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Reaching Out to Neighborhoods:
Communities and Universities Working Together

FINAL REPORT
Arizona State University Community Outreach Partnership Center

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Overview

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Community Outreach Partnership
Center (COPC) grant provided the impetus for ASU to form a partnership gpplying university
research and expertise to some of Phoenix’ most difficult urban problems. As grant manager, the
Morrison Inditute for Public Policy coordinated a multi disciplinary team of senior ASU faculty, city
gaff, and community residents who worked collaboratively to reverse neighborhood deterioration.
A primary goa of COPC was to empower local residents with the skills and knowledge necessary
to maintain the momentum of the revitalization process. ASU’s COPC team included 21 faculty and
gaff from eight different departments and five colleges.

The Centra City and South Mountain Urban Villages of the city of Phoenix were the primary focus
of COPC activity. In addition, targeted outreach ass stance was directed to a specific
neighborhood known as Rio Vigta. This agpproach dlowed COPC to coordinate its efforts with
Phoenix’ Enterprise Community plan, aswell as bring additional resources to a neighborhood in
need.

COPC activities were designed to address needs identified by the community in the areas of
economic development, community organizing and planning, and education and workforce
development. Specific activities included: providing smal business technical assstance; increasing
citizen participation and developing loca empowerment drategies, researching and formulating
workforce development policies and programs, facilitating school-to-work trangition efforts;
providing bilingua injury prevention information; cresting a neighborhood-based tutoring program,;
assigting with the development of a-risk youth services, conducting a neighborhood Charrette;
increasing access to socid services information; and, organizing neighborhood clean-ups that
attracted the participation of over 100 ASU student and faculty volunteers.

Project Achievements

With its COPC funds, ASU sought to develop a comprehensive, multi disciplinary urban outreach
effort that was applied in nature, multifaceted in approach, and rewarding in scholarly outpt.

Accomplishments have been numerous, particularly in light of the fact that COPC marked ASU’s
first attempt at amulti disciplinary response to local urban distress. Prior to the advent of the HUD
grant, ASU’ s history of community interaction was characterized typicaly by ad hoc, “single shot”



projects of limited duration and narrowly defined gods. The COPC approach has been well
received, earning a citywide reputation as an effective and powerful resource for community
development and neighborhood capacity building. Sgnificant gains were achieved in citizen
empowerment, university-community partnership building, and applied research srategies. The end
result was a project in which faculty and students shared knowledge and skills with local residents,
while smultaneoudy learning from the communities served.

Specific achievements included:

Rio Vista Neighborhood Outreach

T

T

Creating an ASU-sponsored tutoring program which served over 100 César Chavez
Elementary School pupils during atwo year period;

Facilitating the cregtion of the Rio Vista Block Wetch, the community’ sfirg viable
neighborhood association;

Procuring over $15,000 in city-funded grants to underwrite public safety and community
organizing activities undertaken by the Rio Viga Block Watch;

Attracting over 90 residents to a neighborhood needs assessment and prioritization meeting;
Securing commitments from city officidsto ingal 10 new dreet lightsin Rio Vida;

Arranging for ESL classesto be taught in Rio Vista; 48 students enrolled, and one resident
was hired as an ingructor;

Empowering Rio Vida resdents with the skills necessary to plan and execute neighborhood
clean-ups, during the course of COPC, three were held, in which participation totaled over
150 ASU students, 15 faculty and 100 residents; and,

Through COPC community organizing techniques, sowing the seeds for long-term involvement
in, and support of, the Rio Vista Block Watch—monthly meetings consstently average 25
participants and Phoenix police representatives routingly attend.

Outreach to Community-at-Large

T

Hosting a community didogue for citizen activists with urbanologist Ned Peirce; in addition,
Peirce was the featured speaker at a COPC-sponsored lunch attended by 60 of the city of
Phoenix’ highest ranking management saff and dected officids

Providing technica assstance and action research that resulted in the city of Phoenix
reprogramming $350,000 of EC funds for a Job Linkages program for inner-city residents;

Delivering technica assstanceto 15 smal businesses located in the COPC target area;

Organizing a School-to-Work Collogquium in which a mix of superintendents, teachers,
counselors and business |eaders participated;

Sponsoring a grant writing and resource devel opment workshop for neighborhood groups
citywide; and,

Cresting a youth services providers codition, which aso organized a youth services
conference attended by over 50 participants.



Applied Scholarship

T

Focusing two ASU geography classes, and two Architecture studio classes, on research and
design projects relating to the Rio Vista neighborhood; for many of the 75 ASU students
involved, it was their first exposure to Phoenix’ South Mountain community;

Sponsoring a Rio Viga-oriented charrette involving over 50 students who examined land use,
housing, recreation and community development issues,

In response to needs articulated by both the COPC and the EC Advisory Committees, faculty
from the Geography Department, the Center for Business Research and the Morrison Indtitute
produced a variety of reports which were used to create a Job Linkages program aimed at
connecting inner-city residents with localy available jobs;

Facilitating the trandation into Spanish of an “Urban Surviva” safety prevention program
administered by the Phoenix Fire Department;

Research jointly conducted by a Public Affairs Professor and an Architecture professor sought
to improve information dissemination about available socid services by creating an on-line
directory of information that can be displayed spatidly, and aggregated at the county, urban
village or Rio Vigta neighborhood leves; and,

College of Education faculty researched the extent to which opportunities exist for youth in
Phoenix’ inner-city to participate in activities emphasizing leadership devel opment skills.

Lessons Learned

Arizona State University’s COPC strategy was often a“work in progress,” with partners
continualy probing, collaborating and even experimenting, to put together amulti disciplinary effort
that would be meaningful to both the Academy and the community. In the process, many lessons
were learned. Significant among them were:

Outreach vs. Research - The Capacity of the University

1

If outreach and gpplied scholarship are to become integrally woven into the fabric of university
practice, inditutional endorsement must be unambiguous and support explicit.

“Action research” and “scholarship” are not mutually exclusve—outreach can become an
effective vehicle for expanding the knowledge base and publishing journd artides while dso
contributing to the public good.

Funding, aone, however, will not guarantee successful outreach and gpplied research projects;
faculty need more training relating to the gods and processesinvolved in such work.

University-sponsored urban outreach efforts are often labor intensive and require abasic
understanding of community organizing techniques in order to be successful. Thismay be an
impediment to cresting multi disciplinary teams of professors whose aress of expertise are
narrowly defined, and who have specific teaching commitments they must meet.



Despite the obstacles cited, universities have red strengths that can influence empowerment
objectives and community development goas. Foremost among them is the ability to provide
technica assstance and expertise in an array of disciplines, thus providing resdents with a
range of resources to address neighborhood needs. Further, as neutral conveners of urban
improvement efforts, faculty are in unique positions to remain above the conflicts that mark
loca politics and neighborhood control issues. Findly, universties can provide the energy and
vigor of sudent involvement, which can be redized through both community service projects
aswdl| as action research and technica assstance.

Collaboration and Partnership Building

1.

Within the university, collaboration acr oss program areas can be difficult to achieve;
consequently, comprehensive, multi disciplinary urban outreach efforts are best supported by
inditutiona structures (e.g., designated centers) created specificaly for that purpose.

Universty faculty and Sudents are intringcaly “outsders’ in the eyes of locd residents,
therefore, projects involving swest equity can often “buy” legitimacy for universty members
seeking to establish trust among neighborhood residents.

Citizen participation and empowerment can be achieved by gpproaching problem mitigation in
a step-wide manner, i.e., tackling the easiest issues firgt, then building upon problem resolution
skills developed to address subsequent—and more difficult—concerns.

Because locd government support—or lack thereof—can significantly impact the success of a
COPC, it isimportant to identify expectations and establish trust early on, and maintain
information exchange throughout the life of the project.

Conclusion

Ultimately, university-community partnerships will succeed or fall a the loca leve. Evauations and
benchmarking not withstanding, local resdents, not federa authorities, academics or city officids,
will determine project value and relevance. On balance, in the case of the ASU COPC, community
feedback has been positive and affirming. The work of the ASU COPC has been recognized and
publicly acknowledged by dected officids, community leeders, and Rio Vida resdents.

Ne ghborhoods throughout the city have requested Smilar assistance for loca improvement
projects. Meeting that demand will depend largely on the ability—or commitment—of the university
to inditutionalize COPC-type efforts. By inditutiondization, it is meant the continuation of
university-endorsed urban outreach programs that have access to secure and steady funding and
are recognized and supported by the adminisiration. As ASU seeks to strengthen ties with greater
Phoenix, its toolbox of effective rategies should include an emphasis on community partnerships
and urban-oriented applied scholarship.



Arizona State University Community Outreach Partnership Center

Final Report

HUD Agreement COPC-AZ-94-004

TABLE OF CONTENTS

L INtrOdUCHION . . . e e e e e e

1. ASU’s Community Outreach Partnership Center: OriginsandPurpose . ..............

A. Putting Together theCOPCTeam .. ..o oot
B. Layingthe Foundationfor COPCWoOrk . .......... ... .,

[11. Implementing the Partnership Project . ... ..o

A. Reaching OuttotheRioVigaNeighborhood . .......... ... ... oo,
B. Expanded Community OUtreach . . ... ..covovi it
C. AppliedRessarch. . ...
D. Publication of Research Reportsand Findings .« .« . ... ..o L

IV. Accomplishmentsand Effectiveness ........... ... . o i

A, Program OUIPULS . . . ..o e
B. Indirect Measuresof Effectiveness ... ...

V. Dissaminaing ResUItS . . .. ... o

VI, LeSSONSLEANED - . . v oo oot e e e

A. Outreach vs. Research—The Capacity of theUnivergity .....................
1. EmbracingtheConcept . ...
2. Supporting and RewardingtheWork ............ ... ... ... o L

B. Collaboration and PartnershipBuilding . .......... ... o i
1. IntraUniversty Collaboration. . .......... .. ... i
2. COPCand Community Partnering . ......... ..o,
3. COPCandtheCityof Phoenix . ...,

C. Engendering Neighborhood Empowerment—
University Strengthsand Weaknesses . . ... ..o

VIl. Potentid for Expanding and Replicatingthe COPCModd .......................

B. Reguirementsfor EXpansion . ............. i
C. INSitutionalization . . . .. ...



Appendix A—ASU COPC Partners: Faculty, Community Advisory Committee, Rio Vista
Neighborhood Residents, City of Phoenix Staff

Appendix B—ASU COPC Archives. Notebook of documents, memorabilia and artifacts
representing the ASU COPC experience

Appendix C—Feedback Received from Community Partners
Appendix D—Student Community Service

Appendix E—"“Urban Survivd”: Phoenix Fire Department’ s Safety Prevention Program
Curriculum (Spanish-Language Version)

Vi



“We always wanted to make things better in our neighborhood,

but we didn’t know how until ASU helped us.”

—Mary Varela, Rio Vistaneighborhood resident,
commenting in alocal pressinterview

. INTRODUCTION

In September, 1995, six Arizona State University faculty attended “Back to School Night” at south
Phoenix’s César E. Chavez Community School. Their purpose: to introduce themselves and the
university’s Community Outreach Partnership Center (COPC) to residents of the Rio Vida
neighborhood, the area served by the Chavez school. With the aid of the school principa, Michadl
Rivera, and a Spanish-language interpreter, the faculty greeted parents and students. They
explained that for the next two years, they would like to work with resdents to improve
neighborhood conditions and impart empowerment skills that would enable citizens to continue the
momentum on thelr own.

The reception was palite, but not forthcoming. The ASU COPC coordinator, however, was not
discouraged. After dl, a polite reception was far preferable to the response the COPC project had
recaived earlier in the Spring when announcement of the HUD-funded grant to the university made
the rounds in Phoenix’ South Mountain Village. At that time, loca neighborhood |eaders voiced
skepticism, at best, and absolute opposition, at worst. The charges levied were succinct and
direct—ASU had been here before; many times before, in fact. And each time was the same.
Professors and students would ask alot of questions, write areport, get published in ajournd, and
disgppear from the community, leaving little behind in the way of change or progress. Thistime,
when news of agrant for over haf amillion dollars hit the Streets, community activists were united in
their response, “ Give the money to us. We know what to do with it. ASU doesn't haveto tel us
what our problems are or how we should solve them.”

From the time the COPC grant announcement was made, the gauntlet was laid. No more research,
said the community. No more plansto sit on a shelf. We want action. Don’'t come hereif you are
not going to make atangible difference. The community consensus was clear, and ASU’ s response
reassuring—this is a different kind of grant. Thisis not merely for research. The god isto deploy
multi disciplinary assstance that will improve neighborhood conditions while empowering local
residents with the skills and knowledge needed to move forward on their own. Having thus
reassured community leadersin the greater South Phoenix area, the ASU COPC team began the
process of building trust in the neighborhood targeted for university outreach and technical
assstance. Thefirst stlep was meeting with Chavez School parents that September night in the
school cafeteria. The process concluded at the end of the following school year (May, 1997) when
over 200 Rio Vidaresdents met in the same cafeteriato celebrate with ASU faculty and students
the successes that had been achieved in the intervening months. Also attending the fedtivities were
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local paliticd leaders and City of Phoenix staff who, initidly aso skepticd, eventudly embraced the
COPC partnership, helping to promote community-based improvements in one of Phoenix’ most
neglected neighborhoods.

The ASU COPC experience traversed unchartered territory for this metropolitan university. It
brought together amulti disciplinary group of faculty charged with the responsibility of improving a
neighborhood and empowering residents, rather than undertaking traditiond roles of research and
writing. There were successes and failures; there was progress and regress; and there were many
lessons learned, regarding both the “fit” and the capacity of universities to undertake community
empowerment projects. Thisfina report explores the odyssey of ASU’s Community Outreach
Partnership Center venture.

2 Arizona State University « Community Outreach Partnership Center « COPC-AZ-94-004 « Final Report



I1.ASU'SCOMMUNITY OUTREACH PARTNERSHIP CENTER:
ORIGINS AND PURPOSE

Receipt of the HUD-sponsored Community Outreach Partnership Center (COPC) grant in the
gpring of 1995 provided Arizona State University with the opportunity to undertake an applied
scholarly venture of sgnificant dimension. As the only accredited four-year degree granting
university in the Phoenix metropolitan area, ASU certainly has a history of community participation
and interaction. That involvement, however, typicaly has been marked by ad hoc, “sngle shot”
projects with narrowly defined gods and limited duration. The COPC grant, however provided the
university with resources—and, consequently, the impetus—to sponsor a comprehengve, multi
disciplinary outreach program for loca urban communities. Its successful implementation has
alowed ASU to begin to establish a reputation—and a prototype—for urban outreach thet is
gpplied in nature, multifaceted in gpproach, and rewarding in scholarly output. It has dso been
beneficid to neighborhood resdents, and has improved university relationships with city of Phoenix
gaff and political leaders.

On thewhole, ASU’s COPC has produced an impressive record of accomplishments. Notable
progress has been achieved in community empowerment efforts, applied research and outreach,
partnership building, collaboration and communication. University faculty and students have shared
knowledge and skillswith local residents, while smultaneoudy learning from the communities
served.

Putting Together the COPC Team

From the start, gpplying for the COPC grant was a gamble for ASU. Unlike many urban and
metropolitan universities throughout the nation, ASU had no established Urban Center or
department with arecognized history of community-oriented research and technica assstance.
Smilarly, itstrack record for multi disciplinary work, especidly in the urban milieu, was thin. But
what it did have was a spate of recognized, accomplished individuas who, if willing to contribute to
ateam effort, could become a powerfully productive force. The Morrison Indtitute for Public
Policy, an gpplied anadytica unit within the School of Public Affairs, decided to take on the
chdlenge.

The Director individualy contacted over 25 faculty he thought would be interested in an applied
urban research or outreach effort. In a general meeting convened to review the scope and purpose
of the COPC grant requirements, discussion focused on amyriad of details. administration of an
interdisciplinary faculty team; budget autonomy; the “fit” between loca urban need and university
expertise; and, of serious concern, how could faculty benefit professondly from undertaking
outreach, rather than research, projects. In some cases, answers were clear cut; in others, further
consgderation was required. Ultimately, a group of 19 faculty and staff, representing eight different
departmenta units, agreed to participate in the COPC urban outreach and applied research effort.
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Represented were: the School of Public Affars, the Department of Geography, the School of
Architecture, ASU West School of Management, the ASU Center for Business Research, the
Office of Student Life, the College of Education’s Department of Leadership and Policy Studies,
and the University of Arizona Medica Center (see Appendix A).

Grant writing (i.e., the response to the HUD Notice of Fund Availability) was coordinated, and
largely drafted, by the Morrison Indtitute. Participating faculty each submitted pieces outlining the
outreach project they would undertake, how their work addressed urban need, and how residents
would be empowered in the process. The HUD NOFA alowed 25% of project activity to be
research, so some faculty proposed work within such a scope. It was agreed that if funds were
awarded, a project coordinator would be designated from the Morrison ingtitute saff, and that
project budgets would be decentrdized by task, and therefore controlled by individua faculty
members.

The find COPC proposd to HUD from Arizona State was indeed comprehensive, mullti
disciplinary, outreach dominated and focused on citizen empowerment. Its breadth and scope
reflected not only faculty expertise, but citizen-identified need. Much of that information had been
received earlier as part of the Morrison Ingtitute’ s work with the city of Phoenix to prepare its
Empowerment Zone application to HUD.* That effort had given both the Ingtitute and the university
an advantage in understanding inner-city community need and building relationships with loca
leaders. As aresult, the proposed ASU COPC agenda was grouped into three categories:

1 Economic Development and Employment—identifying community assets and related potentid
for economic development; promoating job linkages for inner city resdents; and, providing
smal business technicd assstance

I Community Organizing and Planning—deve oping locd leadership skills and promoting
resident participation; identifying and examining socid services, and, organizing a community
charrette

I Youth and Education—improving opportunities for youth activities, school-to-work transition
and injury prevention

Regarding the geographic focus of the work, dual targets were proposed, i .e., research undertaken
would focus largely on Phoenix’s South Mountain and Centra City Urban Villages, areas
encompassing Sgnificant distress and decline; outreach would be targeted to a specific
neighborhood in one of these areas that would be sdected after discussion with local leaders and
City of Phoenix officids (explicit in the proposa was the concept of a partnership that involved
university, neighborhood and City collaboration).

1 The Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community program was a Clinton administration initiative designed to
promote comprehensive neighborhood and economic revitalization strategies in distressed communities
throughout the United States.
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In addition to the faculty research and outreach proposed, COPC activities also included a student
volunteer component. Specifically, COPC would create a new student tutoring program for inner
city youth, and, ASU students would be given opportunities to contribute to a variety of public
service projects consstent with COPC' s outreach activities.

Laying the Foundation for COPC Work

ASU received notice of its COPC award in late September, 1994. The university was one of 14
grant recipients named from an gpplicant pool of over 140 inditutions of higher learning nationwide.
Acquiring the grant positioned ASU to achieve avariety of new gods. Firg, it would alow the
univerdty to reach out, in a significant way, beyond its suburban boundaries to impact some of
Phoenix’ mogt difficult urban problems. Second, the multi disciplinary nature of the project would
induce high levels of collaboration among faculty participants. Third, the university would be able to
form a partnership with low income residents and city staff to bring about nelghborhood change and
improvements. The opportunities were enormous; so were the challenges.

Five months after the initid grant announcement, HUD officias approved ASU’sfind COPC
budget and program of activities. During thet time, a HUD’ s recommendation, ASU sought to dign
its COPC thrust with the City’ s Enterprise Community (EC) project.? While this required rethinking
severd proposed activities, it ultimately proved beneficid for partnership cohesion, resource
delivery, collaboration and communication. As aresult, three key decisions were made:

1 COPC'sAdvisory Board would be drawn from members of Phoenix’ EC Citizen Committee,
and therefore become a permanent subcommittee of that group;

COPC'starget neighborhood for COPC outreach would be located in the EC; and,

the ASU COPC coordinator would become amember of the city’s EC gtaff implementation
task force.

In consultation with city and EC staff, faculty and community representetives, COPC leadership
began the process of sdecting the neighborhood to become the focal point of its outreach efforts.
Clearly, thiswould be the most sgnificant decison made during the project’ s duration. A principa
concern of the university was that an area be chosen whose characteristics would make it possible
to gauge COPC successes and failures at the end of the two-year grant period. After considerable
review and discussion involving faculty, city saff and community leaders, the Rio Vida
neighborhood in south Phoenix was designated. Several compelling dynamics led to its selection.

Fird, Rio Visawas an arealong on need and short on sdf-help capability. At the sametime, the
principd at the loca César E. Chavez  ementary school had recognized the school’ s potentia for

2 By this date, the City of Phoenix had learned that it had been approved by the Clinton administration as an
Enterprise Community, not an Empowerment Zone.
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increas ng community involvement in the neighborhood, and had previoudy sought-and received-a
“community school” designation. Consequently, he quickly warmed to the concept of having ASU
resources involved in achieving that goa. Second, the city of Phoenix had just committed CDBG
funds to redevelop a community center for the neighborhood. That potential was an attractive
resource for sustaining long-term citizen commitment to participation. Third, no organized
neighborhood or civic group existed in the area. Therefore, ASU practitioners concluded that at the
end of the project, there would be no doubt as to whether or not citizen participation and
empowerment goas had been achieved. Furthermore, it was assumed that whatever gains, if any,
had been made would be clearly noticeable and potentialy traceable to the COPC efforts.

The dearth of community involvement provided adistinct basdline for assessing project
achievement. On the other hand, andlysis of urban community development issues clearly indicates
that few objectives are more difficult to achieve than those relating to organizing and sustaining
citizen participation. Trandated to the case of the Rio Vigta neighborhood, the chalenge would be
enormous. Not only was this a community with no higtory of involvement or cohesion, it dso had no
higtory of tieswith ASU. Under these circumstances, creating and sustaining neighborhood
participation would be extremely difficult, at best. Nevertheless, the COPC team decided the needs
of the community and the vision of the locd principa were compelling enough to teke the risk. If
ASU succeeded, its accomplishments would be dramatic; if it faltered, there would be no hiding the
fact. Criticswould likely accuse the university of having used up precious resources at the expense
of engendering meaningful community improvement.

The late spring and summer months of 1995 were spent establishing internd project gods,
encouraging intraaCOPC communication and synergies, and most importantly, courting partnership
linkages with both the community and city of Phoenix gaff. Asthe univerdty got closer to project
initiation, however, concerns began to surface. Questions were raised regarding the university’s
ability to successfully engage in grass roots community development work.

To ease the concerns, and to help introduce the COPC project to the wide range of players
involved, ASU convened a meeting in mid-June where professors, city staff, Rio Vidaresdents
and César Chavez School gtaff al met to talk about goals and expectations for the coming yeer.
While community representatives admitted they weren't sure they understood the direction in which
the project was going, they were willing to welcome ASU into the neighborhood. The primary
sentiment expressed was that for too long, Rio Vista had existed in the shadows of neglect. They
hoped ASU’ s outreach would change that Stuation. City staff remained relaively quiet during the
meeting. As professors and residents shared potentia outreach scenarios, they rarely participated in
the discusson.

Following the meeting, ASU finaized its COPC agenda. The city gaveitstacit support and the
Chavez school principal and PTSO remained positive. Y et launching COPC would be no easy fedt.
The first mgor obstacle arose in August when the ASU COPC coordinator was asked to present a
description of the program at a Phoenix EC Advisory Committee meeting. Upon the conclusion of
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her presentation, the response was immediate—and negative. Sentiments expressed by citizens
incdluded the following:

T Low income communitiesin Phoenix did not need ASU to tell them what was wrong; they
understood their neighborhood problems; they just didn’t have resources to put corrective
Srategiesinto place.

T The COPC program was inherently flawed; HUD should have given this money to loca non-
profits to get the job done, not to “ivory tower” professors far-removed from the day-to-day
struggles of local resdents.

T Giventhelack of racid and ethnic diversity among COPC team members, they would be hard
pressed to devel op arapport with South Phoenix residents.

T Communitiesin the EC didn’'t need any more revitdization plans, they needed change agents
who could bring about tangible improvements.

Despite the critica reception, the Committee voted to give its support to the COPC plan. Not less
than two weeks later, however, an article appeared in Phoenix’ mgjor daily newspaper, The
Arizona Republic. Init, aretired, but venerated, South Phoenix city council member lambasted
the COPC project as being a misguided effort. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development should be directing resources directly to community groups, not giving fundsto
suburban professors, he claimed. The article was published the day before COPC representatives
were scheduled to make a presentation seeking the support of the South Mountain Village Citizens
Panning Committee. This group of citizens, gppointed by the mayor, were volunteers who served in
an advisory capacity regarding proposals for new development and land use changes proposed in
their area. The Rio Vigta neighborhood liesin the heart of the South Mountain Village, which is one
of 11 such “villages’ designated throughout the city of Phoenix. Each has its own citizen planning
committee.

The air was tense as ASU representatives described the COPC effort to members of the Village
Planning Committee. Their presentation had been preceded by an appeal ddlivered by the retired
city council member critica of the proposed universty intervention. After much probing and
consderable admonition to make sure this was an outreach effort, not a research project, the citizen
committee voted to endorse ASU’s COPC agenda. A significant hurdle had apparently been
overcome with this officid, dbeit tentative, loca gpprova to proceed. While this planning
committee has no direct jurisdiction over the COPC/Rio Vidardationship, its high vighbility nature,
and its broad representation of South Mountain interests, makes it an important stakeholder in loca
community activities.

ASU faculty were now ready to launch into their COPC program. Initid community introductions
and interface were scheduled as part of the Chavez School’ s mid-September “Back to School
Night,” an event historicaly well attended by locd parents. The turnout was excdlent, and Principa
Michad Riverawas enthusiagtic in his bilingua introductions of ASU gaff and the proposed COPC
partnership. The response from the community was polite but decidedly low-key. It was
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immediately gpparent to ASU that the burden was theirs to prove that they were Sncere in wanting
to help the neighborhood help itself become a better place in which to live.
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[11.IMPLEMENTING THE PARTNERSHIP PROJECT

Reaching Out to the Rio Vista Neighborhood

As noted previoudy, ASU’s COPC was organized thematicaly into three categories, Economic
Development, Community Organizing, and Education and Job Training. The lead faculty for the
Community Organizing component assumed primary responsibility for scheduling and administering
Rio Viga-oriented outreach activities. The framework for the gpproach was as follows. during the
remaining eight months of the school year, community workshops would be convened where
resdents could participate in empowerment skill building activities relating to the various areas of
expertise offered by COPC faculty team members. In addition, activities would be generated based
upon the identified needs or interests of community members. With the gpproach decided upon, a
sx-month calendar was drafted laying out a tentative schedule of events. It was understood,
however, that the schedule was subject to change based upon community dynamics. In addition,
until resdents willing to assume leadership roles were identified, the PTSO had agreed to make the
workshops part of their monthly meeting agendas so that COPC would have alocd base from
which to operate. Thiswas necessary because of the previoudy noted fact that the Rio Vida
neighborhood had no community organizations or clubs representing its citizens; this gpproach dso
made sense because of the community orientation being adopted by the César Chavez Schoal.

The firg Rio Vistaworkshop was scheduled in early October. Hyers printed in both English and
Spanish were sent home with César Chavez pupils, and a so were ddivered door-to-door by ASU
students and COPC faculty. The response was overwhelming. Over 90 residents attended this first
COPC mesting. Despite ASU’s lack of *history” with the neighborhood, despite the absence of
organized leadership, and despite a clear understanding of what COPC was al about, residents
turned out in force. One sentiment was clearly expressed that evening—no one has ever tried to
help this neighborhood before and we' re glad you're going to try.

The evening was spent in break-out groups where residents identified, then prioritized, loca
neighborhood needs. Discusson was collaborative and voca. From a community organizing
standpoint, something dramatic had happened that night in Rio Viga. Although attendance waxed
and waned at the remaining workshops held throughout the year, numbers rarely dropped below
25. More importantly, a core group of attendees began to emerge as active volunteers, if not full-
fledged leaders. Further, the City, in recognition of its COPC partnership respongbilities,
contributed the resources of a Neighborhood Services representative and aloca community action
police officer. The progress achieved by the end of the school year was indeed remarkable.
Sgnificant gains had actudly been made in addressng alarge portion of the community needs
identified a theinitid Rio Vista COPC workshop. They included:

I Two neighborhood clean-ups, one each in the fall and spring, which were jointly planned by

residents and COPC team members. At each clean-up event, over 50 community members
joined with gpproximately 75 ASU students and COPC members to paint, rake and remove
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debris from the Rio Vigtaarea. Not only did these events engender a sense of pride and
accomplishment among community members, they empowered residents with the skills and
information needed to replicate future clean-ups without the aid of COPC.

A neighborhood planning process was initiated, aong with an advocacy campaign, to bring
additiona dreet lights to the two-sguare mile areathat isRio Vida Ultimately, 10 new lights
were indaled by the City of Phoenix.

Because crimeisamgor concern to Rio Vigtaresdents, two significant accomplishments
occurred in this area. First, with assistance from COPC staff, residents formed a Block Watch
group and received an $8,500 grant from the Police Department to implement a variety of
safety and community development activities. This competitive award represented amajor
infusion of saf-help resources which were to be directly controlled and managed by residents.
Without COPC, this keystone event in the evolution of community participation in the Rio
Vistaareawould never have happened. Second, community police officers and resdents are
collaborating on ways to rid the area of “nuisance neighbors.” Crimeis not new to Rio Vida,
but citizenswilling to take action is. A clear and direct connection exists between COPC
efforts and the redlization among residents that they can be proactive in addressing their
problems and concerns.

In December, a school fiesta and dedication ceremony was held. COPC worked with
residents and César Chavez gaff to plan and organize activities, which included participation
by a City Council member and aU.S. Congressman.

Given the myriad planning and development issues facing this community, COPC members
from the College of Architecture and Environmental Design coordinated and hosted a Rio
Visa Community Charrettein late March. Held at the ASU Downtown Center, ASU faculty
and students, City gtaff, invited guests, COPC Advisory Committee members and community
leaders met to explore myriad socid, economic and planning issues facing the Rio Vida
neighborhood. A “blueprint” for understanding—and responding—to community need
emerged.

In addition to these mgor community outreach undertakings in the Rio Vista neighborhood, the
ASU COPC dso initiated a tutoring program at the César Chavez Schoal. By the end of the year,
18 ASU students and over 50 Chavez pupils had participated in the program. Administered in
conjunction with English Department service learning classes, the ASU tutors were required, as part
of their course work, to write papers on topics directly reated to their tutoring efforts, such as
mentoring, community service and multi culturd communication and education.
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Expanded Community Outreach

While most of the COPC team concentrated its efforts during the first year in the above described
activities, faculty also reached out beyond Rio Vistato sponsor severd events designed to assst
neighborhood groups and residents citywide. Those efforts included:

Dialogue with Urbanologist Neal Peirce—Particularly successful was a dia ogue with noted
urbanologist Ned Peirce during which he led 75 community activigts from throughout Phoenix in an
examination of issues relating to community-participation and neighborhood renewd. The meeting
took place as part of a COPC-gponsored visit to Phoenix in which Mr. Peirce also toured our
COPC neighborhood, met with residents and faculty, participated in alive radio talk show, and
gparred with City of Phoenix officids at a noon lunch and discussion sesson.

Grant Writing and Resour ce Wor kshop—In early April, 1996, COPC hosted a workshop,
open to representatives of citizen groups throughout the City of Phoenix, for the purpose of
identifying funding options and other resources for sustaining community-based participation. This
well-attended workshop alowed neighborhood activists to interact with experts in grant writing,
public/private partnerships, resource development and community organizing. Information shared
and contacts made was intended to enable neighborhood groups to leverage existing support as
well as pursue new sources of funding.

School-to-Work Transition—ASU’s COPC and the City of Phoenix co-sponsored a citywide
School-to-Work Trangtion Colloquium which was well-attended by representatives of \phoenix’
business, education, counseling and non-profit sectors. The purpose was to examine loca and state
gods and objectives, aswdl asto share information regarding best practices and effective models.
The Morrison Indtitute prepared and disseminated an andysis of the issues examined, and the
materid isbeing used by the city to achieveits EC godsin thisarea

Small Business Technical Assistance—Since COPC'sinception, senior level business
students at ASU West provided direct technical assistance to small business owners located in the
two COPC urban village target areas. Consulting services included: feasibility studies for new start-
ups, marketing plans for sdes and expansions, employee policies and procedures manuads;
accounting systems; and, advertisng strategies. Recommendations for businesses to be assisted
have come from the COPC Advisory Committee and the City of Phoenix’ Economic Development
Department. Recipients of these services have uniformly been pleased with the qudity of products
provided. This activity has earned COPC substantia good will both within the community and a
dty hdl.

Applied Research

Although the COPC program regulations dlowed for aminima amount of traditiona research
activity, ASU attempted to design its research s0 asto have gpplied impacts. That is, the goa of the
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research undertaken was not smply to find a venue for publication; rather, the intent was to
sponsor research that would yield data and information capable of influencing policy decisons,
resource distribution and/or program strategies. Further, COPC faculty often worked
collaboratively—with ether colleagues, city Saff counterparts or community members—to achieve
their research gods. Applied research undertaken through the ASU COPC included:

Spatial Mismatch and Workfor ce Devel opment—In response to needs articulated by both
the COPC and EC Advisory Committees, as well as Phoenix’ Community and Economic
Development Department, ASU faculty undertook research investigating the extent to which inner
city employers hire inner city resdents. Increasing the match between loca residents and locdl jobs
had been articulated as a priority objective by and for Phoenix’ inner city resdents. Findings will be
used to shape workforce development strategies that promote this objective.

The research completed by COPC faculty hasinvestigated a variety of issues related to this“job
linkages’ god. Specificaly, COPC anayses have focused on: which large employersin the inner
city are hiring loca residents; the types and locations of inner city employment opportunities, as well
as“niche’ areasin the economic base; identification of mobility and trangt barriers faced by inner
city residents seeking employment; and, revised gpproachesto job training strategies so asto
improve the fit between locad skills and locd employment opportunities.

Research conducted represented efforts by three university departments (Geography, Business and
the Morrison Ingtitute for Public Policy), with cooperation from city and county staff, and input from
local businesses and Rio Viga resdents. These research efforts have resulted in the city of Phoenix
reprogramming almost $350,000 of its EC funds to underwrite what has become known as the Job
Linkages Action Plan, along-term drategy to restructure the focus of loca job training programs.

In addition, the Job Linkages Action Plan, itself, was devised with significant research and technical
assistance provided by COPC personndl.

Improving Access to Social Services—Accessng socid servicesis an on-going concern and
need for Phoenix’ low-income residents. ASU’s COPC research determined that, for the most
part, socid services are both available and strategically located; access, however, is often
hampered by alack of information. In the spirit of the applied nature of COPC, faculty teamed
together not only to do the access-related research, but to then develop an on-line “directory” of
qualitative data and community services information that can be displayed spatidly, and aggregated
a the county, urban village, or Rio Vista neighborhood levels. To facilitate community accessto this
information, the program will be made available to public computing facilities, such aslibraries, the
César Chavez School computer lab, and senior citizen centers.

Youth Services and Leader ship Devel opment—The two urban villages compriang the larger
research focus of the ASU COPC are marked by their numerous pockets of poverty and high
concentrations of minority residents. Local leaders have expressed concern regarding the needs of
the significant population of at-risk youth in the community. As aresult, the ASU COPC sponsored
two efforts to address some of these issues. Faculty from the College of Education conducted
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research investigating the extent to which opportunities exist for youth in South Mountain and
Centra City to participate in organized activities emphasizing the development of hedthy and
mature adolescents. The information was then disseminated for use by students at various locdl
schools.

In addition, COPC partnered with another ASU project, the purpose of which wasto facilitate
collaboration among providers of services to at-risk teens. The project was both successful in
developing the first Phoenix area network of such providers, and COPC faculty contributed the
support needed to sponsor the first community-wide conference on youth services issues. National
and local experts exchanged trend data and “ best practices’ information about this area of growing
concern. The conference was held at South Mountain Community College, a sgnificant community
asset located in the heart of the COPC target area.

Injury Prevention Education—Recognizing the dangers that violent injuries pose, COPC
partnered with the Phoenix Fire Department to make its “Urban Survivad” program availablein a
Spanish-language verson. This program, recognized nationdly as an effective injury prevention
modd, teaches persond and public safety skills to dementary-aged students. The absence,
however, of materiads and indructors cgpable of communicating with monolingua Hispanic sudents
had severely limited its reach. COPC, therefore, provided resources to develop and train
participants in a Spanish language version of the course which adso included atrandation of the full
curriculum into Spanish. The program was then field tested at Rio Vidd s César Chavez School,
the ste of COPC’s mgjor outreach efforts. Working with the Phoenix Fire Department added a
unigque dimension to our COPC partnership. Further, the COPC faculty member who guided this
project isamedical doctor and professor at the University of Arizona s medical schooal.

South Phoenix Perception Study—Through its outreach work in South Phoenix, ASU has
become sengitive to community concerns relating to the negative image that clouds perceptions of
the community. As aresult, COPC has sponsored a unique research effort aimed at didtilling “myth
and redity” regarding conditionsin Phoenix’ most distressed urban community. Discussons with
focus groups representing geographic areas throughout the metro region, as well as stakeholders
and local experts, have explored attitudes, attributes and perspectives ascribed to the South
Phoenix area. At the sametime, “hard” data regarding social and economic conditions have dso
been collected. Thefind product will compare the redlity of this community’ s dynamics with the
perceptions widely held, but most importantly, will also identify opportunities for investment and
future development potentid based upon the assets and positive findings identified.

Publication of Research Reports and Findings
While the above references briefly describe the focus of the applied research undertaken by
members of the ASU COPC team, accompanying this report in separate volumes are the full

research reports completed under COPC auspices. In severa cases, faculty experienced multiple
successes in the gpplication of their work. For example, one of the professors working on the socia
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services sudy presented his findings at the nationd meeting of the American Society for Public
Adminigtration in July, 1996. In addition, the two geography professors working on the spatia
mismatch and workforce development research each published two nationa journa articles based
upon their work, and aso collaborated on an additional published piece. Further, one of those
professors presented findings at two different national conferences. An economic base analysis
conducted as part of the job linkages work was accepted for publication in Metropolitan
Universities, and faculty contributing to the community organizing efforts presented findings a an
internationa conference in Toronto, Canadain July, 1997. Findly, the Spanish-language version of
the Phoenix Fire Department’ s “ Urban Survivd” safety curriculum is now being made available
nationwide.

In addition, COPC research has garnered ASU academics a variety of new research contracts.
Faculty from Public Affars, Architecture, Geography and the Morrison Indtitute have each been
hired for new research projects by the City of Phoenix; Public Affairs saff are collaborating on a
national evauation of EZ/EC activity; and, the Morrison Ingtitute has expanded its School-to-Work
Trangtion efforts to include city, state and federal research and assistance contracts.

Arizona State University « Community Outreach Partnership Center « COPC-AZ-94-004 « Final Report 15



IV.ACCOMPLISHMENTSAND EFFECTIVENESS

Program Outputs

Initstwo years of existence, the ASU COPC developed a citywide reputation as an effective and
powerful resource for community development and neighborhood capecity building. Evidence of
success has surfaced in numerous ways. In atraditiona counting of “programmetic outcomes,”
achievements were plentiful. They included:

< Creating an ASU tutoring program in which 80 students tutored over 100 César Chavez
School pupils during atwo year period;

< Fadlitating the cregtion of Rio Vida sfirg viable neighborhood association;

< Maintaining high participation rates a each of the seven COPC neighborhood workshops;

< Attracting over 90 residents to the needs assessment and prioritization meeting;

< Credting the Rio Vista Block Watch group;

< Securing commitments from city officidsto ingtal 10 new dreet lightsin Rio Vida;

< Procuring over $15,000 in city-funded grants to underwrite public safety and community
organizing activitiesin Rio Vida;

< Arranging for ESL classesto be taught in Rio Vidta, in which 48 resdents enrolled and one
resdent was eventudly hired as an ingtructor;

< Empowering Rio Vidtaresdents with the skills necessary to plan and execute neighborhood
clean-ups; during the course of COPC, three were held, in which participation totaled over
150 ASU students, 15 faculty and 100 residents;

< Ddivering technica assistance to 15 small busnesses|ocated in the COPC target ares;
< Ingructing in the publication of the first Rio Visa community newdetter;

< Assging César Chavez School staff and PTSO in the planning of a school dedication
ceremony that was attended by 150 residents, a U.S. Congressman, and a City Council
member;

< Focusing two ASU geography classes, and two Architecture studio classes, on research and
design projects relating to the Rio Vista neighborhood; for many of the 75 ASU students
involved, it was their first exposure to Phoenix’ South Mountain community;

< Sponsoring aRio Viga-oriented charrette involving over 50 students who examined land use,
housing, recreetion and community development issues,

< Creating ayouth services providers codition and sponsoring a youth services conference
attended by over 50 participants,
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< Organizing a School-to-Work Colloguium in which amix of superintendents, teachers,
counselors, and business leaders participated;

< Hogting acommunity dialogue for citizen activists with urbanologist Ned Peirce; in addition,
Peirce was the featured speaker at a COPC-sponsored lunch attended by 60 of the city of
Phoenix’ highest ranking management staff and eected officids,

< Providing technica assstance and action research that spurred the City of Phoenix to
reprogram $350,000 of EC funds to implement a Job Linkages program;

< Conducting focus groups with 50 Phoenix residents as part of COPC' s gpplied research
agenda exploring perceptions of South Phoenix; and,

< Sponsoring two end-of-school year “fiestas,” the first of which attracted about 40 Rio Vista
resdents when it was held in May, 1996 a the concluson of COPC' sfirst year of operation;
the following year, the event was supported by over 200 residents.

I ndirect Measures of Effectiveness

In addition to the impressive list of program outputs the ASU COPC can claim, evidence of our
success has surfaced in avariety of other ways. For example, COPC team members are now often
requested to participate in local conferences, workshops and symposia regarding individua work,
aswell as COPC effortsin general. Neighborhood organizations throughout the city have generated
requests for COPC intervention in their areas. City of Phoenix politica leadership and internal staff
have come to gppreciate the value of University service and outreach—praise has been public and
highly supportive. Reporters for the Arizona Republic, Phoenix’ largest daily newspaper, regularly
solicit comments and story ideas from COPC members. Findly, the Rio Vista community, where
we have concentrated our outreach, has benefitted substantialy from University assstance. It is
through COPC' s leadership that new city resources are now being targeted to this area, and citizen
participation is taking root in away thet is involving the neghborhood in awide array of community
development issues. These examples, of course, speak to the indirect indicators of success, and
defy standard ways of quantifying outcomes. Nevertheless, these may be the most important
indicators of success because they may be the most enduring. They dso reflect the objective
assessments of key community “players’ who have drawn positive conclusions about the ASU
COPC project.

Further, critica indicators of COPC effectiveness include the ability to respond to neighborhood
need, empower residents, and be perceived as successful in the eyes of the community. In the case
of the ASU effort, accomplishments in each of these areas can be cited. It isimportant to recognize
these accomplishments in the context of the “newness’ of ASU's COPC and Rio Vida's
community organization. That is, prior to the advent of the HUD grant, the university had no
relationship with this neighborhood, and the residents had no organized community association or
group. Further, before COPC could succeed, it firgt had to clear three significant hurdles—establish
the trust of the community, cregte an interest in activiam, and identify “willing” leadership. Al
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extraordinary obstacles, but overlay them with the fact that Rio Vista has a substantid Mexican
national population prone to isolation, not participation, and the full depth of the ASU COPC
chalenge begins to emerge. Nevertheless, the following achievements testify to COPC' s ability to
develop trust in the neighborhood, respond to need and empower residents:

T COPC has been able to ddliver servicesto Rio Vidathat address the community’s highest
priority of need, i.e., neighborhood-based ESL classes, and a viable response to crime in the
form of a Block Watch organization that attracts regular attendance by both residents and
police.

T Chavez School student enrollment in the COPC tutoring program more than doubled in the
Soring semester as parents, teachers and students recognized the vaue of the program.

T Not only were Rio Vista Block Watch leaders able to secure 10 new street lights for their
neighborhood, but in so doing, they were required to solicit community-wide input, manage a
consensus process regarding Siting of the new lights, and learn to navigate the protocols and
policies of the city’s Neighborhood Services Department.

T Sevead Rio Vidaresdents have, for thefirg timein ther lives, attended community meetings
at City Hal, and in one case, even tedtified at a City Council hearing.

T RioVidaresdents have participated in avariety of city-gponsored training programs, including
graffiti busters, crime watch, and leadership devel opment

T Paticipation of loca resdents and ASU student volunteers doubled at Rio Vigta' s second
COPC-sponsored neighborhood clean-up. Increased attendance clearly was driven by the
success of the firgt such event, aswell asthe trust and reputation ASU had developed in the
Rio Vista neighborhood.

T RioVidaresdents assumed responghility for organizing and administering the two most recent
neighborhood clean-ups; in fact, ASU participation was specificaly excluded from the last
one as neighbors were eager to prove they could successfully manage on their own.

T Inundertaking the job linkages research and technical assistance, COPC is responding to the
number one priority issue identified by Phoenix’ EC Advisory Committee. This research has
contributed to substantia policy changes in the city’ s gpproach to job training and recruitment
on behaf of low-income resdents.

T By fadlitating the development of a Spanish-language verson of the Phoenix Fire
Department’ s “Urban Survival” course, COPC has contributed significantly to the expansion
of child injury prevention resources for Phoenix’ largest minority population.

T Before creating after school recreation activities and teen support groups at the Chavez
Schoal, City of Phoenix Parks and Recreation staff sought out COPC faculty for advice and
consultation. They did so based upon their recognition that COPC' s understanding of the
neighborhood could benefit sirategy development and program design.
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T Themayor of Phoenix has officidly recognized the ASU COPC as an outstanding community-
based partnership, and has cited Rio Vista as one of the city’s “Neighborhoods that Work.”
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V.DISSEMINATING RESULTS

The ASU COPC deployed a variety of mechanismsto disseminate results of its efforts, “market”
the successes achieved, and share generd project information. The following mechanisms were dl
utilized to share research and increase awareness about the project.

Public M eetings—COPC team members often appeared at public meetings sponsored by
community groups throughout the two target urban villages. Remarks ranged from discussing the
COPC experiencein generd to more detailed analysis of research findings and outreach
experiences. Asthe project matured, comments often focused on “lessons learned.” Among the
groups requesting COPC presentations were the South Mountain Chamber of Commerce; the
Community Excellence Project, Friendly House and Chicanos por la Causa (dl loca CDCs); the
gteering committees for the South Mountain and Centra City Village Planning Committees; the
South Mountain YMCA,; and, the Roosevelt Elementary School Didtrict.

Reportsto Advisory Committees—Throughout the COPC grant period, the COPC Citizen
Advisory Committee met every eight weeksto review progress, discuss concerns, offer feedback
and ask questions. The meetings were publicly posted, and attended by COPC faculty, city staff,
and occasondly, members of the community. The meetings were enormoudy successful in
providing information, direction and support for our efforts. In addition, the chair of the COPC
Advisory Committee provides progress reports a each meeting of the city’ s Enterprise Community
Advisory Board. This affords another important forum for community input and accountability for
the COPC project. Further, the COPC coordinator participates in the proceedings of the city’s
gaff-directed EC Coordinating Committee. It is through this effort that city staff is apprized of
COPC progress or problems, and opportunities for collaboration and partnering (of staff, resources
or sarvices) are often identified.

Community Bulletins—\Various announcements, bulletins and notices were distributed door-
to-door in the Rio Vista neighborhood in order to publicize community workshops, meetings,
events and fiestas. Flyers were aso sent home with Chavez School pupils, and the PTSO was
regularly used as a vehicle for disseminating information and encouraging participation.

Inter net Site—Information about the ASU COPC can be accessed on the Internet through the
Morrison Ingtitute for Public Policy’s home page. Generd information about the purpose and scope
of activitiesisavailable, dong with citations of faculty members who can be reached for more
informetion.

Newspaper Articles—Reportersfor Phoenix’ largest daily, The Arizona Republic, wrote
severd articles about COPC, beginning with the inception of the project, and continuing with
follow-up reports. The COPC coordinator and the Morrison Institute director are regular sources
for the paper’ s urban affairs reporter who covers South Phoenix. This relationship has resulted in
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periodic coverage of COPC, allowing the community-at-large to keep informed about its progress
while garnering good press for both the University and South Phoenix.

ASU Publications—Severa interna ASU publications have featured the COPC project,
emphasizing its Univergity service and outreach components. Articles have gppeared in such
publications as ASU’s nationdly prestigious Resear ch magazine, | mpact, the weekly saff
newspaper, and the School of Public Affairs quarterly newdetter. These effortsdl help to
promote, within the Academy, the concept and potentia of urban scholarship, technical assistance
and service.

Academic Presentations—Academic publications and conference presentations are important
vehicles for disseminating both research and outreach results. Six ASU faculty members have had
papers published that relate directly to their COPC involvement; another Sx have presented at
nationa conferences on avariety of community and economic development issues.

The lessons learned from COPC, at both the research and outreach levels, are of interest
nationwide to a broad array of citizens, faculty, practitioners, activists, eected officids and business
leaders. ASU recognizes the importance of making COPC information available and accessble to
these diverse interests, and has been committed to that god. Therefore, in addition to the previoudy
described vehicles, a variety of modaities have been—and will continue to be—employed to share
project information and products. Clearinghouse mechanisms have included use of the Internet, e-
mail, telephone, fax, and routine postal delivery. Further, two large notebooks of artifacts and
products generated by the ASU COPC effort have been maintained as an historica record of the
project’ s proceedings, activities and endeavors. ASU stands ready to share thisinformation, and dll
other aspects of project activity, with interested parties.
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VI. LESSONSLEARNED

Because ASU had no ingtitutionaized urban outreach effort in place prior to COPC, there was no
template to follow to jump Start this new partnership activity. Further, the partners, themselves,
were new—aboth to each other, as well asto the neighborhood. As aresult, the ASU COPC
project was often a“work in progress.” From gart to finish, the partners probed and experimented,
collaborated and considered, putting together the pieces of amulti disciplinary effort that would be
meaningful to the Academy as well asto the community. After two years, the Rio Visa community
and the COPC faculty team had forged a working reationship. In addition, city of Phoenix officids
had become active partnersin this revitdization effort. While not everything COPC atempted was
successful, achievements clearly outweighed failures. In the process, many lessons were learned.

Outreach vs. Research—The Capacity of the University

Embracing the Concept

Lesson: Funding, alone, will not guarantee successful outreach and
applied research projects; faculty need more training relating to the
goals and processesinvolved in such work.

Fundamental to the purpose of the COPC project, as concelved by HUD, was a partia
restructuring of the university’ srolein urban affairs, i.e., a change that would take professors out of
clasyrooms and insert them into neighborhoods with the mandate of making a difference. The
directive was not to teach or publish, but rather, to use faculty expertise to improve neighborhood
conditions, while empowering resdents with the skills needed to move forward on their own with
the revitalization process. By and large, the ASU COPC team achieved this god, but success
varied among individua team members. Severd key issues contributed to this end result.

Fird, the term “outreach” meant different things to different faculty. While dearly anyone who
joined the COPC team had at least an interest in, if not a full-fledged commitment to, “ applied”
work, conceptud interpretations of what this meant differed widdy among team members. The
ASU COPC project attempted to address this problem from the very start of the application
process by clearly ddineating which of the proposed activities were “outreach,” and which fell
within the HUD 25% alowance of research, abeit applied in nature. Further, upon assembling for
the firgt time following announcement of grant approvd, al team members were requested to
respond, in writing, to the following question, “How will the community be improved, and how will
residents be empowered, by my COPC work?" The purpose was to reinforce the applied nature of
the COPC project and the outcomes anticipated.

Responses received shed greet insight into faculty interpretations of outreach and technica
assistance as well as applied scholarship. For some, it was clear COPC provided an opportunity to
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prove that scholarship and technica assistance could work hand-in-glove to benefit both the
Academy and the community. For others, it was an opportunity to test the waters of the
increasingly touted “service-oriented” misson of the univergity. But some, despite the best of
intentions, could not digtinguish between traditional research and the goa's and processes involved
in the outreach mandated by this project. Their find work products, well-written and containing
new information, nevertheless fell short of HUD' s aspirations for COPC activities. Two years of
COPC involvement hed failed to give them either the confidence or the insght needed to use their
academic expertisein an “ gpplied” manner. In the end, they were unable, or reluctant, to produce
anything other than a traditionally academic product, i .e., aresearch effort fit for publication but of
limited vaue as an empowerment tool or acommunity development technique.

On the other hand, those team members accustomed to applied work understood from the very
gart of the project how to design outreach efforts that capitaized on their academic expertise,
incorporated community involvement and were targeted to making a difference in the
neighborhood. As could be expected, these faculty experienced the greatest levels of project
success. Those academicians who couldn’t distinguish between fiel d-based research and action-
oriented scholarship and outreach experienced the mogt difficulty. Despite monthly meetings of our
team, written progress reports and overal team dialogue and communication, these professors did
not craft an approach to their projects which resulted in community change. The lesson learned
from this Situation is that academicians may need more than grant funds to engage in successful
action research and outreach. Smply underwriting this type of work will not guarantee effective
projects. Faculty, even senior faculty, may well need ingtruction in both process and concept in
order to move from traditiona scholarship to gpplied scholarship. While the will and the interest
may be there, afundamenta lack of understanding may impede results.

Consequently, ingtitutiona support emphasizing the merits and methods of action research needsto
be adopted in order to promote successful urban outreach projects.

Supporting and Rewarding the Work

Lesson 1: If outreach and applied scholar ship areto become integrally
woven intothefabric of university practice, institutional endor sement
must be unambiguous and support explicit.

Lesson 2: “Action research” and “scholarship” are not mutually
exclusive— outreach can becomean effectivevehiclefor expandingthe
knowledge baseand publishingjournal articleswhilealso contributing
to the public good.

Many of ASU’s COPC team members achieved significant success—success which would not
have been redized without the HUD grant. The fact remains that despite the attention being paid by
univergties nationwide to community service, faculty are hard pressed to engage in these types of
endeavors without gppropriate rewards or compensation. The dilemmais doubly difficult for
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academiciansinterested in gpplied scholarship because not only are there few avenues for
compensating this type of work, but university promotion and tenure guidelines are rarely
promulgated to reward it. The result is a dampening effect on the willingness of faculty, particularly
junior faculty, to undertake what is considered to be non-traditiona forms of scholarship. The
“publish or perigh” plight permeates dl aspects of decision making when afaculty member
deliberates an opportunity for outreach scholarship.

In the case of the ASU COPC, two important lessons were learned in this regard. Firdt, faculty
increasingly are interested in exploring the world of outreach scholarship as emphasis accelerates on
the need for universties to become responsive to local communities; and, second, knowledgeable
scholars had little difficulty developing journd articles from their COPC work—the key was
understanding the definition of “action research.” Severd of our scholars found they could conduct
research that would be both “ publishable” as well as relevant to loca community need.

Consequently, ASU had little trouble assembling a COPC team and was able to achieve outreach
success reldive to neighborhood change, community empowerment and academic outcomes. But
the “staying power” of this project isintringcaly tied to reward Structures that may or may not bein
place. Specificaly, in the absence of continued HUD or other outside funding, it will be virtualy
impossible to sustain or expand our team. Whether it’s research or outreach, traditional or applied,
faculty require resources to support their scholarship. While severa ASU COPC participants have,
in fact, developed new contracts that will alow them to extend or expand upon their COPC work,
they will be doing s0 asindividua faculty members, not as part of the COPC team. On the one
hand, this points to the success of COPC work; on the other hand, the absence of mgjor new
funding inhibits us from attracting new and different faculty into the practice of action research and
goplied schalarship. It dso limits our ability to replicate the full COPC effort in other Phoenix
neighborhoods.

Equally important is the fact that even with underwriting in place, tenure concerns can make it
difficult to entice faculty to undertake outreach activities. As previoudy cited, promotion and tenure
practices oftenr hetorically promote such work but do not, in redlity, reward it. As aresult, many
faculty shy away from outreach because they do not see how it contributes to career advancemen.
Unless faculty can become more enlightened—and confidant—about the prospects of trandating
outreach work into publishable materid, it will be difficult to increase its practice. Highlighting this
point, one member of the ASU COPC team who is a tenured, former department chair, often
remarked in response to the praise she recelved for her action research, “1’d never do anything |
couldn’t turn into a publication.”

These issues point to acommon thread, that is, if outreach and applied scholarship are to be
consdered integrd to the fabric of the universty, administration must find ways to specificaly and
unambiguoudy convey its support for such work. Indtitutiona endorsement for such activities must
be clearly stated and implemented. From the COPC experience, this could be achieved by
including in promotion and tenure documents explicit language outlining expectations for both the
performance and the reward of outreach and gpplied scholarship activities. Another option would
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be to create indtitutiond support mechanisms to simulate this type of work. Examples might include
sponsoring internd grant competitions for academicians, funding faculty participation in service-
oriented workshops, or establishing mentoring programs for junior faculty that are headed by
tenured professors who have successfully engaged in outreach activities. By taking overt steps such
as these to address the barriers to outreach, univergties can demondrate their commitment to
weaving thisimportant dimension into their missons. Further, by darifying and defining outreech as
aform of scholarship, they will, in effect, be endorsing such work throughout the Academy.

Collaboration and Partnership Building

Collaboration and partnership building has characterized the ASU COPC since itsinception. Like
S0 many other aspects of a project this sSze, some efforts were more successful than others, but
overdl, sgnificant progress was achieved in solidifying ties among community, city and university
partners. Neverthdess, in dl of these categories, developing working relationships was not an easy
task. Building trust proved to be a paingaking effort every step of the way. In the process, lessons
were learned in avariety of aress.

Intra-University Collaboration

Lesson: Because collaboration across program areas is difficult to
achieve, comprehensive, multi disciplinary urban outreach effortsare
best supported by institutional structures (e.g., designated centers)
created specifically for that purpose.

To some degree, the ASU COPC experienced its most frudirating deficienciesin partnership
building in thisarena. The HUD COPC mandate included a directive to deploy comprehensive,
multi disciplinary assistance to a neighborhood in need. In the case of the ASU COPC, this resulted
in the formation of a 19 member faculty and staff team representing eight different departmenta
units. In most cases, these were individuals who had never worked together before, and in severa
ingtances, had never even met. Collaborating over the course of atwo-year effort was a chalenge.
In most instances, our team rose to the occasion. Key linkages that took place among faculty
membersincluded:

C  COPC professors from different disciplines shared data, collaborated on research and jointly
authored publications;

C  dthough administered by School of Public Affars faculty, each Rio Vista community
workshop featured a different team member as afacilitator for the mesting;

C  the Chavez Schoal tutoring program was successfully administered under the joint purview of
the Office of Student Life and the Office of Undergraduate Services,
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C  over the course of the project, three professors requested to join COPC activity and have
their sudents interface with community residents as part of studio class assgnments;

C  ASU student volunteers who participated in the Rio Vista service projects represented a
broad spectrum of student life on campus; and,

C the COPC monthly staff meetings were well-attended throughout the life of the project, and
continualy emphasized interna communications, collaboration and the identification of areas of
synergy to encourage integration among discrete COPC activities.

It wasin this last areathat success was mogt difficult to achieve. Within each of the three
“themétic” areas of project activity (i.e., economic development and employment, community
organizing and planning, and youth and education), collaboration was often easiest. Related subject
matters made for commondlities that were easy to identify and pursue. Faculty could readily
conceptudize the “fit” between their work and that of their colleague s within atheme. The result
was severa instances in which team members co-authored papers, shared research, and jointly
attended and/or presented at community meetings. On the other hand, it was difficult to induce
collaboration acr 0ss project activity areas or themes. Although aress of synergy were identified,
the gulf between disciplines gppeared too grest at times to induce collaboration. For example, while
one activity attempted to address a broad set of community development issues, it failed to draw
upon the expertise of the economic development and employment faculty involved in the COPC
project. As aresult, one of the most important issues facing the community, poverty and
unemployment, went largely ignored during akey outreach activity despite the concurrent COPC
activity that was taking place in that subject area.

Further, as might seem obvious in retrogpect, managing a 19 member faculty team was a
challenging endeavor. Nevertheless, ASU’ s interpretation of the COPC NOFA's requirement for a
multi disciplinary, comprehensive agpproach resulted in the assemblage of this* octopus-like”
formation. In large part, this was necessitated by the fact that the university had no infrastructure for
multi disciplinary urban planning or studies with its own staff. As aresult, responding to the COPC
grant meant putting together a new team specificaly for that purpose. It aso meant putting together
ateam that had few previous working relaionships. By the end of the two year grant period, many
individua interactions had worn thin, and with their goas accomplished, faculty were relieved to
return to their solo research and teaching endeavors.

While this did not impede our god achievement during the course of the grant, it does speek to the
types of COPC organizational models that are best suited for long-term sustainability. While
universities can adopt certain reward structures to encourage faculty to undertake outreach
activitiesin the firgt place, promoting compr ehensive outreach projects may wel require
indtitutiona structures that are designed for accomplishing that very specific purpose. Such a
scenario would provide for staff specificaly hired and trained to engage in collaborative, multi
disciplinary efforts with the mandate and the where-with-dl to function long-term, not just over the
life gpan of one grant. It would aso sgnd to the community-at-large thet the university has a
gpecific commitment to outreach assstance.
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COPC and Community Partnering

Lesson 1: Sweat equity can “buy” legitimacy for university outsiders
seeking to establish trust among neighborhood residents.

Lesson 2: Citizen participation and empower ment can be achieved by
approaching problem mitigationin astep-wisemanner ,i.e.,tacklingthe
easiest issues first, then building upon problem resolution skills
developed to addr ess subsequent—and mor e difficult—concer ns.

The ASU COPC experienced its greatest partnering success in this arena. What is most striking
about thisis the fact that building community trust was very difficult. Earlier sections of this report
recount the various examples of university-community partnering that resulted in specific gains for
both the Rio Vista neighborhood and the larger COPC focus area. This section will examine,
instead, the elements that contributed to these achievements.

Prior to COPC, ASU had no ties or connections with the Rio Vista community, a barrio suffering
from serious infrastructure deficiencies, high concentrations of poverty, and amagnet for Mexican
nationas newly arrived in this country. But Rio Vigais dso one of Phoenix’ oldest resdentia aress,
home to multiple generations of long-standing residents who have watched their community dip into
serious decline. The recent remoddling of the local eementary school, aong with the naming of a
new principa committed to creating a“community school,” provided awindow of opportunity for
the COPC team to help residents make a difference in the neighborhood. But introductions needed
to be made, and relationships formed, before the work could begin.

These sengitive firgt steps were perhaps the most significant in building the partnership that emerged
between ASU and the Rio Vista community. Project leaders with expertise in community organizing
and planning met individudly with the César Chavez School Principd Michad Riveraand PTSO
Presdent Victoria Ramirez to acquaint them with the COPC concept and to discuss how it might
fit, asswdl as assigt, with the community school philosophy being adopted. These sessons
accomplished two gods: they dlowed the potentia partners to get acquainted and determine
whether there was a match regarding persondity, gpproach and outlook; and, more intangibly, they
provided the opportunity for the partnersto “test” each other regarding commitment to the task at
hand. This latter point was probably the most important because it ultimately determined whether
these community leaders felt they could trust the university to come into their neighborhood and be
sincere about pursuing empowerment strategies. While the Rio Vista areawas long on need and
short on resources, there was little interest in participating in “one more university research project
that was going to St on ashelf.”

In retrospect, these meetings aso added another critical dimension to project dynamics. That is,

they put the community in the driver’s seat, so to peak, in terms of deciding whether COPC should
be invited into the Rio Vistaarea. The benefits of thiswere multiple: firt, it meant that respected
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community leaders would be brokering the introduction of COPC into the neighborhood, thus
easing loca acceptance of univerdty “outsders;” second, it provided COPC with initia loca
leadership; and, third, it helped the project start out on afast-track because having bought into it,
these community leaders now had a vested interest in helping COPC succeed.

This“partnership” between community leaders and project principas smoothed the way for
COPC' s entry into the neighborhood. Nevertheless, a strategy <till was needed to engender the
community participation sought by COPC. In order to achieve outreach godlss, relationships would
have to extend far beyond community leaders, alone. The university needed neighborhood-wide
buy-in order to succeed. To achieve that objective, the ASU COPC deployed atwo-tiered
gpproach that was designed to engender trust among Rio Vistaresdents, and thereby encourage
participation in community outreach activities.

A key dlement of the approach was that of a concept coined by ASU as “trading sweset equity for
legitimacy.” The concept was borne from the fact that despite the neighborhood' sinitid enthusasm
for COPC, a partnership could only be sustained if residents felt they could trust the sincerity and
commitment of these academics who had newly arrived on the scene. Consequently, through the
neighborhood needs assessment process that ASU was facilitating, it was proposed that a
community clean-up be scheduled. Faculty worked with asmall group of resdentsto plan the
activity, secure supplies and equipment, and coordinate food and beverage donations. Equally
important, on the day of the event, most of the COPC faculty team, dong with 50 ASU students,
literaly rolled up their deeves and asssted Rio Vidaresdents in hauling trash, cleaning dleys and
planting new landscaping. At the day’s end, al participants celebrated in the mutud satisfaction of a
job well done. Residents appreciated the faculty’ s willingness to trade the ivory tower for urban
redity. Thisinvestment of “sweat equity” paid off in terms of reassuring resdents that faculty were
here to make a difference—not just to use residents as subjectsin aresearch project. The bond of
trust was solidified when shortly thereafter, COPC staff participated in yet another clean-up, a
school rummage sae and a dedication ceremony.

Simultaneous to the sweat equity strategy was a* building block” approach to community
involvement. Given that Rio Vigta had neither ardationship with ASU nor aforma community
organization, COPC’ s task to engender citizen participation and empowerment was enormous. The
decison was made to induce the community development processin a step-wise gpproach, i.e., by
initiating a community-based needs identification and prioritization analyss, and then “tackling”
problems raised. By concentrating first on some of the easier problems to solve, COPC hoped to
sugtain participation through the empowerment generated by successful problem resolution. The
god was to build upon success, moving from one issue to the next, as each became mitigated. The
hope was that as the problems became more difficult to impact, the residents would have become
more skilled in the resolution process. Throughout, COPC' s job was to facilitate citizen efforts
through technica assstance and resource leveraging.

By implementing this tandem process, i .e., building trust while brokering discernible community
improvements, the ASU COPC was able to foster a collaborative relaionship with Rio Viga
residents that resulted in neighborhood change and empowerment. Over the two-year course of
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COPC, severd lessons became evident—residents wanted to participate, and they were capable
of bringing about change, but they needed technica assistance in order to succeed. COPC'srole
was to serve as the midwife, enabling residents to achieve these gods.

COPC and the City of Phoenix

Lesson: Because City support—or lack thereof—can significantly
impact the success of a COPC, it isimportant to identify expectations
and establish trust early on, and maintain information exchange
throughout thelife of the project.

The ASU COPC was conceived as athree-way partnership involving the university, the community
and the city. Asa principa repository of resources and provider of services—both fiscal and
physical—it made sense for the city to be included as a partner. While our COPC relationship
concluded on a positive note, it traversed sormy waters before reaching an equilibrium.

As early asthe NOFA writing stage, ASU included city gtaff in its grant preparation activities.
Specificdly, gaff were invited to a brainstorming session regarding community needs and possible
responses; the planning director contributed both statistics and indghts concerning neighborhood
digtress; and, the assstant city manager not only signed a letter of support, but authorized
ubgtantial personnel commitment to project activity.

However, differences between the City and the COPC began to surface when COPC wanted to
work with the City to explore criteriafor selecting a community to be the grestest focus of COPC
outreach. Although cordid in nature, the discussion never progressed to meaningful diaogue. Early
on, city officids made it clear they had one neighborhood in mind, even though it did not mest the
criteriathe university had identified as being important. As aresult, when ASU decided to target its
COPC efforts to an area that was not the City’ s preference, it was difficult to engage city staff in
project activity—despite the personnel commitments that had been made.

Nevertheless, ASU proceeded with its COPC plan, and initid successes quickly captured the
attention of city staff. Soon after the COPC-facilitated needs assessment workshop was concluded
(in which over 90 Rio Vigta resdents participated), city leaders requested a meeting with COPC's
lead faculty. They were straight forward and direct in their message—COPC was making them
nervous. Heretofore, Rio Vista had been a community the city had not provided much service to,
and now they feared having to respond to risng expectations that COPC might create. The city
officials then asked COPC to adopt a different agenda and refocus its outreach elsewhere.

COPC' s response was that, in large part, Rio Vista had been sdlected because of the very fact that
S0 few city services historically had been provided. At the conclusion of the meseting between
COPC and the City, the third leg of the COPC partnership was clearly in jeopardy. Faculty
concerns abounded. The city was key to any implementation Strategies needed to improve
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conditionsin the Rio Vigta neighborhood. Rising expectations not withstanding, would it be a
disservice to the community to engage in an empowerment strategy knowing the possibilities for
securing public improvements were limited?

For the next severd weeks, ASU and Rio Vigta continued to build relationships and pursue
participation Strategies. The city’ s presence was conspicuoudy absent. At the same time, however,
Phoenix was busy gearing up for its Enterprise Community (EC) grant implementation. Given that
Rio Vigawasin the heart of the EC target area, the city began to perceive the benefits that could
accrue by collaborating with COPC. As aresult, various partnering overtures were made and
agreed to, and the partnership as originaly intended was back on track.

What ensued was the establishment of severa vehicles for collaboration and information exchange
that became routingly utilized. For example, it was agreed that the City neighborhood specidist
assigned to the EC would regularly attend COPC-sponsored community meetings and events, and
ass g in the empowerment development process. Further, appropriate city staff would contribute to
COPC Advisory Committee meetings. In turn, the COPC coordinator would participate in city EC
staff meetings and Advisory Committee proceedings, where project progress reports would aso be
delivered. In addition, severd COPC faculty became standing members of two EC subcommittees
relating to job linkages and neighborhood revitdization. By thus connecting EC efforts and COPC
activity, ASU and the City of Phoenix developed an effective partnership that resulted in
collaboration, communication and mutual assstance.

While the partnering experience between ASU and the City of Phoenix ultimately succeeded,
severd lessons were learned in the process. For one, the disparate cultures of the university and the
bureaucracy at times made for communication gaps. There were ingances when city staff ressted
input from faculty because they fdlt it would be too “academic,” and on the other hand, there were
times when the faculty approach to research yielded information that was too broad to be helpful to
gpecific program need. Another conflict arose in the perceived relationship between the City and
COPC. On thewhole, the City expressed its appreciation for the multi disciplinary nature of
COPC, citing the fact that it could never afford to hire consultants who could bring that much depth
to one neighborhood' s problems. On the other hand, the temptation to treet faculty asif they were
hired consultants, rather than independent agents, caused some friction between city staff and
professors.

The mogt Sgnificant lesson the university learned, however, was that a good working relaionship
required amutua level of trust, much like the dynamics required for neighborhood partnering. Once
the City was confident ASU had both the insght and the ability to work effectively with community
resdents—and not at odds with the City’ s own neighborhood improvement agenda—a
collaborative dliance developed. Staff followed through on commitments, supported and assisted
important community events, and were vocal in their praise of COPC outreach activities. Perhaps
the ASU COPC initidly experienced difficulties with the city because its track record was
unproven, and there had been no previous urban outreach relationship to build upon. Nevertheess,
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the city’ s early response to COPC caused the university team to be introspective about the extent
to which its public partner could be relied upon for support and involvement.

Engendering Neighborhood Empower ment—University Strengths and Weaknesses

Univerdgties today assume many roles and respongbilities. While indtitutions of higher education
generdly exigt to generate, tranamit, apply and preserve knowledge, increasingly, they are caled
upon to do these things for the direct benefit of externd audiences. In so doing, they are engaging in
university outreach. Although such outreach is rooted in scholarship, for many, it is a deviaion from
academia straditiond mission. From this point of view, the COPC mandate to empower loca
residents with leadership and community development skills is a sgnificant stretch from the primary
role of higher education—and from what universities do bes, i .e., teaching and research.
Consequently, it is legitimate to question a university’s ability to succeed in this endeavor.

From the ASU COPC perspective, thereis little doubt that success was achieved, but the
experience was uneven for various team members, the concept of empowerment was not
universaly understood, and comfort levels for this type of work varied among faculty. As aresult,
the key lessons learned included:

Faculty Are Not Community
Organizers

Given the 19-member group that composed the ASU COPC team, the range of expertise was
considerable, but for mogt, urban neighborhood outreach was a new venture. Some faculty quickly
perceived their roles as transmitters of knowledge, helping residents to better understand and
address neighborhood problems. Others struggled, never quite making the connection as to how
their expertise or research could empower residents with the skills needed to improve their
community. On balance, most COPC faculty succeeded in applying their expertise to some form of
empowerment activity, but the role was clearly out of the mainstream and required guidance from
the more experienced practitioners of applied research and outreach. Any concerted effort to
induce faculty out of the classroom and into the community should be preceded by mentoring or
ingruction in techniques to achieve the desired outreach godls.

Empowerment |Is Labor
Intensive

In order to achieve success, the ASU COPC effort required a commitment beyond the range of a
typicd research invedtigation. In large part, this was due both to the nature of the outreach, as well
asthemulti disciplinary composition of the team. As aresult, faculty were required to spend
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condderable time in the community, facilitating or Smply atending meetings, participating in clean-
ups and fiestas, and performing field-based research. The time demands were compounded by the
fact that the Rio Vigta neighborhood is a 22 mile round trip drive from the university, and many
community events were held in the evening. This geographicad “hurdle’ required an intense
commitment from faculty participants. Unlike many urban universities whose partnering
neighborhoods are located nearby—in some cases even adjacent to campus, e.g., Yde—the
ASU/Rio Vida collaboration involved alengthy commute each time a community event was held or
an outreach endeavor undertaken. There was no such thing as a quick drop-into visit aste or tak
with aresident. Further time demands emanated from the COPC team meetings convened monthly
to review issues and encourage integration among project activities. All of thiswork, of course,
took place in addition to the teaching and other research and service commitments aready held by
faculty. Consequently, COPC required a significant investment of time and energy outside the
confines of the univerdity in order to achieve its empowerment gods. In retrospect, it is not clear
that the time demands could have been lessened and the gods dtill attained. The lesson learned,
then, is sobering as it rdates to future multi disciplinary community/ universty partnerships—success
requires significant commitments of time, aswell as participation in non-traditiona academic
activities. Resdents seek reassurance that faculty interest isred beyond research and andyss, and
as such, the “give and take’ requires academics to demonstrate their willingness to become
involved in the dynamics of the neighborhood. This may well dicit a negetive reaction from some
faculty who fed that if Sweat equity is needed to insure community buy-in, then they would rather
be counted out. As one professor stated, “If action research means doing more rummage saleson a
Saturday morning, | just don’t know...”

Concentrate on What Universities Do
Best

Despite the obstacles cited, universties have red strengths that can influence empowerment
objectives and community development gods. Foremost among them is the ability to provide
technical assistance and expertise in an array of disciplines, thus providing residents with arange of
resources that can be brought to bear on problemsin their neighborhoods. Assembling a multi
disciplinary team of university experts, as mandated by COPC, has the potentid for unleashing
innovative, comprehensive approaches to urban problem-solving. It can aso bring an objective
direction and a steadying influence to community capacity building. As neutra conveners of urban
improvement efforts, faculty are in unique positions to remain above the conflicts that mark local
palitics and neighborhood control issues. Ladtly, universities can provide the energy and vigor of
Sudent involvement. It's not just the number of students that can be turned out to staff a community
service event that isimportant, but aso the spirit and idedlism they bring to an effort. Their positive
attitudes contribute a spark that isinfectious, Soreading a sense of promise amid the distress that
brands inner-city neighborhoods. In addition, participating in urban service projects can have an
important impact on the persond growth, civic vaues and leadership development of these young
adults. Student volunteerism was one of the halmarks of the ASU COPC. Whether it was tutoring
loca dementary school children at-risk of failing or hauling garbage out of dleyways, ASU students
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contributed a freshness of purpose to the COPC effort and to the revitdization of the Rio Vigta
neighborhood.



VII. POTENTIAL FOR EXPANDING AND REPLICATING THE COPC MODEL

Any discussion of expanding or replicating the ASU COPC modd must consider two key
questions. Isit worth replicating, and if S0, what will be required to sustain it?

Did COPC Succeed?

Ultimately, university/community partnerships will succeed or fall a the locd leve. Evduaions and
benchmarking not withstanding, loca residents, not federa authorities, academics or city officids,
will determine project vaue and relevance. In the case of the ASU COPC, community feedback
has been largely positive. Principd indicators have included:

I Continued attendance and involvement in neighborhood workshops and Block Watch
activities,

I Emergence of community leeders willing and able to sustain community participation in Rio

Vida

Indtitutiondization efforts surfacing as COPC activity nearsits conclusion;

Outpouring of neighborhood participation in COPC culminating event;

Requests from additiona neighborhood groups for COPC-like assistance from the university;

Written and verba confirmations of support from City of Phoenix staff and eected officids,

and

I Recognition expressed by both COPC and EC Advisory Committee members of an effort that
has resulted in multiple improvements to the physical and socid fabric of the Rio Vida
community.

On balance, the ASU COPC has proven its value to the neighborhood it sought to serve, and its
success has been recognized and publicly acknowledged by both dected officia's and community
leaders. Sentiment isfairly uniform that ASU would be welcome to expand its partnering
capabilities to other areas of the city. The earlier barriers and hesitancy displayed by city staff and
some community representatives have dissipated, displaced by a generd sense of approva
regarding COPC accomplishments. Even without aforma evauation in place, the progress
experienced by the Rio Vigta neighborhood is evident. New sreet lights illuminate the area; Block
Watch signs and posters convey a sense of community unity; the ASU-sponsored tutoring program
isfilled to capacity; the Chavez School hosts well-attended, weekly adult education classes;
periodic clean-ups have improved the loca€ s physical gppearance; and, the new Community Care
Center will provide a permanent meeting place for Rio Vidaresdents These tangible
improvements can be linked directly to ASU’s efforts, and have resulted in widespread recognition
of asuccessful community partnering endeavor. Requests for like-assstance in additiona
neighborhoods have been registered.

Requirements for Expansion
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Asareault, it appears that the ASU COPC mode has passed the most important te<t, i.e., it has
been deemed successful by its community partners, and replication has been requested by other
neighborhood leaders. But requesting ASU outreach assistance, and actudly having it delivered, are
not inherent corollaries. Given the lessons learned from the COPC experience, sustaining a
successful multi disciplinary university/community partnership will require certain dementsto bein
place, specificdly, an appropriate organizationd framework; the “right” mix of faculty expertise and
outreach cgpability; university support and recognition, both financid and ingtitutiona; community
trust; and, individua faculty commitment to the practice of gpplied scholarship.

Thisisatdl order. The ASU COPC succeeded because it had the financid backing of the HUD
grant; it largely involved tenured faculty who could “take achance’ on devoting time to outreach
activities; it proceeded cautioudy and deliberately in its overtures to the community; it had afull time
coordinator to oversee the wide range of activity undertaken; and, it had the benefit of being
adminigtered by the Morrison Inditute for Public Policy, amulti disciplinary unit with extensve
project management experience and a strong reputation in both the community and the university.
Replicating the COPC experience would require most of these attributes to bein place.
Enhancing the COPC experience would require that these elements, as well asthe other lessons
learned, be addressed. As aresult, there are inherent, minimum criteria that must be in place for a
COPC effort to succeed. In the absence of those variables, it is unlikely that the full potentia of a
university/community outreach partnership will be redlized. More importantly, it would be unlikely
for faculty to commit to amulti disciplinary applied effort without them.

| nstitutionalization

HUD’s Community Outreach Partnership Center program represents a catdyst for harnessing the
vast resources higher education can bring to bear on behdf of low-income communities and
neighborhoods in distress. But like so many other federal programs whose histories have been short
lived because of resource vagaries, COPC risks losing its effectiveness because of the “ one-shot”
nature of its funding. Coupled with the ambivaent response most universities harbor towards the
support of gpplied scholarship, the longevity of COPC-like activity at campuses nationwideis
suspect. How, then, can comprehensive outreach projects be maintained and sustained as a
university priority? The answer appearsto liein the notion of inditutionaization.

By inditutiondization it is meant the continuation of COPC-type programs through access to secure
and steady funding, coupled with recognition and support by university adminigtration. This two-
fold approach to inditutionalization requires action—and commitment—at both the federal and
campus levels. On the one hand, universties must initiate visble, clearly defined policies that
acknowledge the value of outreach, or faculty will be reluctant to embrace such endeavors. On the
other hand, without a reliable funding stream to underwrite such activity, there will belittle for
university administrators to recognize and reward.

Thisis not to say that the entire inditutiondization fiscal burden must be carried by the federd
government. The private and non-profit sectors have important roles to play, asdo locd civic
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leaders and potentid neighborhood partners. Community well-being is both a concern and a
responsibility of society at-large and as such, university outreach partnerships should be encouraged
and supported by multiple stakeholders. Nevertheless, having advanced the concept of university
engagement in urban issues by creating COPCs, it islogical to assume that the federal government
(principdly, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development) would maintain itsrole as
the stimulus for funding these kinds of efforts.

Of course, indtitutiondization of COPC-type activity at any level can only occur if program gods
are met and academic vaue is evident. The am is to generate satisfied communities and
professondly fulfilled faculty. Theredity is COPCs—ASU’s and others—are rdatively new and
largdy unproven. While they gppear to hold promise as an effective vehicle for encouraging
university participation in addressing local urban problems, it may be premature to indtitutiondize
commitments to sustain and expand them. More timeis needed for existing COPCs to establish
their merit in order to build the case for long-term indtitutiondization. Alternatively, without ongoing
fiscd and administrative support, faculty will be hard pressed to contribute their efforts to multi
disciplinary community partnerships. If that isthe case, it will be difficult to build the track record
needed to solicit fixed support for such endeavors. Consequently, it may well be incumbent for
universities and HUD to seek amiddle ground that provides sustenance for COPCs beyond the
current three year limit. Such assistance would dlow universities to refine, expand and/or replicate
their outreach activities, thereby further solidifying support for inditutionaizing COPC-type
activities. In the process, both the university and the community would benefit from the increased
partnering activity undertaken.
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ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY
COPC PARTNERS



Arizona State Univer sity
COPC Faculty Partners

Ms. Lori Baer, Busness Manager

Morrison Inditute for Public Policy

Arizona State Universty
PO Box 874405
Tempe, AZ 85287-4405
602/965-4525

Dr. Gay Brack, Associate Director
Undergraduate Academic Services

Arizona State Univerdty
PO Box 873801
Tempe, AZ 85287-3801
602/965-3097

Dr. Elizabeth Burns, Professor
Department of Geography
Arizona State University

PO Box 876306

Tempe, AZ 85287-6306
602/965-7533

Mr. Michad Doallin, Coordinator
Joint Urban Design Program
Arizona State Univerdty

PO Box 871905

Tempe, AZ 85287-1905
602/727-5146

Dr. Pat Gober, Professor
Department of Geography
Arizona State Universty
PO Box 870104

Tempe, AZ 85287-0104
602/965-8313

Dr. Andy Hall, Coordinator
Urban Studies Center
College of Public Programs
Arizona State Universty
PO Box 870803

Tempe, AZ 85287-0803

602/965-9216

Dr. John Hall, Professor
School of Public Affairs
Arizona State University
PO Box 870603
Tempe, AZ 85287-0603
602/965-4146

Dr. Tom Rex, Research Manager
Center for Business Research
Arizona State University

PO Box 874406

Tempe, AZ 85287-4406
602/965-3961

Dr. Roger Hutt, Associate Professor
ASU West School of Management
Arizona State University

PO Box 37100

Phoenix, AZ 85069-7100
602/543-6205

Dr. Pat Jones, Faculty Associate
School of Public Affairs
Arizona State University

PO Box 870603

Tempe, AZ 85287-0603
602/727-5195

Ms. Toby Kornreich, Coordinator
Community Outreach Partnership Center
Morrison Indtitute for Public Policy
Arizona State University

PO Box 874405

Tempe, AZ 85287-4405
602/965-4525

Dr. John Mclntosh, Coordinator
Joint Urban Design Program
Arizona State University



PO Box 871905 602/965-4525
Tempe, AZ 85287-1905
602/727-5146

Dr. Patricia Mclntosh, Associate Professor
School of Architecture

Arizona State University

PO Box 871605

Tempe, AZ 85287-1605

602/965-2730

Dr. Rob Mdnick, Director
Morrison Indtitute for Public Policy
Arizona State Universty

PO Box 874405

Tempe, AZ 85287-4405
602/965-4525

Ms Erin Murphy, Senior Program
Coordinator

Office of Student Life

Arizona State Universty

PO Box 870512

Tempe, AZ 85287-0512
602/965-9511

Dr. Robert Stout, Professor
Educationa Leadership/Policy Studies
Arizona State University

PO Box 872411

Tempe, AZ 85287-2411
602/965-7517

Terry Vdenzuela, M.D.
University Medica Center
Emergency Department
1501 N. Campbell Avenue
Tucson, AZ 85724
520/626-6312

Dr. Judy Vandegrift, Senior Andyst
Morrison Inditute for Public Policy
Arizona State University

PO Box 874405

Tempe, AZ 85287-4405



Ms. Mary Jo Waits, Assistant Director
Morrison Inditute for Public Policy
Arizona State University

PO Box 874405

Tempe, AZ 85287-4405
602/965-4525

Ms. Nancy Welch, Senior Policy Anayst
Morrison Indtitute for Public Policy
Arizona State Universty

PO Box 874405

Tempe, AZ 85287-4405

602/965-4525

Dr. Lou Weschler, Professor
School of Public Affars
Arizona State University

PO Box 870603

Tempe, AZ 85287-0603
602/965-7543



Arizona State Univer sity
COPC Community Partners

Community Advisory Committee* :

Mr. John Hart, Chair
Mr. Armando Gandarillo
Dr. ShellaHarris

Mr. Feix Moreno

Ms. Victoria Ramirez
Mr. George Y oung

Rio Vista Neighborhood Partners:

Dr. John Baracy, Roosevelt School
District Superintendent

Ms. Guada upe Baca, resident and
Chavez School staff

Mr. Pablo Curiel, César E. Chavez
Community School Principal

Mr. Joe Garcia, Chavez School staff
Ms. Barbara Ortega, Chavez School
Assistant Principal

Ms. Luz Rios, resident and community
organizer

Mr. Michad Rivera, former Chavez
School Principal

Ms. Victoria Ramirez, resident and PTSO
President

Ms. Mary Varda, resident and Block
Watch President

City of Phoenix Staff Partners:

Mr. Jacques Avent, Assistant City
Manager

Ms. Maryann Ustick, Director
Neighborhood Services Department
(NSD)

Ms. Gloria Hurtado, Assistant Director
Human Services Department

Ms. Carolyn Bristo, Community and
Economic Development Department
Mr. Raul Danids, Parks and Recreation
Ms. Kathy Flemons, Planning
Department

Ms. Jan Hatmaker, Planning Department
Sot. Mike Giammarino, Police
Department

Ms. Tammy Perkins, NSD

Mr. Bobby Ruiz, Deputy Chief, Fire
Department

The Honorable Cody Williams, City
Council Member

Ms. Karen Williams, NSD

Mr. Ed Zuercher, City Manager’s Office



* All advisory committee members are residents, business owners or professionals active in community
improvement efforts directed at Phoenix’ South Mountain and Central City Villages. They all also serve on
Phoenix’ Enterprise Community Steering Committee.



Appendix B

ASU COPC ARCHIVES

During the course of the two-year COPC effort, a plethora of documents,
memorabilia and photographs were generated chronicling the numerous
activities undertaken by this program. As aresult, ASU has compiled two
extengve notebooks of artifacts documenting COPC' shistory. Attached are
copies of the notebooks' tables of contentsindicating the breadth of materias
collected. Please contact the ASU COPC coordinator if moreinformationis
desired concerning any of the materials referenced.
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COPC PROJECT ASSESSMENT - City of Phoenix

The City of Phoenix and Arizona State University have a history of cooperation that existed
before the COPC project. COPC, however, has been key to cementing that relationship
and creating new possibilities for City staff as they think about ways to tap into the powerful
resource of ASU, its faculty and students.

One of the more important examples of institutional cooperation was the assistance
provided by ASU/Morrison Institute in the City's Empowerment Zone/Enterprise
Community application in 1994. The cooperation continues today on several projects,
including an Executive-on-Loan Program and the newly-formed Violence Prevention
Initiative.

POSITIVE INTERACTION

The award to Phoenix of the Enterprise Community grant created a natural forum for
institutional cooperation between COPC and the EC. In many ways, the two projects
became intertwined, with shared staff, citizen input and geography. This has been an
important leveraging opportunity: the Rio Vista community could access EC funds and
COPC expertise; the City could use the expertise of ASU faculty in pursuing important EC
employment goals and in helping organize a central city neighborhood; and ASU could
draw on EC-funded City staff resources in its COPC program areas.

The COPC project had a good foundation with its joint policy-making board with equal
representation from the University and the community that provided leadership to the
efforts. With senior faculty committed to the project and community representatives with
exemplary leadership abilities, the project started with a solid foundation and developed
to meet community needs. The COPC Advisory Subcommittee of the Enterprise
Community Oversight Committee kept both the City and the University grounded in the
needs of the community. It gave residents of the central city a connection to the ongoing
grant work of the University and gave faculty a connection to the needs and perceptions
of the central city.

A great success of the COPC efforts was to encourage the ASU faculty to develop
service-learning projects that offered students learning opportunities and community-
based service projects. Itis easy to live in the Valley of the Sun for years and never visit
some of the poorer, distressed neighborhoods of central Phoenix. Giving students the
opportunity to appreciate the diversity of the City, and to understand the strengths and
challenges that exist in older, central Phoenix neighborhoods, should not be
underestimated. This happened through hands-on cleanup as well as through professional
opportunities, such as the Joint Urban Design Studio Rio Vista Charrette which resulted
in design options for the new César Chavez Community Center. Another example is the
students taking ASU business courses, providing marketing and business operations
assistance to individual minority-owned firms in the Central City and South Mountain
planning villages. In addition, the Office of Student Life provided student volunteers to tutor
César Chavez elementary school children.




With community capacity-building as a primary goal of the COPC project, the faculty was
on target to provide specific resources to the César Chavez/Rio Vista community, such
as student volunteers to participate in neighborhood cleanups and community events.
Watching the growth of community involvement in the Rio Vista neighborhood was
impressive, and was largely due to the attention paid by the ASU faculty and students.
With this assistance in organizing the neighborhood, the City was able to leverage the time
and energy of ASU faculty and students with the time of the area'’s neighborhood specialist
to bring more attention to bear on the community than otherwise could have been
provided. The goal of the City is fair and equal access to services. The challenging task
is to help neighborhoods realize that they can have fair and equal access, and educating
them to take advantage of available services. The work of the ASU staff and students was
instrumental in bringing a new sense of hope and belonging to the neighborhood. The
assistance with obtaining City Block Watch Grant funds to make a way for emerging
leadership to begin to build a neighborhood association was a critical foundation to
successful community organization. The tangible benefits, such as tutoring and English
Language classes, for the residents of the community was a goal for the project from the
start. Now that the groundwork has been laid, the community will have the ability to
continue to seek fair and equal access to services, such as continued Block Watch grant
funding and Mid-Block Street Lighting.

In terms of a lasting impact, thejob linkage research from ASU Department of Geography
onwork patterns and commuting behavior of the South Mountain and Central City Village
residents and nearby employers laid a foundation for an important new job linkage model.
This research, matched with the City of Phoenix efforts with the Enterprise Community Job
Linkage Committee, will provide new attempts to connect local residents to quality jobs.
The work of ASU faculty and staff from the Morrison Institute was critical to the creation of
the Job Linkage plan. This plan to attack systemic unemployment is perceived to be the
most important legacy of the City's Enterprise Community Initiative. Morrison Institute staff
will be key players in the execution of the pilot programs and their assessments. Without
the assistance of ASU/Morrison Institute in this area, the City would have difficulty arriving
at this comprehensive Job Linkage pilot effort in such a timely manner.

WHAT MIGHT HAVE WORKED BETTER?

Organizational capacity-building is a long-term goal for residents and needs to continue
to be addressed. In hindsight, it would have been useful for the City and COPC to have
a dialogue about long term resources needed for the neighborhood before the project
started. The project could have strengthened the community organizing if the COPC
leaders and City leaders had taken more time to discuss workable solutions to community
problems and explored possible sources for funds needed to carry out such programs
before raising any unrealistic expectations with the residents.

One layer of City decision making that might have been better explored is the City's
Village Planning Committees. Although members of the South Mountain Village Planning
Committee were on the EC committee, the Central City Committee itself could have been



more involved. An expansion of the oversight committee to include more members of the
Central City could have been more beneficial.

Finally, this project re-emphasizes the need for clear, effective communication links.
These were established for the most part. The interaction among Morrison Institute staff
and City staff related to the Enterprise Community was outstanding. In some isolated
instances, communication breakdowns did cause some misunderstandings. This
happened on both the City's and ASU's part. However, the isolated examples were good
reminders along the way for City staff and ASU to remain diligent in continuing the
dialogue.

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS

We are encouraged by the next phase of COPC, which includes the University's continued
involvement in linking central City residents with available jobs, maintaining a tie to the Rio
Vista community and developing a greater financial and organizational commitment to the
community with their new Urban Fellows program. The favorable response by potential
Urban Fellows candidates is a tremendous success for the COPC project. This effort will
offer training and mentoring opportunities to community leaders which can only benefit the
city and its neighborhoods. It is hoped that the University can continue an institutional
commitment with the Urban Fellows program beyond one year.

Further, from the City's perspective, the value of community-based service-learning
projects has been demonstrated effectively. It also seems desirable to follow this up with
an institutional award system that rewards research that is community oriented. Finally,
itis hoped that the University can continue to have organizational capacity-building for the
Rio Vista/César Chavez Community as a primary goal and continue to build its link to the
neighborhood.

The COPC programs has provided the City, particularly in its Enterprise Community
Initiative, with invaluable partners and expertise. We believe that this is just a beginning
to exciting links between the academic world of research and reflection, and the workaday
world of neighborhoods and jobs. We look forward to continued opportunities to partner
with our colleagues at ASU to help make Phoenix a better place to live.

R tfull bmitted,
espegtfully submitte

Ed Zuerchér
Management Assistant
EC/COPC Liaison
February 26, 1997
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COPC Final Report
February 4, 1997

Submitted by:
Mr. Michael Rivera, Principal
César E. Chavez Community School
Phoenix, Arizona

César E. Chavez Community School, in partnership with Arizona State University's Morrison Indtitute,
entered into ajoint effort of support during the Fall of 1995. Through thisinnovativejoining of apublic
universty and a public eementary school, aremarkable undertaking aimed at the empowerment and
support of the Chavez community was conceived. Thiseffort, whilevery loca in nature, has potentidly
far reeching ramifications for public education in particular and for socid support services in generd.

The partnership, from its inception, was intended to facilitate and advance the community support
efforts of Chavez School. The vison of the schoal is one of a*“community center” serving the total
needs of the children by supporting the efforts of the staff, parents, and community at large. The
concept of “it takes an entire villageto rase achild’ issmilar in philosophy to the new direction of the
school.  With the support of the Morrison Ingtitute, the school staff was able to initiate regular
community meetings with parents and concerned citizens to discuss the needs and concerns of the
school and neighborhood.

The partnership was a great success for a number of reasons, not the least of whichwasthetrust that
beganto develop asloca res dents began to see tangible changes occurring on their sreetsand intheir
school. Keep in mind the fact that for many staff members and residents numerous bureaucratic
promises had failed to materidize. However, this partnership provided, in many instances, quick and
concrete evidence of school and community agencies working together to address “their” needs. A
key piece, sgnificant to the success experienced during the year | wasinvolved, concerned the strong
effort to obtain meaningful input from local resdents. Through the support and efforts of the Morrison
Ingtitute, Chavez School was able to conduct a number of community forums a which parents and
community members shared the most: pressing concerns and issues affecting their livesand community.
These forums resulted in alist of the most pressing issues the school and its partners would begin to
address. Numerous community events and meetings brought the parents and residents of the Chavez
neighborhood together in amanner that had not before occurred. Positive fedings and hope concerning
neighborhood issues began to develop.

The number of partnersinvolved with Chavez school during the 95/96 school year was phenomend,
to say the least. At the center of the effort was the Morrison Indtitute, facilitating the "Community
School' process and working to ensure ongoing progress and follow-up, thereby helping to cultivate
the trust between the community, the school, and the partners. If anything might have been improved



that firgt year, it would be the communication and coordination of efforts between and among the
numerous individuas working to support the school and community. At times, the amount of activity
and rapid change occurring was difficult to manage. More time to communicate and plan would have
possibly avoided some of the misunderstandings and conflicts among the agencies and individuas
involved.

The Chavez community realized an incredible number of support services, in part dueto the community
forums facilitated by COPC. It was at these forums that the community spoke and the school and
partnerslistened. These forumswere the vehicle that alowed the community to direct the* Community
School” concept. These meetings were integrd to the belief that Chavez School would serve as the
center of its neighborhood, responding not to perceived need, but to real need as expressed and
identified by the citizens themsdlves.

Without reservation, thistype of partnership should be encouraged, supported and held up asamodel
for dl schoals, urban, suburban and rurd. Changes in society, mounting pressures on families and
children and a need to have schools viewed as a community resource al point to the need for
collaborative partnerships such as this one!



E-Mail Communication from Lynn Timmons, City of Phoenix Grant’sCoordinator,
sent March 1997

H Toby - | wanted to respond to your invitation for
comments on COPC. From ny observation, the relationship
between the city and ASU i nproved and strengthened over
the 18 nonths of COPC. | know that the begi nning was
rocky, | think due to the subm ssion being done with a
m ni nrum of city input and ownership. (And ugly |oca
politics, which can always arise.) However, | think
Morrison did an excellent job of pulling a teamtogether
that actually nmade a contribution to the inner city and
its citizens. The job linkages effort will have sone
long-termeffect on how we do business. | also think
the Ri o Rancho Nei ghbor hood Assoc/ bl ock watch has COPC
to thank for its existence. The student vol unteer
program appeared to be anong the strongest conponents (|
sent sone information in case ASU wanted to continue it
t hrough applying for a Learn and Serve America grant).

There are still internal gaps within the Gty in terns
of regular comruni cation -- we struggled with
remenbering to copy you on internal EC E-mails; |'m not

sure we had the strongest communi cation with Council and
Gty Managenent as we m ght have.

I still think the | oaned executive program ought to be
better tied to COPC -- there are still too nmany “ad hoc”
rel ati onshi ps between the City and ASU that don’'t seem
to produce anything. | keep hearing about an inventory
of ASU City projects in progress -- but no one ever
seens to finish it and distribute it. | think the City
needs to nmake sone definable |Iong-termconmmtnment to
COPC (staff-wise or financially) to help carry it on
beyond the grant peri od.

Take this for whatever it’'s worth. | amanong the
bi ggest Morrison fans -- so | look forward to your
continuing to be involved in Gty prograns and pl anni ng.

Can you send ne sone information on the April COPC
conference? Are city staff invited as the COPC partner?
Does anyone bring their city partners with themto the
conf erences?

Thanks.

Lynn
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Community Outreach Partnership Center (COPC)
Faculty Report
Erin S. Murphy

Student Community Service

Over the past decade, there has been an increased awareness in the value of engaging college
studentsin community service. Studentswho serve bring valuable resourcesto their community, interms
of time, energy and ideas, and they gain valuable experience, in terms of understanding different aspects
of the community and processing information they learn from their classes. In 1995, Linda Sax and
Alexander Astin with the Higher Education Research Institute reported that students who engaged in
community service showed ahigher level of “commitment to participating in community action programs,
helping others in difficulty, participating in programs to clean up the environment, promoting racial
understanding, and developing a meaningful philosophy of life.” As more attention has been placed on
the benefits of student service, the process of engaging studentsin service has become more refined and
diversified.

Traditionaly, students have participated in community service outside of course work, unless
involved in an internship experience linked with service. Interest in co-curricular service continues to
grow, and it has been joined with an awareness of the importance of linking service with learning. This
awareness has evolved into a pedagogy called service-learning. Jacoby (1996) defines Service-learning
as “aform of experiential education in which students engage in activities that address human and
community needstogether with structured opportunitiesintentionally designed to promote student learning
and development. Reflection and reciprocity are key concepts of service learning.” Involving students
through co-curricular service and service learning classes was an important component in working with
the Rio Vista Community. Students served as tutors at the César Chavez Community school and as
leaders and participants in two community clean-up efforts. Their input, energy, and willingnessto learn
was an asset to building a bridge between the university and the community.

Task 1: Student Outreach: Tutoring

In the Fall 1995, the César E. Chavez Community School opened on the site of its predecessor,
the Rio Vistaeementary school. The school, grades K-8, had a student population of approximeately 620
students. With the new building, the Chavez administration introduced a new curriculum and a renewed
emphasis on community partnerships. With the selection of the Rio Vista Neighborhood as atarget for
the COPC program, the Chavez school wasalogical placement for the tutoring program and the Chavez
adminigration welcomed this outreach effort. Approximately 96% of the student population was
considered educationally at risk, and the school was eligible for Title | funding. Prior to the COPC
project, there had been no formal tutoring outreach by Arizona State University.

The Chavez administration identified three areas of need within their student population: a) the
need to improve proficiency in literacy and math for students not working at grade level; b) the need to
improve skillswith children for whom English was a second language; and c) the need to improve socia



skills manners, conversation and the ability to work well with others. Thetutoring outreach program was
attractive to the Chavez administration because it could address some of these areas of need. The
adminigtration also identified the need for positive role models and an increased awareness of higher
education. They envisioned the college students involved in the tutoring acting as mentors and role
models for the students.

Goals:

With the needs of the school identified, the goals of the student tutoring component were four-
fold: &) to improve the learning of children educationally at risk and meet the needs identified by the
Chavez administration; b) to educate ASU students on the issues thatimpact children and schoals; €) to
provide opportunities for crosscultural, multi-ethnic experiences and learning; and d) to engage suburban
university students in service to the inner-city community.

M ETHODSUSED TO ACHIEVE GOALS
Environment at the School

L ocatedin the heart of aprimarily Hispanic neighborhood in South-Central Phoenix, ninety-three
percent of the Chavez student population was Hispanic. Thelanguage proficiency of the students ranged
from monolingual Spanish to monolingua English. With the Title 1 funding, Chavez offered an after
school tutoring programand a homework club, offered two days aweek, generaly clustered in 2-4 week
sessions. Ninety-six percent of the student population was eligible for free or reduced lunch. With the
move into the new building and the adoption of a new name, the Chavez administration also adopted a
new instructiona environment. The administration introduced new programs, including a non-
graded/multi-age primary program, an integrated curriculum, and the use of whole language instruction
within abilingua/ bi literate context. In addition to the new curriculum, the building was wired for cable
and modem lines to each classroom. The administration also brought a new attitude towards discipline,
including the adoption of a dress code in the 1995-96 school year, and a uniform policy in the 1996-97
school year. There was an emphasis on parentd involvement with the school, including a “parents as
partners’ program which emphasized parents responsibility in the educational progress of their students,
Family night math and a new Parent Aide position, to employ parents as aides within the schoal.

Profile of the ASU Student Tutors

The ASU students involved in the tutoring program came from two specific service-learning
classes: English 102/484 and the Mentoring Corps. In English 102/484, afirst year composition course
combined with a three credit internship, students used their experiences as tutors to develop topics for
their English papers. Inthe Mentoring Corps, an upper-level course cross-listed between the departments
of Communication, Women's Studies and Multicultura Education, students learned how to mentor in a
cross-cultura setting while they served as tutors or as classroom assistants.  The tutors from English
102/484 were primarily second semester freshmen or first semester sophomores, while the Mentoring
Corps students were primarily upper-division students.

The English 102/484 and the Mentoring Corps students were combined to increase the number
of ASU students available to begin the Chavez project. The administrators of each of these courses had
experience in working with after-school tutoring programs through non-profit agencies. The English



102/484 had aunique program formeat, developed by Dr. Gay Brack, director of ASU's Service Learning
Project, which was used by both courses. This program utilized graduate interns, who were present at
the site when the tutoring wasin session to monitor and assist the tutors as they worked with the children.
This diminated the need for the school to assign an instructor to monitor the tutors and provided support
for the tutors as they grew through their experience.

The students from both coursestutored together Monday through Thursday from 2:00 p.m. - 4:00
p.m. in an after school program. The program was set up to allow each tutor to work one-on-one with
achild. The Chavez school had a staggered release time, with children in grades K-2 released at 2:00
p.m. and grades 3-8 released at 3:00 p.m. This enabled the tutors to work for one hour with a younger
child and then one hour with an older child. The first semester of the program, 15 ASU students were
placed at the site, and they worked with 30 Chavez students. In the second semester, 20 ASU students
worked with 40 Chavez students, and in the third semester 10 ASU students worked with 20 Chavez
students. In addition to the ASU studentsinvolved in the after school program, there were ASU students
involved as classroom assistants in the first and second semesters.

Training the ASU students for their role of tutor was a collaborative effort between the ASU
program administrators and the Chavez administration. The students were trained in the basics on
tutoring children through a consultant brought in by the English 102/484 Service Learning Program. This
training included a brief ook at child development theory, creative methods for teaching basic arithmetic
and A+B+Cs, and general tips on motivating children to learn. The Chavez administration oriented the
ASU students on the mission of the school, school procedure and guidelines, and their expectations of the
tutors. Training and assistance was aso provided by the graduate interns and the Chavez teachers
throughout the semester.

Profile of the Chavez Students

The Chavez students involved in the tutoring were selected by their teachers based on aptitude
test scores and grades and were placed in the program after permission was given by the parents. When
the program was filled to capacity, remaining eligible students were placed on awaiting list. All tutors
worked with the children on the basics: reading, writing and math; and bilingua tutors were placed with
the Spanish speaking children. Both the tutors and the teachers at the school recognized that the children
hadto bewilling to participate in the tutoring program. The teachers selected children who were atentive
in the classroom and not prone to discipline problems, and the tutors worked to make the tutoring
enjoyable by building time into each week to do something the child enjoyed. Thisranged from coloring
or having astory read, to looking through fashion magazines or playing basketball. These activities helped
the children develop their socia skills and created strong bonds between the child and the tutor.

Communication between the tutors and the teachers was crucia to the effectiveness of the
program and was establish through notes and meetings with the teacher. Asthe program devel oped, the
teachers were more willing to work with the tutors and occasionally visitedthe program offering advice
to the tutor or requesting that a child be added to the program. The administration, the teachers and the
parents reported improvements in the children's grades and attitudes towards school, when they
participatedin the tutoring program. Parents reported that their children felt more confident about school
and talked positively about their school work.

A small number of ASU students from the Mentoring Corps served as classroom assistants.
These students were placed with teachers who asked for assistance and their positions varied from



working with an entire class, to working with asmall group of children who needed help with a particular
topic. These students learned about the needs of individua children and about the complexity of the
issues in education, and were treated as partners in the classroom by the teachers. Each ASU student
reported high levels of satisfaction with the classroom assistant experience and provided valuable insight
to the students involved in the tutoring program.

Asthetutors devel oped relationships with the children, they becameinvested in their success and
expressed sadness at |eaving at the end of the semester. Both classes discussed theissue of closure, and
the ASU students were encouraged to be honest with the children about the end of each tutoring
semester. Some of the students retained contact with the children and some stayed at the school until
the end of the Chavez semester, which ended two weeks after the end of the ASU semester.

Lessons Learned

Consistency in the attendance of the children was one of the biggest challengesto the program.
There were severa factors affecting attendance. Because the program was after schooal, it was optional,
and it competed with the school's sports program and the Parks and Recreation program the city
introduced in the Spring 1996 semester. Some of the older children |eft the program because their parents
needed them at home to watch younger children, and some children just lost interest. The graduateintern
who managed the site worked with the teachers and administration of the school to combat the attrition.
The teachers suggested placing peer groups together, clusters of friends, so that children would attend
the tutoring together with their friends. Theintern also worked with the coachesto rel ease some children
from practice, dlowing them to attend tutoring on a half-time basis, thus alowing the child to be tutored,
while still giving them an opportunity to be involved in the sports program. When children Ieft the
program, they were replaced by a child on the waiting list. Around the fourth week of each semester,
a consistent base of students had been recruited and attendance problems were minimized.

Selecting alocation for the tutoring program was a chalenge and the location changed many
timesin thefirst two semesters. The program needed space to allow each tutor to work one-on-onewith
a child, and yet be in contact with the graduate intern. Tables and chairs or moveable desks were
preferred over chairsalone. Space was a so needed to maintain a productive noise level as each tutoring
pair worked on different activities. There were very few areas in the school whichalowed the type of
interaction the tutors needed while maintaining a productive classroom atmosphere. Many of the larger
areas in the school served other functions when classes were released. The library was used for staff
and community meetings, the cafeteria doubled as the gym and was used for the sports program. The
music and band rooms were used for a while, but they were not set up with desks and created a
distracting atmosphere. One of the third grade teachers offered the use of his classroom, and by thethird
semester the program had settled into two classrooms in the same hall, keeping the location consistent
and the noise and activity levels manageable.

One unforeseen issue was brought about by the change in the dress code. The Chavez
administration, along with the Parent, Teacher, Student Organization (PTSO), implemented a stricter
dress code in the Fall 1995 semester, to ease into a uniform policy in the 1996 -97 year. Many of the
schools in the Phoenix area were grappling with the issue of mandatory uniforms, for reasons of safety,
discipline and cost. This issue affected the tutoring program in two ways. Children who violated the
dress code were subject to warning and then to expulsion, affecting some of thetutoring pairs. A request
was made to keep these children in an in-school suspension program, rather than removing them from
school, alowing a child aready educationally at risk the benefit of consistent school attendance and



tutoring. The second way the dress code affected the program was by raising the question of the tutors
dress. The tutors were asked not to wear jeans, jean shorts, tee-shirts with logos, deevelesstops, halter
tops, miniskirts, Tevas or thongs or anything too revealing. Although the tutorswere given an explanation
about the stricter dress code, and many of them supported the school in this move, some students found
it hard to comply three days aweek, citing expense aconsideration since most of the students wore jeans
or jean shortsto classon aregular basis. After some negotiation, the Chavez administration relaxed their
stance on jeans and jean shorts, and the students were advised to dress as role models for the children
at the school.

In addition to the logistical issues, the tutoring program was one of many new programs
introduced to the school in the 1995-96 academic year, and it had to compete for the attention of an
adminisgtration and staff that had many new priorities. 1t wasthefirst timethe Chavez school had worked
with ASU students in a formal outreach program and it was introduced on a very tight timeline. The
tutoring began only three weeks after the first meeting between the Chavez administration and the English
102/484 and Mentoring Corps administrators. Although the program was designed to require minimal
time from the school staff and administration, they still needed to recommend children for the program,
provide an orientation for the tutors and send permission dlips out to the parents. Once the program was
up and running, the benefits became more apparent. Improvements were made in the communication
links between the tutors and the teachers, giving the teachers the ability to talk directly with the tutors
about the needs of the children. This not only benefitted the children being tutored but also served as a
learning opportunity for the ASU students.

PLACE AND PROCESS
Recommendations for University-sponsored tutoring programs

Reciprocity and reflection distinguish service-learning from other forms of experientia education.
Reciprocity ensures that the university and community partners connect as both teachers and learners,
that each has something to offer and gain from the partnership. Reflection alows for the processing of
the lessons learned through the act of serving in the context of the course material. Reflection can
involve al entities involved in the service learning collaboration: the university administration, the site
coordinators, the students, even those being served.

Reciprocity

Most service-learning initiatives engage many partnerswho share an investment in the outcomes
of the program. The Chavez Tutoring program was no exception. Primary partnersinvolved in shaping
the program included the Chavez administration and teachers, the ASU program administrators, the ASU
students, the Chavez students and their parents. The Chavez Administration was able to outline its
interests and needs in an after school tutoring program: a program that would assst its students
educationally and socially without increasing the workload of its staff. The Chavez administration was
aso very interested in providing role models for its students, to give the students aview of life at ASU
and to have the students engage in conversations about career goals, socia life and academic preparation.
The ASU administrators were interested in providing a service to the community while creating an active
learning environment for the ASU students. The students engaged as tutors were to write reflection
papers on their experience and to learn about the socia, cultural and interpersonal relationships between
the neighborhood and the school. The ASU students came to the program, each with different



expectations and goals, most looking for an opportunity to serve the community, some looking for an
dternative learning experience. The Chavez students and their parents also had many different
expectations and goals. Most were interested in tutoring for a specific purpose, to raise a grade, to be
digible for asportsteam, or because of arecommendation from ateacher. Some of the children thought
the tutoring programwas fun and attended because they enjoyed the interaction with the ASU students.
Each of these goals were redlistic for the type of tutoring program established; they smply required a
means of communication to ensure that each constituent was heard.

The clarification of goals and expectations with each constituent prior to beginning the tutoring
programwas important to establishing areciprocal relationship. Thiswasthefirst collaboration between
the Chavez administration and the ASU administrators. Thiswas also thefirst collaboration between the
administrators of the English 102/484 and the Mentoring Corps, and each program had different goalsand
different methods for achieving those goals. Communication and compromise were two key eements
in making the program work to meet the needs of the Chavez school. By bringing the two programs
together to bring asignificant number of ASU studentsto the Chavez campus, it strengthened the impact
of the program on the community. By its third semester, the program had established a reputation with
the parents, students, and teachers of the Chavez school.

Reflection

Reflection allows the participants of a service learning experience an opportunity to exploretheir
thoughts and feelings as they expand their world view or idea of community. Reflection may occur
spontaneoudy as students of a service learning experience absorb new information, but proponents of
sarvice learning stress that deliberate reflection opportunities must be built into service learning course
structures.

The English 102/484 and the Mentoring Corps both addressed the use of a variety of reflection
methods to share their experiences and insights. The students in the English 102/484 course
communicated each week through entries on Electronic Forum. The students would respond to two
questions aweek and would be able to address each other's questions and observations. The Mentoring
Corps students had time in class each week devoted to sharing their tutoring and classroom assistant
experiences, and asking questions to the instructor and to each other. This opportunity to ask questions
and to reflect on the experience was animportant component to improving the quality of the tutoring and
to increasing the learning and understanding of the ASU students. For the Mentoring Corps students, it
was especidly important in their discussions of cultural competence and multicultural classrooms, because
each student was required to reflect upon their own life experiences and those of the children they
tutored.

Task 2: Student Outreach: Co-Curricular Service Projects

Each semester over the past four years, ASU students have organized asingle day of community
service designed to introduce students to the needs of the community and to challenge students to serve
on aregular basis. This service day was based on the “Into the Streets” model developed by Campus
Outreach Opportunity League (COOL) and featured the five critical elements of thoughtful community
service: Community Voice, Orientation and Training, Meaningful Action, Reflection and Evauation. Each
element requires the organizing team to create arelationship with the service agency and with the service



volunteers. The elements were designed to ensure reciprocity between the service agencies and the
service providers and to increase the awareness of service opportunities. Prior to the COPC grant, the
students worked with individua non-profit agencies who had episodic needs that could be met within the
confines of asingle day. About fifty ASU studentswould participatein activitiesthat would last for five
to seven hours.

This has been a popular program for the students, but only marginally useful for the non-profit
agencies. Many of the agencies participated to recruit sudents as volunteers and occasionally they would
recruit one or two students to volunteer in their agency on aregular basis. Often the types of servicethe
students provided in the one-day project was very different from that which the agency needed on a
regular basis. Many agencies could not take more than ten volunteers for the project, requiring the
organizing team to provide multiple sites. The organizers of the “Into the Streets’ program recognized
the value of partnering with aneighborhood association which had the need for episodic work like graffiti
removal or acommunity clean-up. The process of working directly with aneighborhood was not explored
due to lack of access to neighborhood organizational groups. The COPC grant enabled the students to
work directly with amembers of aneighborhood in planning asingle-day service activity by providing the
access and the organizationa capacity within the Rio Vista neighborhood.

Goals:

The goalsfor the co-curricular service projects were: a) to introduce ASU students to the issues
and needs of the inner-city community, b) to establish alink of communication and service between ASU
students and the members of the community and c) to involve studentsin the problem solving aspects of
the COPC. Over the 19951996 Academic year, two major service projects were organized.

As an educational opportunity, the service introduced the students to the relevant community
issues and provided a learning experience that challenged them to continue serving on aregular basis.
The activities also served to enhance the community building work done by other COPC participants.

M ETHODS: USED TO ACHIEVE GOALS:
Community Voice: Organization at the Neighborhood Level

Projects involving the collaboration between students and community are best generated at the
community level, even if the students are members of that community. Dueto thework of Dr. Pat Jones
and Dr. John Hall, the community had a forum for brainstorming possible issues they faced as a
neighborhood. These ranged from the need for street lights to the need for adult education classes, but
some of the concerns of the neighborhood fit into the parameters of an episodic project. There was an
interest in beautifying the neighborhood through a massive clean-up effort. There was an interest in
removing graffiti from around the neighborhood. There was an interest in providing trees for the new
school. The new Chavez school did not have any landscaping because of a decision to use the
landscaping budget to route plumbing and eectricity to three buildings till standing from the old Chavez
school. This brainstorm session provided the basis for the first clean-up effort. Victoria Ramirez, a
former president of the Parent, Teacher, Student Organization (PTSO) and a parent aide at the school,
volunteered to serve as a liaison for the school. Three Architecture faculty—John Mclntosh, Kevin
Kelogg, and Michad Dollin—provided technica assistance, resources and advisement from their



experience working with similar projects in the Phoenix Valley area. Ron House, the facilities manager
for the Chavez school, aso provided materids, information and support.

When a decision was made to organize a service project, the student organizing team visited the
PTSO mesting to schedule the date and to learn about the community. They asked for suggestions as
well as shared ideas of what might occur on the day. Thiswas educational for the students, because the
meetings were conducted primarily in Spanish and included a range of participants from school
administrators to parents to the community police officers. The ideas shared at the mesetings gave the
students an idea of how to shape the project.

Orientation and Training: Organization at the Student Level

The organization structure for the typical “Into the Streets” model includes students who serve
as the organizing team to define the project and secure resources, studentsto serve asteam leaders, who
are trained on the process of the day and recruit other studentsto participate, and student volunteerswho
participate in the day. Two students volunteered to lead the Fall 1995 service project and agreed to meet
with their advisor and the Architecture faculty. Thefaculty took the students through a checklist of ideas
culledfrom their combined experience, including changing the name from * Into the Streets’ to something
more positive for the community. The students changed the nameto “Make A Difference Day,” aname
that would be as positive for the Rio Vista Community as for the ASU students. This initial meeting
occurred about five weeks prior to the proposed date of the first project. This planning meeting aso
served as an organizational model for the second service day, which occurred the following March.

The organizing team had two tasks: to recruit and train students as team leaders, and to work out
the logistics for the day. The recruitment of students as team leaders was primarily “word of mouth,”
athough there was advertising in the student newspaper, fliers, and outreach to student organizations.
Twenty-five team leaders were recruited. They attended an initial meeting about the activity and a
training in the Rio Vistaneighborhood, which provided the information they took back to the students they
were charged with recruiting. Due to budget congtraints, the transportation was coordinated by setting
up a carpool structure. Each team leader was given the charge of recruiting five students to participate
on their team. If the team leader did not personally have transportation, one of the team members was
to have a car. Visiting the site prior to the service day was crucid for training the students on the
activates that were to occur on the day and for giving the team leaders time to ask questions that other
students might ask them. Michael Dollin co-facilitated the first training, giving the students guidance on
safety concerns and teaching all of the team leaders how to properly plant trees. The organizing team
had met with the PTSO prior to the site visit and were able to talk about the needs of the community and
the issuesthat the service day would address. The second service day included many of the team leaders
and volunteers from the first service day, but the tasks were different, so the second site visit focused
primarily on the new tasks.

The logistics of the project included setting up the timeline for the day, planning the food and other
incentives to recruit volunteers, and finding resources to offset the cost of the service. The students
planned the day to last from 9:00 am. - 2:00 p.m., providing a light breskfast and a celebrative lunch to
cap the event. The start time was suggested by the college students who acknowledged that more
students would show up if the day began after 9:00 am. A list of possible transportation resources was
developed, as transporting ASU students to the César Chavez campus, located 11 miles west of the
university, was critical.



Meaningful Action:

Both days began with an opening speaker and an orientation. When the orientation was
completed, the ASU students went out in teams to pre-assigned tasks. Community members, children,
teachers and administrators from the school and members of the COPC team joined in the tasks. The
tasks of the first service day included planting fifty mesquite trees around the school, cleaning up the
neighborhood that bordered the school up to a block away, picking up trash that had drifted onto the
school ground and planting wild flowers in the surrounding empty lots. The tasks of the second service
day included painting the three community buildings left on site from the old Rio Vista School, the clean-
up of surrounding empty lots and the new parents center, planting flowers in the school courtyard and
removing graffiti from the school'sinterior. Closeto 1:00 p.m., most of the teamswere back at the school
for acommunity meal. Lunch served on thefirst service day included hamburgers, hot dogs and veggie
burgers grilled by the Chavez administration on the school grill. This was accompanied by vegetables
donated by the local Pete's Fish and Chips and six foot subs donated by Subway. Lunch served on the
second service day was provided by Carl's Jr. Hamburgers with a vegetarian option provided by Smith's
grocery. Inboth cases, the celebratory lunch was attended by ASU student and staff volunteersand Rio
Vidaresidents. Each event served as an effective vehicle to conclude a successful community service
effort involving the university and local citizens.

Conclusion

Although community and co-curricular service projects are gaining in prominence at university
campuses nationwide, they are often complicated to initiate, coordinate and implement. Moreimportantly,
it aso can be difficult to develop projects that feature the five critical e ements of thoughtful community
service, i.e., community voice; orientation and training; meaningful action; reflection; and evauation. The
COPC project, however, afforded an environment in which such a project could be developed. The
result, for both ASU and the residents of the Rio Vista neighborhood, were two community service
initiatives from which each group of participants benefitted. The gainswere both concrete and intangible.
The neighborhood was visibly improved, while university faculty and students were provided a learning
experience about community building in an areafar removed from their daily frame of reference. At the
same time, Rio Vista residents experienced their first interaction with representatives of the ASU
community—an experience which was instrumental in laying the foundation for building the trust needed
to accomplish the remainder of the COPC agenda.



Appendix E

“URBAN SURVIVAL”
Phoenix Fire Department’s
Safety Prevention Program Curriculum
(Spanish Language Version)

“Urban Survival” Curriculum

The Phoenix Fire Department has developed a nationaly recognized fire and
life safety education program geared toward school-aged children. The
extengve curriculum is designed to teach prompt and effective responses to
fire and other safety hazards. Known as the Urban Surviva program, it has
been administered in area elementary schools for severa years.

The absence of a Spanish-language verson of the curriculum, however, has
been of concern to both area residents and city officias. Under the auspices
of ASU’s COPC, the Urban Surviva curriculum was trandated into Spanish
and piloted at the César E. Chavez Community Schooal, located in COPC's
Rio Vigtatarget neighborhood.

Because of the voluminous materials associated with the curriculum,
attached—in both Spanish and English—is an overview describing the
program. For moreinformation, contact either the ASU COPC Coordinator
or the Phoenix Fire Department’ s Office of Community Involvement.




Phoenix Fire Department

Urban Survival Curriculum Spanish Trandation
Proj ect

Final Report

What isthe Urban Survival Program?

The Urban Survival Elementary School Program was developed by the Phoenix Fire Department to
teach children fire and life safety behaviors and to respond correctly when confronted with afireor life
safety emergency. A uniformed firefighter, trained as an Urban Survivad Indructor, vidts classes
regularly to review subject matter presented in the curriculum.

Why was it developed?

The Urban Surviva Elementary School Program is an expansion of the Learn Not to Burn (LNTB)
Program which the Department began using in 1978. LNTB is a nationaly recognized program
designed by the Nationa Fire Protection Association to educate children in fire safety and burn
prevention.

The program has had an impact. There have been more than adozen recorded “ saves’ in Phoenix by
children whose lifesaving actions were directly attributable to the materid presented through LNTB.

However, firefighters have noticed and expressed concern about the large numbers of children who
received injuries not addressed in the LNTB program. Urban Surviva was devel oped to expand the
behaviors of fire safety to include life safety concerns, as reflected in the emergency medicd service
experience of the Department. To date, there have been 26 documented “saves’ asaresult of LNTB
and Urban Surviva dasses being taught in Phoenix schools.

What are some topics covered in the Urban Survival Program?

Some of the life safety topics covered, in addition to fire safety include:
—Drowning awvareness
—Pedestrian safety
—Bicycle sfety
—Poisoning avareness
—Sdfe babystting skills
—Gun safety



— L aichkey sfety

These subject areas represent the mgjor injuries responsible for deaths and disabling conditions to
children.

Program Strengths and Weaknesses

The Urban Surviva Program has enjoyed years of positive feedback from parents, teachers and school
adminidrators. Injury prevention professonas have praised the concept of safety education taught in
the schools and to the community at large. The Phoenix Fire Department has recruited bilingual
firefightersto teach the curriculum to bilingua and monolingua (Spanish) children. Thisisan important
facet of the program, in that injury rates among minorities are three to five times higher than for non-
minority populations.

Although dmost dl educationd handouts distributed by Phoenix Fire Department have been trand ated
into Spanish, the Urban Survivd Curriculum remained one of the few documentswrittenin English only.
Teachers, school administrators, and firefighters from across the Southwest as wel as from Phoenix
area have suggested trandating the curriculum into Spanish.  These professonds, who are fluent in
Spanish, believed that the intent of important safety concepts would be darified by teaching from a
Spanish educationa document.

To meet a growing number of requests from the bilingua community in Phoenix, the Phoenix Fire
Department coordinated a project to trandate the Urban Survival Curriculum into Spanish. This
project wasfunded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Deve opment through the Morrison
Indtitute & Arizona State University.

Testing Process

A pre-post test evauation project wasimplemented at Caesar Chavez Elementary Schoal, within the
South Mountain and Central City village communities. Captain Dave Quintana, a Phoenix Fire
Department “Firepa,” teaches Urban Surviva in Chavez school. He scheduled the pre-testsand post-
tests with the school's adminigration. Pre-testing occurred on October 27, 1996. Post-testing was
completed by December 19, 1996. The tests were administered to 3 fourth grade classes. Two of
the classes are English spesking and oneismonolingud (Spanish). A Spanish speaking member of the
Phoenix Fire Department (non-firefighter) read the pre-test and post-test to al three classes for the
children who could not read. A copy of the test isincluded with this report.

Although Chavez school personnd informed Captain Quintana that &l 3 fourth grade classes were
bilingud, it was discovered | ater that only one class of children was Spanish spesking. Because of this,
the pre/post test project suffered amgjor setback. Any resultswould be extremely difficult to vaidate.
Furthermore, the results of this project were to have been compared to an earlier evauation of the



Urban Survivd Program which included bilingud ingtruction and its effectiveness. Because of the
sample sze of both groups and no control group, meaningful results were impossible to determine.

Overdl, pre-test results showed an average test score of 55.6%. Post-test results

reveded an overall average test score of 58.2%. This testing processwas extremedy limited in sample
gze and gatistical methodology. Because of the limitations of time, sample Sze, and methodology, it
is hoped that this pre-post test evaluation can be implemented again with more suitable conditions.

It should be noted that while trandating an educational document may or may not increase a sudent's
knowledge in a particular subject area, the benefits of implementing such a project are evident. The
perception of cultura sengtivity, especidly to a population with injury rates three to five times the
national average, will be appreciated by educators and firefighters across the United States.

Accolades about the project have been dmost purely anecdotd, but enthusiastic and positivein nature.
Because the Urban Surviva Curriculum has been trandated into Spanish, lesson plans, handouts, and
reference materid can be shared with monolingud parents and members of the Spanish community.
Increasing accessihility of injury prevention information to non-English speaking populations only
enhances the programs implemented by fire and emergency service personnel across the country.

Distribution

The Phoenix Fire Department will provide the Spanish trandation of the Urban Surviva Curriculumto
any agency or individua upon request. Cost of the document will cover printing and shipping costs
only. The sde of the Urban Surviva Curriculum is currently handled in asimilar manner. Free copies
will be provided upon request to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and to the
Morrison Inditute & Arizona State University.

Summary
Despite the challenges that can occur in coordinating specid projects, the Phoenix Fire Department

acknowledges and thanks Toby Kornreich of the Morrison Ingtitute for her guidance and nurturing of
this part of the COPC Grant. Her efforts and support are greatly appreciated.



