction for the 2017/2018 sso;
school year. Again, these findings are based ° ™ 5 © A ®
M > N Sy %
on a range of JAM teachers, parents and > O O O o>
,\'/a,\ \?‘\ ,\<;,\ ,\3,\ ,\//\\

students (range in # of respondents = 32 - D D D X D ,\9”
122) and may not be representative of the EPSB John A McDouga

overall school population when there were
less respondents some years.
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At-Risk Students’ Access to Programs

Also from JAM’s October 2018 Accountability
Pillar
parents,

Report, the proportion of teachers,

and students who believe that
programs are easy to access and timely for
students at-risk is presented for the last 3 years.
At JAM, from the 2015/2016 school year, there
have been steady increases in the perceived
ease and timeliness of accessing programs for
students at risk. There was an 18% increase
from 2015/2016 to 2016/2017, and another 3%

increase from 2016/2017 to 2017/2018.

JAM Suspensions
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JAM At-Risk Students' Access to
Programs
100%
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0% . . .
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Disciplinary Trends

The number of student suspensions has also seen
dramatic shifts in the past 2 years. There was a 91%
decrease in the number of suspensions from
2015/2016 to 2017/2018. Disciplinary practices have
changed at JAM, partly based on knowledge the AIFY
agency staff has shared with JAM and its school staff
(e.g., Students and staff have learned about Zones of
Regulation from the Mental Health Therapist). The
culture of the school has shifted to emphasize
relationship building and teaching with a trauma-

informed lens. Also, when students have conflict with

one another, restorative practices are used to reach a resolution. On the 2017/2018 Accountability Pillar

Report, 91% of teachers, parents, and students agreed that “students are safe at school, are learning the

importance of caring for others, are learning respect for others, and are treated fairly in school.” In

addition, all parents surveyed felt their child is safe at school. JAM has built their capacity when it comes

to ways they can best support students in their school. With knowledge gained from AIFY agency staff

and other professional development, the culture of the school has changed. For example, many

classrooms in JAM now have calming spaces, where students can go if they need to take some time to

settle down during class. The office also has some calming stations so it can be seen as a safe place for

students to work through their emotions, rather than a place solely associated with discipline.

Intention to Complete High School

From JAM'’s resiliency survey, completed by 93 Grade 4 to 6 students at JAM, students were asked
whether they plan to complete high school. Almost all the students surveyed at JAM (96%, 89
students) said ‘Yes’, they plan to complete high school. This demonstrates their intention to achieve

this important educational milestone.
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Resiliency

Resiliency Levels

The chart below shows Grade 4 to 6 students’ resiliency levels in the 10 core resiliency categories. Across
students who completed the survey, 79% reported that they were in the Optimal range for Social
Sensitivity and Family Support & Expectation, the highest rated resiliency factor among JAM students. The
next highest rated resiliency factors were Self-control and School Culture at 78% and 77%, respectively.
23% of JAM students fell within the Impoverished range for Self-Concept, making Self-Concept the lowest
rated resiliency factor among students.

JAM Resiliency Levels

Family support & expectation
School culture

Peer relationships
Commitment to learning
Community cohesiveness
Cultural sensitivity
Self-control

Empowerment

Self-concept

Social sensitivity

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

N = 94 students B Impoverished Vulnerable M Balanced M Optimal

Resiliency Summary for 2017-2018 School Year

The pie chart shows the proportion of students, for the
2017/2018 school year, in each of the four resiliency Resiliency Summary (2017-2018)
groups (N = 94). Notably, a little over two thirds of
students were in the Optimal range, and 3% of students
scored in the impoverished range.

10%

The Resiliency Summary Year 1 to 2 chart shows the
change in students’ resiliency levels from year 1
(patterned bars) to year 2 (solid bars). From Year 1
(2016/2018) to Year 2 (2017/2018), the number of
students in the Vulnerable and Optimal categories
decreased, while there were more students were in
the Impoverished and Balanced categories. As a note, = Impoverished = Vulnerable = Balanced = Optimal
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many schools were not able to survey
students with special needs or ELL
students in their school (i.e., survey
only available in English). Also, some
students with complex needs did not
complete the survey as questions on
the survey could be a trigger and could
cause these students undue stress.
Decisions about which students were
or were not asked to complete the
survey was left up the discretion of

school administrators and student’s
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N (2017; 2018) = 95; 94 students

Resiliency Summary Year 1 to 2
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parents.

Caring Adults at School

Students at JAM also reported on their
perceptions of caring adults in the school.
In particular, 95% of students (n = 88) felt
that, ‘Yes’, there was a caring adult with
whom they could go to for help with a
problem. Also, 94% of students (n = 87)
reported that ‘Yes’, there are caring
positive role models at their school. The
top five caring role models in the school
community identified by these students

Caring Adults at School (2017/2018)

Adult you can go to with

)
problem? (% yes) 95%
Are there caring positive
role models in your school? 94%

(% yes)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

included: a teacher, the Principal, a counsellor, a custodian, a Success Coach.

AIFY Supports and Services at JAM

The following is a presentation of AIFY agency data (e4c, BGCBigs, TFC) and narratives to illustrate how

the JAM school community accessed the AIFY supports and services in Year 2 of the initiative.

Mentoring. At JAM, 63 unique students benefitted from a mentoring relationship.

The mentoring coordinator and other support staff were able to support 36 one-to-one matches

for students (types of mentoring programs: Adult in School Mentoring, Teen Mentoring).

There were 2 community based matches, which provided JAM students with a caring Big Brother

or Big Sister they could grow a friendship with and who could help them experience new things.

In the teen mentoring program, a new partnership was formed with Ross Sheppard High School

(Reading Club) to help JAM students identified as being behind in their literacy development. The
mentors in this program were excellent leaders and reached out to become involved in this

program.
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O

Mentors followed a 20/20/20 rule when interacting with mentees (i.e., 20 minutes to get
to know each other and/or catch up, 20 minutes of reading, and 20 minutes of free time,
which can be spent chatting or playing educational games).

The school also has a literacy kit with activities that can be used to keep matches focused
on developing literacy skills while having fun together.

Mentors are also in contact with teachers to ensure they can focus on mentee’s individual
needs; Mentors also receive training to support young readers and agency staff support
mentors and check in with them to monitor how mentees literacy goals are being met.
95% of JAM students in this program said they are “proud of what | have accomplished
this school year”.

e Two groups for girls were also facilitated by mentoring staff (served 22 students).

O

One was a girls group focused on confidence building and empowerment (Grade 5 and 6
girls); 89% of participants stated “as a result of being part of this group, | am better at
handling whatever comes my way.”

One was a technology based afterschool group, The Magic Computer Club (MC2). This
group was led by a volunteer who was able to teach the students about coding, web
design, and film making. 94% of students participating in this group said that “what |
learned in this group has helped me feel better about my ability to solve problems.”

Out of School Time (OST). This program served 118 unique students in the 2017/2018 school year
(Division 1 Students = 74; Division 2 Students = 44). On average, 22 — 26 students attended each day of
programming. Programming was designed to provide academic, cultural, emotional, and artistic support.

The following are descriptions of the different types of programming offered at JAM:

e The Pen Pals program (having students from other AIFY schools pair up with JAM students to focus
on integration of community)

e The Science Club (Opportunity for kids to get excited and engaged in exploring concepts observing
and creating fun experiments)

e Leadership programs (Opportunities for students to work on group work, build capacity, and learn
how to listen to others)

e The Culture Club (helped educate students about different cultures and allowed them to be
exposed to culturally diverse experiences through artistic expression of world cultures)

Students in JAM’s OST program were also culturally diverse. Nepali, Muslim, Somali, Hindu, Ethiopian, and

Métis students were served.

Twenty-one students completed a survey to report on their experiences in OST over the course of the

year.

e 95% reported feeling happier or less stressed since attending OST

e 90% said the staff and volunteers are people they would go to if they needed help
e 80% reported that they are doing better in school since they started coming to OST
e 26% reported they attended because they require afterschool supervision

o 47% reported they attend because their parents thought it would be good for them

48 | AIFY Year 2 Evaluation Final Report



In addition, 48 students from JAM registered to attend summer programming at Spruce Avenue (out of a
40 - 50 student capacity).

Nutrition. The school nutrition program at JAM supported 220 — 230 students with lunch each day.
Nutrition support staff also prepared a snack for the entire school daily (approximately 363 students).
Breakfast was also provided for 10-15

students twice a week. Daily nutritional Types of Complexities Experienced by Formal Clients
support was also provided for OST 9
programming.

Mental Health Therapy. Over the
2017/2018 school year, the Mental Health
Therapist had 22 formal family therapy
files, comprised of 89 individuals (a file
can represent an individual client or a
family unit that is comprised of multiple
clients). The Mental Health Therapist

helped clients with a number of
complexities. The top 3 complexities the Mental Health Therapist worked on with clients were family
addictions, anxiety, and depression. Over one-third (36%) of case files involved supporting clients with
multiple complexities (i.e., more than 2).

The Mental Health Therapist at JAM also supported 282 short-term engagements throughout the school
year (crisis oriented work; for example, help with peer relationships, behaviour concerns, academics,
career/work, family conflicts, physical health). The Therapist also delivered 100 presentations to students
throughout the year (Topics: stress management, building common language, flexible thinking, using a
buddy voice).

Roots and Wings. The Roots and Wings worker at JAM had 14 formal clients over the 2017/2018 school
year. These clients were involved in therapeutic relationships with the Roots and Wings worker
throughout the whole school year. Areas of support for clients are mental health, addictions, family
stability, and overall family wellbeing. At JAM, the following data represent the degree of severity for
clients in each area of support pre- and post-intervention (Red = High Severity; Yellow = Moderate
Severity; Green = Low Severity). The charts below demonstrate progress in these areas of support from
pre- to post-intervention (E.g., clients experiencing less severity in these areas after intervention). In all
areas of support, there are notable shifts in the number of clients who moved out of the Red categories
into the Yellow or Green categories, demonstrating improvements in these areas of support after a
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Roots and Wings worker has intervened and offered support (i.e., Less severity experienced in these
areas of support for clients).
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The Roots and Wings worker at JAM also participated in 204 short-term engagements with families
throughout the school year. These short-term engagements were the limited involvement of the Roots
and Wings worker with a family and were specific to housing needs and connecting families to external
resources (e.g., helping families access resources in the community). This agency staff member also
helped coordinate and facilitate 6 universal programming activities throughout the school year (e.g.,
Christmas celebration, parent coffee, school assembly presentations for parents and students, summer
parent activities) and was involved in 3 group work activities throughout the year (e.g., parent coffee
group and mom’s group).

Success Coach. The Success Coach at JAM was involved in 242 short-term engagements (average
length of engagement is 2-3 sessions) with students throughout the school year. Some of the issues
addressed were anxiety, depression, anger, guilt, historical trauma, behavior concerns, social skills, and
peer relationships. 5 students were part of the formal caseload for the JAM Success Coach during the
2017/2018 school year. These students set and worked on longer term mental health goals with the
Success Coach. The Success Coach also helped facilitate 7 universal programming activities and
summer camps (e.g., Grade 6 field trip, Grade 1 field trip, Recess Supervision, Taste of JAM — a big
Multicultural event where people brought food from their cultures to share).

50

AIFY Year 2 Evaluation Final Report




The Success Coach also facilitated three groups — 30 Group Participants (Conversation Club and
Breakfast & Books).

e 60% of the participants responded that they feel more comfortable in school and feel ready to
learn because of the support they received from the group facilitators.

Universal Programming / Community Development:

e Field Trips: Engaging with students, promoting social-emotional growth while providing a staff
chaperone.

e Recess Supervision: Building relationships while engaging with students at recess.

e Taste of JAM: This event started as a strategy to counteract racial tensions in the school.
Families from different cultures dressed in typical clothing brought food to share with each
other. This was a huge Success that helped teach children to understanding and respect people
from other cultures.

e Walking School Bus: In response to challenges with attendance, the Success Coach created the
Walking School Bus Program to walk with students to school in the mornings.

e Relational support: Reaching out to students, building relationships, and promoting a sense of
belonging, especially with isolated students. Students now know there is someone at school
who cares about them, someone other than a teacher.

Unfortunately, the Success Coach at JAM left partway through the year. This can explain the smaller
formal caseload, the number of short-term engagements and universal programming activities
facilitated.

Taking a Closer Look: AIFY Student Cohort

All the data presented in the previous sections of this school profile represent the whole school
population, what we can call whole school data. Whole school data gives us an overall impression of the
JAM school community and how the AIFY service providers are working in the entire school community.
To complement this information, we also wanted to take a closer look at data for JAM students that
access AIFY services (not all students in an AIFY school will use AIFY services; services are accessed as
needed). Taking a closer look at data for this specific group of students provides more details about the
students accessing AIFY supports (e.g., information about gender, grade) and the complexity of their
service use (e.g., how many AIFY services are being accessed by students). Some measures reported for
the school AIFY cohort can also be compared to the whole school data, to see if the cohort performs
differently (e.g., for reading levels), compared to the whole school. Students were included in the AIFY
student cohort if they accessed 1 or more AIFY services (excluding students who only accessed nutrition
supports; nutrition supports are more universal to the overall school, not targeted like the other AIFY
services). The following section presents data only for students who are part of the JAM school AIFY
cohort.
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JAM AIFY Cohort

Who Accesses AIFY at JAM?

[=

Of JAM Students Accessed 1 or more
AIFY Support/Service
(2017/2018 AIFY Cohort = 215 Students)

First Nations
Métis. Inuit . ELL
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Complexity of AIFY Service Use

60%

Of the JAM AIFY Cohort
Accessed the edc Lunch
Program

(2017/2018 = 130 Students)

School Measures
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St. Alphonsus Catholic Elementary & Junior High School

“..I feel because of the all the supports, | see a huge difference [in] families...Now they're not scared to come
to the school...now they'll drop by the school. Now they’ll come in...They feel safe...they’re not afraid to come
and ask me for something...I think it's just created more positive relationships with my families...”

— St Alphonsus Agency Staff

Demographics

St. Alphonsus upholds the sacred responsibility to provide a spiritual learning environment, with faith
infused curriculum for students. Guided by the phrase “seeing the light in everyone”, we embrace the
holistic growth and development of each individual student to inspire and support constant growth in
core values, academic learning, physical and mental health, and service toward God.

The staff at St. Alphonsus are committed to educating each child in these areas of development. We
make every effort to work in close partnership with parents and the Parish as well. We work within a
year-round school calendar and offer a range of programming to meet students’ educational needs
(e.g., pre-kindergarten programming, full day kindergarten, class options for students’ different
interests). More targeted programs for students at St. Alphonsus include the Newcomer program for
Junior High students, Junior Achievement Leadership Centre, Centre for Arts and Music Program,
Youth Orchestra of Northern Alberta Program, and the Heart of the City Music program.

We also work closely with partners who offer supports and services within our school to meet the
complex needs of students and families in our school community. St. Alphonsus School is ranked as one
of the higher needs schools in Edmonton Catholic School District. The community is impacted by
higher rates of lone parent families (34%), a higher mobility index (42.96% of students move in 3
years) and a low average family income ($50,290, third lowest in ECSD). These demographics put a lot
of stress on the human and financial resources of families in our school community. Our different
school programs consider the socio-emotional needs of students and families, as well as the
educational needs of this diverse population. For example, we have partnered with community
agencies, like those from the All In For Youth initiative (BGCBigs, e4c, The Family Centre), to help
students and families overcome some of the challenges they face and help school staff provide a high
quality holistic education. Some specialized supports also available in the school are the Family School
Liaison worker, the emotional behavioural support therapist, and the Alberta Health Services mental
health therapist. The AIFY agency staff and the specialized support staff all work full-time in the school
to support students and families. This helps us provide a safe, nurturing, joyful, caring environment
where all of our students can grow to their fullest potential and all our families feel welcome.
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Student Enrollment & Attendance
The Enrollment and Attendance
chart shows the total number of
students who were enrolled at St.
Alphonsus in the past five years.
The percentages above the bars
are the average attendance rates
of students (Elementary and Junior
High rates presented separately)
for that year. During the
2017/2018 school year, the overall
number of students enrolled at St.
Alphonsus decreased slightly. The
average attendance of Elementary
students declined by 6%, but is
still above 90%. The average
attendance of Junior High
students remained stable at 93%.
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The Sub-Population Enroliment chart
presents the proportion of students
enrolled at St. Alphonsus who were
also self-identified First Nations,
Métis or Inuit, refugees, and English
language learners (ELL). The
proportion of self-identified First
Nations, Métis or Inuit and ELL

m2013-2014 | studentsincreased slightly and the
= 2014-2015 proportion of refugee students
remained stable for 2017/2018.
20152016 | There was also a slight decrease in
B 2016-2017 | the proportion of ELL students, but
m2017-2018 this sub-population still comprised
one third of the school population.
60%
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High Social Vulnerability (HSV)

ECSD also ranks the top schools within the District School Year HSV Ranking
according to their level of social vulnerability. The 2015/2016 3rd
following table presents St. Alphonsus’ High Social 2016/2017 12th
Vulnerability (HSV) ranking for the last three years. For 2017/2018 10t

2017/2018, St. Alphonsus’ HSV ranking increased,
indicating that it continues to serve some of Edmonton’s most socially vulnerable students and families.

Transition Rates

Since St. Alphonsus is an elementary and junior high school, many Grade 6 students transition into grade
7 at St. Alphonsus. From June 2018 to September 2018, 88% of Grade 6 students transitioned to St.
Alphonsus Junior High (29 out of 33 Grade 6 students). Only four Grade 6 students left the ECSD
District. For Grade 9 students at St. Alphonsus, 88% also transitioned into Grade 10 within the ECSD
District (58 out of 66 Grade 9 students). 12% of the Grade 9 students at St. Alphonsus (n = 8) did end up
leaving the District. This could mean they decided to attend a school in another District, or are not
registered for Grade 10 at any school. Unfortunately, this information is not available because once a
student leaves the District they can no longer be tracked.

Drop Out Rates

The Drop Out Rate chart presents St. St. Alphonsus Drop Out Rate

Alphonsus’ drop out rates (The percentage

of students aged 14-18 registered in K-12 128:?
who drop out the following year) for the last 6:0%(:
five years. For the past four years, the drop- 4.0%
out rate has been below 3%. There was a 2% 2.0% -

0.0%

increase in the drop out rate for the
2017/2018 school year.

Education Quality Academics
92% 91% 005 91% Education Quality
90% 9@‘ ° 90% 90% Teachers, parents, and students rated St.
88% 0 39 Alphonsus’ Education Quality (Data from
86% 88% 87% Accountability Pillar Report, October
4% 2018). The chart shows that St.
82% 83% Alphonsus’ education quality rating has

increased by 4% for the 2017/2018
school year. This education quality rating
is 3% below the ECSD average (ECSD =
90%).

80%
78%
2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

e St. Alphonsus ECSD
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Reading Levels

Relative to last year, the proportion of St.
Alphonsus students in Grade 1 to 3 reading
‘Above’ and ‘At’ their grade level decreased.
There was a 4% reduction in the proportion of
students reading ‘Above’ their grade level and a
9% reduction in the proportion of students
reading ‘At’ their grade level. The proportion of
students reading ‘Below’ grade level increased by
13%. Reading levels are determined by the
Fountas and Pinnell assessment tool and its grade
level benchmarks. This measure of reading level is
used by teachers to inform their instructional
plans for their students.

St. Alphonsus Reading Levels

30% 26%
2016/2017 2017/2018
H Below HAt Above

Student Achievement (PAT) St. Alphonsus

Student Achievement - Provincial
Achievement Test (PAT) Results

In the 2017/2018 school year, there
was a 2% reduction in students

achieving acceptable standards on

their Grade 6 and 9 PATSs (From the

October 2018 Accountability Pillar
Report). However, there was a 6%

increase in the proportion of St.

B Acceptable Excellence

100%
80%
19%
0, (v)
60% 15% 10% 15%
40%
20%
0% T T T T

2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

Alphonsus Grade 6 and 9 students
achieving standards of excellence.

Student Achievement — EYE-TA Results

The Early Years Evaluation—Teacher Assessment (EYE-TA) is administered to Kindergarten students in
the fall (pre) and spring (post) of a school year. The EYE-TA measures student’s developmental

milestones and provides information about the supports and services students need. The EYE-TA

measures five domains of early learning (Awareness of Self and Environment, Social Skills and

Approaches to Learning, Cognitive Skills, Language and Communication, Physical Development) that

contribute to children’s readiness to learn. Scores on the EYE-TA are interpreted using the Response to
Intervention (RTI) tiers (shown in the triangle). When students are assessed in the fall, their scores
reflect where they are at, developmentally, when they ‘walk into the door’ at the beginning of the

school year. It is a measure of their school readiness, prior to any intervention from the school.
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Tier 1

Research-Based Core Instruction

throughout the school year.

In the fall at St. Alphonsus, 36% of Kindergarten
students (n = 9) met developmental milestones

(scored at the Tier 1 programming level). Based on

these fall assessment scores, schools made decisions

about how to intervene and support these students

throughout the year. In the spring, when students
were getting ready to leave Kindergarten and
transition to Grade 1, 50% of the Kindergarten

students (n = 8) met developmental milestones,
indicating they were developmentally prepared for
Grade 1, a 14% increase compared to the fall
assessments. This growth can be attributed to the school and its interventions with these students

St. Alphonsus Parental Involvement

2013-2014 (n=31)
2014-2015 (n=29)
2015-2016 (n=35)
2016-2017 (n=36)

2017-2018 (n=35)

Parental Involvement

A rating of parental involvement at St.
Alphonsus is presented for the last five
years (Accountability Pillar Report,
October 2018). Parental involvement at
St. Alphonsus has markedly increased in
the last year, and is currently the
highest it has ever been in the last 5
years. However, this measure of
parental involvement is based on a
small sample of parents and may not be

0% 20% 40% 60%

80%

representative of the overall school

100% population.

Satisfaction with Program Access (ACOL)
Compared to the 2016/2017 school vyear,
teachers, parents, and students grew more
satisfied (a 3% increase) with the access,
effectiveness, and efficiency of programs
and services for students in their
community (Accountability Pillar Report,
October 2018). Again, these findings are
based on a range of St. Alphonsus teachers,
parents, and students (range in # of
respondents = 29 — 307) and may not be
representative of the overall school
population when there were less
respondents some years.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

St. Alphonsus: Satisfaction with Program
Access

[0
4% 89% . 73% 72%

72%

v
70% 64%  70%  69%

2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

e F CSD St. Alphonsus
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At-Risk Students’ Access to Programs

Also from the October 2018 Accountability
Pillar Report for St. Alphonsus, the
proportion of teachers, parents, and students | 100%

St. Alphonsus At-Risk Students' Access
to Programs

who believe that programs are easy to access 80%
and timely for students at-risk is presented 60%
for the last 3 years. At St. Alphonsus, the 40%
perceived ease and timeliness of accessing 20%
programs for students at risk remained 0%
stable for the last 2 years. 2015/2016  2016/2017  2017/2018

AIFY Supports and Services at St. Alphonsus
The following is a presentation of AIFY agency data (e4c, BGCBigs, TFC) and narratives to illustrate how
the St. Alphonsus school community accessed the AIFY supports and services in Year 2 of the initiative.

Mentoring. At St. Alphonsus, 46 unique students benefitted from a mentoring relationship. For
2017/2018, there was the development of 10 Adult In-School mentoring matches, 32 Corporate
matches (Government of Alberta) and 4 Community Based matches in the Big Brothers Big Sisters
program.

e Corporate Mentoring: New partnership developed with the Government of Alberta, Department
of Education.

o Highly skilled adult mentors with a true understanding of the Grade 4 student mentees’
complex needs.

o Teachers identified a need for students to focus on math skills activities, which was a
successful endeavor for mentors and mentees in this program.

o 100% of the St. Alphonsus mentees in this program reported that their mentor had
helped them feel better about how they are doing in school.

o 91% reported that since meeting their mentor, they are better able to get through hard
times because they believe in themselves.

Out of School Time (OST). This program served 133 unique students in the 2017/2018 school year
(Division 1 Students = 43; Division 2 Students = 49; Division 3 Students = 90). On average, 33 — 36
students attended each day of programming. Programming was designed to provide academic, cultural,
emotional, artistic, and physical support. The following are descriptions of the different types of
programming offered at St. Alphonsus:

e Mind Up: Curriculum that supports mindfulness developments so students can understand how
their brain works and develop strategies to become mindful. Students as young as Grade 1 have
started to be able to describe different areas of the brain and the roles they play in their daily
lives.

e Academic Support: Provided 30 minutes daily homework and reading time. Also offered STEAM
programming and activities.

e Iron Chef Programming: Helped students develop life skills. Students were given a budget and
went to grocery store to purchase groceries for a recipe. They then made their recipes and
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presented their food to judges. Students were given the opportunity to get their Food Handling
certificates as well.

e  Skill Builders: Students worked on building skill sets that helped them to develop financial
literacy, the ability to write a resume/cover letter, and an understanding of the driver’s training
handbook.

Students in St. Alphonsus’ OST program were also culturally diverse. Sudanese, Spanish, African,
Jamaican, Eritrea, Métis, Vietnamese, Filipino, and Cameroonian students were served.

Thirty-three students completed a survey to report on their experiences in OST over the course of the
year.

e 94% reported feeling happier or less stressed since attending OST

e 94% said the staff and volunteers are people they would go to if they needed help

o 88% reported that they are doing better in school since they started coming to OST

e 58% reported they attended because they require afterschool supervision

o 73% reported they attend because their parents thought it would be good for them

Sixty-nine students from St. Alphonsus registered to attend summer programming at St. Alphonsus.
There was a 40 student capacity per day of summer programming and this was reached almost every
day.

Nutrition. The lunch program at St. Alphonsus supported 120 elementary students per day. There was
also an increase in the number of Junior High students participating; the program supported about 40
students with lunch each day. The School Nutrition program also prepared a snack for all Kindergarten
to Grade 6 students each day. Snack was also provided for OST programming throughout the year.

Mental Health Therapy. Over the 2017/2018 school year, the Mental Health Therapist had 25 formal
family therapy files, comprised of 106 individuals (a file can represent an individual client or a family

unit that is comprised of multiple Types of Complexities Experienced by Formal Clients
clients). The Mental Health Therapist 18

helped clients with a number of
complexities. The top 3 complexities
the Mental Health Therapist worked
on with clients were anxiety, other
mental health (e.g., parent-child
relationships, trauma, anger, grief),
and depression. Forty-four percent
of case files involved supporting
clients with multiple complexities
(i.e., more than 2).

The Mental Health Therapist at St. Alphonsus also supported 219 short-term engagements throughout
the school year (Crisis oriented work; for example, help with peer relationships, behaviour concerns,
academics, career/work, family conflicts, physical health). The Therapist also delivered 11 presentations
to students and school staff throughout the year (Topics: Trauma, Stress, Relationships).
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Roots and Wings. The Roots and Wings worker at St. Alphonsus had 17 formal clients over the
2017/2018 school year. These clients were involved in therapeutic relationships with the Roots and
Wings worker throughout the whole school year. Areas of support for clients are mental health,
addictions, family stability, and overall family wellbeing. At St. Alphonsus, the following data represent
the degree of severity for clients in each area of support pre- and post-intervention (Red = High Severity;
Yellow = Moderate Severity; Green = Low Severity). The charts below demonstrate progress in these
areas of support from pre- to post-intervention (E.g., clients experiencing less severity in these areas
after intervention). In all areas of support, there are notable shifts in the number of clients who moved
out of the Red categories into the Yellow or Green categories, demonstrating improvements in these
areas of support after a Roots and Wings worker has intervened and offered support (i.e., Less
severity experienced in these areas of support for clients).
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The Roots and Wings worker at St. Alphonsus also participated in 167 short-term engagements with
families throughout the school year. These short-term engagements were the limited involvement of
the Roots and Wings worker with a family and were specific to housing needs and connecting families to
external resources (e.g., helping families access resources in the community). This agency staff member
also helped coordinate and facilitate 11 universal programming activities throughout the school year
(e.g., school BBQ, Christmas concert, spring concert, school playground celebration) and was involved in
1 group work activity throughout the year (i.e., parent summer program group).

Success Coach. The Success coach at St. Alphonsus was involved in 487 short-term engagements
(average length of engagement is 2-3 sessions) with students throughout the school year. Some of the
issues were anger, guilt, historical trauma, behaviour concerns, social skills and peer relations. 8
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students were part of the formal caseload for the St. Alphonsus Success coach during the 2017/2018
school year. These students set and worked on longer-term mental health and family stability goals with
the Success Coach.

The Success Coach facilitated 3 school groups — 55 group participants (i.e., Social Skills Group — using
board games to help children learn important skills like managing frustration, sharing and empathy.
Lunch Group, and the Recreation and Culture Club with TFC Cultural Coach).

o 93% of group participants reported they learned new skills.
o 87% of group participants reported they made new friends in the group and in the school
community.

The Success Coach also helped facilitate 10 universal programming activities and summer camps:

e Transition to Grade 7: Visiting the feeder schools and in house classes to build connection and
promote the St. Alphonsus Junior High program.

e Academic sessions - Library study: Supporting students as they study in the library.

e Recreation based social skills program: Providing a large number of students the opportunity to
engage in safe and fun recreation during lunchtime in the winter months.

e Relational support: Reaching out to students, building relationships, and promoting a sense of
belonging, especially with isolated students. Students now know there is someone at school
who cares about them, someone other than a teacher.

At St. Alphonsus there was a change in Success Coach partway through the year. This can explain the
smaller caseload compared to other demo schools with no interruption in service delivery.

Taking a Closer Look: AIFY Student Cohort

All the data presented in the previous sections of this school profile represent the whole school
population, what we can call whole school data. Whole School data gives us an overall impression of the
St. Alphonsus school community and how the AIFY service providers are working in the entire school
community. To complement this information, we also wanted to take a closer look at data for St.
Alphonsus students that access AIFY services (not all students in an AIFY school will use AIFY services;
services are accessed as needed). Taking a closer look at data for this specific group of students provides
more details about the students accessing AIFY supports (e.g., information about gender, grade) and the
complexity of their service use (e.g., how many AIFY services are being accessed by students). Some
measures reported for the school AIFY cohort can also be compared to the whole school data, to see if
the cohort performs differently (e.g., for reading levels), compared to the whole school. Students were
included in the AIFY student cohort if they accessed 1 or more AIFY services (excluding students who
only accessed nutrition supports; nutrition supports are more universal to the overall school, not
targeted like the other AIFY services). The following section presents data only for students who are part
of the St. Alphonsus school AIFY cohort.
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St. Alphonsus
AIFY Cohort

Who Accesses AIFY at St. Alphonsus?
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Complexity of AIFY Service Use

33%

Of the St. Al AIFY Cohort
Accessed the edc Lunch
Program

(2017/2018 101 Students)

School Measures

Reading Levels Attendance Rates

n 89% Average Attendance Rate

| for St. Al AIFY Cohort

L 8 Attendance Rate Range for
36%‘100% St. Al AIFYrColt:vt .
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e attendance rates ot or above Q0%

Students in the cohort had
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Spruce Avenue Junior High School

“I love the school a lot. When | first came to this school | thought [it] was gonna be like nobody would know
each other and [l was] really skeptical. But no, this school is just amazing you know...everybody was just so
open.” — Spruce Avenue Student

Demographics

At Spruce Avenue Junior High (Spruce Avenue), we believe that all students are capable of success. Our
emphasis is on the whole child as they work to continually improve in all areas of their life. Our core belief
is that success is brought about through hard work, support, and dedication. Our students are provided
with an excellent educational foundation and everyone (staff, students, parents) plays a crucial role in
that educational experience. We are committed to constantly seeking ways to increase student learning
and success. The staff at Spruce Avenue realize that in order for students to achieve success, they
require different levels of support.

Our parents have dreams and goals for their children and the support from All In for Youth and our
staff help those goals become reality. Our students’ strength is their ability to keep working towards
educational goals, regardless of struggles they are experiencing in their lives. One example of a struggle
experienced by many students in Spruce is transportation. Many of our students have a far walk due to
lack of funds for bus tickets, and sometimes this affects their attendance. This year (2017/2018), AIFY
partners working in the school and donations were able to provide this resource for students and help
them get to school.

Spruce also worked closely with external community partners to support students. For example, Spruce
successfully established a partnership with the owner of a local restaurant, and this business is providing
jobs to some Spruce students. Demonstrated in the examples provided, we work collaboratively with
students, parents, and partners to individualize academic and social programming so that our students
will have what they need to reach their potential.

Although we had few parents participate in the Accountability Pillar reporting, our parents are involved
in the every day work of getting their children to school and ready to learn. Parents are also engaged
through school events at Spruce, like cultural nights, coffee mornings on Wednesdays, and parent-teacher
interviews. In 2017/2018, we had the most families attend parent-teacher night and communicate
about their child’s learning. Over 1/3 of all the families were in attendance at this and every other
school event. We also use short school surveys to check in with families, and these indicated that families
were very satisfied with the learning opportunities for their children at Spruce Avenue. We are also
focused on better supporting diversity and our Indigenous populations in the school. We will continue
to be intentional in this area of focus and work to introduce more Indigenous programs and activties.
We also want to ensure students feel connected to the surrounding community. We worked with external
community partners (e.g., Edmonton Public Library, Crystal Kids, the Carrot, McDonald’s, Creating Hope
Society) to work on building community engagement in our students. Working with our AIFY partners, we
also focused on building leadership skills in our students.
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Student Enrollment & Attendance

The Enrollment and Attendance chart shows the total number of students who were enrolled at Spruce

Avenue in the past five years. The
percentages above the bars are the
average attendance rates of students
for that school year. For 2017/2018,
the overall of students
enrolled at Spruce decreased slightly

number

from the previous year. For the last 5
years, there has been a consistent
decrease in the number of students
enrolled at Spruce Avenue. Also for
the 2017/2018, the attendance rate
increased by 9%, from the previous
year, and is at its highest in the last 5
years.
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The Sub-Population Enrollment
chart presents the proportion of
students enrolled at Spruce who
self-identified First
Nations, Métis and Inuit, Refugees,

were also
English Language Learners (ELL),
and those who had special needs.
For the 2017/2018 school year, the
proportion of ELL students
decreased. There was also a slight
decrease in the proportion of
special needs students. In contrast,
the number of Refugee students
and self-identified First Nations,
Métis or Inuit students increased.
Over 1/3 of the student
population at Spruce Avenue
identified as self-identified First
Nations, Métis or Inuit. There is

some overlap between the students who could be counted as ELL and refugee (some students will fit into
both sub-populations). There could also be some overlap with ELL students and self-identified First
Nations, Métis or Inuit students. The proportion of special needs students may also be underrepresented
(e.g., parents reluctant to have their children assessed as special needs).
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School Mobility

Edmonton Public Schools (EPSB) also calculates mobility rates for each of their schools. These rates
demonstrate how many students enter and exit a school throughout the school year, for multiple reasons
(e.g., transfer to another school, leave the province/country, unknown reason). Throughout 2017/2018,
74 students transferred into Spruce and 57 students transferred out of the school, for a mobility rate of
69%. This is well above the average EPSB District mobility rate of 19% for 2017/2018. Students who
completed the school resiliency survey at JAM were also asked about whether they had ever changed
schools, and how many times they had changed schools. For Grade 7 to 9 students who participated in
this survey in 2017/2018 (n = 159), 82% of student said ‘yes’, they had changed schools (n = 130). Of these
students, 62% reported they had changed school 1-4 times (n = 85), and 38% reported they changed
school more than four times (n=52).

High Social Vulnerability (HSV)
EPSB ranks the top 60 schools within the District
according to their level of social vulnerability. The

School year HSV ranking

9th
following table presents the High Social Vulnerability 2016/2017

nd
(HSV) ranking of Spruce Avenue from the last two 2017/2018 2
years. Compared to last year, Spruce Avenue’s HSV ranking increased, indicating that it continues to

serve some of Edmonton’s most socially vulnerable students and families. For example, Spruce Avenue
services 3 short-term group homes in their catchment. For the 3-6 months students are in these group
homes, they will attend Spruce Avenue. After this time, some students go into foster care, others may go
to another EPSB school, but many will go back to their home communities.

Transition Rates

The table presents the Grade 9 to 10 transition rates for Spruce Avenue students for the last three years.
At the end of the 2017/2018 school year (June 2018), approximately 87% of Grade 9 Spruce students
transitioned to Grade 10 in the EPSB District, a 4% increase from the previous school year. A large
proportion of Grade 9 students at Spruce Avenue chose to attend Eastglen High School, another AIFY
school. For the last 2 school years, close to 50% of Spruce Avenue Grade 9 students chose to enroll in
Eastglen High School. This is markedly different from trends in school transitions in the years prior to
the school’s implementation of AIFY. Also, 13% of Grade 9 Spruce students did not return to the EPSB
District for Grade 10 (to start in September 2018). This could mean they decided to attend a school in
another district, or students are not registered for Grade 10 at any school. When a student leaves the
District they can no longer be tracked.

School % of Grade 9 % Not returning # of Spruce % of All Spruce
year (June Students to District Students Enrolled  Students Enrolled at
to Sept) Enrolled in Grade 10 At Eastglen Eastglen
2016 88.2% 11.8% 17 of 60 28%
2017 82.5% 17.5% 26 of 52 50%
2018 86.7% 13.3% 30 of 65 46%
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Drop Out Rates

Spruce Avenue Drop Out Rate

0%

The Drop Out Rate chart presents the

Spruce Avenue drop out rates (The

percentage of students aged 14-18 10.0%
registered in K-12 who drop out the 8.0%
following year) for the last five years. 6.0%

In the past three years, the drop out

rate for the whole school has slowly | 4.0%
increased, but the rate has never 2.0% 1.4%
been above 5%. Specific to the First

Nations, Métis or Inuit students at 0.0% 0%
Spruce, the 2017/2018 school year

2013/2014 2014/2013 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

e \\/hole Schoo| === First Nations, Métis, or Inuit Students

saw a 5% decrease in the drop-out
rate, compared to the previous school year.

Education Quality

94% 92%
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Reading & Writing Levels

The proportion of Grade 7 students reading ‘At’ grade level
at Spruce is 36%, with the majority of Grade 7 students
reading ‘Below’ grade level. A small proportion of Grade 7
students are reading ‘Above’ their grade level. In addition
to this measurement of reading ability, growth in students
reading ability (regardless of whether they are reading
Above, At, or Below grade level) is also recorded. At Spruce
Avenue in 2017/2018, 20% - 28% of Grade 7 to 9 students
achieved % a year to 1 years growth in their reading
ability. In addition, 31 — 59% of Grade 7 to 9 students
achieved one or more year’s growth in their reading
ability.

Academics

Education Quality

Teachers and students rated Spruce
Avenue’s Education Quality (Data from
Accountability Pillar Report, October
2018). The chart shows that Spruce
Avenue’s quality of education rating for
2017/2018 is 87%, which has decreased
from last year’s rating of 92%. For the
2017/2018 school year, Spruce Avenue is
4% below the average EPSB District
Education Quality rating (EPSB = 91%).

Spruce Grade 9 Reading Levels

2017/2018
B Below M At

Above
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Writing Levels - HLAT Results

2014-2015 40%
2015-2016 41%
2016-2017 52%
2017-2018 61%

Below WAt HAbove

.I .! o! .I

Relative to last year, the proportion of
students who are writing ‘At’ their grade
level decreased by 11%. Similar to last
year, no Spruce students were writing
‘Above’ their grade level. Any growth in
students’ writing ability is also measured.
For 2017/2018, 54% - 69% of Grade 7 to 9
students demonstrated one or more
year’s growth in their writing ability.
needs and ELL
included in

Students with special

students were these

assessments of reading and writing.

Student Achievement - Provincial
Achievement Test (PAT) Results

Compared to previous years, fewer Spruce
students achieved acceptable levels of
performance on PATs in the 2017/2018
school year. In particular, the number of
students who achieved acceptable levels of
performance shifted from 53% to 36%. There
was also a shift in students achieving a
standard of excellence from 2016/2017 (13%)
to 2017/2018 (8%). Students with special
needs and ELL students were included in this
assessment.

Parental Involvement

Student Achievemnet (PAT) Spruce
100%
80%
60% —10%—12% 13%
40% - % —
20% -
O% n T T T
™ & © A G2
Y > M Ny >
o> o> o> o> o>
,\:b\ ,\y\ ,\</,,\ ,\3)\ ,\//\\
0 D " > "
B Acceptable Excellence

Spruce Avenue only had 5 parents complete Accountability Pillar Reporting for 2017/2018. Therefore, no
measure of parental involvement at Spruce, from the Accountability Pillar Report, will be included. To

support parental involvement at Spruce, school administrators check in with their parents regularly (e.g.,

short school surveys, phone calls, in-person conversations) to hear from families about their needs or

concerns. Families are also engaged through different school events that happen at the school. At Spruce,

families know and trust that when they need support they will be able to access it at the school.
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Satisfaction with Program Access (ACOL)

Teachers and students reported they were
more satisfied with the access, effectiveness,
and efficiency of programs and services for
students in their community (Accountability
Pillar Report, October 2018).
there was a 3% increase in satisfaction in
2017/2018. Again, these findings are based
on a range of Spruce teachers and students

Specifically,

(range in # of respondents = 19 -87), and may
not be representative of the overall school

population  when there were less

respondents.

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Spruce Avenue: Satisfaction with Program
Access

0 A (]

72%
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64% " 6a%
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emmsEPSB Spruce Avenue

Spruce At-Risk Students' Access to
Programs

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

2015/2016 2016/2017

2017/2018

Intention to Complete High School

At-Risk Students’ Access to Programs

Also from the Spruce Avenue October 2018
Accountability Pillar Report, the proportion of
teachers, parents, and students who believe that
programs are easy to access and timely for
students at-risk is presented for the last 3 years. At
Spruce, there was a 4% increase in the perceived
ease and timeliness of accessing programs for
students at-risk.

From the school resiliency survey, completed by 159 students at Spruce Avenue, students were asked

whether they plan to complete high school. Almost all the students surveyed at Spruce (96%, 153

students) said ‘Yes’, they plan to complete high school. This demonstrates their intention to achieve

this important educational milestone.
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Resiliency

Resiliency Levels

The chart below shows Grade 7 to 9 students’ resiliency levels in 10 categories. Across these students,
56% reported that they were in the Optimal range for Family Support & Expectation; this was the
highest rated resiliency factor among Spruce Avenue students. The next highest rated resiliency factors
were Social Sensitivity and Self-Control at 53% and 52%, respectively. 14% of Spruce Avenue students
fell within the Impoverished range for Peer Relationships, making Peer Relationships the lowest rated
resiliency factor among Spruce Avenue students.

Spruce Avenue Resiliency Levels

Family support & expectation
School culture

Peer relationships
Commitment to learning

Community cohesiveness

b 10% s I se e

Cultural sensitivity 19% 2% 3%

Self-control
Empowerment

Self-concept

Social sensitivity 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

N = 159 students B Impoverished Vulnerable H Balanced B Optimal

100%

Resiliency Summary for 2017-2018 School Year

The pie chart to the right shows the proportion of
students, for the 2017/2018 school year, in each of
the four resiliency groups (N = 159). Almost half of the

Resiliency Summary (2017-2018)

students were in the Optimal range. 9% of students
scored in the impoverished range. Staff at Spruce feel
that the proportion of students who need support in
their resiliency is greater than this measure of

resiliency reported. For Year 3 of the initiative, a new

resiliency tool will be used to measure students’ = Impoverished Vulnerable

resiliency. Hopefully, this tool will be more sensitive = Balanced = Optimal

to identifying students at risk in each of the school
communities.
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Resiliency Summary Year 1 to 2
50%

40%

30% 26% 25% 26% 93%
,
20% ?
10% 99 /
10% 7 é
w 7B 7
Impoverished ~ Vulnerable Balanced

N (2017; 2018) = 139; 159 students

#2017 m2018

The chart to the left shows the change in
students’ resiliency levels from year 1
(patterned bars) to year 2 (solid bars).
From Year 1 (2016/2017) to Year 2
(2017/2018), the number of students in
the Optimal range increased by 5%. In
contrast, the proportion of students in
the and
Impoverished groups decreased. As a

43%
38%

Balanced, Vulnerable,

AMRTTNNSN

Optimal note, many schools were not able to

complete this survey with students who

had special needs or ELL students (i.e.,

the survey was only available in English). Also, some students with complex needs did not complete the
survey, as questions on the survey could be a trigger and could cause these students undue stress.
Decisions about which students were or were not asked to complete the survey was left up the discretion

of school administrators and student’s parents.

Caring Adults at School

Students at Spruce also reported on their
perceptions of caring adults in the school. In
particular, 87% of students (n = 139) felt that,
‘Yes’, there was a caring adult with whom
they could go to for help with a problem. Also,
84% of students (n = 134) reported that ‘Yes’,
there are caring positive role models at their
school. The top five caring role models in the
school community identified by these students
included: ateacher, the Principal, an Assistant
Principal, a Success Coach, and a counsellor.

Caring Adults at School (2017/2018)

Adult you can go to with

0,

problem? (% yes) 87%
Are there caring positive

role models in your 84%

school? (% yes)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

AIFY Supports and Services at Spruce Avenue
The following is a presentation of AIFY agency data (e4c, BGCBigs, TFC) and narratives to illustrate how
the Spruce school community accessed the AIFY supports and services in Year 2 of the initiative.

Mentoring. At Spruce, 40 unique students benefitted from a mentoring relationship.

e The mentoring coordinator and other support staff were able to support 28 one-to-one matches
for students (types of mentoring programs: Adult In-School Mentoring, Corporate Mentoring).
o There were 12 community based matches, which allowed Spruce students to work on personal

goals with skilled adults.
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e Spruce mentees visited MacEwan University weekly to meet caring post-secondary students who
were also mentors. Students learned basketball skills and gave mentees the opportunity to
consider post-secondary studies.

o Spruce students also had the opportunity to interact with Delton students visiting
MacEwan mentors, and they could connect with and support their younger peers getting
ready to transition from Grade 6 to junior high.

o 87% of Spruce students involved said they felt more aware of people they can talk to
when they need support.

o 75% said that as a result of being part of this group, they felt they could better manage
personal stress.

e A teen Girls Group was formed so students could come together to learn about self-love and
empowerment.

o This group was facilitated by a practicum student

o Girls who attended this group shared that they saw this group as a safe space to talk and
get to know each other.

o The group worked on activities related to hygiene, bullying, self-esteem and self-image,
healthy eating, active living, healthy relationships, and mental health.

This program served 103 unique students in the 2017/2018 school year. On
average, 30 — 35 students attended each day of programming. The focus of OST time this year was to
enhance opportunities for academic support, leadership development, arts and culture, and health and
nutrition. Spruce was also fortunate to partner with a number of external partners (e.g., community
groups, businesses, organizations) to help support the student growth and development in these areas.
The following are descriptions of the different types of programming offered at Spruce:

e The Culture Club helped educate students about cultures and festivals in Canada and around the
world, promoting a sense of inclusiveness for students and an appreciation for multiculturalism.

e All Stars introduced students to different sports and physical activities that helped students learn
about team building, sportsmanship, and healthy living.

e Leadership was also a focus of programming to support students’ development of soft leadership
and interpersonal skills (e.g., understanding personal boundaries, developing self-awareness,
work on academic planning, career planning, and life skills).

o Students were elected to support OST programming and field trips (e.g., learn how to
research costs of trips, gain financial literacy skills).

e Also intentionally offered supports to ELL students.

Students in the Spruce OST program were also culturally diverse. Cambodian, Congolese, Nepalese,
Muslim, Somali, Cree, and Métis students were served.

Seven students completed a survey to report on their experiences in OST over the course of the year.

e 86% reported feeling happier or less stressed since attending OST

e 100% said the staff and volunteers are people they would go to if they needed help
o 86% reported that they are doing better in school since they started coming to OST
o 57% reported they attend because their parents thought it would be good for them
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Thirty students from Spruce registered to attend summer programming at Spruce Avenue (out of a 40 —
50 student capacity). Grade 9 Spruce Avenue students also had the opportunity to attend the Eastglen
Summer Program, Head Start to High School, if they were starting Grade 10 at Eastglen the following year.

Nutrition. On average, the school nutrition program at Spruce fed about 120 — 150 students each day
(an increase from the previous year). Nutrition support staff also prepared snacks for OST and school
sports teams.

Mental Health Therapy. Over the 2017/2018 school year, the Mental Health Therapist had 21 formal
family therapy files, comprised of
100 individuals (a file can

Types of Complexities Experienced by Formal Clients

represent an individual client or a
family unit that is comprised of
multiple clients). The Mental
Health Therapist helped clients
with a number of complexities.

The top 3 complexities the Mental
Health Therapist worked on with
clients were anxiety, depression,
and suicidal ideation. 43% of case

files involved supporting clients
with multiple complexities (i.e., more than 2).

The Mental Health Therapist at Spruce also supported 685 short-term engagements throughout the
school year (crisis oriented work; for example, help with peer relationships, behaviour concerns,
academics, career/work, family conflicts, physical health). During the year, the Therapist delivered 4
presentations to students (Topics: Stigma in mental health, depression, self-esteem, self-harming). The
Mental Health Therapist also facilitated 4 groups (e.g., Basketball conditioning group, Karaoke club).

Roots and Wings. The Roots and Wings worker at Spruce had 14 formal clients over the 2017/2018 school
year. These clients were involved in therapeutic relationships with the Roots and Wings worker
throughout the whole school year. Areas of support for clients are mental health, addictions, family
stability, and overall family wellbeing. At Spruce, the following data represent the degree of severity for
clients in each area of support pre- and post-intervention (Red = High Severity; Yellow = Moderate
Severity; Green = Low Severity). The charts below demonstrate progress in these areas of support from
pre- to post-intervention (E.g., clients experiencing less severity in these areas after intervention). In all
areas of support, there are notable shifts in the number of clients who moved out of the Red categories
into the Yellow or Green categories, demonstrating improvements in these areas of support after a
Roots and Wings worker has intervened and offered support (i.e., Less severity experienced in these
areas of support for clients).
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The Roots and Wings worker at Spruce also participated in 315 short-term engagements with families
throughout the school year. These short-term engagements were the limited involvement of the Roots
and Wings worker with a family and were specific to housing needs and connecting families to external
resources (e.g., helping families access resources in the community). This agency staff member also
helped coordinate and facilitate 3 universal programming activities throughout the school year (e.g.,
involved in school parent-teacher interviews, school BBQ, involved in school plant) and was involved in 2
group work activities throughout the year (e.g., cooking class).

Success Coach. The Success Coach at Spruce was involved in 1,856 short-term engagements (average
length of engagement is 2-3 sessions) with students throughout the school year. Some of the issues
addressed were anxiety, depression, anger, self harm, guilt and historical trauma, behaviour concerns,
physical health, social skills, and peer relationship. 10 students were part of the formal caseload for the
Spruce Success Coach during the 2017/2018 school year. These students set and worked on longer-term
mental health and family stability goals with the Success Coach. The Success Coach was part of 4 school
groups (e.g., Basketball Conditioning, Social Skills Group — using board games to model and teach social
skills, Anime Club, and Culture Club). The intent of these groups are increasing the presence of support,
youth engagement, connection, build self-esteem and learn conflict resolution and social skills through
recreation based programming.
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The Success Coach also helped facilitate 22 universal programming activities and summer camps (e.g.,
school trips, art bazaar, ‘Taste of Spruce’, Spruce Staff Appreciation Day).

Universal Programming / Community Development:

e School trips: Connecting with students on school trips.

e Art Bazaar: Planned and helped facilitate an art night that promoted student creativity and
engagement.

e Taste of Spruce: Helped facilitate event to celebrate the different families and cultures of Spruce
Avenue students. Families brought dishes from their cultures to share with the student
population.

e Transition to junior high: Meeting with students coming from Delton and John A McDougall, and
recruiting junior high students to speak to transitioning Grade 6 students.

e Transition to high school: Ensure that all graduating junior high students registered for their
selected high school. Coordinate field trips to Eastglen High School.

e Relational support: Reaching out to students, building relationships, and promoting a sense of
belonging, especially with isolated students. Students now know there is someone at school
who cares about them, someone other than a teacher.

Taking a Closer Look: AIFY Student Cohort

All the data presented in the previous sections of this school profile represent the whole school
population, what we can call whole school data. Whole school data gives us an overall impression of the
Spruce school community and how the AIFY service providers are working in the entire school
community. To complement this information, we also wanted to take a closer look at data for Spruce
students that access AIFY services (not all students in an AIFY school will use AIFY services; services are
accessed as needed). Taking a closer look at data for this specific group of students provides more
details about the students accessing AIFY supports (e.g., information about gender, grade) and the
complexity of their service use (e.g., how many AIFY services are being accessed by students). Some
measures reported for the school AIFY cohort can also be compared to the whole school data, to see if
the cohort performs differently (e.g., for reading levels), compared to the whole school. Students were
included in the AIFY student cohort if they accessed 1 or more AIFY services (excluding students who
only accessed nutrition supports; nutrition supports are more universal to the overall school, not
targeted like the other AIFY services). The following section presents data only for students who are part
of the Spruce Avenue school AIFY cohort.
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Spruce Avenue
AIFY Cohort

Who Accesses AIFY at Spruce Avenue?

. Females

Males

Of Spruce Students Accessed 1 or more
AIFY Support/Service
(2017/2018 AIFY Cohort = 184 Students)

First Nations,
Métis, Inuit . ELL
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Complexity of AIFY Service Use

99%

Of the Spruce AIFY Cohort
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Eastglen High School

“I could talk to any one of the staff at this school. | feel comfortable with every one of them. And | could tell
them about...the worst experiences of my life and | could feel safe with that.” — Eastglen Student

Demographics

Eastglen high school is made up of students and families from all over Edmonton. It is a feeder school for
three junior high schools in the surrounding neighbourhoods (Highlands, Ivor Dent, John D. Bracco), but
many students who attend Eastglen also live outside its catchment area and come from other junior high
schools in the city (e.g., Spruce Avenue). There is a wide range of programming opportunities at Eastglen
for a broad range of student interests and goals.

The staff at Eastglen work hard to provide a supportive, encouraging environment for students where
they are challenged, but can also experience success. Overall, Eastglen maintains high education
standards and nutures exemplary citizenship within a secure and supportive environment, all while
trying to help students achieve their potential. Results from the 2017/2018 Eastglen Accountability
Pillar Report also speak to these efforts. Measures of Eastglen’s programs of study, work preparation
support, student citizenship development, and school improvement all increased (2% to 8% rate
increases reported, compared to the previous year).

AIFY supports and services in this school have also supported students in these areas and complements
exisiting programs. AIFY offers wraparound supports to help address the complex needs of students and
families that fall outside the educational realm. The following Year 2 highlights illustrate how AIFY
supports and services impacted students and families at Eastglen:

e The Breakfast Club (run by AIFY Success Coaches) was attended by 50 students a day

e Approximately 16 students were assisted in completing Learner Benefits applications

There were 32 trips to the Food Bank

3 families were housed

4 homes were furnished

11 free beds provided

e 4 AISH, 6 FSCD, and 3 PDD applications completed

e 11 Leisure Access Pass applications completed

e $35,000 in scholarships were awarded to students

o 13 families assisted with accessing Income Support and Child Tax Benefits

e Just over 100 missing assignments (many of which were completed) compared to over 1000 at
the same time 4 years ago

These highlights are only a sample of the ways AIFY supports and services in Eastglen are supporting
students and families in this school community. They demonstrate the diverse, (mostly) noneducational
needs of students and families. This school is working with AIFY to support its students and families in
any way that is needed to achieve success and contribute to better long-term outcomes.
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Student Enrollment & Attendance

The Enrollment and Attendance graph shows
the total number of students who were
enrolled at Eastglen in the last five years. The
percentages above the bars note the average
attendance of Eastglen students for that
school year. During the 2017/2018 school
year, the overall number of students enrolled
at Eastglen decreased, compared to previous
years. For the last 3 years, there has been a
steady decrease in the number of students
enrolled at Eastglen. Also for the 2017/2018
school year, the attendance rate increased
by 4% and is at its highest in the last 5 years.
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Eastglen Enrollment & Attendance
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83% 87%
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The Sub-Population Enrollment chart presents the proportion of students enrolled at Eastglen who were

also self-identified First Nations, Métis or Inuit, Refugees, English Language Learners (ELL), or students

with special needs. During the

Sub-Population Enrollment

2017/2018 school year, the proportion
of refugee students decreased slightly,

4% and the proportion of ELL and self-
First Nation, Métis or 2223(;? identified First Nations, Métis or Inuit

Inuit 24% . .
24% students remained the same relative to
last year. There was also an increase in
. 6%10% the number of students with special
Refugees . 111;’% " 20132004 1 needs. There is some overlap between
12% 2014-2015 | the students who could be counted as
B 13% m2015-2016 | ELL and refugee (some students will fit

149 . .

ELL /50% m2016-2017 into both sub-populations). There could
- %%Q m2017-2018 | also be some overlap with ELL students
and self-identified First Nations, Métis

I 16% . .
11% or Inuit students. The proportion of

Special Needs 11% .
13% special needs students may also be
16%
. . . underrepresented (e.g., parents
0% 20% 40% 60% reluctant to have their children
assessed as special needs).
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School Mobility

Edmonton Public Schools (EPSB) calculates mobility rates for each of their schools. These rates
demonstrate how many students enter and exit a school throughout the school year, for multiple reasons
(e.g., transfer to another school, leave the province/country, unknown reason). Throughout 2017/2018,
61 students transferred into Eastglen and 78 students transferred out of the school, for a mobility rate
of 20%. This is just above the average EPSB District mobility rate of 19%. Students who completed the
school resiliency survey were also asked about their perceptions on whether they had ever changed
schools and how many times they had changed schools. For Grade 10 to 12 students who participated in
this survey (n = 482), 62% of students said ‘yes’ they had changed schools (n = 298). Of these students,
65% reported they had changed schools 1-4 times (n = 219) and 30% reported they had changed schools
more than four times (n = 100).

High Social Vulnerability (HSV)
EPSB ranks the top 60 schools within the District according to level of social vulnerability. The following
table presents the High Social Vulnerability (HSV)

ranking of Eastglen from the last two years. Eastglen’s School year HSV ranking
HSV ranking decreased, but this is still the most socially 2016/2017 28"
vulnerable high school in the EPSB District (i.e., highest 2017/2018 3gth

ranked high school).

Drop Out Rates

Eastglen Drop Out Rate The Drop Out Rate chart presents

12.0% 11.2% the Eastglen drop out rates (The

10.0% 9.2% _~ ~~__ 9.5% percentage of students aged 14-
' 18 registered in K-12 who drop

8.0% /\ \ out the following year) for the last
6.0% 5.4% 5.5 five years, for the whole school

3-9% and for the First Nations, Métis,

4.0%
\ZO‘V and Inuit students. Since the
2.0% 220
2014/2015 school year,
0.0% - - ' ' ' | Eastglen’s drop out rate has

2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018 steadily declined, for the whole

——\Whole School ===First Nations, Métis, or Inuit Students school and for First Nations,

Métis, and Inuit students. For
this last year, 2017/2018, Eastglen had the lowest drop out rates to date. The Eastglen drop out rate
for First Nations, Métis, and Inuit students was also 2.8% lower than the provincial average (which was
4.8% for 2017/2018).

81 AIFY Year 2 Evaluation Final Report



Academics

Education Quality

Teachers, parents, and Grade 11 students rated
Eastglen’s education quality (Data from
Accountability Pillar Report, October 2018). The
chart shows that Eastglen’s quality of
education rating for 2017/2018 is 90%, which
has increased by 6% from the previous year.
Eastglen’s 2017/2018 education quality rating
is also just below the District rating (EPSB =
91%). From the District Feedback Survey, 80%
of Eastglen students reported that teachers
provide them with feedback that helps them
learn (Compared to the 71% EPSB District rate).

Education Quality
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for Eastglen students is presented
for the past five years. Relative to
last year, fewer students are
completing high school within a 5-

and time-frame.

2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017

3 year-completion M 4-year completion

B 5-year completion

year 3-year

2017/2018 However, the 4-year completion

rate did increase 3% in 2017/2018.

High School to Post-Secondary
Transition Rates
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M 4-year transition byear transition

Relative to last year, a higher proportion of Eastglen
students are transitioning to post-secondary in 6
year time periods post-graduation (an increase of
9% for 2017/2018). Related to post-secondary
transitions, there was a 1.6% increase in the
Rutherford Scholarship eligibility for Eastglen
students in 2017/2018 (up to 38.2%). There was
also a 2.7% increase for First Nations, Métis, and
Inuit students Rutherford Scholarship eligibility
(up to 31.6% for 2017/2018).
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Student Achievement — Diplomas

For 2017/2018, students at Eastglen performed better on their Diploma exams than they have in the
last 5 years. Compared to the 2016/2017 school year, there was an 11% increase in the ‘Acceptable’

100%

Student Achievement (Diplomas)
Grade 12 Students

B Acceptable

Excellence

13%

80%
60% -

40% -

20% -

0% - . . . .
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There were also increases in the
participation rates for Diploma exams
at Eastglen. For 2017/2018, based on
different groupings of how many exams
a student attempts, more students
attempted exams across these different
categories (except students choosing to
write 5 or more exams). The biggest
increase was the proportion of
students attempting 3 or more exams,
an 8% increase from the previous year.
One notable decrease in Diploma exam
participation rates was in the
proportion of Grade 12 students
choosing to write no exams. This rate
decreased by 1% in 2017/2018.

standards achieved and a 6% increase in
‘Excellence’ standards achieved by
students. For First Nations, Métis, and
Inuit students, there was a 10% increase
in diploma exams that reached the
acceptable standard and a 7% increase
in diploma exams that reached the
standard of excellence. Eastglen offers
Diploma Prep courses to all its students
at no additional cost and more than 80%
of the students take advantage of this
support.
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Eastglen Parent Involvement

2013-2014 (n=58)
2014-2015 (n=60)
2015-2016 (n=43)
2016-2017 (n=46)
2017-2018 (n=38)

0%  20%

40% 60%

Parental Involvement
In the most recent year (2017/2018),

parental involvement at Eastglen
increased by 3% (Accountability Pillar
Report, October 2018). However, this

measure of parental involvement is based
on a small sample of parents and may not
be representative of the overall school

population.

80% 100%

Satisfaction with Program Access (ACOL)

Teachers, parents, and students also reported they were more satisfied with the access, effectiveness,

and efficiency of programs and services for students in their community (Accountability Pillar Report,

October 2018). Specifically, there was a 5% increase in satisfaction in 2017/2018. Again, these findings

are based on a range of Eastglen

teachers, parents and students

(range in # of respondents = 57 - | 100%

244) and may not be representative 80%

of the overall school population in
S 60%
some years when the participation

rate was lower. From the District 40%
Feedback Survey, 88% of Eastglen

students also reported that they

20%
0%
can get the support they need for
their mental health and physical
wellbeing (compared to the 71%

Eastglen: Satisfaction with Program Access
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Eastglen At-Risk Students' Access
to Programs

2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018
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At-Risk Students’ Access to Programs

Also from the Eastglen October 2018 Accountability
Pillar Report, the proportion of teachers, parents, and
students who believe that programs are easy to access
and timely for students at-risk is presented for the last
3 years. At Eastglen, there was an 8% increase in the
perceived ease and timeliness of accessing programs
for students at-risk.
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Disciplinary Trends

Suspension trends for the last 2 years are
presented (no suspensions data for the Suspension and Expulsion Trends
2015/2016 vyear), and show a notable | 120
decrease in the number of suspensions at | 1o 99
Eastglen. There was a 75% decrease in the 80
number of suspensions from 2016/2017 to )
. . . 60 B Suspensions
2017/2018. Suspension practices at this
school have also shifted to having students | 40 25 ¥ Expulsions
serve in-school suspensions rather than out- 20 8 5 l 0
of-school suspensions. Expulsion trend data 0 | . .
for the last 3 years is also presented. Similar 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

to suspension trends, there has been a steady
decline in the number of expulsions at Eastglen.

Intention to Complete High School

From the school resiliency survey, completed by 502 students at Eastglen, students were asked whether
they plan to complete high school. Almost all the students surveyed at Eastglen (99%, 477 students)
said ‘Yes’, they plan to complete high school. This demonstrates their intention to achieve this
important educational milestone. Related to this intention to complete school, 87% Eastglen students
also reported that completing their school work is important to them (From the District Feedback
Survey) and 82% reported that they like to be at school (From the District Feedback Survey; Compared
to the 78% rate for the EPSB District).

Resiliency

Resiliency Levels

The chart below shows Grade 10 - 12 students’ resiliency levels in 10 categories. Across these students,
59% reported that they were in the Optimal range for Social Sensitivity; this was the highest rated
resiliency factor among Eastglen students. The next highest rated resiliency factors were Family Support
& Expectation and Self-Control, each at 49%. 10% of Eastglen students within the Impoverished range for
Community Cohesiveness, making Community Cohesiveness the lowest rated resiliency factor among
Eastglen students.
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Family support & expectation
School culture

Peer relationships
Commitment to learning
Community cohesiveness
Cultural sensitivity
Self-control

Empowerment

Self-concept

Social sensitivity 0066%

Eastglen Resiliency Levels
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Resiliency Summary for 2017-2018 School Year
The pie chart to the right shows the proportion of
students, for the 2017/2018 school year, in each
of the four resiliency groups (N = 482). Almost
half the students scored in the Optimal range.
Almost one-quarter of the students fell into the
vulnerable category.

= Impoverished = Vulnerable = Balanced = Optimal

Resiliency Summary (2017-2018)

Resiliency Summary Year 1 to 2
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The chart to the left shows the change in
students’ resiliency levels from Year 1
(patterned bars) to Year 2 (solid bars) of the
AIFY program. From Year 1 (2016/2017) to
Year 2 (2017/2018), the proportion of
students in the Optimal range increased by
6%, and the number of students in the
Balanced range increased by 1%. In contrast,
the proportion of students in the Vulnerable
and Impoverished categories decreased.
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Caring Adults at School
Students at Eastglen were also asked to report on their perceptions about caring adults in the school
(School Resiliency survey, 2017/2018). In particular, 91% of students (n = 437) felt that, ‘yes’, there was
a caring adult with whom they could go to for help with a problem. Also, 84% of students (n = 406)
reported that ‘yes’, there are caring positive role models at their school. The top five caring role models
in the school community identified by these students included: a teacher, a Success Coach, the principal,
assistant principal, and a counsellor. From the District Feedback Survey, 87% of Eastglen student also
reported that they felt teachers and school staff show they care about students’ success (Compared to
71% reported for the EPSB District). Also
from the District Feedback Survey, 83% of
Eastglen students reported that they felt

Caring Adults at School (2017/2018)

safe in school and there was at least one
Adult you can go to with

adult they could go to for help (Compared 91%
o problem? (% yes)

to 75% reported for the EPSB District). In

addition to having caring adults in the Are there caring positive

school, 80% Eastglen students also | role modelsin your school? 84%

reported that students are kind to one (% yes)

another inside the classroom (From the
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

District Feedback Survey; Compared to the
68% EPSB District average).

AIFY Supports and Services at Eastglen

The following is a presentation of secondary quantitative agency data toillustrate the AIFY agency services
accessed within the first year of the AIFY initiative implementation. These data were tracked by AIFY
agency staff at each of the demonstration schools.

Mentoring. At Eastglen, 31 unique students benefitted from a mentoring relationship.

e The mentoring coordinator and other support staff were able to support 12 one-to-one matches
for students (Types of mentoring programs: Graduation Mentorship). Eastglen students were also
given opportunities to develop their own abilities as mentors and leaders with their younger
peers.

o There were 7 community based matches, which allowed Eastglen students to work on personal
goals with the support of skilled adults.

e Graduation Mentorship Program: Students developed incredibly close relationships with their
mentors and were able to effectively work towards academic goals (i.e., achieve high school
graduation) and personal goals.

o Many students who participated in this program are independent students who do not
have support from their parents. These mentors filled a need for an adult in these
students’ lives, offering guidance and support.

e Highlands Transition Program: 5 Eastglen students mentored 12 students from Highlands Junior
High.
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o The goal was to help junior high students successfully transition to Eastglen (e.g., reduce
anxiety about going to a new school, build new relationships with students already
attending their prospective school).

o This group also participated in cultural and skill building activities in collaboration with
the First Nations, Métis, and Inuit Liaison at Eastglen.

o This program helped Eastglen students take a strong leadership role, and they also acted
as stewards for their school.

o 83% of the Eastglen students involved in the program reported that volunteering with this
program made a difference in how they approach their own school work.

e ESL Mentoring Program: Eastglen students mentored 6 ELL students from Ivor Dent.

o The goal was to help ELL students develop language skills while creating bonds with older
peers.

o 100% of the Eastglen student mentors reported that mentoring provided them with
confidence in their ability to be positive role models.

This program served 226 unique students in the 2017/2018 school year. On
average, 25 — 30 students attended each day of programming. The focus of OST time this year was to
enhance opportunities for academic support, leadership development, arts and culture, and health and
nutrition. The following are descriptions of the different types of programming offered at Eastglen:

e RBC Raising the Grade: Providing academic support to students, helping students prepare for
post-secondary and employment.
e Trips to post-secondary institutions to help students learn about next steps to complete
applications.
e Cooking program: Opportunity to develop skills for independent living, students in this program
also helped create meals for other Boys and Girls Clubs in the city.
o Each Eastglen student who participated earned 3 hours towards course required
volunteer hours.
e Afocus onyouth employment, with some youth given the opportunity to attend the Bredin Centre
for Learning as part of an employment initiative.
o More than 12 Eastglen students gained employment through this joint initiative
e Another 40 students gained part-time employment through OST resume development and
interview preparation.
e Of the 64 youth invited to attend the Teen Takeover Conference, hosted by BGCBigs, 46 Eastglen
students took part in the employment readiness sessions.

Students in the Eastglen OST program were also culturally diverse. Syrian, Congolese, Somali, Chinese,
First Nation, Métis and Inuit students were served.

Eastglen school also hosted its third annual ‘Head Start to High School’ Transition Summer Program.
This AIFY summer programming is aimed at assisting identified Grade 9 students with the transition
from Grade 9 to Grade 10. Since it was created, approximately 110 students have participated in this
summer program.
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e 3 Eastglen students who attended OST during the year were offered jobs to be leaders in this
summer program.

e 2 graduating students were offered continuing part-time contracts for fall employment with
BGCBigs

Nutrition. The 2017/2018 year began with 40 snacks being provided daily for OST (along with 3 cases of
fruit and 2 jugs of milk each week). During the year, food support was also provided for a monthly parent
group, as well as snacks for weekly sports teams. More than 150 meals (breakfast, lunch) were made per
week in this school community. There was also an increase in food support provided to Eastglen. By the
end of the year, 60 snacks were provided daily for OST and 3-6 cases of granola bars, in addition to the
weekly milk and fruit and provided. Nutrition supports need to be flexible at Eastglen to meet the needs
of the students, and feedback will regularly be sought to ensure adequate quality and quantity of food is
provided to this school community.

Mental Health Therapy. Over the 2017/2018 school year, the Mental Health Therapist had 38 formal
family therapy files, comprised of 169 individuals (a file can represent an individual client or a family unit
that is comprised of multiple clients). The Mental Health Therapist helped clients with a number of
complexities. The top 3 complexities the Mental Health Therapist worked on with clients were depression,
other mental health (e.g., Grief, Preparing for independence, stress Oppositional Defiant Disorder), and
domestic violence. Over half (53%) of case files involved supporting clients with multiple complexities
(i.e., more than 2). The Mental Health Therapist at Eastglen also supported 189 short-term engagements
throughout the school year (crisis oriented work; for example, help with peer relationships, behaviour
concerns, academics, career/work, family conflicts, physical health). During the year, the Therapist
delivered 22 presentations to students (Topics: Anxiety and Depression, Healthy Relationships). The
Mental Health Therapist also facilitated 3 groups (e.g., Girls’ Group, Parent Group).

Types of Complexities Experienced by Formal Clients
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Roots and Wings. The Roots and Wings worker at Eastglen had 13 formal clients over the 2017/2018
school year. These clients were involved in therapeutic relationships with the Roots and Wings worker
throughout the whole school year. Areas of support for clients are mental health, addictions, family
stability, and overall family wellbeing. At Eastglen, the following data represent the degree of severity for
clients in each area of support pre- and post-intervention (Red = High Severity; Yellow = Moderate
Severity; Green = Low Severity). The charts below demonstrate progress in these areas of support from
pre- to post-intervention (E.g., clients experiencing less severity in these areas after intervention). In all
areas of support, there are notable shifts in the number of clients who moved out of the Red categories
into the Yellow or Green categories, demonstrating improvements in these areas of support after a
Roots and Wings worker has intervened and offered support (i.e., Less severity experienced in these
areas of support for clients).
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The Roots and Wings worker at Eastglen also participated in 167 short-term engagements with families
throughout the school year. These short-term engagements were the limited involvement of the Roots
and Wings worker with a family and were specific to housing needs and connecting families to external
resources (e.g., helping families access resources in the community). This agency staff member also
helped coordinate and facilitate 20 universal programming activities throughout the school year (e.g.,
clothing drive and ‘Community Closet’, dance showcase, Christmas shoebox gifts, school BBQ) and was
involved in 2 group work activities throughout the year (e.g., parent coffee group).

Success Coaching. The Success Coaches at Eastglen were involved in 939 short-term engagements
(average length of engagement is 2-3 sessions) with students throughout the school year. Some of the
issues addressed were academics, recreation, behaviour concerns, physical health, family problems,
social skills, financial needs, career/work plans, and peer relationship. 18 students were part of the
formal caseload for the two Eastglen Success Coaches during the 2017/2018 school year. These
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students set and worked on longer-term mental health, family stability, transiency, and addictions goals
with the Success Coach.

Success Coaches were part of 8 school groups — 123 group participants (e.g., Amazon Girls’ Group,
Healthy Relationships Group, Workout Group, and Grade 12 East group).

e 81% of group participants reported learning new skills in the group.
o 78% of group participants reported feeling more comfortable in school and ready to learn
because of the support received from the group facilitators.

Success Coach Universal Programming/Community Development:

e Breakfast Club trips: Planned and Facilitated trip to Jasper with students.

e Christmas Shoe Box gifts: Gathering gifts and providing students of Eastglen with personalized
encouragement cards and gifts.

e Bike-a-thon and Wake-a-thon: Helped plan and facilitate fundraising and community
development events with many student participants.

e Breakfast and Lunch programming: Giving students in the Success Coach room breakfast and
lunch daily.

e Open Space Breakfast Club: A safe, welcoming space within the school to connect to the Success
Coaches, play a game, or study throughout the day.

e Relational support: Reaching out to students, building relationships, and promoting a sense of
belonging, especially with isolated students. Students now know there is someone at school
who cares about them, someone other than a teacher.

e Summer camps.

Taking a Closer Look: AIFY Student Cohort

All the data presented in the previous sections of this school profile represent the whole school
population, what we can call whole school data. Whole school data gives us an overall impression of the
Eastglen school community and how the AIFY service providers are working in the entire school
community. To complement this information, we also wanted to take a closer look at data for Eastglen
students that access AIFY services (not all students in an AIFY school will use AIFY services; services are
accessed as needed). Taking a closer look at data for this specific group of students provides more
details about the students accessing AIFY supports (e.g., information about gender, grade) and the
complexity of their service use (e.g., how many AIFY services are being accessed by students). Some
measures reported for the school AIFY cohort can also be compared to the whole school data, to see if
the cohort performs differently (e.g., for Attendance Rates), compared to the whole school. Students
were included in the AIFY student cohort if they accessed 1 or more AIFY services (excluding students
who only accessed nutrition supports; nutrition supports are more universal to the overall school, not
targeted like the other AIFY services). The following section presents data only for students who are part
of the Eastglen school AIFY cohort.
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Eastglen AIFY
ohort

Who Accesses AIFY at Eastglen?

Of Eastglen Students Accessed 1 or more
AIFY Support/Service
(2017/2018 AIFY Cohort = 441 Students)

First Nations,
Métis, Inuit . ELL
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Complexity of AIFY Service Use
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Students and Families
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Who did we talk to?

The AIFY demo school communities are made up of
diverse students and families. As part of the Year 2

evaluation, we interviewed 36 students (ranging from = 36 Student Interviews
Grades 1 to 12) and 23 family members from the 5 * 32 Family Interviews
demo schools. We also sent out a family survey to *  Family Survey (54 families)

parents/caregivers which gathered their perceptions of = School Resiliency Survey (861
the demo schools and associated AIFY supports. Fifty-
four family members responded. These family members
represented four different subsets of families from the

Students and Families

DATA SOURCES

students surveyed from the 5

demo schools: (1) two-parent households, (2) single-parent families, (3) extended family members
acting as caregivers (e.g. grandparents), and (4) newcomer families who do not speak English as their

first language.

IN THE LIT

Children from
disadvantaged backgrounds
are more likely to be
exposed to major risk
factors for mental health
problems in their home
environments (e.g.,
inconsistent support, family

instability), and are three

times more likely to
develop mental health
problems (Anderson-
Butcher & Ashton, 2004;
Tilleczek et al., 2014).

Characteristics

Every AIFY family is working to meet the everyday needs of their
children and families including food security, financial stability,
housing, academic supports, and mental health needs. Newcomer
families experienced challenges in securing employment, learning
English, adjusting to different cultural norms, and navigating new
educational and social service systems. Many of these families were
also dealing with the longer-term impacts of trauma or hardships in
their home countries. Sometimes children in newcomer families even
serve as interpreters for their parents. Single parents or extended
family caregivers strive to support their children without the support
of a co-parent. Some of these families struggled with securing
employment and childcare, along with experiencing financial
hardship. Some parents also had experiences with intimate partner
violence and abuse. In addition, extended family caregivers had to
manage difficult family dynamics with children’s biological parents,
as well as challenging child behaviours influenced by a history of
unstable or inadequate care.
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Strengths

Rising above these complexities, students and families have many strengths that are nurtured by AIFY
agency and school staff. Students’ and families’ goals and dreams demonstrate their resilience, hope,
and motivation to face and overcome barriers. Parents and caregivers had high hopes for their
children’s futures and were keenly focused on their wellbeing. Parents wanted their children to
receive a “good education”, be successful in school, and go on to pursue post-secondary studies.
Several parents were not able to pursue their own educational goals or experienced hardships in their
schooling, likely contributing to the importance they placed on education as a goal for their children.
Ultimately, parents hoped their children would be happy and successful in whatever educational and
career path they pursued.

...as he grows older...I don’t want him to struggle the way | did...| went back to school as
an adult, which is even harder than when you go to school and you have no
responsibilities...the only thing | wish for my son and the rest of my kids is just a good
education. That’s all | wish for because | know...when you have a good education you
have a good life. No education, no life. — Parent

Well for me, that she finishes school. Like a college degree. I’'m a big pusher with that.
What else? | don’t know, that she’s just overall [has] success with her life in the [way]
she want/[s] to [be] success[ful]. It’s not about money...just get a school [degree]. If you
are happy with your life, that’s it... Whatever she wants to be, as long as she’s happy. For
me, that’s my big goal [for her]. — Parent

In addition, parents wanted their children to develop a sense of service and care for others and give
back to their communities.

| want them to succeed of course. But... want them to open their eyes [and learn] how
to help people, too. You know, help to the community...when my son is... fifteen years
old, I want him to volunteer for...afterschool...Because | want them to be more
responsible. | think in my opinion... children should always go volunteer. It makes them
more responsible when they’re grown up...responsible not only for themselves, but for
the other people that really need help...it’s not always money, it’s... for helping people. —
Parent
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Students who participated in the interviews were also personally
driven and shared diverse personal goals, including:

e Career related goals (e.g., police officer, chef, social
worker)

e Academic goals (e.g., completing their diploma, attending
university, improving their grades)

o Achievements (e.g., winning scholarships, obtaining a
driver’s license)

e Personal growth (e.g., learning to meditate, being more
open)

High school student participants often shared how they worked with
agency and school staff to plan and take concrete steps towards
achieving their goals.

...at the beginning of the year me and [agency staff] sat down
and set a bunch of goals, like getting a job, and getting a
license, and applying to university and stuff. And | have a job, |
don’t have my license yet, but I’'m [accepted] in university now.
— Student

IN THE LIT

When students complete
high school, there are social
and economic benefits. The
economic benefits for
society and government are
estimated to be between
$187,000 - $718, 000 US per
graduate (Qu,
Chattopadhyay, Sajal, &
Hahn, 2016). Students who
complete high school have
higher rates of

employment, higher

lifetime earnings, better
health, and greater
happiness than those who
do not complete high
school (Oreopoulos, 2007).

Well | already sat down with [agency staff] and we worked out what I'm gonna take first [in

university], because I love learning and so...I want to take everything in school, but that's gonna be a

lot of money. So I've worked it out, so I'm gonna take social work and early age childcare

development, so | can get in the field that...[agency staff] and [agency staff] are in. And | want to be

able to give back with what they've given me, because | know that they've changed my life, and so |

would love to have the ability to change more lives and be able to help out even more in that...|

volunteer at the [Big Brothers Big Sisters Club], but I'm gonna take a year off from school, so | can

save up money and everything, get everything prepared, and then I'm looking at universities.

— Student
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Even when students fell short of their original goals, they demonstrated perseverance and the resilience
to take alternate pathways to continue working towards their aspirations.

Well my primary goal is to graduate with a diploma, of course. And |
thought that it would be this year, and | was really hoping for it to be
this year, but it won’t be. It will be most likely the end of the next
semester, which will be sometime February next year.

— Student

One important finding from the Student Resilience Survey was that 98% (n = 843) of respondents said
they plan to complete high school, which demonstrates students’ motivation and intent to achieve
educational milestones.

-
IN THE LIT

Students who adopt goals that focus on learning and mastery are more likely to show healthy levels
of self-efficacy, more sophisticated reasoning skills, improved self-regulation, and stronger academic
performance (Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 1996). Schools that encourage students’ goals of mastery and

learning promote students’ positive motivation and learning patterns, whereas when schools

promote grades, students tend to show less learning motivation (Meece, Anderman, & Anderman,
2006).
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Sense of Belonging in Schools
. IN THE LIT
Generally, any school can struggle to ensure students and families
from diverse experiences and backgrounds feel welcome and share a
sense of belonging to the school community. For example, some Students who feel more
families shared negative experiences they had with former schools

and service providers.

accepted in and connected to
their school communities are

...he got to the school, crying, and the teacher asked him what
was wrong with him. He said ‘well my mom hurt me’. But
nobody called me to say ‘well hey, [your child] said this, [your
child] said that’. What they did, they went right ahead and they
called social services on me...I said ‘excuse me? [My child] said |
hurt him?’ I said ‘how did | hurt him? Did you see any marks on
him or anything that says that | hurt him?’ | told them ‘you know
what, go and ask him about what happened this morning, and
do not call me unless you have any proof that | hit my
child’...And | [told] her furthermore | didn’t hit my child. — Parent

But you're right though about some people having had negative
experiences with social workers and stuff. We've had a couple of
experiences due to [our daughter's] step mom. We had one
social worker who believed everything that she (step mom) had
to say, and that we were causing troublel...It was very
frustrating for the kids too because...we got investigated for
false claims...But then the kids also learned that okay well,
what's the point in saying anything when | get hit or my mouth
gets washed out with soap or there’s something abusive
happening that | know is not right, what's the point of me saying
anything? They’re only going to come in here and cause
trouble... — Parent

more likely to experience
positive emotions including
pride, happiness, and hope, and
are less likely to experience
negative emotions such as
helpless, fatigue, and boredom
(Fong Lam et al., 2015).

School belonging is also linked
to positive adjustment among
youth living in low-income
neighbourhoods (Foster et al.,
2017). Adolescents who felt a
greater connection to their
schools reported lower levels of
depressive symptoms and
social anxiety, and higher levels
of self-esteem. School
belonging helped to buffer the
students from the effects of the
multiple risk factors in their
lives, such as poverty, low-
resourced neighborhoods and
schools, and exposure to

community violence.
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However, AIFY schools work very hard to create welcoming school environments where their students
and families feel they belong to the school communities. Overall, the majority of students and families
we spoke with see the demo schools as welcoming places. Nearly 85% of family survey respondents (n
= 46) felt welcome whenever they visited their child’s school. Family member respondents also felt the
schools were sensitive to family needs and people working in the schools were respectful (See Figure 1
below). Most respondents also felt they were well informed about school activities they could
participate in, and that the school did a good job of communicating with them (Figure 2). The majority
of family survey respondents also felt the school was a safe place for their children (74%; n = 40),
whereas only 44% (n = 24) of respondents felt the neighbourhood around the school was a safe place

for their children (See Figure 3 below).

Figure 1.

Figure 2.
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Characteristics of Welcoming Schools
Students and families who participated in interviews and focus groups identified two main
characteristics of a welcoming school environment: 1) School resources and culture; 2) Caring adults.

School Resources and Culture

Students and families felt welcome in their school communities because of the various resources that
were available to help them, including assistance with food (e.g., lunch programs), access to caring
adults (e.g., Success Coaches, mentoring), academic supports, family supports, and counselling supports.

The staff there are extremely helpful and...understanding. If you have an issue, you get
the support you need to go and talk to the staff about those things. And that is really
helpful, because going into something like that, you’re already frustrated, but having

some[one] there that is a mentor or mentoring involved really makes you feel more
comfortable and you get the support and help you need and things get fixed. — Parent

And I'm always talking about ‘oh well, my school has this and this and this and this...”
My niece might actually be coming here next year because — my sister thought | was
crazy! She's like, 'why would | send her halfway across the city to school?' Like you have
no idea! | said you show up here with a backpack and a pair of shoes, and you're done!
You need nothing else...There's...every program you can think of on the planet. And if it's
not here, we'll figure out how to bring it...I've never seen another school like that. And |
think the All in for Youth just exemplifies that. — Parent

Although a couple of families had moved out of the neighbourhoods surrounding the demonstration
schools, they continued to enroll their children in these schools because of the programming and
supports available. Sometimes this meant parents had to travel considerable distances to get their
children to school each day. However, parents and caregivers felt the services and supports were
worth the effort.

...I'm really, really, super grateful for that school. And | couldn’t even see my daughter
anywhere else... and that's the thing, too...we moved way south, and they still kept
her...They kept her because they knew...she had all of her supporters - they actually

believed in the children, [they’re] not just a number to them. — Parent
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Moreover, students and families valued schools that were family-oriented, accepting, non-judgmental,
and communicative with families.

Well they’ve helped us through very difficult times. And for anybody who is going
through abuse at home and divorce and all this other stuff associated with all of that,
the services... they have to help you out and we've got a place to turn and it's a
comforting place to turn. And...they don't make a big deal out of it, like you're different.
It's... ‘okay, this service is here for you, please use it’, and they support you. And I find
that the teachers and the principal or vice principals are really helpful with steering
us...and other kids, towards getting help if you need it... — Parent

They listened. They really listened. Because | had some concerns, so | went to my son’s
teacher and said ‘this [was] some of the concerns that we were getting away [from]...at
the other school’. And so they really opened up to listen and to watch for things. And so
if anything was out of the ordinary they would definitely either send something home in

his agenda or they would phone me. The communication was always open and easy to

get a hold of the teachers. They didn’t just blow you off. — Parent

-
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: PARENTAL ENGAGEMENT

It is difficult to improve parental/caregiver Figure 4.
involvement in school activities and to keep

families engaged. Nearly 64% (n=34) of family

survey participants felt parent/family activities
were scheduled at times they could attend
(See Figure 4).

The majority of family members O
indicated afterschool or evenings as the best G T T e " agree

times when I can attend. = Neutral

times for them to be able to participate in u Disagree
® Strongly Disagree

school activities.
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Caring Adult Role Models in Schools

Overall, students attributed their attendance and
enjoyment of school to the presence of caring adults, both
school and AIFY staff. On the school resiliency survey, 86%
of students (n = 739 students) said there were caring,
positive adult role models in their school. 91% (n = 783)
of students also felt that there was an adult in the school
they could go to for help if they had a problem.

Students were also asked to identify who the caring adult
role models were in their schools (see Figure 5 below).
Similar to findings from our interviews with students,
student survey responses showed that a mix of school
staff (e.g., Teachers, Principals) and AIFY agency staff (e.g.,
Success Coach, Counsellor) were identified as caring adult
role models in the schools.

Figure 5.

IN THE LIT

Teacher, administrator, and other
adults in the school community can
influence students’ sense of school
belonging (Ma, 2003). Efforts to build
and strengthen supportive
relationships among school members
may contribute to a school climate
where students feel safe, cared for,
and treated fairly, and may be
instrumental in facilitating a positive
sense of belonging in the school.
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When asked what their school experience would be like without these individuals, some students said
they would move schools and expressed concerns that they would eventually drop out of school.
Other students identified that they would feel sad and would lack the motivation to do well, which
would impact their learning. Ultimately, students felt that without these caring adults, their support
system would be significantly reduced.

...Iit gives all students the motivation and worth coming to school. And they know that
they can get the help they need if they do need it or seek any help for it. They know
where to go. — Student

[All in for Youth is]...one of the main factors that | want to go to school, because as
much as | do love the teachers and stuff, school can really be a drag and boring
sometimes. But if you have those people that make you want to get out of bed and
come to school, and endure all the boring parts, then that’s really special. — Student

On the family survey, family members also reported how they felt about the people working in the
schools (school staff and agency staff; see Figure 6). Most of the respondents agreed that people who
work in the schools care about the wellbeing of children and families, and that there were caring people
working in the schools who children and families could go to for help. Family members felt people
working in the schools took the time to get to know them, and they felt comfortable talking to these
people.

Figure 6.
I think people that work in the
school care about the wellbeing of
the children and families in this
school.

| feel there are caring people in the
school my child/children can go to

for help.
m Strongly Agree
If I need help, | know which people m Agree
| can go to for support in the = Neutral
school.
M Disagree
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I feel that people who work in the
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| feel comfortable when I talk to
people who work in the school.
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IN THE LIT

Teacher-child relationships are critical for
elementary-aged students and can
positively impact students into late
adolescence (Roorda et al., 2011). Positive
teacher-student relationships are
especially important for children who are
academically at-risk, such as those from
disadvantaged economic backgrounds
(Roorda et al., 2011; Sabol & Pianta,
2012). This positive relationship can
protect children who may struggle in
school by helping to compensate for other
disadvantages, such as behavioural
problems, difficult caregiving experiences

in the home, or demographic risk (Roorda
et al., 2011; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).

School Staff

Most students and families indicated that teachers
and principals at the schools contributed to their
sense of belonging. Overall, students and families felt
positive about school when teachers and other school
staff were approachable, friendly, remembered who
they were, and knew their names.

Well, since day one in this school, | have found that -
even the principal, | mean the principals have
changed, but ... she knew the kids’ names... always
‘good morning’ ... [calling them] by their name. And
you know, ...she'd stand in the hallway in the
morning, and...greet the kids...I've never seen that in
the school before...| know all the teachers, and by the
time | was here the first year, | knew all the teachers
to see and to say hi to and stuff like that...That's just
really unusual for me .... With my kids and my
grandkids and stuff, this is the first time...

— Family Member

She wants to fail Grade 6. She's like, 'I'm not even going to try...If | don't try, then | can't pass and

they have to keep me in Grade 6 again’. | was like, 'I've never in my life heard you say you wanted to

stay somewhere...” But she doesn't want to leave here...And that's, that's huge!...So | think that kind

of speaks volumes. Our staff is phenomenal...I've never seen staff that cared about the kids as much

as this school does...

— Parent

Students also identified teachers as emotional supports when they kept track of how students were
feeling, checked in on students if they noticed something was wrong, and showed compassion for
students. Furthermore, students felt cared for and appreciated by teachers and principals when they
asked for, valued, and respected students’ opinions. Students also felt supported when their teachers
offered them assistance with school work. In this capacity, several students reported that their

teachers go above and beyond to help them succeed in school.
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The teachers are very nice...when you feel down, or when you want somewhere to go, you can
always go to the teachers. And if the teachers can't help as much they can always recommend
you to more, other staff and all that. Also | find that staff in the building...when they see talent,
when they see...what you can do as a person, they offer guidance as to where you could go,
what you...can do... — Student

...usually when we're falling behind, they notice and they would be like, ‘I really want you to do
well’...they even tell us..."l really care about you and...if you're getting D's...I really want to help
you to at least get B’s or C’s...I really do care.” They're always telling you that. And they're like ‘if
study hall doesn't work for you, because you can't stay after school, I’ll [give] opportunities
during lunch, and if that doesn't work, I'll do something even during classes’... — Student

AIFY Team

Many students and families felt the AIFY teams in their _

schools cared about them, prioritized their needs, and
made time for them. In particular, students noted that IN THE LIT
the AIFY staff expressed interest in their strengths and
encouraged them to pursue their passions. Students

also recognized and appreciated that the support of Program staff who work in school-based
AIFY staff extended beyond traditional academic programs may have unique strengths
assistance (e.g., helping students find jobs, supporting and experience that help them build

families). caring relationships with students
(Rhodes, 2004). Program staff
experience fewer curricular demands

compared to some school staff, have
...[Agency staff], she works here and she helps me

talk about my feelings, and stuff that | don’t like to
talk about sometimes...she helps me feel better

about it. And [agency staff], she helps me and my

mom out,... at hard times, so she helps us out with

unique opportunities to engage in
activities that can contribute organically
to relationship building, and may have
formal training around establishing

supportive relationships. Thus, these

stuff we need. And she’s really nice to me. — Student : . . o
professionals are in an ideal position to

model these supportive, caring

interactions to other school staff and
foster a safe and welcoming school
climate (Sanders & Munford. 2016).
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And then for [my child], he’s never really talked to people about stuff before. And
when | sat down with him and [agency staff], | was amazed at how he was able to
express what's been going on for him and how he was so open with her...That’s a first.
He’s never been like that with other therapists. And he just connects with [agency
staff] and | love it...they came in our lives at a time that we really needed them, so we
really embraced that. And they’ve been just loving and encouraging and non-
judgmental...And very supportive. So that’s been a plus. — Parent

Notably, students described the relationships they have with the AIFY staff as different from those they
have with other adults. Students felt these relationships are unique because they are external to their
normal supports and provide students with a safe space to talk and seek support.

They're...that like trusted figure in your life. Even though they're not your parent...you
almost set standards for yourself to be accountable to them and...to keep them
updated on what's going on in your life, so that they understand. And so then it's like,
I don't know, maybe if you missed a day of school, and instead of them being..., ‘Oh
nice to see you in school’...they're like, ‘I'm very...happy to see you today. I'm glad you
could make it. | hope you're feeling better. Feel free to talk to me.” — Student

Parents and caregivers expressed similar views about the importance of the AIFY staff. Parents felt it
was important for their children to have caring adults in their lives to turn to for support other than
family members, noting that their children may be more willing to disclose personal information and
receive advice from these individuals. Parents recognized the agency staff as trained professionals who

can support students and advocate for them.

You know, so to have it available for them to access is just amazing for them to take
advantage of that. For the kids to go ‘hey, there's something bothering me at school, at
home, on the bus’...Somebody that they can go to who's a third party. Who's neutral but
who knows them. It’s not Mom and Dad. [Someone] who is not going to judge them, but
can help them. And help them resolve their worry or their problem. And help them figure

out how to solve it, | guess you could say...from that point it's priceless | think. — Parent
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PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: RELATIONSHIP TRANSITIONS

The relationships students have with agency staff are important. Some parents expressed concerns
about untimely or unanticipated discontinuation or disruption in their children’s relationships with
agency staff. They wanted to see greater intentionality around how relationships, especially the
formal, ongoing relationships established in a therapy context, were brought to a conclusion. For
example, the parent of a child who was moving to a school without the AIFY supports was exploring
how the relationship the student had built with the Mental Health Therapist might be able to continue
in some capacity after the transition. Another example of an instance where an agency staff member
left the school without preparing students and families in advance underscores the importance of
transition or succession planning for agency staff transitions.

| found out afterwards that some of [the staff] knew, but they weren't supposed to say
anything. And she told the kids the same day she left...So there was no preparation for
any of them. So we had families that were pretty much up in arms. | was up standing in
front of her office crying. Going okay, what is my kid going to do now? ...are you
kidding me? She finally connects with somebody and you're going to pull this? — Parent
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Student and Family Perceptions of AIFY [N

Supports & Services

Students and families indicated they accessed a
range of services provided by the AIFY team. Most

families used multiple supports and services, and
were supported by several agency staff working in

collaboration. These supports and services included:

Afterschool and school break programming
Counselling

Mentoring

Nutrition Services

Success coaching (e.g., academic supports,

career planning)

Family supports (e.g., counselling, support

for finances, clothing, food, housing, etc.)

IN THE LIT

Wraparound aims to support both the child
and the family. The research is clear that
when supporting students and families with
multiple interrelated needs, interventions

that provide a comprehensive set of

supports for students’ and families’
wellbeing (i.e., supports targeting academic
and non-academic needs) are more
successful than interventions targeting
single factors in isolation (Bruns et al.,
2010).

On the family survey, families were asked to rank the top 3 AIFY supports/services they felt were most
important in their school communities (see Figure 7 below).

Figure 7.
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school programming scored highest and was ranked
as most important by respondents. The snack/lunch
program, counselling supports, Success Coaches,
and in-home family support workers were also
ranked highly as important supports/services in the
demo schools. It is important to note (the services
marked with * in the table) that the supports related
to mentoring may not be ranked as highly because
this support is accessed mainly by students, but the
survey was completed by family members and
caregivers. If students do not share with their
families how important this support is to them, the
family members responding to this survey might not
rank it higher as an important support.
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Afterschool Programming (Ranked #1)

Parents appreciated that the afterschool program (OST)
provided their children with a safe place to go afterschool,
exposed children to a variety of activities, provided academic
support, and helped them to develop friendships with peers.
For single parents or parents balancing caregiving and
employment, the availability of free afterschool programming
located directly in the school was particularly important.

The afterschool has been very, very helpful for me. I’'m a single
parent of two and I’'m working shifts...having afterschool program
is a huge help for me as a single parent because when they’re
done at 3 o’clock, and then you know you don’t have to worry
about them going to bus and go to somewhere. It’s...inside the
building, right, so it’s...easy, easy access. And then it’s for me it’s
more safe for the kids because it’s inside the school...They are
very, very helpful, and I’'m so grateful that my children entered
afterschool. My kids love it because you know their program is
really good for them. — Parent

PRACTICE APPLICATIONS:
AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAM

The changes to the afterschool programming in Year 2 of AIFY
created challenges for some parents, especially those relying
on the afterschool programming for childcare because they
were not able to be home during the afterschool hours or
struggled to afford alternate programming. Some schools
shifted the model of delivery so that students were only
scheduled to attend the afterschool programming on certain

days of the week (such as Monday, Wednesday, and Friday),
rather than the previous drop-in style format where students

were free to attend everyday. Consequently, some parents had
to make other arrangements for their children on days they
were not scheduled to attend the school’s afterschool
programming.

IN THE LIT

After-school programming
contributes greatly to students’
academic, social, emotional, and
behavioural success. For example,
youth who attend after-school
programming tend to experience
increased self-confidence, self-
esteem, positive feelings about
school, healthy social behaviours,
as well as greater academic
achievement. These programs

also help reduce problem

behaviours in youth, such as
aggression, noncompliance, and
unhealthy behaviours (Durlak &
Weisserg, 2007).

I’m not sure that | love the new
way that they’re doing things as
far as like you have to pick certain
days...And | know that a lot of the
other parents don’t like that as
much, because then what do they
do with their children on those
days when they’re not supposed to
be there, right?...for those other
parents who are not here, for them
a lot of them are using this as a
child care because they can’t
afford other things either. So for
them right it makes it a little more
difficult because on those days
what do they do with their kids?

— Parent
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Nutrition Services (Ranked #2)

Students and families recognized food insecurity as an important
need in their school communities that affects many families. The
nutrition services provided by the schools, including breakfast,
lunch, and snacks throughout the school day, helped to ensure
that children in families experiencing food insecurity did not go
hungry while they were at school.

And the nutrition part of that too...So they always have good
snacks and that kind of thing. A lot of these kids don’t get a
lot of food. And | mean we have...the edc program, right, and
so we have the lunch program, we have a breakfast program,
so they get snacks and lunch at school. And some of them
wouldn’t, that’s their only meal, really...I’'m sure some of the
kids that go to the afterschool program, when they go home,
don’t have dinner or anything like that, so. — Parent

Furthermore, schools’ nutrition programs supported students

IN THE LIT

Children who are food insufficient
or are hungry at school are more
likely to experience problematic
physiological symptoms, such as
headaches and stomach aches;
academic difficulties, including
lower scores on exams and
repeating grades; as well as social
challenges, like problematic peer
relationships. These children are

also at greater risk of being

suspended from school (Alaimo,
Olson, Frongillo, & Briefel, 2001).

beyond addressing needs for food. High school students in particular frequently identified the school’s
“Breakast Club” as a program to access food, as well as connect with other students and school
resources. The Breakfast Club often served as an entry point for students to access other AIFY agency

staff and supports.

These people, they’re a lot of light on really bad days. You can sit down, do whatever you need,
and especially Breakfast Club, they make sure people don’t go hungry. You know, you can’t really
focus on an empty stomach. And they invite you in for something quick to eat, they chat with you,
and then they send you off to class. And if you’re having difficulties they work with All in for
Youth, they try and set you up with a mentor and that. | know they have a homework club that

they set up. So they have people coming in for that, they help set up diploma prep classes here. So

they’ve done a lot, and they’re very, very intent on your success. — Student

There's multiple ways that a person can find their way towards the Breakfast Club, whether...they
want food or if a family's having problems as well, or maybe perhaps a student doesn't have a

home currently where their living situations are bad. They will help as much as possible...then

they plan everything out, and they make sure to try to help you reach your goals regardless of

what it is, if it's bigger or smaller, they help you to reach those goals. Also getting to know you as

a person, they become your friend. They also even help people out of school, even after high
school once they're finished, if they're trying to get jobs, they help them. - Student
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Counselling (Ranked #3) L

The ability to access mental health supports (for IN THE LIT
students and their families) directly in the school

building was extremely valuable. Some parents received .
School-based counselling enables

students to both develop positive
relationships with school personnel

counselling from the schools’ therapists themselves, or
participated in family counselling sessions with their
children and other members of their families.

and receive support for mental health
concerns (O’Keeffe, 2013). Many

) researchers have shown a strong link

And another thing that was really good was the .

) . ) between student retention and the

counselling that they have in school. That was invaluable, : .

that’s b dsend f it il helped number of counselling sessions a
at’s been a godsend for us, anyway. It's really helpe

g yway v hep student attended (Lee, Olson, Locke,

hild] th h a lot, and If actually. — P t
[my child] through a lot, and myself actually aren Michaelson, & Odes 2009).

|
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: LACK OF AWARENESS OF SUPPORTS

Parents and caregivers recommended the AIFY initiative could improve access to family counselling.
Given that this kind of support is already available as part of the AIFY supports may indicate a lack of
awareness among families. This ‘lack of awareness’ was a recurrent theme throughout several of the
interviews conducted with family members.

...your earlier question about other things that could be done...that just got me on to
thinking, some kind of family counselling. Like drop-in. Have it available for families to
come in or something...Because | know that the city does free ones, but they're drop-in.
They're only on certain hours, certain days, certain locations. They're not always easy to
get to...Whereas if you're doing it here...Everyone knows everyone. Everyone knows the
school. And it's not as judgmental. It's a softer place. They're familiar with the teachers.
They're familiar with the people. And your goal is still the same. It's still to help the kid.
To help the student. But you're also helping then the student either help the parents, or
the parents help the student as well altogether. And it's more a community based kind of

thing. That would be really about the only thing I could see to it being improved. — Parent

And | push hard. And if you don't like it, | push harder. And you're gonna do for my [child]
what you need to do...But there's a lot of parents that aren't like that. And | don't think
that the program is as accessible as it could be. | don't think that a lot of people even
understand what they do here. — Parent
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Success Coaching (Ranked #4)

Students and families described Success Coaches as fulfilling multiple roles: providing individualized
academic support, organizing homework clubs, helping students with goal setting and career
planning, and providing social support as a trusted adult.

| got to the point where | had to get involved with social services and be removed from
my household. And just...honestly at the start of Grade 11 | didn't think | was gonna see
the end of Grade 12...They took me in right away, and one of the Success Coaches...he
was the one | got paired with first, and I told him...my whole story...And he just listened
to me. He paired me up with a social worker, because...they're all connected, and so he
paired me up with a social worker, got me in to see her...And one of the other Success
Coaches, he saw me in the hallway the other day and he was like, ‘Are you okay?...cause
this is...the second time I've seen you in the hallway and you've been crying, so [if you]
ever need to talk’. And...I came and...talked to him. And they just listen, they just
understand. And it's not like they can fix things for you...But they're there for you. —
Student

Family Supports/Roots & Wings (Ranked #5)

Family support workers have become an important part of many families’ lives, providing direct support
for parents and connecting families to other supports available in the community. Family support
workers helped caregivers work through prior traumatic experiences that continued to affect their
lives and abilities to parent (e.g. domestic violence), provided parenting advice, and supported
parents’ mental health and wellbeing. They also helped parents to access and navigate community
resources and systems (e.g., benefits, food, housing, parenting programs) by identifying appropriate
supports and assisting parents with completing the necessary paperwork.

It’s done a lot of good for both of us. I’'m a single dad and...and | have been since he’s
been born. And things haven’t really been too easy for us. Since [my child] started junior
high, they’ve helped us out a lot, like pretty much everything...before them, | was just
having trouble you know staying in one place. We were having trouble with our food,
resources for food, and just pretty much everything. They helped boost confidence for
myself and [my child]. They've helped our...food situation a little better. They’ve always
got resources for us to use. That's a lot more stable...we got into [a family]
program...And that’s helped out a lot with the kind of resources for us and everything.
So overall it’s helped...stabilize us and given us more access to...community services, just
getting to know more people. — Parent
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On the family survey, 79% of family members (n = 47) reported they were happy with the quality of
supports they receive and 87% (n = 42) were happy with the quality of support their children receive
from the school. Family members also felt the supports/services they and their children accessed were
useful (see Figure 8).

Figure 8.

1 think the supports/services my child/children
receive from school are useful.

m Strongly Agree
m Agree

¥ Neutral

M Disagree

u Strongly Disagree
I think the supports/services | receive from the

school are useful.

-
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: ADDITIONAL SUPPORTS NEEDED

Additional supports needed by families in the school communities include low-cost transit passes to
access transportation, as well as connections to culturally sensitive supports for newcomer families

(e.g., translators, employment services, English language training programs).
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Mentoring (Ranked #7) .

Although the family survey resulted in a lower ranking for
8 y survey g IN THE LIT

mentoring services, the interviews and focus group feedback
indicated the relationships between students and their mentors

were an important source of support for students and families. Having access to a mentor
Mentors provided academic support and engaged their mentees in supports youth in many
recreational activities, acting as another caring adult that students positive ways, including

could rely on. decreasing mentees’
problematic and risky

behaviours, improving their

Oh, they’ve made a huge difference...my oldest talks all the time academic outcomes, and
about his big brother or mentor. All the time...he’s excited about it supporting ther healthy life
when he comes. He comes once a week, it’s during...school hours decisions (Beier, Rosenfeld,
he comes. He comes once a week and...they do some academic Spitalny, Zansky, &
stuff together, but then they also do fun stuff together too, Bontempo, 2000). The
right...he’s really excited about having them come and be his mentor-mentee relationship
mentor all the time so that’s nice. And he’s had him now for two also benefits mentors, who
years, the same man, so it’s really nice that way that he’s really report experiencing
connected with him...Because he doesn’t have a dad either and increased self-esteem,
he’s an older man, he’s kind of...you know an uncle or a grandpa. interpersonal skills, and
So it’s kind of nice for him to have that extra person, male figure. social insight (Hall, 2003).

— Parent

Several parents commented on the success of the matching process, observing that their children had
connected strongly with their mentors.

They'll probably stay connected for the rest of their lives at this
point...they’re like two peas in a pod. — Parent

For some families, mentors had become “like family” and had attended family meals and events, such
as the mentee’s high school graduation. Parents perceived mentors as positive role models for their
children, encouraging them to persevere through school and explore their post-secondary and career
options.
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Importance of AIFY: The Layers of Support |
IN THE LIT

Students and families also talked about the way the AIFY
initiative offers layers of support to many different

stakeholders. It is not just students who are supported by the The idea that children’s families,
AIFY supports and services, it’s also families and schools. schools, and communities play
Some people even talked about the ways they believe AIFY key roles in shaping their

can impact the communities and neighbourhoods surrounding development is supported by

their schools. Ecological Systems Theory
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). This

Supporting theory suggest that children’s

Communities development is shaped by
influences at various, interacting
levels of their contexts (Rosa &

Supporting Tudge, 2013)

Schools

The most effective interventions
Supporting

ol that support students’ success
Families

address a comprehensive range of

factors at the student, family,

school, and broader environment
levels (Bruns et al., 2010).
Moreover, these strategies must
address both the social and
academic factors that underlie
high school completion (De Witte
et al., 2013).

Supporting
Students

These layers of support are important as we know students’
growth and development are influenced by the many different people (e.g., parents, teachers,
community members) and contexts (e.g., home, school, community) in their lives. Child development
theory and research continues to stress the importance of different people and contexts that will
influence children’s healthy development. This research also explains that in order to support children’s
healthy development, we must consider who or what else is contributing to children’s development. We
also need to consider how interventions that only target the child may not be effective because of
influences coming from other aspects of children’s lives (e.g., home characteristics, school
characteristics). Informed by these ecological models of child development, AIFY offers layered in-school
supports to multiple stakeholders that influence student’s lives.
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Supporting Students .
Academic Growth IN THE LIT

In interviews and focus groups, students indicated
AIFY supports as an important part of their academic
PP ) P P ) When at-risk students have a
success. In particular, students are motivated to
attend and stay in school because the AIFY team cares
about them and their learning. Students

acknowledged the AIFY team offers a helping hand for

psychological support system that
connects them to the school, engages
them in positive activities, and provides
them with both safety and

a variety of learning needs (e.g., building their
y & (eg 8 encouragement, then these students tend

confidence to contribute to class discussions).
Students also recognized the indirect link between
AIFY supports and their ability to learn (e.g., when
they are not hungry during the day, they are better

to show academic resiliency and positive
school engagement (McMillan & Reed,
1994).

able to focus in class).

Well, [agency staff] pokes me with a stick every now and then, figuratively of course... he
motivates me in a way that none — no other significant person in my life does. He’s more of a
teacher to me than many of the teachers here... he’s really good at his job. And | have to express
gratitude again because with social studies, | would just [be] throwing the book and sitting off in
some other part of the room saying, ‘screw it, | don’t want to do this’. But [agency staff] allows
me to see that graduation is important... — Student

Respondents to the family survey believed Figure 9.

their children experienced growth in
specific areas related to school
performance and behaviour. Most in school.

1 think my child is more engaged

respondents felt their children were more
engaged in school, students’ reading and

. . I think hild" ding h
attendance had improved, and their overall memy ene s reading has

improved. m Strongly Agree

ability to learn improved across the school m Agree

year (See Figure 9). = Neutral
m Disagree
| think my child's attendance has

N M Strongly Disagree
improved.

| think my child's ability to learn
has improved.

t
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
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IN THE LIT

While academic learning is still largely

recognized as the primary purpose of
schools today, schools have taken on
the additional role of providing social
services for children and youth
(Cappella, Frazier, Atkins, Schoenwald,
& Glisson, 2008; Farmer, Burns, Phillips,
Angold, & Costello, 2003). Schools
provide an estimated 70-80% of
psychosocial services to children,
contributing to the wellbeing of
children and families well beyond
academics (Burns et al., 1995).
Supporting students’ social and
emotional needs enables schools to
address students’ obstacles to academic
achievement and increase students’
likelihood of school success (Zins et al.,
2007).

Emotional wellbeing and social
competence are interrelated. Children’s
ability to manage their emotions and
peer conflict is related to many
friendship aspects, including number of
friends, quality of friendships, and
ability to maintain friendships (Zeman
et al., 2006). Children who are better
able to understand their emotions show
stronger emotion regulation skills,
which is predictive of social
competence, stronger and more
friendships, and reduced
psychopathology (Zeman et al., 2006).

Social Competence

Students believed the AIFY team supported them
socially by helping develop skills to build friendships and
resolve conflicts among their peers. Students indicated
that they were more confident and willing to trust
others. As well, students noted the AIFY team
encouraged them to think about and help others.

Emotional and Mental Wellbeing

Students also felt the AIFY supports helped to improve
their awareness and acceptance of emotions.
Specifically, students were better able to navigate
various situations because they can think ahead
instead of reacting and can more readily identify their
personal strengths. Students believe that the AIFY staff
contribute to their day-to-day happiness, and overall
wellbeing.

Seeing a positive influence in your life, always
working towards supporting you, and always trying
to get the best out of you is really just hopeful. It
gives people hope that people like this exist. It gives
people a positive outlook on society and it gives
people a positive outlook on life in general. As bad
as your day is, as great as it is, it’s great to have
somebody that has supported you for the past little
bit, to be around you because you feel comfortable
around them. You feel...you could trust them. And |
know a lot of people in my life, and other people’s
lives, that they just don’t trust. And | know | trust a
lot of people just because of my relationship with
the All in for Youth team, so [agency staff] and
[agency staff] for sure have helped me. But..., even if
your life is not going very well versus your life is
going well...it doesn’t matter how severe your life is
because no matter what, your day is going to be
boosted because of them. — Student
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74% of respondents (n = 49) on the family survey felt their children’s behaviour in school had
improved, and 62% (n = 41) felt their children’s behaviours at home had also improved (see Figure 10).

Figure 10.

improved.

improved.

| think my child's
behaviour in school has

| think my child's
behaviour at home has

M Strongly Agree

M Agree

" Neutral
M Disagree

m Strongly Disagree

40

IN THE LIT

Children and youth with positive
mental health and strong social
and emotional skills are better
able to regulate their emotions,

establish healthy relationships,

and make responsible decisions
(Zins et al., 2007). These skills can
promote feelings of motivation,
positive teacher-student
interactions, and belief in oneself
— all of which can contribute to
improved school and life success.

Investing in the Future

Finally, parents often spoke about the importance of AIFY for
investing in students’ futures and setting students on a
positive life trajectory. By equipping students with the
resources to make healthy, positive choices now, AIFY can
promote the success of this next generation of adults.

They are changing the lives already of the kids so later
instead of, | don’t know, watching TV all day or playing video
games or doing whatever, who knows what, | think they are
building healthy relationships, healthy behaviours, they are

connecting with other people. So for me, it’s really, really
important the keep investing in that because it’s not only
investing in the school, it’s investing in the kids...and not only
now, for the future. They’re going to be the adults later.
— Parent

122

AIFY Year 2 Evaluation Final Report



Well, you're not going to see a 90% success rate. You might see a 50% or 60%. But it's worth it.
Because, you know, say there's 10 kids involved in the program. And you've got five or six that
successfully go through and maybe stay out of jail because of it. They go on to university or college or
meet those career goals that they want. If they finish high school, then it's been a success. And those
are the things that the funders should be looking at. Not the, you know, we didn't get 100% success
rate. Which is a lot of the time, it is. We didn't get that 80% or 90% that we want. It should be...did
one kid not fall through the cracks? Did one family get the supports that they need so that they can
get that hand up? You know? These programs aren't handouts...They're definitely a hand up...

— Parent

Of the family survey respondents, 78% (n = 54) reported they feel better about the future of their
children in the demo schools (see Figure 11).

Figure 11.

m Strongly Agree
| feel better when | B Agree
think about th_e future = Neutral
of my child.
M Disagree

M Strongly Disagree

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
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Supporting Families - 0]
IN THE LIT

And it's not only helping the kids, it's helping the

parents, which then it helps everyone.

— Parent The challenges experienced by
children, youth, and families

impact the whole family, and thus

59% (n = 32) of family survey respondents strongly addressing the needs of children
agreed/agreed that without the AIFY supports/services, their and youth requires a family-

family would not be doing as well (See Figure 12). centered approach and
collaboration between families,

Figure 12. schools, and social service
agencies in the community.
(Anderson-Butcher & Ashton,
2004). Interventions are more

powerful when families are
involved and supported, and that

family members should have a

= Strongly Agree voice in the services provided to
Without the AIFY
supports/services offered by m Agree them (Powell, Batsche, Ferro, Fox,
the school, my family and | o Neutral & Dun|ap 1997).
would not be doing as well. ) ‘
M Disagree

m Strongly Disagree

Many families experience barriers to accessing supports and services in their communities such as lack
of knowledge about available supports, financial barriers, transportation barriers, fear of judgement,
prior negative experiences with service providers. As a school-based initiative with service and supports
embedded within the schools, AIFY helps remove these accessibility barriers. Parents and caregivers, at
the mercy of a complex and unresponsive system in the past, now have a natural entry point where they
can seek out and access needed supports. In these schools, many families were connected to AIFY
supports after the school identified a need and reached out to parents.
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I would love for this to be in almost every school. | think it's most important at
schools...that are in the inner city, that are in low income areas. Where parents are ...
pretty much, I'd say probably 60% of our parents are below poverty level...And some of
them are raising four or five kids. Right? They're worried more about just being able to
put food on the table. They don't have the time or the means to access you know,
Success Coaches for their children. To... be able to reach out to, not even in just a child
psychologist, but she gives our families support... she'll meet with parents...There's so
much that this program gives to families and parents. See I'm tearing up now... | think
it's just amazing. I've never, as a parent, felt more supported...l just think that they've
improved the quality of life for our entire student body. And it's so much more than just
food. Cause | mean there's so many different ways you can access free food. But to get a
child to see a child psychologist, you're either paying out your nose, which none of our
families can afford. Or you're waiting months and months and months and months to
meet with a mental health [professional] ... and it can take up to a year to even put a
referral through. — Parent

For me, it’s really important because right now I still have ...only [a limited] Visa, but I'm
applying for my [permanent papers] with immigration so | have very limited access to
many resources and services...But through the services here from school, | can get all of
them. Well especially...not [for] me, for [my daughter]. — Parent

...as a mom, knowing that those resources are there, and easily accessible, | only have to
call the switchboard at the school or the receptionist at the school and say, 'hey, do you
have this?’ Or ‘is So-and-So in? | really need to talk to them?' It's so much easier than
trying to figure out which agency to call. Who has these supports, or being bounced
around from one to another to another. — Parent
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Supporting Schools

Students and families appreciate the added value the AIFY staff provides to their schools. Parents
believed AIFY also contributes to their school’s success by alleviating the burdens on teachers to
manage students’ complex needs on their own and in the classroom. Students also credited the AIFY
staff with enhancing the school’s ability to meet its goals, such as helping students reach graduation:

...keeping them around is important, because even if it’s worth having one person being
inside the school that you could trust, that’s still one person that you could trust. And...,
there’s so many times that I've seen [this agency staff] talk people down. It’s just, the
positive influences that the All in for Youth team have influenced throughout the school
is overwhelmingly positive for this school. And things like graduation, our graduating
class is a third larger than last year’s, and I’'m 99% sure that’s due to the All in for Youth
team and supports around the school because the school has definitely stepped up their
game for that. — Student

Students identified that the AIFY team often communicates with parents and families, which helps
bridge the home-school communication gap. As well, students reported feeling more connected to their
school during the summer months because of the AIFY supports.

|
IN THE LIT

Communication between the home and school helps establish shared goals for students,
collaborative decision-making, and assists parents with reinforcing school instruction at home
(Christenson & Sheridan, 2001). As well, home-school communications encourages caregivers’

support for and commitment to school’s educational aims (Cattermole & Robinson, 1985).
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Supporting Communities

Finally, families believe AIFY is important because of its potential to impact the communities
surrounding schools. By supporting children, youth, and their families, parents are hopeful that entire
communities may be transformed.

And just even to see the kids flourish in the environment and it helps the neighborhood
as well. So it's not only helping the child, it's helping their family, which then helps the
community. And that in itself is amazing. — Parent

|
IN THE LIT

There is a growing body of research that proposes that school-community collaborations benefits
students, families, schools, and communities. Specifically, these collaborations address the complex
needs of students and families; improves school curricula, instruction, and environments; supports

student learning; and fosters community growth (Kim, 2017; Warren, 2005).
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AIFY Schools
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Schools
Who are the School Partners?

In each of the AIFY demo school communities there are a DATA SOURCES
number of school partners supporting the work of the AIFY
initiative. From school administrators (e.g., principals,
assistant principals) to school staff (e.g., teachers, school
consultants), these stakeholders are part of the collaborative
efforts underway to support the students and families in the

= 5 School Staff Focus Groups
(total of 34 staff)

= 5 School Administrator Focus
Groups (total of 11
administrators)

demo school communities. This section will describe the
ways these stakeholders are supporting the AIFY work and
how the initiative has influenced their practice.

Collaboration between Schools and Agencies

Collaboration between demo schools and the agencies providing the AIFY supports and services is
essential. Without this collaboration, schools and agencies would not effectively work together to
support students and families. Year 1 of the initiative was the first time schools and agencies came
together to work in designated AIFY demonstration schools. For Year 2, we continue to see these
collaborative efforts between schools and agency partners and how these efforts have evolved to
include more school stakeholders (e.g., more school staff included in collaborative efforts). Specific to
collaboration, we will focus on how relationships, communication, and decision-making were navigated

by school stakeholders in Year 2 of the initiative.

IN THE LIT

Inherent to full service models is the bringing together of different stakeholders, which disrupts
traditional roles and can present challenges for cohesion among service and school providers.
Addressing the organizational structure and dynamics for collaboration helps resolve challenges and
promote integration between staff (McMahon, Ward, Pruett, Davidson, & Griffith, 2000). Similarly,
sharing workspaces and resources support this congealing process (Crowson & Boyd, 1993). Many

stakeholders identified strong leadership by the school principal as critical for setting a “positive

tone around their [stakeholders’] involvement” (Fehrer & Leos-Urbel, 2016, p.8).
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Relationships

Compared to Year 1, relationships between school and agency staff are stronger. Across most of the
demo schools, school administrators and staff continued to perceive a high degree of integration
between agency staff within school communities. Agency staff were considered “part of the staff” or
“family”, comprising a “seamless” team with school staff and divisions between “us and them”
obscured.

One of the really neat things about the All in for Youth project [is] how it kind of joined
into...the culture of our building. Sometimes when you bring in outside agencies or
outside services they become standalone, as opposed to just kind of melding and
supporting in the context of what really benefits the kids as well as the work in
general...’you do this and we do this’, and that’s kind of all that’s there. There’s a very
good partnership piece where...there’s support on both sides whenever we need it.

— School Staff

I think...the biggest part is they are like our staff. We’re all one, and so when we have
parent-teacher interviews, the All in for Youth [team] are there with a table and they are
talking to people, parents, coming in and out. And they create a big spirit ...So | think
they work as one within our staff as well, they come to our staff meetings. But anything
we hold, meet the staff, meet this, anything we’re holding, they’re there. They stay,
they’re there, they’re part of [the school]. — School Administrator

School staff and administrators believed relationships with agency staff were especially positive when
agency staff were intentional about integrating with the school culture and establishing a presence in
the school. For example, activities that promoted agency staff integration included:

= Visiting classrooms

= Establishing regular channels of communication with school staff

= Engaging parents and the school community (e.g., family night, parent coffee
groups)
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The following exchange between a team of school staff highlights that, even when an agency staff
member’s role limits the amount of time they spend within the school building (e.g., Roots and Wings
workers), agency staff can still establish a strong presence within the school community by maximizing
efforts to connect with the staff and students during the times that they are physically present:

School Staff 1: For someone whose role is very much not in the school...when she’s
here, she is so much present.

School Staff 2: Yeah,...she’ll walk into my classroom with groceries or bread or
something for a student and nobody’s like ‘who is this person?’
Right...they’re like ‘yeah, totally normal’.

School Staff 1: Yeah, ‘we know her’.

School Staff 3: ...she’s a recognizable face for everyone in the school.

School Staff 1: Which is really crazy because her job means she’s not supposed to be
here. She’s supposed to be out in the community with the parents.

School Administrators also noted the importance of building and supporting the relationships between
agency and school staff. In particular, they believed that one of their key responsibilities is to support all
staff, especially when they support complex and high-needs families.

And the topics are so traumatic...if we don’t have each other to lean on to talk about
those things and you’re going to bear that information...about that child by yourself
with no one else and it’s just the walls, you’ll go crazy. — School Administrator

Across the various demonstration schools, school administrators identified the following ways they try
to support school staff:

=  Provide compassion and support

= (Create a fail-safe environment

= Respect staff’s training and areas of expertise

= Recognize, validate, and celebrate efforts to support students
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Communication between Schools and Agencies |

School staff and administrators communicate regularly with IN THE LIT
agency staff about the supports that students and families
receive and about any progress made. The following visual
(Figure 13) shows how school staff and administrators Professionals and parents cite
describe information sharing with agency staff and how this communication as the most

contributes to better support for students and families. important factor for successful

. . . . interagency collaborations. Ideally,
Figure 13. Information Sharing between Agencies and

communication is frequent, high-
Schools g &

quality, and transparent. Such lines
of communication are associated

School-Agency staff with greater interagency

communication

collaboration over time (Cooper,
Evans, & Pybis, 2016).

Information sharing
about students /families
across multiple contexts

Improved supports for
students and families

I’ve just seen an increase in
communication. [Before] kids kind of

Reduced tension Comprehensive .

between staff, and understanding of at-risk /eft to go QE‘t a service and then they

increased staff follow students/families, their

through situation, and their needs came back and that was it. Now you

come back and learn. But now it’s
Better resources and like, ‘ok you’re coming back, what

referrals for students and

families went on there?’ Let’s bring that into

the classroom and really marry the
two. — School Staff

...I've developed several professional peer relationships with the OST people and we have...peer
coaching sessions on a regular basis where it's informal, but...them coming to me and being like, “...
when this happens, how do you handle that?’...you [also] gotta remember...they're not teachers,
right?...that's not necessarily their expertise, but [l say] ‘maybe you want to consider this, this, and
this’. On the flip side as well, you know, they've come to me and been like, ‘okay, | don't know how
this kid is for you, but when they come to me this is the kind of student they are.” And it's like, ‘good
to know’.— School Staff
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Schools have developed different ways or processes to share information between school and agency

staff. Demonstration sites have implemented practices that encourage frequent, direct communication
between school and agency staff (Figure 14) such as:

Creating spreadsheets that summarize and track information about students and families
discussed in weekly huddle meetings.

Creating ‘formal’ meeting opportunities for agency and school staff to meet together each
week, with agency staff attending school staff meetings or school staff invited to attend
agency staff huddles.

Engaging in ongoing, informal communication each day between school and agency staff

was frequently mentioned as an important mode of communication, which was
mentioned most frequently

And there's so many casual conversations...constant...casual conversations. Way
more than [when] we're sitting on the staff meeting and we’re doing our huddle
about kids in crisis...as I'm walking about the hallway and | see [agency staff] and
[agency staff] and | have an interaction with a kid | know they work with: ‘hey, so-
and-so just did blah blah blah...maybe follow up with them later.” Or they'll say,
‘hey I was talking with so and so, this is some information you might...” So just tons
of informal conversations...that happen all the time. Cause again, they're just staff,
right? They’re other staff that do a different job. — School Staff

School staff often described these frequent, informal conversations as occurring face-to-face or over e-
mail. A variety of strategies were used in the demo schools to keep people in the school informed about

any crises occurring (e.g., strategies developed to connect school and agency staff to address any crises
as they occur).
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Figure 14. Modes of Communication in AIFY Schools
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Staff meetings Huddle meetings LS fecsilogiace Email G S s
spreadsheets conversation unique to schools

Overall, school staff’'s communication with the agency staff has improved compared to Year 1 of the

AIFY Initiative. However, there are still areas where improvements could be made. These emerge as
opportunities for growth and are highlighted in the practice applications section later.

Collaborative Decision-Making

The AIFY demo schools varied in how involved school
staff were in decision-making about the AIFY supports IN THE LIT
and services students and families received (Figure
15). Broadly, school staff’s experiences in this
decision-making can be categorized in two ways,
although variations still exist across school sites.

Decision-making in school-community
collaborations may take on many forms
depending on each school. Important for

1. School Staff as Connectors the success of a collaboration is a central
School staff help identify students and families for decision-making process, as well as the
supports and services. In this role, school staff identify intentional inclusion of multiple

and refer individuals of concern to a coordinator or stakeholder voices (e.g., parents, broader
“gatekeeper” (e.g., Assistant principal, school service community) (Valli, Stefanski, & Jacobson,

coordinator). This person essentially serves as a 2016).
“bridge” between the school and agency staff, triages

supports, and oversees case management.

...[The Assistant Principal is] the bridge between us as school staff and [the] All in for Youth
program...if we have a concern if we go to her, she’ll sit down and figure out what best suits that
child, right. Whether...this seems to be...something that’s happening a lot at home [and] is causing a
lot of stress, let’s get the Roots and Wings worker involved and stuff like that. Or this kid needs...safe
spaces so let’s try and get him into OST, right. Depending on the kid, she does a really good job of
navigating that for us. Because...if we were to go and sit down with the All in for Youth team
ourselves and try and figure out from there what the best route for the kid [is], it would be meetings
upon meetings for all of us all the time, right. — School Staff
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...day to day I’'m doing a lot of intakes. So all the intakes go through me,...most of the time
by teachers. | get a heavy load by parents. And students in distress themselves, and | kind
of make that call to sign them up and contact the parents and the teachers, get the whole
team together...usually it’s from responding to a moment of crisis or a pattern of
behaviours that I've been seeing, and I’'ve looked on the huddle document, they’re not
there, but we’re seeing this pattern. So it’s always assessing daily who needs [what]....|
think that’s one of my biggest everyday roles. — School Administrator

It should be noted that at some schools who use this approach, school staff also reach out to specific
agency staff if there is a crisis that must be addressed immediately, or if they have a well-developed
relationship with a certain agency staff member.

Funneling referrals from school staff through a single coordinator had several perceived advantages,
such as:

= Reducing confusion over which agency staff member to contact

= Eliminating the difficult task of coordinating multiple people’s schedules to arrange
meeting times

= Streamlining service delivery

2. School Staff Involved in Support/Service Decision-Making
In some demo schools, school staff are involved in the

service/support decision-making process with agency staff
and school administrators. At one school, this was Agency Staff
achieved through school staff attendance at the weekly

huddle meetings. At another school, agency staff attended School Staff il
Administrators

school staff meetings, with a portion of the meeting
designated as “huddle time”. During this time, agency staff
could discuss their activities and school staff were invited Decision-
to raise any concerns or contribute observations. At the Making
same school, school staff were also invited to attend
huddle meetings, particularly if the team were going to
be discussing one of the staff’s students. Figure 15. Collaborative Decision-Making

School administrators identified that facilitating school
staff involvement in the decision-making process had several benefits, including:

= Recognizing the unique contributions of school staff

= |dentifying at-risk students

= |dentifying creative and new ways to support students

=  Ensuring that students receive the most useful interventions
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Well it started with the staff...so the voice of the teachers weren’t a part of that
conversation and the teachers kind of were feeling like we don’t know what goes on in the
huddle...you’re talking about the kids and finding out information and we don’t know
about it. And then at that time [School Administrator] was like ‘ok well we need to get the
teachers there’, and so over the Christmas break...she created a schedule where...every
week it was different, so that wasn’t fantastic, but at least now teachers could come to
the table. And so they could be there to say ‘I’'m concerned about this student, this is
why’...‘has anybody seen this student?’ Or you know ‘[Mental Health Therapist] can you
see this student?’ So the conversation started...So that’s evolving. — School Administrator

Moreover, school administrators found that when school and agency staff worked together they could
more efficiently address concerns that might arise when students and families were accessing supports.

And it’s not top down...we are on a level playing field. We are all contributing. And that's
one of the things that [Assistant Principal] mentioned with that family that was really
apparent...that it took a team. And with everybody playing a particular role, with a
particular bit of information, a bit of [the] puzzle, and it took the entire team to make that
work. And...it wouldn't have if we didn't have everybody there. — School Administrator

Scheduling conflicts were often cited as a challenge when it came to meetings between agency and
school staff. However, school staff and administrators at one school described ways to overcome this

challenge:

= Inform school staff in advance of huddles where a student in their classroom was going to
be discussed. One teacher noted that he had arranged, with advance notice, for someone to
supervise his class for a brief period while he participated in the huddle discussion about his
student

=  When scheduling conflicts prevent school staff from attending huddle meetings in person,
take additional steps to ensure relevant school staff’s perspectives are captured for the
meeting

= |nvite school staff to share their input prior to huddles (e.g., via e-mail)

=  When school staff are unable to attend meetings, have debriefs between agency and school
staff

Some school staff also shared that, ultimately, they leave AIFY support/service decision-making to the
agency staff team, allowing agency staff to triage according to their strengths, relationships, and
capacities. However, the collaborative meetings provided space for school staff to contribute their
perspectives and work directly with the agency staff and school administrators in supporting students
and families in the schools.
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|
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: GROWING THE COLLABORATIVE PRACTICE

School administrators’ and staffs’ comments indicate that progress has been made in many areas of
collaborative practice compared to Year 1. However, several challenges around collaboration that
emerged in Year 1 of the AIFY evaluation persisted into Year 2. Several factors influenced how these

challenges affected the stakeholders at [

each demo school, particularly agency IN THE LIT
and school staff turnover.

Communication Identifying opportunities for school and agency staff to

School administrators and staff communicate about supporting students is typically
identified communication from agency

staff about students’ whereabouts,
especially pertaining to afterschool

programming attendance, as an area for
improvement. success of the collaboration that opportunities for

The following discussion among school regular and open communication exist (Cooper, Evans,
staff at one of the school sites illustrates & Pybis, 2016).

teachers’ concerns around ensuring that
students are safe and accounted for
out-of-school time activities:

cited as an “ongoing challenge and source of
frustration” for many school-community collaborations

(Fehrer, Leos-Urbel, 2017, p.13). It is important for the

School staff 1: | think as...a teacher there have been times when | felt...maybe the logistic side of...my
role wasn’t really considered...for instance when new groups of kids were signed up for
new clubs and | found out the day of and | was like ‘do their families know? I’m just
finding out today...this is insane to me’...it was a little stressful for me...

School Staff 2: Yeah | had a parent really upset.

School staff 1: They’re like ‘where is my child?’ ‘Oh they’re at club’. ‘Well | didn’t know that’. I'm like
“...I'm sorry, | just found out’...they need to be able to arrange transportation at least
the day before if not further back than that. So | think those...hiccups would definitely
be sorted out if...feedback is provided and stuff...

School Staff 3: Yeah, the afterschool program specifically. School hours we’re here and it’s really easy
to figure out what’s going on, but afterschool for sure...I think sometimes some of the
communication pieces to us fall by the wayside...I think that just comes from the fact
that they’re not used to communicating with a school, right. You come from a
background where you’re the entity of the club. They show up in the building and
they’re yours for the night so you don’t normally talk to somebody else who is still
responsible for that child, right. As teachers we’re responsible for those kids so | think
that part will come with more time. Once they’re a little more used to it.
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Understanding School Practices and Policies

Similar to Year 1, school staff felt there were some challenges with integrating agency staff into school
communities given the different practices and policies that guide schools versus agencies. However,
through communication around one another’s expectations, school staff noted improvements in agency
staff’s understandings of schools’ operations from Year 1 to Year 2 of the initiative.

Understanding Agency Staff Roles

...the struggle or the challenge is that...it's just being [from] two different
organizations...it's just not having...that full, educational background...a full
understanding of...the workload...a teacher has or...the pressure [of] getting curriculum
done, or all the paperwork that they have to do...that kind of stuff...they're very
compassionate, and understanding once it's...explained...But it's just not, you know,
they're not teachers, right? So...they just don’t have that piece. And so I've had a lot of
conversations with all of them...over the year, just...at separate points...trying to help
them to understand...this school setting more, right?...how things are run and...the
policies that we have to follow and what staffing is like, and...those kinds of things that
they might not have an understanding of...I guess it's been a little bit of a challenge, but
it's also been just working through that and...helping them to understand. — School Staff

Confusion about the roles of different agency staff and how they could support students persisted from
Year 1. School staff who were more stable in the demo schools felt that their understanding of the AIFY
initiative and agency staff’s roles had improved from Year 1:

School Staff 1: And just imagine what it’s gonna be like next year.

School Staff 2: Yeah it keeps getting better and better.

School Staff 3: Assuming we can keep the same people together.

School Staff 1: ...and even if we can't, just [our] understanding of the program.

School Staff 4: Well our understanding of the program as well, right? Like last year was, it
was...like a pilot program, right? It was our first year...

School Staff 3: That’s true. None of us knew what it was, or what it could do, or how to
use it.
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In contrast, there was confusion about agency e

staff roles among school staff who were new to IN THE LIT
the schools or at schools with higher turnover of
school staff.

In a review of interagency collaboration,
misunderstandings or misconceptions of other
professionals’ roles and services, as well as

And to an extent, we as teachers don't . . . o
differences in understanding or prioritizing

children’s problems, were listed among the top
challenges for interagency collaboration
(Cooper, Evans, & Pybis, 2016).

know...in its entirety, their role either.
— School Staff

School staff working at demonstration sites with school district support staff observed that agency staff
also experienced challenges around understanding their own roles and place in the school. This
challenge was unique to Year 2 of AIFY, given that one demo school also had school district support staff
(e.g., social workers, counsellors) working in the school (some with overlapping roles to AIFY staff), to
help meet the demands of the needs of students and families in the school communities. When the
collaborative efforts of AIFY agency staff and school district support staff were not effective, problems
arose around clarifying roles, role duplication, and territorialism.

High Staff Turnover New School Staff

AIFY Agency
Staff Role

Confusion

Parallels between the
Roles of AIFY and School
District-Funded Support

Staff

Lack of collabroation
between Agency and
School Staff

Figure 16. Factors Contributing to Confusion over Agency Staff Roles

Schedules

A final ongoing challenge identified by school administrators and staff is how agency staff’s schedules
can differ compared to typical school schedules. Some agency staff start work later in the day (e.g., OST
coordinators) or spend a large portion of the day working off-site (e.g., Roots and Wings staff), creating
challenges with scheduling meetings or reaching specific agency staff to address crises as they arise in-
school.
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Building Relationships with Students and
Families

Establishing and maintaining relationships with students
and families in school communities is another fundamental
piece of the AIFY work. In schools, staff and administrators
are regularly identified as caring adults for students and
families to connect with. Now, having AIFY agency staff

IN THE LIT

For vulnerable youth, having a
strong and positive relationship with
a caring adult protects them from
negative health-related outcomes

and promotes positive development,

teams working in schools, students and families have
opportunities to connect with more caring adults in including social skills and school
schools. School stakeholders talked about the relationships competence (Sieving et al., 2017).
agency staff built with students, with families, and how

these relationships influenced students and families in their

school communities.

Relationships with Students

School administrators and staff identified relationships between agency staff and students as critical.

Specifically, these relationships provided students with emotional support, especially important for
vulnerable students who may not have many consistent adult figures in their life.

School Administrator 1: So you can’t even put a price on it. That relationship piece is
so important for them to trust because | mean they’ve had
tons of adults break trust. So all of a sudden they’ve got
people they can trust, and they can share [with].

School Administrator 2: And they can count on them.

School Administrator 1: And they can count on them. It’s the best thing I’ve ever
seen...it’s just amazing to have that here for these kids. [l say]
they save lives...every day.

And just having those adults who want a relationship. You know sometimes kids just
want an adult who cares about them and just having extra adults in the building who
are all there laying it on the floor, to have this relationship with you, that’s...big...—
School Administrator
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e school staff and administrators also believed agency staff

participating in school activities helped nurture agency
IN THE LIT L
staff-student relationships and allowed students to open
up. These relationships were also seen as necessary to work

Students’ participation in towards AIFY goals (e.g., improving student resilience,
extracurricular activities are supporting high school completion).

associated with lower dropout rates

and risky behaviours, such as drug And that’s why [the students] really identify with the team
use; this finding is especially true for that we have here...they (agency staff) have that skill to
children with vulnerable build relationships with kids, and in turn that builds the

backgrounds (Heers, Klaveren,

resiliency that we’re talking about, in turn that keeps
Groot, & Maasen van den Brink,

2016).

them coming here, in turn that increases our course
completion...it’s all related, but it starts with the basis
that is relationships. — School Staff

School staff and administrators saw that the AIFY agency staff had established far-reaching relationships
with the students and families in the school communities. In some of the demonstration sites, school
staff commented that every student had a relationship with at least one of the AIFY agency staff,
contributing to a “sense of community and being cared for” in the school:

School Staff 1: ...they’re part of the staff. So every student has a relationship with at least one or
more of the All in for Youth staff.

School Staff 2: And they all know who they are...they all know exactly who they are.

School Staff 1: And although...they’re not formal clients, they’re still definitely building
relationships with all the kids in the school.

At several schools, school staff felt that the connections between the agency staff and students had
become even stronger in Year 2 of the AIFY initiative. The following example provided by one school

staff demonstrates the growth in connections built between agency staff and students across the AIFY
schools, contributing to efforts to support students in their school transitions:

And one other thing | noticed this year...is that when I’m out in the junior highs doing registration
or kids are coming in here for open house, they recognize the faces of a lot of our All in for Youth.
And like ‘oh you’re here? Oh my goodness I’m so excited to come!” And then the All in for Youth
team is reaching out to the junior high kids, and they know them, even the elementary kids,
because they work with their families and schools, and it’s just that transition piece for the whole
community...kids are connected to [this AIFY school] through All in for Youth long before they even
come here. — School Staff
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Meeting the social and emotional needs of children allows

students and teachers to focus on learning and teaching,

respectively. As well, school administrators reported that

IN THE LIT

the number of suspensions and dropouts have decreased

(see school profiles for the reporting of these rates),
particularly among more vulnerable student populations.

Students who dropout of school are
more likely to be unemployed, to be

There was one little guy at the beginning of the year
[whose] parent couldn’t get him to come to school,
they’d be in the office, he’d be crying wanting to go
home. We set him up with [AIFY Agency Staff] and just
that relationship...got him brave enough to start going
to classes all the time and he started making some
friends. It’s just the trickle down to now he comes every
day, he’s on the flag football team, he’s not going home
ever. — School Administrator

welfare recipients, to experience
depression or other mental health
issues, and to engage in criminal
activities (Freeman & Simonsen,
2015). Recommendations to help
prevent student dropout include:

providing students with adult

advocates, supporting students’
academic learning, and providing
programming that improves

Moreover, school administrators have noticed that
students’ work ethic and focus has improved. Addressing

students’ social skills and behaviour
skills (Freeman & Simonsen, 2015).

students’ crises as they happen also helps mitigate bigger

problems that might arise in the future.

|
IN THE LIT

When students develop trust with
potential sources of help, they are
more likely to come forward with
help-seeking intentions (Gulliver,
Griffiths, & Christensen, 2010). As
service providers build
relationships with students over
time, they are then able to
connect families to resources and

support family functioning
(Sanders, 2016).

Seeking out Supports through Relationships

School administrators and staff also believed that
relationships built and maintained across the 2 years of the
initiative were linked to more students accessing supports.
School administrators reported that increasing the visibility of
agency supports has allowed students to request specific
supports. In particular, students enthusiastically sought out
the agency staff, and viewed them as trusted adults:

And the students, they seek them out. They trust them. And
so when they feel that ‘okay, | am a little anxious, | need to
talk’...they’re like, ‘can | go see [agency staff], can | go see
[agency staff], | need to talk, this is important’. And then
they come back and they’re more settled. And so they
actually seek them out. They trust them.
— School Staff
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...my students, because they’re in Grade 1 so they’ve been here at the school as long as
the program’s been at the school, and to them it’s so normal...| watched my kids
today, we had an indoor recess, they booked it upstairs and went to see if [agency
staff] was in her office and if her door was open because they wanted to see her. And
then when that door was closed they booked it right over to the [All in for Youth room]
to see who was in there that they could see, because they’re trusted adults that they
know they can rely on. And...that’s a big deal for them. — School staff

School administrators at several of the demonstration schools are building upon students’ confidence by
encouraging students to articulate their needs. Furthermore, school administrators at one demo school
shared that they allow students to make their own appointments with agency staff. They want students
to develop self-advocacy skills and see this practice as part of that process.

The nice thing about high school age students is...they've got a voice. And they can
articulate what they need or want or would help ...we're at a time where their voice
does matter. And they have a say in whether or not... I don't feel well’ or ‘I'm not
happy’ or ‘this is what's bothering me.” — School Administrator

| know at one of the-1 don't know which meeting it was, they said letting the kids make
appointments. And | was going to suggest that. | thought that was really good. Like
you have an appointment book and they can actually [say] ‘| need to see’ and make an
appointment. Teaching them those skills...I love the fact that kids can be advocates for
what they want, and so are the families. — School Administrator

More recently, school administrators also noticed more students are approaching agency staff when
they think their friends need help. Through relationships, school stakeholders see agency staff being
able to support the students in their school communities in ways that may not have been possible
without those connections.

Another thing that’s you know popped up more recently...is that their friends come and

tell us...they are concerned...So we know that empathy we’re trying to teach them that

they’re starting to get it, right. So they’ll come say ‘you know, I think so and so is having
a bad day’...And that gives us a starting point. — School Administrator
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Relationship with Families

School administrators also felt parents were more engaged with schools Year 2. Initially, it was
challenging to earn parents’ trust, but school administrators feel there is less stigma now for parents in
seeking supports.

I think it's their presence in the building. And their presence they make...they are out
there talking to parents. They're visible. They can be seen. They have community
supports coming in. They have parent coffees. And | feel like parents just feel welcome
because they offer so many different things. Family nights. They're constantly engaging
with parents.

— School Administrator

And | think that...building that trust with the whole family and...if the parents have
trusted you then maybe the kid’s going to trust you now also...they can now access
these services that before they might have been distrustful about accessing...you know
they have a lot of misconceptions about what it means to access these social services.
They think that it means that someone’s going to now be watching them, maybe taking
their kids away. — School Administrator

-
IN THE LIT

Schools that provide parents with social capital, namely “networks of supportive relationships and
resources that make goal achievement possible” (Stefanski, Valli, Jacobson, 2016, p.138) are more
likely to see improvements in the school-family relationship. This effect is evident even in populations
of parents who may have had negative school experiences in the past (Anderson, Houser, & Howland,
2010).

Ensuring that parents have the space to participate as partners in a collaboration contributes to both
community and family partners feeling a greater sense of belonging within the school community and
increase knowledge of how to best support students (Haines, Gross, Blue-Banning, Francis, & Turnbull,
2015). Such collaboration, in turn, promotes students’ academic achievement, attendance rates, as

well as educational goals (Valli, Stefanski, & Jacobson, 2016).
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The relationships agency staff built with parents also helped teachers connect with parents more easily
and quickly.

School Staff: One thing that they've done for me is that they actually have already taken steps to
build relationship with some of those parents, which actually helps us to be able to build
relationships faster and easier. They’ll definitely be like, ‘hey, if you need to talk to so-
and-so’s mom or dad, let me know, because | already have and we can make this easy’.
When you go and say, ‘Hey, [agency staff], hey, I'm gonna give so-and-so a call’, it’s like
‘hold on just a second, let me be with you there’. Then all of a sudden a conversation
that might have been kind of tense is just...

Interviewer: That’s great... So it helps you bridge that family piece as well.

School Staff: Not just even to the student — a relationship with the student — but with their family,
with parents also.

School administrators found that when agency staff developed relationships with students’ families,
these family members were more willing to ask for and accept help from schools. For example, school

administrators reported there were more families opening up to agency staff and sharing their own
mental health concerns.

The whole if you build [it], they will come. Students and families now are
recognizing we have this support in our building. And so we don't
necessarily have to go out and wait and find. The kids and the families are
coming to us and they're saying, 'l need this or can you help?' And so then
it's...how do we take that influx? How do we keep up with the growth?
— School Administrator

Figure 17. Types of Relationships with AIFY Families

Agency Staff -
Parent
Relationship

Parent - School Teacher - Parent
Relationship Relationship
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Factors Supporting Relationships ]

Continuity in agency staff emerged repeatedly as an
essential in strengthening relationships agency staff IN THE LIT
form with students and families. This continuity is
particularly important because many of the students and .
e " . . o High staff turnover rates may
families in the school communities experience instability : : : -
. . . L compromise relationship-building
in their home lives. School staff and administrators felt
that a high rate of turnover in agency staff could
undermine relationship-building and trust between
agency staff and other stakeholders in the school

community.

efforts because staff are required to

build new relationships, which takes
time. In more collaborative school-
community models, high staff turnover
rates affects the implementation of
service delivery because of the

...I think the consistency would really contribute to integration of a variety of service
the growth because that relationship is so provider roles, and may reduce the
important. For example if our therapist had a benefit of this model. Relationship and
relationship with a student, had made some trust building should therefore be seen
strides, now a new therapist comes in, it kind of as “as an ongoing process whose
takes it a little bit back because then they’d have to salience increases when programs

learn to open up to someone else and then the begin or staff turn over” (Walker,
progress up again. So there’s going to be dips and Grossman, Raley, 2000, p.37).
stuff when there’s changes but we can just keep
going. — School Administrator

School Staff 1: | think a lot of the issues or concerns are not gonna...be fixed in just one sitting. It has
to be an ongoing endeavor, you know. And just the fact that it's here and it's in place
and it's ongoing, is what the kids need.

Interviewer: The consistency.

School Staff 1: And not only the kids, also the parents, right? And the teachers.

School Staff 2: | was gonna say...cause I’m new this year and there's a lot of changes, but | think for
the kids knowing...if it's the same in admin, it’s the same teams, and they know...
they're coming back to the same team, then that's...just super helpful.

School Staff 3: Because sometimes that's the only place that they’re getting it.

School Staff 2: So if there was...a lot of switching out, let's say, then | could see it being...kind of
chaotic. But the fact that everyone has pretty much stayed consistent here throughout
the year, | think has made a huge difference.

School Staff 4: The relationships are already established, right?...and so many of these kids are so
skeptical and untrusting initially and it takes time, so that’s a really good point.
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PRACTICE APPLICATIONS

Although several demonstration schools had continuity of agency staff from Year 1 to Year 2, a couple of
schools struggled with agency staff transitions that impacted the connections established between the
students and adults in the school communities.

| think the continuity this year hasn’t been as good as we like to see it. Just that there’s
been some turnovers and | think that’s so important for our families and our children that
we have here that there’s a strong sense of continuity throughout the year. — School Staff

...50 we started off with [agency staff] in our school, and [they] had been here for a long
time...my kids were absolutely devastated that [agency staff] left, because I'm sure kids
at-risk who make those connections, it's really hard for them to let that person go and

then to make healthy connections with another person. So | would say when [they] left it
was a big growing, learning curve for our kids... — School Staff

Continuing to Support Relationship-Building

School administrators recognized that the relationships agency staff build with students and their
families contributed to the effectiveness of support offered to students and their families. However,
some school administrators felt the importance and impact of these individual relationships was not
captured well within the initiative (e.g., in different reporting required).

At the end of the day we have to demonstrate repeatedly that we're finding those
successes and ...that quantitative data is showing that we're having that impact.
But it will never trump the qualitative information. Like those stories. You know
when you look at the individual stories and the individual kids and you can sit there
and tell those stories, that to me is where it really plays on the human heartstrings.
And...a lot of the work that [School Administrator’s] connected with in having our
youth telling stories is incredibly powerful... If [people] knew the details of and
depth of some of these things that are happening, that...the greater team is
addressing and providing supports for, they wouldn't be as | think as caught up in

wanting the numerical number. — School Administrator
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...when they ask those tough questions...it's like, you're right! We didn't get the

damn results! But those damn results aren’t because...of what you haven’t

done...we’re going through every single kid and their story, and every single kid has

a legitimate story behind what happened...that's an example for us of how we're

going to become better. Because it's not just a damn number...We had 17

successes. One...decrease...but we know why. And then it's how...do we, if we know

this predictability, then how do we try to...provide the supports around it?...

— School Administrator

In contrast, other school administrators felt that the focus on collecting quantitative data strengthened

their ability to build relationships with students and offer better support.

| think that having the data that shows us these are the students who, you know,

the reds and yellows for lack of better words...when we get those results, there's

always a moment where we pause and reflect and we think, really?

— School Administrator

Looking ahead, relationships will continue to be an important element of the AIFY work. Being able to

establish relationships with students and families in the school communities can impact multiple

stakeholders in their efforts to support students and families (e.g., teachers supporting student learning,

agency staff supporting families’ needs, etc.).

School Perspectives on Practice: Ways of Working with Students & Families

Trauma-Informed Practice

When asked about the mindsets that
guide their work, teachers at several
demo schools described taking a
trauma-informed approach in their
work. With the support of agency
staff (i.e., who share information
about trauma-informed practice) and
District professional development
opportunities available, many
teachers have adopted this approach
to understanding the students and
families in their school communities.
Gaining knowledge about trauma-
informed practice influenced how
school staff understood, reacted to,
and supported their students.

-]
IN THE LIT

Teachers are connected to children for a longer window of
time compared to any other professional, and are in a
position where they may detect child protection concerns
(Shankar, 2016). Moreover, if a school is based in a
vulnerable community, students may have exposure to
family and environmental stressors. For these reasons,
teachers benefit from learning about trauma-informed
practice so they can “help schools establish safe, more
consistent learning environments and help children

exposed to trauma and/or chronic stress build resiliency”
(Anderson, Blitz, & Saastamoinen, 2015, p.114).
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The following exchange between school staff at one of the demo sites illustrates how having access to
information about students’ lives outside of the classroom, made possible through collaboration with
the AIFY agency staff, contributed to shifts in teachers’ perspectives.

School Staff 1: We have some challenges here...at this school, in this neighborhood, that
other schools don't face. And being educated as to what those are and just
how major [these] life challenges...are, better prepares us...to be able to
contribute what we can. When you first walk in as a teacher and you're
expecting just to teach in the classroom, but you don't know all of this
background and all these things that are happening, there's nothing you
could do. But having that link actually much, much better prepares us to
be part of the solution instead of just adding wood to the fire of the
problem.

Interviewer: It gives you that other perspective, so you can interact with them differently.

School Staff 2: And even a long-extended truancy...| have a student who hasn’t been at
school in two months, but | know precisely what he's doing...his father died
earlier in the year, and he was already an at-risk boy before that
happened. So he’s really experiencing grief in a way that makes him kind
of just stay in his house. So rather than seeing truancy as some kind of
willful family malfunction, it’s a consequence of mental illness, it’s a
consequence of so many things. And keeping the connection between him,
you know, and the school. He actually came today for half the day.

School Staff 3: | saw him outside, and | was like, ‘hey!’

School Staff 4: Well that’s the thing with those kids, right? We all know that his father
passed away. We haven’t seen him in forever. So when you see him, to be
like ‘where have you been?!’, it’s like ‘so good to see you today, buddy!
That’s again, that’s a huge paradigm shift, right? Welcome them in, don’t
be punitive just because they’ve shown up at the door.

School Staff 2: And | think we’re pretty good, based on my experience at other schools, at
realizing that the things happening in our classroom are not so precious
that we'd have to welcome him with, ‘oh, and here's the stuff you’ve
missed’, right? ...that would be such a step backwards... you might feel like
you don't know how to [do] addition very well, but maybe you'll...get to
the bottom of that a little bit later, but we'll keep you in our community.
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With a better understanding of the underlying issues contributing to students’ behaviours (e.g., mental
health challenges, family problems) school staff and administrators described interacting with their
students in a more compassionate and empathic manner. Sometimes, working in a trauma-informed
way also meant that curricular objectives for a student were put on hold to meet other needs.

...when a kid is frequently late for school...it's so easy to just be like, ‘lazy butt. Get
out of bed, get to school. Obviously you don’t value school’. But then when you get
that additional information that OST so often provides it becomes very clear that
the fact that they can get their kids to school at all is...an impressive feat. — School

Staff

...we do have access to a document where we can see all of the students at the
school that are receiving the support, which can be helpful when I’'m...with siblings
or when I’m interacting with certain students at recess supervision, so that |
know...what might be informing their behaviour. So that I’'m not, you know, if
there’s a certain student that | know is struggling, | can approach them differently
than if they’re just being a [‘typical’] child. — School Staff

Figure 18. Teacher Outcomes Related to Trauma-Informed Practice

Change in
Response

Trauma-Informed
Practice

Stronger
Relationships
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Some school staff at a couple of the demo sites also talked

about adopting strength-based practices with students and IN THE LIT
families, although this type of practice was mentioned less
frequently than trauma-informed practice. School staff and
administrators described adopting a non-judgmental attitude In full service schools, strength-
and helping students build on their existing strengths, rather based approaches acknowledge

than focusing on deficits: and build upon the inherent
strengths of students and their

families, as well as mobilize
My mindset has always been we’re here to help. We’re not

judging, we’re not doing anything else, we’re just here to
help. And we’re offering help to people, and we’re offering
supports. We’re not going to tell you there’s something

resources in the school, family
unit, and community to empower
students. A strength-based

environment enhances the factors
wrong with you, you’re not a bad parent, you’re not a bad

child. — School Administrator

needed by students to succeed,
including strong relationships with

caring adults, welcoming school

environments, and promoting a
...definitely a focus is...not on what the deficits are...but positive identity (Bryan & Henry,
where they're at, and building from wherever they're at. 2008).

Whether it's in terms of like play skills, or academic skills, or
you know parenting skills, or whatever is. Not...judging
where they're at, but looking where they're at and then
trying to move them forward from there. — School Staff

School staff also acknowledged that the AIFY agency staff’s unique perspectives and insights on students
were a valuable complement to discussions about students’ strengths, and helped to identify strategies
to build on those assets:

School Staff 1: And when you talk about the strength-based approach | think you know we do that
almost inherently where we just continually kind of feed off each other saying ‘you know
what, what mode works for this kid?’ And | think that’s something that as teaching staff
you know we’ve always been very strong at just because the makeup of our staff you
know we know each other well, we’re not lost in the shuffle.

School Staff 2: Yeah, it’s that extra connection with the All in for Youth team, they can help us with
those conversations, right.

School Staff 3: And they sometimes know the students in a different way and can offer a different way
to access [them]...

School Staff 2: Yeah, the insight.
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Family-Centric Practice |

School staff and administrators also

recognized the value of the family IN THE LIT
support component of the AIFY
initiative. These stakeholders
frequently expressed the importance
of supporting both students and

Developmental researchers have long advocated for a
strong overlap between children’s home, school, and

families in their school communities. community environments, noting that greater overlap
School staff explained that without results in environments that are more conducive to
supporting parents and other family children’s learning and growth (Epstein, 1987). Family-
members, root causes of the issues school partnerships bring together and support various

affecting students may go unresolved,
perpetuating intergenerational cycles
of problems. School staff’s sentiments
echo findings from developmental
research that acknowledges that Jacob, Kernan-Schloss, & Raimondo, 2004).
children develop within a greater
context that includes their family,
school, and surrounding community.

domains of children’s lives, which improves their

academic performance, social skills, positive behaviours,

and emotional development (Daniel, 2011; Henderson,

...I think the biggest one is being able to have that contact with the parents. | mean the kids
are in the school, but as soon as they leave they go back to mess. And sometimes the
parents need the help, right...”| don’t know how to control my kid’. They don’t know how to
deal with their own issues as well...being able to connect some of the parents as well
with...All in for Youth to help them help the kids has been huge. So that’s been one of the
things that yes, the kids may have issues, may have problems, but as soon as we Band-Aid
it here they go back to the [home], it gets ripped off or whatever...So there have been
several cases where that has been a plus because we know at the end of it, the source may
be the parent, so [having that support for them]...has been huge as well. — School Staff

Beyond recognizing the importance of supporting parents and other family members, some school staff
and administrators are also actively supporting parental autonomy and choice by working with
parents/caregivers to identify goals and needed supports:

...I've noticed putting myself at service to the parents. So rather than calling and informing
of what needs to happen, it's like ‘what's going on, and what [can] we do at school [to]
help your goals there?’ Which kind of asks parents to own goals as well as...have a
conversation. — School Staff
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Inclusive Practice

School administrators reported that it was
important to foster awareness of cultural
diversity in their school and make efforts to
celebrate this.

| think too with the cultural diversity in our
school...it's so diverse that it's so amazing for
kids to learn about each other's cultures, but
it's also how do we [help] everybody feels
included? [Be] an inclusive community. So we
work a lot on that as well.
— School Administrator

IN THE LIT

Schools that prioritize inclusive beliefs, values,
and attitudes create a positive school culture of
inclusion. When schools establish an inclusive
culture they not only promote in parents a sense
of belonging, they also facilitate trusting family-

school partnerships (Haines, Gross, Blue-
Banning, Francis, & Turnbull, 2015).

Moreover, some school administrators found the similar diversity in the types of supports offered by
AIFY allowed them to meet the different needs of students, supporting the school’s inclusivity.

We have a very diverse population here. And what success is for one student may not be the same as

somebody else, but we are in a very fortunate position here to have the resources and the supports in

place to meet those needs of all those different students. — School Administrator
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Desired Outcomes for Students and Families

Desired Outcomes for Students
When asked to identify outcomes they desire for students, school staff and administrators identified the
following:

= Students’ basic needs are met

= Students feel safe and cared for

= Students attend school

= Students’ behaviours are regulated

= Students are able to learn

For me it would be, you know, safety. Their basic needs are met, and their parents are engaged in
school, that they’re coming to school...that they're making gains, you know, if there's challenges with
behavior, academics, that they [are] improving...that they're connected to people. — School Staff

Well | think it’s probably the ability for kids to stay in class, right. It’s the ability, if we have kids in
class engaged, you know, that’s done. It’s when the kids are not in class, when the kids are melting
down in gym class, or the kids are you know being suspended or whatever it is, to me that’s not a
regulated student...So if you’re asking—attendance, right, when the kid’s attending regularly.
—School Administrator

While school staff and administrators held multi-faceted goals for their students, they nonetheless
articulated tensions between schools supporting students towards academic objectives while also trying
to address the complex needs of students and families. For some of the demonstration sites, the school
culture represented a focus on meeting students’ non-academic and academic needs concurrently.

And my hope is always that the work with All in for Youth will be that we will find ways to manage
these other complexities better than we could without the resources, but not to shift our focus...Kids
are going to come [here] from other countries..., that is always going to be the case, we’re not going
to fix it. It’s somebody’s job to get us translators...When a kid is hungry we say ‘go to the office,
someone will help you’, and someone will be there with an emergency food hamper. But we should
not be distracted from the job that we are responsible for doing, which is the academic piece.

— School Staff
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At other demo schools, addressing students’ non-academic needs might take precedence for a time,
before focusing on academic priorities. Once these non-academic needs are addressed, schools will shift

their focus.

...those needs have to be met before children can actually learn appropriately. If there's things that
are going on in their minds that are negative and not helping them to learn then they have to be
addressed first. — School Staff

...we work so hard, [School Administrator] and |
to [not] make the office...a place about 'you're in
trouble!' but a place about where you can come
to get help or you can come to...work or you can
come to see anybody here. Or you can just come
to...have time to...be on your own, right? So it's
about the relationships. It always starts with
that. And we work so hard with our teachers too
about how are you building relationships with
your kids? Because the literacy and the numeracy
isn't gonna happen if you don't have a
relationship with your kids and they don't
have...structure and a sense of routine in their
classroom to feel safe to learn.
— School Administrator

IN THE LIT

Students are considered at-risk when they have
one or more of the following 6 characteristics:
1) low socio-economic status; 2) come from a

single parent home; 3) have a sibling who

dropped out of school; 4) changed schools two
or more times; 5) have a ‘C’ average or lower
between Grades 6-8; or 6) repeated a grade.
These risk-factors span familial, economical,
and educational contexts, and are associated
with lower educational aspirations,
preparedness, and achievement (Bulger &
Watson, 2006). Wraparound supports provide
essential services to help mediate these risk-
factors, which is essential for students to
engage in meaningful learning (McGregor,
Mills. Te Riele. Raroutsis. Haves. 2017).
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The presence of the AIFY agency staff in the schools
contributed to both opportunities and challenges
around the tension between academic and non-
academic outcomes. In terms of opportunities, the
agency staff helped to relieve the burden that had
previously been placed on school staff to balance this
tension without any additional supports.

With the agency staff as part of the school, teachers
could focus more on supporting students towards
academic outcomes, while agency staff assumed
much of the responsibility for addressing barriers to
learning, especially non-academic barriers.

|
IN THE LIT

Teachers involved in collaborative models
report less emotional exhaustion, greater
personal achievement, and an improved
teaching environment (Valli, Stefanski,
Jacobson, 2016), and that this model gives
them the freedom to focus on teaching children

(Quinn & Dryfoos, 2009). Teachers reported
that there were many positive outcomes for

students academic readiness and overall health,
parental involvement, and community support
as a result of this model (Quinn & Dryfoos,
2009).

| would hear from the staff...that they could focus on their teaching way more. They know that the
kids are being taken care of...they know that the kids are getting the supports that they need, that
someone is doing that work so that [teachers] can focus...on what they need to be doing. That’s what
I hear from staff. And | guess from being in different schools, because more of my work as an
[Assistant Principal] would be doing the mental health, the counselling, spending all that time with
kids and trying to get family support, so...really for the most part | can be in classrooms supporting
teachers way more than | could when we didn’t have those supports in the school. Because we were
the Mental Health Therapists.
— School Administrator
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This was important because, as many school staff and administrators articulated, students often had
difficulty learning when their needs in areas such as housing, mental health, and social support were
unmet.

| think...there are a lot of special social needs in this school. Being in the first year, I’'ve noticed the
difference and you know the whole program | think just creates a sort of safety net for the kids...we're
responsible for curriculum in the classroom, but outside of that we're not specialists, first of all. And
second of all, those needs have to be met before children can actually learn appropriately. If there's
things that are going on in their minds that are negative and not helping them to learn then [those
things] have to be addressed first. So that safety net, people in place, that are responsible for the
safety net, helps the kids. And...that's beneficial to the teacher because then they can teach more and
learning is acknowledged. — School Staff

| think what they’ve (agency staff) been able to extend and even move further is that teachers can be
teaching now. And the multiple hats that a lot of our staff members wear already, we don’t get the
confusion of ‘you help me here, yet you’re still on my case about this assignment’. There’s a clear
delineation now of responsibilities. We can all care about you in a different way. We care about your
academics, we care about your future, we care about you having options later on in life. That doesn’t
mean we don’t care about you in other ways. However, there’s another connected adult...there’s
someone else in this building that you can now relate to. There’s someone else in the building that
can help meet those [needs]. And that’s why our kids aren’t going elsewhere, they’re not leaving. But
again | don’t know if it can be overstated that a lot of this was happening, but not to maybe to this
degree. And it definitely wasn’t, | think it’s (AIFY) taken a large chunk of that off of the shoulders of a
lot of the other staff. — School Staff

However, school staff also mentioned challenges regarding the overlapping boundaries around
academic activities and supports to address barriers to learning. While the AIFY agency staffs” work
allowed school staff to focus more of their efforts and time on promoting students’ learning, it could
also interfere with instructional time and learning for the students receiving supports. Some school staff
expressed concerns about the loss of instructional time, and felt that in some cases it was difficult to
justify removing students from class to participate in supports. Some school staff also wanted certain
support personnel (e.g., Success Coaches, mentors) to spend more of their time with students working
on academic goals, as opposed to other activities (e.g., relationship-building activities).
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Desired Outcomes for Families
When asked about the goals they had for families, school administrators at several demonstration

schools articulated the importance of providing support and education to empower parents/caregivers.
As well, school administrators identified that they wanted families to be aware of and comfortable with
accessing school supports to help them be more successful, however that success may look different for

the individual family.

Well for our families | think we hope for them to have capacity to have their own means
to provide for themselves, their families, you know maybe better equipped. Cooking on
a budget, you know all sorts of things that can help with them you know having an
easier time providing for and raising their kids. And then for the kids | think we hope for
them to be the best they can be when they’re here. Clear-minded, fed, hopefully in a
good space mentally so that they can learn, because educating them is our first
business here, right” — School Administrator

We want all of them to find success. Whatever that looks like in their lives. But we also
know that, you know, this is a collective journey that we're all on. So | would want to
make sure that all of our parents have the awareness of what exists for programming
and supports. And that that accessibility would be there for them when they need it.
— School Administrator

The Need for Supports
School staff and administrators articulated the need for the AIFY supports and services by talking about

what their schools would look like without this initiative:

I can only...shudder to wonder how many kids are gonna be left behind if these people
weren't working at the capacity they currently are... — School Staff

I cannot imagine what life would be...here for our students and their families if we did
not have an All In for Youth team. The steps backwards would be immeasurable!
— School Administrator
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Because you would go, 'how do | address this? | do not have the tools or resources to be
able to support the needs of these kids.' And when | was in a school, as a principal, two
schools ago when we didn't have any of these, | remember sitting in front of parents
saying 'I'm sorry that you're on an 18-month waiting list ... There’s nothing that we can
do to help you and your child who's struggling through this crisis at this time’.

— School Administrator

Because the kids also have learned to rely on it, and...parents have learned that at
school here you come and my children will be fed. So | don’t have the money to feed
them today, but I’'m not going to keep them home because | know they’re being fed at
school. And | know that there’s somebody there to listen and counselling. And | know |
can go get help. — School Administrator

Furthermore, several areas of support, particularly mental health and family supports, are in extremely
high demand by students and families. School staff believe there is a need for more capacity in these

areas, often calling for additional staff and resources:

School Staff 1: | think though that some of the supports...we need more of. For
instance, family counsellors and Roots and Wing worker, because they’re
so overloaded that they, | don’t think, can get to everybody, or can get to
even the top layer.

School Staff 2: Which speaks to the value of those who are here and those supports
that are here...we see that they are valuable. They’re in need.
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Sustaining the Supports

School administrators recognized their increased efficiency in providing supports to students, however,
they identified that there is still room to improve service delivery.

We plan to do the same thing this year, because as we're...[in] year 2...we've learned a
bunch,... more things, new things. And...again, it's that tweaking and that refining. We
have this amazing team and as we learn more about our kids and the process and
where are the hiccups and the wrinkles, what can we do differently next year to be
more proactive? To be more efficient, to reach more kids and more families. — School
Administrator

School administrators across several demonstration schools also wanted to access more professional
development opportunities. In particular, they talked about how impactful it was to attend professional
development opportunities that helped them better understand the importance of strategic data
collection and interpreting resiliency survey outcomes. School administrators also appreciated when
agency staff shared information in their areas of expertise with school staff, and viewed this knowledge
exchange as another form of professional development.

And very interesting information we learned! And so we walked away with a very clear
understanding about how we have to ensure that we're not leaving gathering data up
to chance. That we're being very strategic in ensuring that we’re meeting the wide
range of steering committee members' and funders' requirements. So that's a piece |
see that we have to always keep on the forefront of that end product.

— School Administrator

...it’s great professional development to hear about...their knowledge and expertise and
experiences working with students and their families and the community resources, but
also getting a sense about who they are. Because the better we get to know each other,
then that's going to help with connecting them with kids and families.
— School Administrator
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PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: SUSTAINABLE FUNDING

School administrators stressed the importance of advocating for the AIFY initiative in order to
continue accessing these supports. Specifically, securing funding was a primary concern for many
school administrators.

Oh my goodhness. It’s got to be funding...I think it (AIFY) needs to have sustainable
funding, we just cannot go [on] not knowing whether or not we’re going to have the
funding to run the program. If they start taking away bits and pieces, what’s going to
be left of the program? What makes it work is having the whole full meal deal. If they
take away a piece of it might not seem significant, but eventually it’s going to have an
impact...maybe we could live with less of say one type of service, but for me the team is
what makes it all. To take away a part of the team...then all of a sudden it starts
crumbling. — School Administrator

My goal is to champion this partnership. At all sorts of different levels, you know from
immediately in school with the staff...with the students. With our parents and the
larger community. And to make sure that I'm a strong advocate...As well as ensuring
that you know, we never take things like this for granted. — School Administrator

|
IN THE LIT

The ability to sustain full service school models is intertwined with the effectiveness of the
collaborative model and the benefits it provides to students, families, and communities. When
models have clear objectives and realistic goals, and meet community needs in innovative and
unique ways, then they are more likely to achieve sustainability “because they use limited resources
in an efficient manner, provide focus for coalition member work efforts, complement existing
community programs, and promote [model] credibility” (Foster-Fishman, Berkowitz, Lounsbury,

Jacobson, & Allen, 2001, p. 256). Models are also more sustainable when they offer tangible

outcomes, such as decreasing students’ barriers to learning, as well as intangible outcomes,
including visibility for school partners and feelings of school connectedness to students and families
(Black, Lemon, & Walsh, 2010).
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AIFY Service Providers
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AIFY Service Providers

Who are the AIFY Service Providers?

N . DATA SOURCES
The AIFY initiative has 3 agency partners (e4c, The Family

Centre, and Boys and Girls Clubs Big Brothers Big Sisters of

Edmonton & Area (BGCBigs) that provide the in-school * 5 Focus Groups & 1 Interview
supports and services. There is a team of agency staff with Agency Staff (total of 25
working in each of the demonstration schools. Each agency staff)

staff team is made up of a Mentoring Facilitator, Out-of- ®* 2 Focus Groups with Agency
School Time (OST) coordinator, Mental Health Therapist, Leaders (total of 11 leaders)
Roots and Wings worker, and Success Coach. Nutrition = Secondary Data from e4c, TFC,
Support Workers are also embedded in each of the & BGCBigs

demonstration schools and work in collaboration with the

agency staff teams to varying degrees (e.g., in one of the

demo schools the nutrition support worker is an active member of the agency staff team). These teams
of agency staff provide the AIFY supports and services to students and families. A summary of the
different agency staff roles and the agencies they represent is presented below (Figure 19).

Figure 19. AIFY Agency Staff Roles

e4c The Family Centre BGCBigs
eNutrition Support Workers *Mental Health Therapists eMentoring Facilitators
(7 full-time staff) (5 full-time staff) (4 full-time staff?)
eRoots and Wings (Family eQut-of-School Time
Support) Workers (5 full- Coordinators (5 full-time
time staff) staff)

eSuccess Coaches (5 full-
time staff!)

1 One demo school lost their Success Coach partway through the school year and had a 4-person agency staff team
working full-time in the school for the rest of the year.

2 One full-time mentoring facilitator is shared between 2 demo schools and acts like a part-time staff in each
school.

The 3 agencies also have Agency Leaders (Managers and Supervisors) working closely with school
administrators and agency staff teams to help coordinate the in-school supports and services. There are
5 Managers (e4c = 1; TFC = 2; BGCBigs = 2) and 6 Supervisors (e4c = 1; TFC = 3; BGCBigs = 2).
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Agency Staff Roles

In Year 1, some agency staff found themselves working outside of their roles in order to build
relationships with other people in the school communities (e.g., students, school staff). In the second
year of the program, some agency staff continued to work outside of their roles to connect with
students. However, more agency staff now felt they could work within their designated roles because
they had established important relationships with students, families, and staff in Year 1.

I think this year there’s been a big push to...come back to what our roles are...now that
we have the relationship with the school and we’re trusted and they understand what
we each do, | think we are all much more able to go back to what our roles are designed
to be. — Agency Staff

Well | think in the beginning it was helping the schools understand what the roles were
in terms of how to use our services...it particularly happened with Roots and Wings,
because something we’ve really done this year is focused more of our work from the

community building side more to the face-to-face family work. And that has been hard

for principals to understand that shift and that from the beginning we should have been
working primarily with families, but we were trying to build the team, we were trying to
build the community and whatnot. — Agency Supervisor

Some agency staff and leaders also shared how their roles had shifted from Year 1 to Year 2. The largest
shift seemed to be for the Roots and Wings family support workers. In Year 1, these agency staff were
more physically present in the schools (e.g., to build relationships with school administrators, school
staff, connect with students). In Year 2, these staff spent more time outside of the school, in the
community, meeting with and supporting families — which is how they were originally intended to
support families in the school communities:

I guess year 2, ways that my role has changed for sure...as a Roots and Wings worker
[my] role is mostly outside of the school, working in parents’ homes in the communities.
— Agency Staff

I mean Roots and Wings brought a lot of value while they were in the school but it
wasn’t the right value, or what they were hired for... — Agency Supervisor
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The shift to more community-based work, and consequently a reduced presence in the school building,
was markedly different from how schools worked with the Roots and Wings family support workers in
Year 1. However, agency staff shared how established relationships with school administrators and staff
helped with this transition:

But then coming into year 2 | think we built...the trust with our admin that they
know...when I’'m not here I’'m doing my job and that they can call me, as well as the
team... so that’s been a big difference, definitely. They feel more comfortable just
to...call me and send me referrals as well...other times when they say ‘hey this parent
wants some help, they feel comfortable, we’ve explained a little bit, give them a call’,
that’s a lot better, because then | can go to the parent’s home or we can meet for coffee
| can just be like ‘hey’. We’re not in the school setting. So that’s been good this year.

— Agency Staff

Other changes to agency staff roles from Year 1 to Year 2 were increased caseload expectations for
some of the agency staff, including Mental Health Therapists and Roots and Wings workers:

And then...from the Family Centre side of things as well for Roots and Wings is...an
increase in the caseload. And so with that also comes less time in the school.
— Agency Staff

PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: ROLE FLEXIBILITY

In Year 1, we heard from school staff that they did not fully understand all the different AIFY agency
staff roles and expectations. In Year 2, AIFY agencies made specific efforts to address
misunderstandings from Year 1 and worked with their staff and school staff to more clearly define
AIFY staff roles and expectations. These efforts led to less confusion from school staff about the roles
of different agency staff. However, while clearly defined roles are helpful, agency staff also noted
that some flexibility is needed within their roles in order to connect with students and families and
offer them needed supports:

...the bleeding of roles doesn’t actually frustrate me too much, because all it means

is we’re all just building really great relationships with kids...but the difficulty is if
our agencies are like...’you are not meant to be meeting one-on-one with kids’.
— Agency Staff
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Agency leaders echoed the importance of leaving room for flexibility in agency staff’s roles.
Increased caseloads for agency staff in Year 2 led to an increased expectation for quantifiable
metrics to demonstrate that agency staff were meeting caseload targets. However, there is concern
that pressures to meet caseload targets could detract efforts to build strong relationships with
students, families, and staff in the school communities (e.g., helping to coach school teams,
participating in school events). Relationship building is difficult to quantify and may not be “reflected
in the numbers” yet they are nonetheless crucial to the work of AIFY.

I mean the numbers part is good but | think it’s probably gotten to a point
where it’s become a little bit of an anxiety around getting the numbers, right.
Because those are easier to show than the more complicated work of—...1
would...vouch for any of our team, they’re working their butts off in there. But
again, if they can’t show that through those specific numbers...like the ones that
are being measured are the face-to-face or informal and the group, but there’s
a lot of consults and collateral consults that are going on that...don’t seem to
have...a light shining on [them]. Because the anxiety...increased to have these
demonstrable numbers that...should come from our different sites. So [we]
should show more face-to-face, you guys should show more of this...for some of
my team to get where they needed to be they needed to join the basketball
team...to build the relationship, otherwise you can’t do the work later. So it’s
how long can we let you be in basketball and justify that before you better make
sure you get some face-to-face, right. So there’s the work necessary...to build
that relationship and the respect and the team... — Agency Supervisor

And that goes to the balance of what is the priority. What the funder wants,
is that the priority? Is it what the managers want? Is it what the kids need?
Is it what the school wants? ...doing the basketball [coaching] has created
incredible relationships, and if we could measure that it would blow the
data out of the water. — Agency Supervisor
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Serving School Communities with Complex Needs

Supporting crises is also a large component of the work of agency staff in the demo schools. Across the
five demo schools, agency staff from the Family Centre (Roots and Wings workers, Success Coaches,
and Mental Health Therapists) were involved in supporting

39 critical incidents (primarily self-disclosures of abuse and

I think that’s part of the challenge of
being at this school in particular is

neglect, suicide ideation, self-harm, and violence). These are
direct disclosures to staff that, given their nature, pose an
immediate risk to students/families. Staff have 24 hours to that there is always a crisis. — Agency

report these incidents to supervisors, develop a safety plan, Staff

and engage other agencies as needed (e.g., Child Family
Services).

In addition to supporting crises, agency staff also support the complex needs of students and families in
their school communities which may include a combination of any number of the following needs:

=  Academic support for students = Coping with trauma, negative life experiences

= Basic needs (e.g., financial, housing, food) = Students self-harming

= Challenging student behaviours Student suicide attempts

= Unstable home life (e.g., caregiver addictions) = Student gang recruitment

= Lack of student engagement in school Student and family mental health

= Lack of positive adults/role-models in students’ lives

|
IN THE LIT

Schools are a key provider of mental health services for children and youth, and school-based mental
health services are strongly preferred by families seeking help for their children (Rones & Hoagwood,
2000). When families were offered mental health treatment through their school, 96% initiated
treatment, whereas only 13% initiated treatment when offered community-based mental health
services (Prodente, Sander, Hathaway, Sloane, & Weist, 2002).

School-based supports also enable quicker response to critical incidents. Receiving support
immediately after a critical incident may reduce symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, as well
as unhelpful thought patterns and maladaptive behaviours (Deahl, 2000). Responding to critical
incidents also increases access to school and community resources, and serves as a screener for

those who might need additional supports (Thompson, 2004).
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As an example, Roots and Wings workers and Success Coaches worked with most of their formal clients
on mental health and family stability goals. Mental Health Therapists also helped their formal clients
with a number of complex issues. Figure 20 illustrates the number of formal cases working on specific
complex issues across the 5 demo schools in Year 2.

Figure 20. Number of Formal Cases Working on Issues
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Anxiety, depression, other mental health
concerns (e.g., peer relationships,
attachment, self-esteem, self-regulation,
trauma, stress, grief and loss) were the
predominant types of complex issues Mental
Health Therapists worked on with their
formal clients. However, 51% of therapists’
formal cases had 2 or more complexities they
needed support with (e.g., anxiety and
addictions, domestic violence and
depression). Many of these complex issues
are linked and co-occur which can make it
even more difficult for students and families
to work through them.

IN THE LIT

Research on mental illness shows that youth who
experience comorbid disorders, meaning that they
meet the diagnostic criteria for multiple mental
health disorders (e.g., anxiety, depression,
substance use), are “the rule, not the exception”
(Ollendick et al., 2008). Youth with comorbid

disorders report more problems with family,

school, and peers compared to peers with one
mental health concern (Grella et al.. 2001).
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Agency Staff Mindsets

We also asked agency staff about the mindset needed when working with diverse students and families
in their school communities. Agency staff at all the demo schools shared 3 core aspects of their mindset:
seeing the individual, seeing strengths, and being non-judgmental.

Seeing the Individual
Agency staff emphasize the individual nature of student and family stories, experiences, and goals. They
do not generalize circumstances and in turn ensure they address each person’s individual needs:

...it’s very unique to each kid. So | can’t just have this...magical idea in my head of
where | want everybody to be, | just have to get to know the kid and see...what
we have to work with.” — Agency Staff

Hearing students’ and families’ stories about their lives and how they got where they are today helps
agency staff to see them as individuals and work with them to find the appropriate supports:

...Whenever | approach any students I’m always thinking...I want to know their
story...And then...I can adapt that perspective to better understand the choices
they are making...— Agency Staff

Another aspect of seeing the individual with unique strengths is having the goals or desired outcomes of
supports be driven by the individual receiving the support:

I really don’t work with my own agenda...in therapy, it’s mostly the client’s goals.
So when the client sets a goal, a big goal, | usually break it down into smaller
goals so that it will be more successful. So whatever that their goal is, I’'m
working towards that — Agency Staff

| have parents that are really apprehensive to mentoring because they don't
really know what it is, so...when | go into it and just say, like ‘you're the parents,
so you get to make the decisions for your child, but | need your help with what
they need to work on or what would be beneficial for them’. So they know that
I'm not trying to overstep or I'm not trying to tell them what they should be doing
with their child; I'm just trying to help them. — Agency Staff
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Seeing Strengths I

The agency staff are very attuned to the experiences

o . IN THE LIT
of students and families and how these experiences
impact student’s and family’s lives. Agency staff
believe a strength-based approach is important when Adopting a strengths-based approach,

working with their students and families. especially concerning students’ learning,
enables educators to be more effective,
self-confident, motivated, and resilient
(Brooks & Goldstein, 2008). Rutter, an
expert on child resilience, noted that
“Experiences of success in one arena of

With mentoring we try to focus on what the kids
are good at to get them engaged in coming and
meeting with their mentors. So they do what :

i ) life led to enhanced self-esteem and a
they’re good at, but then they also get to decide
what they want to get better at. Just focusing on

the positives to build the relationship. Instead of

feeling of self-efficacy, enabling them to

cope more successfully with the
subsequent life challenges and

what are you doing wrong, what do we have to fix, o
adaptations” (Rutter, 1985, p. 604).

it’s what are you good at, what do you want to
learn how to do better? — Agency Staff

This type of approach encourages students and families to continue building on their existing strengths
as they are supported in developing new ones.

...it’s very much...seeing what they can do and focusing on that and just
encouraging them and really building them, that strength of theirs and seeing
where they can go. Just thinking big and dreaming big... — Agency Staff

I think for me with the kids in leadership positions, just trying to get them to see
that they have things to offer to the community. So building a sense of
community. They have a gift...what is it? Let’s try to find it...they can make a
difference in someone’s life...and... just getting them to see the amazing
qualities that they have. — Agency Staff
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Being Non-Judgmental

Finally, agency staff identified being non-judgmental as another key aspect of their mindsets that
created a sense of safety for students and families to share their needs with agency staff and feel
comfortable coming to them for help.

| think being non-judgmental ... is the biggest one, right? Those families can
come to us with whatever level of support they need and be like, ‘wow | need
help’ or ‘this would be great for my kid to work on this’...we're here to listen
and actually support them where they are at rather than [where] we want
them to be at. — Agency Staff

My approach would be more emotional...being able to provide emotional
support or being that person...they know there’s no judgment or agenda and
they can talk freely and be able to express themselves... — Agency Staff

.
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: DIFFERENCES IN STAKEHOLDER MINDSETS

One challenge agency staff experienced is how other school-based stakeholders” mindsets about
students, families, and supports affect how they work in the schools. Not all stakeholders involved in
AIFY are trained in working from a non-judgmental, strength-based approach.

I think there’s a misconception that people are bad or that it’s
their bad choices that got them to this place. You know, you’re a
bad employee, you’re a bad parent...But | think there’s that

misconception ...it’s just all these bad choices that brought me

here and it’s just so much more complex than that, there’s so
much more going on. — Agency Staff
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Furthermore, stakeholders can hold misconceptions about the impacts of the supports and services.
Agency staff encountered misconceptions from other school-based stakeholders about how quickly
the AIFY supports should produce changes for students and families. People tend to expect quick,
straightforward solutions to students’ and families’ challenges, failing to realize that complex, deeply
entrenched challenges require strategies that address multiple root causes, and which often do not
result in immediate changes.

... a lot of times I'll get referrals that are you know ‘Johnny’s not coming to school, parent is
open to support, let’s get [you] in there and we’ll see a difference next week’. Because the
answers really often lie in that relationship, and sometimes we don’t even see movement

this year. Or next year. And sometimes that’ll be a long, long process... — Agency Staff

...Iif their trauma took them...thirty years to come out because they have never dealt with it,
in...four months or eight months I’m only going to get so much done. So if | see a little
change in them | know that’s a big impact in their life and in their journey. So | can’t change
them from a 30 year time span, so that’s where | know they’re at and that’s where | know
I’'ve got to go with them. — Agency Staff

These differing mindsets and misconceptions can be challenging to overcome when they are held by
school-based staff, such as teachers and administrators. Going forward, it may be helpful to create
or use existing capacity building opportunities (e.g., regular professional development presentations
to school staff, school newsletters) to increase the awareness of school based staff of the AIFY
service provider approach and how these different approaches and mindsets can lead to different
outcomes.

|
IN THE LIT

Stigma “thwarts, undermines, or exacerbates several processes (i.e., availability of resources, social
relationships, psychological and behavioural responses, stress) that ultimately lead to adverse health
outcomes” (Hatzenbuehler, Phelan, Link, 2013, p.814). Experiencing stigma may deplete individuals’
resources, cause social isolation, and foster unhealthy coping patterns (Hatzenbuehler, Phelan, Link,
2013).

Adopting a “problem-focus” may lead individuals to experience more limited options, and they may
fail to recognize individuals’ strengths and potential. In contrast, adopting a strengths-based practice
may foster resilience, allowing individuals to gain a sense of hope, the skills to set and meet their
own goals, and engage in healthy and effective coping strategies (Hammond, 2010).
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Connecting Students and Families to Supports

A unique element of the AIFY work is that agency staff connect students and families to needed
supports and services in a collaborative manner. They engage with several stakeholders and use a
number of mechanisms to identify students and families that need supports. They then strategize with
one another and with school staff about how to successfully connect students and families to supports.
Figure 21 depicts the diverse considerations and types of connections that are made to connect
students and families AIFY supports/services in the demo schools.

Figure 21. Connecting Students and Families to Supports
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Agency Staff Capacity and Workload

Staff expectations of workload varies. Some staff, based on the nature of service they provide, are
expected to serve a certain number of formal clients (e.g., serve certain numbers of individual students
and/or families in each school). The table below demonstrates the expected and actual caseloads of
agency staff across demo schools, for their formal clients/cases. The cells highlighted in yellow indicate
when a service provider exceeded their expected capacity. In addition, formal work with individual
students or families is only one component of agency staff work and involves supporting some of the
most complex students and families that are struggling in the school communities. All agency staff also
engage many students and families informally in each school community and offer support over shorter
periods of time (i.e., short-term engagements). To see the magnitude of this informal work with
students and families, pleaser refer to the individual school profiles where details about each service
provider’s entire workload is described in more detail (Pgs. 23-91). Agency staff must also commit a lot
of time to their collaborative efforts with other stakeholders (e.g., fellow agency staff, school staff) and
will spend a lot time working with colleagues as well.

Table 1. Expected and Actual Caseloads of Agency Staff

Expected Caseload Actual Caseload (Year 2)
Mental Health Therapists 20 — 25 Active Case Files Delton = 32
representing Students and Families | JAM =22
Served as Formal Clients St. Alphonsus =25
(Full-Time Staff) Spruce Avenue =21
Eastglen = 38
Mentoring Facilitators 80 — 100 Children Served Delton =89
(Full-Time Staff) JAM =63
St. Alphonsus = 46"
40 - 50 Children Served Spruce Avenue = 40*
(Part-Time Staff) Eastglen =31
Success Coaches 8 -10 Students Served as Formal Delton =11
Clients JAM =5"
(Full-Time Staff) St. Alphonsus = 8
Spruce Avenue = 10
Eastglen = 18"
Roots and Wings Workers 10 — 13 Families Served as Formal Delton =13
Clients JAM =14
(Full-Time Staff) St. Alphonsus = 17
Spruce Avenue = 14
Eastglen =13

*One mentoring facilitator worked in St. Alphonsus and Spruce Avenue, acting as a part-time staff in
each school.

**The Success Coach at JAM left partway through the year and this could explain the less than expected
caseload for Year 2.

***There were 2 full-time Success Coaches working at Eastglen in Year 2.
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While Out-of-School Time (OST) coordinators did not have expected caseloads like the other agency
staff, large proportions of the student population accessed the OST programming. One school was able
to track the number of requests from families for children to participate in OST programming and
compare this to their enrollment capacity (see Figure 23 and Table 2 below). For this school, there was
always more demand for OST programming than could be met.

Figure 23. OST Enrollment Requests and Available Spaces
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Table 2: OST Enrollment Requests and Available Spaces
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OST Term # of Enrollment # of Enrollment Spaces | Proportion of Demand
Requests Met
Fall 292 150 51.4%
Winter 273 143 52.4%
Spring 200 136 61.8%
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The following image highlights the
overall supports offered across five
demo schools in Year 2.

To see information on AIFY supports broken down by

demonstration school, please see the individual
demonstration school profiles.

Figure 24. AIFY Supports in Year 2
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PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: DEMANDS AND CAPACITY

As demonstrated by the numerical data presented above, agency staff’s actual workloads are greater
than expected. Overall, most agency staff are working at or above their expected workload capacity.
However, our interviews with agency staff revealed that staff generally feel these workloads are
“manageable”.

The demands are always there | think...so therefore room is always
there for more families | think. But...I don’t think we’re overstressed. |
don’t think | am overstressed. So | can handle it for now. — Agency Staff

Furthermore, the ability to collaborate and share the workload with other agency staff can help
increase work efficiency and better meet the needs of the students and families:

I think for us communicating...our boundaries of where we’re at with
our work too is very important to be successful. Because obviously we’re
all holding a lot of balls in the air, so just sharing...with each
other...where we’re at, and then being able to share amongst each
other when we need to... — Agency Staff

Overall, agency staff are coping with their workloads, but the nature of the work can be stressful and
challenging to meet all the demands for support. Many agency staff shared that they are working at
capacity when it comes to how many students and families they can support.

I think there [are] probably some parents who could use...some support
earlier. And because | am so busy and I’m not always here.
— Agency Staff

...I feel like my caseload is pretty high and...I can’t see everyone all the
time, right...especially with kids you know there is that consistency and...
being able to have more time with them and it is a definite challenge.
— Agency Staff

[Roots and Wings worker] could probably in her position...do three
times as much because the need is so great. — Agency Staff
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The magnitude of the agency staff workload speaks to the magnitude of the need within each of the
school communities, and to the need for additional supports. Looking ahead, it will be important to
monitor the demands of the school communities, and whether the agency staff teams have the
capacity to meet those needs without experiencing the negative effects of heavy workloads and staff

burnout. Agency staff “love” their jobs and are passionate about their work. It will be important to

continue to foster and support this passion.

...it’s really exciting. It’s such an exciting job that | have and I really love
it. — Agency Staff

I’m not just saying this for [the recorder]. | feel so excited to be at
work...the work can be really hard at times when you listen to really
difficult stories, but I still feel really pumped and excited to see how the
kids can grow and where they can go... — Agency Staff

|
IN THE LIT

Burnout affects 21-67% of mental health service providers (Morse, Salyers, Rollins, Monroe-DeVita,
& Pfahler, 2012). Burnout is comprised of emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and reduced feelings of
personal accomplishment. Burnout not only impacts client care, but also professionals’ sense of
competence and satisfaction with their work, as well as their physical health over the long-term
(Green, Albanese, Shapiro, & Aarons, 2014).

Although increased job demands are predictive of burnout, employees’ access to resources (e.g.,

social support) may prevent burnout (Trépanier, Fernet, Austin, Forest, & Vallerand, 2014).

Furthermore, feeling passionate about one’s job because of the meaning and enjoyment it brings is
associated with a greater sense of well-being and increased happiness with one’s work (Trépanier,
Fernet, Austin, Forest, & Vallerand, 2013).
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Collaboration in Action

As a core principle of the initiative, collaboration
among stakeholders has been fundamental in the
early successes and perceived effectiveness of the
AIFY initiative. Collaboration in service provision is
occurring in three overarching ways: 1) across
agencies, 2) between agencies and schools, and
3) with external partners.

Collaboration across Agencies

With three different agencies providing supports
and services, it is essential for agency stakeholders
(i.e., agency staff and leaders) to collaborate
effectively. Agency staff teams discussed how they
work together and identified elements that
contributed to their effective collaboration. Figure
25 summarizes the different elements that
contribute to effective collaboration for agency
staff.

IN THE LIT

“The manner in which families, educators, and
specialists work together... to promote the
academic and social development of students
is paramount in strengthening the integrated
and continuous supports that must be
provided to maximize learning and
development” (Sheridan & Kratochwill, 2007,
p.2-4).

A recent review examined 33 studies that
evaluated interagency collaboration and
found that collaboration across agencies was
associated with children’s improved mental
health, increased availability of services to
children, and positive partnerships between
professionals (Cooper, Evans, & Pybis, 2016).

|
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: SHARED GOALS

In Year 1, collaboration was ineffective when agency staff teams did not have shared goals or

direction. In contrast, agency staff teams in Year 2 appear to be working together more effectively.

Changes in agency staff members and greater experience working collaboratively contributed to

positive shifts in team dynamics.

...the teams have really jelled this year. Especially the ones that have

been together all of last year and maybe have one or two replacements.

But | feel...teams are stronger and they rely on each other more this

year and work in a much more integrated fashion...it’s just natural to

have relationship building that happens. — Agency Supervisor
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In Year 2, challenges around shared goals emerged more prominently in discussions among the
agency leaders working at higher levels of the AIFY initiative. The intensification of agencies’ focus on
measuring targets and outcomes in Year 2 contributed to a heightened sense of “competing
outcomes” among different agencies. While agencies shared a common vision around supporting
students and families, agency-specific goals were held by each agency and tied to specific
organizational missions and activities. These disparities can create barriers to effective collaboration.

If I had to...pick a challenge that I’'ve been noticing in year 2, kind of what you
mentioned like competing outcomes. So...for example, if there is...a cooking class
at Spruce and it’s like well, this is an OST program, but e4c is helping with it...we
want to give [the program] their outcomes but we need our outcomes so how do

we structure this program? But in a way | mean the students are getting served
so that’s not an issue, but just things like that...and managing all of our needs... —
Agency Supervisor

Agency leaders identified expanding the types of evidence that agencies collect to demonstrate their
outcomes as one way to show the collaborative, rather than individual, work of the agencies. Agency
leaders voiced some resistance to the emphasis placed on quantitative data in Year 2, explaining that
“numbers” are limited in their ability to demonstrate the complex collaboration occurring between
agencies to provide wraparound services for students and families. While prioritizing numbers can
keep agencies focused on their own individual goals, bringing detailed stories alongside those
numbers can affirm the interdependent nature of the agencies’ work and their shared goals.

For me it would be the qualitative data. Like the stories are the only way to show
it. Where...we can talk about some numbers, but...there’s so many very specific
stories that happen because of the way our teams work where...having that
whole wraparound team at your service or even little things like being able to go
to talk to your school therapist about a great way to support a family...that stuff
that doesn’t happen in other teams because other places are so much more
siloed...And being able to share those expertise back and forth make our team so
much stronger because then if you have a question you have clinical and hands-
on support for complementary services. — Agency Supervisor

-
IN THE LIT

Shared responsibilities and goals are central to educating and supporting children. Recognizing and
adopting an approach that encompasses common responsibilities and goals can mitigate challenges
and barriers to student success (Sheridan & Kratochwill, 2007).
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Figure 25. Elements of Effective Collaboration for Agency Staff
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Collaboration between Agencies and Schools
Agency staff also identified effective collaboration
between agency and school stakeholders as a key
contributor to the success of the initiative. Agency
staff teams specifically talked about how
collaboration with teachers and school staff can
provide valuable knowledge about students and
their circumstances, help identify those who need
support, and provide an extra level of support for
students and families (Figure 26).

Agency staff and leaders felt that a great deal of
progress was made this year in fostering
collaborative practice between agency and school
staff. These stakeholders value each other’s roles,
knowledge, and skills that support students and
families. It will be important to continue to
support these collaborative relationships moving
forward.

IN THE LIT

When agencies collaborate with schools then
there are a number of perceived benefits.
These benefits include stronger service
delivery such as earlier detection of problems
and more appropriate referrals. As well,
agency-school collaboration is thought to
result in better outcomes for children and

youth, whereby children are happier, show

improved academic achievement, and better
school attendance (Cooper, Evans, & Pybis,
2016).

...I think increased education from a whole school perspective for teachers to fully understand who’s
in their school and what they do, and how they can collaborate together. | think if there’s room for
collaboration growth anywhere that’s the place, between teachers and All in for Youth staff. And it’s

tough because of time frames and demands but that’s really valuable.

—Agency Manager
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Figure 26. Collaboration between Agency and School Staff
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Teachers are very open to be involved and
basically volunteer their time. And the
teochers in my programs...they don't see it as
just something they have to come along to
because they have to be with their class and
I'm facilitating. They're so willing to help
with activities...they're just very open to
being involved...they see the benefit of it
- Agency Staff
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PRACTICE APPLICATIONS:
EFFECTIVE COLLABORATION WITH SCHOOL STAFF

Collaboration Enablers

Agency staff identified regular contact and
communication among stakeholders as factors that
enabled collaboration. Specifically, collaboration was
supported by connecting with people in meetings, one-
on-one conversations, regular follow-up, and, in some
cases, shared workspaces. Regular meetings, such as
huddles, provide great opportunities to check-in, have
open conversations, foster group decision making for
student/family supports, and develops accountability.

...reaching out to teachers and just talking with each
other. We get a lot of information that way, we’re
really good about chatting with each other and
referring to each other. — Agency Staff

We like to be able to communicate with one another.
And you know, sometimes frankness is a little bit hard,
but it also helps as long as we’re all agreed that we
learn together or that we grow together. And we have
made...incredible strides... — Agency Staff

Some agency staff teams share office space in the school, which they felt supported collaborative efforts

and coordination of supports.

IN THE LIT

The outcomes of interagency
collaboration are generally positive,
however collaboration has also been
linked to professionals’ worries of
poorer service quality and problems
with service delivery (e.g., longer wait
times, management difficulties), as well
as emotional exhaustion among staff.
Professionals and families identified a
number of factors for successful
interagency collaboration including:
good communication between
professionals and services; joint
training; and a good understanding
between professionals and services;
mutual valuing, respect and trust;
management support; protocols on
interagency collaboration; and a person

who can link the collaboration (Cooper,
Evans, & Pybis, 2016).

...there’s almost always more than one person in the office, and if there’s ever a quiet time we usually

end up talking about our kids and kind of bounce ideas off each other so...if I’'m seeing somebody and

they mention something about home, | immediately ask [Roots and Wings worker] ‘are you

connected?’...‘what are the supports that they have’, if any? So | think that helps... — Agency Staff
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Shared Goals

Similarly to the need to develop shared goals
between agencies, agency staff felt it was
incredibly important to develop shared goals with
school staff. There is a shared priority among
agency and school stakeholders to support the
wellbeing of students and their families, but
developing “common goals” or being able to
connect their work with “the same language”
could strengthen collaboration moving forward.

-
IN THE LIT

Co-creating shared visions and values is
instrumental to establishing successful
interagency collaborations. Developing a
shared direction has been described as “the

glue that holds collaborative efforts together”
(Walter & Petr, 2000).

[School District] have their own mental health agenda...how do we talk the same language? So that

partnership...has been still, you know, tricky...everybody knowing, ‘what's our common goals, what is
that umbrella’...that would help... — Agency Staff

IN THE LIT

Staff turnover is often cited as a barrier to
effective mental health service provider
partnerships (Spong, Waters, Dowd, & Jackson,
2013). Within the child and adolescent mental
health setting, annual staff turnover can exceed

50%, and is linked to increased costs, poorer
organizational functioning, and work-team

performance, among others (Aarons,
Sommerfeld, Hecht, Silovsky, Chaffin, 2009).

Minimizing Staff Turnover

Staff turnover creates obvious challenges for
consistent ongoing collaboration. In some
cases, an agency team lost a staff member
partway through the school year, which “offset
things” and left the team feeling “a little off
balance”. These types of departures cannot be
predicted, but because of the impact they can
have on agency staff teams and their ability to
work effectively in schools, strategies to
respond quickly to this type of turnover would
be beneficial. In addition, it would also be
beneficial to develop strategies to support the
incoming staff in building relationships and

effective collaborations with partners in the school. The same impacts are felt when there is turnover in

school staff. Unfortunately, a couple schools in Year 2 experienced a significant turnover in school staff.

Like [School 1], | feel like it’s almost further back because they’ve had such a big turnover in staff. Like

they’re almost a brand new staff this year and so. But for schools like [School 2] that have had those

services, well more the TFC services long-term, they already had more of an understanding and now

they have a greater understanding of what the whole team does. — Agency Supervisor
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Overall, agency and school staff departures did not occur frequently at the demonstration schools.
There was much more consistency in staff from Year 1 to Year 2 than there was turnover. However,
ensuring that new school staff receive education and capacity-building early in the school year so they
understand the roles of AIFY and its staff (e.g., how agency staff can support students, families, and
school staff) is essential.

Physical Presence in School

Some agency supports and services require working outside of regular school hours (e.g., 8:00am —
4:00pm), such as Roots and Wings family support workers or OST coordinators. In addition, some agency
staff work part-time in a school, limiting time for interaction and collaboration with other stakeholders.
Some of these differences in work schedules reflect the different roles, but it is important to note that
lack of physical presence in schools can limit opportunities for collaboration with school staff and
administrators. As agency managers noted, reducing the time that certain agency staff (e.g., mentoring
coordinators) spend in the schools could intensify barriers to collaboration and other elements of the
AIFY work.

I’m not often here at the same times or | can’t have those...information
conversations you know after school because ... that’s...my kid time. So | think
that that’s...a little bit of a barrier but that’s just...the job. — Agency Staff

I do worry moving forward with regards to communication and collaboration in
the schools, if we do face budget cuts and potential...staffing shaving...| worry
about the like time or the lack of time that they’ll be in the schools. Or maybe if
they’re torn between two schools, what that communication and that
collaboration breakdown will look like. Because | feel like when you’re torn, the
whole idea behind the model was that you were dedicated to that one school
that one area and that your focus was just individually into that school. But if we
have to start shifting and moving staff around that’s going to pose a bit of a
problem. And | think they will see the difference not having full time staff in the
school, or less hours or less you know dedication to service of the kids.

— Agency Staff
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Stakeholder Engagement

In order for this form of collaboration to be most effective there needs to be ongoing commitment and
engagement of all agency and school staff. Indeed, both school administrators and agency managers
have multiple roles outside of AIFY which come with multiple priorities and often times competing
schedules. However, agency managers felt that frequent, face-to-face conversations with administrators
was important for successful collaboration. In Year 2, Agency staff and leaders noted disengagement
from administrators at some demo schools, specifically related to huddles and co-management
meetings.

I think another challenge is admin presence at [huddles]...so at
huddles it’s...not consistent, and service support is really IN THE LIT
inconsistent...so | think the intention of those meetings
sometimes gets lost. Because | know at some of the other All In Engaging stakeholders in

For Youth schools those meetings are very admin-led and collaboration is beneficial
driven, which I think gives a lot more focus and intentionality because it provides an
to those meetings...whereas ours it's often times us leading opportunity to integrate and
those meetings...that just poses some challenges, build members’ capacities by
unfortunately, like setting engagement levels. And you know bringing together many
it's a challenging school, I'm not saying they're stakeholders with diverse skills
[administrators] not wanting to be engaged. | just...think it's and resources. Stakeholder

just a challenge of this year. — Agency Staff involvement is supported by
providing technical assistance to

stakeholders (e.g., training),

encouragement (e.g.,

However, agency managers also noted that some school o
acknowledging innate

administrators expressed concerns over a lack of consistent o
knowledge), and logistical

support (e.g., time to attend

meetings; Foster-Fishman et al.,

2001).

attendance at co-management meetings by certain agency
managers. This demonstrates challenges experienced
around levels of engagement for the different groups of
stakeholders working together in schools. Going forward,
agency managers would like to have intentional

conversations around the best times to hold co-
management meetings so that all parties can consistently attend and be engaged in the
collaborative process.

In addition, principal meetings (a meeting of administrators from the demo and non-demo sites in
Year 2) also had inconsistent attendance, which limited the value of discussions during the co-
management meetings. For Year 3, agency managers proposed greater intentionality around
engaging school administrators in the principal and co-management meetings so that these
opportunities can give rise to rich conversations about best practices emerging across schools, as
well as areas of growth.
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...definitely one of the loopholes this year that hasn’t been consistent is the

principal meetings. And not just the All in for Youth demo schools but even across

All'in for Youth schools period...and | think that those conversations that would

have happened at those principal meetings often lead to some of the rich

conversations that we have in co-management and so there’s been disconnect

between even the principals getting together... — Agency Manager

IN THE LIT

Research on building
community-school
relationships shows the
importance of effectively and
deliberately incorporating
teachers into school-based
projects. In particular,
McMahon et al., (2000)
reported that “although there
has been little discussion
about the role that classroom
teachers might play in the
development of these
initiatives, new collaboratives
must include teachers in the
planning process, define
expectations for them, and
ensure that they remain
involved during all phases of

implementation” (p. 80).

Figuring out how school staff can be involved also poses
challenges in the AIFY initiative, since the model was built
without clearly defining the role of school staff and how they can
support the AIFY work. Agency leaders felt that engaging
teachers more in the work of AIFY is currently a missing piece of
the initiative. However, with the foundation of relationships
established in the first year and strong buy-in to AIFY among
principals, agency leaders believe that the initiative is now ready
to dedicate greater intentionality to engaging school staff and
have them actively involved in the AIFY work.

I think it’s a good goal for the next year, because | think that is a
piece that’s missing right now...and | think we’re ready for it
now...that intentionality with the teachers. That being said, it
does have to come from the principal to drive that, but | think
that the principals are at a place now where they could drive
that forward...it’s key to also the success of the team working in
the schools. Because there’s way more teachers in the school
than there are our staff. And there are [AIFY] staff that are
ambitious, and they will go and they will...introduce themselves,
but that’s not everyone, and even having some sort of bridge or
connection, even in a staff meeting or something I think would
go a long way. And it changes, that’s how you change the
culture in the school. The culture in the school can’t just be
changed by...our team and the principal and then...a couple staff
who are all like ‘woo-hoo!” — Agency Manager

To some extant, this is already occurring in Year 2. For example, agency and school staff discussed the
different ways school staff help identify students and families who may need AIFY supports in school
communities (e.g., by talking with an agency staff member, by attending huddle meetings).
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Information Sharing ]

Agency leaders identified information sharing between agencies IN THE LIT

and schools as a foundational aspect to effective collaboration.

Information is necessary to help intentionally inform how services
need to be changed or adapted to meet the needs of students and
families in the school communities. When there are “reservations

When structures are
developed that allow for
effective, frequent, and

around sharing information” it can put “a little bit of stress on the o . .
quick information sharing,

model”. collaboration is more

successful and service
providers are more satisfied

...because [School Board] is a bigger system and there is a lot of with and committed to

like FOIP and confidentiality, if something...magic happens...that collaboration (Foster-

we can share data within our partners and within our model, that Fishman, Berkowitz,

would be...awesome. It would reduce a lot of paperwork, a lot of Lounsbury, Jacobson, &

tracking and stuff like that...data agility and integration is Allen, 2001).

important in collaboration, for sure. — Agency Manager

While agency leaders recognized schools had certain legal or ethical codes they were required to follow,
agency leaders also suggested better planning in order to develop a “systematized”, “unified” way of
tracking and sharing information across the demo schools. While some schools have used tools such as
spreadsheets to track information about the supports and services received by students and families,
others do not have these tracking processes in place. The existing tools and processes used by schools
may represent a starting point for intentionally planning how information can be tracked and shared
between staff within schools, and with the broader AIFY initiative.

...do certain processes need to be maybe systematized across the
demo schools in terms of how information is tracked, how it’s
stored, how it can be shared, how it can be used, so that you can
have access to...that kind of detailed information over time for
students? — Agency Manager
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Communication across Levels ]
IN THE LIT

Communication is always a challenge when working
collaboratively with many different stakeholders. In

Year 1, communication challenges surfaced around Honest communication between

school staff feeling uninformed about the AIFY work stakeholders may be negatively impacted
occurring with students, and better communication by conflict or differences between
channels were developed between the agency and organizations. Communication about the
school staff working in the schools. In Year 2, agency difficulties arising in a collaboration may
staff and leaders articulated the need for enhanced be further reduced if a collaboration is
communication across all levels of the initiative. In perceived to be tenuous. Identifying
particular, they expressed the need to share outcomes common goals, missions, expectations,
and decisions from co-management meetings through and role structures may help resolve
some mechanism that would keep agency staff and communication barriers (McMahon et al.,
supervisors informed. Agency staff are especially 2000).

interested when co-management decisions that relate

directly to their work:

There's been times that I've been told things that I’'ve been volunteered
to do, and I've heard it from [school] admin in passing, but...it's the first
time I'm hearing about it...it’s been promised in co-management...But
then I'm told by admin and | don't know what they're talking about ...
because it’s never even told to me. — Agency Staff

For agency supervisors specifically, a lack of established processes for agency managers to communicate
decisions made at co-management meetings, as well as a sense of being increasingly discouraged from
checking in with principals directly, contributed to the perceived knowledge-sharing gap between levels.
Regular meetings between agency managers and supervisors that include a specific agenda item for
sharing information from co-management meetings was suggested as a positive step by both teams. In
addition, agency supervisors suggested that an e-mail highlighting important information discussed at
the co-management meeting could also be an efficient way to communicate information without
burdening stakeholders with additional meetings.
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Collaboration with External Partners

In the AIFY initiative external partners can be from other community agencies, local businesses, or other
programs. Some of these partners come from the community (e.g., business owners, local churches) and
are connected to the demo schools’ student supports (e.g., local businesses offering employment
opportunities to older students). Others work in the schools and are connected to the agency staff
teams as they work together to support the students and families in schools (e.g., external partners
supporting OST programming to give students access to different types of programming). Figure 27
represents the different external partners identified by agency staff and the AIFY agency partners.

|
IN THE LIT

Strong external relationships with community partners is encouraged and should be
nurtured throughout the duration of a collaboration, with particular thought given to
building partnerships to meet various needs across different stages of collaboration. These

relationships with external partners may help bring to light new ideas and solutions for best
practices (Foster-Fishman et al., 2001).
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Figure 27. External Partners and Supports Involved in AIFY
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Agency leaders observed greater integration between external partners and the agency staff in Year 2,
noting several successes in building partnerships with groups both internal and external to the schools.

I think one success[ful] thing is ...bringing the community to the school and trying to
support in so many different ways. But even looking at that, right. When you’re inviting
those communities in the school it doesn’t mean that there isn’t any different interest
there. So one thing that was really a success for example...is having other different
interests that are coming from the community that doesn’t necessarily align with the
school’s vision of community support for All in for Youth...being able to navigate those
relationships so those challenges, and at the same time having the courageous
conversations with members of the community...l see success in having them come
back to the table, having them be in the school in a way that brings value to everyone,
as opposed to shutting them out. So that’s a success, to make sure that they’re aligned
with the vision, with the All in for Youth vision and the school’s vison of community
support as well. This was a huge success. — Agency Manager

PRACTICE APPLICATIONS:
PARTNERSHIPS WITH CHILD & FAMILY SERVICES

Agency leaders also felt developing close partnerships with Child and Family Services (CFS) workers
was beneficial for helping the agency staff better support students and families. While CFS workers
consistently attended huddles at some demo schools, their presence was absent or inconsistent at
others. Ideally, agency leaders would like to see CFS workers consistently attending huddles and

working with the agency staff to support students and families affected by serious challenges
requiring a higher level of intervention.
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Figure 28. Agency Staff Integration and Collaboration
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Secti_on
Overview

AIFY Relationships

Desired Outcomes for Students and
Families

Outcomes should reflect the unique characteristics and goals of each

student and family. There is a desire to see results quickly, but agency

staff acknowledﬁe that change cannot be expected immediately when
working with students and families who have complex needs,
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Relationships

Relationships speak to the connections that individuals in the AIFY program have with one another, and
these relationships form the foundation for effective collaboration. In Year 1, agency staff worked hard
to build relationships with each other, students, families, school administration, and school staff. In Year
2, agency staff talked about the ways they saw these relationships improve.

And the relationships I've built with teachers...this year compared to last year
[have] really improved, so a lot of teachers are seeking that out: ‘I have this new
student, I've talked to the parents, | really want that [support]... — Agency Staff

...being my second year, personally | just feel like I’'m making more relationships
with students and getting to know more. — Agency Staff

Relationships, especially the relationships built between agency staff and students, take time and energy
to build and maintain, and they create the foundation for effective and efficient outcomes.

And also the comfort, the trust. Because when you work with teenagers they’re
not going to trust you right off the bat. Especially when you’re working with
teenagers who are in the inner city, at-risk, who don’t have a good foundation
to begin with. You need a lot of time to actually gain their trust. So that could
take 6 months or more, you know. | think a lot of times the higher ups...think
that it’s so easy to gain a child’s trust...maybe for younger kids, but for older kids
who have gone through a lot in their lives it takes a really long time. And
sometimes you’re only scraping the surface... — Agency Staff

I’m a firm believer that if [an agency staff member] has a relationship with a kid,
that’s what matters at the end of the day...the kid doesn’t care what the title is
behind my name, or behind...any of our names. They just want to know...you’re

the person | like, you’re the person | trust, right. — Agency Staff
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Relationship Enablers

Agency staff and leaders identified three factors
they believed help build relationships with students, Relationship
families, and staff in the school communities: 1) Enablers
creating a sense of safety; 2) positive interactions;
and 3) agency staff consistency.

Figure 29. Relationship Enablers

Creating a sense of safety for students and families
helped agency staff develop relationships with and
learn more about students’ and families’ needs and

how to support them.

...l have experiences...with kids that were...really shy or kids that...wouldn’t come
to the program. And then you know | got to...chat with them on the recess
playground a few times and then they did come and now...every time they see me
they’re like ‘hey!’ They just chat with me like I’'m their friend, but...I’'m also an
adult who can...give them advice and help them. So just having...those safe spaces
and opportunities with them...I think is really important. — Agency Staff

Agency staff also found that creating opportunities for positive interactions with students and school
staff supported strong relationships.

in January we had Original Joe’s come in, they had this thing called Heart Cart to
show appreciation to the teachers so that...they knew...we were there for
them...you know, it’s from the All in for Youth team, we were able to get them... to
come in due to our community coordinator...that really helped...build that
connection. The teachers know like ‘ok, yeah these guys got my back, these guys
are here for me’. And it really helped build that...trust, which is what you need,
right. — Agency Staff
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...sometimes in the mornings what happens is there’s extra time...for doing things.
And so myself and our other co-worker, we do [a] morning...kind of conditioning
for like basketball...So not only are we reaching you know the [students] from the
resiliency scores, but we’re reaching...the “jocks”, quote unquote, or the athletes.
So we’re able to work with them in the mornings, give them an opportunity to
build relationship[s]. — Agency Staff

Finally, consistency in agency staff contributed to relationship building with individuals in the school
communities.

...and they’ve taken some learning from last year, right, and we did have some
turnover in terms of staff between last and this year, but we did have a lot more
consistency. So there was relationships between the teams but also within the
schools, so it’s not a new face necessarily...they didn’t have to start from square
one with students at the beginning of the year. They already had that full year,
and in some cases longer, to build relationships. So it just makes working with
children and families more simple when you’ve got that time behind you.
—Agency Manager

|
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: RELATIONSHIP-BUILDING

Agency staff experienced some barriers to building strong relationships with stakeholders. Lack of
face-to-face time with school staff was identified as one barrier. However, there is an awareness that
this is likely attributed to the workload and the nature of some of the AIFY roles.

...cause teachers are overwhelmed, they're busy...they're putting out
their own fires, we’re putting out our own fires and so sometimes...1

don't see people very often cause I'm in my office seeing kids, right?
— Agency Staff

I did try and make it intentional that | would talk with a lot more
teachers, but then [the] expectations of my job shifted and I'm just not
here enough right? — Agency Staff
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Another barrier was related to enduring perceptions of AIFY agency staff from Year 1. In Year 1,

there were some challenges and misunderstandings encountered among the school and service

provider models of working in some of the demo schools. In Year 2, these challenges were addressed
and, in some cases, the agency staff in certain roles changed, but some negative perceptions about
agency staff still persisted. For example, in one demo school, the agency staff team (most of whom
were new to the school in Year 2) had a hard time forming relationships with some school staff
because of negative perceptions school staff had of the agency staff working in their school in Year 1.
Agency staff and school staff at this demo school worked throughout the year to build relationships
with one another, but negative perceptions based on experiences from the previous year did make
this more challenging. This is a useful learning to consider if this model were to be implemented in a
new school. New agency staff also had to work hard to gain back the trust that was lost in Year 1
(e.g., with families).
...it was hard for me coming in because there was two people in my
position last year, so I’'m the third person in this position since we
started. So | kind of had to build trust back from people who kind of
assumed that | was just going to disappear because people had before.
And with the parents too because they’d say ‘oh, well | haven’t heard
from anybody since May’ or whatever so | had to build back the trust
that | wasn’t just going to suddenly disappear and leave them hanging
again. So that was a bit of a challenge. — Agency Staff

|
IN THE LIT

In a review study of interagency collaboration that supports children’s mental health, 12 of 18
studies found that inadequate resourcing (i.e., time pressures, clinical demands) prevented members
from participating in interagency activities, such as meetings. This was the most commonly identified
factor that prohibited collaboration (Cooper, Evans, & Pybis, 2016).

Similarly, 10 of 18 studies found that members’ perceived “professional hierarchy,” in which they felt
other members looked down upon or were treated as an inferior, was prohibitive to the
collaboration. Professional hierarchy was the second most cited prohibitive factor (Cooper, Evans, &
Pybis, 2016).
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Impacts of Relationships
Agency staff attributed relationships formed with students, [
families, and school staff to specific outcomes (Figure 30). IN THE LIT

Figure 30. Relationship Outcomes

Interagency collaboration has
been found to support
positive client outcomes,
such that children and
youths’ mental health
improved, they received
more focused and
streamlined services, and
high-needs children received
more intensive supports
relative to low-needs children

(Cooper, Evans, & Pybis,
2016).

Strong relationships with students and families helped agency staff to better understand their needs.

So | think we can all think of multiple kids where to any one of us they’ve shared
information about something going on in their lives that’s really stressful or a
trauma they’ve experienced. We’ve even had parents come and say [their]
kids...won’t open up to them or won’t say anything or talk about what they’re
going though, but they’ve opened up to somebody on the team. And so we’re able
to then continue that and start supporting the kids and having someone that they
can talk to and looking at what supports they need to help them. — Agency Staff

By building relationships with students and families, agency staff were better able to choose supports
for students and families in the school communities.

... I'm a firm believer that the parents...| work with they know themselves best,
they know their story and they have those answers, do you know what |
mean? And it’s through that relationship and just walking with them that
they’re able to find those [answers]. — Agency Staff
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One agency staff attributed established relationships with school staff as a contributing factor to a
better understanding AIFY agency staff roles and in turn a willingness to support agency staff working
within their roles.

...now that we have the relationship with the school and we’re trusted and
they understand what we each do, | think we are all much more able to go
back to what our roles are designed to be. — Agency Staff

Agency staff also found that students were intentionally seeking out and engaging with the agency
staff they had built relationships with. An example of this is when students noticed when an agency staff
member was away and would ask where they were:

| think it just comes back down to that relationship piece. And it’s funny
because if anyone of us is gone,...the kids will come in and they’ll be like ‘uh,
where’s [this agency staff]? Where’s [this person], like when’s she going to be
in?’ — Agency Staff

Students also recognized agency staff as supportive, safe adults to talk to at school and to seek out in
times of crisis.

So I have to deal with a lot of these crisis situations and...I had one student
with a panic attack, severe panic attack where | also have to connect with
EMS. So a lot of kids are really high risk here, and it seems like they feel
comfortable to come to me and let me know that they’re in crisis and | deal
with that. — Agency Staff

Capacity Building

Agency staff discussed the different Year 2 capacity building activities they took part in, such as training
or professional development, certification in the science of brain development, and solution-focused
therapy. Agency staff also delivered classroom presentations to give students and school staff more
information about different topics related to student and family wellbeing such as healthy relationships,
anxiety and depression, stigma in mental health, self-harming, self-esteem, trauma, stress management,
and emotional literacy. Capacity building opportunities were offered depending on the school (e.g.,
schedules) and topic: bi-weekly or monthly meetings for the whole school year, one-time presentations
to different classes/groups, presentations to the entire school staff on a regular basis, school
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newsletters, or hand out resources (e.g., articles, videos). One specific example is the topic of trauma-
informed practice.

...with these teachers who might have twenty highly traumatized kids in their
class and...they [are] trying to get these kids to learn...I think that’s one of the
things we’ve talked about a little bit...how do we support teachers more with
this trauma informed knowledge that we all have been trained in? How do we
kind of bring it together and support the teachers so they can have some of
this perspective in terms of approaching the learning for the kids?
— Agency Staff

IN THE LIT

Teachers are often the first to recognize when students are struggling with mental health
concerns (Whitley, Smith, Vaillancourt, 2012). For teaching staff, adopting a trauma-informed
approach is associated with a greater understanding of monitoring one’s own stress so as to

“respond rather than react to student behaviours” (Anderson, Bliza, Saastamoinen, 2015, p.129).
Moreover, students who receive trauma-informed support in school show fewer symptoms of
trauma and depression, and improvements in their grades (Ko et al., 2008).

Desired Outcomes for Students and Families

Agency staff were seeking outcomes for students and families that reflect the unique characteristics of
each student and family.

It’s hard for me to answer because it’s so unique to every family. Each family
is unique, what their needs are, what their goals are, their self-directed goals
of what they want. — Agency Staff
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Students and families play a major role in guiding and informing the goals and outcomes they work

towards with the agency staff.

Well for me in my work...I want to work and help that student in whatever it is
they’re looking to achieve. And so they come to me with...what they want to
work on...And then through...exploring...how they can get there and giving
them the resources and skills they need to achieve that... — Agency Staff

With this client-led, individualized approach, agency staff work with students and families towards a

broad range of outcomes, shown in Figure 31.

Figure 31. Students’ and Families’ Goals

However, agency staff and leaders also stressed that many of their , .
...we’re planting seeds and

goals for students and families are long-term. There is a desire to see building skills. — Agency Staff
results quickly, but change cannot be expected immediately when

working with students and families with complex needs.

And just to add on that...with my families | don’t see the result right away...
because you’re starting out [on] the first level, which is like communication.
That communication might sometimes take...5 months to build, right. So you
don’t really see it right away. So for me... | don’t focus more on the outcome, |
focus more on the relationship from [a] strength-based...point of view. So...the
outcome...you might not see it and you get frustrated and you’re like ‘but I'm
doing this, how come you know it’s not working out’. But...just being patient
and taking your time and knowing that...the change will happen, but it will
take time. — Agency Staff
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...many times our worker will get in there, they’ll see undiagnosed mental
health with mom and dad, housing resources, food bank resources where they
need to get that base level of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs before that kid is
even going to begin to be able to come to school. And where oftentimes the
expectation is you have a Roots and Wings worker, you have a mentor hooked
up, that kid should be coming to school next week. And it’s like no...this is
years of multi-generational stuff going on where really, realistically we will
start seeing [change] two months down the road. But there’s a lot of things
that happen, because of our team, to get that kid to start coming two months
down the road... just taking a real look at how these services work for that
whole ecology of the family...because it’s very complicated, but it’s something
that we see happening every day. — Agency Supervisor
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Systems Change
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Systems Change

\\\I/ &

- A process designed to change the status quo

S 5&1:;:;1: - Alms to create lasting change
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Systems change is about shifting the conditions that maintain the status quo and hold problems
in place (Kania, Kramer, & Senge, 2018). These conditions include practices, policies, resources,
relationships, power dynamics, and mental models. These conditions exists with varying
degrees of visibility (i.e., explicit, semi-explicit, implicit). Some conditions, like practices and
resources, are very explicit to most people. They ‘see’ these things that may be holding systems
in place (e.g., lack of financial resources). The less explicit conditions are the most challenging
to work on, but if successfully addressed, they can have huge impacts on changing systems.

\ - Alters the underlying structures and mechanisms of a system

AbebrC o, Harrss, & Whartsn, 25

Figure 32. Six conditions of Systems Change
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The All In for Youth partnership is working on changing the way supports and services are
provided to students and families with complex needs within the school system. The goal is to
help students overcome barriers to educational success and help families thrive. This section

presents the partnership’s progress towards shifting the conditions that underlie AIFY’s systems
change.
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Practices

All In for Youth has changed the ways that schools and community agencies
work together to support students and families in the demonstration schools.
By embedding teams of agency staff within each school and delivering a

comprehensive range of supports and services on-site, AIFY upends the Practices:

Activities,

traditional way of delivering supports to children, youth, and families. In Year
1, operational and steering committee partners indicated that collaboration
between schools and community agencies has occurred in Edmonton for
several years, yet it has never been attempted the way AIFY has modeled its
collaborative service delivery (e.g., with multiple agencies and school districts

procedures,
and shared
Work

habits

coming together to deliver services to students and families). Rather, services
have generally been delivered by individual agencies, working independent of one another and
with limited capacity. Typically, students and families access needed non-educational supports
outside of the school building and often have to wait a long time before their immediate needs
are met. In contrast, AIFY coordinates collaborative supports among agency partners who work
in the school building, giving students and families direct and often immediate access to
needed supports and services.

Partners at all levels of the initiative worked on changing their practices/procedures to improve
the ways schools and agencies collaborate to support students and families. This continues to
be a main focus of their efforts. One early practice change that emerged in Year 1 and
continued in Year 2 was around schools’ disciplinary practices or procedures. For example,
some AIFY schools have changed the way they approach student suspension and expulsion
decisions (e.g., by using in-school suspensions more, to keep students in the school building and
connected to people working in the school). Another example is schools that created ‘calm-
down stations’ (e.g., in classrooms, in main offices) so students have a safe place to go and calm
down, rather than being sent to the main office and have the main office be perceived as a
place of discipline. Having AIFY supports in schools gives school the opportunity to respond to
students and families in different ways. There are now more options because of the AIFY (e.g.,
more skilled professionals working in schools) and schools can now consider alternate ways of
responding to student and family needs and crisis.

A shared responsibility for the wellbeing of children, youth, and families among AIFY partners
has also been established. Collaboration and shared responsibility are the keys to successful
implementation and delivery of the AIFY supports.
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Policies

Policies: While changes to school and agency practices has been dramatic over the first
Rules. two years of the initiative, policies have been more difficult to influence and,
regulations, i date, have not been the predominant focus of the AIFY partnership. No
and written policies from the two partner school districts (EPSB and ECSD) have
priorities been changed as a result of the AIFY work, but practice and procedural
changes noted by the demo schools will continue to be recorded and may
inform later efforts to change school policies relevant to the wellbeing of

students and families in school communities.

One area where policy change could be most helpful, based on partner discussions, and where
a significant amount of work has unfolded over Year 2 (and will continue throughout year 3), is
around data sharing between the partnering community agencies and schools. Existing
legislation governing how and with whom schools can share information (FOIP, Children First
Act) and a lack of formal data sharing agreements between school and agency partners, has
severely constrained partners’ abilities to share information across organizations, that would
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the AIFY supports and services. Agencies and
schools are working in highly collaborative ways (e.g., collaborative communications,
collaborative service implementation and delivery), but this is not necessarily reflected in the
data collected about their AIFY activities. Data from the collaborative work continues to be
collected differently among partners, with each agency, as well as the individual schools,
keeping separate records on the students and families they support.

Building on the foundation of relationships established in Year 1, schools and agencies engaged
in discussions to create formal information sharing agreements in Year 2. As a result of these
discussions, EPSB is in the process of creating a formal information sharing agreement with two
of the AIFY agency partners (The Family Centre and Boys and Girls Clubs Big Brothers Big
Sisters). This represents significant progress for the AIFY partnership and resulting work as it
will enable better collaboration, information tracking and delivery of coordinated supports for
students and families. However, the development of data sharing agreements has highlighted
the inherent challenges of modifying procedures entrenched in several levels of governance
(e.g., provincial governance, school board governance). ECSD is also supportive of developing
its own information sharing agreements with the AIFY community agency partners working in
their schools, but representatives from this school district anticipate more time will be needed
to develop this kind of formal agreement. It may be several years before ECSD is able to share
data with community agencies working in their schools delivering AIFY supports and services.
However, there is increasing awareness of this barrier. Over time, more evidence to support
this type of information sharing across partners can be created to showcase how it is more
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beneficial to students and families in these school communities for partners to share
information this way.

Resources

AIFY stakeholders recognize the need to influence and change the ways J=FXIo1] g= c1-F
resources are distributed to deliver supports and services to students Maoney,

and families with complex needs. To be sustainable over time, school- people,

based wraparound models require significant financial resources. While Eglaittl=ts =[-8
AIFY is currently funded primarily through the non-profit sector and infrastructure,
private donors, this is not sustainable in the long term. Uncertainty and other

over whether there will be enough funding to continue implementing assels

the initiative for the planned demonstration period has been an
ongoing strain for stakeholders across levels of the initiative (e.g.,
stakeholders working in the schools, stakeholders making decisions
about operations).

In our conversations with AIFY stakeholders working in the demo schools over the past two
years, we have heard how transformational the school-based, collaborative team approach has
been for both agency and school staff working to support students and families. Many agency
and school staff find it difficult to imagine how their schools would cope with the loss of the
AIFY team offering wraparound supports to students and families. Parents and caregivers
interviewed in Year 2 of the initiative were especially vocal about what the quality of their lives
would be like without access to these supports and services in the schools.

I don't know what | would have done without lots of these
supports, to be honest...There would be days that | would
have probably just said, ‘I quit’, you know? — Parent

Many parents and caregivers also felt they would experience a great deal of additional “stress”
without being able to access AIFY supports. They also felt they, and their children, would not be
doing as well without these supports. In addition to the need to maintain the existing supports,
some AIFY stakeholders felt even more support staff in certain service areas (e.g., Roots and
Wings family support worker, Mental Health Therapist) were needed to meet the needs of the
school community.

In Year 2, the challenge of securing sustainable funding for the initiative persisted. Schools and
community partners alone cannot fund this initiative for the long-term. Especially, if a goal is to
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scale this initiative out to more schools, ones whose students and families could also benefit
from this model of support.

Well, the bottom line is that we’re going to have to get the
province on board...It’s not going to happen without them. And
we’re going to have to get school boards on side...It’s got to be
more at a societal level, and the province are the big funders...

— Steering Partner

Other sources of funding are needed to ensure AIFY’s sustainability and that adequate
resources are available to implement the initiative and its model of support with fidelity to the
wraparound principles. As AIFY continues into Year 3, questions persist around securing
financial resources for initiative sustainability.

Current AIFY partners are working very hard to secure needed resources to sustain this
initiative in the AIFY schools. The AIFY partners share the responsibility of ensuring this
initiative is able to operate. As an example of action tied to this shared responsibility, there was
a shortfall in Year 2 and partners brought in as many additional financial resources they could
to lessen the expected reduction in services for Year 3. This was only a temporary solution.
Partners and their organizations may not always be able to contribute additional resources to
AIFY given the programming demands of their own organizations.

Sustainable resources remains a challenge for the AIFY initiative. However, support and
endorsement for wraparound, school-based supports that address barriers to learning is
growing at the school level. Talking about this with AIFY partners, some partners believe that
unless there are changes in ways relevant sectors of government (e.g., Education, Children’s
Services, Health, Justice, Communities and Social Services) fund this type of work in schools,
these types of supports cannot be sustained. Funding this work through schools’ operational
budgets is not sustainable especially when the underlying complex social issues being
addressed are not the sole responsibility of the schools. The school is the conduit for access to
supports and services. It is arguably one of the few places students and families visit on a
regular basis and stay connected to for long periods of time. Targeted funding from the
government to support holistic, wraparound work in schools to support student and family
wellbeing is needed. In the past decade, there has been government focus and support for
issues such as school nutrition and early childhood education and the same needs to be done
for holistic, wraparound models of school-based supports for vulnerable students and families.
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Relationships

Relationships are very important to the work of AIFY and the
collaborative model of support relies on relationships to effectively
deliver services to meet the needs of students and families. Few themes
emerge as strongly and consistently in our interviews and focus groups

Relationships:
Quality of
connections

aril with AIFY stakeholders as relationship-building and collaboration.

Identified as one of AIFY’s core guiding practice principles and embedded
within agency staff’s day-to-day interactions, this intentional focus on
relationship building among AIFY stakeholders has contributed to strong

communication

relationships being established among agency staff teams working in
schools. Across Year 1 and 2 of the initiative, this focus on relationship

building has also resulted in agency staff developing strong relationships with school staff
working in their school communities. Given their different experiences, training, and
perspectives, relationships between agency and school staff developed more gradually. This can
be explained by ways AIFY shifted and changed the culture of schools. Teachers know their role
as educators, but this model asked teachers to make changes to their practice and work
differently with students and service providers in their schools. At first, teachers may not have
seen their fit or their role in the AIFY model which lead to some challenges and adjustments.
However, based on learnings from Year 1, teachers wanted to better understand the purpose of
the initiative and the methods of how AIFY was supporting students. They also wanted to be
part of the work and be informed about services and supports their students and families were
accessing. Teachers are also a valuable partner to the AIFY services as teachers have unique
knowledge and understanding about students and families. There are opportunities for
information sharing between agency and school staff working with the same students and
families. Agency staff and leaders recognize how vital establishing strong relationships with
school staff is to AIFY’s success in supporting students and families.

It took more time and effort to understand how teachers could work within the model (e.g.,
teachers becoming more comfortable learning how they can leverage community partners
working in schools to support students), but these efforts have led to stronger stakeholder
relationships and growing mutual understanding. It is AIFY stakeholders working together and
building relationships with one another that propels the AIFY work forward and allows it to
effectively support students and families. In Year 3, AIFY will continue to explore ways to
engage school staff in the AIFY work and partnership.

There also needs to be improvements in ways this relationship work is accounted for. The
relationships established in the AIFY partnership (within and across stakeholder groups) are not
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a given. A lot of time and effort has gone into building all of these relationships. This time and
energy investment in relationships critical to the work of the initiative should be acknowledged
by external bodies that monitor or evaluate partners’ work (e.g., ways to account for
relationship work in school district reporting, with initiative funders, with external
people/groups).

Power Dynamics
Power

Dynamics:

Power dynamics surfaced most prominently in discussions with the .
. . . . . Distribution
operational and steering committee partners in Year 1. Operational and ¢
or gacision-

steering committee partners noted challenges with navigating power

making

dynamics in the collaborative, given the numerous partnering organizations of e
powwWer, and

different sizes, capacities, and roles. The evaluation team did not conduct formal and

interviews with the operational and steering committee in Year 2 and

informal
therefore cannot comment specifically on changes in these partner’s influence
perceptions of power dynamics. It is important to recognize these tensions —

and work to share power equitably.

At the school level, research in school-community partnerships that deliver integrated supports
shows that schools may hold a disproportionate share of power in these models (McMahon et
al., 2000). This is in part because the school building serves as the site of service delivery, and
integration ultimately relies on formal approval from local school authorities. In most of the
AIFY demonstration schools, agency and school staff (e.g., school administrators, teachers)
perceive their relationship as a true partnership, where agency staff are treated equitably with
school staff and share in decision-making about programing and services. This is reflected in a
guote from an agency staff member working in one of the demo schools:

| think that they see our value...they’re like this is a great resource,
these people are great to have and | think they try to...utilize us and
include us, at least that’s the feeling | get. — Agency Staff

Power imbalances still exist though between some demo schools and community organizations,
one instance illustrated in a comment by a school administrator that agency staff are “partners,
but still guests in the [school] building”. However, as the transition from Year 1 to Year 2 has
demonstrated, with continued relationship-building and greater mutual understanding of one
another’s practices, and perspectives, schools (school admin and school staff) are becoming
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more trusting of agency staff. As a result, agency staff feel schools are giving them more
decision-making power and autonomy as they work with students and families in the demo
schools.

There are also different power dynamics experienced at demo vs. non-demo AIFY schools. Non-
demo schools do have some agency staff working in their schools, but do not have the full
complement of agency staff working in each of their schools at the same capacity as the demo
schools. AIFY agency partners feel that more shifts have occurred in demo schools, where
schools and agency partners are learning how to share power to better support students and
families in schools. In non-demo schools, agency staff can be treated more like another person
working in the school and are not treated as an equal partner in the school. Agency staff feel
they are absorbed into the existing culture of the non-demo school, compared to feeling like
they work together with the school to shift the culture of the school, using the AIFY
collaborative model of support to structure and guide their efforts. Agency staff in these
schools feel they have less of a voice when it comes to ways to support students and families.
One reason provided by AIFY operational partners for this difference in power dynamics across
demo and non-demo schools is related to some mechanisms that are part of the AIFY model of
support. For demo schools, they have adopted the AIFY model as a way of working together
with their community partners and there are mechanism built into the model (e.g., huddle
meetings, co-management meetings) that support collaboration among AIFY stakeholders. It is
these mechanisms that can help share and balance power among AIFY stakeholders.

Mental Models

Mental In Year 1, there were instances where differences in backgrounds, ways of
Models: working, and viewpoints served as barriers to AIFY partners working
collaboratively within and across levels of the initiative. However, in Year 2,

Ceeply held

g and we saw shifts occurring in some stakeholders perceptions of the AIFY model
taken-for- and how it supports students and families in schools. One stakeholder group
granted that experienced this kind of shift in mindset was school staff. In Year 2,
CEEISBIEY M ore school staff expressed views consistent with trauma-informed practice,
recognizing that difficult life circumstances experienced by many students
and families in their school communities was contributing to challenges with

learning, behaviours, and social interactions. With greater awareness of the
wide-ranging effects of chronic stress and trauma on students and families, school staff are
better able to see the need for supports and services to address these underlying barriers in
order to promote school success. School staff were open to changing their practice to better
support students and families in their school communities. Other stakeholders involved in the
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AIFY work have also begun shifting their mindsets and evolving in their beliefs and practice. For
example, agency staff have had to shift their mindsets about the role of teachers and ways
teachers can support the AIFY work in schools. Agency staff have also adapted their practices to
better integrate into schools and to be able to work collaboratively with schools. Higher level
partners, like funders, have also shifted their mindset about the AIFY work and ways it is
impacting the lives of students and families (e.g., a deeper understanding of the longer term
nature of associated outcomes). Schools are no longer perceived just as a place where students
are taught and learn academics. AIFY schools are seen as ‘communities’ that engage students
and families. Their goals are also to support students and families in all their needs, not just
those related to children’s education. All AIFY stakeholders are on a journey where their
mindset and practice are shifting. So far, they have shown a commitment to grow to together
and use the AIFY model as their guide for their work. As the initiative continues to unfold and
evolve, they will keep reflecting on their beliefs and assumptions to ensure students and
families get the best support possible.

|
PRACTICE APPLICATIONS: PLANNING FOR SYSTEMS CHANGE

Individuals and organizations trying to implement different working approaches and models in
schools face two challenging tasks: 1) developing a prototype, and 2) implementing systems
changes (Adelman & Taylor, 2008). Historically, most attention and resources have been
directed towards developing and implementing prototypes, often referred to as program
‘pilots’ or ‘demonstrations’. In comparison, relatively little attention has been afforded to the
intricacies of planning and facilitating systems changes.

However, the frequent failure of pilot demonstrations

. . "Thi frequent failure to sustain

to be sustained or replicated on a larger scale has i s aced bkt o
brought systems change to the forefront of these scale in school districts has
efforts. Developing a fully integrated, comprehensive increased interest in
system of learning supports to address barriers to understanding systemic
learning in schools takes time, and requires changes to ErR g MINGETICOIREI A &

isting, deeply entrenched systems that perpetuat . “"“':m'"“m
existing, deeply entrenched systems that perpetuate img >
existing disparities. Systems change is a complex, long-
term process that, like developing the initial prototype, Adelman & Taylor, 2008, p. BD
requires intentional planning. Adelman and Taylor e

outline four overlapping phases of systems change that,
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along with the 6 conditions of systems change outlined at the beginning of this section, can
serve as a framework to guide program implementers:

1. Creating readiness: Cultivating a climate and culture for change by promoting
stakeholder motivation and capacity

2. Initial Implementation: Developing and phasing in changes

3. Institutionalization: Creating infrastructure to maintain and enhance changes

4. Ongoing evolution and creative renewal: Improving quality through continuous
learning and adaptation

Currently, activities at phase 3 (Institutionalization) and 4 (improving quality through
continuous learning and adaptation) are most relevant to the AIFY initiative and partnership. As
the discussion of the 6 conditions of change illustrates, AIFY partners face significant decisions
around planning for initiative maintenance beyond the demonstration period, by influencing
policies and securing resources. Partners should also develop strategies for maintaining and
enhancing the considerable progress the initiative has already achieved towards influencing
practice, developing relationships, redistributing power between partners, and shifting mental
models around the need to effectively address barriers to learning for students and barriers to
family wellbeing.
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AIFY Principles
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AIFY Principles: Year 2 Progress

In the early phases of the evaluation, the Operational Committee and Evaluation Research Team

identified and defined 10 principles that guided the work of the AIFY initiative. Year 1, we assessed how

these principles were being upheld based on interview and focus group data from the AIFY stakeholder

groups. In Year 2, all ten principles were upheld in some manner, sometimes in ways that push the

boundaries of their original definitions. As the initiative evolves and adapts, it is important to continually

reflect on and refine the AIFY principles as well. The table below outlines Year 2 progress in upholding

and adapting the principles.

Strength-Based

We acknowledge the strengths of
children, youth, and families and we
facilitate the use and integration of
these strengths in developing
strategies to build healthy
relationships and school
communities.

Collaborative Practice

We foster partnerships and models
for communication among AIFY
operational committee members,
AIFY staff, school staff, children and
youth in support of a shared vision,
responsibility and accountability for
improving child, youth and family
outcomes.

Relationship-Based

We foster the development and
maintenance of healthy, supportive
relationships.

Wraparound

We coordinate supports to remove
barriers to meet the complex needs
of children, youth, and families and
foster healthy environments for
teaching and learning.

Agency staff report widespread use of a strength-based approach to
working with students and families (e.g., recognizing and build on
existing strengths of students and families in school communities).
The awareness and use of strength-based approaches expand among
school staff.

There is robust evidence of collaboration occurring across all levels of
the initiative (i.e., in schools, across partners).

Collaboration among stakeholders working in the schools is
strengthened. Agency staff teams, school staff, and school
administrators work together in a more integrated and effective way.
There is increased buy-in from school staff this year and they express a
desire to be involved in service delivery decisions.

AIFY is continuing to explore best approaches to engage teachers in the
work.

Agency leaders are working to develop ways to more effectively
communicate information from higher levels of the initiative (i.e.,
operations management levels, co-management levels) to stakeholders
working in the schools.

There are stronger relationships between agency staff and students,
and in turn more students are accessing the AIFY supports.

Students recognize agency and school staff as trustworthy, caring, safe
adults they can seek for support in the schools.

AIFY agency staff help family members develop better relationships
with one another through family counselling, working through past
trauma, and providing education in emotional and interpersonal skills.
AIFY helps remove family barriers to accessing supports and services
such as lack of knowledge, financial barriers, transportation barriers,
and fear of judgement.

Stigma tied to families accessing supports is reduced.

By addressing students’ barriers to learning (especially non-academic
barriers, such as social and behavioural needs), agency staff are
allowing teachers to focus more on the teaching and learning of
students.
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Capacity Building

We build upon the capacities of
children, youth, and families to
enhance their skills and abilities and
promote success in their lives or
work.

Evidence-Informed Decision Making
We use valid, reliable evidence to
make decisions about service
delivery.

Sense of Belonging

We foster a sense of belonging in
children, youth, and families so they
feel more connected to their schools,
school communities, and one
another.

Family-Centric

We acknowledge, respect and
engage the families in playing a
crucial role in the lives of the children
and youth served.

Outcomes-Based

We focus on creating better
outcomes for children, youth, and
families.

Agency staff, school staff and administrators, and other caring adults
are helping students work on their academic, career, and personal
goals. These efforts are helping to promote students’ resilience, social
competence, emotional and mental wellbeing, and academic success.
AIFY supports helped parents and caregivers navigate complex systems,
secure resources, and achieve greater stability in their lives.

Outside of the current definition of this principle, agency staff are also
building their own capacity to support students and families (e.g., taking
part in training to better understand how to support the complex needs
of students and families).

Agency staff are also supporting the capacity of school staff by creating
opportunities for school staff to gain knowledge about ways to support
students and families with complex needs (e.g., presentations to school
staff about trauma-informed practice).

Agency staff and leaders are using valid and reliable evidence, such as
commonly used quantitative measures, to inform decisions about
service delivery (e.g., school resiliency survey data, school assessments,
attendance rates).

School and agency staff also relied on and identified their observations
and interactions with students and families as important information
they use in their decision-making. This emphasizes the range of
evidence used by stakeholders to inform service delivery and the
importance of knowledge sharing between stakeholder groups.
Through connections with the agency staff and involvement in AIFY
activities, students are building friendships with their peers and
developing a sense of belonging in their school communities.

Families feel welcome in the schools and are becoming increasingly
engaged in their school communities.

Agency staff establish relationships with parents that bridge
relationships between school staff and families and deepen the
connections between parents and schools.

AIFY stakeholders recognize families as profoundly important to
students’ development, and are working to empower parents and
caregivers

Agency staff work with school staff and administrators to increase
family engagement by organizing school-based events and socialization
opportunities (e.g., coffee groups, family nights, BBQ's), and extend
supports directly to families.

Agency and school staff place a greater emphasis on parents’ autonomy
by working with parents to identify goals and needed supports for
themselves and their children.

Agency staff take an individualized, client-led approach to their work.
They collaborate with students and families to identify unique, personal
goals such as emotional awareness, empowerment, growth, and
resilience.

All stakeholder groups recognized the importance of defining success
differently for each child and family.
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Original Principle & Definition Progress in Year 2

Systems Change e Agencies and schools are developing a better understanding of one

We inform and create systems another’s practices and policies, and are continuing to explore ways to
change about school-based models fully integrate.

of service delivery to better support e Schools continue to grapple with how to balance an educational focus
positive outcomes for children, with the goals and objectives of the different AIFY supports/services.
youth, and families. e The AIFY agency staff contribute to shifts in teachers’ perspectives, with

school staff starting to adopt trauma-informed practices in their work.

e Ongoing challenges with information sharing between agencies and
schools can act as barriers to integration. Stakeholders request the
development of information sharing processes that can help them to
support students and families in the school communities more
efficiently and effectively (e.g., information sharing agreement between
agencies and schools).

e School administrators recognize the importance of advocating for AIFY
to secure sustainable funding for the supports from school boards and
government.
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Recommendations
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Year 2 Recommendations

When we spoke in interviews and focus groups with each of the six AIFY stakeholder groups (school
administrators, school staff, agency leaders, agency staff, students, and families), we asked participants
to share recommendations about how the AIFY initiative could better support students and families. This
section outlines the recommendations gathered from these conversations. In addition, stakeholders also
shared current effective practices (e.g., practices some demo schools have used to support collaboration
between school and agency staff) which can be considered recommendations given that they are practices
that may not be employed by other schools/stakeholders.

Recommendations are presented by stakeholder group and then broken out into four themes: 1)
individual capacity; 2) relational capacity; 3) organizational capacity; and 4) programmatic capacity. These
themes represent the core elements of an integrative framework for building the capacity of a
collaborative partnership (Foster-Fishman, Berkowitz, Lounsbury, Jacobson, & Allen, 2001). According to
this framework (summarized in Figure 33), collaborations require capacity at four levels: within their
members (individual), within members’ relationships (relational), within the organizational structure
(organizational), and within the programs offered (programmatic).

Figure 33. Integrative Framework for Building Collaborative Capacity (Foster-Fishman et al., 2001)

Relational Capacity Organizational Capacity
sPositive work climate sFormalized procedures
sShared vision eEffective communication
*Value diversity sSufficient resources

eMinimizes member status sContinuous improvement
diferences ——

Individual Capacity

#Skills and knowledge

sAttitudes about '
collaboration

sSupports members' Collaborative
involvement

sPositive view of other Capaci
stakeholders

This framework is a useful way to organize the AIFY recommendations both within and across stakeholder
groups and may be used to draw broader recommendations for the individual, relational, organizational,
and programmatic levels of the AIFY initiative. This section ends with a summary of the recommendations
that were identified across stakeholders groups.
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1. Stakeholder: School Administrators
The following recommendations and promising practices emerged from school administrators unless
otherwise indicated.

Building Individual Capacity

e Define each staff member’s roles (agency staff and specialized school staff that are not
teachers) in the school to improve knowledge and understanding of one another’s roles in
order to minimize overlap or ‘stepping-on-toes’ and ultimately increase service-delivery
efficiency.

e Provide information and teaching about resiliency survey to school staff and students to
increase the usefulness of the resiliency survey.

e Offer more activities that welcome parents into the school (e.g., parent night, talent show,
mentor celebrations) in order to get parents more engaged in the school.

Building Relational Capacity

e Support the integration of different perspectives of school and agency staff, students, and
families in order to increase appreciation of different roles.

Building Organizational Capacity

e Identify effective strategies used in schools and celebrate successes to boost staff morale,
share broad successes with community to increase visibility and impacts of AIFY initiative.

e Align agency and school staff schedules, particularly holiday schedules, to minimize gaps in
service delivery.

e Use huddles as a venue for case management.

e Develop methods to keep teachers informed about supports students and families are
receiving that respect student confidentiality (e.g., how to pass on necessary information
only).

e Enhance internal communication systems to better track interventions and work being done
to meet students’ needs and growth.

e Implement succession planning strategies (e.g., for agency staff roles) to prevent gaps in
service delivery if an agency staff member leaves the school.

e Offer more professional development and learning opportunities (e.g., teaching around
resiliency survey, importance and nuances of data collection for the initiative).

Building Programmatic Capacity

e Measure student growth (e.g., literacy scores) rather than solely focusing on whether they
meet grade expectations.
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2. Stakeholder: School Staff (e.g., Teachers, Admin Assistants)
The following recommendations and promising practices emerged from school staff unless otherwise
indicated.

Building Individual Capacity

e Define agency staff roles in order to foster better understanding of role expectations among
school staff.

Building Relational Capacity

e Support student relationship building with caring adults by having agency staff visit
classrooms more (i.e., for presentations by agency staff; just to interact with students). This
can also help agency staff also build relationships with school staff.

e Debrief with school staff about student needs/supports; share information to support
collaborative efforts between school and agency staff to support students and families.

Building Organizational Capacity

e Develop a monitoring system to track when and how staff (e.g., agency staff, school staff)
interact with students and/or families to encourage follow through with supports.

e Increase communication between agency and school staff about when, how often, and why
a student will be removed from class for AIFY supports.

e Develop guidelines for communicating with parents/families about any new
programs/supports a student joins (e.g., if a student signed up for a new club, teachers want
to ensure families know about this; do not want parents calling teacher asking where child is
after school when child is in programming).

e Create a shared internal communication platform to facilitate timely and effective broad
scope information sharing (e.g., to help keep people informed who cannot attend meetings,
like huddles).

e Reduce agency staff turnover or have succession plans to address this turnover so disruption
in support is minimal.

Building Programmatic Capacity

e Provide healthier food options to students.

e Improve the packaging of leftover food to prevent the food from spoiling quickly.

e Increase the accessibility of the resiliency survey to accommodate students’ needs (e.g., ease
of survey use, student attention span) to help generate more accurate survey results (e.g.,
provide one-to-one support to help complete survey, paper and pencil format if desired).
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3. Stakeholder: Agency Leaders

The following recommendations and promising practices emerged from agency leaders unless

otherwise indicated.

Building Individual Capacity

Identify and develop shared goals that can help agency staff prioritize their work.
Without this focus, it is difficult to determine what to focus on when there are competing
needs for outcomes or work expectations.

Need ways to better manage and balance organizational goals and workload versus
collaborative AIFY expectations.

Building Relational Capacity

None identified

Building Organizational Capacity

Use qualitative data, rather than quantitative data, to reflect the collaboration between
agency staff. Quantitative data may not accurately represent the nuances of the
collaborative work among agency staff teams.

Find ways to capture the complexities of the wraparound support model (e.g., activities
that rely on multiple organizations, how to show the complexities of this type of work).
Help school stakeholders manage expectations of students/families results related to
results interventions with agency staff. Results will not happen quickly for some
students/families. Sometimes a whole family may need a complex set of
supports/services to address basic needs as well as impacts of generational trauma before
changes can be expected in student or family behaviour.

Designate time for principal meetings (among demo school principals; among all AIFY
school principals) to facilitate information sharing and provide opportunities for reflection
and learning.

Implement clear conflict resolution guidelines to help staff working in schools navigate
challenges or disagreements.

Create procedures or guidelines that help competing outcomes coexist (e.g., determining
how an activity will provide outcomes to multiple agencies).

Building Programmatic Capacity

Dedicate space for agency staff to work with students, and consider adapting the amount
of space available to agency staff to accommodate increasing caseloads and to meet the
different needs of programming (e.g., group work vs. individual meetings).

Stakeholders working with student and families should receive resiliency survey results
earlier to inform work with students
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4. Stakeholder: Agency Staff

The following recommendations and promising practices emerged from agency staff unless otherwise

indicated.

Building Individual Capacity

Distribute funder reports to agency staff to create opportunities for reflection and
learning.

Building Relational Capacity

Establish shared goals so that staff working in schools are united in their efforts.

Building Organizational Capacity

Create communication systems for agency and school staff to discuss ways they are
supporting students within and outside of the classroom; keep each other informed to
collaborate and offer consistent support to students.

Establish a set of school based procedures or guidelines to enable agency staff to connect
a family to supports even if the agency staff is not in the school (e.g., establish notification
procedures to alert agency staff of family support needs even if agency staff is not present
in the school; email notification communication procedures). These guidelines will
preclude wait times.

Provide feedback (e.g., evaluation findings) for each individual demo school (e.g., not
findings summarized across schools) to enable schools to better understand their specific
strengths and areas of growth.

Provide agency staff with more time for program planning to enhance efficient service
delivery.

Establish registration processes for some activities to facilitate intentional and organized
programming (e.g., OST registration implemented at some schools, not all OST programs
do drop-in).

Allocate more funds to support programming and enhance service delivery (e.g., more
funds for expenses related to programming with students; can help improve activities
offered in some programs or activities that agency staff can do with students/families in
their efforts to work and build relationships with students and families)

Hire more agency staff to support heavy workload that exists for some agency staff (e.g.,
caseloads at capacity, but more students/families still in need of support; more requests
for supports/services, but service provider is working at capacity with current
staffing/volunteer support)

Advertise and recruit more volunteers to help mentor students.

Secure long-term funding (e.g., from government) so some security established and can
know if AIFY initiative will become permanent model in schools.
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Building Programmatic Capacity

e Provide resiliency survey results earlier to help inform decisions around supports needed
by students.

o Deliver resiliency survey results to all students in a given class to reduce stigma of
providing results to only certain students.

e Have therapeutic, safe spaces available for students to use when they are in crisis, unable
to meet individually with staff, or need access to wellbeing space.

e Dedicate space for agency staff to work with students, and consider adapting the amount
of space available to agency staff to accommodate increasing caseloads and to meet the
different needs of programming (e.g., group work vs. individual meetings; as school
populations grow the needs will continue to grow).

5. Stakeholder: Students

The following recommendations and promising practices emerged from students unless otherwise
indicated.

Building Individual Capacity
e None identified
Building Relational Capacity
e All staff working in schools speak respectfully to students all the time (e.g., whether
speaking one-on-one with students or with family present).
e Greet students by name in schools and check in with them (e.g., ask how their day is
going), help students feel connected to and welcomed by the school.
Building Organizational Capacity
o Decrease wait times for some supports (e.g., agency staff may be busy with other
students and students also wanting to talk to or work with that agency staff member have
to wait).

Building Programmatic Capacity

e Offer more diverse activities for students (e.g., vary activities each year, offer more
educational activities).
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6. Stakeholder: Families
The following recommendations and promising practices emerged from parents/caregivers unless
otherwise indicated.

Building Individual Capacity

e Enhance the visibility of programs/supports available to increase families’ knowledge of
all the different types of services and supports they can access in the schools.

Building Relational Capacity

e Allocate more resources for translation supports to assist the increasing newcomer
populations who require these services to connect with resources.

e Improve sensitivity to and respect for different cultures by integrating different cultural
values into existing programming activities.

e Inform families, in a timely way, of agency staff turnover to help prepare students for
these changes in their life. Losing connection to a trusted adult in their life can be a
significant change if a student had a strong relationship with an agency staff member.

Building Organizational Capacity

e Decrease wait time to access services (some instances where it took a while to connect a
student to an agency staff member).

Building Programmatic Capacity

e Offer drop-in family counselling to support the child and their family, as well as support
the home-school connection.

o Improve families’ abilities to access transportation support (e.g., help families connect to
programs that provide them with proper identification, connect them to programs that
offer low-income bus passes throughout the summer months)

e Provide year round supports for students, supports don’t stop over the summer; Also,
help students transition to supports in new schools (e.g., if a student is transitioning from
elementary to junior high and they were receiving supports in elementary).

Summary of Recommendations across Stakeholder Groups
The following summary highlights the key recommendations that were most consistently identified across

stakeholder groups:

Building Individual Capacity

e Define roles of staff working in schools, mostly pertains to agency staff roles, but can also be
applied to specialized school staff (e.g., consultants working in schools from the District, school
staff that are not teachers, but also work with students).
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Building Relational Capacity

Increase communication between agency and school staff about when, how often, and why a
student will be removed from class for supports.

Establish shared goals so all staff working in schools are united in where and how they focus their
efforts.

Building Organizational Capacity

Enhance internal communication systems to track AIFY work (e.g., track follow through of support
plans), student progress, outcomes from AIFY work.

Reduce agency staff turnover or more quickly fill the gap in service experienced when an agency
staff member leaves a school.

Develop guidelines that balance students’ confidentiality and information shared to debrief
teachers about the supports and services students and their families are accessing.

Building Programmatic Capacity

Allocate more space for AIFY work (e.g., space to work with students, space for agency staff to
work in) and have spaces that fit the different service-delivery formats (i.e., spaces for individual
vs. group work).

Receive resiliency survey results earlier to inform work with students.
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