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Nancy Wade, Director, Division of Family Health, New York State Department of
Health, welcomed the symposium participants. Over 70 people were registered for the
event, and others had to be turned away, which speaks to the interest in the topic of
evaluation. This symposium will give us the opportunity to reflect on questions such as:
“How can we measure success?” “How can we streamline efforts?” “How can we define
the evaluation process?” It is becoming more and more obvious that effectively
evaluating programs is the key to successful programming in the future.
Steve Hamilton, Professor and Co-director of the Family Life Development Center,
Cornell University, continued the welcome by discussing the origins of the idea for the
symposium. He drew attention to the fact that while evaluation is key, the ritual
surrounding evaluation that currently exists is dysfunctional. Everyone agrees evaluation
is important—program people pretend to do it and funders pretend to be happy with what
is done. We have unrealistic expectations for evaluation. Michelle Gambone will
present a realistic model on evaluation – one that seems to satisfy funders and make
programs better.
Mike Surko, Director of the ACT for Youth Downstate Center for Excellence, reviewed
the agenda for the day. Michelle Gambone will do two presentations, one in the morning
on the Community Action Framework for Youth Development, and one in the afternoon
on Using Evaluation Data for Organizational Improvement. After each of Dr.
Gambone’s presentations, there will be small group discussions followed by sharing of
information from the small groups and a question and answer period. Also in the
afternoon, three panel members will present on current evaluation strategies being
applied in New York State.

Morning Presentation, Dr. Michelle Gambone
The Community Action Framework for Youth Development
In preparing for this presentation, Dr. Gambone looked at the title for the symposium and
was pleased with the language used in the title--we need to look at reasonable and
feasible strategies-- but she felt that we needed to add one more word to the title-meaningful. It is a big challenge for evaluation to get at all three of these; it is a struggle
everywhere, not just in New York State.
Dr. Gambone and her colleague Dr. Jim Connell developed the Community Action
Framework for Youth Development, and this is what they use to plan, implement,
evaluate and strengthen programs. The goals for today are to:
• Review a youth development framework and evidence of how supports and
opportunities contribute to good long-term outcomes
• Explore how the framework can help guide programming, evaluation, and
accountability

•
•

Discuss how to improve the developmental quality of experiences youth have in
community settings
Understand a process for organizational improvement

It is important to have an action-oriented framework—we need to know what we can do
that is practical and useful. A useful developmental framework summarizes existing
knowledge, provides a common language, identifies outcomes used to evaluate benefits
of programs for participants, and guides and tracks effects of program improvement. Dr.
Gambone explained that the Community Action Framework for Youth Development
works best by identifying the long-term outcomes we want and then working backwards
to determine how to help youth achieve them.

We want to improve long-term outcomes for youth. So we explore what it is we want for
youth when they are adults. We want them to have:
• Economic self- sufficiency—adequate education, a living wage job, discretionary
resources and not depending on welfare
• Healthy family and social relationships—physical and mental health, good
caregivers/parents, dependable family and friendship networks, no
physical/mental health problems, no child abuse/neglect
• Community Involvement—taxpayers, law-abiding citizens, membership in church
or other organiza tions, know and interact with neighbors, vote, no crimes
committed
Ten to 12 years ago all programs were designed to have effects on negative outcomes.
For example, if children were dropping out of school then someone would develop a
program to keep children in school. We would see a problem, then set out to fix it. This

approach didn’t work—you can’t just fix a person at the end of a broken process. The
approach needs to improve youths’ developmental outcomes. We want youth to be
productive (attend and do well in school, use time constructively, manage their time and
responsibilities well); connected (have good, healthy relationships with adults and peers,
and involvement in groups, organizations, etc.); and navigate well (have appropriate
social skills, take responsibility for their own actions, use effective coping skills)
In order to improve youth developmental outcomes, we need to look at supports and
opportunities. Youth need a “steady diet” of supports and opportunities across all
settings to improve their outcomes. Certain basic needs are a precondition to other
improvements – adequate nutrition, health and shelter are the foundation on which to
build. The question, then, becomes: “How can we implement strategies into the
communities so that the preconditions are met?”
Beyond the basic needs of food, shelter and health, youth also need the following
supports and opportunities to improve their long-term outcomes:
• Multiple supportive relationships
• Meaningful opportunities for involvement and membership
• Challenging and engaging activities and learning experiences
• Physical and emotional safety
In order to increase supports and opportunities for youth, we need to build community
capacity and conditions for change. This can be accomplished by building stakeholder’s
awareness, knowledge, engagement, and commitment; and by conveying the urgency,
possibility, equity, and inevitability of change. This is the crucial link or bridge between
our actions—what we do-- and the long-term outcomes. The community capacity and
conditions for change need to be in place for anything to happen.
We want to look at supports and opportunities because they matter, they are measurable
and they are moveable. They matter in and of themselves for getting youth where they
need to go. They are measurable in a rigorous and practical way, and they are moveable
in that community programs can be expected to affect them—if programs improve,
supports and opportunities should too.
Dr. Gambone received funding from the W.T. Grant foundation to analyze data on 4000
youth to see if supports and opportunities have a long-term impact on developmental
outcomes. Data was obtained from two sources--the Michigan Study of Adult Life
Transitions (MSALT) and the Maryland Adolescent Development in Context Study
(MADICS), both from Dr. Jacquelynne Eccles at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
Dr. Gambone’s analyses, reported in Finding Out What Matters for Youth: Testing Key
Links in a Community Action Framework for Youth Development (2002), revealed the
following:
• By the end of high school, young people with strong supportive relationships
early in high school are twice as likely as the average youth to have optimal
developmental outcomes, and 56% less likely to have poor developmental

•

•

outcomes. Youth with unsupportive relationships are nearly twice as likely as the
average teen to have poor developmental outcomes by the end of high school.
Challenging, engaging learning activities early in high school increase the
probability of doing well by 71%, and decrease the probability of doing poorly by
one-third. Young people with few such learning activities were 59% more likely
than the average youth to have poor developmental outcomes by the end of high
school, and 40% less likely to have good outcomes.
The disparity in outcomes is also large between youth who have meaningful
involvement in decision- making and those who do not: having such opportunities
increases youths’ chances to achieve positive developmental outcomes by 42%
over the average at the end of high school, and decreases the chances for poor
outcomes by one-third. Young teens with few such opportunities are 69% more
likely than youth in general to have poor developmental outcomes, and 42% less
likely to do well in their late teens.

Following these youth into their early teens, Dr. Gambone found that overall, about half
of the young adults were doing very well, and about 15% were doing very poorly. Of
those youth with good developmental outcomes in high school, 70% were doing well.
Clearly, having good developmental outcomes in high school matters for long-term well
being.
In concluding the morning presentation, Dr. Gambone stressed to the group that
embracing the developmental approach means the difference between determining and
contributing to longer-term outcomes. It takes more than an individual person or
program to determine long term outcomes. Each person or program is part of a larger
process and can only contribute toward that process.

Small group discussion and Questions and Answers
Question: If we are going to measure supports and opportunities, as in the middle box of
the framework, isn’t that just the usual process program evaluation?
Answer: No, we are not just measuring the number of programs or the number of kids
attending an event. We are evaluating the quality or result of what we have put in place—
this is an intermediate outcome.
Question: If you have a youth without supports and opportunities and provide those
supports to him, can I get a guarantee that it will produce a positive outcome?
Answer: The middle box of the framework represents a place along a path–it is not a
place. The data presented are not intervention data; it is seeing kids where they are right
now. But it is hard to believe that it would no t benefit kids if we provide them with more
supports and opportunities.
Question: How do we make this a community thing—get communities to see this as
their own?

Answer: There aren’t any model communities out there to hold up as an example.
Communities need to get funders to work together and to fit their funding into a
community plan. Funders and community leaders need to work and talk together—it is
hard and there are not any models for this. There needs to be a funding strategy, and
involvement of the community members in the process. It helps if you can identify
certain community leaders or gatekeepers and get these people involved from the
beginning.
Question: We know that women in the WIC program do better, but we don’t know
why—how can we figure this out?
Answer: You need to do a logic model process to figure this out.
Question: A lot of kids are entering the world without their basic needs being met. Are
you saying that without the basic needs of food, shelter, and health met, your model
doesn’t work?
Answer: Not having the basic needs met makes it that much harder, but the framework
still works. We cannot wait for these issues to be resolved, i.e. for all kids to have their
basic needs met, before we act, but it does present a big hurdle.
Question: What is the connection with economics and youth outcomes based on your
data?
Answer: The samples we used are economically and ethnically diverse. We did not
focus on economic differences—there is already research on this topic, and we know that
economics matter in terms of youth outcomes. It would be more powerful research
findings to be able to show that supports and opportunities matter across all economic
levels. We have the data, but have not yet done this level of analysis.
Question: How does your framework fit in with Search and CTC?
Answer: The Framework is based on the youth development literature and other existing
frameworks, including Search and CTC. The ‘D” box on the framework (Implement
Community Strategies to Enhance Supports and Opportunities for Youth) is what makes
this framework unique.
Question: Are there guidelines to help funders select where to put their limited dollars?
Answer: There are not specific guidelines—this is a tough issue, and has a political
component. Should funders target poorer, more needy communities or go by the bestwritten proposal? I would want to fund programs that are done across settings—schools,
community, etc. I would also look at the extent to which organizations are willing to be
held accountable; to have strategies and elements in place to be held accountable.
Everyone agrees that we need to provide more supports and opportunities to kids. We
shouldn’t have to prove that kids do better if they are well fed, sheltered, and challenged.
People already know this. The issue is a lack of funds and other supports needed to get
there. Resources are scarce, but we can guide the use of the limited resources we have.

Afternoon Presentation: Dr. Michelle Gambone
Using Evaluation Data for Organizational Improvement
Dr. Gambone and her colleagues developed a process to evaluate the supports and
opportunities available to youth within an organization. In the framework described
earlier, this falls within the box entitled, Implement Community Strategies to Enhance
and Support Opportunities for Youth. In order to do this, we need:
• To increase the number and quality of developmental “gap” time activities
• Organizations to be structured to provide: effective youth/adult ratios; safe,
reliable, accessible activities and spaces; continuity of care within and between
activities
• Organizational policies in place to provide: results-based staff and organizational
improvement processes; flexibility in allocating resources; engagement of staff in
local community
• Organizational activities to include: a range of diverse, interesting, skill-building
activities; high, clear, fair standards; youth involvement in organizational
decision- making
Dr. Gambone wanted the process to be data driven, but also practical. They distributed
surveys to all participants, 10 and older, who had been participating in a program for 3
months or more. They trained program leaders to administer the surveys. It is important
for staff to be involved with the process and to buy in to the process. The steps are as
follows:
1. Measure supports and opportunities
2. Set targets (be realistic—what is reasonable to accomplish?)
3. Assess and strengthen organizational characteristics
4. Reassess supports and opportunities
The organization is provided with a chart based on the survey results that shows where
they are doing well and where they need improvement. From this information, program
staff needs to figure out what they can do, and who will be responsible for getting it done.
The staff should set a date to come back to together to see if they have improved.

Afternoon Questions and Answers
Question: Outsiders collected the data and moved the process along – but who’s going
to take the responsibility of taking this on?
Answer: Staff actually collects the data. They take this on. We train staff to go through
the process; older kids in programs sometimes participate in that training. The basic
thing is that the person administering the survey buys into the message. But it is
important to know how the survey is affected by outside factors
Question: What’s the cost?
Answer: depends how this is done by program, some agencies are visited a lot, others not
– If the process is followed largely through information on their web site, and there are
only phone consults, it could run from $700.00 to 800.00, but if there are in person
workshops, the cost would be higher.

Question: Who owns the data?
Answer: The program owns the data.
Question: With a variety of programs, would this work with small agenc ies as opposed
to big agencies?
Answer: Yes, the program is built to work with small and large agencies
Question: How much time does this take?
Answer: It depends on program cycles – reassessment should not be done until the
program has gone at least one school year cycle
Question: Why do we need yet another survey—Search and CTC have surveys and now
yours?
Answer: A lot depends on what you use the survey for—different surveys serve different
purposes. The point here is not to say that you should use one survey over another. It is
to advocate the use of measures to provide feedback to the organizations and to look at
what’s going on in the programs. It boils down to looking at how you can do better work.
Question: Describe the programs you have worked with.
Answer: Diverse group, boys and girls club, boy- girl scouts, after school programs,
YMCA, YWCA etc – not “at risk” youth programs

Panel presentations: Increasing Supports and Opportunities: Youth
Development Evaluation Strategies Being Applied in New York State
Dr. Mike Surko, Using the Logic Model with Youth for Program Planning and
Evaluation
Dr. Surko described the Downstate Center for Excellence’s work in teaching young
people to evaluate programs they were running. The work was done with one of the
downstate ACT for Youth Community Development Partners in Crown Heights,
Brooklyn.
Downstate Center staff conducted two trainings; one on constructing a logic model and
one on construction of consumer satisfaction surveys. Both trainings were piloted first
with program staff and then delivered to Americorp members. The Americorp members
(who were young adults aged approximately 18-20) received stipends to implement and
run community service programs with youth, including drama, debate, and sports-related
activities.
Dr. Surko said that Downstate Center staff initially had reservations about teaching the
logic model to young people; in previous trainings, it had taken a lot of work to teach
these concepts to adult program staff. But the project director in Crown Heights insisted,
saying: "these young people are chronically under challenged." She said without
hesitation that the young people would learn the model and would use it. She was right.

Americorp members used the logic model framework to develop detailed year-long
lesson plans for each of the youth programs they were involved with.
The impact of this training went beyond young people acquiring a new tool and new
skills relevant to program planning, development, and evaluation. The project led to the
development of highly detailed lesson plans for each week of programming in each of 15
year-long programs. This was particularly crucial for the Crown Heights Partnership
because they had experienced phenomenal turnover in the program coordinator position.
This turnover had slowed their efforts in building the program because some institutional
memory of the programs worked was lost each time a coordinator departed. The logic
modeling framework gave the young people a method for creating permanent
documentation of the knowledge they had gained in developing their programs and offset
the influence of the high turnover in the coordinator position.
For more information on this project, please contact Mike Surko at
michael.surko@mssm.edu

Dr. Jon Klein, Building a Youth Development Outcome Measure
Dr. Klein described the process of collaboratively developing a youth development
outcome measure with a project team. The goals were to develop an evaluation tool that
was easy to use, easy to administer, and useful for assessing the impact of programs on
the youth development of participants.
The three phases of the project were Instrument Development, Piloting the Draft
Instrument, and Field Tests and Dissemination. Program staff wanted easy tools to use
for measurement. They also were interested in knowing the following information:
• Effectiveness of staff
• Effectiveness of services they provide
• Impact on youth and their families
• Impact of youth development in more than one program
• Youth development philosophy of staff
• Gaps and what programs can do about them
• How to deal with resource constraints
The project team started with a list of outcomes and indicators and then narrowed down
the constructs, finally arriving at 4 priority areas for programs: Basic Social Skills;
Caring Adult Relationships; Decision Making Process; and Constructive Use of Leisure
Time. The survey that resulted measures each youth and each community in relation to
these four areas.
For more information about the survey instrument, please contact either Shannon Smith
shannonm_smith@urmc.rochester.edu or Jon Klein jonathan_klein@urmc.rochester.edu

Dr. Jane Powers, Engaging Youth as Partners in Research and Evaluation
Dr. Powers described a spin off project from the ACT for Youth project, the Youth Voice
Survey project, detailed in the report, Profiles of Youth Engagement and Voice in New
York State: Current Strategies. The process of interviewing others in the youth
development field who were effectively engaging youth led to a change in her thinking—
She went from thinking about youth as subjects, data sources and respondents to thinking
of youth as powerful resources and partners.
The Youth as Evaluators project, a collaborative effort with Dr. Shep Zeldin and Dr.
Linda Camino, of the University of Wisconsin, is about helping organizations increase
meaningful youth participation or involvement—they refer to it as youth engagement.
Dr. Powers and her colleagues developed the Youth Engagement Tool (YET) to help
organize the process of self- reflection for adults and youth that will spark organizational
change. The YET was developed based on previous assessment tools put together by Drs.
Zeldin and Camino, and was also reviewed by a group of youth, the Kidsultants. The
instrument consists of 35 statements rated on a scale of 1-4 and includes questions about
engagement, youth voice, empowerment, and youth-adult partnerships.
The Youth as Evaluators project is being piloted in both New York and Wisconsin. The
pilot site in New York is an ACT for Youth site in Jefferson County. An evaluation team
of 4 adults and 4 youth has been formed. They have been oriented to the project and
trained in administering the YET. The evaluation process for this project includes the
following:
• Identify a core team
• Orientation/Training
• Collect data in community setting
• Analyze data, interpret results
• Present findings to key stakeholders and develop action plans
• Reflection session
For more information on this project, please contact Jane Powers at jlp5@cornell.edu

Discussion/Questions – afternoon
Group I
There is a certain fear factor with regard to evaluation data. Of course no one wants to
report data that show the program is not getting results. It can also have negative results
if you show that the program works too well, because funders could say you are doing ok
so you don’t need any more funding. As evaluators we really want to know what works
and what doesn’t …but evaluation can be used against you.
Group II
Question: What about community collaboration and coordination—can it work if it is top
down?

Answer: It can work both ways depending on the community, the people and the
organization. It also depends on what you want to achieve.
Group III
When writing RFP’s the language should be tweaked to reflect youth development terms
and measures. The language should be strengths-based, rather than deficit-based.
Evaluation should be included as part of the funding.
Group IV
Evaluation or survey tools used with youth need youth input when they are constructed—
most do not get that, especially from youth at the middle school level. It is really
important for all of us to realize the importance of youth voice. We need to work with
school staff as well to identify those youth who do not have a positive connection with an
adult.

Conclusions
Steve Hamilton concluded the symposium by reiterating the importance of talking about
the topic of evaluation. He asked the group what we should do to promote the ideas that
were presented, and to help people learn how to use this sort of framework.
Comment: I would like to have the surveys in my hands. An intrinsic learning happens
through the use of the survey instruments.
Comment: There are a lot of toolkits out there for evaluation, but how can you
discriminate? We build evaluation into the RFP’s that we put out, but we are also facing
the short-term funding problem. There is an “end” to the programs – continued funding
for programs is unsure, so you tend to loose people near the end. We try to build the
capacity of the projects to evaluate, but if we lose the people we train towards the end the
ball gets dropped
Comment: We should push ourselves to have a similar shift like Jane regarding the
importance of youth input.
Comment: Advancing Youth Development talks about the professionalization of youth
work. Having a common language professionalizes the field. Evaluating youth
development programs and activities, and making the data available, will also serve to
professionalize the field.

