
Use of Program Quality Assessment Tools – 2011 

• The chart at right shows the percentages of organizations using quality 
assessment tools in All, Most, Some or None of their programs.

45% of organi ations aren’t sing s ch tools hile another third (30%) don’t
% of Organizations That Use 

A t T l i o 45% of organizations aren’t using such tools while another third (30%) don’t 
know or don’t see quality assessment tools as applicable.

o Only a quarter of organizations surveyed report use of a quality assessment 
tool to evaluate youth development programs.

• Approaches to evaluation include a mix of internally developed surveys 

Assessment Tools in:

Approaches to evaluation include a mix of internally developed surveys 
and assessment tools and externally developed tools (e.g. High Scope 
Youth Program Quality Assessment). Don't 

Know/ 
NA
30%

No 
programs

Examples of Tools Used:
• Internally developed evaluation instrument

• Organizations doing assessment are – predictably – more likely to be 

programs
45% • Parent and youth surveys

• Evaluators from University College of Education
• High Scope Youth Program Quality Assessment

engaging in the full array of quality related activities.  While their 
assessment process may not always be ideal it does seem to reflect a 
larger commitment to developing good programs.

All 
programs Organizations are designated “HIGHER QUALITY” onp g

15%Most 
programs

4%

Some 
programs

6%

Organizations are designated HIGHER QUALITY  on 
Quality Assessment if ALL/MOST of their programs use 
such tools.
• 19% of organizations rate “HIGH’ for this quality 

measure
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Snapshot of Quality-Related Behaviors – 2011 

Percentage of Organizations Reporting High/Low Levels of Quality-Related 
Activities
Activity Higher Quality* Lower Quality*

Professional Development 75% 25%Professional Development 75% 25%

Youth Engagement 26% 74%

Data Collection 80% 20%

Collaboration 61% 39%

Quality Assessment 19% 81%

*Note: As detailed on previous pages, “Higher” means the organization reports engaging in at least half 
of the possible individual activities in this category.  In the case of Quality Assessment the organization 

t i lit t t l i ALL/MOST f itreports using a quality assessment tool in ALL/MOST of its programs.
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Overall Quality Measure of Youth Development 
Pro iders 2011Providers – 2011 
• To get an overall snapshot of quality, we created a “quality 

measure” that combined the five components listed on the Percent and Number of Organizations measure  that combined the five components listed on the 
previous page: professional development, youth 
participation, data collection, collaborations and use of a 
quality assessment tool.

Whil b f t f lit thi t i

Percent and Number of Organizations 
By Level of Quality-Related Activities  

• While by no means a perfect measure of quality, this metric 
reflects how widely an organization/program engages in 
research-based supports of quality.  

• Creating this composite variable allows for exploration of 
Higher 
level of 73 orgs

43 orgs

correlations with quality in the Hawaii youth development 
community and strategic thinking about how to support 
more wide-spread adoption of quality-related behaviors with 
an eye to enhanced youth outcomes. 

Lower 
level of 
quality 

activities

level of 
quality 

activities
37%

73 orgs

Note on quality measure metric: 
o Every organization was scored for each of the individual quality-related 

activities, e.g. 50% if they engaged in half of the possible activities.

To create a composite measure scores for each of the five components

activities
63%

o To create a composite measure, scores for each of the five components 
were averaged to produce an overall percentage.  Each organization 
wound up with a score between 0% and 100%.  

o Organizations with overall quality score of 50% or more were designated 
as having a HIGHER LEVEL OF QUALITY ACTIVITIES/INDICATORS. *Note: Here “higher” means averaged quality measure 

of 50% or higher.  “Lower” means below 50%.
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Mapping Of Organizations With Higher Levels of 
Q alit Related Acti ities 2011Quality-Related Activities – 2011 

The map at right 
shows the 
percentage of 
organizations in each 
complex area that 
actively recruit youth 
report higher levels 
of quality-related q y
activities (as defined 
previously).

For example in Kauai 
fewer than 30% offewer than 30% of 
participating 
organizations report 
higher levels of 
quality-related 

ti itiactivities.
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Quality – Insights & Opportunities

• Participating organizations report high levels of data collection, collaboration and professional 
development opportunities for staff.  In identifying opportunities to support quality-related activities, it is 
important to further explore exactly what organizations are doing in each of these categories.important to further explore exactly what organizations are doing in each of these categories.  
Definitions of “higher levels” here may be generous given that we do not know specific practices.

o Data collection should be seen as an essential first step.  However, organizations need to be intentional in 
determining the data they gather and to use that data to inform program design, staffing, etc.  Disconnected from 
such efforts, data is of limited value and its collection is not necessarily an indication of quality.  
Si il l ll b ti d t b i i f ff ti d i d di tio Similarly, collaboration needs to be in service of more effective program design and coordination, resource 
management, etc.  

o Finally, professional development opportunities can and should be driven by data, needs assessment and best 
practice research.  Without such intentionality they may not, in fact, support quality.

• Organizations in this study fail to achieve higher levels of quality primarily because they do not use 
quality assessment tools and do not provide opportunities for youth to engage in program leadership 
and design.

o These may be challenging areas to address or support as they may require shifts in organizational culture.  As a 
t ti i t t di ith i ti h d i th ti iti i t t t t i fstarting point, case studies with organizations who do engage in these activities can point to strategies for 

encouraging them in other organizations.

• Higher numbers of focus areas and recruited populations both appear to be correlated with higher 
levels of quality-related activities and suggest an area of exploration. This suggests that, as otherlevels of quality related activities and suggest an area of exploration.  This suggests that, as other 
research has shown, intentionality can help drive and likely reinforce quality-related activities. As such, 
it should be encouraged and fostered in youth development programs. 

• Data in this study also shows higher levels of federal funding are correlated with higher-levels of 
lit l t d ti iti O ibl l ti f thi i th t f d l f di ft ithquality-related activities.  One possible explanation for this is that federal funding often comes with 

explicit requirements vis-à-vis evaluation, professional development, collaboration and data collection.  
It would be valuable to further explore the activities of organizations with significant federal funding.
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OPPORTUNITIES & NEXT STEPSOPPORTUNITIES & NEXT STEPS
What do organizations need to achieve greater reach 

d lit ?and quality?



Changes Organizations Believe Could Improve Their 
Yo th De elopment Programs 2011Youth Development Programs – 2011 

• This chart shows the percentage of organizations that selected 
each of the listed items as the Top 2 organizational changes

% of Organizations Who Report The Top Two 
Changes That Could Improve Their Programs

45%Increase number of staff or 
volunteers

each of the listed items as the Top 2 organizational changes 
that would improve their programs.

o For example, 45% of organizations identified increasing 
their number of staff or volunteers as a top priority.

Changes That Could Improve Their Programs 
Were:

22%

31%

Increase or improve equipment, 
supplies, or space

Improve organizational capacity
• Additional research into the specific staffing and capacity 

building needs of organizations could point to funding and 
technical assistance opportunities.

• Among organizations selecting “other” funding is the primary 

20%

22%
Improve ability to collect data and/or 

track outcomes, or use program 
evaluation and impact tools

Pay staff higher salaries
need they cite.  Both more funding overall and more reliable 
funding sources seen as key for organizational stability and 
capabilities:

o “It would significantly help in retaining staff if State funding 

16%

17%

17%

Increase or improve

Other

Increase or improve transportation 
for youth

were converted from temporary to permanent.”

o “Increase youth referred. There are hundreds more youth 
in Hawai`i who require our services, but are not referred 
due to State funding restraints. No females are currently 
b i f d t ll ”

9%

16%

Provide staff with 
development/training

Increase or improve 
publicity/outreach being referred at all.”
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Key Challenges Facing Youth Development Programs 
2011– 2011  

• This chart shows the percentage of organizations that 
selected each of the listed items as an organizational 

% of Organizations Who List As Challenge:

37%

40%

Attracting and retaining qualified 
staff to work directly with youth

Expanding our youth development 
programs

g
challenge.

o For example, 40% of organizations identified 
expanding their youth development programs as an 
organizational challenge.

Regardless of the specific challenges identified

25%

29%

Reaching vulnerable or high risk 

Other areas

staff to work directly with youth • Regardless of the specific challenges identified, 
including “other”, comments often indicate what 
organizations are really speaking to is a need for more 
funding.  This is particularly salient for organizations 
wanting to expand or address staffing challenges:

25%

24%

25%

Using data and evaluation

populations
o “We need more funding to expand.”

o “Due to funding constraints, it appears agencies are 
not interested in sharing resources and instead use a 
competition model.”

22%

25%

C ll b ti ith th

Increasing the participation and 
leadership of youth in its programs

Providing staff development/training
• Organizations also point to challenges inherent in 

working with youth in a fragmented, evolving field.

o “Youth work is not easy. We need other ways in 
retaining our youth workers and provide training for

10%

15%

None / Not applicable

Collaborating with other 
organizations

retaining our youth workers and provide training for 
them to be successful.”

o “The basic idea of how to work with at-risk youth is 
often challenging.”

Page 64• 2011 Survey of Youth Organizations – Hawaii Community Foundation



Opportunities To Explore –
Youth Development PROVIDERS
• Participating organizations report encouraging levels of professional development activities, data collection and 

collaboration.*  To fully leverage these quality-related activities, organizations might start asking themselves:
o How are we tying professional development data collection and collaboration to overall goals? Youth outcomes? Program

Youth Development PROVIDERS

o How are we tying professional development, data collection and collaboration to overall goals?  Youth outcomes? Program 
design?

o What resources do we need to expand these activities and/or make them more intentional?
o What can we learn from peer organizations?

At the same time organizations who use quality assessment tools and engage youth in program design/leadership are the• At the same time, organizations who use quality assessment tools and engage youth in program design/leadership are the 
exception rather than the rule – despite the fact that these activities are tied to quality and positive youth outcomes. Again, 
organizations might explore:

o What could we learn form quality assessment activities?  What tools are available and adaptable to our program?
o Do we have an organizational cultural that would welcome more youth leadership?  If so, how do we foster that?  If not, how can 

h lt ?we change our culture?

• All of these efforts require funding and many participating organizations are likely to experience budget cuts to even basic 
program elements.  Given that likelihood:

o Where are cuts likely to be felt the most?  What program areas?  Populations of youth?  Geographic areas?
o What efforts need to be made to ensure the most vulnerable populations are still served and programs still reach youth across 

the state?
o What strategies might allow for greater efficiencies through collaboration?  

• Data suggests that the more youth populations an organization actively recruits and the more focus areas they report, the gg y p p g y y p ,
more likely they are to engage in higher levels of quality-related activities.  Thinking about how to achieve quality AND 
reach youth, organizations should consider:

o What does recruiting really mean?  What strategic thinking, collaboration, data collection support this or are required by this?
o How can organizations work to be intention in who they serve and how – especially in the face of difficult financial times?
o What resources can funders provide to help organizations reflect on who they serve and how?o What resources can funders provide to help organizations reflect on who they serve and how?
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*Note: As stated elsewhere, all data is self-report and not subject to outside verification or clarification.  Further, data cannot be put in context here through 
comparison to figures from other communities.  However, it is a positive indicator that organizations report these activities and appear to care about engaging in 
activities/strategies linked to quality.
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Opportunities to Explore–
Youth Development FUNDERSYouth Development FUNDERS
• Results of this study suggest some encouraging results with respect to quality-related activities youth development 

providers engage in as well as links between intentionality and such activities. In looking for opportunities to support 
quality funders might consider the following questions:quality, funders might consider the following questions:

o What do the professional development, data collection, and collaboration efforts of organizations look like in practice?  What is 
working in these arenas that can be fostered? And conversely, where are organizations running into barriers that funders can 
help address either with resources or training and technical assistance?

o How can organizations with a demonstrated engagement in quality-related behaviors be used as models and mentors for other 
organizations?

o What incentives can be put in place to promote these activities and make them front and center in program design/strategic 
planning?

• The study also captures important insight into how significantly youth development organizations depend on• The study also captures important insight into how significantly youth development organizations depend on  
government funding sources, especially federal funds.  This makes organizations and programs vulnerable in a time of 
dramatic government budget cuts.  Questions to ask include:

o What programs are most vulnerable?  Where are they located?  Who do they serve?
o What measures – if any – do organizations have in place to continue running programs as funds are cut?
o What efficiencies could be achieved through collaboration among organizations?  Funders?
o What approaches to funding might increase stability in organizations?  Longer grant periods?  Less restricted funds?

• Designed to include programs serving 19-24 year olds, this study seems to have identified a gap in such programs and 
potentially an under served group of older youth While youth development programs may serve an age span thatpotentially an under-served group of older youth.  While youth development programs may serve an age span that 
includes some of those youth, none in this study exclusively serve 19-24 year olds.  This raises key questions such as:

o Who IS serving these youth?  Where and with what areas of focus and approach?
o Are there any funders explicitly supporting services for these youth?  Through what organizations?
o Is there a need for outreach and programming explicitly for 19-24 year olds?  What are their distinct needs and challenges?  
o Is there a community of providers working with youth who can and should be convened or connected with youth development 

providers?
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APPENDIX:APPENDIX:
Study Design Details



Data Analysis – Overview 
• At right is a snapshot of a crosstab run as part of the analysis for g p p y

this report.  Each of the crosstabs run in reporting include – as 
rows – all of the questions in the survey as well as several newly 
created variables.  As columns, crosstabs included many of the 
questions in the study as well as some of the dozens of new 
variables we created for analysis (See next page for details )variables we created for analysis.  (See next page for details.)

• Crosstabs allow us to look for statistically significant differences 
in the way subgroups of study participants respond to questions, 
e.g. do organizations with budgets of different sizes report 
statistically significantly different areas of program focus?

• In developing this report, we created over a dozen crosstabs, each with up to 10 variables as columns.   In the context of 
these crosstabs we estimate that we looked at over 75,000 data points, i.e. numbers that reflected how a group of 
participant organizations responded to a question While not exhaustive our exploration addressed key questions andparticipant organizations responded to a question.  While not exhaustive, our exploration addressed key questions and 
areas of interest.

• Our reporting on the data highlights places where statistically significant differences and/or statistical correlations point to
useful and actionable findings.  There are additional differences not explicitly noted in this report to avoid a laundry list ofg p y p y
evident with not particularly insightful differences, i.e. simply listing out all the differences does not provide a coherent
snapshot of trends or opportunities in the youth development field.

• Along with crosstabs we ran correlations to explore relationships between different variables/questions.  Overall we looked 
at relationships between several hundred combinations of questions and assessed results for each combination.  Again, 
we’ve reported on this with a focus on drawing out relevant and insightful relationships rather than simply listing all 
findings.

The data gathered through this study should continue to be a valuable resource to HCF and its partners moving forward
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• The data gathered through this study should continue to be a valuable resource to HCF and its partners moving forward.  
Further – and more complicated – statisticaly analysis is certainly possible with investment of more time and resources.  
Additionally, as more focused questions arise, specific inquires into the data set are possible.
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Data Analysis – Variables/Subgroups Included In 
Anal sisAnalysis
The list below includes many - but not all - of the questions or variables we looked at in analysis.  These questions were included 
in crosstabs both as rows and as columns, which allowed us to look for differences by subgroups.  For each of questions/variables 
listed below we looked at answers to all survey questions as well as other key variables.

Total

Type of Organization

Delivery Structure

Recruited or Served

Program Focus Areas

Total Number of Program Focus

Use of Quality Assessment Tool

Specific Data Collected

Specific Types of CollaborationDelivery Structure

Ages Served

Number of Youth Served

Total Number of Program Focus 
Areas

Fees Charged/Not Charged

F St t

Specific Types of Collaboration

Program Delivery In High Poverty 
Areas

HS C l A S d
Funding Diversification

Federal Funding Level

N b f P id F ll Ti St ff

Fee Structure

Number of Programs (Total & 
Range)

HS Complex Areas Served

Regions Served

Number of Regions Served
Number of Paid Full Time Staff

Overall Size of Staff (Full/Part Time)

Budget (Range)

High/Low Quality Measure

Number of Professional 
Development Activities

Priorities For Program Improvement

Program Challenges

Number of Sites 

Length of Time Serving Youth 

Level of Youth Engagement

Level of Collaboration

Level of Youth Participation (Range)

Desired Staff Qualifications

Number of Desired Staff 
Qualifications

Populations Actively Recruited

Total Number of Populations 

p ( g )

Level of Data Collection
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Program Focus Area Descriptions – 2011

Within the survey, organizations were asked to identify primary focus areas for their 
programs.  The following is a list of the program area descriptions used.  This list, 
developed in collaboration with HCF is based on areas identified by several leading

• Academics (e g improving school grades tutoring college preparation/readiness)

developed in collaboration with HCF, is based on areas identified by several leading 
youth development funders:

Academics (e.g. improving school grades, tutoring, college preparation/readiness)
• Physical fitness (e.g. sports)
• Health (e.g. physical, mental, reproductive health)
• Social/emotional and life skills (e.g. self-esteem building, gang prevention)Social/emotional and life skills (e.g. self esteem building, gang prevention)

• Cultural (e.g. music/dance performance skills, cultural knowledge)
• Civic engagement (e.g. volunteerism)
• Community leadership (e g advocacy community organizing)• Community leadership (e.g. advocacy, community organizing)
• Vocational development (e.g. job readiness, career exploration, job site visits, job shadowing)
• Basic needs (e.g. housing stability, food support)
• Spiritual (e g religious/spiritual knowledge)Spiritual (e.g. religious/spiritual knowledge)
• Post-secondary (college/university) support services (e.g. mentoring, job or internship 

placement)
• Parenting and family support (e.g. parenting education, support to families)
• Other
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Survey Questions on Quality-Related Activities
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