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Executive Summary
Introduction
Youth on the Rise (YOTR) functions as a subcommittee of the Youth Development
Coalition, a United Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona (UWTSA) impact council, with
the purpose to prepare all Pima County youth for success in college, work and life such
that they are ready by 21 and connected by 25. In 2013, the Aspen Institute awarded United
Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona YOTR development funding to establish a crosssector collaborative (YOTR Collaborative) to better serve youth between 16-24 who may
neither be in school nor working. YOTR’s mission is to increase access for opportunity
youth to education and career pathways for that lead to a family sustaining income. In 2014
the Aspen Institute awarded United Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona, YOTR a threeyear implementation grant through its Opportunity Youth Incentive Fund with the
purposes of 1) demonstrating higher rates of reconnection to education and employment
among disconnected youth; 2) catalyze the adoption of effective approaches in education
and career attainment leading to family-sustaining careers; and 3) leverage system and
policy changes at local, state and national levels to remove system barriers. Exhibit 1
provides an overview of the overall YOTR goal, in addition to the intended long-term
impacts.
The YOTR Collaborative operates under a collective impact framework, which is structured
around five core conditions: common agenda or shared vision for change, continuous
communication or consistent and open communication across all partners, backbone
function of a dedicated staff who coordinate activities, mutually reinforcing activities or
coordinating complimentary activities between partners, and a shared measurement
system. As of the date of the date of the evaluation, the Collaborative had thirty-two formal
members.
This assessment was performed by LeCroy & Milligan Associates from January to February
2015, on behalf of the United Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona. United Way functions
as the backbone agency supporting the efforts of the YOTR Collaborative. The
methodology and instruments used in this assessment are grounded in collaboration
evaluation and collective impact evaluation. These measurements included a survey using
the Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory (citation), the Partnership Self-Assessment Tool
(citation), and evaluation team created measures of fidelity to collective impact model. The
results of this assessment will be used by YOTR to better understand its collaboration
functioning and effectiveness, to guide strategic planning and Collaborative-level
improvement efforts.
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Results
Results from this study suggest that the Collaborative has a strong shared vision for change
and a supportive backbone organization A majority of the Partners feel positively that the
Partner makeup are the right organizations to have involved in the work of YOTR. All
Partners report respect for the other members of YOTR. In addition, the majority of
members feel the political and social climate is conducive to the work of the Collaborative.
The Partners of YOTR also report receiving high value from their membership, reporting
the benefits of membership outweigh the drawbacks.
Findings from this study also suggest the Collaborative would benefit from increased
leadership structure using the membership, more defined roles for participating members,
and increased planning for short to medium Collaborative activities. In regards to
adherence to the collective impact model, YOTR appears to adhere well to a common
agenda and has a supportive and productive backbone agency. The Collaborative would
benefit from focusing on increasing communication and mutually reinforcing activities,
such as making communication more transparent and increasing between Partner
interactions, as well as focusing on making a well-defined organizational structure.

Recommendations
High level principles and purposes
The majority of Partners demonstrated a clear understanding of the purpose and long-term
outcomes of the Collaborative’s work. There was a unanimous agreement to the
importance of the goals of YOTR, indicating a high level of commitment to the long-term
principals and purposes of YOTR. Some Partners reported confusion in regards to the short
term goals and activities of YOTR. It may be beneficial to review the mission statement
with the membership to evaluate if it captures the best spirit of the Collaborative’s purpose.
Starting each meeting with a review of the updated mission statement may help all
Partners orient to the framework of the agreed upon shared vision. The FSG Collective
Impact provides a valuable resource for developing a collective impact mindset that can be
accessed here:
http://www.ssireview.org/articles/entry/essential_mindset_shifts_for_collective_impact.

Aspects of collaborative in need of improvement
Some Partners report a lack of clarity in their roles and how they may contribute to the
Collaborative as a whole. Members may benefit from increased role clarity, the
establishment of more explicit roles within the Collaborative, and the increased delegation
of explicit task assignments to the membership at large. Some members report feeling a
lack of trust or engagement with decision-making processes. Experts in the field of
Collective Impact have recommended approaches to increase trust in the group such as be
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transparent and speak with an authentic voice. More of these recommended approaches
can be found here:
http://www.fsg.org/KnowledgeExchange/Blogs/CollectiveImpact/PostID/592.aspx.
Report of informal conversation between Partners outside of the Collaborative general
meetings is low. Engagement may suffer from Partners not feeling fully integrated into the
Collaborative or by not knowing their fellow Partners in any meaningful way. Activities
aimed at increasing informal relationships between Partners may be beneficial. Some
Partners reported feeling there was not enough time in the decision-making process to be
able to confer with their agency when making those decisions. Increasing the time before
important votes, or providing information regarding upcoming votes before the time of the
vote, is recommended. Providing a clear voting procedure may also clarify Partner
confusion and increase trust between Partners. The Bridgespan Group provides a resource
for developing capacity and structure based off of learned experience from other
collaborations nation-wide. This resource can be found here:
http://www.bridgespan.org/Publications-and-Tools/RevitalizingCommunities/Community-Collaboratives/Guide-Capacity-andStructure.aspx#.VTAh9CFVhBc.

YOTR as a productive team environment
Some Partners do not perceive all of the Partner’s representatives as being decision-makers
for the organization, causing meetings to be less productive. For example, this lack of
decision-makers may slow the process of YOTR when time sensitive decisions need to be
made. Recruiting high-level representatives from organizations, and engaging more fully
those who are already members, may increase the efficiency and efficacy of decisionmaking within the Collaborative. Observational data collection suggests focus on
improving meeting management may increase the efficiency of meetings and promote
Partner engagement. The Community Tool Box offers a variety of resources to help
improve meeting management here: http://ctb.ku.edu/en/table-ofcontents/leadership/group-facilitation/main. The Handbook for Creating Smart Teams
provides a resource for creating team norms that may also prove helpful. You can find that
here http://www.smartlearningcommunity.net/sites/default/files/Guidelines-forCreating-Team-Norms.pdf.
Increased planning on targeted communications for the community at large would be
beneficial in expanding outside awareness of the Collaborative’s work. This will also allow
YOTR to demonstrate what is unique about the program, thus distinguishing it from other
programs with a similar population focus. The Stanford Social Innovation Review provides
a resource focusing on community engagement within the framework of Collective Impact.
That resource can be found here:
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http://www.ssireview.org/articles/entry/roundtable_on_community_engagement_and_c
ollective_impact.

Learning and developmental needs of YOTR
There were eight factors of collaboration that yielded a neutral response. Neutral responses
may be indicators of apathy or disengagement from the Collaborative. Increasing Partner
understanding these areas may help the engagement of the membership and the functional
development of YOTR. Expanding the diversity of representation and interests within the
Partnership may also be a point of focus for the Collaborative. Interests such as faith-based
organizations, business partners, and potential/current funders may bring increased
perspective and innovative ideas to the group. This may also increase opportunities for
community outreach and education of the goals and activities of YOTR. YOTR would
benefit from updating its organizational structure to include a steering or leadership
committee. This would help guide coherence of efforts and empower potential leaders
within the membership to become more engaged. A clear operating structure will increase
the sustainability and effectiveness of the Collaborative as a whole.

Fidelity to collective impact model
When reviewing questions related to the five areas within the collective impact model
many Partners did not demonstrate a clear understanding of the model of collective impact.
Partner education on the collective impact model will increase efficacy of YOTR’s efforts.
More than a quarter of Partners believe that all the member organizations in the
Collaborative are not important to the work of YOTR. First YOTR should clarify what each
existing Partner organization can contribute to the group as a whole to increase group
cohesion. Then the leadership should provide more education on the framework of
collective impact. Relating activities back to the specific aspect within the Collective Impact
model they are related to may increase Partners’ understanding of the connections between
their work in YOTR and the Collective Impact effort. In addition, increasing focus on
supporting fundraising, policy, and leader development will make the backbone a more
effective factor in the collective impact model.
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Background
Youth on the Rise (YOTR) functions as a subcommittee of the Youth Development
Coalition, a United Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona (UWTSA) impact council, with
the purpose to prepare all Pima County youth for success in college, work and life such
that they are ready by 21 and connected by 25. In 2013, the Aspen Institute awarded United
Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona YOTR development funding to establish cross-sector
Collaborative (YOTR Collaborative) between Pima County community programs who
serve youth between ages 16-24 who may neither be in school nor working. In 2014 the
Aspen Institute awarded United Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona, YOTR a three-year
implementation grant through their Opportunity Youth Incentive Fund with the purposes
of 1) demonstrating higher rates of reconnection to education and employment among
disconnected youth; 2) catalyze the adoption of effective approaches in education and
career attainment leading to family-sustaining careers; and 3) leverage system and policy
changes at local, state and national levels to remove system barriers. Figure 1 provides an
overview of the overall YOTR goal, in addition to the intended long-term impacts.
Figure 1. YOTR Program Intended Impacts

Youth in Pima County are
ready by 21 and connected
by 25 for success in college
work and life.
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YOTR collaboration operates under a collective impact framework, which is structured
around five core conditions (figure 2):
1. Common Agenda
a. A shared vision for change.
2. Continuous Communication
a. Consistent and open communication across all Partners.
3. Backbone Function
a. Dedicated staff who coordinate activities.
4. Mutually Reinforcing Activities
a. Coordinating Partners’ complementary activities.
5. Shared Measurement System
a. The consistent collection and measurement of data across all Partners
(Preskill, Parkhurst, & Juster, 2014).
The collective impact model seeks to create
sustainable community-level social change
by coordinating efforts of individual
organizations focusing on a specific social
challenge. The collective impact model
facilitates coordinated and targeted
intervention by YOTR on the OY
population and is aiming to accomplish
more as a collective of organizations than
could be accomplished by one single
agency. Current literature finds the
collective impact model is most
appropriate for complex social issues with
many systems involved (FSG, 2015). Given
the complexity of the OY challenge,
collective impact is a strategic and efficient
strategy for multi-level interventions.

Figure 2. Collective Impact Model

Common
Agenda
Backbone
Organization:
United Way of
Tucson and
Southern
Arizona

Impacting
Opportunity
Youth in
Tucson

Continuous
Communication

Shared
Measurement
System: ETO

Mutually
Reinforcing
Activities

The logic model as seen in figure 3 demonstrates the main inputs in regards to
collaboration functioning are the coalition Partners, UWTSA staff, and funding sources. The
overarching goal for the Collaborative’s work is to focus on OY and through collective
impact efforts to cause systemic change in the community to support OY.
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Figure 3. Youth on the Rise Collaboration Logic Model
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Evaluation Design
The focus of LeCroy & Milligan Associates’ (LMA) Collaborative evaluation is to assess
YOTR’s development as a Collaborative. The YOTR collaboration theory of change model
guided the evaluation to understand how resources, activities and strategies are impacting
Collaborative efforts and outcomes. The evaluation used mixed methods and include
analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data.
Developmental evaluation (DE) has emerged in the past several decades as an innovation
of the traditional model of program evaluation (PE), by providing a framework for
evaluation in situations where a traditional formative/summative model does not fit
(Dickson & Saunders, 2014). DE is suited for programs in their infancy, where innovation
and complexity make traditional PE less useful as a tool to drive action (Patton, 2011). This
method allows for evolution within program planning and implementation, providing a
supportive and complementary role to program development.
Patton (2011) identified five major purposes for DE: ongoing development, adaption of
effective general principles for the program, developing a rapid response to crisis, helping
programs build the capacity for future PE, and provide guidance in horizontal and vertical
scaling outcomes. These purposes allow the evaluator to function as a member of the
program team, collaborating and facilitating throughout the process (Dickson & Saunders,
2014). The evaluator’s purpose is then to introduce the “concepts of evaluative thinking.”
This role allows the evaluator to be responsive to evolving changes, as they expect
uncertainty and dynamics within the evaluation (Gamble, 2008).
Using DE as the guiding framework for the initial evaluation of the YOTR collaboration
allows for learning and continuous improvement throughout the implementation process
of the program (Ramstad, 2008). This programmatic flexibility will provide YOTR with the
tools to increase the likelihood of positive outcomes for OY.
The purpose in applying developmental evaluation to evaluate collaboration among YOTR
Partners is to provide feedback on the functioning of the YOTR Collaborative and generate
learning within YOTR. The primary focus of this evaluation design is adaptive learning;
that is, continuous improvement on the YOTR program through Collaborative learning.
The findings of this type of evaluation serve to capture the system dynamics of YOTR and
discover innovative strategies and ideas to increase the efficacy in functioning of the
Collaborative. The Collaborative evaluation will examine both Collaborative functioning
and YOTR’s fidelity to the collective impact model. The key questions are:
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Examination and analysis of Collaborative functioning.
1.

Strategic thinking: What high level principles and purposes does YOTR have?

2.

Relationship building: What aspects of the Collaborative work well? What are in
need of improvement? How is the Collaborative as a productive team environment?

3.

Generate learning: What do Partners perceive as strengths of the program and
barriers to program effectiveness at the Collaborative level? What are the learning
and developmental needs of YOTR?

Examination of collective impact model fidelity at the Collaborative level.
1.

To what extent has the YOTR program been implemented with fidelity to the
collective impact model, in terms of:

2.

Common agenda;

3.

Shared measurement; and

4.

Mutually reinforcing activities; and

5.

Continuous communication; and

6.

Backbone support?
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Methods
The evaluation team reviewed the literature and research
on assessing organizational coordination. James Bell
Associates’ (2012) Compendium of Measurement Instruments
reviews ten instruments and methods that researchers and
evaluators have used to assess the development,
functioning, strengths, and limitations of collaborations.
Continuous improvement is a key tenant of the collective
impact framework and evaluation provides information
for the collaboration to use in refining the efficiency and efficacy in which they implement
their programs and function as an organization. The instrument developed for this
assessment (see Appendix A) was adapted from three instruments described in this
compendium, as discussed below, that monitor a collaboration’s stage of development by
assessing the extent to which essential coordination components are present and
functioning and measure the depth of involvement of participating agencies and the
quality of interactions among collaboration members. Analyses of the data collected for this
assessment conform to the analysis strategies outlined by the instrument developers.
Figure 4 illustrates the research questions used in this collaboration evaluation and the
methods of answering those questions. It also shows how data will be collected and
analyzed to answer the research questions.
Figure 4. Evaluation Questions and Methods
Evaluation Question

Performance Measure

Data
Instrument

Analysis

What high level principles and
purposes does YOTR have?

Level of consensus in
Partner- identified principles
and purposes.

Survey

Thematic content analysis and
anecdotal data.

What aspects of the Collaborative
work well?

Level of consensus in
Partner- identified principles
and purposes.

Survey

Descriptive statistics.
Thematic content analysis
and anecdotal data.

What aspects of the Collaborative are
in need of improvement?

Level of consensus in
Partner- identified principles
and purposes.

Survey

Descriptive statistics.
Thematic content analysis
and anecdotal data.
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Evaluation Question

Performance Measure

Data
Instrument

Analysis

How is the Collaborative as a
productive team environment?

Level of consensus in
Partner-identified principles
and purposes.

Survey,
leadership
interviews

Descriptive statistics.
Thematic content analysis
and anecdotal data.

Survey

Descriptive statistics.
Thematic content analysis
and anecdotal data.

What do Partners perceive as
Level of consensus in
strengths of the program and barriers
Partner-identified principles
to program effectiveness at the
and purposes.
Collaborative level?
What are the learning and
developmental needs of YOTR?

Level of consensus in
Partner-identified principles
and purposes.

Survey, director
interview

Descriptive statistics.
Thematic content analysis
and anecdotal data.

To what extent has the YOTR program
been implemented with fidelity to the
collective impact model?

Common agenda; shared
measurement system;
mutually reinforcing
activities; continuous
communication

Survey, meeting
effectiveness
observations,
leadership
interviews

Descriptive statistics.

1. General Meeting Observation – A member of LeCroy & Milligan Associates used an
observational meeting effectiveness tool to evaluate four general meetings for meeting
efficiency and effectiveness including the concept of: clarity of goals for meeting, general
level of participation in the meeting, leadership during the meeting, quality of decisionmaking, cohesiveness among Partners, organization of meeting, and productivity of
meeting. Each concept is rated on a scale of poor to excellent.
2. Collaborator Survey– This instrument was administered to all YOTR Partners to gather
process data about Collaborative functioning. The Collaborative survey comprised of 103
items adapted from the Wilder CFI (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001) and the
PSAT (Center for the Advancement of Collaborative Strategies in Health, 2006)
instruments. This survey was completed individually by collaboration members at the end
of the February 2015 general meeting. The survey took about 30 minutes to complete.
Participants were asked to complete demographic information about their organization,
along with information on the respondent’s affiliation with the Youth on the Rise
collaboration, frequency of meeting attendance, and their role in their organization.
The Collaborator Survey (Appendix A) is comprised of 127 items:


5 items that capture information on respondent’s agency, position, and participation
in YOTR;
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29 items adapted from the Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory (CFI)
(Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001);



65 items adapted from the Partnership Self-Assessment Tool (PSAT) (Center for the
Advancement of Collaborative Strategies in Health, 2006);



5 items developed by the evaluation team to assess fidelity to the collective impact
model; and



One open-ended item for members to provide additional comments.

The survey included items adapted from the Wilder CFI instrument, a tool used to assess
the elements of effective collaboration organized within 15 factors, using a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Examples of factors include:
shared vision, unique purpose, development of clear roles and policy guidelines, and
mutual respect, understanding and trust. These factors were identified by the inventory’s
authors through a systematic review of empirical studies of collaboration and were
grouped into six categories (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001):
a.

Environment: the extent to which the community has a history of collaboration and
whether the community views collaboration as a legitimate effort.

b.

Membership Characteristics: the degree to which there is mutual respect and trust
among members.

c.

Process and Structure: the presence of clearly understood roles, rights and
responsibilities of members that lead to a feeling of ownership that collaboration
members feel about the work.

d.

Communication: the existence of fully developed and utilized lines of
communications resulting in high interaction between individuals.

e.

Purpose: having a shared vision, with clearly articulated goals and strategies, that is
affirmed by each member. The mission, purpose and delivery system of the
Collaborative is distinctive from those of participating organizations. (34 – 36)

f.

Resources: the extent to which the collaboration has sufficient financial, human and
in-kind resources to achieve its goals.

A study by the RAND Corporation that utilized the Wilder CFI showed that the factors in
the tool have a moderate to high internal consistency, (Pitkin Derose, Beatty & Jackson,
2004).
The Partnership self-assessment portion of the survey also includes items adapted from the
Partnership Self-Assessment Tool survey that assesses additional factors of the
coordination components that influence the success of collaborations such as
administration and management, sufficiency of resources, and decision-making, the
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benefits and drawbacks of Partnering, and satisfaction with the coalition. These
quantitative measures gather categorical data using a five-point Likert scale or a Yes/No
format. The PSAT instrument was designed to help coalitions understand and assess how
well their Collaborative process is working and identify specific areas of focus for
improving the Collaborative (Center for the Advancement of Collaborative Strategies in
Health, 2006; Weiss, Miller Anderson & Lasker, 2002).
This tool measures key indicators of a successful Collaborative process across six areas
(e.g., leadership and decision-making), with each sub-scale demonstrating high internal
consistency (Chronbach’s Alpha ranging from .82 to .94). This tool is designed to be a
coalition self-assessment. The authors of this tool recommend that the PSAT be used by a
coalition that has been in existence for at least six months; is comprised of people and
organizations that continually work together to develop and modify strategies to achieve
their goals; has begun to take action to implement its plans; and has at least five active
members. YOTR meets all of these criteria. This section of the survey was scored according
to the PSAT author’s guidelines, which recommend averaging across respondent ratings
for items within each of the six areas. Scores were interpreted in the following way:


4.5-5.0 – Target Zone: the coalition currently excels in this area and needs to focus
attention on maintaining a high score;



4.0-4.4 – Headway Zone: the coalition is doing pretty well in this area but has
potential to progress even further;



3.0-3.9 – Work Zone: more effort is needed in this area to maximize the coalition’s
Collaborative potential; and the factor may require attention; and



1.0-2.9 – Danger Zone: this area is in need of a lot of improvement.

3. Leadership Interviews – A semi-structured interview was conducted with the YOTR
program director and YOTR chairperson to gather process data about Collaborative
functioning and fidelity to collective impact model. The interview guide, adapted from the
work of Woodland and Hutton (2012), is comprised of 10 items and covers topics of
coalition activities, goals and outcomes, policies and guidelines, information sharing,
decision-making, leadership, and recommendations for improvement.
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Data Analysis
Quantitative survey data were analyzed using the Statistical Package of the Social Sciences
(SPSS 22). Analysis of quantitative data depends on variable and sample characteristics and
included descriptive statistics, including frequency distributions of categorical variables
and measures of central tendencies for continuous variables. The evaluation questions that
utilized quantitative data analysis were:
Qualitative data was analyzed using content and thematic analysis, which are common
techniques associated with qualitative research (Glesne, 2010; Patton, 2005). Key concepts
were coded based on the framework of the interview questions, themes from relevant
literature, and patterns that emerge from the data. Analysis was performed using QDA
Miner. Verification of codes was achieved through investigator triangulation and repeated
review of field notes. The researcher coded qualitative data and determined the most
important themes based on compiled responses for each question asked. We performed a
“member check” by emailing informants preliminary findings to ensure the content
accurately reflected their interviews.
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Findings
The findings section connects the results of the evaluation with the research questions
proposed. A total of 31 Partners completed the collaboration survey. Given total
membership of 32 Partners at the time, this represents at 97% response rate. Figure 5
demonstrates the reported positions of survey respondents. 66% reported being executive
directors or presidents of their organizations. In addition over a quarter of respondents
(26%) reported being managers or coordinators within the Partnering organization. The
average number of years Partners have been at their own organization is 6.5 years. The
average number of meetings attended was 7.61 meetings, Partners report the length of their
membership on average being one year, though this number varies by a standard deviation
of 1.27 indicating a number of individuals are new to the organization or have been there
for significantly more than a year.
Figure 5. Position of Survey Respondents
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Meeting Effectiveness
Meeting effectiveness is a key component in evaluating collective impact as it has
implications for the continuous communication and common agenda factors in the
collective impact framework.
The review of meeting effectiveness for YOTR comes from
observations from four collaboration general meetings held
in December of 2014 and January, February, and March of
2015. Figure 6 demonstrates the average scores of observed.
Meeting effectiveness varies month to month, with an
average of 3.42 for all four meetings. This rating indicates a
good level of meeting effectiveness. The lowest area of
meeting effectiveness was productivity of meeting.

Meeting Effectiveness
Score Guide
Poor = 1
Fair = 2
Satisfactory = 3
Good = 4
Excellent = 5

Figure 6. Meeting Effectiveness Ratings
12/17/14

1/15/15

2/19/15

3/19/15

Average All
Meetings

General level of participation in
meeting

4

2

5

4

3.75

Cohesiveness among meeting
participants

5

4

2

4

3.75

Organization of meeting

3

4

2

5

3.50

Clarity of goals for meeting

3

3

3

4

3.25

Quality of decision-making

4

3

1

5

3.25

Productivity of meeting

3

3

2

4

3.00

Average each meeting

3.67

3.17

2.5

4.33

3.42

Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory (CFI)
Results from the CFI were used to answer the following research questions:


What high level principles and purposes does YOTR have;



What aspects of the Collaborative work well;



What aspects of the Collaborative are in need of improvement;



How is the Collaborative as a productive team environment;



What do Partners perceive as strengths of the program and barriers to program
effectiveness at the Collaborative level; and



What are the learning and developmental needs of YOTR?
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Success factors
This section will examine what high level principles and
purposes the Collaborative perceives. Figure 7 displays the
frequency distributions for each item of the nine aspects
measured. The response category that received the highest
percentage is highlighted in gray to facilitate interpretation of
results. In cases of a tie, both categories are highlighted. The
items are sorted in descending order, according to the top
rating categories (e.g., strongly agree, agree to disagree,
strongly disagree, etc.). From averaging all respondents report
we found all factors fell into either the headway zone or work
zone.

4.5‐5.0 – Target Zone:
currently excels
4.0‐4.4 – Headway
Zone: doing pretty well;
potential to progress
3.0‐3.9 – Work Zone:
more effort is needed
to maximize potential
1.0‐2.9 – Danger Zone:
this area is in need of a
lot of improvement

Figure 7. Frequency Distributions of Success Factors
N

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Unique Purpose

29

3.00

5.00

4.43

.68

Headway

Concrete Goals

29

2.00

5.00

4.34

.81

Headway

Climate

30

2.00

5.00

4.30

.64

Headway

Shared Vision

29

3.00

5.00

4.14

.65

Headway

Established Relationships

29

2.00

5.00

4.07

.65

Headway

Respect

30

3.00

5.00

4.02

.56

Headway

Flexibility

29

3.00

5.00

3.97

.50

Work

Stake

30

2.00

5.00

3.95

.52

Work

Adaptability

29

3.00

5.00

3.81

.56

Work

Compromise

30

3.00

5.00

3.80

.66

Work

Clear Roles

29

2.00

5.00

3.66

.64

Work

Appropriate Pace of Development

29

1.00

5.00

3.66

.67

Work

Cross Section

30

2.00

5.00

3.60

.81

Work

Multiple Layers of Participation

29

2.00

5.00

3.52

.71

Work

Seen as a Legitimate Leader in
Community

30

2.00

5.00

3.50

.66

Work
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The success factor that is reported most as “very good” by the Partners is unique purpose
(4.43, n=29). It is important to note that all success factor questions received highly positive
with no average scores falling below an agree response. Figure 8 demonstrates the success
factors showing the most strength and the factors that may benefit from increased focus.
Success factors with statements yielding responses with greater than 75% for Agree and
Strongly Agree:


Favorable political and social climate.



Mutual respect, understanding, and trust.



Appropriate cross section of Partners (current Partners).



Partners share a stake in both process and outcomes.



Appropriate pace of development.



Established informal relationships and communication links.



Concrete goals and objectives.



Shared Vision.



Unique Purpose.

Using the CFI to assess what aspects of the Collaborative are in need of improvement, we
examined the Partner responses yielding greater than 25% for disagree or strongly
disagree. One statement yielded disagreement from over a quarter of the Partner
respondents: All of the organizations critical to the work of the YOTR Collaborative are
Partners of the Collaborative (33.3%, n= 10). In addition, we found eight areas that yielded
responses with greater than 25% for neutral and no opinion. These are:


Leaders in the community who are not part of this YOTR Collaborative seem
hopeful about what this Collaborative can accomplish (41.4%, n= 12).



People involved in the YOTR Collaborative always trust one another (40%, n= 12).



Leaders in the community who are not part of this YOTR Collaborative seem
hopeful about what this Collaborative can accomplish (41.4%, n= 12).



People involved in the YOTR Collaborative always trust one another (40%, n= 12).



The YOTR Collaborative is able to adapt to changing conditions, such as fewer
funds than expected, change in political climate, or leadership (34.5%, n= 10).



People involved in the YOTR Collaborative are willing to compromise on important
aspects of our work (33.3%, n= 10).



Others (in the community) who are not a part of the YOTR Collaborative would
generally agree that the organizations involved in the YOTR Collaborative are the
“right” organizations to do this work (30%, n= 9).
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The organizations/agencies that belong to the YOTR Collaborative invest the right
amount of time in our Collaborative efforts (27.6%, n= 8).



Each person who participates in decisions of the YOTR Collaborative can speak for
the entire organization they represent (27.6%, n= 8).



People in the YOTR Collaborative have a clear sense of their roles and
responsibilities (27.6%, n= 8).

Partnership Self‐Assessment of Collaboration
To assess how the Collaborative is as a productive team environment and perceived
strengths of the program and barriers to program effectiveness, YOTR members’
perceptions about seven aspects of Partnership were measured on the PSAT instrument: 1)
levels of efficiency; 2) quality of leadership; 3) how well administrative and managerial
tasks are handled; 4) level of synergy among members; availability of 5) financial and 6)
non-financial resources; and 7) decision-making capacity (Center for the Advancement of
Collaborative Strategies in Health, 2006; Weiss, Miller Anderson & Lasker, 2002). Following
the authors’ recommendations, guidelines for interpreting scores include:
4.5‐5.0 – Target Zone: currently excels
4.0‐4.4 – Headway Zone: doing pretty well; potential to progress
3.0‐3.9 – Work Zone: more effort is needed to maximize potential
1.0‐2.9 – Danger Zone: this area is in need of a lot of improvement
Figures 9 - 14 display the frequency distributions for each item of the nine aspects
measured. The response category that received the highest percentage is highlighted in
gray to facilitate interpretation of results. In cases of a tie, both categories are highlighted.
The items are sorted in descending order, according to the top rating categories (e.g., Very
Good or Excellent, All of What it Needs, etc.).
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Synergy
In the area of synergy, items rated by respondents as very well to extremely well include
(Figure 8): carry out comprehensive activities that connect multiple services, programs, or
systems, include the views and priorities of the people affected by the YOTR
Collaborative’s work, identify how different services and programs in the community
relate to the problems the YOTR Collaborative is trying to address, obtain support from
people and organizations in the community that can either block the Collaborative’s plans
or help move them forward. The item that received the lowest ratings was: clearly
communicate to people in the community how the YOTR Collaborative’s actions will
address problems that are important to them.
Figure 8. Partner Self-Assessment of Synergy Items
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Carry out comprehensive activities that connect multiple
services, programs, or systems.

29

3.00

6.00

4.28

.92

Headway

Include the views and priorities of the people affected by the
YOTR Collaborative’s work.

28

3.00

6.00

4.14

1.0
4

Headway

Identify how different services and programs in the community
relate to the problems the YOTR Collaborative is trying to
address.

29

2.00

6.00

4.14

.79

Headway

Obtain support from people and organizations in the community
that can either block the Collaborative’s plans or help move
them forward.

29

2.00

6.00

4.10

1.1
4

Headway

Identify new and creative ways to solve problems.

29

2.00

6.00

3.97

.98

Work

Develop goals that are widely understood and supported among
YOTR Collaborative Partners.

29

2.00

6.00

3.97

.91

Work

Respond to the needs and problems of the community.

29

3.00

6.00

3.97

.87

Work

Implement strategies that are most likely to work in the
community.

29

2.00

6.00

3.97

.87

Work

Clearly communicate to people in the community how the YOTR
Collaborative’s actions will address problems that are important
to them.

29

1.00

6.00

3.93

1.2
8

Work
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Leadership
Figure 9 illustrates key strengths of: taking responsibility for YOTR and inspiring and
motivating people to be involved in YOTR. Three areas that could be considered for
improvement include: combining the perspectives, resources, and skills of Partners, helping
the YOTR Collaborative to be creative and look at things differently, and recruiting diverse
people and organizations into the YOTR Collaborative.
Figure 9. Partner Self-Assessment of Leadership Items
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Taking responsibility for the YOTR Collaborative.

29

3.00

6.00

4.38

.82

Headway

Resolving conflict among Partners.

28

3.00

6.00

4.29

1.08

Headway

Inspiring or motivating people involved in the YOTR
Collaborative.

29

2.00

6.00

4.07

1.03

Headway

Communicating the vision of the YOTR Collaborative.

29

2.00

6.00

4.07

.88

Headway

Creating an environment where differences of
opinion can be voiced.

29

2.00

6.00

4.03

1.09

Headway

Empowering people involved in the YOTR
Collaborative.

29

2.00

6.00

4.00

.96

Headway

Fostering respect, trust, inclusiveness, and openness
among members of the YOTR Collaborative.

29

2.00

6.00

3.97

1.02

Work

Combining the perspectives, resources, and skills of
Partners.

29

2.00

6.00

3.97

.91

Work

Helping the YOTR Collaborative to be creative and
look at things differently.

29

1.00

6.00

3.97

1.05

Work

Recruiting diverse people and organizations into the
YOTR Collaborative.

29

1.00

6.00

3.93

1.13

Work

Working to develop a common language within the
YOTR Collaborative.

29

1.00

6.00

3.86

1.03

Work
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Administration and management
Survey respondents rated several areas of administration and management as excellent
(Figure 10), such as: applying for and managing grants and funds, performing
administrative duties, and coordinating communication with people and organizations
outside the YOTR Collaborative. Two areas that could be considered for improvement are:
coordinating communication among Partners and evaluating the progress and impact of
the YOTR Collaborative.
Figure 10. Partner Self-Assessment of Administration and Management Items
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

Applying for and managing grants and funds.

28

2.00

6.00

4.82

1.18

Headway

Performing administrative duties.

27

2.00

6.00

4.77

1.05

Headway

Coordinating communication with people and organizations
outside the YOTR Collaborative.

28

2.00

6.00

4.28

1.43

Headway

Providing agency-level updates to the YOTR Collaborative.

28

2.00

6.00

4.28

1.04

Headway

Organizing YOTR Collaborative activities, including
meetings and projects.

28

2.00

6.00

4.17

1.05

Headway

Preparing materials that inform Partners and help them
make timely decisions.

28

2.00

6.00

4.10

1.10

Headway

Providing orientation to new Partners as they join the YOTR
Collaborative.

27

2.00

6.00

4.00

1.03

Headway

Minimizing barriers to participation in the YOTR
Collaborative’s meetings and activities (e.g., holding at
convenient places and times).

28

2.00

6.00

4.00

1.01

Headway

Evaluating the progress and impact of the YOTR
Collaborative.

28

2.00

6.00

3.96

1.03

Work

Coordinating communication among Partners.

27

2.00

5.00

3.77

.89

Work
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Non‐financial and financial resources
Overall Partners view available non-financial resources as good (Figure 11). However some
respondents expressed concern with YOTRs connections to influential parties and the OY
community.
Figure 11. Partner Self-Assessment of Non-Financial Resources
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Skills and expertise (e.g., leadership, administration,
evaluation, cultural competency, training, community
organizing).

28

3.00

6.00

4.46

1.07

Headway

Data and information (e.g., statistical data, information about
community perceptions, values, resources, and politics).

28

3.00

6.00

4.39

1.06

Headway

Connections to political decision-makers, government agencies,
other organizations/groups.

28

3.00

6.00

4.35

1.28

Headway

Connections to target populations.

28

3.00

6.00

3.96

.99

Work

Influence to bring people together for meetings and activities.

28

2.00

6.00

3.89

1.06

Work

Figure 12 shows that YOTR Partners feel comfortable with the amount of equipment,
goods, space and money available to YOTR.
Figure 12. Partner’s Self-Assessment of Financial Resources
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Space

27

3.00

6.00

4.44

1.18

Headway

Equipment and goods

28

2.00

6.00

4.28

1.35

Headway

Money

28

2.00

6.00

4.25

1.35

Headway

Efficiency
Figure 13 shows that survey respondents rate YOTR as good to very good in utilizing
members’ time, in-kind resources, and training resources.
Figure 13. Partner Self-Assessment of Efficiency Items
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Members' in-kind resources (e.g., skills, expertise,
connections, influence, space, equipment, goods).

29

2.00

6.00

3.93

1.19

Work

Members' time.

24

1.00

6.00

3.79

1.25

Work
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Decision‐making
Items related to decision-making received somewhat mixed reviews from respondents.
Figure 14 shows that the majority of people support the decisions of YOTR and rarely to
never feel left out or abstain from participating in decision-making. However, a small
proportion of Partners elect to not participate in the decision-making process or have felt
left out of the process altogether.
Figure 14. YOTR Self-Assessment of Decision-Making Items
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Support the decisions made by the YOTR Collaborative?

28

3.00

6.00

4.39

.78

Headway

Elect not to participate in the decision-making process of
the YOTR Collaborative?

28

1.00

6.00

2.75

1.29

Danger

Feel that you have been left out of the decision-making
process?

28

1.00

6.00

2.35

1.36

Danger

Member satisfaction
Overall, Figure 15 shows that survey respondents are mostly to very satisfied with all
measured areas. However, some areas that received somewhat mixed reviews include:
plans for achieving goals; implementation of plans; and member influence in YOTR. The
lower ratings may reflect lack of clarity around roles in YOTR and transparency of
implementation.
Figure 15. YOTR Member Satisfaction Ratings
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Zone

Your role in the YOTR Collaborative.

24

2.00

5.00

4.33

1.00

Headway

The way the people and organizations in the YOTR
Collaborative work together.

25

2.00

5.00

4.28

.73

Headway

The YOTR Collaborative’s plans for achieving its
goals.

26

1.00

5.00

4.15

1.12

Headway

Your influence in the YOTR Collaborative.

24

2.00

5.00

4.13

.89

Headway

The way the YOTR Collaborative is implementing its
plans.

26

1.00

5.00

4.08

1.01

Headway
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Benefits and drawbacks from YOTR membership
Figure 16 illustrates the majority of Partners report receiving a range of benefits from their participation in the collaboration. The
lowest reported benefits received were additional financial support or an enhanced ability to affect public policy. The top benefits
received were gaining useful knowledge, having the ability to have a greater impact than alone, and the ability to make a
contribution to the community.

Figure 16. YOTR Reported Benefits from Membership
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The Partners surveyed did not report in great numbers any significant drawbacks from their membership (Figure 17). The most
endorsed drawback to membership was reported to be diversion of time and resources from other priorities. In addition, 92% of the
24 Partners responding to the questions reported the benefits of YOTR membership outweighed the drawbacks. Two members (8%)
did report the benefits of membership were equal to the drawbacks. No members reported the drawbacks outweighing the benefits
of participation.
Figure 17. Reported Drawbacks Experienced from YOTR Membership
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Current Themes from Partners and Leadership
Qualitative analysis of Partner and leadership responses identified several themes: capacity
needs, community outreach needs, perception of YOTR organization and leadership,
member needs, and Partner diversification needs. The following word clouds represent the
frequency of that thematic idea in Partner and leadership narratives, with the larger the
word indicating the greater the frequency.
Figure 18 demonstrates that YOTR reports its greatest needs to increase capacity are clarity
of process, developing a stronger understanding of collective impact, and clarifying
strategic goals. Also mentioned thematically were the need to continue to clarify the focus
of activities, increased search for funding, and development of policy-related activities.

Figure 18. Current Themes - YOTR Capacity Needs

Figure 19 demonstrates that YOTR reports its greatest community outreach needs are to
build awareness of the YOTR program. Networking within the community was also a
theme.
Figure 19. Current Themes - Community Outreach Needs

Figure 20 represents the current themes in regards to the organization and leadership
within YOTR. Communication is emphasized heavily, Partners and leaderships consider
there to be a high level of communication but some feel there is a lack of transparency and
trust at times. Another significant theme was that there is an unclear structure within the
organization, with several narratives recommending the implementation of a leadership or
steering committee.
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Figure 20. Current Themes - YOTR Organization and Leadership

The themes within Figure 21 reflecting member needs mirror the unclear structure
identified in the YOTR organization and leadership. The desire for role clarity and report of
feeling the Partner role is unclear were the two major themes. Needed focus on inclusion
and engagement were also themes of note.
Figure 21. Current Themes – Member Needs

Figure 22 illustrates what Partners and leadership report the organization needing in terms
of Partner diversification and member needs. Diversity of Partner organizations and the
need for increased representation from some stakeholder sectors appears to be a key
concern. The need for increased recruitment was also identified thematically.

Figure 22. Current Themes - Partner Diversification Needs
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Fidelity to Collective Impact Model
This evaluation also looked for how the YOTR collaboration was using the model of
collective impact to function and implement their plans. This information was collected
through the qualitative and quantitative survey questions for each area of the collective
impact model and free responses. The following reflects the survey responses and
comments of Partners impacting areas of the collective impact model.

Common
Agenda

Backbone
Organization: United
Way of Tucson and
Southern Arizona

Impacting
Opportunity
Youth in
Tucson

Continuous
Communication
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A shared vision for change
Initial trends indicate a majority of Partners (64%) agree or
strongly agree that the YOTR Collaborative contains the right
organizations to do the coalition’s work. In addition, 93% of
Partners believe the time is right for the work YOTR is trying
to accomplish. There is consensus among Partners that what
the YOTR Collaborative is attempting to do would be
difficult for any single organization to accomplish by itself
(100%).

What coalition members are saying:
“Meeting dates, times, & locations are clear. Goals of meetings are relevant. Outcomes
of meetings return to the larger work group.”
“Impact & sustainability are clear priorities.”
“The leaders are focused on the objectives.”
“The collaborative works well together.”
“Many people I talk with have not heard of this collaborative or this initiative.”
“We need to do more around developing our plan for on‐going funding and connecting
to potential legislative agenda.”
“Glad to be part of this, but I’m not sure where it is going or how I can contribute.”
“I feel that we have needed and continue to need to take the risk of placing youth more
at center of the process and to experiment with what may seem like riskier strategies of
engagement‐‐turning much more responsibility from the get‐go over to youth
themselves, and to non‐traditional leaders who aren't, in the words of some youth,
seen as "suits."

Coordinating Partners’ complementary activities
Partners report for their YOTR cohort: trust in other Partners (50%),
respect for other Partners (100%), and a high level of commitment
from other Partners (77%). Some Partners report they do not believe
the Collaborative has taken on the right amount of work at the right
pace (21%) and that YOTR cannot keep up with all the necessary
work needed (6%).
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What coalition members are saying:
“This has been a very beneficial experience and I appreciate and value the efforts and
opinions of all those that have been involved.”
“I think it would be beneficial to know why certain individuals/organizations are a part
of this collaborative. I am not sure why some are involved.”
“I have been dissatisfied with the informality of the group. It has led to poor decision‐
making and increased a sense of exclusivity, from my viewpoint. The time is ripe for
putting a structure into place. “
“I feel each organization should be asked how things are going regarding needs.”
“We have standing and ad hoc work groups without a formal structure. This needs to be
developed in our framework for a structure. The work groups would be more effective,
and it would empower partners and build leadership capacity.”
“We need a community engagement plan! We are very weak in this area.”
“It has been a roller coaster but I am certain the youth re‐engagement center and
resource centers will open and become integral parts of the South Tucson community.”
“Work groups are productive, but could be improved with greater diversity of engaged
work group members.”
“The pace of the work seems to be too rapid, as decision‐making always seems to be in
an ASAP mode. “
“Work groups are productive, but could be improved with greater diversity of engaged
work group members.”
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Consistent and open communication across all Partners
Partners report some confusion as to their roles and responsibilities
(10%), and do not feel there is a clear decision-making process
among the Collaborative (7%).

What coalition members are saying:
”Meeting dates, times, & locations are clear. Goals of meetings are relevant. Outcomes
of meetings return to the larger work group.
“Outcomes of meetings return to the larger group.”
”Each meeting explains the processes in place for collecting info, making decisions, and
moving the collective in certain decision areas. Meeting agendas are clear /common
agenda. “
“The leaders have consistently sought input from us on all key issues.”
“Not sure what work groups exist??”
“We have standing and ad hoc work groups without a formal structure.”
“I am not clear about my role / expectations / responsibility as a part of the
collaborative.”
“I get a sense that partners are hesitant to provide input because they lack a
knowledge base to work from. “
“I do not believe these activities [support fundraising and outreach] are transparent to
the entire work group.”
“There are many discussions and I remain unclear about what final
outcomes/decisions are or will be. “
“A big email to the whole collaborative about the work group meetings would increase
the feelings of inclusion & transparency among the group.”
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Dedicated staff who coordinate activities
When assessing Partners’ appraisal of UWTSA as a backbone
agency, generally the Partners agreed UWTSA was performing
the activities required. Participants responded “neutral, no
opinion” at a higher rate than the other functions for the
questions regarding supporting fundraising and outreach (28%,
n=7) and establish and support work groups (16.67%, n= 4).
Figure 25 reflects the Partner’s assessment of UWTSA’s backbone
activities. The response options ranged from strongly disagree (score
of 1) to strongly agree (score of 5). The highest rated activity was the UWTSA maintaining
coherence of YOTR’s efforts, with a mean score of 4.22.
Figure 23. Reported Satisfaction with UWTSA’s Backbone Activities
n

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Maintains coherence of YOTR efforts.

27

3.00

5.00

4.22

.57

Helps coordinate management and facilitation.

25

2.00

5.00

4.20

.70

Establish and support work groups.

24

2.00

5.00

4.00

.78

Support fundraising and outreach.

25

2.00

5.00

3.76

1.01

What coalition members are saying:
“I have seen United Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona develop these [work] groups,
bring them together to present ideas and followed up with their promised
commitments.”
“UWTSA is great at soliciting discussion and feedback in a safe and open manner.”
”I think that the UWTSA is doing a great job of including everyone and valuing diverse
opinions, but it appears to happen with a cost to practical work and completing
needed items within needed time frames.”
“United Way has the expertise to conduct the functions of the backbone.”
“I feel like there has no consistent assistance in directing us to funding options.”
“Thank you for collaborating to assist our community’s opportunity youth.”
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Recommendations
Unlocking Areas of Opportunity
The findings and recommendations section connects the results of the evaluation with the
research questions proposed. It will then prioritize suggested activities for YOTR to ensure
ease of utilization of these findings. The following are the research questions proposed to
guide this evaluation:
1.

What high level principles and purposes does YOTR have;

2.

What aspects of the Collaborative work well;

3.

What aspects of the Collaborative are in need of improvement;

4.

How is the Collaborative as a productive team environment;

5.

What do Partners perceive as strengths of the program and barriers to program
effectiveness at the Collaborative level;

6.

What are the learning and developmental needs of YOTR; and

7.

To what extent has the YOTR program been implemented with fidelity to the
collective impact model?

High level principles and purposes
The majority of Partners demonstrated a clear understanding of the purpose and long-term
outcomes of the Collaborative’s work. There was a unanimous agreement to the
importance of the goals of YOTR, indicating a high level of commitment to the long-term
principals and purposes of YOTR. Some Partners reported confusion in regards to the short
term goals and activities of YOTR.
It may be beneficial to review the mission statement with the membership to evaluate if it
captures the best spirit of the collaboration’s purpose. Starting each meeting with a review
of the updated mission statement may help all Partners orient to the framework of the
agreed upon shared vision. The University of Washington has a quick exercise designed to
clarify shared vision in groups that can be found here:
http://www.washington.edu/research/rapid/resources/toolsTemplates/team_shield_exercise
_2012.pdf.
Starting each meeting with a review of the updated mission statement may help all
Partners orient to the framework of the agreed upon shared vision. The FSG Collective
Impact provides a valuable resource for developing a collective impact mindset that can be
accessed here:
http://www.ssireview.org/articles/entry/essential_mindset_shifts_for_collective_impact.
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Aspects of Collaborative that work well
A majority of the Partners feel positively that the Partner makeup are the right
organizations to have involved in the work of YOTR. All Partners report respect for the
other members of YOTR. In addition, the majority of members feel the political and social
climate is conducive to the work of the Collaborative. The Partners of YOTR also report
receiving high value from their membership, reporting the benefits of membership
outweigh the drawbacks.

Aspects of Collaborative in need of improvement
Some Partners report a lack of clarity in their roles and how they may contribute to the
Collaborative as a whole. Members may benefit from increased role clarity, the
establishment of more explicit roles within the Collaborative, and the increased delegation
of explicit task assignments to the membership at large. Some members report feeling a
lack of trust or engagement with decision-making processes. Report of informal
conversation between Partners outside of the Collaborative general meetings is low.
Engagement may suffer from Partners not feeling fully integrated into the Collaborative or
by not knowing their fellow Partners in any meaningful way. Activities aimed at increasing
informal relationships between Partners may be beneficial.
Some Partners reported feeling there was not enough time in the decision-making process
to be able to confer with their agency when making those decisions. Increasing the time
before important votes, or providing information regarding upcoming votes electronically
before the time of the vote, is recommended. Providing a clear voting procedure may also
clarify Partner confusion.
The Collaborative may benefit from a facilitated exercise to address some of the areas of
opportunity highlighted here. Strength Weakness Opportunity Threats (SWOT) analysis is
a simple and effective tool for assessing and unifying organizational cohesion and
direction. The Community Tool Box provides a clear description of SWOT analysis for
group assessment and collaboration problem solving purposes here:
http://ctb.ku.edu/en/table-of-contents/assessment/assessing-community-needs-andresources/swot-analysis/main

YOTR as a productive team environment
Some Partners do not perceive all of the Partner’s representatives as being decision-makers
for the organization. This lack of authority may slow the process of YOTR when time
sensitive decisions need to be made. Recruiting high-level representatives from
organizations, and engaging more fully those already members, may increase the efficiency
and efficacy of decision-making within the Collaborative.
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These results indicate YOTR does well communicating and structuring the common agenda
between members. Observational data collection suggests focus on improving meeting
management may increase the efficiency of meetings and promote Partner engagement.
The Community Tool Box offers a variety of resources to help improve meeting
management here: http://ctb.ku.edu/en/table-of-contents/leadership/groupfacilitation/main. The Handbook for Creating Smart Teams provides a resource for
creating team norms that may also prove helpful. You can find that here
http://www.smartlearningcommunity.net/sites/default/files/Guidelines-for-CreatingTeam-Norms.pdf. For example, use of a time keeper is a good strategy to ensure the YOTR
adheres to the time allotted for each agenda item. Strategies for efficient facilitated
discussions can be found from Brown University here:
http://brown.edu/about/administration/sheridan-center/teaching-learning/effectiveclassroom-practices/discussions-seminars/facilitating.

Perceived strengths and barriers to program effectiveness on Collaborative
level
Increased planning on targeted communications for the community at large would be
beneficial in expanding outside awareness of the Collaborative’s work. This will also allow
YOTR to demonstrate what is unique about the program, thus distinguishing it from other
programs with a similar population focus. A variety of resources are available when
strategizing for community engagement. Colorado State University provides a free
assessment of community readiness here:
http://triethniccenter.colostate.edu/communityReadiness_home.htm. The Collaborative
Leaders Network provides tools and strategies for community engagement with diverse
populations can be found here: http://Collaborativeleadersnetwork.org/strategies/acommunity-engagement-strategy-for-negotiating-a-package-of-community-benefits/.

Learning and developmental needs of YOTR
Results from this study suggest that YOTR is primarily in the forming stage of
development. Partners have established base-level expectations and agree on common
long-term goals. The behaviors associated with YOTR reflect the members are still
dependent heavily on leadership and continue to develop relationships and bonds with
each other. A strength of YOTR is the membership’s belief in how valuable the work is.
There were eight factors of collaboration that yielded a neutral response. Neutral responses
may be indicators of apathy or disengagement from the Collaborative. Increasing Partner
understanding these areas may help the engagement of the membership and the functional
development of YOTR.
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Expanding the diversity of representation and interests within the Partnership may also be
a point of focus for the Collaborative. Interests such as faith-based organizations, business
Partners, and potential/current funders may bring increased perspective and innovative
ideas to the group. This may also increase opportunities for community outreach and
education of the goals and activities of YOTR.
YOTR would benefit from updating its organizational structure to include a steering or
leadership committee. This would help guide coherence of efforts and empower potential
leaders within the membership to become more engaged. A clear operating structure will
increase the sustainability and effectiveness of the Collaborative as a whole.

Fidelity to collective impact model
When reviewing questions related to the five areas within the collective impact model
many Partners did not demonstrate a clear understanding of the model of collective impact.
There are a variety of resources available to learn about the collective impact model,
including one from FSG: http://www.fsg.org/OurApproach/CollectiveImpact.aspx.
Partner education on the collective impact model will increase efficacy of YOTR’s efforts.
Relating activities back to the specific aspect within the Collective Impact model they are
related to may increase Partners’ understanding of the connections between their work in
YOTR and the Collective Impact effort.
When examining collective impact areas of continuous communication and common
agenda YOTR did well. Partners are generally positive about the level and amount of
communication. They all agree on the overarching purpose of the Collaborative, though
there is confusion in regards to lower-level goals and strategies.
Partners generally responded positively to questions designed to evaluate the strength of
mutually reinforcing activities within YOTR. More than a quarter of Partners believe that
all the member organizations in the Collaborative are not important to the work of YOTR.
Clarifying what each existing Partner organization can contribute to the group as a whole
may be beneficial for group cohesion sustainability of the Collaborative.
The UWTSA backbone receives positive responses in regards to their ability to maintain
coherence of YOTR efforts, manage and facilitate the Collaborative, and manage and
support work groups. Increasing focus on supporting fundraising and outreach will make
the backbone a more effective factor in the collective impact model.
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Suggestions for YOTR’s Continued Success
The following represent a synthesis of the findings into a usable list of suggestions for
continued successful development. Though not intended to be exhaustive, these
suggestions may aid in the continuous improvement of the collective impact efforts of
YOTR.
1.

Review the mission statement of YOTR and how it reflects/doesn’t reflect the
Collective Impact framework;

2.

Using the mission statement as a guiding document, conduct a SWOT type analysis
with the Collaborative;

3.

Refine the organizational structure to include a leadership group from within the
membership;

4.

Implement leadership development opportunities to recruit potential untapped
leaders from within the membership;

5.

Empower the leadership group and work groups to conduct strategic planning to
focus effort and direct future activities to ensure efficient use of time and efforts;

6.

Implement regular opportunities for Partners to meet and network informally;

7.

Develop a strategic plan for Collaborative-level community engagement; and

8.

Re-evaluate collaboration functioning on a regular basis to ensure change is timely
and responsive to developmental needs.
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