Santa Clara County School-Linked Services
Strategic Planning 2011

Strategic Planning Advisory Committee Meeting #7
Wednesday, October 26, 2011, 5:30 - 8:30pm
4000 Moorpark Ave. San Jose, CA 95117

5:30 – 5:40 pm

Welcome back and agenda review – Dave/Carolyn

5:40 – 5:45 pm

Recap Sept. meeting and “catch up” meeting – Carolyn

5:45 – 6:15 pm

Walkthrough of draft SLS plan – Nancy

6:15 – 7:15 pm

Breakout discussion – All

7:15 – 8:20 pm

Report back and discussion – Carolyn

8:20 – 8:25 pm

Next steps – Carolyn/Dave

8:25 – 8:30 pm

Next meeting and closure – Carolyn

Santa Clara County School-Linked Services
Strategic Planning 2011

Strategic Planning Advisory Committee Meeting #6 Notes
Tuesday, September 20, 2011, 5:30-8:30pm

Welcome Back and Agenda Review
Dan Moser welcomed back the group, Carolyn reviewed the agenda.

Update on P2 alignment

Nancy informed that a community meeting was held to update the P2 PEI planning teams about the
SLS model development. Both P2 and SLS are services for schools population, P2 is ready for
procurement, the goal of the community meeting discussions is to ensure that P2 is compatible with
SLS as it is being developed. Most of the community discussions revolved around the role of and
the funding for the coordinator, and the governance levels. The word “governance” connotes
“bureaucracy”. Each planning teams had different ideas for the coordinator function. P2 will be
procured with considerations for these ideas and comments.
Sal Alvarez commented that nothing in the SLS documents addresses the issue of Latino overrepresentation in juvenile detention facilities. Nancy asked Mike Simms to describe the Direct
Referral program, where low-level offenders are diverted by SJPD from detention and referred out
to community services. Jethroe Moore suggested that statistics be monitored for all ethnic groups.
Dave Cortese reported discussions about mechanism to monitor incidents in all ethnic groups, and
the need to capture the causation of (events leading to) the incidents. Gina Sessions reported the
latest County poverty statistics (1 out of 4 or 5 children live in poverty) and asked how we can use
the SLS opportunity to address this issue.

Summary of input to model – Orientation to QA

Nancy explained that all the questions raised at the last meeting breakout groups have been
consolidated in this QA document. The planning team drafted proposed responses. Participants are
asked to review each section of the document in breakout groups.

Breakout discussion

Carolyn asked that 3 groups be formed, each using one lens (1. Policy lens, 2. Campus/providers
lens, 3. Family, child, community advocacy lens). The task is to go through each section of the Plan
as it is written and give further recommendations/refinements (preferably not questions).

Report back

Group 3 completed discussing the whole document, group 1 and 2 completed the document up to
section Y. It was decided that group 3 would report, and group 1 and 2 will resume discussions at
the next meeting. See handouts for notes of all 3 groups.

Next meeting

The group agreed to meet earlier than planned (at 5:30 instead of 6:00pm). The next meeting is on
Wednesday, October 26th from 5:30-8:30pm at First Five.

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section
Mission

Feature
 Population

Questions posed by breakout
groups
No questions

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input

A. Youth 0‐Grade 12, their families, and systems

A. Family –
Campus‐ Prenatal through 22; “System” =
family and support systems

 Need

No questions

B. Risk across full spectrum of child/family health and social
service needs

Policy ‐ Children and Youth, Birth to Grade
12
B. Family –
Campus‐
Policy ‐ Refer to service spectrum so its
clearly beyond mental health prevention

 Site

No questions

C. Schools explicitly; home and community implicitly

C. Family – Home and community are equal
to schools. Change to sites (plural)
Campus‐
Policy ‐ delete explicitly and implicitly; add
faith‐based

Sponsorship

 Key Players

No questions

D. Board of Supervisors and local Education leaders, other
government entities

School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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D. Family – Bring in the community and
community organizations including faith
based organizations. Need to hear parent’s
voices and be inclusive with planning.
Need to hear the parent voices before
decisions are made, so timing is essential
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September 20, 2011
Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
Campus‐ Is not just about money;
Community and business leaders
Policy – List others (cities, F5); use Board of
Education rather than local education
leaders

 Convening and
facilitation
Governance/  Policy
Leadership

No questions

E. County Board of Supervisors approved planning and
facilitation resources for SLS Plan; Key Players would approve
be recruited to sponsor SLS Plan implementation.

E. Campus – Remove “approve”

 What is the definition and role
for each level of governance?

F. At executive level is an Operations agreement signed by
Superintendent and Board of Supervisors delegated authority
agreeing to SLS and parameters outlined; and to mutual
agreement to provide leadership to the SLS initiative;

 Who will fill the policy level role?

G. At campus level is an agreement of Principal and County SLS
services administration to provide oversight and leadership
support to school‐related services and will oversee quality and
contracted service performance;

F – J ‐ Family ‐ Need to build in mechanisms
for involving the family and community at
each level and phase of planning and
implementation. Can use existing parent
groups (eg. Latino Parent Coalition). Can use
advisory boards, taking questions to the
community and reporting back, or have
parent representation at meetings.

 Which leaders will fill which
roles?

 Where is the accountability?

H. At service level, the person in the role of service coordinator
will manage referrals, consultations with school referring
parties, parents, along with the process of insuring that youth
are referred to services and services are well coordinated.

Bring the CBOs to the table (the line staff) to
discuss implementation and
operationalization. This may happen at the
local level as schools design their
plan/infrastructure

I. Accountability will be addressed at all 3 levels of leadership
within the SLS model through two contractual agreements, an

Campus – What does “mutual agreement to
provide leadership to the SLS initiative”

School Linked Services – 9/20/11

Page ‐ 2 ‐

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input

Operational Agreement between Education and County; and a
contract between the County and selected providers of
services.

 County agencies and school
districts are two very regulated
systems. How do we ensure that
regulations do not get in the way
of establishing infrastructure
and providing effective services?
 Administration

No questions

 School

 What type of background does
the coordinator have?

J. The SLS collaborative structure will emphasize the importance
of communication and teamwork at all 3 levels of leadership;
these 3 levels will ensure that regulations are met while
removing barriers that may impede program process or
effective service delivery. During negotiations of formal
Operations Agreements between school districts and the
County, the parties will need to identify their important issues
such as confidentiality and sharing of information, etc.
K. The Administrative team is composed of Education and
County campus based leaders; County provides
administrative support to service delivery component;
Education supports academic functions.
L. The SLS model requires a clearly defined coordinator function
on each campus. The Coordinator should have oversight of
service delivery and related processes; and ideally would have
clinical experience sufficient to provide consultation and
management of mental health or other crisis situations that
occur on campus. This position would also convene
stakeholders (service providers, community groups, parents,
etc.), and would collaboratively design a streamlined process
to provide coordinated and effective services, facilitate
process implementation, and be accountable to agreed
outcomes.
School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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mean?
Policy ‐ Clarify that this level is for binding
contractual agreement; Need a community‐
level body/collaborative to form and “hold”
the vision; Executive level or a steering
committee should set the frame for the
service delivery approach (including evidence
based practices or core components)
G.

Campus – Same as F

K – Family ‐ Need to balance engagement
with principals’ other duties, but SLS needs to
be a high priority (with district level support
emphasizing the priority)
L – U – Family ‐ Coordinator at site level
needs to be responsible for the referrals and
must know the details of all program
offerings
Quick turnaround could be accomplished by
having a standardized form for teachers to fill
out that links to a menu of services held by
the coordinator
Coordinator would likely be a CBO – staff
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Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups
 Is the coordinator a broker of
services, a community builder, a
service provider, a social worker,
someone else?
 Who will employ the
coordinator? (e.g., the school,
County MHD, CBO, a SLS
coordinating group?)
 Who will the coordinator report
to? How do they fit in?

 Does every school/collaborative
get a coordinator?

 How do we provide this high
level of infrastructure support to
all schools that want or need it?

 Will school leadership give full
partnership status to a SLS

Proposed Response
M. This is a Program Coordinator of function as described above,
tasked with the responsibilities outlined above.

N. Each district and County administration staff will determine
whether the SLS Coordinator is a school, County or CBO
employee.
O. The Coordinator would report to the entity that will assume
responsibility for the position pursuant to the agreement of
district and county and incorporated in the Operational
Agreement.
P. Not necessarily. The function will be agreed to in Operational
Agreements and may be developed over time, based on
available resources.

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
having knowledge about services and the
school is essential. CBO staff would also have
local expertise and be cost effective
Schools may be more directive about what
services they need than they currently are
Start SLS implementation with enthusiastic
schools‐ but schools also have to agree to
certain conditions to ensure fidelity and on
the ground support. This will enhance
chances of success and success will lead to
more schools signing on. Roles for principals
(eg. meeting with site coordinators, visiting
service providers) need to be standard and
spelled out

Some case management will be necessary.
Q. The coordination function will be required with all SLS Services Need to determine if this will be performed
funded by the County that are provided on specific campuses
by coordinator or CBO to ensure that needs
and will be subject to available funds from Education and the
are getting met, that connection to services is
County or other funder; the importance will be that school
occurring, help families with that process,
based services must be funded with the assumption that the
and ensure that there is satisfaction with the
coordination function be defined and implemented.
service
R. Yes, that will be an explicit requirement incorporated in the
Operational Agreement that outlines functions and
responsibilities of both parties, including any contracted
School Linked Services – 9/20/11

Page ‐ 4 ‐

Need clarification about who will help
families navigate through systems (is this the
coordinator?)
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September 20, 2011
Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups
coordinator?

 Some schools have up to 20
programs, how do we get
schools and district buy‐in to
shed programs that are
overlapping, uncoordinated,
and/or fragmented?

 Are schools willing to give up the
“perks” they currently get from
having so many different
organizations and people on
campus “helping” them?
Different constituencies at the
school may value different
partners at different levels.

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input

functions.

S. It is proposed that the County and other governmental entities
that fund school based programs adopt policies that all
schools that receive funding for direct services on campus
must agree to the three levels of leadership outlined in the
final SLS Plan; and agree to the roles and responsibilities and
funding agreement negotiated in a SLS Operational Agreement
between districts and the government entity (e.g., County,
cities, schools, etc.).
T. Ultimately it is the funders who have authority to define the
conditions of funding services. In this case, the Board of
Supervisors and County Superintendents would have to agree
on the proposed SLS model.
U. Our hope is that Superintendents, SLS management, and CEO's
of Community Based Organizations agree that partnerships
and coordination is top priority, thus making it a contractual
condition that CBO's work together and be evaluated on the
strength and effectiveness of those collaborations.
V. It is recommended that a consolidated evaluation system be
established to measure results based on the SLS "key
elements" and to insure that SLS models are measuring agreed
to objectives.
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L – R ‐ Campus Coordinator
 Is there funding for
coordinator? It is a CRITICAL
role!
 Is there a need or benefit to
have the Coordinator role
certified by the County to
ensure competency and
consistency?
 Ensure core competencies for
each coordinator –
standardization – ongoing
training
 Explore funding and leveraging
opportunities
 Utilize interns
 Coaching/mentoring
opportunities (reflective
supervision)
 Define the role of the
coordinator
 Who supervises the
coordinator?
 Ongoing peer support
 Ensure accountability
 Consistency in programming is
needed
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Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
 What are our common
outcomes? (value driven,
previous work done)
 Dashboard at different levels
(executive, school, providers)
 Convene group to define
measurements
 What are the “perks”?
 Is there flexibility for joint
effort between schools and
County to determine specific
needs for community?
L/N – Policy ‐ Needs ‐‐ Outcomes – Services ‐
‐ Activities (Logic Model needed and shaped
by coordinator or collaborative); Flexibility
and tailoring welcome within the “Frame”
and with accountability (e.g. addressing over‐
representation); Some benefits in having
coordinator be county employee... or CBO
S. Campus – Remove first 2 lines
Policy – Operational Agreement will prevent
this for County programs; Asset Assessment
would be helpful to have in place for each
participating school

School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

 Service
oversight and
coordination

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

 This is a complex structure, with
many layers, requiring a lot of
resources. Would it be possible
for schools to be grouped
according to feeder patterns or
within school districts?

W. Possibly. The structure is not considered complex, given that
both education and service funding entities have policy,
campus administration, and teaching/service delivery layers
of management that would have specific roles and
responsibilities for any services provided on campuses with or
without SLS .

X. Therefore, this structure should not require resources other
than what may be needed to put in place an adequate
coordination function at the service level. Effective
collaborative models of decision making around needs,
services and processes require agreements regarding the
articulation of clear service and process management role by
an identified coordinator.
Y. It is recommended that districts and county leadership
determine how the three levels of leadership (policy, campus,
and service delivery) will be implemented on a district by
district basis.
School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
V. Campus – Remove “our hope”
Policy ‐ Important but really hard!; Use
“essential” instead of “key” elements; Use
“common metrics” instead of “consolidated
evaluation system”
W. Campus ‐ Possibly should mean where
there are mutual and beneficial alliances and
overlap, “yes”. Sharing information is a no‐
brainer.
W. Policy – Districts are governmental
entities. Any exchange of $ or discussion
about personnel needs to go through
districts.
Need to think about Charter schools –
Rocketship will have 15000 students in East
side.
X. Policy ‐ End last sentence at “...process
management.”

Y. Campus – Add school sites can come
forward and apply independently with
district approval.
‐ likes feeder school mode, creates vertical

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
slice – visibility – elem/middle/HS
‐ Replace adequate with reflective
coordination function

Services

 Will services be limited to
evidence‐based models?

Z. No, services don’t have to scientific criteria for Evidenced
Based recognition; however it is important that services
demonstrate either performance outcome data or a design for
measuring how the effectiveness of service will be
demonstrated. The key is that services should be funded
based on the demonstrated ability to achieve the desired
results.

School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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o Is there going to be funding available
for charter schools and other
educational entities?
o Is there going to be consistency across
districts?
Y. Policy – OK, this allows flexibility
Z. Campus – Ensure interventions/models are
measurable. Add: Promising practices
* Discussion: EBPs required by education –
who will pay for training? Schools need to be
informed re: EBPs pr promising practices.
Z. Policy – Preference for EBP. If not,
innovative models need to be backed by
strong theory (show how it works, measure
results, demonstrate outcomes).
Change “results” to “outcomes”.
‐ LV ‐ While we don’t want to force
manpower, hours, money to be spent
justifying a services’ existence, a major
downfall of the earlier (1990’s) version of SLS
was that everything was anecdotal. There has
to be more than stories to measure our
efforts.

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups
 What are/could be different
service elements and do schools
have flexibility to utilize them?

Proposed Response
AA. The SLS Plan should outline the range of services and
interventions from prevention to intensive that should be
included in the SLS Plan, and are targeted to the needs
identified by the collaborative team on each campus.

BB. It is currently envisioned that schools could opt to use one of
the four SLS models, a hybrid of models, or some form of
these models, as long as the requirement of “essential
elements” is met. Required service elements will be
determined by the Steering Committee. Essential elements
could be:
1. Collaborative (partnership between school, parents,
service providers, community, etc)
2. Continuum of services (refer to pyramid)
3. Infrastructure (add learning support component)
4. Accountability (data driven, outcome measurements,
School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
AA. Campus – LV ‐ I viewed this (if I’m
understanding the question) as the stage in
the Franklin McKinley Children’s Initiative,
where the SCCBOS can be hugely
instrumental by getting the right team in to
meet and work with the communities of
interest (collaborative team) to determine
the needs. This obviously includes the school
folks, but it must include the families and
community surrounding the school. Based
upon that direction, the services are tied to
the needs and the right combination of folks
are lined up for that SLS site.
AA. Policy – Each campus needs to do needs
assessment and assets mapping
BB. Campus – Change “could be” to “are”.
LV ‐ Essential elements are the key.
BB. Policy ‐ OK

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input

continual improvements to meet identified needs)
 How will existing services be
utilized and leveraged?

CC. For services funded by the County, it is recommended that the
County Departments identify those services currently funded
that would fall under the administrative umbrella of the SLS
Plan; and any new services that would fall under the SLS Plan.
It is hoped that other government or funding jurisdictions
would agree to the same.

CC. Campus – Ok
LV ‐ This answer sounds like we’re saying find
the deck chair and move it into the right
place? There may be programs already
functioning that don’t fit the overall plan.
Oversight (Level 1) team has to be willing to
challenge what there, what’s available and
make the decisions about what should be
there.
CC. Policy – OK

 Will training pertaining to
implementation be offered in
order to maintain fidelity to the
model?

DD.Yes, it is envisioned that the SLS administrative function will
include training or access to training for both the SLS
organizational model (planning, collaborative development,
parent involvement, service coordination, outcomes
management); and specific intervention models and practices.

DD. Campus – Ok
LV ‐ As it applies to SLS coordinators, for
instance, there should be perhaps two levels
of training, one all SLS coordinators get: how
to make the most of what’s available. Then at
a district level, on‐going Plan, Act, Evaluate
cycle training to keep everyone light and on
their toes rather than immersed and unable
to see all the pieces
DD. Policy – Add “technical assistance”.
Training can be provided through 30 minutes
podcasts (SCCOE has technology).

 Will services focus on a
continuum of care beginning at

EE. Yes, it is envisioned that the SLS Plan will have the intent of
covering the scope of birth to grade 12; and that key funding

EE. Campus – Through age 22 – to include
special education, foster care

School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
Proposed Response
groups
partners will be invited and encouraged to “integrate” their
birth through school age?
*Definition of schools needs to
lines of service into the SLP Plan. This will be accomplished
be 0‐12th grade (needs to be
through agreements memorialized in policy and Operational
inclusive of children ages 0‐5).
Agreements.
How will the services being
offered through the FIRST 5
FF. Our students deserve top quality effective services, thus
agreements amongst traditional partners must insure clarity of
Family Resource Centers and the
KidConnections Provider network
service expectations, specific service requirements, roles, and
be integrated?
performance outcome measures.
 How will data be used to assess
and prioritize the service needs
of schools?

GG. It is envisioned that key data from both education and the
health and human service domains will be an important
aspect of the SLS Plan. Therefore, policy agreements between
those entities that have data should be included in the SLS
Plan. One of the key elements of SLS is that data will be used
to inform effective policy and practice. Schools or districts
interested in participating in SLS will be required to utilize
data in order to determine and prioritize the service needs of
their schools.

School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
EE – Policy – OK

FF. Campus – LV ‐ The question seems to be,
“How will we know if we are hitting the
targets we believe cause us to bring these
resources and structures here?” Reduction in
youth of color being arrested, incarcerated;
increase in successful participation of youth
in school; neighborhoods experience
decrease in crime, especially violent crime, by
youth?
FF. Policy ‐ Take out “traditional”
GG. Campus ‐ Reverse GG/FF (combine); who
will maintain dashboards; is it possible to
enter data into one system? (web‐based)
manageable, costs, resources
LV ‐ Don’t forget police, gang, probation.
GG. Policy – add “formal” to “policy
agreements”

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
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Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

 How will you prioritize which
schools get what services?

Funding

 Source

 What resources will be made
available to schools to make it
work?
 Will resources be made
available for conducting
engagement?

 Will school districts be required
to invest fiscal resources in

Proposed Response
HH.While our vision is for all children in the County to have access
to the education and support services that will help them
succeed, It is envisioned that the SLS Plan will prioritize those
schools with data indicators that demonstrate need for public
funded health and human services, some examples of which
are: underperforming test scores, poverty level of surrounding
neighborhoods, dropout rates, crimes citations, expulsions,
suspensions and truancy rates; and health needs.

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
HH. Campus – Ok – SES, IEP compliance, CA
healthy kids survey and add on components
LV ‐ No explicit note regarding children of
color? Communities of color?

II. Funding comes from multiple sources (County General Fund,
grants, MHSA, Medi‐Cal, cities, private sector)

II. Family ‐ School district financial
investment – this could be an in kind
contribution
What is the payment for services?
II. Policy – Add “SLS services” funding…
Campus ‐ ok

JJ. County agency heads will meet and discuss resources and
funding that can be directed to SLS. This will form the initial
funding pool for SLS.
We propose 3 tiers of funding/investment:
1. Planning grant (to discuss and plan for “essential
elements”)
2. Technical assistance (to start up implementation, includes
funding for infrastructure)
3. Support for services

JJ. Campus – County and school
administrators will meet
JJ. Policy – Replace “County” by “Funding”.
Comment: It would be nice to have a
Foundation, such as Bella Vista

KK. Yes, to the extent possible. This is one of the Tenets of SLS.
LL. Schools and districts would be asked to match funding or in‐

KK. Campus – ok
LV ‐ This should be an “in‐kind” agreement

School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups
order to encourage fidelity and
buy‐in?

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
and be flexible.
LL. Policy. It is important to define “in‐kind”.
Schools could offer facilities, etc
LL. Campus – ok
LV ‐ In this climate, it means cutting from
someplace else. How do we sell that?

kind to the extent possible.

 What is the total funding
amount for school‐linked
services and how will it be
prioritized?

MM. Currently only PEI Project 2 funding is available to commit to
SLS. The funding plans already completed through local
MHSA process and is ready for implementation. Next step
would be for County Departments to identify any
programs/funding which fit with SLS Plan.

MM. Campus – ok
MM. Policy – change “County departments”
to “Funding entities”.

 What is the sustainability plan?

NN. To be determined

NN. Campus – ok
LV Some analysis showing how this model is
efficient and working needs to be built‐in.
NN. Policy‐ Steering Committee will raise
funds. After first year, Steering Committee
stays in place at no additional cost. Steering
Committee explores innovative approaches
to funding such as braided funding.

 This is a very ambitious plan,
where are the resources to
implement it?

OO. Within current resources of the districts and public funding
agencies.

OO. Campus – ok
LV – Good luck

 Will technical assistance be

PP. Yes, to the extent resources are available. This needs to be

PP. Campus – ok

School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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School Linked Services Emerging Plan
September 20, 2011

Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups
provided to schools to help
them develop a plan, form a
collaborative and apply for this
“school of excellence” model?

Proposed Response
discussed among County Departments and determined.

 Restrictions

No questions

QQ. Variable by funding source

 Procurement

 Single point of procurement has
the potential for transforming
how we help children and
families – not only at the
schools, but throughout the
County. How would the single
point of procurement work?

RR. Once agency heads (MHD, SSA, Probation, DADS, Public
Health, VMC, First Five, etc) agree to those services that are a
fit for the SLS Plan, they would need to agree upon the
consolidated administrative structure for SLS. We proposed
that this occur before the next meeting and incorporated into
the draft SLS Plan.

Planning

 Model

No questions

Roles

 Education

No questions

 School

 How do we get schools to

SS. The SLS model was developed by County‐wide collaborative
planning team chaired by County and Education leadership
with invited membership from schools, districts, law
enforcement, CBOs, consumers, etc., to detail SLS framework
TT. Specific invited Education leaders were involved on strategic
planning committee
UU. Primarily through opportunity for on campus services,
School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
LV ‐ This is actually pretty important. Districts
will develop by‐in based upon participation in
the “into” phase. That will make the
difference in terms of their willingness to
redirect funds. If we don’t find ways for
Districts and sites to do this preliminary
work, I think we won’t get many willing to
rearrange their resources to come to the
table as a partner.
QQ. Campus – ok
QQ. Policy – We will comply with restrictions
as determined by funding agencies.
RR. Campus ‐ Add SCCOE and Education;
check grammar
LV ‐ I don’t know how this could work, but if
we can figure this out, a major stumbling
block falls away.
RR. Policy. Take out last sentence. Replace
with : “Our goal is to have these discussion
results incorporated into the SLS Plan.
SS. Campus – ok
SS. Policy – Add Families and Communities

TT. Campus – ok
UU. Campus – suggestion for readiness

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
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Plan Section

Feature

 CBO & County
provider

Questions posed by breakout
groups
apply? What’s the “hook” to
help administrators buy in and
take the opportunity?

No questions

Proposed Response
improved academic outcomes, technical assistance,
collaborative development, and inclusion in grant funding.

VV. Key provider stakeholders involved in strategic and local
collaborative planning; Contracted or committed County
School Linked Services – 9/20/11
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9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
assessment for schools/include parents to
assess readiness to embrace SLS; hook –
application straight forward and user friendly
LV ‐ Schools have to understand that if they
look at all their programs through this first
frame (implementing a SLS program),
everything could be restructured to emanate
from, through and to this program. I guess
what I mean are school folks had to look at
this not as one more program on campus,
but the frame within all school programs now
exist. That’s a huge paradigm shift. If Andrew
Hill is now a site that provides prevention
and intervention services for students and
families, all decisions work from there—what
classes is the student in, what resources does
he have access to, which adults does he see
and why. When a school views it this way,
the whole comes together and we have a
chance of making that difference. As long as
SLS is viewed as the room down the hall, I
believe the program fails
UU. Policy – Hook : single application
process, opportunity to enhance services to
students and families, increase access to
services in a resource‐depleted environment
VV. Campus – ok
LV ‐ how to not micro‐manage continues to

School Linked Services Emerging Plan
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Plan Section

Feature

 Family &
Community

Questions posed by breakout
groups
 How will parents, students,
community be involved in
driving the effort and advocate
for change?

Proposed Response
departments provide direct services with oversight by County
WW. The community will be involved at each level (policy,
administration, coordination) and each phase of
implementation. This will be an explicit responsibility for
each level of leadership.

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
be a concern
WW. Campus – ok
WW. Policy‐ We propose a seat for parent
and a seat for student in the Steering
Committee.

 How will parents be included in
the process?

XX. From breakout session discussion
o Back to school nights could be utilized to connect with
parents.
o Home visits are successful
o Use community center for meetings
o Include Parent engagement as part of all Principals’ formal
evaluation
o Community outreach coordinator or liaison often needed
and successful
o Include volunteers and interns effectively

XX. Family ‐ Most important to the family ‐
Streamlined, single point of entry for access
to services with a quick response time
Campus‐ PTA, school sites, ELAC, parent
leadership group, staff development
movement for professional learning
communities. Teachers – need to have their
buy in; school wellness teams, district
wellness teams
XX. Policy – design on parent engagement
strategies. Besides face‐to face, use website,
electronic distribution, etc ,. SLS will evaluate
parent engagement and communication
strategies

 How do we engage the business
community?

YY. The Steering committee will engage the business community
at the County level. Each collaborative determines how to
involve the business community at the local level.

YY. Family ‐ Diversity present in community
needs to be represented by service providers
and in the collaborative
What does success look like? Should have a
clear idea going into SLS what success would
look like after a year. Measures might include
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Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
factors such as ‐ # days to service linkage,
quality of experience, school
attendance/performance
Campus – Schools/districts will leverage
current partnerships
SVEF – how do we partner?
 Change management implementation
model needed; engage teachers from
the beginning.
LV ‐ This may need to be an explicit area we
address with some funding: someone
who works the business community,
sells the program, keeps finding people
to buy in to the vision.
YY. Policy – We propose a seat at the Steering
Committee for an engaged business
leader to devise strategies to sell to
and engage the business community.
Other discussions about Steering Committee:
‐ there should be standing seats for
funding agencies and appointed seats
(e.g. for parent and student).
‐ Look at different models for multi‐
agency administration structure (Joint
Powers authority, Destination Home,
Oversight Committee, , First Five
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Plan Section

Feature

Questions posed by breakout
groups

Proposed Response

‐
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9/20 &
10/11 Meeting Input
ordinance, etc)
Set up a policy platform for change, a
platform which needs to be
recognized and sustained

School‐Linked Services
Strategic Plan
DRAFT
October 2011

“

No thoughtful person would dispute that one’s

productivity and prosperity as an adult are founded to a
significant degree on one’s education as a child. However, the
schooling of many children is significantly compromised by health
and social problems that require services beyond what their parents
are able to provide.”
(School‐Linked Services, The Future of Children, Published by
the Center for the Future of Children, The David and Lucile
Packard Foundation, Volume 2, Number 1, Spring 1992)
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LETTER OF INTRODUCTION
To the Residents of Santa Clara County:
School‐Linked Services (SLS) is not a new idea. The original SLS program in Santa
Clara County was designed and implemented in 1994‐95; and as a member of the East
Side Union High School Board of Trustees at that time, I had the pleasure of observing
the positive impacts its services had on the success of participating youth.
Unfortunately, however, the financial support for SLS waned as governmental revenues
declined.
Nevertheless, even in this current period of continuing budget shortfalls, it is my belief
that we can’t afford not to reinstitute SLS. We are challenged to do more with less, and
I believe we can rise to this challenge. County government is the level of government
charged with the provision of most all public health and human services, and the
correlation between children and families with unmet needs and utilization of the
County’s justice, welfare, drug and alcohol treatment, mental health and other systems
is well documented.
Fortunately, there is growing recognition that the traditional boundaries between
education and human services are not in the best interests of children and families, and
the boundaries are yielding to integrated approaches that better serve children and
communities. SLS recognizes and addresses problems by changing the culture on
school campuses and utilizes schools as a logical and convenient point of entry for
youth and their families into preventive and supportive services. These efforts take
many forms but almost all involve joint planning, shared service delivery, and effective
coordination. Many models also stress parental participation and family involvement.
In the years since SLS was launched in Santa Clara County, evidence‐based and
promising models have been developed and now can be utilized to launch a new SLS
program. Whatever the model, it will contain strong data maintenance and evaluation
components that will demonstrate the program’s impact and help to support continuing
program expansion.
The alternative to SLS for many youth is continuing high rates of school drop‐outs, low
educational achievement, gang involvement, mental health and substance abuse
problems, teen pregnancies, unaddressed health problems, unemployment, family
violence, and crime. The well documented correlation between school failure and
2010
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criminal involvement by itself provides a compelling case for early intervention into
issues affecting school readiness, school attendance, school behavior, and school
success.
SLS addresses the “opportunity gap” and helps to “level the playing field” for children
and youth who are burdened with economic, social and/or a range of other inequities.
In order to make meaningful progress in eliminating the achievement gap, we must first
focus on the opportunity gap.
Our vision is that all young people will gain the knowledge, skills, and attitudes
necessary to ensure their healthy transition to successful adult roles and responsibilities.
I am committed to continue working toward a future in which all young people in
Santa Clara County graduate from high school with the foundation necessary for
college or a career, and for economic self‐sufficiency, healthy family and social
relationships, civic and community involvement, and life‐long learning.
I, along with the SLS Advisory Committee Co‐chairs and the many faithful participants
in the eight months of our planning meetings, hope this document will serve as the
starting point for the next steps toward collective action. I thank the other members of
the Board of Supervisors who supported this planning effort, along with the leadership
and staff of Mental Health and other departments who provided strong support for this
important initiative.
We invite you to join us and our key partners in the community to improve the
outcomes for children, youth and families.
Sincerely,

Hon. Dave Cortese
President, Board of Supervisors
Supervisor, District Three

Hon. George Shirakawa
Vice‐President, Board of Supervisors
Supervisor, District 2

Dan Moser
Superintendent
East Side Union High School District

2010
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY
SCHOOL‐LINKED SERVICES PLAN
I. Introduction
Vision
The Children of Santa Clara County will thrive at home, in school, and in their
communities, through the care and nurturance of families who love them; and
through the responsive, effective, and coordinated support available from the
schools, services and community resources that surround them.

Aim
The Aim of School‐Linked Services is to create and implement a model of service
delivery that is school‐based and school‐related, that offers on‐site collaborative
services to heal and strengthen individuals, families and systems by responding to
critical issues and risks among children and youth from birth through 12th grade.

The School‐Linked Services Advisory Committee (SLSAC) and contributing meeting
attendees are pleased to submit the following School‐Linked Services (SLS) Plan for
consideration by the Board of Supervisors. This plan was requested during the FY12
budget planning process. The plan is the result of the work of scores of individuals with
experience in the field of public children’s services, as parents and educators,
community members, community‐based organization managers and staff, and public
(county and city) health and human service administrators and providers.
The report is organized to offer the reader an understanding of the following:


The background to the Board of Supervisors request and the history of SLS in Santa
Clara County;



The rationale or “business case” for the delivery of school‐based and school‐related
public physical and behavioral health, social services, and juvenile justice services;



The eight‐month planning process that produced the SLS Plan;



The framework and content of the SLS Plan; and
2010

Page 11 of 58

Santa Clara County School-Linked Services Advisory Committee Draft Plan  October 2011  Page 11 of 58



Preliminary implementation recommendations following SLS Plan approval.

The proposed SLS Plan incorporates elements and features of various models of school
based and school related services that are being implemented in Santa Clara County
and are in alignment with the most recent research and successful models being
recommended by national policy and academic experts in the field of child learning and
its relationship to social, medical, emotional and behavioral supports.
The essential features of the SLS Plan include the following:


A SLS Implementation Task Force comprised of funding partners, family and
community leaders, educators and service providers that will set standards and
policies of the SLS Initiative and will approve SLS districts who apply for inclusion
in the SLS Initiative, and will oversee the implementation and growth of the SLS
Initiative;



Dedicated funding for services and infrastructure contributed by funding
partners for specific services, to be defined based on needs assessments, and
infrastructure to support the SLS Initiative. Funders will comprise the SLS Funding
Partners Team of SLS and will be committed through formal contractual
agreements and Memoranda of Understanding;



A consolidated SLS administration responsible for providing procurement and
oversight of services, technical assistance to districts for planning and collaborative
development, and for overseeing the training and data and evaluation functions of
the SLS initiative;



A defined collaborative and integrated model of service delivery that is required
in order to ensure that services provided to children and families are evidence
based, tied to child/family needs, accessed through a coordinated referral and
linkage system; and sponsored and supported by a committed leadership structure
that includes district, campus and service delivery levels of leadership;



A defined SLS Coordinator role that serves as a support services liaison to campus
leadership, is responsible for ensuring student and family access to timely needed
services; and provides leadership to a collaborative team of parent, community,
education staff and providers who commit to advising and championing the needs,
priorities, and activities of the learning and supports system established at school
sites;
2010
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A redirection of current funding or funded services to the SLS Initiative to
establish the initial integrated and coordinated service delivery system in schools
and neighborhoods with the greatest needs and risks of negative education, health
and social outcomes relating to children and families;



An application process for districts to seek SLS Initiative membership and access
to SLS‐funded services and supports whereby districts and schools agree to
provide in‐kind support, leadership, coordination of learning with support
services, development of and participation on a School Collaborative Committee
comprised of educators, parents, service providers and community members
dedicated to achieving academic success through integration of learning and
support services for children and their families.



An initial investment of an estimated $8 million in Mental Health prevention
funds, SSA general fund contracts, Probation funds and First 5 funds targeted to
high‐risk regions of the County, with additional resources to be pursued from
educational entities, cities and foundations.



A specific implementation plan to be completed upon approval by the Board of
Supervisors and direction to develop an implementation plan for consideration
during the FY13 budget process.

The following report is submitted with a strong belief by the SLS stakeholders that the
children of Santa Clara County deserve the very best in educational, developmental and
social nurturance; that the evidence shows that we are not achieving these expectations;
and that not modifying our child‐serving systems to better deploy existing resources
would be a failure of our duty as public servants. We also firmly believe, given the
talent and partnerships in Santa Clara County, the vision of the SLS Plan is within reach
if we rise to the calling as outlined in the following Plan.

2010
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II. Background
Board of Supervisors Referral
During the FY2011 State of the County address, the Board of Supervisor incoming
President Dave Cortese requested that the Social Services Agency, Mental Health
Department, Public Health Department, Valley Medical Center, Department of Drug
and Alcohol Services, and Probation Department work together to develop
recommendations for reestablishing School‐Linked Services. This request was made as
part of the Supervisor’s commitment to put a renewed focus on the well‐being of the
children of Santa Clara County.
In response to the directive, County departmental leaders met over a series of meetings
to examine the successes and challenges of the former School‐Linked Services (SLS), to
identify critical lessons learned, and to formulate recommendations for implementing a
new SLS effort. The fundamental premise, reflected in the recommendations put
forward by departmental leaders, was that a new SLS initiative should be borne from
the alignment of self‐identified needs of schools, County departments, and other
community partners. Unless these partners share the vision, philosophy, resource
contribution, and leadership of the initiative, it was theorized that a new effort would
face a significant risk of failure.
The Departmental Leadership group further identified a set of tenets, outlined below, to
which it was believed that future schools/County endeavors should adhere. The tenets are
based on the experience of the group members in creating and administering the SLS of
the past as well as the group’s collective knowledge about emerging best practices for
cross‐systems collaborative initiatives.
The following seven tenets were identified as guidance for any future SLS effort:
1. SLS should emerge from/represent the mission of County programs;
2. SLS should be a natural consequence of the school’s self‐identified goals;
3. Best and promising culturally relevant practices should be identified and used;
4. Programs should be outcomes driven and these outcomes must be jointly
designed, measured and reported;
5. Programming should be wellness oriented and focused on prevention;
2010
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6. Program staffing models should support teaming and effective collaborative
processes;
7. Financing and sustainability should be planned from the beginning of the
program.
In addition to these guiding tenets, Departmental leaders proposed a process for the
completion of a new SLS Plan. The process includes the following steps:
1. Development of a Charter and Aim statement to guide the work of the
Committee and to include an agreed upon set of values and principles that will
drive the process, committee member roles and responsibilities, and committee
ground rules, and will establish specific milestones and deliverables to be met by
the Committee;
2. Review of statewide and local data available that reveals how children in Santa
Clara County are doing in school, with an emphasis on information most related
to the health and socio‐emotional well‐being of students and their families;
3. Development of an inventory of current school‐based and school‐related health
and social services available to school‐aged children and their families in Santa
Clara County;
4. Gathering of input from local stakeholders and other sources, including school
personnel, families, students, community‐based organizations, and city and county
stakeholders, regarding their perception of the most critical health and socio‐
emotional needs of school‐aged children and their families; and through review of
existing information and other input methods (surveys, focus groups, stakeholder
sessions).
The recommendations also included the proposal that a SLS Advisory Committee be
convened, to be resourced by the Mental Health Department and co‐chaired by the Board
President and a leader from the field of education, for the purpose of developing a plan to
be completed and presented to the Board of Supervisors before the end of 2011.
The following report summarizes the work of the SLS Advisory Committee convened in
April 2011 and outlines the planning process, rationale, and framework for
implementation of a new generation of School‐Linked Services in Santa Clara County. The
plan was completed as a result of a series of monthly meetings held from April through

2010
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November 2011, chaired by President Cortese and Superintendent Dan Moser, East Side
Union High School District, and staffed by the Mental Health Department.

History of School‐Linked Services in Santa Clara County
The original SLS program in Santa Clara County was designed and implemented in
1994‐95 in concert with Healthy Start grants secured by local schools. A primary goal of
this program was to prevent violence and a strong focus was on creating and
maintaining an environment that is safe for students, staff and the surrounding
community. This goal has been maintained in the City of San Jose’s Safe School
Campus Initiative which currently operates in XX schools in XX districts. It is
supported by the City’s Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services,
Youth Intervention Services, San Jose Police Department Community Services Division,
Santa Clara County Probation Department and District Attorney’s Office. It utilizes
multi‐disciplinary teams which are trained in the prevention, identification and control
of juvenile crime. Staff includes a Police School Liaison, Community Coordinator, and
Youth Outreach Worker.
It also was envisioned that the SLS program would implement a comprehensive system
of health and human services linked with schools as a cross systems, school‐based, best
practice program. It had multiple funding streams, a three‐tiered model of
implementation which supported non‐county services as well as County‐operated
services and included a short and long‐term sustainability plan. The sustainability plan
assumed a strong level of billing to balance the use of general funds. The three tiers of
programming included various levels of community‐based organizational activity and
the partnership of non‐County health care providers.
The program was based on a comprehensive strengths‐based, multi‐disciplinary, case
management model. Additionally, it was implemented as a cross‐systems program with
representatives from multiple County departments serving at each school site with
different constellations of service providers, i.e. health, mental health, public health,
social services, and alcohol and drug services, depending on the particular needs of the
school and the surrounding community. The school sites were chosen based on the
identification of Child Poverty Zones and clusters of risk factors that indicated high
student and family need.
Over time, the program shifted and became located in one County department, and the
funding streams narrowed. At the stage of discontinuance, it was primarily a County
General Fund program and so became a casualty of the harsh budget reduction process

2010
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of the last several years. Even though this program is no longer in existence, much was
learned from its successes and challenges.
Many of the SLS Advisory Committee representatives had participated in the original
program, so the historical and experiential information became an important aspect of
planning for SLS reintroduction.

2010
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III. Why Link Schools and Services?
Children do not leave their problems at the door when they arrive at school. Students
bring their mental health, physical health, family and other problems with them to
school, and school staff do the best they can to address these needs. However, in many
cases, they have neither the time nor the expertise to deal with the students’ issues
effectively. These situations take time away from teaching, interrupt other students’
learning, and leave the troubled children with unaddressed concerns that are likely to
worsen and almost certain to disrupt their learning.
Society has changed dramatically, and student needs have evolved and changed.
However, schools were not designed and never intended to be the locus of the solution
for the whole range of individual and societal problems, nor are they provided the
resources to do so. Thus, to a growing extent, School‐Linked Services are being looked
at as a means to address the most common problems presented by students in this
increasingly complex world.
The connection between success as an adult and academic achievement as a child is
very strong. Research has demonstrated that second only to family, school is the most
important, stabilizing force in the lives of young people. Yet, schools alone cannot
address the complex problems that face many of its students, nor can they be
responsible for all of the building blocks of positive development. The result is that the
education of many children is significantly hampered by social, emotional and health
problems that could be addressed with appropriate services. Tragically, in many cases,
the downward spiraling trajectory of lost learning opportunities and impaired potential
could be prevented for many children were services made available to them and their
families.
Current work in the field of education and student supports indicates that when
academic and support services are provided through integrated models of academics
and support services centered around school communities, students thrive, parents are
more engaged in their children’s education, families have better access to community
services, and students achieve better academic outcomes. The following summary
outlines the various ways in which unaddressed family and child needs negatively
impact the lives of children.
Preliminary suggestions for ways in which School‐Linked Services may benefit schools
include:
 Co‐location on the school campuses of expertise which the on‐site educators lack
2010

Page 18 of 58

Santa Clara County School-Linked Services Advisory Committee Draft Plan  October 2011  Page 18 of 58










One‐stop technical assistance for schools and providers with:
o Stakeholder engagement
o Partnership agreements
o Needs assessments
o Plan development
Single point of contract administration
Needs‐based SLS funding priority
Inclusion in County grant seeking
Inclusion in local fundraising
Participation on the SLS oversight body
Data collection and quality management support

Impacts of Unaddressed Problems among Youth in Santa Clara County
Children can begin to shows signs of developmental needs that compromise learning
very early on. Based on the 2004‐05 teacher survey component of the Kindergarten
Readiness Assessment, only half of all Santa Clara County students enter kindergarten
with proficiency in relating appropriately to adults, expressing their needs, playing
cooperatively, and controlling their impulses. As these children continue on in school,
they may need special help in functioning effectively in a school environment. For
many children, school failure may be tied to missed school, frequent school changes,
emotional trauma, and lack of recognition of their special circumstances and needs.
About 1 out of 5 California students from the Class of 2010 dropped out of high school
before graduation day, according to new state figures, with about one 1 in 6 dropping out
in Santa Clara County.1 Overall, 2010 graduation rates ranged from a high of 97.6% for
Los Gatos‐Saratoga Joint Union High School District to a low of 76.8% for the East Side
Union High School District.2 Based on 2009‐10 data, the Santa Clara County dropout rates
show that Hispanic/Latino students drop out at a rate of 31 percent. More strikingly,
Hispanic/Latino students—who make up 37 percent of the overall cohort—make up 69
percent of the dropouts.3

Developmental Assets
Santa Clara County’s Project Cornerstone identified 41 developmental “assets” that
promote youth success and resiliency. These include the children’s own values and
competencies as well as positive developmental experiences that provide children with
support, empowerment, boundaries, proper expectations, and opportunities for
constructive use of their time. Among all age groups, youth with the highest numbers
of developmental assets engaged in the lowest percentages of risk behaviors.
2010
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Conversely, those with the lowest numbers of developmental assets engaged in the
highest percentage of risk behaviors.
During Fall 2010, Project Cornerstone administered a survey to over 38,000 students in
more than 200 schools and 25 districts throughout Santa Clara County. The survey
measured developmental asset levels, risk behaviors, and thriving indicators in Silicon
Valley youth. The National Search Instituteʹs research shows that youth need 31 or more
of the 41 assets to thrive. In contrast, Project Cornerstone’s data show that Santa Clara
County youth have an average of only 26.5 assets.

Social and Racial Inequities
Disproportionate minority contact (DMC) with juvenile justice and child welfare
systems remains a significant problem, even after nearly 20 years of federal, state and
local attention. Although researchers conclude that the causes are varied, a number of
risk factors have been shown to play a part in DMC. These include type of
neighborhood (high rates of crime and gang membership), family economic status
(poverty), family structure (single parents), age of mother at first birth (teen mom), and
youth educational problems. Until the elimination of these root causes can be achieved,
supportive services are needed to mitigate their social, emotional, behavioral, and
health manifestations, which include school failure and delinquency, among others.
In 2002, the Probation Department began an aggressive effort to address the
disproportionate representation of minorities through Juvenile Detention Reform (JDR).
Under JDR, decision‐making in the Probation Department became more objective and a
collaborative decision‐making process became the standard practice. However, despite
the efforts made through JDR, data analysis shows that minorities continue to be
disproportionately represented in the juvenile justice system in Santa Clara County.
Latino youth and African American youth represented 31% and 2.94%, respectively, of
all youth in Santa Clara County, according to 2009 California Department of Finance
reports. However, in the same year, Latino youth ages 10‐17 made up 62% of all
juvenile arrests in Santa Clara County and 70% of all juvenile hall bookings.
Furthermore, African American youth made up 8% of arrests and 11% of all bookings in
FY09.
Latino youth arrests rose from 9,709 to 12,741 between FY 05 and FY 09. The Relative
Rate Index data showed that Latino youth were three times more likely to be arrested
while African American youth were six times more likely to be arrested than Caucasian
youth. The Relative Rate Index data also showed that both African American and
2010
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Latino youth were twice as likely to be committed to Juvenile Hall, the ranches, or the
California Department of Juvenile Justice.
In March 2010, a DMC Work Group began meeting. In December 2010, the first focus
group was held with parents of the East Side Union High School District to present the
ABCʹs of juvenile justice and to hear the priorities of juvenile justice involved youth and
families. Approximately 22 participants attended the focus group. The primary concern
expressed by the parents was the lack of availability of services for youth and families
before the youth are arrested.
Similarly, the Social Service Agency, Department of Family and Children’s Services
(SSA/DFCS) has employed multiple approaches to eliminate bias‐based
disproportionality since 2003. In 2007, SSA/DFCS adopted the first “Plan to Address
Ethnic Disproportionality in Child Welfare Services” and pledged to submit updated
plans annually. Since that time, SSA/DFCS has been making meaningful progress.
In February 2011, 1030 children were in out‐of‐home care, a 61% drop in eleven years.
While reasons for this decline are various, many credit an emphasis on finding
alternatives to children entering the child welfare system in the first place, such as the
Differential Response Program. Similarly, SSA/DFCS has been making significant
strides in reducing racial bias that may have been disadvantageous to African American
and Latino families in decision‐making that led to entries to care.
However, much work remains to be done. For example, an analysis of last year’s data
show:
 Cases for African Ancestry and Latino children overall appear to remain open
longer than those of otherwise similar White children. Duration seemed to be
longer for African Ancestry children across all allegation types. Latinos
experienced longer durations than Whites for most allegations except for
Caretaker Absence and Emotional Abuse. Asian children experienced shorter
durations than all other groups, including Whites.
 African Ancestry children removed at early ages have longer placement episodes
consisting of more placement changes, which is an indicator of lack of placement
stability.
 African Ancestry children are more likely than all other groups to end their
placement episodes in guardianship, whereas White and Latino children were
more likely than African Ancestry and Asian children to end placement episodes
through reunification or adoption.
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Experts report that while some of the disparities may be the result of practice biases
requiring change, DMC with the child welfare system can result from lack of culturally
and linguistically appropriate family services. Likewise, DMC in the juvenile justice
system can result from zero tolerance policies in schools, enhanced enforcement in
crime‐ridden neighborhoods with higher minority populations, lack of available
prevention opportunities and alternatives to detention in economically deprived
communities, lack of help and guidance for families and, as a result, lack of family
involvement.

Growing Up with Violence
Children who are exposed to violence are more likely to exhibit behavioral and physical
health problems including depression, anxiety, and violence towards peers. They also
are more likely to attempt suicide, abuse drugs and alcohol, run away from home,
engage in teenage prostitution, and commit sexual assault crimes.4
Witnessing or experiencing multiple acts of violence in the home is said to result in
children becoming twice as likely to commit violent acts themselves.5 Evidence of this
is a high level of criminogenic thinking (relating to characteristics or factors identified
by research as predictors of crime and/or related recidivism). For example, among boys
on probation supervision in Santa Clara County, 28.9% consider criminal behavior an
acceptable and common part of life. Among girls, the percentage rose to 45.5%.6
Among boys in juvenile detention, 36.2% reported thinking that criminal behavior is an
acceptable and common part of life, as did 41.7% of girls in custody.7
One in 25 Santa Clara County school students admitted that they had carried a gun to
school during the previous year. About one in ten reported that they had carried another
weapon, such as a knife or club to school and nearly one in three said that they had seen
someone with a weapon in school.8
Of the 165 gang‐related occurrences investigated by police in the first three months of
2008, one‐third happened on a school campus or originated on campus.9
Of San Jose’s 36 homicide victims in 2007, 16 were gang slayings. However, the problem
is not just homicides. All kinds of gang violence, such as shootings, stabbings and
beatings, are on the rise. Violent gang incidents far surpassed the previous year’s totals.10
Gang‐related incidents involving school‐age kids are on the rise—up more than 35% in
2007 for ages 10‐19.11
Hispanic/Latinos are self‐declared gang members at a considerably higher ratio than the
county total for any other racial/ethnic group. For every 100,000 Hispanic/Latino youth,
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481.4 are self‐declared gang members, compared to the county total of 106.5 per 100,000
youth.12
Youth violence also includes self‐inflicted injury. Santa Clara County ranks 54th out of
California’s 58 counties (with 58 being the worst) in the rate of adolescent self‐inflicted
injury.

Social Isolation and Loneliness
For other children, the outcome of inadequately addressed educational, family or peer
problems is withdrawal and social isolation. The resulting loneliness makes these
young people vulnerable to victimization. They often feel excluded—a feeling that can
be damaging to their self‐esteem. Loneliness also has been linked with depression, and
thus is a risk factor for suicide.
Further, loneliness and social isolation can play a part in alcoholism and substance
abuse.13 Moreover, early childhood experiences that contribute to loneliness may
predict loneliness during adulthood.

Suicide
Nationally, suicide is the fourth leading cause of death among children between the
ages of 10 and 14 years.14 Suicide is the third leading cause of death among teenagers
ages 15‐19 in Santa Clara County as well as in the U.S. Of seventh, ninth and eleventh
graders in Santa Clara County, 16.3% reported they had seriously considered, and 8.2%
reported they had actually attempted, suicide during the previous year.15
A little more than one year ago, a Suicide Prevention Advisory Committee,
commissioned by the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors and staffed by the
Mental Health Department, embarked on a half‐year project of research, expert
consultation, and twice monthly deliberations for the purpose of developing a Suicide
Prevention Strategic Plan. Participants of the 36‐member advisory group included
specialists in suicide prevention, professionals in related fields such as educators and
school administrators, law enforcement, public transportation, public officials, and
many others; authorities on various age groups; mental health consumers and family
members from diverse cultures and backgrounds; suicide attempt survivors;
individuals surviving the death of a loved one by suicide; and concerned members of
the public. The result was the first‐ever, county‐wide Strategic Plan for Suicide
Prevention, adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 24, 2010. The primary
goals of which are to reduce suicide attempts and deaths; empower residents to identify
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and refer at‐risk individuals to appropriate resources; and improve the quality of life for
individuals and their loved ones who are dealing with mental illness.
Specific recommendations developed for children and youth include:
 Mental health counselors in schools
 Screenings for risk of suicide another mental health concerns
 Targeted counseling for youth who have lost a loved one to suicide
 Enhanced mental health resources, school curriculum, and parent initiatives
 Identify coping mechanisms, access points, and connectors for youth to address
life challenges
 Programs to protect youth from social and geographic isolation and remove
barriers to peer interaction
 Programs that teach resiliency
 Programs and services that enable children and youth to cope with failure and
disappointment, bullying, and breakups
 Training for those who interact with at‐risk youth (community leaders, clinicians,
physicians, family members, police, teachers, peers, and others)
 Accessible, youth‐centered crisis line; and single, countywide access
point/telephone number for youth at‐risk
 Screening and timely intervention of those at risk of suicide
 School‐based, culturally relevant intervention services, including consultation for
educators and parents, and peer to peer support
 Peer stipend program for youth to promote intervention and treatment services
 Training, support and educational materials for parents, partners, and family
members and educators regarding safe handling of young adult life challenges
and crises (example: educational suicide help hotline)
 Accessible and comfortable spaces for adults at risk of suicide, such as a mobile
crisis unit, satellite self‐help centers, and/or a community lounge space
 Age‐appropriate crisis hotline
 Support groups for youth dealing with teen suicide
 Prevention opportunities, such as youth becoming engaged in public service;
school staff to be dynamic and caring; youth centers; other ways for students to
develop skills to deal with emotional challenges
 Previous attempters to share their stories to encourage others to seek help and
have hope for improved life satisfaction
 Public recognition of individuals who connect people at risk of suicide to
resources
 Post‐incident care for individuals and families after a 5150 episode (forced
admission for psychiatric observation).
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Substance Abuse
Far too many children are developing within the chaos, neglect, and violence of a
substance‐abusing environment. This has been shown to significantly affect children’s
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive functioning. They often exhibit low self‐esteem, a
sense of shame, and poor social skills. Many children who live in drug homes exhibit
attachment disorders, which occur when parents or caretakers fail to respond to
children’s basic needs or do so unpredictably. Symptoms of attachment disorder
include the inability to trust, form relationships, and adapt.
Almost half (48.9%) of boys interviewed in the 2008 study of Santa Clara County youth
on probation supervision indicated that one or both parents had drinking or drug
problems. Among boys in custody, almost 40% reported a parent or parents with
substance abuse problems. Among girls in custody, the percentage rose to 54.2%; and
among girls on probation supervision who indicated that one or both parents had
drinking or drug problems, the percentage rose to 72.7%.
Moreover, substance use by children, not just in front of children, is being reported at
increasingly younger ages. It is estimated that 85% of adults in need of substance abuse
treatment started their use in adolescence. Among Santa Clara County fifth graders,
5.4% had consumed alcohol within the previous month. Among seventh graders,
alcohol use within the previous month increased to 9%. Marijuana use four or more
times by seventh, ninth and eleventh graders increased from 8.8% in 2003 to 13.2% in
2006. Use of other drugs at least once without a doctor’s orders by children and youth
in the seventh, ninth and eleventh grade—other drugs including stimulants, cocaine,
methamphetamine, psychedelic drugs, sedatives and PCP—increased from 6.6% in 2003
to 17.5% in 2006.
There are in more than 130,000 high‐school‐aged youth in Santa Clara County. State
data suggest that as many as 10% of youth in high school meet diagnostic criteria for a
substance abuse problem. However, the figure rises to approximately 39% of youth
who do not attend school or who are enrolled in alternative school settings. It is even
higher for youth involved in the criminal justice system. The incidence of adolescent
substance use in Santa Clara County is a little lower than the state average; but even
taking that into account, it can be concluded that there are well over 10,000 youth
within the county with significant substance abuse problems, while only approximately
1,000 receive treatment services from DADS or one of its contractors.
More than half (53.3%) of boys interviewed in the 2008 study of youth on probation
supervision had been in alcohol/drug abuse treatment, clearly demonstrating the
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correlation between substance abuse and juvenile delinquency. Among boys in
custody, the percentage rose to 55.2%.
Approximately 42% of girls in custody had been in alcohol/drug abuse treatment.
Almost 40% of the boys and nearly two‐thirds of the girls on probation supervision
were identified as exhibiting alcohol or drug problems combined with emotional
problems affecting their behavior. One‐half of the girls in custody had a substance
abuse and an emotional problem, as did 41.4% of the boys in juvenile detention.

Children and Youth in the Foster Care System
National education statistics indicate that foster youth experience significant
educational challenges:
 Less than 50% of foster students obtain a high school diploma;
 30 ‐50% of foster students receive special education services;
 50% of foster students are retained a grade; and
 Less than 1% of foster students receive a four‐year degree.
In addition, foster youth in out‐of‐home care in seventh grade are at least two grade
levels behind their same‐aged peers, which is due in large part to their high rates of
transiency. Research has consistently demonstrated that students who change schools
are four to six months behind academically each time they transfer schools.16
Similar to the national educational outcomes, outcomes for children and youth in Santa
Clara County involved in the Child Welfare System are generally quite poor:
 Fewer than 3% of foster youth attend a four‐year college, less than 1% obtains a
four‐year degree.
 Approximately 25% of former foster youth will experience homelessness before
age 25,
 Nearly 25% of these youth will be arrested or spend time incarcerated,
 Approximately 33% are receiving public assistance by age 25, and
 The unemployment rate for former foster youth is more than 50%.17
California Partners for Permanency assert that the longer children stay in foster care,
the more likely it is they will face negative outcomes. Moreover, various studies have
documented the actual outcomes of those who “age out” of the foster care system. For
example, the 2005 Northwest Foster Care Alumni Study found that:
 Former foster children are twice as likely to suffer from post‐traumatic stress
disorder (PTSD) as Iraq war veterans.
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More than 80% of adults formerly in foster care face major challenges in the areas
of mental health, education, and employment.
 One‐third are living at or below the poverty level.
 Nearly a quarter have experienced homelessness.

Children and Youth in the Juvenile Justice System
A persistent correlation has been found between poor academic performance and
delinquency. Children who fail at school soon feel frustrated, angry, rejected, and
without hope. The causes are many. It may be children with limited English skills who
fall behind and become disengaged, and many times the non‐English speaking parents
do not recognize the problem or understand how to support and advocate for their
children.
Whatever the cause, the result for children often is low self‐esteem that leads to school
avoidance, absenteeism, truancy and dropping out. In turn, children seek out
companions in similar situations and together engage in antisocial behaviors. Social
groups begin to form that may take the form of gang membership.18 And, all too often,
the criminal behavioral patterns continue into adulthood.
Santa Clara County Judge Margaret Johnson, who for many years served on the
Juvenile Justice Court bench, noted that virtually all youth who came before her in court
had failed in school and been expelled or dropped out, with the exception of a small
number who were in alternative schools. Seconding this observation and confirming
the importance of school participation as an antidote to criminal involvement, Juvenile
Justice Court Presiding Judge Patrick Tondreau once noted that “A community cannot
arrest its way out of delinquency.”
During fiscal year 2007/08, 14,663 youth were arrested and referred to the Santa Clara
County Probation Department. Of those, 3,526 were felony arrests. As a result of 1,770
detention hearings during FY08, 1,565 youth were detained and 205 were released.
The top ten felony offenses by subcategory included (1) felony weapons, (2) burglary,
1st degree, (3) robbery, (4) theft, auto, (5) possession/sale of drugs, (6) felony assault,
(7)vandalism, malicious mischief, (8) arson, (9) other felony sex offense, and (10)
possession/receiving stolen property and grand theft.
The assessment instrument used by the Probation Department Juvenile Division for the
past eight years reveals a significant number of youth being incarcerated who are
mentally ill, addicted to substances, gang involved, criminogenic in their thinking
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patterns, and learning disabled. Evidence also shows that families alone do not have the
coping skills, supports and resources to deal with the challenges, multiple‐needs, and risk
behaviors of these youth.
Emotional problems were cited as the most significant factor contributing to their
delinquency by both boys and girls in custody with the Probation Department.

School Engagement
The National Center for School Engagement (NCSE) defines school engagement as
referring “to students, their families, and the entire school staff being engaged in active
learning at school and school cultures that actively support the best conditions for that
learning.” It involves school, family and community partnerships working together to
promote attendance, attachment and achievement.
“Promoting Attendance involves the design and implementation of evidence‐based
strategies to reduce excused and unexcused absences.
Promoting Attachment involves establishing meaningful connections with youth and
their families through caring, support, and mutually‐defined expectations. It includes
developing positive school climates, student‐centered instruction, family and community
outreach, and student‐focused programs and activities that facilitate academic, social and
emotional growth.
Promoting Achievement involves ensuring that students have the tools, resources and
support to complete coursework, experience academic success, accomplish academic goals
tied to students’ vision of their future and successfully graduate from high school.”
Attendance is the first element of school engagement. The causes of truancy are many
and varied. There are factors stemming from the child, family, the school, and the
community. The lists in the following table merely illustrate possible causes and
contributing factors to truant behavior.
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Causes and Potential Factors Impacting Truancy
Child:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Poor self‐concept; low self‐esteem
Low academic achievement; particularly behind in reading and math
Socially isolated; poor interpersonal skills; lack of positive peer relationships at school
Feeling of not belonging at school, of being different
Feeling of lack of control over life (i.e. 'No matter how hard I try I will not succeed.')
Little or no extracurricular involvement
Frequent moving
Mental and/or emotional instability; childhood depression
Unidentified learning disabilities
Vision and/or auditory problems that have gone undiagnosed
Language barriers
Poor health
Negative peer relationships; older, non‐school oriented friends
Substance abuse
Fear of school, teachers, and/or administrators
Experienced recent traumatic event (divorce, death of a loved one)
Fear of physical safety at school
Teenage pregnancy and/or parenting
Excessive family responsibilities, (i.e. child care for younger siblings)
Lack of parental support
Financial difficulties (lack of adequate nutrition, clothing, transportation; inability to pay fees, etc.)

Family:
1.
2.

Non‐English speaking have difficulty communicating with teachers and other school personnel
Parents have different social and cultural backgrounds and don’t understand how to interact with
teachers and other school personnel
3. Parents don’t feel they are treated with respect by the teachers and other school personnel
4. Parents don’t understand the school’s expectations for their children
5. Parents are overburdened by other problems and demands on their time, (i.e., jobs, finding and
maintaining housing, insufficient income to respond to their own or their children’s needs, requirements
of care for other children or dependent adults, safety concerns, lack of transportation, etc.) and do not
provide sufficient oversight of their children
6. Parents lack appreciation for value of education
7. Parents have ineffective parenting skills
8. Parents are inappropriate role models
9. Parents have substance abuse problems
10. Parents have mental health problems
11. Parents are neglectful or abusive

School:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Lack of school or community resources for children with problems
Insufficient counseling and guidance staff
High student/teacher ratios
Improper class placement (above or below abilities)

Community:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Community upheaval and social change
Loss of neighborhood sense of “ownership” of schools
Negative peer influences
High incidence of substance abuse, gang activity, and criminal activity
Inadequate public transportation
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Moreover, the imperative for addressing school engagement among our youth is
demonstrated by the following:









Local truancy rates range from 1% to an alarming 40%.
Truant students are at higher risk of involvement in drug and alcohol use,
violence, and gang activity.
A high proportion of youth crimes are committed during school hours.
Truancy creates funding problems for schools with poor attendance (loss of ADA
state financial aid).
Habitual truant behavior is the key indicator to dropping out of school: A total
of 2,328 students dropped out of middle and high schools in San Jose during
2006‐2007.
Santa Clara County had a 20% overall drop‐out rate for grades 9‐12 in 2006‐2007.
Compared to high school graduates, dropouts have higher rates of criminal
behavior and incarceration, increased dependence on public assistance, poorer
health and higher rates of mortality.19

Santa Clara County’s School Engagement Improvement Project
Recognizing that youth who attend school are less likely to engage in criminal conduct,
the Santa Clara County Juvenile Justice Systems Collaborative (JJSC) and the Santa
Clara County Mental Health Department jointly sponsored a School Engagement
Improvement Project (SEIP) in 2010. The project sought to identify innovative and
targeted solutions to improve school attendance and reduce truancy on an individual
school and classroom basis, as well as, strengthen student and family engagement.
Utilizing a collaborative learning model to address truancy in several schools, one
aspect of the pilot was to enlist an expert panel to guide schools as they selected and
tested truancy prevention strategies. The panel provided an excellent perspective on
those practices that are most effective in increasing school engagement and reducing
absenteeism and truancy. Attachment X (add to table of contents?)provides a copy of
the “Change Package” produced by the expert consultant panel to the SEIP pilot teams.
It outlines recommended strategies considered to be most promising at increasing
school engagement and reducing truancy.
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The Imperative of School Engagement and School‐Linked Services: The
Joining of Public Missions
School‐Linked Services is a strategy to improve educational, mental health, health, and
social outcomes for children and families. It should connect families with a wide range
of formal and informal supports, community activities, health care and social services.
A great deal of literature now supports the need for a stronger relationship between
education and the public child‐serving systems in order for each to achieve their
separate and distinct mandates and goals. Improving outcomes for children demands
that schools, families, service providers, and community leaders work together to craft
comprehensive solutions to complex problems. At the center of the rationale for the
value and importance of School‐Linked Services are four key factors:





The two systems, education and child‐serving agencies, share common clients,
Their hoped for outcomes are dependent on the success of one another,
School‐Linked Services offers opportunities to leverage financial and community
resources, and
School‐Linked Services offers opportunities to improve the collective efforts of
these systems, an example of the total being greater than the sum of its parts.

School‐Linked Services have repeatedly demonstrated that school readiness, healthy
child development, and school success are goals that can best be achieved by working
across sectors.
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IV. The Planning Process
The Planning Approach
The School‐Linked Services Advisory Committee (SLSAC) was convened by
Supervisor Dave Cortese, along with co‐chairs Supervisor George Shirakawa and
ESUHSD Superintendent Dan Moser. It consists of a 26‐member, broad‐based group of
community leaders and representatives of education and school administration, law
enforcement, juvenile justice, behavioral health, social services, youth‐serving
programs, children’s advocates, the faith community, public officials, and many others.
The SLSAC held its first meeting on April 11, 2011. Members of the public also have
attended all the meetings and their participation was welcomed in all discussions and
deliberations, including the “break‐out” sessions which typically followed the whole‐
group. Over the course of the initial SLS planning meetings the SLSAC began to outline
the framework for the SLS plan, beginning with the articulation of a charter, vision, aim
of SLS, vision and values statements, in addition to the SLS tenets outlined by former
SLS departmental leaders. Those foundational elements are presented below:
School‐Linked Services Planning Framework
Charter

To convene a time‐limited School‐Linked Services Advisory Committee (SLSAC) to develop a
plan to improve health, behavioral health, and social services provided to school‐aged
children in Santa Clara County.

Aim

To improve the accessibility, efficiency and outcomes of multi‐agency services provided to
children in Santa Clara County schools through improved coordination, design and
implementation of services provided by schools, public agencies and community‐based
organizations (later revised).

Vision

Children will thrive at home, in school, and in their communities through the care and
nurturance of families who love them; and through responsive, effective, and coordinated
support available from the schools, system services, and community resources that surround
them.

Values

 All adults are responsible for nurturing children
 Relationships with children, and among adults who care for them, are key to healthy





development and school success
Family and child health promotion must be championed universally
Services must be designed to offer a continuum of support and interventions
Resources must be contributed and shared by all
Parents and community members are essential partners and must be welcomed and
empowered to participate in school communities.
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To further support the planning process, a conceptual model was proposed that
combines three basic concepts:
1. A traditional public health model of intervention levels
2. A developmental (age) perspective
3. A social ecological model focusing on children’s relationships
The committee utilized a graphic model to further illustrate intervention levels and social
ecologies across the age spectrum of children and youth (see below).
Multiple Intervention Levels and Multiple
Social Ecologies Across Childhood

Intervention
Child
Needs & Concerns

Early Intervention

Prevention
Promotion

Childhood

Pre-K

Elementary

Middle

High

College

Early in the planning process Committee members and other participants were asked to
respond to two questions:
1. What models of School‐Linked Services do you think we should explore in our
process?
2. What else would you suggest to make our efforts successful?
The Committee members brought a wide range of experiences, knowledge and
perspectives to these two questions. Early meetings were filled with extensive
conversations about what worked with earlier versions of SLS, what should be retained,
and what has changed since the mid‐1990’s. Between meetings, the Mental Health
Department staff, working in close collaboration with Supervisor Cortese and the other
SLSAC Co‐Chairs, completed the research, meeting and speaker arrangements,
produced the informational materials, and maintained the communication links
between the SLSAC members, staff and the public. Comments collected are presented
below:
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Concerns and Desired Outcomes

SLSAC Perspectives on Past SLS Efforts
What was great about SLS? What were the fundamental elements of success?
 Teachers were engaged; services were coordinated; school staff was trained to see problems
and refer for assessment
 Probation officers were on school ground; wraparound services were available; dialogues
between functions were ongoing; there was flexibility in functions; adult role boundaries
were blurred.
 There was an emphasis on restorative justice
 Concerns were with the holistic health of students, including all factors that affect school
success
 Support groups on campus were phenomenal
 Families viewed schools as safe
 Schools were eager for the services
What did not work?
 There was insufficient sustainability planning, not just in funding, but in skills and ownership
 There was a need to braid funding
 There was little or no outcome data, only anecdotal success stories
 Coordination required more time and resources to do well

Participants identified key concerns related to children, families, schools, community,
and the service systems. Subsequently, they selected the issues they considered to be of
greatest seriousness that must be addressed through the new SLS Initiative. The
overarching concern expressed by the large majority of those who participated in the
exercise was “low expectations, resignation, and hopelessness”. Seventeen members
voiced deep concerns that our children and youth are losing hope about what life has to
offer them. This concern was felt most deeply for children of color and those living in
impoverished and high risk neighborhoods and where families and communities are
most burdened with the stress of risk factors that arise when resources are scarce or
non‐existent, and opportunities for positive change are diminishing.
The following table summarizes the concerns that SLSAC members consider a priority
focus for the SLS Plan.
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SLSAC Priority Concerns for the SLS Plan
Children

Families

Behavioral and emotional problems
School engagement
School readiness
Exposure to trauma
Substance use/abuse
Juvenile justice involvement
Health/obesity/chronic diseases
School achievement
Pregnancy
Learning disability
Child welfare involvement
Schools
Teacher competency
Suspensions and expulsions
Parent involvement
Violence on campus
Graduation rates
Attendance

17*
16*
14*
10*
6
4
3
2
1

14*
12*
9*
6
4
3
1

Community
15*
12*
12*
4
3
3

Service System
Accessibility
Cultural alignment
Disproportionality
Family involved
Fragmentation

Self‐sufficiency
Substance abuse
Child abuse
Transiency
Immigration
Housing
Domestic violence
Divorce

School support
Child safety
Recreation
Food security
Violence and crime

11*
8
5
5
4

Overarching
8
7
7
6
3

Hopelessness
Low expectations
Resignation

17*

*Majority Endorsement

As the chart above shows, SLSAC identified critical concerns in every dimension of the
social ecology of children, revealing a collective view of need that is complex and multi‐
faceted, with issues faced by the child, his/her family, the surrounding community, and
the service delivery system. Additional comments made by participants during this
session offer further illustration of the issues that SLSAC members are concerned about:
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Additional Concern Statements Expressed by SLSAC Members

 There needs to be more continuity between programs serving middle school students and high school students.
Youth who received services in middle school should be flagged for screening and assessment when they reach
high school to determine if they have continuing unmet needs;
 More attention should be paid to capacity building for parents and the involvement of churches and the faith
community;
 The discontinuity of services for students during the summer school break should be addressed;
 Special effort may be needed in some schools to overcome negativity as a result of previous experiences, such as
utilization of unskilled and inexperienced interns, high turnover of interns and staff, etc.:
 It may be necessary to modify the models selected for SLS based on the differences and differing needs of the
various areas in the county;
 The plan should include the availability of flexible funds to meet the specific needs of children and families, such
as the high cost of participating in extracurricular activities—a positive alternative to gang membership and
other delinquent behavior;

 If SLS staffing is accomplished by redeployment of existing staff, from where will they be moved? The plan
should address that;
 Safety and safe neighborhoods are a big issue;
 A governance structure is needed for SLS;
 Asset mapping should be a part of the process;
 The SLS governance needs to agree on a threshold of features;
 There needs to be “buy‐in” at the superintendent, school board and principal/school levels;
 Parents, youth, the Latino community and others potentially affected by SLS should be asked how they feel and
what they want;
 Overrepresentation of Latino youth in the juvenile justice and child welfare systems must be addressed by this
initiative;
 The planning groups should have more representation from the faith community;
 There should be more emphasis in the selected SLS model on parent involvement in school planning, parent
education and capacity‐building;
 A broader range of community‐based organizations need to be brought into the current collection of County‐
contracted service deliverers.
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Parent and Teacher Perspectives
In response to SLSAC members input on the need for parent and teacher input to the
needs and concerns that should be addressed by the SLS Plan, the staff team conducted
focus groups with approximately 30 Latino parents and facilitated focus groups and
meetings with school and community representatives from the four high need planning
regions that were involved in the Mental Health Department’s Prevention and Early
Intervention (PEI) “Strengthening Families” project.
Representatives of Two High Schools and One Middle School provided the following
input:
Comments on resource conditions


Due to budget cuts, school principals are overloaded and preoccupied with
budget and personnel issues



Administration of new projects and initiatives, no matter how desirable, are not
an option due to current demands on school personnel



Times are nothing like they were when earlier SLS efforts were in place



The Multi‐Service Team (MST) coordinator function to manage referrals from
teachers and link to various service providers is stretched at best or non‐existent




Counselors and educational support staff are greatly reduced
Teachers do not have the time or bandwidth to address the multiple student
concerns that they encounter in their students

Ideal SLS conditions


Sustained long term focus to achieve real change



Dedicated on‐site service coordination staff to manage provider services



Emphasis on adaptability of services to particular needs of the student
population; service needs to be tailored to school needs



Engagement and inclusion of parents and attention to family issues



Non‐stigmatizing age and culturally appropriate strategies to engage kids



Ability to serve all kids and not just those who “qualify” (one stop for all)



Services need to be integrated rather than provided by multiple agencies that
provide different types of “counseling” services



Effective strategies to insure good communication with school personnel and
support services



Training for all (parents, students, teachers, school personnel)
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Latino Parents Comments included the following comments:
Overall impression about this SLS idea
 Parents are unaware of the SLS planning, but believe it is a good idea
 They are concerned about their children receiving equal access to these services
Services students need most at school
 Academic assistance
 Physical and emotional safety
 Counseling
Top issues parents face at all school levels
 Teachers and school officials often do not speak Spanish; are often “short” with
parents, responding that their children are “doing fine,” later finding out that
their children were failing academically and falling behind, then get sent to a
continuation school to catch up on credits
 Losing their homes and needing to change schools
 Unable to help them with homework
Top issues students face at the elementary level
 Language Barriers
 Kids need more individual help
 Hurtful words by other children
Top issues students face at the middle school level
 Peer pressure to go against their own values
 Gangs
 Bullying
Top issues students face at the high school level
 Insufficient college guidance counseling, (i.e., financial aid options,
undocumented options)
 Stress to help family financially
 Babysitting responsibilities
Recommended solutions
 More teacher + parent communication
 Parents need interpreters available at all the school sites
 School staff needs cultural sensitivity training
Solutions recommend to teachers and principals
 Meet with each student’s family
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Match students with a classmate who can work with them and assist them
academically
Find a school staff person to interpret, and write down the resolution on paper so
both parents and schools can sign about what each commits to do
The school should also offer counseling and conflict resolution among students,
instead of simply suspending or expelling students from school

Current Promising School‐Linked Efforts
SLS Pilot Programs (Mental Health Services Act Prevention and Early Intervention
Project 2)
The Project 2 Planning Team represented a broad range of stakeholders in each of four
areas, North, South, East and Central regions, comprised of clusters of zip codes
identified on the basis of the high incidence of risk factors. These regions are referred to
as Investment Communities. These factors include poverty, substance abuse, child
removals, juvenile justice involvement, number of mental health clients, school drop‐
outs, single parent households, felony arrests, teen mothers, low school test scores, and
low birth weight infants.
While each of the four region’s Planning Teams decided on unique features for their PEI
project, it was unanimously agreed that the primary focus for all regions would be
elementary and middle schools (53 schools will be targeted in 10 districts).
Recommended practice models selected include Strengthening Families Program
(prevention), Triple P Levels 4 and 5 (early intervention), Brief Family Therapy (early
intervention), and, Trauma‐Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (early intervention).
In the Mental Health Department commissioned report for use in MHSA planning,
“Every Child Has a Story,” all 33 of the County’s school districts acknowledged that the
convergence of reduced County services, slowed economic growth, higher academic
standards, and elimination of many school services has severely constrained the
community’s ability to support the academic and behavioral health needs of children
and youth. In the same report, school districts indicated that 20% (or about 51,000
students) of their students needed mental health prevention and early intervention
support services or counseling. Yet the Districts recognized that staffing and financial
realities prevent the deployment of clinical counselors at every school. Currently, the
Mental Health Department (MHD) is working to procure services consistent with plans
developed by local planning teams in four regions. Known as Strengthening Families
and Children, this project will provide $6 million for programs and services annually.
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To immediately start addressing the needs of schools and students, the County and its
education partners implemented three 18‐month (January 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012)
School‐Based Services Pilot Programs in the Investment Communities. Consistent
with the districts’ recommendation, the programs will be a “gradation of prevention
and early intervention services that would leverage resources and maximize the impact
on the greatest number of children.” The primary goal of the pilot programs is to
address students’ socio‐emotional issues through early mental health interventions. A
secondary goal is to use lessons learned from the pilot programs to develop
recommendations on how to increase effective and sustainable health, behavioral health
and social services for school‐aged children.
Pilot Programs
The three proposed pilot programs represent different approaches to deploying the full
range of behavioral prevention and early intervention programs (a.k.a. primary,
secondary and tertiary interventions) in conjunction with existing academic supports.
1. Universal Prevention Strategies
The County will work with partner school districts to implement School‐Wide Positive
Behavior Supports (SWPBS). SWPBS is an evidence‐based approach to helping school‐
aged children achieve academic success and appropriate social development. “SWPBS
is based on the assumption that when all school staff members within all school settings actively
teach and consistently recognize and reinforce appropriate behavior, the proportion of students
with mild and serious behavior problems will be reduced and school’s overall climate will
improve.”20 Effective implementation of SWPBS, as a universal prevention program, lays
the foundation for effective implementation of and reduced need for selective
prevention and early intervention programs. A total of $50,000 will allow eight school
sites to implement SWPBS through the end of Fiscal Year 2011‐2012. The County’s
funding will pay for training, technical assistance, coaching, materials, and other related
expenses.
2. Selective Prevention & Early Intervention Strategies in Schools with SWPBS
In Central Investment Community, the County will partner with the San Jose Unified
School District (SJUSD) to offer selective prevention and early intervention mental
health services. Selective prevention services are designed to help at‐risk students
address minor behavioral and emotional problems by improving skills and reducing
risky behaviors. Early intervention services are offered to students who are exhibiting
2010
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the early signs and symptoms of behavioral and emotional disorders, including
depression and anxiety. Intervening early with low‐intensity therapeutic services can
help students rapidly overcome their problems and avoid unnecessary suffering. A
significant number of schools in the SJUSD have implemented SWPBS; however, a lack
of resources has prevented the schools from providing secondary and tertiary
interventions to the students who need them. A total of $357,000 will provide the
SJUSD with the equivalent of one and a half full‐time clinicians to provide and
coordinate services for an 18‐month period.
3. Selective Prevention and Early Intervention Strategies in Schools
In the East Investment Community the County will partner with the ESUHSD to offer
selective prevention and early intervention mental health services similar to the services
offered in Program Two. A total of $357,000 will provide the ESUHSD with the
equivalent of one and a half full‐time clinicians to provide and coordinate services
for an 18‐month period. The difference is that these interventions will be offered in
schools that have not yet implemented SWPBS. In this approach, secondary and
tertiary interventions are implemented first so that students who would be identified as
needing additional services have access to them. Proponents of SWPBS often
recommend implementing the more intensive interventions first in order to avoid
“identifying” needs, but not being able to address them.

Program
SWPBS

Region/Partner
8 schools in the
County

FY11
$50,000

FY12
$0

Total
$50,000

Selective Prevention &Early
Interventions in SWPBS
Schools
Selective Prevention & Early
Interventions

SJUSD

$119,000

$238,000

$357,000

ESUHSD

$119,000

$238,000

$357,000

$288,000

$476,000

$764,000

Safe School Campus Initiative
The first SLS model reviewed by the SLSAC was the Safe Schools Campus Initiative.
Mario Maciel of the City of San José presented the highlights of the Safe School Campus
Initiative Multi‐Disciplinary Team (MDT) model. The model is a collaboration of the
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City of San Jose’s Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services, Youth
Intervention Services, and Police Department Community Services Division, Santa
Clara County Probation Department and District Attorney’s Office. Schools utilize
safety officers to achieve the models’ primary purposes of reducing youth violence and
creating and maintaining an environment that is safe for students, staff and the
surrounding community. It features three levels of response by a police school liaison,
community coordinator, or youth outreach worker.
Coordinated School Health
The second model reviewed was Coordinated School Health presented by Brenda
Carrillo, Student Health and Safety Coordinator for the Santa Clara County Office of
Education (SCCOE). Ms. Carrillo explained that the aim of the model is to
comprehensively address student health and related needs in order to benefit student
learning and well‐being. Provided on the school campuses, Coordinated School Health
includes eight key components: health education, family and community involvement,
healthy school environment, physical education, nutrition services, health promotion
for staff, psychological and counseling services, and health services.
It requires strong involvement of administration, school health councils, staff, students,
families and community. The outcomes include:
 improved school performance and test scores,
 positive behavior,
 attendance,
 physical fitness,
 positive school culture,
 staff morale,
 sustainable system changes
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
Lisa Pruitt, Program Director of District and School Support Services at SCCOE,
presented this model which focuses on improving academic and behavioral outcomes
by implementing a framework to guide selection, integration and implementation of
academic and behavioral practices. Multi‐level efforts are conducted at all grade levels:
primary (school‐wide), secondary (at‐risk), tertiary (high‐risk).
The model addresses social culture and school climate and establishes behavioral
expectations. To utilize this model, training is provided by the SCCOE to all school
staff. PBIS is currently being implemented in 20 SJUSD schools.
2010
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The outcomes include:
 reductions in expulsions, suspensions, and discipline referrals,
 reduced involvement in the juvenile justice system,
 increased attendance,
 enhanced school connectedness, and
 improved staff morale.
Franklin‐McKinley Children’s Initiative
Strongly influenced by the Harlem Children’s Zone, this model was created and
initiated by the Franklin‐McKinley School District (FMSD) in one of its neighborhoods
of highest need. The aim is that all children in the targeted geographic area will
graduate from high school as a result of the establishment of a continuum of
collaborative “cradle to grave” child and family supports.
Presenters Dr. John Porter, Superintendent of the FMSD, and Marybeth Affleck‐Nacey
of Catholic Charities, explained that this was developed as a focused, block by block
intervention strategy. Its aim is to adopt and implement a unifying system of learning
supports (a comprehensive, continuum of family and child assistance) and management
supports (governance, resources and operations) to improve children’s success in
schools. To achieve this, new systems of collaborations among government, schools
and the community are required, and success depends upon the shared commitment
and efforts of schools and community agencies.
The model is structured around three work groups:
 self‐sufficient families,
 safe neighborhoods, and
 education cradle to career.
Redwood City Community Schools (UCLA model of Learning Supports)
This model, presented by Sandra Portasio, is a collaborative of schools, the community,
and local agencies; and it focuses on the adoption and implementation of a unifying
system of academic learning and learning supports (a comprehensive continuum of
family and child supports) and management support (governance, resources and
operations). Its design is based on three primary elements:
 Partnerships
 Shared leadership
 Coordination and integration
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Its strategies include:
 Immigrant integration and community building, including local leadership
development and direct public engagement
 Health promotion, including daily physical activity and access to nutritious food,
and
 Youth development, including youth‐adult partnerships, extended learning,
tutoring and academic support, counseling and family engagement
Further, it utilizes a continuum of evidence‐based strategies:
 family engagement (parent leadership, parent education, parent volunteerism),
 extended learning (afterschool activities, youth leadership opportunities), and
 support (counseling, family assistance).
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V. The Emerging Plan
Approach and Rationale: Building on Existing Excellence
As a result of the Committee’s review of lessons learned from the history of School‐
Linked Services; its review of current excellent efforts underway in Santa Clara County
schools; and its review of promising school‐related models being recommended by
current researchers, a model for the recommended SLS plan began to emerge. First and
foremost, the Committee agreed that an effective SLS must have an essential set of
features, which include the following:


a passionate vision of child developmental and academic success that includes thriving
families, schools and communities around them



a clear aim to achieve success by addressing root child, family, and community needs;



a unified perspective on academic instruction and support services;



a robust continuum of supports from promotion to intensive intervention that extends
out to families and communities and in to students, teachers and administrators;



the active engagement of families and surrounding communities in school life;



a seamless service continuum that breaks down “silos” and eliminates redundancies
in service systems and providers;



a model of governance that assures sponsorship, resources, stakeholder engagement
and accountability;



an emphasis on “evidence‐based” practices and measured results; and



the use of data to inform effective policy and practice.

Next, the Committee was pleased to learn that great things are happening throughout
the county despite extremely difficult financial times. Committee members learned of
multiple local initiatives that are implementing many of the above essential elements of
the most current “evidence based” strategies that are known to improve both academic
achievement and the health and well‐being of children and families. The Committee
agreed that the proposed SLS Plan should champion, support, leverage, and spread
those strategies that are currently underway and should reward local excellence,
maximize current resources, and minimize cumbersome inefficient bureaucratic
processes.
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The Committee members also agreed that in order for all schools to benefit from the SLS
Plan, we must meet schools where they are. Schools, counties and cities are
experiencing tremendous need among their constituents; and tremendous loss of
resources. To engage schools with the greatest needs, we must acknowledge their need
for infrastructure support if they are to participate in SLS. Our plan must include
support for planning, needs assessment, stakeholder engagement, and services. It is
acknowledged that some schools already will have more robust strategies in play; while
others will be at the beginning of their efforts to achieve improved academic and
learning supports. Therefore, our plan must be adaptable to support schools where
they are, while insuring our commitment to quality and SLS principles. To that end, the
Committee is recommending the overall approach to the SLS Plan including the
following critical features:
Incremental Development – Our objective is to achieve the vision, values and outcomes
of SLS in every school in Santa Clara County. The proposed plan includes a “no school
left behind” philosophy. As long as minimal requirements established and endorsed by
the Oversight Implementation Steering Committee are met, all schools will be engaged.
Schools will be supported to start where they are able to on their path to the SLS vision.
Range of Options– As the Committee learned, there are multiple excellent school
linked academic and learning support models being implemented in Santa Clara
County. The proposed SLS Plan will encourage schools to select from delineated model
elements and will be supported to start with achievable realistic SLS components.
Required elements must be selected from agreed upon SLS models and features,
beginning with those models currently viewed as reflecting SLS tenets, values, and
programmatic quality.
Collaborative Structure– It is clear that without formal partnerships and coordination
agreements in place, SLS efforts will be only minimally successful. For support services
to achieved desired results, they must be organized within a collaborative structure
where education and provider system entities form partnerships to implement SLS
model of services on school campuses. SLS collaborative will be tasked with engaging
students, families and other stakeholders in reaching agreement on critical student
needs, priority services that will meet those needs, and supporting the implementation
of the plan. The SLS collaborative structure must include three levels of leadership:
1. Education and Service Sector leaders who agree to sponsor SLS on a particular
campus;
2. Education and Service Sector administrators and managers who oversee the
campus collaborative;
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3. Learning Supports and Education Coordinators who manage the day‐to‐day
collaborative services and activities, planning, and family and community
engagement.

Resources – Resources for SLS will come from funding entities that join the SLS
Initiative. Initial partners will pledge existing or new resources to the SLS Initiative
include services and one‐stop technical and administrative assistance from funding
entities. It is expected that active recruitment of public and private funding partners
will be an important function of the governance body of SLS. The initial agencies who
have tentatively committed to direct resources to SLS include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

SCC Social Services Agency, Department of Family and Children’s Services
SCC Health and Hospital System, Department of Mental Health
SCC Health and Hospital System, Department of Public Health
SCC Probation Department
First 5, Santa Clara County
County Office of Education?
East Side Union High School District?
San Jose Unified School District?

The specific resources that will be made available to those participating in the SLS
Initiative will include funded support services such as child and family counseling,
parenting classes, benefit assistance, crisis intervention, health screening and linkages to
medical services, tutoring and mentoring support, and crisis intervention. It will also
include needs assessment and collaborative development support services. All
2010
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resources available will be subject to restrictions and requirements of the funding
entities.
Application Selection Process –It is envisioned that school districts will apply and are
selected for SLS participation and resources. Schools may receive support for needs
assessments and collaborative development; infrastructure development; and direct
School‐Linked Services. It is expected that the SLS Implementation Task Force will
establish selection criteria and levels of SLS implementation that districts may apply for.
Governance and Oversight– Staffed by funding entities and overseen by an inclusive
steering council of County departments, SLS schools, family and community leaders,
and private and public sector advocates. Requirements will be established and
endorsed by a newly formed SLS Implementation Task Force. Requirements will be
based on current and emerging practices that yield the best outcomes for students,
families, and schools.

SLS Governance and Oversight
SLSImplementation
ImplementationTask
TaskForce
Force
SLS
AdminTeam
Team
Admin

19
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Data Collection and Evaluation
Proponents of School‐Linked Services contend that achieving better outcomes for
children and families requires at least three elements: comprehensive services, increased
involvement of parents, and changes to make schools and agencies more responsive to
children and families. However, whatever the goals and objectives, data collection and
evaluation require clear identification in the planning process of exactly what changes
are desired and intended to be produced. Next, before services begin baseline data
need to be collected on these measures. Subsequently, the data should be updated each
year. Regardless of size, experts agree on the vital importance for all School‐Linked
Services projects of collecting baseline information and then data indicating ensuing
behavioral outcomes and systems changes.
The following provides examples of measures and indicators that could be used to
evaluate School‐Linked services, depending on the constellation of services provided.
“Examples of Outcomes Used to Assess School‐linked Service Initiatives,” as suggested
in Evaluation of School‐Linked Services, Deanna S. Gomby, Ph.D., Carol S. Larson, J.D;
The Future of Children, published by the David and Lucile Packard Foundation,
Volume 2, Number 1, Spring 1992
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Potential School‐Linked Services Measures
Subject

General Outcome

Student

School Achievement

Teen Pregnancy

Social Skills
Cardiovascular
Fitness

Mental Health

Drug, Alcohol, and
Cigarette Use
Job Placement
The Service
System

Utilization of Services

Costs

Interagency
Collaboration

Streamlined

Specific Outcome
Grade point average
Standardized test scores
Absenteeism
Dropout rates
School re‐entry rates for initial dropouts
Student attitudes toward school
Teacher ratings of student performance
Observation of in‐class behavior
Student attitudes toward sex and contraception
Student knowledge about sex and contraception
Rates of contraceptive use
Rates of pregnancy (self‐report; clinic records)
Rates of repeat pregnancies
Live birth rates
Ability to withstand peer pressure (in role playing, or in observations of
behavior in class or on playground)
Diet (self‐report; observation of school lunches or food in refrigerator at
home; analysis of salt/fat content of school lunches)
Cholesterol level
Blood pressure level
Percent overweight
Exercise levels (self‐reported or observed)
Suicide rates
Scores on depression scales
Scores on self‐esteem scales
Rates (self‐reported; breath, saliva, urine tests)
Student attitudes toward use
Student knowledge about effects of drugs
Job rates while enrolled in school
Job rates after exit (post‐graduation; post–drop‐out)
Services offered by collaborating agencies
Services used by participants
Referrals to other agencies
Services delivered by other agencies
Patterns of utilization across different groups of students/parents
Sources of funding
Amount of funding
Interagency Collaboration
Direct costs of services/personnel
Indirect costs of services/personnel
Existence of memoranda of understanding
Frequency of meetings among participating agencies
Existence of steering committee with representation from collaborating
agencies
Existence of waivers to document changes in funding streams
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Procedures

The Family

Child Abuse or
Neglect
Home Environment

Parent‐Child
Interaction
Connection with
Community
Institutions
Cardiovascular
Fitness

The
Community

Media
Teen Pregnancy
Child Abuse and
Neglect
School Drop‐Out
Unemployment
Advocacy for
Children and Families

Existence of new, simpler forms
Number of contacts families have with multiple agencies
Time spent waiting for services
Rates for program participants (reports to child protective agencies; court
decisions; removal of child from biological family)
Ability to promote child development (self‐report, observation by home
visitor)
Safety (self‐report; observation by home visitor)
Style and content (self‐report; observation)
Parental attitudes toward schools and collaborating agencies
Parental knowledge about community services available
Blood pressure (parental)
Cholesterol level
Pulse rate
Percent overweight
Exercise levels
Number of stories on school‐linked initiative
Number of stories on issues addressed by the initiative
Community‐wide rates
Community‐wide rates
Community‐wide rates
Community‐wide rates
Rates of volunteerism
Amount of funding for children’s programs

Final Plan Overview
Following the review of SLS models and identification of the essential elements to be
included in the proposed plan, the SLSAC examined each element in detail, seeking
SLSAC member and stakeholder input on the details of the plan. Group members spent
several meetings considering the specific elements of the plan from the perspectives of
family and community members, campus level staff and partners, and policy level
leaders.
The following table provides a more detailed description of the proposed SLS Plan.
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Plan Section
Target Population

Sponsorship

Governance and
Leadership

Feature

SLS Plan Description



Population

Children and youth, birth through Grade 12



Need



Site



Key Players



Convening and
facilitation

Risk across full services spectrum of child/family health and
social service needs
School, home and community settings which may include
faith and other public sites suitable for service provision.
Boards of Education and Board of Supervisors, First 5, Cities,
Community Organizations, Youth, Parent, Faith, Cultural and
Community Leaders, Philanthropic and Business leaders.
County Board of Supervisors sponsored planning and
facilitation resources for SLS Plan; Key Players were recruited
to sponsor SLS Plan implementation.



Oversight

At the oversight level is a consortium of local leaders from
the sponsor group outlined above, to include parent and
community advisory groups, funders, education and service
sector leaders to “hold” the vision and drive the course of
the SLS Initiative.



Executive

At the executive level are funding sponsors committed
through binding contractual and operations agreements who
are responsible for implementing and administering the SLS
infrastructure, service delivery system, and collaborative
partnerships; and for assuring the fulfillment of the mission
of the SLS Initiative. Initially the membership will include
participating executive leaders from County departments,
School Districts, First 5, Cities, and other funding entities.



Campus

At the campus level is a district sponsored leader (i.e., school
principal) and a service sector leader (i.e., county or other
governmental leader) who are responsible for to providing
oversight and leadership support to the SLS Initiative
partnerships, activities, and services;



Services

At the service level, an identified service coordinator will
manage referrals, consultations with school referring parties,
parent involvement in service‐related activities, required
documentation and accountability, along with the process of
insuring that youth are referred appropriately to SLS and
non‐SLS services.



Accountability

Accountability will be addressed at all levels of leadership
within the SLS model through contractual and operational
agreements and MOUs. The SLS collaborative structure will
emphasize the importance of communication and teamwork
at all levels of leadership; these levels will ensure that
regulations are met while removing barriers that may impede
program process or effective service delivery. During
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Plan Section

Feature



Administration



Coordinators

SLS Plan Description
negotiations of formal Operational Agreements or Service
Agreements between school districts and the County, the
parties will need to identify their important issues such as
confidentiality and sharing of information, etc.
The Administrative team is comprised of Education, County
and Provider leaders at the campus level; County
administrative support staff provides support to governance
group, collaborative development, needs assessment, and
contract services procurement and monitoring;
The SLS model requires a clearly defined coordinator
function on each campus. The Coordinator should have
oversight of service delivery and related processes; and
ideally would have clinical experience sufficient to provide
consultation and management of mental health or other
crisis situations that occur on campus. This position would
also convene stakeholders (service providers, community
groups, parents, etc.), and would collaboratively design a
streamlined process to provide coordinated and effective
services, system navigation assistance, facilitate process
implementation, and be accountable to agreed outcomes.
The function will be agreed to in Operational Agreements or
Service Agreements and may be developed over time, based
on available resources. The Coordinator would report to the
entity that will assume responsibility for the position
pursuant to the agreement of district and county and
incorporated in the Operational Agreement or Service
Agreements.
Each district and County administration staff will determine
whether the SLS Coordinator is a school, County or CBO
employee. The coordination function will be required with all
SLS Services funded by the County that are provided on
specific campuses and will be subject to available funds from
Education and the County or other funder; the importance
will be that school based services must be funded with the
assumption that the coordination function be defined and
implemented.
It is proposed that the County and other governmental
entities that fund school based programs adopt policies that
all schools that receive funding for direct services on campus
must agree to the three levels of leadership outlined in the
final SLS Plan; and agree to the roles and responsibilities and
funding agreement negotiated in a SLS Operational
Agreement or Service Agreements between districts and the
government entity (e.g., County, cities, schools, etc.).
It is expected that Superintendents, SLS management, and
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Plan Section

Feature

SLS Plan Description
CEO's of Community Based Organizations agree that
partnerships and coordination are top priorities, thus making
it a contractual condition that CBO's work together and be
evaluated on the strength and effectiveness of those
collaborations.



Services

Service oversight and
coordination



Funding Priority



Model elements

It is recommended that a consolidated evaluation system be
established to measure results based on the SLS "essential
elements" and to insure that SLS models are measuring
agreed upon objectives.
The SLS structure should not require resources other than
what may be needed to put in place a coordination function
at the service level. Effective collaborative models of decision
making around needs, services and processes require
agreements regarding the articulation of clear service and
process management roles by an identified coordinator.
It is recommended that districts and county leadership
determine how the three levels of leadership (policy,
campus, and service delivery) will be implemented on a
district by district basis.
While our vision is for all children in the County to have
access to the education and support services that will help
them succeed, it is envisioned that the SLS Plan will prioritize
those schools with data indicators that demonstrate need for
public funded health and human services, some examples of
which are: underperforming test scores, poverty level of
surrounding neighborhoods, dropout rates, crimes citations,
expulsions, suspensions and truancy rates; and health needs.
Schools could opt to use one of the four SLS models, a hybrid
of models, or some form of these models, as long as the
requirement of “essential elements” is met. Required service
elements will be determined by the Steering Committee.
Essential elements are:
1. Collaborative (partnership between school, parents,
service providers, community, etc.)
2. Continuum of services (promotion, prevention, early and
intensive intervention)
3. Infrastructure (technical assistance, training, contract
monitoring)
4. Accountability (data driven, outcome measurements,
continual improvements to meet identified needs)
For services funded by the County, it is recommended that
the County Departments identify those services currently
funded that would fall under the administrative umbrella of
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Plan Section

Feature

SLS Plan Description
the SLS Plan; and any new services that would fall under the
SLS Plan. It is expected that other government or funding
jurisdictions would agree to the same. Services don’t have to
meet scientific criteria for Evidenced Based recognition;
however it is important that services funded and
implemented demonstrate either performance outcome data
or a design for measuring how the effectiveness of service
will be demonstrated.



Evidenced based and
need targeted

The key is that services should be funded based on the
demonstrated ability that the service will achieve the desired
outcomes that are prioritized through the assessment of
need at the selected school.
Services that aren’t directed at specific outcomes, and don’t
have demonstrated effectiveness at achieving outcomes
should not be funded.



Existing Services

The SLS Plan will have the intent of covering the scope of
birth through grade 12; and that funding partners will be
invited and encouraged to “integrate” their funded services
into the SLP Plan. This will be accomplished through
agreements memorialized in policy and Operational
Agreements.



Range of services

The SLS Plan at each school site will outline the range of
services and interventions from prevention to intensive that
will be included in the SLS Plan, and are targeted to the
needs identified by the collaborative team on each campus.



Training

The SLS administrative function will include training or access
to training for both the SLS organizational model (planning,
collaborative development, parent involvement, service
coordination, outcomes management); and specific
intervention models and practices.



Technical Assistance

Technical assistance for implementation, data collection and
quality improvement will be provided by the SLS
Administration.

 Data Requirements

It is envisioned that key data from both education and the
health and human service domains will be an important
aspect of the SLS Plan. Therefore, policy agreements
between those entities that have data should be included in
the SLS Plan. One of the key elements of SLS is that data will
be used to inform effective policy and practice. Schools or
districts interested in participating in SLS will be required to
utilize data in order to determine and prioritize the service
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Plan Section

Feature

SLS Plan Description
needs of their schools.

Funding

 Source

 Restrictions

 Procurement

Planning

Roles

 Model

 Education

 School

 CBO & County provider

Funding comes from multiple sources (County General Fund,
grants, MHSA, Medi‐Cal, cities, private sector) committed by
the SLS funding partners. In‐kind contributions will be
considered committed funding if memorialized in Service
Agreements and/or Memoranda of Understanding.
County agency and department heads will meet and discuss
resources and funding that can be directed to SLS. This will
form the initial funding pool for SLS. Three tiers of
funding/investment are proposed:
1. Planning grant (to discuss and plan for “essential
elements”)
2. Technical assistance (to start up implementation,
includes funding for infrastructure)
3. Support for services
Schools and districts would be asked to match funding or
commit in‐kind contributions to the extent possible.
Funding restrictions are expected to be variable by funding
source. For example, MHSA PEI funds can only be used for
mental health related funding prevention and early
intervention services; certain grant funding will only be
available for services responsive to the approved grant, etc.
Once agency heads (MHD, SSA, Probation, DADS, Public
Health, VMC, First 5, etc.) agree to those services that are a
fit for the SLS Plan, they would need to agree upon the
consolidated administrative structure for SLS. We proposed
that this be completed and incorporated into the
Implementation Plan.
The SLS model was developed by County‐wide collaborative
planning team chaired by County and Education leadership
with invited membership from schools, districts, law
enforcement, CBOs, and families, etc., to detail SLS
framework.
Planning at the school and district level will be an expected
activity for each SLS involved educational entity.
Is expected to provide leadership at district, campus and
service delivery levels.
Primarily through opportunity for on campus services,
improved academic outcomes, technical assistance,
collaborative development, and inclusion in grant funding.
Schools will need to demonstrate a readiness and required
resources to participate in the SLS Initiative.
Key provider stakeholders involved in strategic and local
collaborative planning; Contracted or committed County
departments provide direct services with oversight by

2010

Page 56 of 58

Santa Clara County School-Linked Services Advisory Committee Draft Plan  October 2011  Page 56 of 58

Plan Section

Feature

 Family & Community

SLS Plan Description
County.
The community will be involved at each level (policy,
administration, coordination) and each phase of
implementation. This will be an explicit responsibility for
each level of leadership.
The Steering committee will engage the business community
at the County level. Each collaborative determines how to
involve the business community at the local level.
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School‐Linked Services
Strategic Plan
Executive Summary
DRAFT
October 2011

“

No thoughtful person would dispute that one’s

productivity and prosperity as an adult are founded to a
significant degree on one’s education as a child. However, the
schooling of many children is significantly compromised by health
and social problems that require services beyond what their parents
are able to provide.”
(School‐Linked Services, The Future of Children, Published by
the Center for the Future of Children, The David and Lucile
Packard Foundation, Volume 2, Number 1, Spring 1992)
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY
SCHOOL‐LINKED SERVICES PLAN
Executive Summary
The proposed School‐Linked Services (SLS) Plan incorporates elements and features of
various models of school‐based and school‐related services that are being implemented
in Santa Clara County and are in alignment with the most recent research and
successful models being recommended by national policy and academic experts in the
field of child learning and its relationship to social, medical, emotional and behavioral
supports.
Sponsored by the Board of Supervisors, a School‐Linked Services Advisory Committee
(SLSAC) was convened in April 2011 and co‐chaired by Board President Dave Cortese,
Supervisor George Shirakawa, and Eastside Union High School District Superintendent
Dan Moser. The committee met over seven months to develop the plan, following a
planned agenda that examined needs of Santa Clara County children and families and
current models of effective school‐based and school‐related service delivery.
The essential features of the SLS Plan include the following:


A SLS Implementation Task Force comprised of funding partners, family and
community leaders, educators and service providers that will set standards, and
policies and will oversee the implementation and growth of the SLS Initiative;



Dedicated funding for services and infrastructure contributed by funding
partners for specific services. Funders will comprise the SLS Funding Partners
Team of SLS committed through formal contractual agreements and Memoranda of
Understanding;



A consolidated SLS administration to procure and administer services, technical
assistance. collaborative development, training and data and evaluation functions;



A defined collaborative and integrated model of service delivery to ensure
services are evidence based, tied to child/family needs, accessed through a
coordinated referral and linkage system; and sponsored and supported by a
committed leadership structure;



A defined SLS Coordinator role responsible for ensuring student and family
access to coordinated services; and provide leadership to school collaborative
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teams of parent, community, education staff and providers that inform and guide
service delivery;


Funding for the SLS Initiative for the initial integrated and coordinated service
delivery system targeted to schools and neighborhoods with the greatest needs and
risks of negative education, health and social outcomes relating to children and
families;



An application process for districts to seek SLS Initiative membership and access
to SLS‐funded services and supports to be approved by the SLS Implementation
Task Force.



An initial investment of an estimated $8 million in Mental Health prevention
funds, SSA general fund contracts, Probation funds and First 5 funds dedicated
to address priority critical needs of children and families in high risk regions of the
County.



An implementation plan to be completed upon approval by the Board of
Supervisors.

In response to the directive from the Board of Supervisors, County departmental
leaders examined the successes and challenges of the former School‐Linked Services
(SLS) programs, to identify critical lessons learned, and to formulate recommendations
for implementing a new SLS effort. The group identified a set of tenets based on the
experience of the group members in creating and administering the SLS Program of the
past as well as the group’s collective knowledge about emerging best practices for cross‐
systems collaborative initiatives. In addition to the guiding tenets, the leaders proposed
a process for the completion of a new SLS Plan that included development of a Charter
and Aim statement; review of statewide and local data; development of an inventory of
current school‐based and school‐related health and social services; and gathering of
input from local stakeholders and other sources.

Rationale
The connection between success as an adult and academic achievement as a child is very
strong. Research has demonstrated that second only to family, school is the most
important, stabilizing force in the lives of young people. Yet, schools alone cannot
address the complex problems that face many of its students, nor can they be responsible
for all of the building blocks of positive development. The result is that the education of
many children is significantly hampered by social, emotional and health problems that
could be addressed with appropriate services. Tragically, in many cases, the downward
spiraling trajectory of lost learning opportunities and impaired potential could be
prevented for many children if services were made available to them and their families.
Plan  June 2010
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Current work in the field of education and student supports indicates that when
academic and support services are provided through integrated models of academics
and support services centered in school communities, students thrive, parents are more
engaged in their children’s education, families have better access to community
services, and students achieve better academic outcomes. Preliminary suggestions for
ways in which School‐Linked Services may benefit schools include:










Co‐location on the school campuses of expertise which the on‐site educators lack
One‐stop technical assistance for schools and providers with:
‐ Stakeholder engagement
‐ Partnership agreements
‐ Needs assessments
‐ Plan development
Single point of contract administration
Needs‐based SLS funding priority
Inclusion in County grant seeking
Inclusion in local fundraising
Participation on the SLS Implementation Task Force
Data collection and quality management support

Impacts of Unaddressed Problems among Youth in Santa Clara County
The following points highlight the needs of Santa Clara County youth that could be
addressed through coordinated School‐linked Services:

Highlights of Needs of Santa Clara County Children and Families
 Only half of all Santa Clara County students enter kindergarten with proficiency in relating
appropriately to adults, expressing their needs, playing cooperatively, and controlling their impulses.

 About one in six students in Santa Clara County drop out of school before graduating.1 Overall, 2010
graduation rates ranged from a high of 97.6% for Los Gatos‐Saratoga Joint Union High School District
to a low of 76.8% for the East Side Union High School District.2

 Children who are exposed to violence are more likely to exhibit behavioral and physical health
problems including depression, anxiety, and violence towards peers. They also are more likely to
attempt suicide, abuse drugs and alcohol, run away from home, engage in teenage prostitution, and
commit sexual assault crimes.3

 Witnessing or experiencing multiple acts of violence in the home is said to result in children
becoming twice as likely to commit violent acts themselves.4
 One in 25 Santa Clara County school students admitted that they had carried a gun to school during

the previous year. About one in ten reported that they had carried another weapon, such as a knife
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Highlights of Needs of Santa Clara County Children and Families
or club to school and nearly one in three said that they had seen someone with a weapon in school.5
 Of the 165 gang‐related occurrences investigated by police in the first three months of 2008, one‐
third happened on a school campus or originated on campus.6
 Youth violence also includes self‐inflicted injury. Santa Clara County ranks 54th out of California’s 58
counties (with 58 being the worst) in the rate of adolescent self‐inflicted injury.

 For other children, the outcome of inadequately addressed educational, family or peer problems is
withdrawal and social isolation. The resulting loneliness makes these young people vulnerable to
victimization. Loneliness and social isolation can play a part in alcoholism and substance abuse.7

 Suicide is the third leading cause of death among teenagers ages 15‐19 in Santa Clara County as well
as in the U.S. Of seventh, ninth and eleventh graders in Santa Clara County, 16.3% reported they
had seriously considered, and 8.2% reported they had actually attempted, suicide during the
previous year.8

 Almost half (48.9%) of boys interviewed in the 2008 study of Santa Clara County youth on probation
supervision indicated that one or both parents had drinking or drug problems. Among boys in
custody, almost 40% reported a parent or parents with substance abuse problems. Among girls in
custody, the percentage rose to 54.2%; and among girls on probation supervision who indicated that
one or both parents had drinking or drug problems, the percentage rose to 72.7%.

 It is estimated that 85% of adults in need of substance abuse treatment started their use in
adolescence. Among Santa Clara County fifth graders, 5.4% had consumed alcohol within the
previous month. Among seventh graders, alcohol use within the previous month increased to 9%.
Marijuana use four or more times by seventh, ninth and eleventh graders increased from 8.8% in
2003 to 13.2% in 2006. Other drugs including stimulants, cocaine, methamphetamine, psychedelic
drugs, sedatives and PCP—increased from 6.6% in 2003 to 17.5% in 2006.

 State data suggest that as many as 10% of youth in high school meet diagnostic criteria for a
substance abuse problem. The figure rises to approximately 39% of youth who do not attend school
or who are enrolled in alternative school settings. It is even higher for youth involved in the criminal
justice system.

 Foster youth in out‐of‐home care in seventh grade are at least two grade levels behind their same‐
aged peers, which is due in large part to their high rates of transiency.

The Imperative of School Engagement and School‐Linked Services: The
Joining of Public Missions
School‐Linked Services is a strategy to improve educational, mental health, health, and
social outcomes for children and families. It should connect families with a wide range
of formal and informal supports, community activities, health care and social services.
At the center of the rationale for the value and importance of School‐Linked Services are
four key factors:
1. The two systems, education and child‐serving agencies, share common clients,
2. Their hoped for outcomes are dependent on the success of one another,
3. School‐Linked Services offers opportunities to leverage financial and community
Plan  June 2010
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resources, and
4. School‐Linked Services offers opportunities to improve the collective efforts of
these systems, an example of the total being greater than the sum of its parts.
School‐Linked Services have repeatedly demonstrated that school readiness, healthy
child development, and school success are goals that can best be achieved by working
across sectors.

Concerns and Desired Outcomes
Participants identified key concerns related to children, families, schools, community,
and the service systems. Subsequently, they selected the issues they considered to be of
greatest seriousness that must be addressed through the new SLS Initiative. The
overarching concern expressed by the large majority of those who participated in the
exercise was “low expectations, resignation, and hopelessness.” Seventeen members
voiced deep concerns that our children and youth are losing hope about what life has to
offer them. This concern was felt most deeply for children of color and those living in
impoverished and high risk neighborhoods and where families and communities are
most burdened with the stress of risk factors that arise when resources are scarce or
non‐existent, and opportunities for positive change are diminishing.
The following table summarizes the concerns that SLSAC members consider a priority
focus for the SLS Plan.
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SLSAC Priority Concerns for the SLS Plan
Children

Families

Behavioral and emotional problems
School engagement
School readiness
Exposure to trauma
Substance use/abuse
Juvenile justice involvement
Health/obesity/chronic diseases
School achievement
Pregnancy
Learning disability
Child welfare involvement
Schools

17*
16*
14*
10*
6
4
3
2
1

Teacher competency
Suspensions and expulsions
Parent involvement
Violence on campus
Graduation rates
Attendance
Service System

15*
12*
12*
4
3
3

Cultural alignment/ Disproportionality
Accessibility
Family involved
Fragmentation
*Majority Endorsement

14*
8
6
3

Self‐sufficiency
Substance abuse
Child abuse
Transiency
Immigration
Housing
Domestic violence
Divorce

14*
12*
9*
6
4
3
1

Community
School support
Child safety
Recreation
Food security
Violence and crime

11*
8
5
5
4

Overarching
Hopelessness
Low expectations
Resignation

17*

Parent and Teacher Perspectives
In response to SLSAC members input on the need for parent and teacher feedback on
the needs and concerns that should be addressed by the SLS Plan, the staff team
conducted focus groups with approximately 30 Latino parents and facilitated focus
groups and meetings with school and community representatives from the four high
need planning regions that are involved in the Mental Health Department’s Prevention
and Early Intervention (PEI) “Strengthening Families” project.
Comments on resource conditions


Due to budget cuts, school principals are overloaded and preoccupied with budget and
personnel issues



Administration of new projects and initiatives, no matter how desirable, are not an
option due to current demands on school personnel
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Times are nothing like they were when earlier SLS efforts were in place



The Multi‐Service Team (MST) coordinator function to manage referrals from teachers
and link to various service providers is stretched at best or non‐existent




Counselors and educational support staff are greatly reduced
Teachers do not have the time or bandwidth to address the multiple student concerns
that they encounter in their students

Ideal SLS conditions


Sustained long term focus to achieve real change



Dedicated on‐site service coordination staff to manage provider services



Emphasis on adaptability of services to particular needs of the student population;
service needs to be tailored to school needs



Engagement and inclusion of parents and attention to family issues



Non‐stigmatizing age and culturally appropriate strategies to engage kids



Ability to serve all kids and not just those who “qualify” (one stop for all)



Services need to be integrated rather than provided by multiple agencies that provide
different types of “counseling” services



Effective strategies to insure good communication with school personnel and support
services



Training for all (parents, students, teachers, school personnel)

Latino parents comments included the following:
Overall impression about this SLS idea
 Parents are unaware of the SLS planning but believe it is a good idea
 They are concerned about their children receiving equal access to these services
Services students need most at school
 Academic assistance
 Physical and emotional safety
 Counseling
Top issues parents face at all school levels
 Teachers and school officials often do not speak Spanish and are often “short” with
parents, responding that their children are “doing fine;” later parents find out their
children were failing academically and are sometimes sent to a continuation school to
catch up on credits
 Losing their homes and needing to change schools
 Unable to help them with homework
Top issues students face at the elementary level
 Language barriers
 Kids need more individual help
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Hurtful words by other children

Top issues students face at the middle school level
 Peer pressure to go against their own values
 Gangs
 Bullying
Top issues students face at the high school level
 Insufficient college guidance counseling, (i.e., financial aid options, undocumented
options)
 Stress to help family financially
 Babysitting responsibilities
Recommended solutions
 More teacher and parent communication
 Parents need interpreters available at all the school sites
 School staff needs cultural sensitivity training
Solutions recommended to teachers and principals
 Meet with each student’s family
 Match students with a classmate who can work with them and assist them academically
 Find a school staff person to interpret, and write down the resolution on paper so both
parents and schools can sign about what each commits to do
 The school also should offer counseling and conflict resolution for students, instead of
simply suspending or expelling students from school

Current Promising School‐Linked Efforts
SLS Pilot Programs (Mental Health Services Act Prevention and Early Intervention
Project 2)
The Project 2 Planning Team represented a broad range of stakeholders in each of four
areas, North, South, East and Central regions, comprised of clusters of zip codes
identified on the basis of the high incidence of risk factors. These regions are referred to
as Investment Communities. These factors include poverty, substance abuse, child
removals, juvenile justice involvement, number of mental health clients, school drop‐
outs, single parent households, felony arrests, teen mothers, low school test scores, and
low birth weight infants.
While each of the four region’s Planning Teams decided on unique features for their PEI
project, it was unanimously agreed that the primary focus for all regions would be
elementary and middle schools (53 schools will be targeted in 10 districts).
Recommended practice models selected include Strengthening Families Program
(prevention), Triple P Levels 4 and 5 (early intervention), Brief Family Therapy (early
Plan  June 2010
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intervention), and, Trauma‐Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (early intervention).
In the Mental Health Department commissioned report for use in MHSA planning,
“Every Child Has a Story,” all 33 of the County’s school districts acknowledged that the
convergence of reduced County services, slowed economic growth, higher academic
standards, and elimination of many school services has severely constrained the
community’s ability to support the academic and behavioral health needs of children
and youth. In the same report, school districts indicated that 20% (or about 51,000
students) of their students needed mental health prevention and early intervention
support services or counseling. Yet the Districts recognized that staffing and financial
realities prevent the deployment of clinical counselors at every school. Currently, the
Mental Health Department (MHD) is working to procure services consistent with plans
developed by local planning teams in four regions. Known as Strengthening Families
and Children, this project will provide $6 million for programs and services annually.
To immediately start addressing the needs of schools and students, the County and its
education partners implemented three 18‐month (January 1, 2011, through June 30,
2012) School‐Based Services Pilot Programs in the Investment Communities.
Consistent with the districts’ recommendation, the programs will be a “gradation of
prevention and early intervention services that would leverage resources and maximize
the impact on the greatest number of children.” The primary goal of the pilot programs
is to address students’ socio‐emotional issues through early mental health
interventions. A secondary goal is to use lessons learned from the pilot programs to
develop recommendations on how to increase effective and sustainable health,
behavioral health and social services for school‐aged children.
Pilot Programs
The three proposed pilot programs represent different approaches to deploying the full
range of behavioral prevention and early intervention programs (a.k.a. primary,
secondary and tertiary interventions) in conjunction with existing academic supports.
1. Universal Prevention Strategies
The County will work with partner school districts to implement School‐Wide Positive
Behavior Supports (SWPBS). SWPBS is an evidence‐based approach to helping school‐
aged children achieve academic success and appropriate social development. “SWPBS is
based on the assumption that when all school staff members within all school settings actively
teach and consistently recognize and reinforce appropriate behavior, the proportion of students
with mild and serious behavior problems will be reduced and school’s overall climate will
improve.”9 Effective implementation of SWPBS, as a universal prevention program, lays
the foundation for effective implementation of and reduced need for selective prevention
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and early intervention programs. A total of $50,000 will allow eight school sites to
implement SWPBS through the end of Fiscal Year 2011‐2012. The County’s funding will
pay for training, technical assistance, coaching, materials, and other related expenses.
2. Selective Prevention & Early Intervention Strategies in Schools with SWPBS
In the Central Investment Community, the County will partner with the San Jose
Unified School District (SJUSD) to offer selective prevention and early intervention
mental health services. Selective prevention services are designed to help at‐risk
students address minor behavioral and emotional problems by improving skills and
reducing risky behaviors. Early intervention services are offered to students who are
exhibiting the early signs and symptoms of behavioral and emotional disorders,
including depression and anxiety. Intervening early with low‐intensity therapeutic
services can help students rapidly overcome their problems and avoid unnecessary
suffering. A significant number of schools in the SJUSD have implemented SWPBS;
however, a lack of resources has prevented the schools from providing secondary and
tertiary interventions to the students who need them. A total of $357,000 will provide
the SJUSD with the equivalent of one and a half full‐time clinicians to provide and
coordinate services for an 18‐month period.
3. Selective Prevention and Early Intervention Strategies in Schools
In the East Investment Community, the County will partner with the ESUHSD to offer
selective prevention and early intervention mental health services similar to the services
offered in Program Two. A total of $357,000 will provide the ESUHSD with the
equivalent of one and a half full‐time clinicians to provide and coordinate services
for an 18‐month period. The difference is that these interventions will be offered in
schools that have not yet implemented SWPBS. In this approach, secondary and
tertiary interventions are implemented first so that students who would be identified as
needing additional services have access to them. Proponents of SWPBS often
recommend implementing the more intensive interventions first in order to avoid
“identifying” needs, but not being able to address them.
Safe School Campus Initiative
The first SLS model reviewed by the SLSAC was the Safe Schools Campus Initiative.
Mario Maciel of the City of San Jose presented the highlights of the Safe School Campus
Initiative Multi‐Disciplinary Team (MDT) model. The model is a collaboration of the
City of San Jose’s Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services, Youth
Intervention Services, and Police Department Community Services Division, Santa
Clara County Probation Department and District Attorney’s Office. Schools utilize
safety officers to achieve the models’ primary purposes of reducing youth violence and
creating and maintaining an environment that is safe for students, staff and the
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surrounding community. It features three levels of response by a police school liaison,
community coordinator, or youth outreach worker.
Coordinated School Health
The second model reviewed was Coordinated School Health presented by Brenda
Carrillo, Student Health and Safety Coordinator for the Santa Clara County Office of
Education (SCCOE). Ms. Carrillo explained that the aim of the model is to
comprehensively address student health and related needs in order to benefit student
learning and well‐being. Provided on the school campuses, Coordinated School Health
includes eight key components: health education, family and community involvement,
healthy school environment, physical education, nutrition services, health promotion
for staff, psychological and counseling services, and health services.
It requires strong involvement of administration, school health councils, staff, students,
families and community. The outcomes include:
 improved school performance and test scores,
 positive behavior,
 better attendance,
 physical fitness,
 positive school culture,
 enhanced staff morale,
 sustainable system changes
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
Lisa Pruitt, Program Director of District and School Support Services at SCCOE,
presented this model which focuses on improving academic and behavioral outcomes
by implementing a framework to guide selection, integration and implementation of
academic and behavioral practices. Multi‐level efforts are conducted at all grade levels:
primary (school‐wide), secondary (at‐risk), tertiary (high‐risk).
The model addresses social culture and school climate and establishes behavioral
expectations. To utilize this model, training is provided by the SCCOE to all school
staff. PBIS is currently being implemented in 20 SJUSD schools.
The outcomes include:
 reductions in expulsions, suspensions, and discipline referrals,
 reduced involvement in the juvenile justice system,
 increased attendance,
 enhanced school connectedness, and
 improved staff morale.
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Franklin‐McKinley Children’s Initiative
Strongly influenced by the Harlem Children’s Zone, this model was created and
initiated by the Franklin‐McKinley School District (FMSD) in one of its neighborhoods
of highest need. The aim is that all children in the targeted geographic area will
graduate from high school as a result of the establishment of a continuum of
collaborative “cradle to grave” child and family supports.
Presenters Dr. John Porter, Superintendent of the FMSD, and Marybeth Affleck‐Nacey
of Catholic Charities, explained that this was developed as a focused, block by block
intervention strategy. Its aim is to adopt and implement a unifying system of learning
supports (a comprehensive, continuum of family and child assistance) and management
supports (governance, resources and operations) to improve children’s success in
schools. To achieve this, new systems of collaborations among government, schools
and the community are required, and success depends upon the shared commitment
and efforts of schools and community agencies.
The model is structured around three work groups:
 self‐sufficient families,
 safe neighborhoods, and
 education cradle to career.
Redwood City Community Schools (UCLA model of Learning Supports)
This model, presented by Sandra Portasio, is a collaborative of schools, the community,
and local agencies; and it focuses on the adoption and implementation of a unifying
system of academic learning and learning supports (a comprehensive continuum of
family and child supports) and management support (governance, resources and
operations). Its design is based on three primary elements:
 Partnerships
 Shared leadership
 Coordination and integration
Its strategies include:
 Immigrant integration and community building, including local leadership
development and direct public engagement
 Health promotion, including daily physical activity and access to nutritious food,
and
 Youth development, including youth‐adult partnerships, extended learning,
tutoring and academic support, counseling and family engagement
Further, it utilizes a continuum of evidence‐based strategies:
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family engagement (parent leadership, parent education, parent volunteerism),
extended learning (afterschool activities, youth leadership opportunities), and
support (counseling, family assistance).

The Emerging Plan
As a result of the Committee’s work, a model for the recommended SLS plan began to
emerge. The Committee agreed that an effective SLS must have an essential set of
features, which include the following:


a passionate vision of child developmental and academic success that includes thriving
families, schools and communities around them



a clear aim to achieve success by addressing root child, family, and community needs;



a unified perspective on academic instruction and support services;



a robust continuum of supports from promotion to intensive intervention that extends
out to families and communities and in to students, teachers and administrators;



the active engagement of families and surrounding communities in school life;



a seamless service continuum that breaks down “silos” and eliminates redundancies
in service systems and providers;



a model of governance that assures sponsorship, resources, stakeholder engagement
and accountability;



an emphasis on “evidence‐based” practices and measured results; and



the use of data to inform effective policy and practice.

Committee members learned about the various local initiatives that are implementing
many of the above essential elements of the most current “evidence‐based” strategies
that are known to improve both academic achievement and the health and well‐being of
children and families. It was agreed that the proposed SLS Plan should champion,
support, leverage, and spread those strategies that are currently underway and should
reward local excellence, maximize current resources, and minimize cumbersome
inefficient bureaucratic processes.

Critical Features of the Plan
Incremental Development – Our objective is to achieve the vision, values and outcomes
of SLS in every school in Santa Clara County. The proposed plan includes a “no school
left behind” philosophy. As long as minimal requirements established and endorsed by
the Oversight Implementation Steering Committee are met, all schools are welcome to
become engaged. Schools will be supported to start where they are able to on their path
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to the SLS vision.
Range of Options–There are excellent school‐linked academic and learning support
models being implemented in Santa Clara County. The proposed SLS Plan will
encourage schools to select from delineated model elements and will be supported to
start with achievable SLS components. Required elements must be selected from
agreed upon SLS models, beginning with those currently viewed as reflecting SLS
tenets, values, and programmatic quality.
Collaborative Structure– It is clear that without formal partnerships and coordination
agreements in place, SLS efforts will be only minimally successful. For support services
to achieved desired results, they must be organized within a collaborative structure
where education and provider system entities form partnerships to implement SLS
models of services on school campuses. The SLS collaborative will be tasked with
engaging students, families and other stakeholders in reaching agreement on critical
student needs, priority services that will meet those needs, and supporting the
implementation of the plan. The SLS collaborative structure must include three levels
of leadership:
1. Education and Service Sector leaders who sponsor SLS on a particular campus;
2. Education and Service Sector administrators and managers who oversee the
campus collaborative;
3. Learning Supports and Education Coordinators who manage the day‐to‐day
collaborative services, planning, and family and community engagement.

Resources – Resources for SLS will come from funding entities that join the SLS
Initiative. Initial partners will pledge existing or new resources to the SLS Initiative. It
is expected that active recruitment of public and private funding partners will be an
important function of the governance body of SLS. The initial agencies who have
tentatively committed to direct resources to SLS include:
Plan  June 2010

Page 17 of 24

Santa Clara County School-Linked Services Advisory Committee Draft Plan  October 2011  Page 17 of 24

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

SCC Social Services Agency, Department of Family and Children’s Services
SCC Health and Hospital System, Mental Health Department
SCC Health and Hospital System, Public Health Department
SCC Probation Department
First 5, Santa Clara County
County Office of Education?
East Side Union High School District?
San Jose Unified School District?

The specific resources that will be made available to participants through the SLS
Initiative will include funded services such as child and family counseling, parenting
classes and support, benefit assistance, crisis intervention, health screening and linkages
to medical services, tutoring and mentoring support. It also will include needs
assessment and collaborative development support services. All resources available
will be subject to restrictions and requirements of the funding entities.
Application Selection Process – It is envisioned that school districts will apply and
become selected for SLS participation and resources. It is expected that the SLS
Implementation Task Force will establish selection criteria and levels of SLS
implementation for which districts may apply.
Governance and Oversight – Requirements will be established and endorsed by a
newly formed SLS Implementation Task Force. Requirements will be based on current
and emerging practices that yield the best outcomes for students, families, and schools.

SLS Governance and Oversight
SLS Implementation Task Force
Admin Team

19

Data Collection and Evaluation
Data collection and evaluation require clear identification in the planning process of
exactly what changes are desired and intended to be produced. Experts agree on the
vital importance for all SLS projects of collecting baseline information and then data
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indicating ensuing behavioral outcomes and systems changes. The SLS Plan will
include an evaluation component to track the impact of the initiative on the critical
needs identified by the planning group.

Plan Overview
Following the review of SLS models, the SLSAC examined each element of the models
in detail, seeking SLSAC member and stakeholder input. Group members spent several
meetings considering the specific elements of the plan from the perspectives of family
and community members, campus level staff and partners, and policy level leaders.
The following table provides a description of the proposed SLS Plan.
Plan Section
Target
Population

Sponsorship

Feature
 Population

SLS Plan Description
Children and youth, birth through Grade 12

 Need

Risk across full services spectrum of child/family health and social service needs

 Site

School, home and community settings which may include faith and other public
sites suitable for service provision.
Boards of Education and Board of Supervisors, First 5, cities, community
organizations, youth, parent, faith, cultural and community leaders, philanthropic
and business leaders.
County Board of Supervisors sponsored planning and facilitation resources for
SLS Plan; Key Players were recruited to sponsor SLS Plan implementation.

 Key players

 Convening
and
facilitation
Governance
and
Leadership

 Oversight

At the oversight level is a consortium of local leaders from the sponsor group
outlined above, to include parent and community advisory groups, funders,
education and service sector leaders to “hold” the vision and drive the course of
the SLS Initiative.

 Executive

At the executive level are funding sponsors committed through binding
contractual and operations agreements who are responsible for implementing
and administering the SLS infrastructure, service delivery system, and
collaborative partnerships; and for assuring the fulfillment of the mission of the
SLS Initiative. Initially the membership will include participating executive
leaders from County departments, School Districts, First 5, Cities, and other
funding entities.

 Campus

At the campus level is a district sponsored leader (i.e., school principal) and a
service sector leader (i.e., county or other governmental leader) who are
responsible for to providing oversight and leadership support to the SLS Initiative
partnerships, activities, and services;

 Services

At the service level, an identified service coordinator will manage referrals,
consultations with school referring parties, parent involvement in service‐related
activities, required documentation and accountability, along with the process of
insuring that youth are referred appropriately to SLS and non‐SLS services.

 Accountability

Accountability will be addressed at all levels of leadership within the SLS model
through contractual and operational agreements and MOUs. The SLS
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Plan Section

Feature

SLS Plan Description
collaborative structure will emphasize the importance of communication and
teamwork at all levels of leadership; these levels will ensure that regulations are
met while removing barriers that may impede program process or effective
service delivery. During negotiations of formal Operational Agreements or
Service Agreements between school districts and the County, the parties will
need to identify their important issues such as confidentiality and sharing of
information, etc.
 Administration The Administrative team is comprised of education, County and provider leaders
at the campus level; County administrative support staff provides support to
governance group, collaborative development, needs assessment, and contract
services procurement and monitoring.
 Coordinators

The SLS model requires a clearly defined coordinator function on each campus.
The Coordinator should have oversight of service delivery and related processes;
and ideally would have clinical experience sufficient to provide consultation and
management of mental health or other crisis situations that occur on campus.
This position would also convene stakeholders (service providers, community
groups, parents, etc.), and would collaboratively design a streamlined process to
provide coordinated and effective services, system navigation assistance,
facilitate process implementation, and be accountable to agreed outcomes.
The function will be agreed to in Operational Agreements or Service Agreements
and may be developed over time, based on available resources. The Coordinator
would report to the entity that will assume responsibility for the position
pursuant to the agreement of district and county and incorporated in the
Operational Agreement or Service Agreements.
Each district and County administration staff will determine whether the SLS
Coordinator is a school, County or CBO employee. The coordination function will
be required with all SLS Services funded by the County that are provided on
specific campuses and will be subject to available funds from Education and the
County or other funder; the importance will be that school based services must
be funded with the assumption that the coordination function be defined and
implemented.
It is proposed that the County and other governmental entities that fund school
based programs adopt policies that all schools that receive funding for direct
services on campus must agree to the three levels of leadership outlined in the
final SLS Plan; and agree to the roles and responsibilities and funding agreement
negotiated in a SLS Operational Agreement or Service Agreements between
districts and the government entity (e.g., County, cities, schools, etc.).
It is expected that Superintendents, SLS management, and CEO's of community‐
based organizations agree that partnerships and coordination are top priorities,
thus making it a contractual condition that CBO's work together and be
evaluated on the strength and effectiveness of those collaborations.
It is recommended that a consolidated evaluation system be established to
measure results based on the SLS "essential elements" and to insure that SLS
models are measuring agreed upon objectives.
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Plan Section

Services

Feature
 Service
oversight and
coordination

 Funding
priority

 Model
elements

SLS Plan Description
The SLS structure should not require resources other than what may be needed
to put in place a coordination function at the service level. Effective collaborative
models of decision‐making around needs, services and processes require
agreements regarding the articulation of clear service and process management
roles by an identified coordinator.
It is recommended that districts and County leadership determine how the three
levels of leadership (policy, campus, and service delivery) will be implemented on
a district by district basis.
While our vision is for all children in the County to have access to the education
and support services that will help them succeed, it is envisioned that the SLS
Plan will prioritize those schools with data indicators that demonstrate need for
public funded health and human services, some examples of which are:
underperforming test scores, poverty level of surrounding neighborhoods,
dropout rates, crimes citations, expulsions, suspensions and truancy rates; and
health needs.
Schools could opt to use one of the four SLS models, a hybrid of models, or some
form of these models, as long as the requirement of “essential elements” is met.
Required service elements will be determined by the Steering Committee.
Essential elements are:
1. Collaborative (partnership between school, parents, service providers,
community, etc.)
2. Continuum of services (promotion, prevention, early and intensive
intervention)
3. Infrastructure (technical assistance, training, contract monitoring)
4. Accountability (data driven, outcome measurements, continual improvements
to meet identified needs).
For services funded by the County, it is recommended that the County
Departments identify those services currently funded that would fall under the
administrative umbrella of the SLS Plan; and any new services that would fall
under the SLS Plan. It is expected that other government or funding jurisdictions
would agree to the same. Services don’t have to meet scientific criteria for
evidenced‐based recognition; however it is important that services funded and
implemented demonstrate either performance outcome data or a design for
measuring how the effectiveness of service will be demonstrated.

 Evidenced‐
based and
need
targeted

The key is that services should be funded based on the demonstrated ability that
the service will achieve the desired outcomes that are prioritized through the
assessment of need at the selected school.
Services that aren’t directed at specific outcomes, and don’t have demonstrated
effectiveness at achieving outcomes should not be funded.
The SLS Plan will have the intent of covering the scope of birth through grade 12;
and that funding partners will be invited and encouraged to “integrate” their
funded services into the SLP Plan. This will be accomplished through agreements
memorialized in policy and Operational Agreements.

 Range of
services

The SLS Plan at each school site will outline the range of services and
interventions from prevention to intensive that will be included in the SLS Plan,
and are targeted to the needs identified by the collaborative team on each
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Plan Section

Feature

SLS Plan Description
campus.

Funding

 Training

The SLS administrative function will include training or access to training for both
the SLS organizational model (planning, collaborative development, parent
involvement, service coordination, outcomes management); and specific
intervention models and practices.

 Technical
assistance

Technical assistance for implementation, data collection and quality
improvement will be provided by the SLS Administration.

 Data
requirements

It is envisioned that key data from both education and the health and human
service domains will be an important aspect of the SLS Plan. Therefore, policy
agreements between those entities that have data should be included in the SLS
Plan. One of the key elements of SLS is that data will be used to inform effective
policy and practice. Schools or districts interested in participating in SLS will be
required to utilize data in order to determine and prioritize the service needs of
their schools.
Funding comes from multiple sources (County General Fund, grants, MHSA,
Medi‐Cal, cities, private sector) committed by the SLS funding partners. In‐kind
contributions will be considered committed funding if memorialized in Service
Agreements and/or Memoranda of Understanding.

 Source

 Restrictions

 Procurement

Planning

 Model

Roles

 Education
 School

 CBO &
County

County agency and department heads will meet and discuss resources and
funding that can be directed to SLS. This will form the initial funding pool for SLS.
Three tiers of funding/investment are proposed:
1. Planning grant (to discuss and plan for “essential elements”)
2. Technical assistance (to start up implementation, includes funding for
infrastructure)
3. Support for services
Schools and districts would be asked to match funding or commit in‐kind
contributions to the extent possible.
Funding restrictions are expected to be variable by funding source. For example,
MHSA PEI funds can only be used for mental health related funding prevention
and early intervention services; certain grant funding will only be available for
services responsive to the approved grant, etc.
Once agency heads (MHD, SSA, Probation, DADS, Public Health, VMC, First 5, etc)
agree to those services that are a fit for the SLS Plan, they would need to agree
upon the consolidated administrative structure for SLS. We proposed that this be
completed and incorporated into the Implementation Plan.
The SLS model was developed by County‐wide collaborative planning team
chaired by County and Education leadership with invited membership from
schools, districts, law enforcement, CBOs, and families, etc., to detail SLS
framework.
Planning at the school and district level will be an expected activity for each SLS
involved educational entity.
Is expected to provide leadership at oversight, district, campus and service
delivery levels.
Primarily through opportunity for on campus services, improved academic
outcomes, technical assistance, collaborative development, and inclusion in
grant funding. Schools will need to demonstrate a readiness and required
resources to participate in the SLS Initiative.
Key provider stakeholders involved in strategic and local collaborative planning;
Contracted or committed County departments provide direct services with

Plan  June 2010

Page 22 of 24

Santa Clara County School-Linked Services Advisory Committee Draft Plan  October 2011  Page 22 of 24

Plan Section

Feature
providers
 Family and
community

SLS Plan Description
oversight by County.
The community will be involved at each level (policy, administration,
coordination) and each phase of implementation. This will be an explicit
responsibility for each level of leadership.
The Steering committee will engage the business community at the County level.
Each collaborative determines how to involve the business community at the
local level.
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