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ABSTRACT

On February 17, 2009, President Barack Obama signed the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) into law, providing $1.2 billion in targeted funding for the
workforce investment system to generate employment and training opportunities for
economically disadvantaged youth nationwide. Congress and the U.S. Department of Labor
encouraged states and local workforce investment boards to use the funds to create
meaningful work experiences for these young people in summer 2009.

This study documents the implementation of the ARRA summer youth employment initiative
in four featured communities. Brandeis University conducted interviews and site visits over
a two-week period in each community and developed case studies describing the
recessionary challenges and strategies in the four communities during summer 2009:
Chicago, lllinois; Detroit, Michigan; Indianapolis and Marion County, Indiana; and Phoenix
and Maricopa County, Arizona. These four communities received an infusion of more than
$37 million and provided an estimated 16,650 summer jobs for low-income and
disadvantaged youth.

This report describes the local context for implementation, provides insight into specific
assets and innovations that were used to achieve the community goals, and identifies
elements of best practices and lessons that may inform future summer youth employment
initiatives.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On February 17, 2009, President Barack Obama signed the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) into law, providing $1.2 billion in targeted funding for the
workforce investment system to generate employment and training opportunities for
economically disadvantaged youth nationwide. Congress and the U.S. Department of Labor
(USDOL) encouraged states and local workforce investment boards to use the funds to
create meaningful work experiences for these young people in summer 2009.

This study documents the implementation of the ARRA summer youth employment initiative
in four featured communities: Chicago, lllinois; Detroit, Michigan; Indianapolis and Marion
County, Indiana; and Phoenix and Maricopa County, Arizona. Brandeis University conducted
interviews and site visits over a two-week period in each community and developed case
studies describing the recessionary challenges and strategies in the four communities during
summer 2009. These four communities received an infusion of more than $37 million and
rose to the occasion by innovating under pressure, planning and learning from mistakes,
and seizing the opportunity to put more than 16,650 young people to work. This is one of
two studies that USDOL funded to document the summer 2009 experience in local
communities.*

This report describes the local context for implementation, provides insight into specific
assets and innovations that were used to achieve the community goals, identifies elements
of best practices that may inform future summer youth employment programs and related
initiatives, highlights common challenges, offers ingredients for success, and draws
attention to some lessons learned.

The Four Communities

Their Experience. Although three of the four communities had maintained modest publicly
and privately funded summer youth employment programs, the ARRA funding represented
the first major infusion of Federal funds for summer youth employment in over a decade.
Institutional memory related to the former Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP)
under the Job Training Partnership Act® (JTPA) was often limited. However, each
community had some experiential assets. For example, the large scale of Chicago’s efforts
to continue summer youth employment efforts without Federal funding gave them a base of
relationships and knowledge on which to build quickly: youth-serving organizations and
agencies were already working together on many levels and had developed a Youth Ready
Chicago website that could be used in the 2009 summer youth employment initiative
(SYEIl). In Detroit, recent citywide efforts by a core group of leaders to create the Detroit
Youth Employment Consortium and the Youth Development Commission provided a strong
base for the 2009 SYEI. Detroit also had the advantage of local individuals with institutional
memory about the 1990s SYEP. Phoenix and Maricopa County were able to build on recent
progress toward greater collaboration and take advantage of local leaders’ institutional
memory regarding the SYEP and youth development. Indianapolis and Marion County did
not have the advantage of local institutional memory or recent SYEP experience, but

! The other study is Reinvesting in America’s Youth: Lessons from the 2009 Recovery Act Summer Youth
Employment Initiative (Mathematica Policy Research, February 2010), by J. Bellotti, L. Rosenberg, S. Sattar, A. M.
Esposito, and J. Ziegler.
2 The Job Training Partnership Act, a US Federal law passed October 13, 1982, was the Federal job training
legislation before it was replaced by the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.
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benefited from a strong workforce investment board and a commitment from the Mayor’s
office.

The Recessionary Context. Each community started the summer with local challenges as
well as assets. One important point is that in all four, the summer 2009 employment
situation for both youth and adults was much worse than in prior years. The Center for
Labor Market Studies at Northeastern University reports that national teen joblessness
increased by 16% during the period from 2000 — 2009, to 29.2%. Young people with limited
education and from low-income families had a 60% labor underutilization rate.® In addition,
while Detroit’'s economic situation was the most dire, all four communities were
experiencing varying degrees of adversity, such as foreclosures, local industry deterioration,
and layoffs and furloughs for public employees (some of whom were needed to create a
successful SYEI). At the same time, all four communities had many assets — including
committed and competent leaders, entrepreneurial spirit, extraordinary willingness to work
together, high energy, a culture of learning and continuous improvement, and young people
eager to work.

Their Goals and Priorities. Like the 20 study sites in the USDOL/Employment and
Training Administration (ETA) evaluation conducted by Mathematica (see Footnote 1), the
four featured communities in the Brandeis study shared three primary goals:

1. Serving as many youth as possible.

2. Spending the ARRA funds quickly and wisely with transparency and accountability.

3. Providing meaningful summer experiences to participating youth.

ASSETS AND INNOVATIONS

Beyond those goals, driven by the ARRA and ETA guidance, each of the four communities
tied the SYEI to a local vision and built on existing and new partnerships to carry it out.

= Public-Private Collaboration and Leadership: In Detroit, ARRA funds supported work and
learning experiences for more than 7,000 youth. Three emerging regional industries
were targeted for development and placement: green jobs, healthcare and the creative
arts. Programs provided a positive youth development approach coupled with integrated
work and learning for many of the young workers.

= City Hub & Spoke Model: Chicago brought together a wide range of people to work on
the SYEI. Through this “all hands on deck” approach they developed a creative array of
summer work experiences. Chicago’s “Hub” and “Spokes” model (the Hubs were
organizations that recruited and managed the Spokes, which were the SYEI worksites)
helped them operate more efficiently on their way to serving nearly 8,000 youth.

= Partnership, Work & Learning: In Indianapolis and Marion County, planners responded to
high youth unemployment and low high school graduation rates. In a strong partnership
with several schools, they designed a program in which most of the 645 youth
participants attended class for half a day and worked for the other half of the day.

= City-County Coordination: Phoenix and Maricopa County planners brought city and
county workforce development together and established an accessible SYEI that offered

¥ Sum, Andrew et al. “Labor Underutilization Impacts of the Great Depression of 2007-2009.” The labor
underutilization rate includes people who are unemployed and underemployed as well as those who would like to
work but are not actively looking (sometimes called discouraged workers, the hidden unemployed, or the labor
force reserve).
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a range of jobs to 1,140 youth, was able to match participant interests and jobs in many
cases, and hired a set of line staff (career advisors and case managers) who worked
closely with youth and worksites to enhance the SYEI experience for both.

BEST PRACTICES AND LESSONS

In all four communities, leadership teams took up the challenge to enhance and expand
their summer programs and tied the opportunity to local strategic goals. In contrast to
thinking of the 2009 SYEI as a one-time infusion for summer jobs, they used it as an
opportunity to build out their vision for the healthy development of youth and communities.
Dedicated, smart, hardworking employment and training professionals, community leaders,
and partners established new operating structures; developed and strengthened
public/private partnerships; involved youth in meaningful work and learning experiences
that incorporated best practice principles from youth development; and demonstrated a
commitment to continuous quality improvement (using data, learning from mistakes, and
focusing on quality) on their way to providing thousands of young people with opportunities
to work, earn, and learn.

A. New Operating Structures for Results Oriented Leadership

Under the auspices of the Department of Family and Support Services (DFSS), Chicago
created a Hub and Spokes network of program providers and worksites that included
private employers, public agencies, nonprofits, and the city’s major cultural institutions
(the Hubs were organizations that recruited and managed the Spokes, which were the
SYEI worksites). Encouraged and supported by the newly formed Youth Employment
Consortium, Detroit established a new collaborative approach using a strong
partnership between the Detroit Workforce Development Department and nonprofit
intermediaries. Phoenix and Maricopa County Workforce Connection leadership
developed a coordinated regional strategy that provided consistency across the city,
suburbs, and rural areas for the first time. With strong leadership from the
Indianapolis Private Industry Council, Indianapolis and Marion County developed a
network of contractors, including several schools, to create a program explicitly linking
education and work.

B. Public-Private Partnerships

Detroit philanthropic organizations provided the spark, strategy and political will to
develop a citywide, cross-sector partnership approach for youth development and
youth employment. Chicago’s summer programs built on an existing effort to create a
comprehensive citywide youth development strategy involving the city’s youth
employment programs, public schools, housing and park district agencies, business
groups, and the citywide after-school program. Indianapolis and Marion County
expanded its network of partners with a commitment to workforce development,
youth, and education. Phoenix and Maricopa County established a new level of city-
county coordination in order to streamline key processes and reach communities that
had never participated in summer youth employment activities.

C. Meaningful Work and Learning for Youth

The concepts of meaningful work and learning were reflected in policies and

approaches in all four communities, and all four communities had programs that

provided rich work-based learning opportunities and reflected the elements of high

quality youth employment and youth development programs: meaningful work,

connections to learning, involvement of caring adults, opportunities for leadership, age

and stage appropriate assistance, and access to a system of supports and
Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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opportunities. Chicago’s recent experience with large-scale summer youth employment
activities enhanced local commitment to quality worksites, helping to ensure that a
number of jobs included both meaningful and learning-rich work. In Detroit, the youth
development focus of the pre-existing Detroit Works for Kids initiative provided a
foundation of commitment and knowledge that ensured attention to, and creativity
about, quality work experiences. In Indianapolis and Marion County, the educational
component of the 2009 SYEI added a learning dimension to the experience of all youth
participants, and some worksites offered outstanding opportunities for meaningful
work and learning. Phoenix and Maricopa County also came to the 2009 SYEI with a
commitment to youth development principles, and were able not only to generate a
range of worksite options, but also to provide case managers and career advisors who
worked directly with both youth and worksites to ensure more meaningful, learning-
rich work experiences.

Continuous Improvement

Leadership and staff in all four communities were committed to “getting it right.” Staff
across the communities demonstrated resilience, determination, and a willingness to
learn from experience. Detroit was committed to a strategic focus on new
partnerships within the context of regional industries, including health care, green jobs
and the creative arts, as well as a commitment to total quality management and best
practice in youth development. Chicago and its Hubs made constant adjustments to
meet the challenges of documenting eligibility and worked diligently to apply best
practice in a variety of settings. Indianapolis and Marion County worked to design
programs that met employer and local labor market needs and connected work and
learning. Phoenix and Maricopa County applied a learning organization approach to
improving program quality and operations and applied best practice in integrated
project-based learning.

CHALLENGES

All of the communities struggled at least to some extent with certifying large numbers of
youth as eligible, addressing budget issues, matching youth with jobs, reporting, and
creating new opportunities in green industries. These challenges were magnified by the
issues of timing and time.

A.

Eligibility

Three of the four communities faced serious struggles with the need to document WIA
eligibility for thousands of young people in a short time frame. The process was made
more challenging by the fact that eligibility for some common programs aimed at low-
income families (e.g., National Free/Reduced Price Lunch program) could not serve as
proxies for WIA eligibility. Eligibility issues often meant delays for youth ready to start
summer jobs (and for their employers) as well as less staff time devoted to program
monitoring and technical assistance. These issues may have served as barriers to
enrollment, since the youth most in need may have been least able to provide the
required documentation. The fourth community (Indianapolis and Marion County) had
fewer documentation problems — possibly due in part to a state rule allowing self-
attestation of income.

Funding/Cash Flow
Nonprofit organizations in every community had to move quickly to raise funds and
create new (or extend existing) lines of credit in order to meet the up-front costs of

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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staffing and payroll for large numbers of summer workers while waiting for
reimbursement. While some communities (notably Detroit) were able to create
funding pools and provide short-term loans, and Chicago’s Commissioner of DFSS
committed funds to cover disallowed costs, the SYEIs’ financial demands limited the
participation of smaller community-based organizations.

C. Job Matching

In all four communities, the short time frame and the challenges of documenting
eligibility limited the opportunities for local programs to carefully and consciously
match participant interests to jobs. There were some successes (e.g., through
Chicago’s and Detroit’s central application database), but in many cases eligible youth
were simply placed in available jobs.

D. Assessment and Reporting

The rapid start-up also meant that work readiness assessment, data management, and
reporting systems were often unable to handle the volume of data to be entered; the
numbers of young people to be assessed; or the need to utilize the data out of existing
systems for summer reporting. In some cases this was exacerbated by outdated
and/or inadequate software (e.g., in Phoenix and Maricopa County).

E. Green Jobs

While all of the communities were able to establish some “green” jobs, numbers were
limited and the jobs often represented work in traditional green industries (agriculture
and forestry vs. solar panel production, for example). Detroit offers the best example
of developing green jobs through a private sector partnership devoted to the
“Greening of Detroit.”

THE MAIN INGREDIENTS

While the study yields many reflections about the SYEI, five main ingredients for success
stand out:

A. Leadership trumps all.
Leaders in these four communities were strong, resilient risk takers who shared
three core management qualities: mission focus, results orientation, and a
commitment to monitoring for continuous improvement.

B. Cross-sector partnerships are necessary.

Adaptive capacity® helped the four communities to make the most of this
opportunity. The Federal government might consider providing assistance to increase
community capacity to build the local leadership and partnerships needed to respond
effectively to new and demanding circumstances as they arise.

C. Incorporation of youth development principles adds quality and skills.

With so many youth involved in so many communities across the United States, an
opportunity exists to engage and educate youth on other critical life and work skills

“Adaptive capacity is the ability of an organization to ask, listen, reflect, and adapt in a changing environment.
Christine Letts, High Performance Nonprofit Organizations (John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1999).
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issues (e.g., financial literacy, health). This aligns well with broader youth
development goals.

D. Alternate pools of money and flexible lines of credit are helpful.

Communities with such resources (particularly Chicago and Detroit) had important
flexibility with respect to moving quickly, paying youth, and cash flow.

E. Think big: Consider the role of work and learning in preparing youth for
post-secondary education, work, and life.

The summer of 2009 re-opens the door to broader links between employment and
training and education — “year-round summer” with creative project-based and work-
based learning for academic credit has proven to be a valuable pathway for young
people struggling in traditional classrooms.® The 2009 SYEI also suggests that
investing in the transition to post-secondary education and credentials can lead to
valuable outcomes for older youth.

LESSONS LEARNED

All communities turned learning under pressure into an opportunity. They made
mistakes and miscalculations and faced unknowns, but these led to lessons learned. As
noted earlier, each of the communities strove for continuous improvement - their
philosophy seemed to be that mistakes and challenges represented learning opportunities.
Lotteries, eligibility events, full-court press attention to payroll problems, debit cards
instead of checks, vouchers, a “rolling start” for enrollment, and techniques for developing
“instant handbooks” were just a few of the ways communities dealt with serious challenges.
The following lessons were culled from conversations about what the communities would do
differently next time, or what advice they would give other communities embarking on an
SYEI:

= Focus on the quality and training of worksite supervisors to enrich the youths’
learning experience. All communities made efforts to ensure supervisory and
worksite quality. For example, Phoenix and Maricopa County developed and
implemented a deliberate process of orientation and training, including a worksite
supervisor’s handbook, and hired staff (called career advisors or case managers)
whose responsibilities included worksite monitoring and support. With a relatively
large number of such staff, communication with worksites was relatively frequent.

SEvaluation of the Educational Component of The Summer Youth Employment and Training Program. December
1998. Prepared by Social Policy Research Associates and Brandeis University, for the Office of Policy and Research,
Employment and Training Administration, U.S, Department of Labor, Washington, DC. (DOL Contract No: K-4687-
4-00-80-30).

Technical Assistance Guide: Providing Educational Service in the Summer Youth Employment and Training
Program, 1998 Research and Evaluation Report Series 98-B. U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training
Administration, Washington, DC. Prepared by Social Policy Research Associates.

A Primer on Improving the Quality of Academic Enrichment in Summer Youth Employment Programs, 1993.
Prepared by Brandeis University as part of the Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project sponsored by the
U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, Washington, DC.

Dilemmas in Youth Employment Programming: Findings from the Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project.
Research and Evaluation Report Series 92-C. U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration,
Washington, DC, 1992. Prepared by Brandeis University and Public/Private Ventures.

A Synthesis Report on The Summer Beginnings National Work and Learning Network. 1995. Prepared as part of the
Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project sponsored by the U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Administration, Washington, DC, 1992. Prepared by Brandeis University and Public/Private Ventures.
“Work Based Practices,” in School-To-Work, Arnold H. Packer, Marion Pines. Princeton, NJ: Eye on Education, 1996.

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management

@ Brandeis University



Other communities struggled more with worksite and supervisor preparation,
support, and monitoring. For example, in Chicago, informants at both DFSS and the
Hubs said that time spent addressing eligibility issues took time away from quality
assurance and worksite monitoring. In Indianapolis and Marion County, the
organization that had contracted to monitor worksites had planned for 50 worksites,
but the actual number was more than 200. Informants in all communities, however,
strongly believed that doing more to promote high-quality supervision would have
directly enhanced the quality of the youths’ experience.

Prepare for creative financing options, including covering unintended costs to
worksites. In Chicago, the DFSS Commissioner authorized staff to streamline the
eligibility review process, and, where necessary, to allow participants to begin
working while eligibility determination was still underway (with completion of
necessary paperwork to follow); she would cover disallowed costs with other funds.
The Detroit program had the benefit of a fund established by the Skillman
Foundation to cover unexpected costs and short-term loans. The Phoenix and
Maricopa County leaders crafted agreements that standardized the rates of pay for
youth and also developed a process through which agencies sent projected
expenditures to the city and county in advance of payrolls so that checks could be
processed based upon the projections. The projected figures provided cash in the
bank to cover the real payroll; differences between real and projected payroll figures
could be adjusted in subsequent pay periods.

Streamline eligibility determination, assessment, and orientation. Two communities
(Phoenix and Maricopa County and Chicago) used the promising practice of eligibility
events for youth. These worked especially well in Phoenix and Maricopa County but
both communities would try them again (Chicago leaders compiled a list of
suggested improvements to help theirs go better in the future.) Indianapolis and
Marion County had the least problematic experience with determining youth
eligibility. Two factors that may have contributed to a smoother process were a
state rule allowing self-attestation of income and the fact that they had a relatively
smaller number of youth applications to process.

Create a seamless infrastructure for data management, payroll options, and other
critical processes. Despite employing various creative strategies, such as using debit
cards instead of checks in Indianapolis and Marion County, all of the communities
experienced data management and payroll problems that affected their ability to
ensure quality. Data entry alone was a serious problem for most of the four
communities. For example, the lllinois data management system that the Chicago
program had to use was old and regularly crashed. Staff entered data on evenings
and weekends (when the system was less overloaded) and the program used interns
and hired temporary data entry workers. In Indianapolis and Marion County, the
program’s multiple, separate data systems meant that there was no single database
on participants and activities. Because of the dysfunctions of the Phoenix and
Maricopa County older, time-consuming, and very limited system, many SYEI
providers developed dual information systems, a level of decentralization that made
it difficult to analyze program-wide data.

Consider vouchers for transportation and clothing for participating youth. The youth

who are the target of the SYEI often lack good access to transportation and

professional clothing. Transportation to worksites in particular was a problem in all

four communities, especially when jobs that would interest youth were not located

near their homes. Phoenix and Maricopa County’s voucher system was very helpful

in this regard, enabling some youth to take jobs that were good matches and
Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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enabling other youth simply to take a job. Many of the young people interviewed
said that these supports were very important, and that access to a summer job
without supports would have proved inadequate.

= Match jobs and educational offerings to participants’ skills, interests, and locations.
The four communities found that their lofty vision of “great matches” quickly turned
to the reality of getting kids to work — communities couldn’t job match as much as
they would have liked. The strategies used by the four communities were a good
start. For example, applications included a place for youth to list preferences and
career interests, and all four communities developed mechanisms to help match
youth and jobs by location (to minimize transportation problems). However, all four
communities considered job matching a critical factor in youth success and wanted to
improve their job matching ability.

= Acknowledge that no one can go it alone.

A key element of success in all four communities was the presence of pre-existing
collaborative relationships on which to build. For example, in Chicago, the Out-of-
School Time initiative leaders had already established the Youth Ready Chicago
website, which provided a common portal and single point of entry for young people
to apply for summer jobs and a single point of entry for employers looking for
summer job applicants. In Detroit, the organization that was the chief strategist for
the 2009 SYEI had come into being in 2008 as a direct outcome of ongoing
collaborative efforts, stimulated by Skillman Foundation investments, to “create
conditions where all children are safe, healthy, well-educated and prepared for
adulthood.” This type of collaboration not only expands the resources available for
implementation, but also strengthens and elevates the process of developing a
vision.

Forming internal collaborative working groups or teams to share the responsibility
and establish an “all hands on deck” strategy also contributed to success in the four
communities. All four communities demonstrated this level of collaboration. The
Chicago and Detroit SYEI experiences were especially noteworthy in this regard.

Thousands of young people and their communities used the 2009 SYEI as a springboard for
the healthy development of youth and communities. Many youth directly benefited from the
investment, and communities established credible cross-sector partnerships that hold the
promise of continued investment. The four communities featured in this report
accomplished most of their goals and learned valuable lessons to apply to future SYElIs.

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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PART 1
1. INTRODUCTION

A. HISTORICAL CONTEXT

In a global economy where the most important skill you can sell is your
knowledge — a good education is no longer a pathway to opportunity — it’'s a
prerequisite.

President Barack Obama, Address to Congress, February 25, 2009

In February 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (ARRA) into law, providing $1.2 billion in targeted funding for WIA youth activities,
especially focusing on summer jobs for economically disadvantaged youth nationwide.
The 2009 summer youth employment initiative (SYEI) under ARRA represented a major
influx of funds and a significant challenge: how to design and roll out a summer jobs
program in less than four months that could provide meaningful work and learning
experiences for the nation’s youth and ideally cultivate more 21st century workforce
skills as President Obama emphasized in his Address to Congress, just days after
signing the ARRA, in February 2009.

Of course, this is not the first time the Federal government has supported summer
youth employment programs (SYEPs). Indeed, for more than three decades it funded
large-scale SYEPs, serving close to 600,000 low-income youth each year in the 1990s.
Previous studies by Brandeis University and others® confirmed that when work and
learning were combined in rigorous and creative ways on worksites and in classrooms,
young people realized gains in math and reading and were better prepared for the
transition to school. Indeed, the 1990s saw the emergence of USDOL demonstrations
like “Summer Beginnings” and STEP which incorporated and tested best practices for
contextualized project-based and work-based learning, implementation of SCANS skills
and competencies,? innovation in assessment strategies, and serious case management
to provide supports and opportunities for young people and help benchmark their
progress.

*Evaluation of the Educational Component of The Summer Youth Employment and Training Program. December
1998. Prepared by Social Policy Research Associates and Brandeis University, for the Office of Policy and Research,
Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, DC (DOL Contract No: K-4687-4-
00-80-30).
Technical Assistance Guide: Providing Educational Service in the Summer Youth Employment and Training
Program, 1998 Research and Evaluation Report Series 98-B. U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training
Administration, Washington, DC. Prepared by Social Policy Research Associates.
A Primer on Improving the Quality of Academic Enrichment in Summer Youth Employment Programs, 1993.
Prepared by Brandeis University as part of the Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project sponsored by the
U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, Washington, DC.
Dilemmas in Youth Employment Programming: Findings from the Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project.
Research and Evaluation Report Series 92-C. U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration,
Washington, DC, 1992. Prepared by Brandeis University and Public/Private Ventures.
A Synthesis Report on The Summer Beginnings National Work and Learning Network. 1995. Prepared as part of the
Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project sponsored by the U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Administration, Washington, DC, 1992. Prepared by Brandeis University and Public/Private Ventures.
“Work Based Practices,” in School-To-Work, Arnold H. Packer, Marion Pines. Princeton, NJ: Eye on Education, 1996.
2A broad list of academic and workplace skills developed by the Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary
Skills (SCANS).
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In other words, under prior workforce development acts®, summer programs not only
provided jobs, but because of the continuity of Federal funding, states and communities
also had the mandate and opportunity to develop an effective infrastructure for
managing, implementing, and evaluating the large scale programs.

While some communities had maintained modest publicly and privately funded summer
youth employment activities over the years, the ARRA funding represented the first
major infusion of Federal funding in over a decade. For workforce development
professionals and their partners in education, business, government, and the nonprofit
sector, the 2009 SYEI called for a new, or renewed, way of doing business — an
opportunity to set up or strengthen the management infrastructure, partnerships,
systems, and programs that would be needed to provide meaningful summer jobs for
the nation’s youth.

Because of the unique history of summer jobs programs and the presence or absence of
institutional memory, this has been something of a “re-learning” and experimental year
for summer youth employment practitioners and policymakers — and by any measure, a
challenging one where entrepreneurs and leaders in bureaucracy had to work together
at breakneck speed to realize results.

The 2009 SYEI offered a substantial challenge to the workforce development “field” in
Chicago, Detroit, Indianapolis and Marion County, and Phoenix and Maricopa County,
and they rose to the occasion by innovating under pressure, planning and learning from
mistakes, and seizing the opportunity to put more than 16,650 young people to work.
This study zooms in on these four communities and their experiences in the 2009 SYEI.

Each community started the summer with local challenges as well as assets. The case
studies also discuss these in detail. One important point is that in all four communities,
the summer 2009 employment situation was much worse for teenagers (as well as their
parents and other adults) than in prior years. The SYEIl was very appealing in this
context. It would offer needed summer jobs for teens that would not be available
otherwise: as a large YouthWorks Indy employer commented, “We wouldn’t have been
able to hire kids. Older people are coming back in the job market for jobs that normally
go to teenagers. YouthWorks Indy provided the only way these kids got summer
employment.” In addition, however, and equally important to many leaders in the four
communities, the SYElI would allow more youth to be around working adults, an
especially critical exposure with so many adults out of work — especially in the
neighborhoods in which eligible youth lived.

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Part 1 of the report provides an overview of the study, then presents key findings
focusing on operating structures, partnerships, meaningful work and learning,
continuous improvement, and responsiveness to local needs and strengths. After a
summary of common challenges, Part 1 concludes with a summary of the “main
ingredients” necessary for success. Part 2 presents in-depth case studies of the four
communities which detail the recessionary conditions and community assets, and
recovery and reinvestment actions in each community; they also highlight best practices
and management innovations. Each case is a unique representation of what happened
in the 2009 SYEI. Though the protocol was standard for each community, the story
unfolded differently, as reflected in the presentation of each case.

3The acts that preceded the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 were The Manpower Development and Training Act
of 1962, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (which included the Youth Employment
Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA), and the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 (JTPA)..
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Il. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

A. OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY
The summer 2009 Brandeis study had the following four objectives:

1. Conduct special documentation to capture “best practices” and management
innovations in the SYEI and identify challenges.

2. Learn and disseminate lessons from this summer program and do so in a way
that inspires and motivates local communities to mobilize positive and creative
opportunities for youth transition to adulthood.

3. Help USDOL/ETA and philanthropic partners to identify policy, programs and
system design implications and what can be done by pointing to experience in
four featured communities.

4. Produce four “deeply layered and highly textured” case studies and an
overarching lessons learned report.

The study was intended to complement the other research being conducted during the
2009 SYEI — specifically, ETA’s own monitoring and data collection and the ETA study
conducted by Mathematica in 20 communities.*

To achieve these objectives, four communities were selected among those participating
in the ARRA summer youth employment initiative. The site selection process involved
seeking communities that were open to this in-depth study and that had local leadership
that would provide matching funds to support the study. Nine senior researchers from
Brandeis visited each community (in teams of two) for two weeks in July and August
2009, conducting interviews and focus groups as well as observing worksites, classes,
and activities. The researchers also reviewed performance reports for each community
and researched the recessionary conditions.

The Brandeis study team used qualitative, case study methods in the context of
“appreciative inquiry,” which is defined as follows:

An approach to organizational change that focuses and builds on the
strengths and potential of an organization. Every organization has
something that works right — things that give it life when it is most
alive, effective, successful, and connected in healthy ways to its
stakeholders and communities. Al [appreciative inquiry] begins by
identifying what is positive and connecting to it in ways that heighten
the energy, vision, and action for change.®

Appreciative inquiry starts with the notion that “something is working here” and then
asks, “what is it, and how, and why?” It acknowledges problems and challenges but

4 The other study is Reinvesting in America’s Youth: Lessons from the 2009 Recovery Act Summer Youth
Employment Initiative (Mathematica Policy Research, February 2010), by J. Bellotti, L. Rosenberg, S. Sattar, A. M.
Esposito, and J. Ziegler.

5 David L. Cooperrider, Diana Whitney, Jacquelin M. Starvos, Appreciative Inquiry Handbook For Leaders of
Change, 2™ Edition (Brunswick, Ohio: Crown Custom Publishing, Inc., 2008).
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frames them as “lessons learned” — how did communities deal with the problems and
challenges?

The guiding theme for this investigation was “innovating under pressure.” The study
focused both on management innovations (using Peter Drucker’s concept of the
discipline of innovation®) and on best program practices identified in the youth
employment and youth development literature’, including:
= Meaningful work (more than just a paycheck).
= Relationship with competent, caring adults (i.e., high quality staff and worksite
supervisors).
= Youth development principles in place for positive developmental settings (young
people and adults working together as partners, with opportunities for youth
engagement and leadership).
= Opportunity to combine work and learning and acquire marketable skills that
meet local needs; project and work-based learning.
= Age and stage appropriate placements and tasks.
= Evidence of partnerships/coordination for a “system of supports and
opportunities.”

This report briefly describes each community’s operations and discusses key findings
concerning management innovations and best practices. It also captures the challenges
and lessons. The case studies provide detail about each community’s experience. Each
case is a unique representation of what happened in the SYEI.

B. STUDY SITES
This section lists the four study sites along with their lead agencies and partners.

= Chicago. The Department of Family and Support Services (DFSS) was the lead
agency for the SYEI, building on their close working relationships with the city’s Out-
of-School Time partnership. Other partners included the 34 organizations selected
through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process to serve as Hubs® — some of which
essentially served as funding agencies for a subsidiary network of programs, or
Spokes.®

= Detroit. Core leadership was provided by the Detroit Youth Employment
Consortium, City Connect Detroit, the Detroit Workforce Development Department,

8 peter F. Drucker, “The Discipline of Innovation,” Harvard Business Review: The Innovative Enterprise (August
2002):13-15. The three core elements as defined by Drucker are focus on mission, results orientation, and
monitoring for continuous improvement/commitment to evaluation as a management and learning tool.

" Eccles, Jacquelynn and Jennifer Appleton Gootman (eds.) Community Programs to Promote Youth Development.
Community Programs for Youth, National Research Council & Institute of Medicine. Washington, DC, National
Academy Press, 2002.

A Primer on Improving the Quality of Academic Enrichment in Summer Youth Employment Programs, 1993.
Prepared by Brandeis University as part of the Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project sponsored by the
U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, Washington, DC.

A Synthesis Report on The Summer Beginnings National Work and Learning Network,1995. Prepared as part of the
Youth Research and Technical Assistance Project sponsored by the U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Administration, Washington, DC, 1992. Prepared by Brandeis University and Public/Private Ventures.

& The Hub organizations were a mix of city agencies, traditional community-based youth programs, major cultural
centers, WIA program providers, nonprofit community development organizations, community-based agencies,
faith-based organizations, and for-profit workforce development firms.

® The worksites (Spokes) included non-profit and public institutions, private businesses, and a variety of other
entities such as health care-related organizations and arts/media organizations.
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the Youth Development Commission, the Skillman Foundation, and the state of
Michigan. Job placements were developed in all three sectors — public, private, and
nonprofit entities — with nearly a quarter in private businesses.

Indianapolis and Marion County. Led by the Indianapolis Private Industry Council
and the Indianapolis Mayor’s Office, “YouthWorks Indy” had several key nonprofit
and education partners, including Job Works, River Valley Resources, Goodwill
Industries, the Greater Educational Opportunities Foundation, the Metropolitan
Indianapolis Central Indiana Area Health Education Center, Ivy Tech Community
College, Indianapolis Public Schools (with two school sites — George Washington
Community High School and Arsenal Technical High School), and three charter
schools (Fall Creek Academy, Fountain Square Academy, and Indianapolis
Metropolitan High School).

Phoenix and Maricopa County. Led by the Phoenix Workforce Connection and
Maricopa Workforce Connection, the program’s other partners included city and
county government, Arizona Call-A-Teen Youth Resources, Gateway Community
College, and a wide range of other public, nonprofit, and for-profit partners.

KEY FINDINGS: LEADING BEST PRACTICES
AND MANAGEMENT INNOVATIONS

After several years without Federal funding for SYEPs, the 2009 SYEI was a time for
“re-learning” about summer youth employment and for experimenting with new
ways of doing things. Planning and implementation sometimes occurred in advance
of much needed information and funds. Yet, despite tight timelines and numerous
challenges, each city succeeded. The programs offered thousands of young people a
safe place to be, needed earnings, academic credits and credentials, job skills,
connections to the job market, and an important step toward adulthood. Dedicated,
smart, hardworking employment and training professionals, community leaders, and
partners drove the initiatives. In short, there were many achievements during this
“re-learning” year. More specifically, in all four communities, public agencies
established new operating structures; developed and strengthened public/private
partnerships; involved youth in meaningful work and learning experiences that
incorporated best practice principles from youth development; demonstrated a
commitment to continuous improvement (using data, learning from mistakes, and
focusing on quality) on their way to providing thousands of young people with
opportunities to work, earn, and learn. In addition, each program was responsive to
the needs and strengths of the local population and local industry. This section
addresses each of these in turn.

Strong leadership was a hallmark of all four programs, and leaders at all levels
demonstrated both flexibility and resilience. The SYEI was a fast moving train — but
it stayed on track. When it veered or tilted off course, the communities recovered.
Each community had intuitive and trained people whose passion and commitment to
excellence were palpable. Depending on local resources and needs, the communities
hired staff, reassigned staff, or contracted with other organizations to implement
SYEls.
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=  “We were trying to do something extraordinary with ordinary rules. The level
of effort to pull this off was the most extraordinary thing I've seen in an
awfully long time.” (Phoenix Workforce Development Administrator)

= “Real-time problem-solving in this program was phenomenal.” (Indianapolis
School Administrator)

A. NEW OPERATING STRUCTURES:
Mission-Driven and Results-Oriented Leadership

Chicago created a Hub and Spokes network of program providers and worksites that
included private employers, public agencies, nonprofits, and the city’s major cultural
institutions. Detroit established a new collaborative approach using a strong city-
intermediary collaborating with philanthropic leadership and investment.
Indianapolis and Marion County developed a network of contractors, including
several schools, to create a program explicitly linking education and work. Phoenix
and Maricopa County developed a coordinated regional strategy that offered
consistency across the city, suburbs, and rural areas. The following descriptions
briefly elaborate on how each program operated.

City Hub and Spoke Model: Chicago. Youth Ready Chicago used an inventive city
Hub and Spoke model with the DFSS' at its center. Through an RFP, the City
selected 34 organizations to serve as Hubs, which were responsible for recruiting and
managing worksites (Spokes) that directly provided summer jobs for and supervised
youth, as well as managing the payroll and other costs for the young participants.
This approach allowed the City to make program design and management
requirements explicit in the RFPs, select Hubs that were committed to carrying them
out, bring new agencies and employers into the youth program network, and offer
new opportunities for youth. DFSS restricted Hub agency eligibility to organizations
with an annual operating budget of at least $500,000 and a commitment to serve at
least 100 young people under their contracts. These restrictions ensured that Hubs
would have the financial stability to manage a summer payroll and pay participants
in advance of the city’s reimbursement, and that the number of Hubs would be
limited (so that DFSS would not have to manage too many small contracts). The
program required youth to apply through the Youth Ready Chicago website, which
had already been created through the city’s collaborative youth development efforts.

Public-Private Collaboration and Leadership: Detroit. A strong city-
intermediary collaboration and philanthropic leadership characterized the Detroit
program. It was sparked by the newly formed Youth Employment Consortium and
built on established partnerships between philanthropy, government, business, and
nonprofits; a history of collaboration; institutional memory; and a culture of learning
and continuous improvement. The Brandeis study team also discovered a vibrant
hidden infrastructure of vision, hope, energy, and leadership — and a true “discipline
of innovation” — among a core group of game changers in Detroit. This group —
which intends to transform Detroit’'s neighborhoods and “create conditions where all
children are safe, healthy, well-educated, and prepared for adulthood” — used the
SYEI as one instrument of change toward those ends. The funding was attractive,
but the opportunity it presented for new ways of doing business in the city was
equally attractive. There were five key partners in Detroit’'s program. The Detroit
Youth Employment Consortium - a group of program providers, employers, funders,

In chicago, the Workforce Investment Board is a separate policy and oversight board, part of the broader Chicago
Workforce Investment Council (http://www.chicagoworkforceboard.com). DFSS is responsible for managing the
city's WIA-funded youth employment programs.
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and other leaders who come together to plan and review youth employment
experiences, analyze what works and what doesn’t, and consider the future -
provided guidance for development of the 2009 SYEI. The Detroit Workforce
Development Department (DWDD)'' was responsible for program oversight and
issued an RFP for program implementation. City Connect Detroit was awarded the
contract to serve as the program-level administrator and overall coordinator of the
SYEI, including oversight of an operational partner. The Youth Development
Commission, the operational partner with City Connect Detroit, was responsible for
day to day operation of multiple aspects of the program. The Skillman Foundation
provided financial and technical support to the SYEI. The Brandeis researchers
repeatedly heard that Detroit could not have accomplished this without the Skillman
Foundation’s leadership and resources.

Partnerships, Work, and Learning: Indianapolis and Marion County. To
develop YouthWorks Indy, the Indianapolis Private Industry Council (IPIC) and the
Mayor’s Office - the initiative’s central planners - depended upon key partnerships to
explicitly link education and work experience, recognizing the city’s extremely low
high school graduation rates and high youth unemployment. (IPIC, the local
workforce investment board, has established itself as the source of workforce
development in Central Indiana and has a history of working closely with the Mayor’s
Office to advance residents’ job skills and employment options.) The summer
program model was a split day, ¥2 day school — Y2 day work (i.e., most youth
participants attended class for half a day and worked for the other half of the day,
and jobs were generally shared between two youth). The split day was intended to
convey that both work and learning were important; the job sharing aspect was also
seen as helping the program to take full advantage of limited work opportunities.
Youth were paid for both work and school. IPIC assigned two of its staff members to
prioritize overall oversight of the summer program and contracted with two existing
partner agencies — JobWorks to recruit youth and determine eligibility, and River
Valley Resources to monitor worksites, manage payroll, and be the employer of
record. Several other organizations were significant partners from the outset. The
planners issued an RFP to select education providers and create three educational
tracks: an in-school youth program, an out-of-school youth program, and a medical
youth program. Education partners were expected to support educational pathways
for all youth, regardless of their current academic status, and many youth earned
academic credits or credentials. IPIC turned to its education contractors and the
Mayor’s office for help enlisting employers from the for-profit, nonprofit, and public
sectors.

Streamlined City-County Coordination: Phoenix and Maricopa County. A
defining characteristic of this program was streamlined city-county coordination
across urban, suburban, and very rural areas. The city and county workforce
development systems (the Phoenix Workforce Connection and the Maricopa
Workforce Connection) had been working towards the creation of a seamless process
across the county, city, and service providers, but the 2009 SYEI intensified the
process. They centralized outreach and recruitment, worked together to clarify
eligibility criteria, created common application forms and practices, and set up
common pick-up and drop-off locations for paperwork. The management design
centered around a large number of summer line staff — career advisors or case
managers — to provide a work readiness orientation to the youth participants;
monitor youth performance and the quality of their work experiences; handle

1The DWDD is the chief administrator for WIA in Detroit.
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administrative tasks; serve as problem solvers and liaisons across youth, employers,
and the summer program; and offer youth supports such as counseling, case
management, and referrals. The high quality backgrounds of the people hired
enabled them to do an effective job despite very limited training (limited due to the
tight timeline). Using advice from leaders with prior SYEP experience, the city and
county standardized pay rates for youth participants and developed a process in
which agencies sent projected expenditures to the city and county in advance of
payrolls to accelerate check processing.

STRENGTHENED PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

All four communities depended (successfully) on partnerships and collaborations.
Chicago’s summer programs built on an existing effort to create a comprehensive
citywide youth development strategy involving the city’s youth employment
programs, public schools, housing and park district agencies, business groups, and
the citywide after-school program. Detroit philanthropic organizations provided the
spark to develop a comprehensive, citywide approach. Indianapolis and Marion
County expanded their network of public and private partners with a commitment to
workforce development, youth, and education. Phoenix and Maricopa County took
steps toward greater city-county alignment and also expanded their network.

The efforts in each community required and demonstrated an extraordinarily
intensive level of collaboration. The urgency of the timetable moved service
providers away from the more competitive business-as-usual model. The
collaboration was brought about very quickly and at every level of leadership and
program implementation. Each community appeared driven by a philosophy that
partnerships were a must. In addition to collaboration between key planners, local
CBOs, businesses, faith-based organizations, employers, schools, and philanthropic
organizations were involved in every community. At least some of the partnerships
had been in formation prior to summer 2009 in all four communities, but the 2009
SYEI strengthened existing connections and forged new ones. At each site, the
planners and leaders made every effort to “cast a broad net” and leverage existing
partnerships.

Moreover, partnerships/collaborations helped communities navigate around varying
levels of institutional knowledge and experience in running SYEPs. Partnerships
helped all communities move forward more quickly and at higher levels of
effectiveness, no matter what their recent summer youth employment history. Only
Chicago had recent experience with large-scale summer youth employment
activities. Detroit had run recent but smaller programs; Phoenix and Maricopa
County also had recent experience with more modest programs and could call on
“veterans” of earlier SYEPs. Indianapolis and Marion County had not run an SYEP
since the Summer Youth Employment Training Program (SYETP) in the late 1990s.

Partnerships in the Four Communities: Highlights

Deepening Existing Networks: Chicago. The city’s network of existing
partnerships from 15 years of experience running year-round and summer
programming helped the program to start up quickly. Key partners included the
school system, parks and recreation, housing authority, and an after-school umbrella
organization that resulted in the creation of both a Youth Employment Oversight
Committee and a Youth Ready Chicago website that became the conduit for youth to
apply to the summer program. This history also meant that the city had a reservoir
of seasoned summer youth employment deliverers, including some with over 15
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years of relevant experience. In particular, the city had ready access to nonprofit
partners that had a history of serving particular target groups — such as La Casa
Norte (expertise in and access to homeless youth), Central States SER (expertise in
and access to Hispanic youth), and the Chicago Public Housing Authority (expertise
and access to public housing residents) — increasing the likelihood of serving youth in
these categories with services that were tailored to their needs.

Private Resources as a Jump-Start: Detroit. The city not only has an array of
professionals who possess institutional memory of the large USDOL summer
programs from the 1990s; it also has operated summer programs over the last ten
years. Even more broadly, a core group of Detroit leaders was already working
together to transform the city’s neighborhoods and “create conditions where all
children are safe, healthy, well-educated, and prepared for adulthood.” As a result,
some aspects of the necessary infrastructure for the 2009 SYEI were already
present. One tangible benefit of the existing partnerships was the Skillman
Foundation’s commitment to provide a private, limited pot of money as a safety net
to, for example, pay youth who were enrolled in, but later proved ineligible for, the
SYEI.

Deep Partnership Base: Indianapolis and Marion County. YouthWorks Indy
was brought to scale so quickly because IPIC had a deep partnership base to rely on.
IPIC contracted out for virtually all services. They were looking to partner with
agencies that had a sense of community responsibility, were already serving WIA
participants, and were reliable players in the city. To expand their network, IPIC and
the Mayor’s office reached out to all their public and private partners to encourage
them to recommend worksites; they also encouraged the schools involved in the
SYEI to reach out to their networks — and they did.

Teamwork: Phoenix and Maricopa County. It was a tall order for the city and
county to strengthen the relationship between their workforce development systems.
City and County workforce development leaders held a number of system-wide
meetings beginning in February 2009 to initiate planning the SYEI. One said, “We
were two huge entities and we needed to coordinate in more intensive ways. It was
challenging, but we did it.” Their teamwork helped to bring their respective networks
together as well.

C. MEANINGFUL WORK AND LEARNING FOR YOUTH

The concepts of meaningful work and learning — tied implicitly or explicitly to a youth
development approach — were reflected in the policies and approaches in all four
communities. All four had programs that provided rich work-based learning
opportunities and reflected the elements of high quality youth employment and
youth development programs, such as meaningful work, connections to learning,
involvement of caring adults, and opportunities for leadership.

For many youth, their summer 2009 paychecks were the first they ever earned, and
many were able to help their families financially. Although providing “just a job” is
an achievement in itself, all communities attempted to create jobs with meaning.
Communities defined meaningful work in somewhat different ways, but common
elements were jobs focused on work readiness skills, exposure and opportunity to
learn about college and career pathways, the importance of improving the
environment, or promoting social justice.
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“Summer jobs are not just about getting kids off the street. We want
to put kids into meaningful jobs that are pathways to college and
careers.” (Chicago)

“I was hoping for a job to get off the streets and stay out of trouble.
Pay is not the main thing. The main thing is getting good experience.
I am learning how to be a leader, how to grow up, how to become
someone who younger kids will look up to. It makes me feel good.”
(Chicago youth)

Based on study observations, several elements of “meaningfulness” were identified
that align well with the criteria discussed earlier for effective SYEIs.

¢ Work Readiness Skills/Workforce Exposure. Every program included
some element of teaching work readiness skills such as attendance,
punctuality, work expectations, and problem-solving. Some of this teaching
was formal and occurred at the beginning of and/or throughout the program.
But on-the-job training was important as well, and many supervisors helped
the young people become “ready” on a day-to-day basis. Some youth
participants were able to explore career pathways and options in very
intentional ways, through \visits, interviews, job shadowing, and
presentations. Even when such exploration was not explicitly provided, the
youth were exposed to the workforce, and for many this was a big step.
Every program offered at least some variety of jobs in different sectors of the
economy (for-profit, not-for-profit, government) and in different industries
(health care, environmental protection, robotics).

e Principles of Positive Community Youth Development. Most
communities provided at least some opportunities for positive community
youth development, i.e., “young people and adults working together as
partners and viewing each other as competent resources to build and sustain
just, safe, and healthy communities.”*? For some of the young participants,
the 2009 SYEI was their first experience in feeling respected and appreciated.

¢ Mentoring. Most jobs provided supervisor support for social skills as well as
vocational training. The quality of the learning experience for youth was
dependent on the quality of the mentor/supervisor. Creative worksite
supervisors became true mentors for youth. The supervisor’'s commitment
was key to how much additional learning occurred on the job. Jobs with
enhanced learning opportunities were those in which supervisors gave youth
responsibility, a measure of autonomy, and regular feedback on their
performance. Detroit respondents in particular commented on how many
“top-rate” supervisors the summer program had, but exemplary supervisors
were observed in all four communities.

12 susan P. Curnan and Della M. Hughes, “Toward Shared Prosperity: Change-Making in the CYD Movement,” CYD
Anthology (2002) 2-8.
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Meaningful Work and Learning in the Four Communities: Highlights

Science and the Arts: Chicago. One example of meaningful work in Chicago was
at the world-renowned Museum of Science and Industry, where about 75 young men
and women who expressed an interest in science got training in science and science
education. They then used their training to work with young visitors to the museum
on interactive, participatory projects and to provide hands-on science activities to
young people at other facilities such as those of the Chicago Park District. In another
example, a group of homeless youth at La Casa Norte used reading, writing, and
other skills to prepare and deliver a play/skit in which they explained their
experiences as homeless youth and presented it to the community.

The Environment, Journalism, and Community Research: Detroit. The
Conservation Leadership Corps, an innovative public-private partnership involving
Johnson Controls, the Student Conservation Association and The Greening of Detroit,
employed 110 youth in environmental stewardship experiences. Another example of
high quality project-based learning was Young Detroiter Magazine at Communities in
Schools — a youth-run magazine with a mission to “broaden the education of metro
area teens through journalism and special programs which create unique
opportunities through media.” Yet another was the Youth Engaged in Community
Research Project, designed and managed by the University of Michigan, School of
Social Work, Good Neighborhoods Technical Assistance Center, in which dozens of
young people assessed neighborhood assets and concerns.

Diverse Opportunities: Indianapolis and Marion County. The SYEI considered
work “meaningful” if output was valued and job performance mattered. Youth
performed more than 50 different types of jobs, including office work, maintenance,
camp counseling, and medical assistance. At a minimum, the program intended that
work would give youth participants an opportunity to learn real-life problem-solving
skills, (e.g., how to deal with supervisors, resolve conflicts with coworkers, and
manage time and tasks) as well as basic financial management skills. The program
also offered some outstanding examples of meaningful work and learning, in
particular the medical youth program.

Career Exploration and Internships: Phoenix and Maricopa County. Some
employers attempted to make young people’s experiences more meaningful by
infusing “all aspects of an industry” into youths’ experiences to help them see how
their summer job fits into the “big picture.” Informal career exploration occurred at
a number of worksites through the individual or combined efforts of youths’
supervisors, coworkers, and/or Career Advisors/Case Managers. Three elaborate
internship programs, developed in collaboration with Gateway Community College,
represented an example of an innovative partnership with considerable resource
leveraging. These internships were offered to a limited number of youth with serious
interests in entrepreneurship, advanced manufacturing/robotics, or health care. One
of the entrepreneurship worksites was Lotus Wei and Wei of Chocolate, two organic
product companies. Four young people participated in production activities, sales,
and experiential and creative opportunities. The employers’ goal was to raise the
young people’s consciousness about life and work, and to empower them to make
better choices.
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CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

Leadership and staff in all four communities were committed to ‘“getting it
right.” Detroit was committed to total quality management and responded quickly
to payroll system problems and other dilemmas; in Chicago, the city and its Hubs
made constant adjustments to meet the challenges of documenting eligibility.
Indianapolis and Marion County worked to design programs that met employer and
local labor market needs. Staff across the board demonstrated resilience,
determination, and a willingness to work until the task was done in order to ensure
that young people made it into jobs. All communities created a culture of learning
and reflection.

All communities showed their commitment to functioning as a learning
organization in the way they operated their programs (using evaluation as a
management and learning tool, continuously improving operations, and
reflecting on their work). They convened partners in the planning process,
reflected on lessons learned during the summer, and brought partners together to
evaluate the experience and how to improve for next year. They also showed their
commitment in the way they opened their doors to the Brandeis researchers. They
were open and honest about their specific challenges and the lessons they learned in
creating a complex summer program for a challenging population within a tight time
frame.

All communities acknowledged that they were learning under pressure but
turned this into an opportunity. They made mistakes and miscalculations and
faced unknowns, but these led to lessons learned. “We had to learn and fix, all with
the media watching.” “Mistakes represent learning opportunities.” Lotteries,
eligibility events, full-court press attention to payroll problems, debit cards,
vouchers, a “rolling start” for enrollment, and techniques for developing “instant
handbooks” were just a few of the ways communities dealt with serious challenges.
The following lessons were culled from the Brandeis researchers’ conversations about
what the communities would do differently next time or what advice they would give
other communities embarking on a SYEI:

Focus on the quality and training of worksite supervisors to enrich the youths’
learning experience. All communities made efforts to ensure supervisory and
worksite quality. For example, Phoenix and Maricopa County developed and
implemented a deliberate process of orientation and training, including a worksite
supervisor’'s handbook, and hired staff (called career advisors or case managers)
whose responsibilities included worksite monitoring and support. With a relatively
large number of such staff, communication with worksites was relatively frequent.
Other communities struggled more with worksite and supervisor preparation,
support, and monitoring. For example, in Chicago, informants at both DFSS and the
Hubs said that time spent addressing eligibility issues took time away from quality
assurance and worksite monitoring. In Indianapolis and Marion County, the
organization that had contracted to monitor worksites had planned for 50 worksites,
but the actual number was more than 200. Informants in all communities, however,
strongly believed that doing more to promote high-quality supervision would have
directly enhanced the quality of the youths’ experience.

Prepare for creative financing options, including covering unintended costs to
worksites. In Chicago, the DFSS Commissioner authorized staff to streamline the
eligibility review process, and, where necessary, to allow participants to begin
working while eligibility determination was still underway (with completion of
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necessary paperwork to follow); she would cover disallowed costs with other funds.
The Detroit program had the benefit of a fund established by the Skillman
Foundation to cover unexpected costs and short-term loans. The Phoenix and
Maricopa County leaders crafted agreements that standardized the rates of pay for
youth and also developed a process through which agencies sent projected
expenditures to the city and county in advance of payrolls so that checks could be
processed based upon the projections. The projected figures provided cash in the
bank to cover the real payroll; differences between real and projected payroll figures
could be adjusted in subsequent pay periods.

Streamline eligibility determination, assessment, and orientation. Two communities
(Phoenix and Maricopa County and Chicago) used the promising practice of eligibility
events for youth. These worked especially well in Phoenix and Maricopa County but
both communities would try them again (Chicago leaders compiled a list of
suggested improvements to help theirs go better in the future.) Indianapolis and
Marion County had the least problematic experience with determining youth
eligibility. Two factors that may have contributed to a smoother process were a
state rule allowing self-attestation of income and the fact that they had a relatively
smaller number of youth applications to process.

Create a seamless infrastructure for data management, payroll options, and other
critical processes. Despite employing various creative strategies, such as using debit
cards instead of checks in Indianapolis and Marion County, all of the communities
experienced data management and payroll problems that affected their ability to
ensure quality. Data entry alone was a serious problem for most of the four
communities. For example, the lllinois data management system that the Chicago
program had to use was old and regularly crashed. Staff entered data on evenings
and weekends (when the system was less overloaded) and the program used interns
and hired temporary data entry workers. In Indianapolis and Marion County, the
program’s multiple, separate data systems meant that there was no single database
on participants and activities. Because of the dysfunctions of the Phoenix and
Maricopa County older, time-consuming, and very limited system, many SYEI
providers developed dual information systems, a level of decentralization that made
it difficult to analyze program-wide data.

Consider vouchers for transportation and clothing for participating youth. The youth
who are the target of the SYEI often lack good access to transportation and
professional clothing. Transportation to worksites in particular was a problem in all
four communities, especially when jobs that would interest youth were not located
near their homes. Phoenix and Maricopa County’s voucher system was very helpful
in this regard, enabling some youth to take jobs that were good matches and
enabling other youth simply to take a job. Many of the young people interviewed
said that these supports were very important, and that access to a summer job
without supports would have proved inadequate.

Match jobs and educational offerings to participants’ skills, interests, and locations.
The four communities found that their lofty vision of “great matches” quickly turned
to the reality of getting kids to work — communities couldn’t job match as much as
they would have liked. The strategies used by the four communities were a good
start. For example, applications included a place for youth to list preferences and
career interests, and all four communities developed mechanisms to help match
youth and jobs by location (to minimize transportation problems). However, all four
communities considered job matching a critical factor in youth success and wanted to
improve their job matching ability.
Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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Acknowledge that no one can go it alone.

A key element of success in all four communities was the presence of pre-existing
collaborative relationships on which to build. For example, in Chicago, the Out-of-
School Time initiative leaders had already established the Youth Ready Chicago
website, which provided a common portal and single point of entry for young people
to apply for summer jobs and a single point of entry for employers looking for
summer job applicants. In Detroit, the organization that was the chief strategist for
the 2009 SYEI had come into being in 2008 as a direct outcome of ongoing
collaborative efforts, stimulated by Skillman Foundation investments, to “create
conditions where all children are safe, healthy, well-educated and prepared for
adulthood.” This type of collaboration not only expands the resources available for
implementation, but also strengthens and elevates the process of developing a
vision.

Forming internal collaborative working groups or teams to share the responsibility
and establish an “all hands on deck” strategy also contributed to success in the four
communities. All four communities demonstrated this level of collaboration. The
Chicago and Detroit SYEI experiences were especially noteworthy in this regard.

RESPONSIVENESS TO LOCAL NEEDS AND STRENGTHS

All four communities considered their local context when planning the 2009 SYEI. In
some cases, this meant thinking about what occupations were likely to be most in
demand; in others, it meant addressing what local youth needed. All communities
built on strengths in existing partnerships and local commitments to improving local
economies as well as conditions for youth.

How the Four Communities Responded to Local Industry and
Population: Highlights

Environmental Awareness: Chicago. One of Chicago’s Hubs was Central States
SER, a community-based organization, which promoted environmental awareness by
providing training on energy efficiency to SYEI participants. The trained youth then
conducted energy-efficiency audits of their summer worksites and shared the results
with their supervisors in the form of a proposal to upgrade energy efficiency at the
worksite.

Skill Building for a New Economy: Detroit. The program emphasized skill
building for a new economy — including health related jobs, green jobs, and the
creative and performing arts industry and aligned program/job placement with
several recessionary challenges. For example, in response to food insecurity,
increases in diet-related diseases, and vacant land, the SYEI targeted programs in
urban gardening and environmental stewardship. Building on youth interest in the
performing and creative arts, as well as a new tax credit that has attracted the
filmmaking industry to Detroit, the SYEI supported The Arts Place to prepare young
people for this sector.

Education and Occupational Certificates: Indianapolis and Marion County.

The program put education at the center of its program — not just putting kids to

work — in response to very low high school graduation rates (30.5%) and

achievement (only 21% of 10th graders passed the graduation requirement).
Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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V.

Planners determined that YouthWorks Indy needed to offer course recovery for youth
to graduate on time, test prep to meet high school graduation testing requirements,
GED, and courses leading to occupational certificates. The program also responded
to local industry by offering course credits in occupational areas where new hires will
be needed, such as health care and apartment maintenance.

Phoenix and Maricopa County: Integrating with Economic Development. The
SYEI represented an opportunity to demonstrate that the workforce development
system is, as one administrator noted, “agile and responsive enough to produce what
policymakers consider tangible outcomes worthy of continued investments.” It also
demonstrated that workforce development systems could be more fully integrated
into city and county economic growth and development efforts.

SUMMARY OF COMMON CHALLENGES

All of the communities struggled at least to some extent with certifying large
numbers of young people as eligible and enrolled; to ensure that funds were
available to pay them; to match youth to appropriate jobs; to assess and report on
their experiences; and to create new opportunities in “green” industries. The
challenges were magnified by the issues of timing and time.

ELIGIBILITY

Three of the four communities faced serious struggles with the need to document
WIA eligibility for thousands of young people in a short time frame. (The fourth
community (Indianapolis and Marion County) had fewer documentation problems —
possibly due in part to a state rule allowing self-attestation of income.) The process
was made more challenging by the fact that eligibility for some common programs
aimed at low-income families (e.g., National Free/Reduced Price Lunch program)
could not serve as proxies for WIA eligibility. Eligibility issues often meant delays for
youth ready to start summer jobs (and for their employers) as well as less staff time
devoted to program monitoring and technical assistance. These issues may have
served as barriers to enrollment, since the youth most in need may have been least
able to provide the required documentation. All four communities made significant
efforts to target vulnerable youth populations — low-income youth, out-of-school
youth, youth offenders, homeless youth, veterans, and youth with disabilities. Still,
most found that the eligibility certification process may have unintentionally made it
harder for the most vulnerable to become part of the program.

FUNDING/CASH FLOW

Nonprofit organizations in every community had to work quickly to raise funds and
create new, or extend existing, lines of credit in order to meet the up-front costs of
staffing and payroll for large numbers of summer workers while waiting for
reimbursement. While some communities (notably Detroit) were able to create
funding pools and provide short-term loans, and Chicago’s Commissioner of DFSS
committed funds to cover payroll for youth who were expected to be eligible but for
whom paperwork was not yet complete, the summer programs’ financial demands
limited the participation of smaller community-based organizations.
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C. JOB MATCHING

In all four communities, the short time frame and the challenges of documenting
eligibility limited the opportunities for local programs to provide a careful match
between participant interests and jobs. There were some successes (e.g., through
Chicago’s central application database), but in many cases eligible youth were simply
placed in available jobs.

D. ASSESSMENT AND REPORTING

The rapid start-up also meant that work assessment, data management, and
reporting systems were often unable to handle the volume of data to be entered, the
numbers of young people to be assessed, or the need to utilize data from
management information systems for summer reporting. In some cases, this was
exacerbated by outdated and/or inadequate software (e.g., in Phoenix and Maricopa
County).

E. GREEN JOBS

While all of the communities were able to establish some “green” jobs, numbers were
limited and the jobs often represented work in traditional green industries
(agriculture and forestry vs. solar panel production, for example). Detroit offers the
best example of developing green jobs through a private sector partnership devoted
to the “Greening of Detroit.”

V. THE MAIN INGREDIENTS

While the study yields many insights about the SYEI, five main ingredients for
success stand out:

A. Leaderships trumps all.
One underlying lesson stands out: to successfully innovate under pressure,
leadership trumps all. As discussed earlier, leaders in these four communities
were strong, resilient risk takers who shared three core management qualities:
mission focus, results orientation, and a commitment to monitoring for
continuous improvement.

B. Cross-sector partnerships are necessary.

Adaptive capacity helped the four communities to make the most of this
opportunity. The Federal government might consider providing assistance to
increase the community capacity to build the local leadership and partnerships
needed to respond effectively to new and demanding circumstances as they
arise.

C. Incorporation of youth development principles adds quality and skills.

With so many youth involved in SYEIs across the country, an opportunity exists
to educate youth on issues besides employment (e.g., financial literacy, health).
This aligns well with broader youth development goals.
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D. Alternate pools of money and flexible lines of credit are helpful.

Communities with such resources (particularly Chicago and Detroit) had a “fail-
safe” and important flexibility with respect to moving quickly, paying youth, and
cash flow.

E. Think big: Consider the role of work and learning in preparing youth for
post-secondary education, work, and life.

The summer of 2009 re-opens the door to broader links between employment
and training and education. As referenced earlier, the concept of “year-round
summer” with creative project-based and work-based learning for academic
credit has proven to be a valuable pathway for young people struggling in
traditional classrooms. The 2009 SYEI also suggests that investing in the
transition to post-secondary education and credentials can lead to valuable
outcomes for older youth.

As already noted, all of the communities in the Brandeis study struggled at least to some
extent to get large numbers of young people certified as eligible and enrolled; to ensure
that funds were available to pay them; to match youth to their job interest; to assess and
report on their experiences and to create new opportunities in “green” industries. These
challenges were magnified by the issues of timing and time.

However, despite the challenges, thousands of young people and their communities used
the 2009 SYEI as a springboard for the healthy development of youth and communities.
Many youth directly benefited from the investment, and communities established credible
cross-sector partnerships that hold the promise of continued investment. The four
communities featured in this report accomplished most of their goals and learned valuable
lessons to apply to future SYEIs.
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PART 2
VI. Case Studies

Chicago, IL
Detroit, Ml

Indianapolis and Marion County, IN

Phoenix and Maricopa County, AZ
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INNOVATING UNDER PRESSURE:
THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT
2009 Summer Youth Employment Initiative

Chicago

INTRODUCTION

Mayor Daley’s Youth Ready Chicago program connects young people, ages
14-24, with internships, apprenticeships, and jobs within Chicago’s public and
private business sectors. Each opportunity offers youth hands-on experience
and an opportunity to gain marketable skills, supporting a successful
transition from school into the workforce.

---Youth Ready Chicago website (2009)

Our goal was to get kids employed. We did it.
--Community affairs director at a DFSS Hub agency (2009)

For Chicago, with youth and adult unemployment rates at historically high levels, the 2009
summer youth employment initiative (SYEI) represented a major influx of funds (over $17
million) and a significant challenge: how to design and roll out a summer jobs program in
less than four months that could provide quality work and learning experiences for nearly
8,000 young people. While Chicago, like several other large cities, had maintained summer
jobs programs using city/local and private funding over the years, the 2009 funding
represented the first major infusion of Federal funding for summer jobs in over a decade.
For the leaders of the city’s youth and workforce development community — city agencies,
private nonprofits, major cultural and educational organizations — the 2009 SYEI called for
an “all hands on deck effort” to set up the systems and programs needed to provide
effective summer work experiences for youth.

Chicago’s 2009 SYEI was characterized by a strong nucleus, the Department of Family and
Support Services (DFSS), and several strong partners with recent experience working
together on after-school and summer opportunities for youth, including large-scale, locally-
funded summer youth employment programs (SYEPs). Operationally, the SYEI developed a
network of Hubs and Spokes. The Hubs were organizations that recruited and managed the
Spokes, which were SYEI worksites. (This case study generally uses the term “worksites.”)

The following case study is based on interviews and site visits conducted by staff from the
Center for Youth and Communities at Brandeis University’s Heller School for Social Policy
and Management, primarily during a two-week site visit in July 2009, as well as on
supplementary materials collected during and after the visit. Interviews were conducted
with staff and leaders at key agencies (DFSS, the Chicago Workforce Investment Council,
Chicago Metropolis 2020, etc.) as well as Hub agency and worksite staff.
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PART I
RECESSIONARY CONDITIONS: CHALLENGES AND ASSETS

The need for an expanded initiative to provide summer youth employment was abundantly
clear in 2009, with high levels of both youth and adult unemployment in the Chicago area.
For the first half of 2009, Chicago’s unemployment rate hovered around 10%o, rising to
12.1% by June 2009. The challenges of finding employment were particularly great for
youth. According to the Center for Labor Market Studies at Northeastern University, the
seasonally adjusted employment rate for 16 to 19 year olds nationally had dropped to
26.2% in 2009, the lowest level in over 60 years. In lllinois, the reported 2009
employment rate for 16 to 19 year olds statewide was 27.9%, more than 20 points lower
than in 2000. During the same period, the employment rate for 16 to 19 year olds in
Chicago dropped to 16.5% from 30%. While estimating summer unemployment rates is
difficult since so many young people enter the labor market only for the summer, Census
data suggests that well over 100,000 youth aged 16 to 19 in Chicago were likely looking for
a summer job. By the end of summer 2009, over 75,000 young people had applied for
summer jobs on the Youth Ready Chicago website.

Asset: Historical Context of Collaboration

The city’s response to this challenge built on prior efforts to develop a comprehensive
approach to youth employment and youth development. Through these efforts, major
youth-serving agencies and nonprofit and cultural organizations had already established
city- and privately-funded summer jobs programs and had begun considering how to link
summer and after-school jobs to the city’s growing after-school program infrastructure.
While they had little experience with a Federally-funded summer jobs program (i.e., WIA
eligibility requirements), the city could draw on strong relationships and a large network of
organizations with experience working with disadvantaged youth. As a result, the city was
quickly able to set up a system of program Hubs to arrange worksites, recruit and place
summer workers, and offer a creative array of work experiences for nearly 8,000 youth.
The success and rapid ramp-up of the 2009 SYEI rested in large part on these established
relationships and programs.

The story of Chicago’s 2009 SYEI is an institutional story. It took place in the context of a
number of collaborative initiatives aimed at building a more comprehensive approach to
youth programs. Since the early 1990s, the city had been expanding the availability of
after-school programs for school-aged youth. From 1993 to 1999, it had been a site for the
Wallace Foundation’s MOST (Making the Most of Out-of-School Time) initiative, intended to
strengthen after-school programs. Those efforts led to the establishment of the nonprofit
After School Matters (ASM), a summer and after-school arts initiative. ASM had expanded
by 2009 to providing after-school and summer opportunities in arts, science, technology,
sports, and writing to over 25,000 young people in school and community-based sites.
ASM’s program model was a “ladder” of youth development experiences, from informal club
experiences through pre-apprenticeships, apprenticeships, and paid internships that
incorporate hands-on and work-based learning experiences.
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Chicago Out-of-School Time Project: Key Strategies

= Increase coordination, access, and reach of quality programming by creating a citywide program
and participant database that can be shared across agencies and providers.

= Increase teen participation through a citywide communications initiative ... featuring the After
School Matters apprenticeship model.

= Establish citywide common definitions of after-school program quality and increase supports for
continuous improvement by offering professional development opportunities and creating common
tools and technical assistance resources for program providers.

= Build support and readiness for achieving sustainable, coordinated, and dedicated funding, in
order to provide after-school program opportunities for all of Chicago’s youth who want them.

In 2008, with expanded Wallace Foundation support, the city established the Out-of-School
Time (OST) Partnership as a multi-agency effort to coordinate OST programs, including
programs for older youth. Housed in the city’s Department of Family and Support Services
(DFSS — formerly the Department of Children and Youth Services), the OST project brought
together DFSS youth services programs, the Chicago Public Schools, the Chicago Park
District, the Chicago Public Library, and ASM to coordinate programs, develop common
application and data management systems, and implement common standards and
definitions for quality programs. The OST initiative had important implications for the 2009
SYEI. First, it made youth employment, including summer jobs, a part of key agencies’
discussions about OST, so that the youth employment system (DFSS) was part of the multi-
agency partnerships. Second, the creation of the Youth Ready Chicago website
(www.youthreadychicago.org) provided a common portal and single point of entry for young
people to apply for summer (including summer jobs) and after-school programs. Youth
Ready Chicago also provided a single point of entry for nonprofits and employers looking for
summer job applicants. In short, it was an electronic infrastructure that could be used in
organizing the summer jobs program.

At the same time, the city was reorganizing its youth employment systems. In 2004, the
Department of Children and Youth Services (CYS) was created, bringing together all of the
city’s youth-related services in one agency; in 2006, Workforce Investment Act (WIA) youth
programs were brought into the agency as well. In 2009, CYS combined with adult social
service programs to create the DFSS, which integrated youth, adult, and senior services into
a single family-support agency. This brought all of Chicago’s publicly-funded youth
employment programs — the Kidstart summer jobs program, WIA-funded youth employment
programs, and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)-funded after-school and youth
employment programs — together under one administrative entity. Resources for youth
included regional youth development centers providing skill training and job placement
assistance, a network of Regional Consortium Coordinators who helped coordinate city and
nonprofit programs in each of the public school regions, and citywide and regional Youth
Councils. This consolidation paved the way for a coordinated planning process within the
Youth Division that began in 2008 and laid the foundation for planning for the 2009 SYEI.

These efforts were complemented by the formation of the Youth Employment Committee,
co-chaired by DFSS Commissioner Mary Ellen Caron and a senior executive from Chicago
Metropolis 2020, a business-sponsored regional economic planning organization. The
committee presented an opportunity for the youth-serving agencies to better understand
one another’s capacity and establish a more comprehensive approach to youth employment
and youth development.
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Asset: Existing Community Networks and Leadership

Two other key elements set the context for the 2009 SYEI. The first was a substantial
network of nonprofit organizations and community programs that had experience with youth
development and summer jobs programs. By 2009, as noted earlier, ASM served roughly
25,000 teens annually. According to their 2008 annual report, they provided more than 700
programs in over 60 school and community-based sites, providing summer jobs to
approximately 6,000 students through the city’s private-sector summer jobs and after-
school programs. Similarly, the Chicago Public Schools, the Parks Department, and DFSS
had substantial experience running summer jobs and youth development programs.
Through its CDBG-funded youth programs, DFSS worked with nearly 200 agencies that
provided after-school programs, counseling, mentoring, recreation and other youth services.
In short, while the addition of 7,800 ARRA-funded summer jobs in 2009 represented a
substantial increase and presented new challenges (such as those related to determining
WIA eligibility), the fact is that over 17,000 young people had participated in summer jobs
programs in 2008 through hundreds of worksites. Chicago’s experience and infrastructure
made it more prepared than many other communities for the 2009 effort.

The other key influence on the 2009 SYEI, according to many of those interviewed, was
DFSS Commissioner Mary Ellen Caron. Interviewees said that Commissioner Caron insisted
on providing quality summer work experiences and broadening the network of organizations
involved in providing work experiences for youth. A partner organization representative
noted that she was emphatic that young people needed jobs for themselves and to help
their families, and focused on the skills needed and how to help kids to get them. Caron
described her commitment to quality:

I was very clear, we wanted meaningful jobs. We want kids to have specific
tasks, not just be in a group dumped somewhere. Everyone learned this wasn't
supposed to be a make-work program! What | want is for kids to learn what
they are interested in, or what they are NOT interested in [through summer
work opportunities].

That commitment translated, for example, into early decisions to open the RFP process to
organizations with no prior WIA experience. While this meant that many Hubs struggled
with the eligibility requirements, it broadened the base of organizations and employers to
include nonprofits serving new neighborhoods and cultural institutions.

As the summer progressed, Commissioner Caron also insisted that eligibility documentation
challenges should not hinder youth participation. At a critical June DFSS staff meeting, the
Commissioner authorized staff to streamline the eligibility review process, and, where
necessary, to allow participants to begin working while eligibility determination was still
underway (with completion of necessary paperwork to follow). While staff were justifiably
concerned about ensuring that participant files would pass audit, Caron kept the focus on
getting young people jobs and made it clear that she would cover disallowed costs with
other funds. The decision, backed by a careful analysis of the city’s options for covering
disallowed costs if a participant was found to be ineligible, brought new momentum to the
effort. A senior DFSS staff person noted, “It was a turning point — it got things moving.”
While each partner organization had active leaders, DFSS stood at the center of the 2009
SYEI, and Caron’s leadership provided a critical sense of direction for the agency and the
SYEI as a whole.
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In sum, four vital building blocks — a history of collaboration among youth-serving agencies,
an established network of programs and services with SYEP experience, a strong interest in
a comprehensive OST, and strong leadership — contributed to Chicago’s approach to the
2009 SYEI and its ability to innovate under pressure.

PART 11

REINVESTMENT  AND RECOVERY  ACTIONS AND INNOVATIONS:
LEADERSHIP AND PARTNERSHIP

Although the 2009 SYEI was built on a foundation of programs and relationships, the design
took place in a relatively short time. Between the mid-February passage of the legislation
and program start-up at the end of May, the DFSS Policy Unit and Youth Division, with the
partner organizations, crafted a strategy, released an RFP, selected providers, and issued
the contracts through a Hub and Spoke model. The major element was funding a network
of Hubs — organizations that would recruit and manage the Spokes (program worksites that
directly supervised youth and provided summer jobs). DFSS funded 34 Hubs that
developed and managed approximately 880 worksites around the city.

Evolution of the Hub and Spoke Model

Initially, when Federal funding began to seem likely, the OST Partnership and the Youth
Employment Committee saw it as an opportunity to restructure the delivery of summer
programs through establishing a new, comprehensive, nonprofit youth intermediary to
coordinate the city’s youth initiatives. The partner agencies would contract with the new
intermediary, which would have the capacity to raise money, issue contracts, and pay youth
directly, with greater flexibility than under the current programs. The city would spend
roughly a third of the expected funds in 2009, using the balance for year-round activities
and a substantial expansion of the program in summer 2010.

Once the bill passed, however, it was clear that the funding was to focus on employing
youth in summer 2009. Without the ability to use the funds over a longer term, and with
the regulations involved in meeting WIA requirements, the decision was made to manage
the SYEI through DFSS, which already operated the WIA-funded youth programs.

The next question was how to organize a program designed to serve over 7,000 youth and
promote high quality summer jobs. Part of the challenge was that, as in most cities this
year, few DFSS staff had experience with WIA and/or Federally-funded summer jobs
programs. DFSS managed a small portfolio of year-round WIA-funded youth programs
through regional youth development centers and contracts with community-based agencies,
and some WIA program staff at DFSS had been involved in the earlier, JTPA-funded summer
jobs programs. However, the WIA staff was small, there were questions about the existing
WIA-funded CBOs’ capacity to manage the scale of the new SYEI, and DFSS’ management
staff had little or no experience with WIA or the earlier Federally-funded SYEP.

DFSS was also hampered by a citywide hiring freeze, instituted in response to recession-
related budget shortfalls. Under the JTPA summer jobs program model, the agency running
the program hired job developers, youth recruiters, site monitors, and eligibility-verification
and data entry workers. When the SYEP was a regular feature of Federal workforce
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development, many of those staff returned year after year, bringing their knowledge and
experience. In 2009, DFSS had to look at other ways to manage the summer operation.

In that context, a debate within DFSS took place. A number of staff argued that the SYEI
should be either in-house (staffing up with temporary staff) or through contracts with the
existing network of WIA youth service providers. They reasoned that these providers knew
WIA, were best prepared to deal with eligibility determination issues, and were familiar with
the reporting and financial systems; new, “non-WIA” providers would require substantial
DFSS training and support.

While acknowledging the advantages of this approach, others, including the Commissioner,
argued for casting a broader net. They were skeptical that the limited humber of existing
WIA providers would have the capacity to manage the large number of worksites and
provide payroll support for the large numbers of youth participants under the expanded
2009 program.

At the same time, DFSS leaders saw the summer program as a way to bring new agencies
and employers into the youth program network while providing new opportunities for young
people. They wanted to provide summer jobs across a broad range of neighborhoods and to
a variety of target populations. They were concerned that focusing only on existing
providers would leave many neighborhoods and populations with limited opportunities. To
accomplish their goals, they argued, the city needed to open up the process to a broader
group of organizations through an open, competitive RFP process.

Setting Criteria for the Hubs
After the decision was made to go with the Hub model and broaden the RFP process to
include both new and existing WIA providers, additional design decisions were needed.

One major concern was ensuring that Hub agencies had the financial stability to manage a
summer payroll and could secure resources to pay youth in advance of the city’s
reimbursement. While the city’s comptroller had promised a five-day turnaround on SYEI
invoices, Hubs serving substantial numbers of youth would need to be able to cover a
sizable payroll every week. Thus, Hub eligibility was restricted to organizations with an
annual operating budget of $500,000 or more. This eliminated some small organizations
from the pool, but ensuring financial accountability and stability was considered paramount.
Smaller organizations, it was reasoned, could become involved as Spokes through a link to
a larger Hub.

Similarly, while the city wanted to reach out to new organizations, there was also concern
that if DFSS had to manage too many Hub contracts, it would be the equivalent of directly
managing the worksites. Thus, each Hub had to be willing to serve at least 100 young
people under their contract. Again, while this eliminated some smaller organizations, it
helped to ensure program manageability. At the same time, it put even more of a premium
on financial stability, since program providers would need to be able to carry a payroll of at
least 100 summer workers.

Staff recognized that decisions involved trade-offs that could affect program goals and
quality. One characterized the trade-offs as follows:
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From a contracting perspective, our choices came down to time, money, and
quality — and you can usually only get two of the three. ... In this case, for
example, the need for a budget minimum excluded some providers — that had
quality implications. Financial security also meant some neighborhoods might
not be served. But we also had to consider time: Can you afford to hold
hands, walk through the process with small organizations that don’t know
what a single audit or A133 is? We chose one kind of quality, but you exclude
people who may not have the capacity to jump through the bureaucratic
hoops.

A Special Emphasis on Serving Out-of-School Youth

In addition to the Hub eligibility criteria, the RFP also laid out guidelines that reflected the
commitment to providing quality work experiences to a broad array of disadvantaged youth.
Following WIA requirements, programs were encouraged to place “special emphasis” on
recruiting out-of-school youth and youth with barriers to employment (youth lacking basic
literacy skills, pregnant or parenting teens, gang-affiliated youth, youth in TANF families,
etc.). Chicago achieved a high level of success in serving out-of-school youth - more than
40% of participants were in this category (see Exhibit 1). This may be a reflection of the
Hub approach, where there was a deliberate effort to select Hubs that served high-need
populations and were located in high-need neighborhoods. Programs were also expected to
assess participants’ basic skills and work readiness and to participate in the statewide,
online work readiness assessments that the state of lllinois was conducting for the SYEI.
Reflecting youth development principles, the RFP also required Hubs to hire WIA-eligible
young people, aged 21 to 24, as worksite supervisors in any worksite with more than ten
youth workers. Finally, the RFP emphasized the goals of developing green jobs and
providing access to summer employment across all neighborhoods.

Youth Ready Chicago Website

In another connection to the city’s broader youth development efforts, youth interested in a
summer job were required to apply through the new Youth Ready Chicago website. The
Hubs were expected to use the website database for recruitment. The website allowed
young people to indicate the types of jobs or programs they were interested in as well as
their location preferences. The website was also seen as a vehicle to recruit employers, and
it was assumed that DFSS would provide Hubs with lists of interested employers. Since the
website included the summer programs operated by the OST partners, it provided a single
point of entry for young people to most of the city’s major summer youth programs.

Building a Team: Working Groups

As DFSS developed the RFP, it organized working groups to focus on issues such as
eligibility, work readiness, worksite requirements, and data. The process involved virtually
all DFSS youth division staff — an early step in the “all hands on deck” strategy that
characterized the agency’s approach to the SYEI. As one DFSS staffer noted, “There just
wasn’'t enough time for a lot of hierarchy.” The resulting team-building and cross-training
process for the agency’s youth programs was regularly cited as one of the unexpected
benefits of the SYEI's experience of innovating under pressure.

Implementing the Hub and Spoke Design

Once the RFP was released, the focus shifted to implementation. The first step was to select
the Hubs. Of the 56 organizations that applied, 35 were selected (one later dropped out,
leaving 34 Hubs). As with program design, selecting program providers involved choices.
Initially, DFSS administrators were tempted to fund all of the proposals, in line with the goal
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of bringing in new organizations. However, with $40 million in proposed programs and $16
million in available funds, choices had to be made. Some were straightforward. Some
applicants did not meet the $500,000 operating budget minimum or planned to serve fewer
than the required 100 youth. Reviewers also looked at capacity to ramp up and deliver a
quality program. “We didn’t fund a lot of start-ups,” one noted. “We didn’t see those as
working.” The agency also looked at target populations (homeless youth, foster care, gang-
affiliated), neighborhoods, and types of institutions served. The goal was to provide access
to programs across the city and ensure that some of the most disadvantaged youth would
be served.

The result was a mix of organizations, from traditional community-based youth programs to
major cultural centers, each serving from 100 to over 2,000 youth. Of the 34 Hubs, several
(among the largest) were “sister” agencies involved in the OST Partnership and the Youth
Employment Committee, including the Chicago Public Schools, the Park District, and
Chicago Public Housing. ASM was also one of the largest Hubs. Others included existing
WIA program providers, nonprofit community development organizations, community-based
agencies, faith-based organizations, and for-profit workforce development firms.

Some Hubs essentially served as large-scale funding agencies for a subsidiary network of
programs. The Chicago Public Schools, for example, issued an RFP to all district schools to
serve as worksites and then funded programs at over 50 schools. Placements ranged from
school office jobs to programs providing complex work-based learning experiences. The
Chicago Public Housing Authority contracted with over 30 programs and worksites, including
Head Start centers, Boys and Girls Clubs, real estate offices, and catering firms. The
Chicago Park District operated over 100 sites, with jobs ranging from park maintenance to
day camp counselors. The Local Initiative Support Corporation (LISC) worked with over 100
sites, including nonprofit organizations, schools, small businesses, and law offices.

Other Hubs operated smaller programs, sometimes solely within their own organization.
The Museum of Science and Industry trained about 75 students and employed them as
guides and peer science educators at the Museum and in the community. La Casa Norte, a
nonprofit serving homeless youth, placed 100 youth in 25 businesses and programs;
Phalanx Community Services, a community-based organization, served approximately 150
youth at 18 sites, including the University of Chicago Medical Center, Boys and Girls Club
camp programs, and a landscaping firm.

Altogether, the 34 Hubs brought with them or recruited over 880 worksites, including 300
nonprofit organizations, 285 government agency sites, 205 private businesses, and 90 faith-
based organizations (generally operating summer camps and/or childcare programs).
Overall, DFSS staff were pleased with the mix of organizations and opportunities.

Chicago Summer Worksites

= Private businesses: 50 food establishments, 35 retail businesses,
20 financial/insurance firms, ten law firms, five hotels.

= Nonprofit and public institutions: 170 community development and social service
organizations, 117 Chicago Park District sites, 100 programs for children and youth,
92 public and private schools, and offices of 62 elected officials.

=  Other specialized fields: 20 health-care-related organizations,
20 arts/media organizations, 17 colleges and universities, ten landscaping/agricultural
organizations, nine science/technology institutions, and seven museums.

From “Program Summary: Youth Ready Chicago Summer Jobs (ARRA)” (Updated: December 2009)
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There were surprises in terms of recruiting both worksites and youth. DFSS had assumed
that most Hubs would need assistance to recruit worksites and would use employer lists
generated through the Youth Ready Chicago website. In fact, most Hubs had already
identified worksites — often businesses and nonprofits that had been involved in other
programs. Thus the challenge of recruiting employers was less serious than anticipated;
but some employers who had signed on to the website hoping to hire youth were
disappointed. DFSS worked to link those employers with Hubs that might have young
people still looking for jobs. Similarly, while all youth were required to register through the
Youth Ready Chicago website, some Hubs or worksites had already identified eligible youth
for their summer slots (such as those who were already participating in their organizations’
programs). In other cases, the registration process worked as expected: Museum of
Science staff, for example, said that DFSS had sent a list of 5,600 applicants interested in
museum work from the database. One result was that the recruitment of eligible youth
went relatively smoothly, at least at the Hubs and worksites visited for this study. At the
same time, the fact that Hubs and worksites drew on existing relationships suggests that
young people with pre-existing relationships with Hubs or worksites appeared to have had
an advantage in securing a slot. That may have been helpful in 2009, given the short time
frame, but efforts may be needed to level the playing field (and to reach the most
disconnected youth) in future years.

Between mid-April and the end of May, DFSS staff made the initial Hub selections and
presented them for Workforce Board approval. They met with each Hub in May to orient
them to the program, negotiated contract terms, and shifted some program slots around, in
part to ensure that sufficient slots were available to the community-based partners. DFSS
also set up staff teams to work with the Hubs, assigning a staff liaison for each. According
to DFSS staff, the procurement office moved the contracting process along quickly, so that
by the end of June, most contracts were in place.

Due to the rapid start-up, DFSS had limited opportunity to work with Hubs on program
design, encourage innovation, or offer training. One DFSS staff member noted, “If there are
creative models, it is because of what the Hubs brought with them.”

The Eligibility Challenge

The most significant challenge was documenting applicants’ WIA eligibility, according to
DFSS, Hub, and worksite staff interviewees. The challenge was not in finding eligible youth,
but in collecting the documentation required,'® reviewing the file, and entering the
information into the lllinois Workforce Development System (IWDS), the state’s online
database, in time for young people to start their summer placements.

In the year-round WIA program, eligibility determination was manageable, with smaller
participant numbers and time to gather records. The quick start-up for the SYEI, the larger
numbers of youth involved, and the limited time to move youth on to six-week jobs made
for a very different situation. In addition, the SYEI and WIA were new to most of those
involved in 2009: as noted above, the JTPA summer programs had staff (usually teachers
on summer break) who came back year after year and knew the eligibility rules.

18 Required documentation included proof of age (driver’s license, birth certificate, school records); residence;
household size and family income (tax returns, pay stubs); welfare or food stamp eligibility; selective service and
work status; and barriers to employment.
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The 2009 plan was for the Hubs to assemble documentation and for DFSS to review files
and, in most cases, enter the data into IWDS. The state’s Department of Commerce and
Economic Opportunity provided three days of WIA training for DFSS staff and the Hubs; the
small WIA staff within DFSS provided additional training for DFSS youth division staff. DFSS
then organized staff into teams, with each team responsible for assisting a group of Hubs.

Hubs struggled to collect documentation and ensure that applicants met eligibility
guidelines. Some parents were reluctant to provide pay stubs or social security nhumbers;
documents were not readily available; and the rules governing who was included in
household income were often perceived as unclear. Moreover, young people who were
eligible for other kinds of Federal aid (notably, the Free and Reduced Cost Lunch program in
the public schools) were not necessarily eligible under WIA. Even when a family was clearly
eligible (for example, the mother received food stamps), young people often had to get a
letter from their parents confirming that the family was still supporting them. Some were
not sure that a six-week temporary job was worth the effort of collecting the
documentation.

DFSS staff tried to assist, but many noted that “the devil was in the details — every youth
has a different life story.” Because many Hubs were new to WIA, DFSS staff had to review
each record before approving an applicant and entering data. And, because most DFSS
teams had limited WIA experience, they were not able to operate and provide assistance
independently as had been hoped; instead, the small WIA staff became the “go-to”
contacts.

There were additional data entry problems. Not only was DFSS short-handed, but the IWDS
is old and regularly crashed. It took up to 30 minutes to enter a record which, if
incomplete, had to be redone. In the end, DFSS hired temps, used interns, and arranged
for WIA-experienced Hubs to enter their own participants into the IWDS (DFSS managed
the process for newer Hubs).

Responding to the Eligibility Challenge

Cross-Training Youth Division Staff

Responding to these challenges required innovating under pressure. On the positive side,
DFSS staff saw the process as an important team-building experience. Senior staff noted
that the SYEI provided an opportunity to cross-train the youth division staff and share skills
among programs. As one said, the experience “built our capacity to train people and
connect the pieces” and helped them move towards a more comprehensive approach. Staff
members also expressed pride in working their way through a challenge.

Eligibility Fairs

DFSS and the Hubs tried various ways to streamline the process. The Chicago Public
Schools’ strategy, in cooperation with DFSS, was to target students whose families were
already enrolled in the food stamp program (and hence eligible under WIA rules). Another
strategy was “eligibility fairs” with some Hubs, with the goal of completing much of the
eligibility process in one setting. DFSS staff, for example, took part in the Chicago Housing
Authority fair. Applicants were asked to bring as much of their paperwork as possible, and
staff could review documentation and help collect needed paperwork (though they could not
make final determinations). The fairs were only moderately successful: too many applicants
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still lacked needed documents. One suggestion was to set up future events so that staff
could access public records (welfare agency records, vital records, etc.) online.

Flexible Start

Meanwhile, worksites were waiting for workers and young people were anxious to begin
jobs. By late June, as noted earlier, the Commissioner directed the staff to allow young
people to begin working before their paperwork was completed, if it was reasonably likely
that they were eligible. That decision allowed Hubs, applicants, and DFSS to move forward.
Team Approach

Hard work, overtime, and the “all hands on deck” approach resolved the eligibility
challenges.'® DFSS and Hub staff put in unpaid overtime, including during weekends and
evenings when the IWDS system was less overloaded. They considered this a good
investment. One noted, “It’s all definitely worth it! These kids are all working who wouldn’t
be [otherwise].” Clearly, a major element in the success of the 2009 SYEI was this “beyond
the call of duty” commitment.

The Impact of the Eligibility Challenge

The eligibility challenge took time away from program design, training, and monitoring, with
a likely impact on program quality. For DFSS, time that could have been spent ensuring
that Hubs and worksites were implementing programs successfully and meeting
requirements was spent addressing eligibility issues. Similarly, several Hubs noted that the
time spent on documentation meant that they could not begin worksite monitoring until
mid-July.

The eligibility challenge affected the Hubs in other ways. At one Hub visited for this study,
staff had planned substantial orientation programs, with up to a week of interviews,
meetings with parents, and workplace skills training. Because of the certification and
enrollment delays, this training had to be reduced to a single day. Some Hub interviewees
also noted that the rush to find eligible youth and move them into jobs meant that there
was less time than agencies wanted for careful matching of youth to jobs that fit their
interests and skills.

Finally, several DFSS and Hub staff noted that the lines between eligible and ineligible
young people often seemed arbitrary: “Someone might miss the cut by $200 or $400.
There’'s a cutoff and there’s no room to breathe around it.” Given that income eligibility
levels varied, and were often determined by who happened to be living in the home at the
time, there was a strong sense that eligibility rules needed to be simplified, to make the
SYEI easier to administer and, perhaps, fairer.

Managing through Cash Flow Issues at the Hubs

The Hubs’ other major implementation challenge was financial management, particularly the
need to advance funds to pay young people while waiting for reimbursement from the city.
While none of the Hubs considered this insurmountable, most — particularly smaller
community-based organizations — saw the lack of advance financing as a challenge.

The timing of the RFP and contracting process meant that Hubs could not use summer funds
to hire staff to plan and implement the program unless they had other sources of funding.

®working through eligibility was often easier for larger agencies that operated multiple programs — youth who
were ineligible under WIA guidelines could be moved into a slot in one of the non-ARRA-funded programs.
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Several interviewees said that they had decided not to apply as Hubs because of the need
for upfront funding. For smaller agencies, the addition of 100 or more summer employees
had other financial impacts as well, including significant increases in payroll processing,
workers’ compensation insurance, and unemployment insurance costs. Finally, and perhaps
most significantly, agencies were expected to have funds to pay young people weekly or bi-
weekly while waiting for reimbursement. The largest agencies were less likely to be
affected by adding a few hundred short-term employees and were generally able to “front”
the funds for payroll. The smaller Hubs tended to call on (or expand) existing lines of credit
to cover payroll. Some adopted a phased intake process in which small groups of youth
entered the program at a time to minimize financial impact. At Central States SER, for
example, youth entered in successive cohorts, rather than all at once.

The Summer Experience: Work and Learning

The worksites provided a range of experiences, from relatively traditional summer
placements with minimal enrichment to work that engaged young people in challenging
tasks and in learning. The sites visited — a dozen worksites under the supervision of seven
different Hubs — made consistent efforts to ensure that the work addressed a real need;
included interactions with caring, competent adults (supervisors and/or program staff);
supported the development of practical, work-related skills; and showed young people how
their job was connected to long-term careers. Appendix 1 summarizes the worksites
visited; this section offers examples of meaningful work and learning-rich work experiences.

Meaningful Work. The Hubs’ SYEI goal might be summarized as “providing a quality work
experience in a meaningful job.” The Hubs and worksites visited reflected that value. Some
Hubs took a direct role in training and preparing participants as a way to contribute to
meaningful work; others left much of the training and design responsibilities to their
worksite partners.

Workplace Skills

Phalanx Family Services, a community-based organization serving the south side, placed
approximately 180 youth in jobs in 18 sites, from a landscaping firm to the University of
Chicago Medical Center. Participants took part in a day of training at Phalanx (reduced from
a planned five days) where they learned about workplace expectations and money
management (e.g., how to cash a paycheck).?°

Private Sector Employment

Central States SER, a community-based organization serving Chicago’s Hispanic community,
placed greater emphasis on training. SER focused its placements on private businesses —
including a florist, a funeral home, and law and insurance firms — in hopes that some jobs
might lead to ongoing employment. SER’s participants spent their first five days in an
orientation and work skills training program. Youth then worked 16 hours a week at their
placement, with an additional four hours a week of enrichment activities.

Serving Homeless Youth

La Casa Norte, a community-based program focusing on homeless youth, provided training
and services for summer participants, combined with 20-27 hours per week at worksites.
The training program provided 30 hours of instruction over the summer in life skills
(including financial literacy), communications skills, job search, and workplace skills/job

20 Most Phalanx worksites participated in initial half-day training sessions, where Phalanx staff talked about labor
laws, payroll, and reporting as well as about the program’s expectations of a positive experience for participants.
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retention. In one activity, homeless youth participants prepared a play on the challenges of
being homeless and produced it for neighborhood residents. This helped the youth reflect
on the issues that they were facing and built bridges between them and the communities in
which they lived. Two poems written as part of this project appear in Appendix 2.

Community College Integration

After School Matters (ASM), the Chicago Public Schools, and the Chicago Housing Authority
delegated participant training and support largely to their worksites. ASM, as noted eatrlier,
trained worksite providers on effective youth development practices, and the Chicago
Housing Authority arranged for approximately 250 participants to take community college
classes as part of its program. In most cases, however, the worksites recruited participants
and integrated training or educational activities at the worksites.

Career Development for the Visually Impaired

The Chicago Lighthouse is a 100 year old agency serving individuals who are blind or
visually impaired. Funded through ASM, the Lighthouse provided jobs for 13 visually
impaired young people: one was a worksite supervisor and the others worked four days a
week in various departments. One youth updated the agency’s database of adaptive
technology resources, researching products and downloading images from manufacturers’
websites for the database. Two guided visitors to the agency and gave presentations at the
agency’s summer camp. Others worked as child development program aides with visually
impaired children. In addition, all the youth spent one day a week on an intergenerational
enrichment project which engaged youth and seniors in interviews with one another and
discussions about intergenerational stereotyping. (The interviews and discussions were
being compiled as an educational resource.) Youth also participated in four days of
orientation and regularly met with the coordinator to assess progress towards goals.
“Success,” the coordinator said, “is when our summer youth make progress towards their
goals. We want them to see how their job fits the big picture, and we want them to leave
with some skills and work experience. It is hard for visually impaired youth to get work
experience — so this is very important.”

Gaining Research Skills

The Survey Lab at the University of Chicago’s Social Science Division collects data for social
science research projects. Funded through Phalanx Family Services, the Survey Lab
employed five youth in a study of community resources in University-area neighborhoods.
After 12 hours of training, the youth, working alongside University students, documented
the businesses and organizations at each address, checked them against the project
database, and used a cell phone-based application to send updated information to the
project database. (Training topics included an orientation to the Lab, confidentiality issues,
work expectations, and the project’s purpose and goals; a major emphasis was on
communication and interpersonal skills. Staff emphasized that participants represented the
University). Working in two shifts each day, the youth selected streets to walk. They
learned about the neighborhoods, explained the project to residents, and learned about
building a community resource database. Participants said that they learned planning and
communication skills and improved their understanding of the neighborhoods. One said
that the project had helped him “learn different ways to approach people” — a vital 21st

Century workforce skill — and become “more open-minded” toward people from other
neighborhoods.
Learning-Rich Work Experiences. While some worksites focused on providing

employment with an opportunity for learning, others developed learning-rich work
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experiences. A number of these sites defined themselves as youth development programs
as much as summer work experiences.

Engaging Youth in Science

At the Museum of Science and Industry, which was both Hub and worksite, 75 ARRA-
supported youth joined 25 others in the Science Achievers Youth Peer Educators program.
The Museum, one of the country’s oldest and best-known interactive science museums, has
a history of science-based programming. The 2009 funding allowed the Museum to
quadruple the size of its summer internship program, a long-standing program that
integrates work and learning in preparing youth to serve as peer science educators at the
Museum and present science programs at Head Start, parks, libraries, camps, and other
community sites. Participants began the program with three days of orientation and
workplace skills training. Through the summer they received an hour of work readiness, an
hour of college readiness, and two hours of leadership development training each week,
along with training on the topics that they would be teaching. Training sessions were active
and engaging, and included activities such as ice-breakers, group exercises, and journaling.
At work, young people hosted exhibits at the Museum, conducted science demonstrations
for touring youth groups, and made presentations at community sites. Through the
program, the Museum furthered its mission of engaging youth in science while interns
expanded their work-related skills. A staff member said, “It's very satisfying to see many of
the kids come out of their shells and learn to make presentations, something they have
never done.”

Engaging Youth in Health

The Student Health Force program was one of the larger and more sophisticated work and
learning programs visited. Funded through the Chicago Public Schools, Student Health
Force brought together 100 young people from four high schools for a six-week program
that prepared them to serve as community health educators. The goal was to educate
youth about health issues affecting their communities — such as poor nutrition, obesity,
diabetes, and asthma — and provide leadership and communications skills so that they could
help educate their families and peers. Participants learned about health, nutrition, and
fitness through classroom and computer-based lessons, supplemented by leadership
training, financial literacy instruction, CPR training, visits to hospitals and Northwestern
University Medical School, and presentations by speakers, including a neurosurgeon, an
American Medical Association representative, and the Assistant US Surgeon General.
Learning was livened up through Health Trivia contests, dance performances (to
demonstrate alternative forms of exercise), and weekly skits by each of the four schools on
what they had learned. Students prepared a presentation on a health/fitness topic as a final
project, with the goal of developing materials to use after the summer in presentations with
their families, in area middle schools, and in community settings. Participants also had
opportunities to learn about health careers and build relationships with students from other
parts of the city. They said the program helped them understand their own health and gave
them needed skills: “I got a better sense of how my own body works,” one noted. “And, |
want to work with kids — this gives me something to bring to the table.”

Learning and Doing

On a smaller scale, the 1 Am You Boutique provided both work experience and learning,
teaching about a dozen young women at a time the ins and outs of running a retail store as
well as basic skills in clothing and jewelry design. Funded through the Chicago Housing
Authority and one of its sub-Hubs (Employment and Employer Services), the program
operates the store as a training ground for low-income women. Youth worked in the store
and participated in workplace skills training. During the site visit, the youth conducted role
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playing exercises on how to greet customers, ask what they are interested in, show the
merchandise, and make a sale. A discussion followed about what was done well and what
needed to be improved. One observer called it an example of learning and doing in a
positive, supportive, team-building atmosphere.

An Overall Success

By summer’s end, over 7,800 youth had been placed in ARRA-funded summer jobs (nearly
20,000 participated in the city’s combined summer jobs program with funding from ARRA,
the city, and private sources). The large majority of ARRA-funded participants (91%) were
ages 14 to 21; over 40% were out-of-school youth. Placements lasted an average of 6.4
weeks, at an average of 23 hours per week, with an average wage of $8.70 per hour. The
city estimated that it had paid over $10 million in participant wages.

Based on DFSS surveys of participants and employers?!, the SYEI provided a quality
experience for those involved. See Exhibit 1 for the profile of participants. Among youth
respondents:
= Over 90% rated their overall program experience as good or excellent;
a similar percentage rated supervision as good or excellent.
= Over 90% said that the program helped prepare them for jobs or careers,
and nearly 75% said that the program had helped them academically.
= Over 80% said that the program helped them develop teamwork skills;
two-thirds (66%) said that it had taught them how to conduct themselves in the
workplace. Substantial percentages also mentioned gains in public speaking (50%),
problem-solving (41%o), personal finance (38%), and computer skills (35%).
= Over half reported contributing earnings towards household expenses and
savings; three quarters said they would have been unemployed over the summer
without the program.

Exhibit 1
Participant Profile??

Youth Participants Percent
Gender

Male 42%

Female 58%
Age

14-18 64%

19-21 27%

22-24 9%
Race

White 11%

Black 74%

Hispanic 18%

Asian 2%
School Status

In-School 57%

Out-of-School 43%

Employers were similarly positive and saw themselves as partners in the city’s youth
development efforts. Nearly 90% of those responding to the survey were satisfied with

2! Surveys were completed by 919 youth participants and 196 employers.
22 From Denes and Raden, Youth Ready Chicago Participant Survey, p. 1
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their youth workers, and 92% would participate again. Over 85% rated their summer
employees’ skills as average, good, or excellent in nine workplace-related skills areas:
satisfactory task completion, timely task completion, ability to learn new skills, interpersonal
and teamwork skills, positive behavior and attitude, creative thinking and problem-solving,
communications skills, initiative, and punctuality and attendance.

When the study team asked DFSS and Hub staff to assess Chicago’s 2009 SYEI, almost
everyone expressed pride and satisfaction with their accomplishments and those of their
coworkers. One DFSS staffer commented, “I’ve been surprised at peoples’ stick-to-it-ness.
I'm so impressed with [the Hubs].” Others praised their colleagues, with one commenting,
“When we looked really exhausted, someone would come and help. We uplifted each
other.” Most had recommendations for improvement, with a particularly strong focus on
reform of the WIA eligibility rules and the need for sufficient time for planning and start-up,
but everyone pointed to their success in placing thousands of young people in summer jobs,
providing them with work, learning experiences, and wages in a tough economy. The
ultimate pride was in successfully serving their community. One person summed it up:

President Obama said we each needed to dig deeper — well, Chicago did it!

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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CHICAGO
APPENDIX 1

Hub Sample Worksite . .
Organization Program Strategy Experiences Highlights
After School Selected worksites/ Chicago Lighthouse for the Workplace

Matters

program providers
through RFP process.
Trained providers on
youth development/
program design.

Blind

Visually impaired youth
worked at 100 year old
agency serving visually
impaired children and adults.
Jobs included assisting in IT
(updating an assistive devices
inventory); children’s
programs (classroom aide),
and public relations (guiding
tours). All youth participated
in a project with senior
citizens served by the agency
aimed at overcoming
stereotypes.

skills/expectations,
communications skills
(“l learned to speak
up™), interpersonal skills
(“patience”) and
intergenerational
knowledge/understandin

g.

“This job is teaching me
how to be more patient,
dealing with different
kinds of kids, speaking
up more. Now | can say
I have the patience to
work with kids.”

St. Agatha Family
Empowerment

Youth served as counselors in
a summer camp program that
many of them had attended
when they were younger.

Leadership and
mentorship.

“l learned to be patient
and a leader. When
younger kids look up to
you, you have to become
a leader.”

La Casa Norte

Provided initial training
and 10-12 hours of
additional training over
6-8 weeks, including
financial literacy and up
to six Illinois Work
Readiness Training
modules (based on
needs)

La Casa Norte

Youth developed a play in
which they explained their
experiences as homeless
youth and presented it to the
community.

Youth development and
financial literacy.

“This has helped me think
about who | am and what
I can be.”

Central Provided five-day Local Funeral Home Workplace and
States SER orientation and training Placement as assistants in a communications skills.

four hours/week local funeral home, greeting

enrichment. Taught families, assisting with

youth to conduct “Green | services, and doing routine

Audits” and expected filing and paperwork.

them to audit their

worksites.
Chicago Selected sub-Hubs that Charles Haynes Family Workplace skills and
Housing identified worksites, Information Center expectations; broad
Authority operated programs, and | Youth in technology training concepts and specifics

provided training and
support. Some youth
attend community
college classes one day
per week.

program (operated by TEC
Services and Best Buy’s Geek
Squad) learned workplace
skills and expectations and
computer software in 15-
minute modules that were
tailored to youth needs.

about using software.

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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Hub
Organization

Program Strategy

Sample Worksite
Experiences

Highlights

I Am You Boutique

Work experience in a retail
store, plus entrepreneurship,
customer service, and
clothing and jewelry design
training.

Business skills and youth
development.

“l was expecting to just
work in a store but | am
learning a lot.”

Chicago
Public
Schools

Selected school-based
sites through a district-
wide RFP process. Sites
ran programs, provided
orientation/ training.

Student Health Force Program
100 students from four high
schools trained as community
health educators, focusing on
fitness, obesity, and
management of chronic
disease (diabetes, asthma,
etc.). They had classroom
instruction on health topics;
participated in fitness training
(dance, sports); made weekly
presentations; and developed
15 minute
presentations/teaching
modules which they were
expected to present in the fall
at middle schools and
community settings. Program
included instruction on
workplace skills, leadership
and communications, financial
literacy, and CPR.

Workplace, leadership,
communications sKkills;
knowledge of positive
health and nutrition
practices. Exposure to
students from other
neighborhoods.

“I’'m learning new ways to

eat, how to better
exercise, how to teach
other people. I'm also

learning CPR — | can help

someone someday.”

“l got a better sense of
how my own body works
And | want to work with
kids — this gives me

something to bring to the

table.”

Chicago Agricultural High
School

Students from the year-round
Agricultural High School
program worked on summer
tasks across the school’s
career pathways, including
animal husbandry,
commercial agriculture,
aquaculture, and beekeeping.
They also staffed the school
market which sells produce
and other school products to
the public.

Basic work skills (sense of

responsibility).
Opportunity to learn

content and skills outside

of the students’ own
pathway/major.

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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Hub
Organization

Program Strategy

Sample Worksite
Experiences

Highlights

Museum of
Science and

In-house worksite.
Provided orientation and

MSI Youth Peer Educator
Program

Science education, college
preparation, youth

Industry training for participants. 75 youth trained and worked development.
as peer educators at the
Museum and in the “You learn every day
community. Youth received here. 1 learned that Pluto
training in science topics as is not a planet. More
well as team-building, other importantly, | learned
workplace skills, and college that I really like science.
readiness. Youth served as I didn’t like science in
guides and instructors for school.”
children’s groups at the
museum and provided similar | “lI am learning about
science education to groups chemistry and polymers,
of young children in but also about kids’
community settings. attention spans and how
to teach them.”
“I’ve learned about
myself, college readiness,
and character-building.”
Phalanx Provided one day Phalanx Family Services Basic work skills and
Family orientation/training for Youth served as office office skills (Excel,
Services participants, half- day assistants at Phalanx, PowerPoint).

training for worksites.

providing support for the
finance and payroll
operations.

“I'm learning about
reliability, being prompt,
and doing quality work in
a short amount of time —
the need to double or
triple check to make sure
it’s right, but still meet
deadlines. I'm also
learning patience from
the case managers — they
are so patient and
supportive. I'm thinking
about becoming a case
manager — seeing the
rewards of helping
people.”

University of Chicago Medical
Center

Youth worked in the Human
Resources and Occupational
Medicine Departments as
office assistants, file clerks,
and receptionists. Received
an orientation to hospital
policies, confidentiality, and
work expectations, and
toured the facility. Several
youth are in nursing assistant
programs during the school
year.

Basic work skills and
hospital routines — filing,
communications skills,
etc. Supervisor took
youth on a tour of the
hospital as part of
orientation.

“I’'m learning about
occupational medicine.”

Center for Youth and Communities,
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Hub Sample Worksite . .
Organization Program Strategy Experiences Highlights
(Phalanx University of Chicago Survey | Basic work skills,
continued) Lab especially in

Youth collected data on a
project to build a database of
community resources in six
south side Chicago
neighborhoods. They walked
the neighborhoods, working
from a map/grid system, to
document resources
(businesses, organizations,
etc.) at each address.

communications— youth
workers are viewed as
representatives of the
University to the
community.

“This helps me with social
skills, communications
skills. I'm learning
different ways to
approach people. I'm
learning to be more open-
minded, more accepting.”

“In the beginning it was
just a job. Now it's more
a development
opportunity, providing
useful information to my
community.”

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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CHICAGO
APPENDIX 2

POEMS WRITTEN AS PART OF A CHICAGO PROGRAM FOR HOMELESS YOUTH WHO ARE
DOCUMENTING THEIR LIFE STORIES AND PUTTING THEM INTO A PLAY THAT THEY WILL
SHARE WITH THE COMMUNITY

I am

I am from days of watching Arthur

From playing with my easy-bake-oven and dressing up my Barbie dolls.

I am from the smell of Puerto Rican food.

From the Blossoms in the park where | use to play as a kid.

I am from no traditions and long brown hair, from Maria and Servando and being a Salazar
the rest of my life.

I am from Public Elementary Schools and having to walk miles to get there.

From being out of school more then | was in it.

From don’t do this and don’t do that.

I am from a religion | don’t understand.

A Mexican family | never met, tacos and refried beans.

From the time | traveled from state to state...The loneliness of traveling by myself.
I come from the fear of being alone and the fear of staying there.

I was a lonely little girl.

I am now a happy mother.

That’s life....or is it?

I am from the struggle

From the power of poverty

I am from the gang signs that stand on the side of my building

And the dirt from the empty lot

I am from evil and good

From Lucifer and Jesus and the planet earth

I am from the eviction of 99 and the come up of 2009

From keep your head up and never say never

I am from the hood

I am from Chicago

From sour limes and sweet watermelon

From losing my sister because of a custody battle to the pain that will never stop hurting
until she is found

I am from the fear of poverty and dying as a poor man to the richness of knowing that |
made it this far

I was a dumb kid

I am a smart and wise MAN.

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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INNOVATING UNDER PRESSURE:

THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT
2009 Summer Youth Employment Initiative

Detroit

INTRODUCTION

For Detroit, the ARRA SYEI represented a major influx of funds (over $11 million) and a
significant challenge: how to design and roll out a program in less than four months that
could provide quality, meaningful summer work and learning experiences for 7,000 young
people. While Detroit had maintained a modest public and privately funded summer jobs
program serving about 2,500 young people over the years, the ARRA funding represented
the first major infusion of Federal funding for summer jobs in over a decade. For the city’s
youth and workforce development leaders (i.e., the Detroit Workforce Development
Department, Detroit Youth Employment Consortium, nonprofits, business, and
philanthropy), summer 2009 called for a new way of doing business and ARRA provided the
spark and grease to set up the infrastructure, partnerships, systems, and programs needed
to deliver effective summer work experiences for the city’s youth.

This case study is based on interviews and site visits conducted by staff from the Center for
Youth and Communities at Brandeis University’s Heller School for Social Policy and
Management, primarily during two weeks in July 2009, as well as supplemental materials
collected during and after the interview process. The case is organized in two parts: Part 1
provides an overview of the recessionary conditions in Detroit, both challenges and assets;
Part 2 describes the Reinvestment and Recovery actions and innovations observed and
explored by Brandeis researchers during two weeks in Detroit in summer 2009.

The Detroit SYEI was characterized by its use of ARRA funding as an instrument of change
aligned with the broader youth and community development mission of a group of game
changers in the city. Its approach built on and strengthened existing collaborations, and
included a strong city-intermediary structure with philanthropic leadership and investment.

Center for Youth and Communities, The Heller School for Social Policy and Management
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PART 1
RECESSIONARY CONDITIONS: CHALLENGES AND ASSETS

Detroit is the Size of Three Other Major Cities Combined
The city’s population is half what it was in 1950, but its boundaries contain an area the size of
Manhattan, San Francisco and Boston combined. A third of Detroit is vacant.

1,537,195

581,616

Source: Detroit Free Press Courtesy of University of Detroit-Mercy

Recessionary Challenges

Detroit’s economic, political, social, and environmental conditions are grim. Time
magazine’s special report, “The Tragedy of Detroit” (October 2009), called it “a city on life
support.” Journalists chronicled the slide from “Motown to Notown” of what had been the
“Arsenal of Democracy” and a “city of homeowners.” Once the nation’s 4" largest city,
Detroit is now only 11" largest: the population has slipped from two million to 800,000.
Reporters called the once “muscular’ neighborhoods the “urban equivalent of a boxer’s
mouth — more gaps than teeth.”??

There is the feel of a manmade ghost town across many of Detroit's 138 square miles.
Metropolitan Detroit had the nation’s highest foreclosure rate in 2007, up 68% from 2006.
The number of vacant housing units has doubled to 200,000 during the decade.?

The recent population loss, due largely to corporate failures and domestic automakers’
financial decline, is second only to New Orleans in Hurricane Katrina’'s aftermath. By nearly
all measures, Detroit is a city under siege. It has the highest poverty rate (33.8%) of any
large American city; nearly half of its children are poor.?®> Michigan has had the nation’s
highest state unemployment rate since 2006. In February 2009, Detroit had the highest

2% Time Magazine, October 5, 2009.
24 Ben Rooney, Rust and Sun Belt Cities Lead '07 Foreclosure, CNN Money, Feb. 13, 2008.
2% US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2007
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unemployment rate (13.6%) of any large metro area; by June, it had risen to 15.3%.%° In
fall 2009, unemployment stood at 28.99% according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics; but
at the White House Jobs Summit, Detroit’'s Mayor Bing suggested that the truth was even
more disturbing: closer to 50% and in some spots up to 80%.

The “One D Scorecard,” released
during the Detroit Regional
Chamber’'s?’ 2009 Annual Mackinac
Policy Conference, offers another

Recessionary Challenges
e High poverty
e Collapse of the automobile industry

* Highest foreclosure rate analysis of metropolitan Detroit
e Highest unemployment rate conditions. Per capita income for a
e Shrinking population region once among the nation’s richest
e Brain drain has fallen to 29" among 54 metro
e Racial disparities and divides areas. Young people are leaving
e Schools in receivership with many closing Detroit: just 12% of the population is

aged 25-34 (43" in the nation). Less
than 70% of residents have high
school diplomas, leaving one-third of
the population virtually unemployable
given 21" century skills and

e High violence

e Food insecurity and hunger

e Alarming increases in diet-related diseases

e Government in turmoil - three mayors in one year

0 el ey (et el knowledge demands. Finally, Detroit
* Budget deficits ranks second among metro areas in
e Vast geographic landscape black/white segregation, and the gap

in income and education attainment
between blacks and whites is wide.?®

With these challenges — despite the efforts of devoted teachers and administrators — a
quality education is hard to come by. The Detroit Public Schools are in receivership. In
summer 2009, officials initiated a massive downsizing to address a $306 million deficit, and
the plan called for closing 29 schools by fall 2009.

Six out of ten Detroit students were behind in reading before entering high school.?® With
only 37.5% of high school students graduating (compared to 75% nationally), Detroit has
one of the lowest graduation rates in any large city.>® The National Youth Risk Behavior
Survey®! results underscore the urgent need to transform the schools. For example:

= 11.4% of Detroit high school students did not attend school at least once in the 30 days
prior to the survey due to safety concerns — more than double the national rate of 5.5%.

» 10.4% of high school students attempted suicide during the previous 12 months,
compared to 6.8% nationwide.

In addition, the pull out of all major grocery stores from Detroit has exacerbated food
insecurity and hunger. Many neighborhoods have been designated “food deserts” — areas

26 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Unemployment Rates in Metropolitan Areas, 2010.

2 The highly regarded Regional Chamber, chaired by Edsel B. Ford, was formed to foster collaboration among
nonprofit organizations committed to Detroit’s recovery.

28 One D Scorecard, www.onedscorecard.org (2009).

2% Lee, J., Grigg, W., and Donahue, P. (2007). The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2007 (NCES 2007—496).
National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of

Education, Washington, DC.

30 Laird, J., DeBell, M., Kienzl, G., and Chapman, C. (2007). Dropout Rates in the United States: 2005 (NCES
2007- 059). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

3! center for Disease Control, National Youth Risk Survey (2007).
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with no or distant food stores and limited access to fresh, nutritious food. Diet-related
diseases such as obesity and diabetes are rising at alarming rates. In a 2007 report on the
subject,®? the author found that “the vast majority of places to purchase groceries in Detroit
are fringe locations, such as convenience stores, liquor stores and gas stations. Unless
access to healthy food greatly improves, Detroit residents will continue to have greater
rates of premature illness and death from diet-related diseases, after controlling for other
key factors.”

Further, Detroit has one of the nation’s highest murder rates, and seven out of ten murders
go unsolved: “there have been more killings so far this year in Detroit than in New York
City, and New York City has nearly ten times as many people.”*?

Finally, the local government has been in turmoil — three mayors in one year and fraud and
indictments on the City Council. As one leader said, “It’s not just the Mayor who changed;
it’s also the staff up and down the city’s systems. This has made it hard to work together
on the summer stimulus and a lot of projects.”

In short, the recessionary conditions in Detroit were, and are, daunting. Yet there are many
innovative, talented, and skilled leaders who are passionate about “bringing Detroit back,”
concentrating on schools, city government, and land use. Many of these leaders and
managers told the Brandeis team, “These are the best of times and the worst of times” and
“a crisis is a terrible thing to waste!”

Recessionary Assets

How does Detroit address these seemingly intractable social and economic problems -
especially under the lens of a skeptical public and intensive government monitoring? It
starts and ends with Detroit’s great asset — its people.

The Brandeis team found a vibrant hidden infrastructure of vision, hope, pride — and a
discipline of innovation — among a core group of game changers in Detroit. These leaders
are on a mission - stimulated by the Skillman Foundation’s ten-year investment in Good
Neighborhoods and Good Schools known as “Detroit Works for Kids” (see www.skillman.org)
— to transform Detroit’'s neighborhoods and “create conditions where all children are safe,
healthy, well-educated and prepared for adulthood.” This is the story of how Detroiters
used the ARRA as an instrument of change toward that broader mission. Ensuring and
creating high quality summer jobs is part of the answer, but as many leaders said, “it’s also
about big systems change and strategically re-engineering for a new economy and new
opportunities in green jobs, healthcare and the creative arts.”

Recessionary Assets: Hope, Pride, Discipline, and Resilience
Hidden infrastructure including:
= Mission-driven and results-oriented leadership, systems thinking, and entrepreneurial spirit

= Established and expanding partnerships between philanthropy, city and state government,
business, and nonprofits

= Commitment to research-based best practice in programs and management
= [Institutional memory regarding large scale summer programs
=  Culture of learning and continuous quality improvement

%2 Mari Gallagher Research & Consulting Group (2007). Examining the Impact of Food Deserts on Public Health in
Detroit. Chicago, IL.
%% Hargreaves, S. Stopping Detroit’s Brain Drain, www.cnnmoney.com September 21, 2009
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PART 11
REINVESTMENT AND RECOVERY ACTIONS AND INNOVATIONS:
LEADERSHIP AND PARTNERSHIP

It was clear that for the SYEI to succeed, Detroit would need to capitalize on its existing
strengths, including:
= The ability to draw upon an array of positive partnerships with individuals, businesses,
and nonprofits.
= Strong working relationships with the Detroit Workforce Development Department and
the State of Michigan Department of Labor and Economic Growth.
» Public and nonprofit professionals who not only have hope, pride, and discipline but also
possess institutional memory of the large USDOL SYEPs of a decade ago.
= A history of strategizing and planning effective youth development programs.
= A cadre of passionate Detroiters who come to the table when asked. Indeed, there is a
culture of “coming to the table.” (Yet, as numerous people pointed out, “The trick is to
keep people at the table.”)

The ARRA was a catalyst for a turnabout in Detroit’s approach to workforce development.
Not only did it make Federal money available for youth employment; it also presented
opportunities for new ways of doing workforce development in the city.

Laying the groundwork: the Detroit Youth Employment Consortium

In the spring and summer of 2009, the Detroit Youth Employment Consortium (YEC)
members served as chief strategists and guides for the implementation of the ARRA SYEI.
In support of SYEI, the Skillman Foundation granted up to $500,000 toward
implementation. YEC arose in 2008, when the Skillman Foundation funded a summer jobs
pilot, largely in response to consistent messages from youth that they wanted to work and
were frustrated by the prospect of reaching adulthood without ever having a regular job.
The pilot programs, under the auspices of the Youth Development Commission (YDC)
working with local nonprofits, provided 300 jobs. The Foundation convened the partners to
share experiences and best practices. The group formed a learning community, persuaded
the City of Detroit and Michigan’s Department of Labor and Economic Growth to participate
and commit resources, crafted the mission, generated recommendations, and established
itself as the YEC.

Detroit Youth Employment Consortium (YEC)

¢ Initiated by The Skillman Foundation in 2008, YEC is a cross-sector partnership committed to expanding
summer and year-round employment opportunities for Detroit youth ages 14-18.

e Mission: “To develop a public-private partnership that expands sustainable high-quality youth employment
opportunities in the city of Detroit that promote positive youth development
(i.e., connect youth to employment exploration, encourage and support persistence and secondary
education attainment).”

e Members include City Connect Detroit, Brightmoor Alliance, Detroit Hispanic Development Corporation,
Greening of Detroit, Latino Family Services, Michigan Roundtable for Diversity and Inclusion, Prevailing
Community Development Corporation, Student Conservation Association, Youth Development
Commission, Detroit Community Initiative, Mt. Vernon Missionary Baptist Church, National Community
Development Institute, The Skillman Foundation, University of Michigan School of Social Work Good
Neighborhood Technical Assistance Center, Youth Development Commission, JPMorgan Chase, W.K.
Kellogg Foundation, Knight Foundation, Mott Foundation, The Kresge Foundation, Department of Labor
and Economic Growth, State of Michigan, Workforce Development Department, City of Detroit, Blue Cross
and Blue Shield of Michigan, Compuware, Johnson Controls Inc., Lear Corporation, Bank of America, DTE
Energy.
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Detroit Youth Development Commission (YDC)

The Skillman Foundation formed Detroit’s Youth
Development Commission (YDC) in 1995 to address
recreational activities for youth during out-of-school
hours. Over time, its role expanded to include youth
development initiatives such as youth employment and
summer work. Skillman funded YDC’s Work
Opportunities for Youth program for nine years, during
which it served 1,000 to 2,000 youth each summer,
offering classroom-based employability skills training
through numerous community-based organizations.

The YDC did not operate summer jobs programs for
three years; then, in 2008, the Skillman Foundation
granted $300,000 to the YDC as fiduciary to pilot
youth employment programs in six neighborhoods.
YDC subcontracted with local organizations to provide
public and private sector jobs at about 60 sites for
about 300 youth.

For the 2009 SYEI, the YDC became the operational
subcontractor/partner (City Connect Detroit was the
lead intermediary/coordinator). YDC was responsible
for the day-to-day operation of youth certification,
assessment, and orientation; identifying, contracting
with, monitoring, and providing technical assistance to
many worksites; providing youth development training

This groundwork ultimately led to a new
way