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Abstract

A statewide capacity building model and efforts to promote youth development in the State of Connecticut are described. The project’s basic goals and youth development approach is outlined, followed by an overview of the capacity building model’s core principles, practices, and processes.  The four key components of the approach, funder connections, youth development training and technical assistance, youth program evaluation training and technical assistance, and community awareness are then presented.  This is followed by an overview of the results and benefits of the model.
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This report describes the approach taken in the State of Connecticut to build the capacity of youth-serving organizations. Through the creation of the Connecticut for Community Youth Development (CCYD) project, providers, funders, and policymakers worked together to fashion 
an infrastructure of services, opportunities, and supports designed to promote the positive development of 12- to 18-year-olds. The CCYD initiative was stimulated by a 5-year federal grant awarded to Connecticut in 1998 by the Family and Youth Services Bureau (FYSB) in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and heavily supported by the Connecticut Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee with federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds allocated to Connecticut.


In the following sections, we will describe the model that guided the CCYD project. We begin by describing the project’s basic goals and youth development approach. This is followed by an overview of the model’s core principles and practices and then by a description of the CCYD’s key components. At the end is a section on the results and benefits of CCYD.

Goals and Youth Development Approach

Basic Goals


The capacity-building model developed by the CCYD project included two primary goals.  The first goal was to build the knowledge and skills of interested front-line practitioners – youth workers, program managers, and supervisors in organizations that work directly with youth – to implement a youth development approach in programs and practices. This goal is in keeping with recent calls to move away from “deficit-based” to “competency based” approaches to working with youth (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Silliman, 2004). Connecticut focused on an “across the board” strategy of training and involving front-line youth service providers, managers, as well as funders and policymakers. This differed from “top-down” capacity-building efforts in many other states where the initial focus has been on getting heads and directors of state agencies to buy in.

The second goal of the capacity-building approach taken by the CCYD was to network and connect the work of public and private funders, local and statewide associations, and other resource providers that support and sustain front-line programs and practices. Again, this approach to capacity building was different than approaches in other states where typically one or several private funders provide resources to selected non-profit organizations to improve their performance and effectiveness (Blumenthal, 2003; Camino, 1998; Connolly & Lukas, 2002). In contrast, the CCYD model focused on providing opportunities for public and private funders of youth programs in Connecticut to work together toward common funding goals. This has become especially important in a climate of economic decline and shrinking resources.

Youth Development


The Youth Development (YD) approach provided the knowledge base that supported CCYD efforts. The youth development approach emphasizes the psychosocial development of youth and prevention of problems before they occur. Youth who participate in programs that use a YD approach are provided opportunities for developing constructive skills and competencies within a supportive environment (Pruett, et al., 2000; Roth, et al., 1998). That is, rather than implementing programs to combat specific youth problems, such as teen pregnancy or gang involvement, the YD framework seeks to positively influence youth development by fostering intellectual, social and emotional competencies. These skills and competencies are thought to proactively prevent negative outcomes by increasing the abilities of youth to make positive choices and demonstrate improved resistance skills (Catalano, et al., 2002; Masten, 1994; Werner & Smith, 2001). Connections between youth and peers, families, schools, and program personnel have been shown to advance developmental outcomes through the interactions of young people with one another and other significant adults (CSR, Incorporated, 1997; Eccles and Gootman, 2002; Lerner & Benson, 2002). At the core of its perspective, CCYD viewed youth involvement—active leadership in initial planning and day-to-day operations—as a distinguishing feature of its youth development approach (Ferber, et al., 2002).

The YD approach emphasizes four basic assumptions:

(1) Helping youth to achieve their full potential is the most effective way to prevent them from experiencing problems,

(2) Youth need opportunities and supports to succeed,

(3) Communities need to mobilize and build capacity to support youth development, and

(4) Youth are not viewed as problems to be fixed, but rather as partners to be engaged and encouraged (Small & Memmo, 2004).

Programming in youth development programs typically includes: (1) content that is appropriate to age, maturation level, gender, culture, and community; (2) a range of activities and experiences of interest to youth; (3) skill training for youth and opportunities to apply these skills; (4) leadership development and recognition opportunities; (5) personal supports to youth and families; and (5) an emphasis on outreach strategies (Pittman & Zeldin, 1995; Roth, et al., 1998).

Core Principles and Practices

The core principles and practices of the Connecticut for Community Youth Development initiative—voluntary participation, deliberate outreach, opportunities for involvement of varying intensity, working through and building upon existing networks, and providing incentives for participation and use of capacity building tools—are described next.

Voluntary Participation


Every CCYD activity is open to interested individuals. Even within CCYD leadership groups with a defined membership, people are not required to participate as a result of their positions. That is, they are approached to participate because they are personally involved in youth development work, not because they are commissioners, managers or agency heads. Also, voluntary participation means that individuals can choose to participate because of the value they see in CCYD and not because they have been directed to attend by superiors in their organizations. This voluntary approach is based on the premise that systems change happens when people’s self-interest is engaged. When individuals sense that they are participating in something meaningful, they are more committed and more likely to effect change in their own sphere of influence. Change happens when people are motivated and motivation is enhanced when people experience a sense of ownership in the project.

Opportunities for Involvement of Varying Intensity


As a complement to voluntary participation, CCYD has created opportunities for interested parties to participate in activities that vary in duration and frequency from one-time events to ongoing groups that have met throughout the project. The nature of the information provided in these venues also has varied from introductory overviews to progressively more advanced content.  Funders and providers can be involved at varying levels according to their interests, programmatic needs, and availability. In this way, CCYD activities have been designed to stimulate greater interest and involvement.

Deliberate Outreach

CCYD has tried to involve individuals and organizations that bring distinct experiences and perspectives. This has included creating opportunities for interaction across jurisdictions (national, state, and local), kinds of funders (public, private, corporate), types of provider organizations (treatment, prevention, health promotion) and people often not at the table, including youth. CCYD has adopted this practice to build understanding and support for a youth development approach among this broad range of stakeholders and to increase connections among them.

Working Through Existing Networks


Part of CCYD’s capacity-building strategy has been to work with existing networks.  CCYD has worked with statewide associations and local networks to inform people about, and attract them to, the activities it sponsors. In addition, CCYD has worked to strengthen existing associations and networks as additional resources in Connecticut that can provide capacity-building opportunities in their own right.

Providing Incentives for Participation and Use of Tools
CCYD has developed incentives aimed at furthering its capacity-building strategy. Both tangible (financial rewards) and intangible (intellectual stimulation, camaraderie) incentives have been offered to encourage and reward participation in CCYD and use of the youth development approach. Financial incentives include underwriting the cost of training so that it is free to participants and small grants to community programs that are committed to enhancing youth development programming. Examples of financial incentives are Challenge Grants to private funders and Capacity-Building Grants to existing associations. Challenge Grants to private funders encourage state and local funders to collaborate on funding new or expanded youth development programs. For example, with this funding, one private foundation made $7,000 to $10,000 grants to six local agencies to expand programs and to improve program quality through on-site assistance. Capacity Building Grants ranging between $2,500 and $3,500 have been distributed through an RFP process to strengthen statewide associations and their attention to youth development.


Non-monetary incentives have included planning events to be high-quality, engaging, and instructive; holding events at convenient and appealing places; and providing good food and company; in order to be valued by those who attend.

Processes and Components of the CCYD Capacity-Building Model

Two interrelated processes of convening and informing were the primary strategies through which the four components of the CCYD model were implemented. The four component areas included funder connections, youth development training and technical assistance, youth program evaluation training and technical assistance, and community awareness.

Convening and Informing 

The primary goals of the CCYD were achieved through two interrelated processes of convening and informing (Wynn, 2003). Convening involves organizing gatherings of funders, policymakers, service providers, and other interested people. These gatherings varied from single events to ongoing and regularly scheduled meetings. They were organized to (1) provide participants opportunities to get to know and learn from each other, (2) help create informal information and support networks, and (3) facilitate collaborative agendas. Kaplan (1999) has referred to this practice as people-centered development and Dobrowolski (1999) has described it as a learning community. Both concepts describe a similar process of sharing, dialoguing, and learning from one another.


Informing involves the gathering and sharing of information about youth development.  This includes sharing information among interested staff, program administrators and funders about youth development programs occurring in local communities throughout the state. It has also involved CCYD openly sharing its planned activities, soliciting feedback from others about these activities, and requesting input on future plans. Finally, informing involves bringing in national and other states’ experts to share their knowledge on youth development programs and practices through forums and conferences.


The information gathered through these forums and conferences has been used to shape the approach to youth services, supports, and opportunities that the CCYD advocated within Connecticut. That is, by reaching out to different kinds of program providers, a variety of public and private funders, and other distinct and otherwise disconnected individuals and organizations, CCYD hoped to promote a statewide youth development agenda. In a reciprocal manner, these conferences and forums brought word of Connecticut’s approach to capacity-building to those involved in pursuing a youth development agenda nationally and in other states.

Funder Connections

The Funders Group is a consortium of interested public and private; community, corporate, family, and voluntary funders. Its purpose is to enhance effectiveness of programming for youth through collaborative effort. Group membership is open to individuals affiliated with a public or private funding agency active in supporting youth programming in the State of Connecticut. The Funders Group coordinated a variety of collaborative efforts such as training and networking sessions, common RFP specifications that set youth development practices, and specific guidelines for evaluations based on a common set of youth development outcomes.

In March 2003—the fourth year of CCYD, the Funders Group created the CCYD Directors Committee to oversee subsequent phases of CCYD’s development and coordinate initiatives developed by the Funders Group. The CCYD Directors Committee is comprised of program-level staff from seven public and seven private funders, a member who represents a neutral fiduciary holding CCYD funds, and a researcher who has worked with CCYD in developing evaluation tools and training programs.

Youth Development Training and Technical Assistance


The second essential element of the youth development capacity building model developed by CCYD involves providing a range of training opportunities “across the board.”  These trainings range from introductory sessions to in-depth workshops and seminars. Trainings were designed to provide information on youth development research, best practices, developmental youth outcomes, and capacity-building intermediaries (Johnson, Rothstein, & Gajdosik, 2005). CCYD underwrote the cost of making training tools and resources readily available to those who attended. Training opportunities were developed and led by staff of the Youth Development Training and Resource Center (YDTRC) of The Consultation Center, which functioned from the outset of the CCYD initiative as the intermediary partner with the lead state agency—the Office of Policy and Management.  These activities have included the following.
Advancing Youth Development (AYD). This 30-hour course for front-line workers provides training on youth development principles and practices, developmental outcomes, and youth involvement strategies.  The course curriculum is only delivered by the approved local B.E.S.T. (Building Exemplary Systems for Training Community Youth Workers) sites included in the national B.E.S.T. Initiative, convened by the National Training Institute for Community Youth Work (NTI) at the Academy for Educational Development in Washington, D.C. The YDTRC located in New Haven has been a designated B.E.S.T. site since 1996. CCYD significantly expanded the availability of the training to front line youth workers across the state.

Training of Trainers. This 3-day intensive training is offered to graduates of the AYD course who seek advanced training and the opportunity to become AYD course facilitators within the B.E.S.T. Initiative sites.

Training Provided by Statewide Associations. CCYD also provided grants to existing associations (e.g. Cooperative Extension System, Connecticut Youth Services Association) in order to build their capacity and increase awareness of the youth development approach among their members.
Supervising and Managing in Youth-Serving Organizations. This 15-hour course for supervisors and managers who work with front-line staff covers youth development concepts, situational leadership, work style differences, effective supervision, and team building.

Youth Program Evaluation Training and Technical Assistance


Program evaluation is an essential element of building the capacity of youth service organizations to deliver effective programs. As the CCYD funders talked with one another they became increasingly aware of the deficits evident in many of the program evaluations being conducted of their grantees. Improving program evaluation data became an important component of CCYD. The intention was to improve the quality of evaluation data collected so that those who were funding youth programs could be more informed about the returns on their investments and programs that worked with youth could improve the quality of their offerings.  This element of the model is consistent with calls from youth development scholars and funding organizations for more science-based youth programming and increased accountability, continuous improvement, and replication of best practices (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Silliman, 2004; Villarruel, et al., 2003).


In order to implement this component, CCYD has sponsored a number of workshops and trainings on program evaluation. Specifically, practitioners, program administrators, funders, and policymakers throughout the state have been offered knowledge and skills in the area of planning and implementing more effective evaluations of youth programs.

Handbook for Assessing Outcomes in Youth Programs (Sabatelli, et al., 2001). This guide for funders and managers of youth programs was developed by the University of Connecticut, School of Family Studies.  It describes evaluation strategies focused on improving youth outcomes.  Separate chapters identify positive youth outcomes and indicators for measuring them; offer guidance on selecting appropriate outcomes and indicators; and provide helpful hints on designing an evaluation, collecting data, and analyzing and presenting results. The handbook became a widely recognized resource. It was noted by funders in their guidelines and technical assistance sessions with grantees, presented at several state conferences, and used to create a companion document focusing on outcomes for younger children funded by the State of Connecticut, Office of Policy and Management
Workshops on Assessing Outcomes in Youth Programs. Full day workshops on using the evaluation handbook covered evaluation design, instrument selection, implementation of evaluation strategies, and data analysis. Advanced half-day sessions on collecting useful process and outcome data also have been offered.
Community Awareness

The fourth component of the capacity building model adopted by CCYD is focused on enhancing community understanding and support of youth and youth development. This has involved assessing the level of community awareness of the youth development perspective, offering the various forums noted above to inform interested parties, and developing capacity-building tools and promotional materials.


Many of the tools and promotional materials developed to date are freestanding products that can inform and influence policy, program development, and practice. They also serve as vehicles for informing those who use them about aspects of a youth development approach. These sources of information have been provided to individuals, community leaders, or organizations outside of the scheduled group events. They are also routinely distributed at CCYD events.

Informational Sheets. Early in its first year, CCYD distilled information about positive youth development into a set of information sheets on: (1) Youth development premises, (2) Definitions of supports and opportunities, (3) Developmental outcomes for youth, (4) Youth worker core competencies, and (5) Principles for involving youth in community development.  This information on positive youth development and the project has been distributed to every CCYD ongoing group, at every conference and other event, at every training course, and every presentation about the project. This information also appears in CCYD’s newsletters and is posted on its website. The consistency designed into these materials and their wide distribution encourages the adoption of common principles and their use in practice in similar ways across the state.

Information Resource. The Connecticut Clearinghouse, a state-wide information resource, has collected resource materials on youth development, nationally and in Connecticut, held regional informational sessions about these materials, and set up displays at CCYD events.

Newsletter. Semi-annual newsletters include reports of recent project activities, information on national and local youth development programs and initiatives, and a schedule of upcoming CCYD trainings, forums, and other events. They are mailed to a list of 4,500 individuals, distributed at events, posted on CCYD websites, and sent to associations for distribution among their members.

Websites. The State of Connecticut Office of Policy and Management and the Youth Development Training and Resource Center (YDTRC) websites contain information on CCYD activities, youth development materials, training sessions led by YDTRC and other organizations, CCYD Newsletters, the Evaluation Handbook, links to national and local information, and information on relevant funding opportunities.

RFP Guidelines. These are minimum standards for incorporating youth development principles and practices into Requests for Proposals (RFPs) developed by the funders.

The final phase of the community awareness component, still to be accomplished, involves systematic outreach efforts designed to enhance support for youth development programming within communities and among state and local leaders (e.g., media campaigns, legislative initiatives).

Results and Benefits

An outside evaluator was commissioned to conduct a case study of CCYD’s collaborative process and accomplishments.  Study methods included analysis of documents written by or about CCYD (e.g., grant proposals, progress reports, memos, training materials, newsletters), interviews with 30 key persons who were involved in CCYD, and attendance at selected CCYD events (meetings of oversight and planning groups, training workshops, conferences). The complete findings are summarized in a comprehensive report (Wynn, 2003). In this section, an overview of the results from the case study of CCYD is presented.

In line with its capacity-building model and strategies, CCYD’s influence has been at the system or infrastructure level and among the service providers, funders, and associations with which it has worked. The influence on young people was planned to be indirect. Youth continue to be affected primarily by interacting with CCYD-trained youth workers.

New and Expanded Networks

CCYD has generated new and expanded networks for individuals participating in its oversight groups, forums, conferences, training opportunities, and capacity-building and challenge grants. The benefits derived from these networks include access to information, problem-solving assistance, concrete resources, and other intangible assets. The most direct benefits appear to have been experienced by active participants in the longest-running groups, particularly the Funders Group. In keeping with Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) conceptualization of proximal influences as more powerful than distal influences, those most intensively involved in CCYD, would be most likely to have experienced the greatest benefits of networking.  Examples of benefits from the expanded networking of funders include the following.

Sharing of Information. From organized and informal discussions, network participants learned fundamental facts about their counterparts—other funders and providers, their mandates, operations, and what they were and were not able to do. One participant noted:

I knew nothing about how private funders fund things, how they work. In the beginning I thought the private funders had tons of money and now I realize that their funds are actually more limited and that they operate very differently from the state.

Another participant explained:

I got a better understanding of the limitations of the state, both in terms of funding, as well as, for lack of a better word, the bureaucracy and politics and how sometimes that would tie the hands of staff people who saw opportunities and wanted to do things but couldn't.

Both public and private funders commented on the value of understanding their counterparts.

Problem-Solving Assistance. Problem-solving assistance among group members and referrals to others was a commonly reported benefit to participation. A member of a state agency group commented: 

I knew they [other state agencies] had their problems but . . . in the more formal meetings you could never share problems and how you handled them. . . I know I’ve tried a lot of things and what doesn’t work is as important as what does work and I now have a place to share that.

Through contacts formed within the collaborative, participants could more easily and reliably find a funder that had confronted a similar hurdle elsewhere in the state. Similarly, finding experienced practitioners and programs to consult with was also easier. People repeatedly commented on the value of these connections:

CCYD has been a way to hone in on who to talk to; otherwise it’s a big maze.  I wish this existed in other fields.  To be able to pick up the phone and know where to start is really powerful. It was just a good working relationship where I could call and ask questions. I knew who to call, she knew who I was, and it just made things go that much more smoothly.

Mentoring. Younger or less experienced members benefited from information and modeling provided by senior colleagues. They were provided a model or road map of how to operate in state government or how to work across public and private sectors.  As one said,

These people have shown me the ropes and made it possible for me to work in ways I wouldn’t have known how to do.

Concrete Resources. Network connections offered participants access to a variety of tangible resources, both those developed by CCYD like the outcome evaluation handbook and those provided by members including information on the needs and status of youth, descriptions of funding priorities, guides on needs assessment and other written materials. Participants also gained access to information about funding opportunities for their own organizations and those with which they worked.

Intangible Benefits. There are a number of intangible benefits CCYD networks offered.  Among them are intellectual stimulation and camaraderie. Private funders who actively participated in the Funders Group noted:

You could just sit in your office and never see the light of day because of the volume of calls and proposals coming in and it’s very isolating work.

I have been floored by the level of the dialogue and the access to information. I go to a lot of these things in a lot of different domains. I don't think there is another organization that has brought the content to the level this organization has. There has not been a meeting that I've gone to for CCYD where I've walked away saying, “that was a waste of time.”

A Core of Better Informed Funders and Better Trained Staff

As a result of its focus on youth development, CCYD has contributed to broadening a shared base of knowledge about youth development premises and practices and the outcomes associated with them. In essence, a “common language” has been offered to a broad range of funders, providers, statewide associations, and others. By involving a mix of treatment, prevention, and health promotion agency staff as conference presenters, hosts for forums, and training providers, CCYD has highlighted the relevance of a youth development approach across what have traditionally been viewed as separate sectors. Although CCYD has helped create a core of better-trained front line staff and supervisors and trained a group of people now qualified to provide training to others, it is not clear what proportion of staff or supervisors CCYD training has reached.

Increased Capacity to Deliver Intermediary Functions


Because of CCYD a number of entities are better positioned to provide intermediary functions around youth development. Participants in CCYD have been able to adapt its capacity-building model to their own endeavors. Statewide associations like the Connecticut Youth Services Association and others that received capacity-building grants are likely to have enhanced their ability to deliver training to their own constituencies. However, the relatively limited CCYD investment in these associations suggests that their increased capacity may be correspondingly modest.
Finally, researchers at the University of Connecticut who developed the handbook for assessing youth outcomes and provided the associated training are more knowledgeable about youth development outcomes and the needs of youth funders and providers.

More Effective Use of Funds


CCYD collaborations have enabled participants to better align programs and leverage available funds, both more important in times of tight budgets. Connecticut’s use of the federal dollars to generate maximum involvement of key funders and providers at both state and local levels is a prime example of how a carefully structured capacity-building effort, implemented over a multi-year period, can produce multiple benefits at a reasonable cost.  Participants in the Funders Group noted that a better understanding of how state and private funders work and what they are supporting has enabled them to better complement one another. For example, a private funder explained that knowing the state was funding the recreation portion of an after-school program allowed them to target their funds for academic enrichment. Several people commented that knowing they were jointly funding an organization enabled them to find ways to address specific financial or programmatic obstacles the organization was facing. One private funder noted,

People who work in government are pulling the lever on a lot more money than we are and when it’s all said and done, are setting policy, and we are not in that position.  Our board is always asking questions about where is the state going on this?  Why isn't the state funding this?  Where are the opportunities to collaborate with the state?  If I can't be part of a network that's going to help me have a context for that then my answers are “Don't know, don't know, don't know.”  For me it’s been a way to really stay on top of what is happening and it’s been really helpful.

Similarly understanding private philanthropic organizations and knowing where they are likely to step in and what they see as an appropriate role, can aid public funders in crafting ways of working with private philanthropy to extend public dollars. However, in a time of substantial state budget cutbacks, several private funders commented that there is increased skepticism and reluctance to be taken advantage of by state agencies trying to transfer their unfunded priorities to the private sector. This suggests that well-established personal connections may become increasingly important in creating opportunities for joint public and private funding.

Increased Support for a Youth Development Approach


It is difficult to disentangle the extent to which CCYD is responsible for increased support for a youth development approach compared to other national, state and local influences.  One way to shed light on the influence of CCYD in promoting youth development is to examine the funding practices of members of the collaborative.


The Connecticut Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC), a major supporter of CCYD, revised all its programs to promote a youth development approach. The Department of Children and Families (DCF) adopted a youth development approach in helping adolescents make the transition from state care to independence. DCF has created a committee of youth in foster care to advise the commissioner and incorporated requirements for youth involvement in departmental contracts with community-based organizations serving youth in foster care.  The Department of Mental Health and Addiction Services (DMHAS) approved the inclusion of the one-day training session “Developing Connecticut’s Youth: Involving Youth in Prevention” as part of their ongoing statewide training contract with selected agencies, including YDTRC at The Consultation Center. 

Another way to assess CCYD’s success in promoting youth development is to look at the scope of involvement in the capacity building initiative. While not an unduplicated count, available information indicates that across its one-day sessions and workshops, forums, funder and statewide conferences, and training courses, CCYD has involved over 2,700 people.   Furthermore, activities for which CCYD has attendance records showed that participants at CCYD activities worked for organizations located in 98 of Connecticut’s 169 towns. A further breakdown of the programs offered and levels of participation are presented in Table 1.





       INSERT TABLE I HERE

Conclusion

One of hallmarks of the Connecticut model of capacity-building for youth development has been the implementation of a core set of strategies and practices that reached a variety of stakeholders. The approach is based entirely on voluntary participation and it deliberately seeks to involve a broad range of participants, at varying levels of intensity, from both state and local levels. Participants have included providers of treatment services, prevention programs, and health promotion; public, community, corporate, family and voluntary funders; and existing networks and associations.

Another key element is the “across the board” strategy of developing capacity at all levels of the system involved in providing youth programming rather than the more typical strategy of developing youth-promoting policies starting at the highest levels of state government. By providing learning opportunities for funders, CCYD’s goal has been to trigger a paradigm shift within funding organizations across the state that would influence them to change the requirements they place on grantees that receive youth programming monies. Combining funder education with intense youth development training to enable providers to deliver on the new funder requirements has resulted in a powerful force for changing how services are delivered to youth and how youth are engaged in agency planning and program design.

As a result of this work, it is anticipated that Connecticut communities will continue to benefit from CCYD’s self-sustaining model of public/private funder collaboration, a delivery system for training and technical assistance on youth development, an evaluation protocol on developmental youth outcomes, a set of best practices on the youth development approach, a set of community awareness and public education tools and methods for dissemination to local and state leaders, and an expanded group of intermediary organizations focused on developmental outcomes for youth.
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Table I





Participation in CCYD 1999 – 2003





Youth Development Forums (3) and Conferences (2)  


   904 adult and youth participants





Youth Funder Conferences (2)


    194 participants from funding organizations





One-Day “Developing CT’s Youth” Sessions (20)


    423 adult and youth participants representing 230 organizations


Youth Voice Workshops


    400 youth participants


Specialized Training for Runaway & Homeless Youth Act Grantees


    42 participants representing 7 organizations


“Advancing Youth Development” 30-hour Courses (22)


    338 participants from 149 organizations





Three-Day Intensive Trainings of CT Facilitators (2)


    52 participants





“Supervising and Managing in Youth-Serving Organizations” 


15-hour courses (11)


    142 participants representing 79 organizations





“Assessing Youth Outcomes” (7 full-day and 6 half-day sessions)


    411 participants representing 215 organizations
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