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2A Report on the Home Visitation Program of MOMS Orange County, 2009-2010

2012
Dear Colleagues in Service,

In 1960, my family came to Anaheim and made it our home. As a child growing up in this 
City, there were many opportunities to fill my day with healthy and wholesome activities 
at every park and school playground. A caring adult and a safe place to play were always 
just a few blocks away. Later as a teen, I found my calling in being that caring Recreation 
Leader on a city park, who created opportunities for children to enjoy life and to reach 
their highest potential. Although my job title has changed a number of times throughout 
my adult life, the mission has not. The legacy of caring for Anaheim’s youth continues. This 
year we are adding to that legacy by launching the Anaheim Youth Services Assessment, 
the first major community needs assessment conducted since 1989.   

The 1989 study was a comprehensive effort assessing citywide services. While it focused 
on the general safety net, rather than any specific youth services, the process drew many 
community stakeholders together to create strategies for improvement that benefited 
youth. By 1991, these coordinated efforts had produced significant impact in the Anaheim 
community, including a new Boys and Girls Clubs of Anaheim, enhanced Park Ranger 
programs to make city parks a safer place, school-based programs such as Project S.A.Y. 
(Support Anaheim’s Youth), Kids in Action, and Anaheim Achieves, and many more strategic 
responses to the challenges preventing youth from succeeding in school and life.  

Most of these programs are still engaging our community, reaching significant numbers 
of children, youth, and families every day.   But there are still challenges to be addressed.

With feedback from community stakeholders, parents and youth, service providers, com-
munity-based organizations, and city officials, this assessment project has delved deeply 
into the current environment facing our at-risk youth and the state of existing programs 
designed to support them. The findings that follow in this substantive report can become 
the foundation for honest discussion about the strategies and tactics we can embrace as 
a community to address the systemic challenges facing our youth.

The Anaheim Community Foundation is committed to playing a leading role in this 
discussion and to fostering the opportunities for collaboration and responsiveness high-
lighted by this report.

Very simply, our youth are our future. I look forward to the ensuing conversation over 
these findings and to launching a new era of strategic and collaborative efforts for the 
families of Anaheim. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Lowe
Chief Executive Officer
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Executive Summary

In spring of 2012, the Anaheim Community Foundation launched the first youth needs assess-
ment in the city since 1989 with support from Disneyland Resort.  The purpose of the Anaheim 
Youth Services Assessment was to explore the landscape of youth services in the City of Ana-
heim, focusing on current programs and services being offered to at-risk youth, alongside an ex-
ploration of existing priorities and challenges as identified by key stakeholders in youth services, 
including after-school program providers, schools, parents, youth, community-based organiza-
tions, community leaders, business, and city officials.

Much research has been dedicated to identifying what factors actually make youth “at-risk.” 
The term “at-risk” is used widely and regularly by educators and policymakers when referring 
to youth who may be at risk of lifelong disadvantage, including risk of poor economic, health, 
social, educational or personal outcomes. While many youth facing these risk factors grow into 
functional, contributing members of society, the more risk factors a youth has, the more likely he 
or she will suffer from an adverse outcome. 
 
There are many models of intervention and prevention that have proven successful in address-
ing these risk factors in an urban context, and Anaheim itself has programs that positively 
impact thousands of youth each day in the city. Some programs, such as LA’s BEST, focus on 
after-school supports that offer safe haven, enrichments, and recreation for younger children 
and older youth.  Other programs, such as NYC’s Harlem Children’s Zone include parent en-
gagement, school-community linkages, and offering basic familial support to stabilize the home 
environment. Still others, such as the Advancement Project’s Urban Peace program, focus on ad-
dressing youth violence through community policing, youth development, and a focus on systemic 
issues through public health supports and community development.    All of these programs offer 
examples of strategies and tactics that can make a difference in the lives of youth and families fac-
ing adverse circumstances in Anaheim.

With a central focus on youth services, the assessment process was anchored by demographic 
research to garner a current environmental scan of the city, and specifically of the city’s youth.  
That research was followed by a survey of providers that offer after-school and other services to 
youth.  The providers included those that offer comprehensive youth services as a core compo-
nent of their mission and others that dedicate some, but not all, of their operational energy to 
youth programming.  For the purposes of this process, youth were defined as children and teens 
from age 5 to age 18.

An additional survey was developed specifically for schools, to drill down on the intersection of 
community programs at school sites.  The survey process was then followed by a series of focus 
groups and interviews designed to further explore attitudes about and perceptions of the cur-
rent landscape of services and the current risks faced by the city’s youth.

Findings from the assessment highlight the particular urgency for investment in Anaheim’s 
youth, as well as the geographic areas of highest youth needs. By combining census tracts that 
ranked highest in percent of youth population, with those tracts that ranked highest for housing 
density and lowest for median income, the research was able to pinpoint areas most in need of 
services, and among them, the tracts that have relatively few youth programming options.
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The school survey respondents identified three key areas that could be improved to better serve the 
needs of Anaheim youth, including provision of more extracurricular activities, educational support 
in the form of counseling and tutoring, and community supports such as parent education and the 
creation of safe routes to and from school.

The provider survey gathered information about the organizations that offer youth services, the 
youth they serve, and their ideas to help youth achieve a lifetime of success. Key findings included: 
information about location of services (concentration of services in western and central Anaheim); 
information about organizational tenure (half of those surveyed have been providing services for 
more than 20 years); information about availability of offerings (few programs are open past 5 p.m.; 
far fewer programs are available for older youth); identification of primary risk factors (poverty, gang 
involvement, and school dropout); identification of missing services or offerings that need to be in-
creased (prevention programs, safe space, teen pregnancy prevention, gang prevention, community 
engagement); barriers to program access (transportation and lack of information);  and security of 
program funding (more than half of organizations receive program funding from a single source, and 
half have experienced 10% or more of decreased funding in recent years).

Participant response from the qualitative portion of the assessment unearthed perceptions and 
opinions on the issue of at-risk youth in Anaheim.  Youth confirmed many of the findings related to 
key challenges they face as students and residents, including gang presence, peer pressure, lack of 
parental involvement and presence, and managing ethnic prejudice.  Many youth agreed that after-
school programs help youth stay away from gangs and stay safe. Without exception all youth agreed 
that they should be more involved in the creation of effective programming, but understood that 
they had to be at the table in order to achieve that input.

Parents identified safety as the number one concern related to their youth, and elaborated on the 
challenge of providing a safe environment for their children while working multiple jobs to meet 
basic needs and survive in a difficult economy. They also expressed a lack of awareness about avail-
able school and community programming or how to access them, and believed that parent educa-
tion around this issue and others would be valuable, if such training were offered at nights or on the 
weekend.

Providers saw gangs and gang involvement as a top challenge facing Anaheim youth, having seen 
violence on the increase in recent years. More offerings, safe supervision, and parent education were 
identified as potential solutions to address this challenge.  Providers also discussed their own limited 
capacity to address these needs, due to lack of funding and space.  Even still, all providers agreed 
that their programs could only go so far, and that supporting the home environment was a critical 
additional investment that needed to be made, as no one program can address the magnitude and 
complexity of each youth’s needs.

Educators identified gangs, poverty, and lack of jobs as top challenges facing Anaheim youth and un-
derstood that the school is a trusted source of information for families.  However, they also expressed 
concern that overreliance on schools to address all youth challenges may limit the exploration of col-
laborations and use of other institutions in supporting youth and families. Some expressed frustration 
due to the struggle to maintain a safe school environment in the face of increased dangerous activ-
ity, reduced funding and the loss of School Resource Officers.  Educators repeatedly mentioned the 
need for a centralized collaborative effort that would help increase communication and partnership 
across multiple stakeholder groups.  

Executive Summary
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Leaders of community-based organizations identified trust between providers and the community 
as a crucial factor in creating an environment of mutual respect and partnership. Leaders believe 
the top challenges facing youth are gangs and poverty, but also believe that the perception that 
all low-income youth are troublemakers, at-risk, or needy needs to be challenged, and that youth 
can be empowered to understand and believe in alternative opportunities for their future. Leaders 
also discussed the critical role of the family in the health and success of youth and suggested that a 
continuum of services be developed to meet the needs of youth in a variety of settings. Finally, lead-
ers agreed that there could be more collaboration and communication between service providers 
themselves in order to frame a collective impact approach.

Local businesses expressed the belief that businesses should become active partners in supporting 
youth services, particularly in sharing their insights on what youth need to be successful in the work-
place. While they thought providers could help youth prepare for the job market through mentoring, 
scholarships, leadership training, career/job awareness, and job search assistance, they also felt that 
businesses could help youth by emphasizing the importance of education and job skills, providing 
internships/part-time jobs, supporting skills development in business practices, and, in partnership 
with providers, supporting mentoring, parent programs, and volunteerism. 

One-on-one interviews were conducted with 18 community leaders and city officials, and drew out 
the diverse opinions of this group of Anaheim stakeholders on the challenges facing the city’s youth.  
What most participants did agree on was that the 2008 recession had a detrimental impact on youth 
service offerings, and that a proactive and collaborative approach to developing strategies and solu-
tions was needed to help address problems in a holistic fashion.  Many discussed the crowded living 
conditions found in low-income areas of the city, that strengthening the family should be a focus of 
additional programming, and that the city needed to re-engage residents and recreate a sense of 
community in Anaheim.

In sum, the Anaheim Youth Services Assessment was able to highlight both the history of commit-
ment to the youth and families of Anaheim, and the need for a unified vision for serving the youth of 
Anaheim to strengthen outcomes, families, and collaborative efforts to address the challenges identi-
fied.  A sustainable, long-term strategic plan for youth services should be developed to optimize 
current resources and build on evidence-based practices, ensuring the best possible environment for 
youth to grow and develop.

Executive Summary



9               Anaheim Youth Services Assessment

The Anaheim Youth Services Assessment is the most recent expression of the Anaheim Community 
Foundation’s efforts to improve the quality of youth services for Anaheim residents and builds upon 
the City’s work in establishing programs that promote youth development. As the first assessment 
conducted in nearly 25 years, this timely project provides a snapshot of the challenges facing Ana-
heim’s youth in the midst of difficult economic times.

The 1989 community needs assessment was also a comprehensive effort to identify issues impact-
ing youth and gaps in youth services. The process drew many community stakeholders together to 
create strategies for improvement, and by 1991, these coordinated efforts had produced significant 
impact in the Anaheim community. Highlights include: 

 1. New collaborative efforts among the Boys and Girls Clubs of Anaheim, the YMCA, and the  
  YWCA to address the needs of youth in the city.  

 2. Targeted community safety strategies that helped decrease the incidence of community violence  
  and gang involvement, often involving partnership between programs and law enforcement; 
  for example, Park Ranger programs (not currently running) provided additional supervision of  
  parks, so that people would feel safe to spend time there.

 3. The City launched two new school-based youth initiatives:

  a. Project S.A.Y. (Support Anaheim’s Youth), a school-based leadership development program  
    that encourages anti-violence, anti-substance abuse, and pro-education attitudes, still runs at  
   the junior high and high school levels. 

  b. The Anaheim Achieves after-school program, currently serving more than 4,700 elementary 
   and junior high students a day at 44 sites, has received state and national recognition for its 
   commitment to community collaboration and dedication to educational excellence.

While these programs have been successful in many ways, over the last two years, Anaheim has 
experienced a resurgence of community violence, gang activity, and other community issues that 
affect the future of Anaheim’s youth. With the city’s higher densities of low-income youth and a more 
youth-centric population than the average city in Orange County, families, service providers, com-
munity-based organizations, educators, and City officials all share the desire to ensure youth have 
opportunities to secure a better future. They also know that there must be collective and coordinated 
action to effectively support Anaheim youth in reaching their full potential. 

As an initial step towards revitalizing these efforts, the Anaheim Community Foundation partnered 
with Disneyland Resort in the spring of 2012 to initiate an assessment process that could identify 
gaps in the existing service net and provide a clear picture of the challenges facing both the city’s 
youth and the providers that serve them. After a competitive and formal RFP process, the Anaheim 
Community Foundation contracted with The Olin Group to conduct the assessment. Based locally, 
with extensive experience conducting assessments in the nonprofit sector, The Olin Group launched 
the research process in the fall of 2012, reviewing current demographics, existing literature on at-risk 
youth, conducting stakeholder surveys and focus groups, and interviewing key leaders in the commu-
nity. This report captures the results of this research and is intended to serve as an objective resource 
to help drive strategic action around youth development and programming in 2013 and beyond.

Project Background
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The City of Anaheim, incorporated in 1857, is the second largest city in Orange County, following Irvine 
in terms of land space, and is also, notwithstanding its long history, one of the “youngest.”  Demo-
graphics1 show that Anaheim is more youth-centric than the average Orange County city. Of a popu-
lation counting more than 336,000 people,2 over a quarter (27.3%) of residents are under the age of 
18, a higher percentage than the countywide average of 24.1%.3   Measuring youth population in a 
different way, 44.8% of 99,238 Anaheim households have members under the age of 18, compared 
to an Orange County average of 37.8%. These statistics also indicate a higher percent of youth than 
the statewide figure (25% in 2010, 24.6% in 2011). Figure 1 shows the total number of youth living in 
each census tract in Anaheim, while Figure 2 represents the youth population as a percentage of the 
total number of residents in the census tract.

1All demographics taken from US Census Data 2010 unless otherwise noted and retrieved from http://www.census.gov/
22011 data estimates Anaheim’s population at 341,361 persons. 
3Orange County data estimates from 2011. Compared to other cities of similar population size, Anaheim is second only to Santa Ana (30.7%) in percentage of residents under 18.

Figure 1: Number oF Youth bY CeNsus traCt

Anaheim Demographics
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Figure 2: PerCeNtage oF Youth bY CeNsus traCt

Anaheim is also an ethnically diverse city, harboring three major ethnic categories (see Figure 3), 
with a lower percentage of White (27.5%) and higher percentages of Hispanic (52.8%) and Asian 
(14.8%) when compared to the California averages (40.1%, 37.6%, and 13%, respectively). Anaheim 
also has a notably higher percentage of Hispanic residents than Orange County (34.1%), with lower 
percentages of White and Asian (43.5% and 18.4% in Orange County, respectively). Just over 60% 
of Anaheim households speak a language other than English in the home, and 38% of residents 
are foreign-born (see Figure 4), both categories significantly higher than the California averages of 
43.2% and 27.2%, respectively. The percentage of students who are English Learners runs as high as 
57.3% in the Anaheim City School District, which covers most of the city’s elementary schools, with 
the Magnolia School District at 53.6%.4

4Ed-Data, 2010-2011, retrieved from http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/Pages/Home.aspx

Anaheim Demographics
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Figure 4: PerCeNt oF resideNts borN outside the u.s.

Anaheim’s median household income of $57,807 is slightly less than the California median of 
$60,883, while the average number of persons per household (3.32) is higher than the California 
average (2.89), indicating a density and income differential (see Figure 5 for Anaheim’s median 
household income by ZIP code and Figures 6 and 7 for Anaheim’s housing density and comparisons 
to other areas). More than one in four Anaheim households is led by a single parent (27.6%), and 
Anaheim children receiving financial assistance through CALWORKs5 account for 23% of all Orange 
County recipients. Twenty-one percent of Anaheim’s children and youth under 18 live below the 
Federal Poverty Level, a higher percentage than Orange County, California, and the nation as a 
whole.6 In Anaheim’s two main school districts, Anaheim City School District and Anaheim Union 
High School District, 85.5% and 62% of students qualify for Free/Reduced Price Meals, another 
indicator of poverty (see Table 1 for percentages across districts serving Anaheim students).7 Respec-
tively, in 2010-2011, these two districts enrolled 1,870 and 2,467 pre-K through 12th grade students 
who were considered homeless, living in shelters, hotels/motels, cars, with other families, and in 
other unsuitable living conditions.8

5Social Services in Anaheim, July 27, 2012. OC Social Services Agency report
6Healthy Places, Healthy People: Snapshots of where we live, learn, work, and play, 2012. OC Health Care Agency. 
7Ed-Data, 2010-2011.
82010-2011 Orange County Homeless Children and Youth. Division of School and Community Services, Orange County Department of Education.

Anaheim Demographics

Figure 3: aNaheim ethNiC diversitY
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Figure 6: aNaheim housiNg deNsitY bY CeNsus traCt

Anaheim Demographics

Figure 5: aNaheim mediaN household iNCome bY ZiP Code
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In addition to these indications of poverty, Anaheim’s youth face other difficult challenges. In Orange 
County, Anaheim ranks in the top five cities for the number of juvenile probationers (26.4 probationers 
per 1,000 juveniles), and ranks third in number of violent crimes (352 violent crimes per 100,000 resi-
dents) for cities with populations over 100,000.9 From 2010 to 2011, the number of violent crimes known 
to law enforcement in Anaheim rose from 1,161 to 1,281, contrasting with an overall decrease in Orange 
County (6,907 to 6,508) and in nearby cities like Santa Ana (1,510 to 1,313).10 Officials have estimated 
there are approximately 1,800 gang members in 35 gangs in the city;11 in the 2009-2010 academic year, 
9% of 7th graders, 8% of 9th graders, 7% of 11th graders, and 12% of alternative education students in 
the Anaheim Union High School District stated they were currently involved in a gang.12

Additionally, Anaheim’s teen pregnancy rate is nearly double the Orange County average and higher 
than both the California and national averages.13 Sixty-seven percent of 11th graders, 53% of 9th 
graders, and 33% of 7th graders reported trying or using alcohol, marijuana, or other illegal drugs/
pills, higher than Orange County’s most recent data of 63%, 45%, and 26%, respectively.14 Only 68% of 
Anaheim’s 9th grade students have a healthy body composition, ranking second lowest in the County 
and below both the State and County averages.15 Furthermore, Anaheim Union recorded a 2010-2011 
adjusted grade 9-12 dropout rate of 2.9%, the second highest in Orange County.16

9Healthy Places, Healthy People, 2012.
10FBI Crime in the U.S., 2010, 2011, retrieved from http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-u.s
11 Emery, S. “Anaheim battles spike in violent crime.” Updated July 9, 2012. Orange County Register. 
 Retrieved from http://www.ocregister.com/articles/gang-362235-officers-anaheim.html.
12Anaheim Union High Secondary. California Healthy Kids Survey, 2009-2010: Main Report San Francisco: WestEd Health and Human Development Program for the   
 California Department of Education
13Healthy Places, Healthy People, 2012.
14Anaheim Union High Secondary. California Healthy Kids Survey, 2009-2010: Main Report San Francisco: WestEd Health and Human Development Program for the   
 California Department of Education; and California Healthy Kids Survey, 2007-09 County Results: Main Report  San Francisco: WestEd Health and Human Development   
 Program for the California Department of Education.
15Healthy Places, Healthy People, 2012.
16California Department of Education, 2010-2011, retrieved from http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/

Anaheim Demographics

table 1: PerCeNtage oF studeNts eligible For Free/reduCed PriCe meals*

Anaheim City SD 85.5%

Magnolia SD 78.6%

Savanna Elementary SD 68.8%

Anaheim Union High SD  62%

Centralia SD 57%

California 55.7%

Orange County 45.4%

Orange Unified SD 35.8%

Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified SD 26.1%

*This table includes districts with any Anaheim 
school sites, as well as the overall Orange 
County and California percentages. Anaheim 
City and Anaheim Union High count the most 
schools in Anaheim.

Figure 7: average Number oF iNdividuals Per household
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The demographics above highlight the challenges faced by youth in Anaheim, but similar threats 
impact youth who live in metropolitan areas throughout the country, demanding concerted efforts to 
address youth development and academic success in the face of poverty, neighborhood blight, 
crime and gang activity, and other obstacles to safety and success.   

Much research has been dedicated to identifying what factors actually make youth “at-risk.” The 
term “at-risk” is used widely and regularly by educators and policymakers when referring to youth 
who may be at risk of lifelong disadvantage. This broad definition can encompass risk of poor 
economic, health, social, educational, or personal outcomes. Contributing to these issues, at-risk 
predictors are as wide-reaching and interconnected as the potential outcomes, from genetics to 
family poverty to language barriers. While these demographic “at-risk” categories do not necessarily 
equate with poor outcomes17 – many youth with these risk factors grow into functional, contributing 
members of society – the more risk factors a youth has, the more likely he or she will suffer from an 
adverse outcome. 

What are aNaheim Youth at risk For?

As with any population, Anaheim’s youth are at risk due to a number of challenges that have the 
potential to keep them from achieving success in their lives. The top four risk outcomes identified 
through this assessment process, including poverty, gang activity, school dropout, and drug use, 
provide specific focal points for stakeholders to address. While the specific findings of the Anaheim 
assessment will be detailed in subsequent sections, the discussion below provides a general under-
standing of these risks, including general predictors and broad strategies for addressing them. 

Poverty

Poverty is both a risk factor and an outcome for which youth are at risk. As a technical designation, 
poverty is determined through household income compared to Federal Poverty Level standards. 
As a general term, it can encompass designations such as “low-income” or “low socio-economic 
status,” and is consistently linked to negative outcomes such as academic failure and poor health.18 
Over the past several years, the percentage of children living in low-income families has increased,19 
with data reflecting the recent economic downturn.20  A variety of risk factors have been linked to 
poverty, including families headed by a single mother, low parental level of education, and unem-
ployment or part-time employment,21 though no factor determines economic status.

To combat poverty, current trends acknowledge that there is no single “silver bullet” to solve all 
problems; that systems and programs need to engage multiple sectors, including community devel-
opment, education, workforce development, and health; that communities need both people- and 
place-based interventions; and that there must be a lead “quarterback” entity within a community 
to coordinate efforts.22 Specific strategies range from policy issues, such as raising minimum wage 

17US Department of Commerce, Census Brief, America’s Children at Risk, 1997.
18Robbins, T., Stagman, S., & Smith, S. (2012). Fact sheet. Young children at risk: National and state prevalence of risk factors. National Center for Children in Poverty, 
 Mailman School of Public Health, Columbia University.
19Addy, S., & Wight, V.R. (2012). Fact sheet. Basic facts about low-income children, 2010: Children under age 18. National Center for Children in Poverty, 
 Mailman School of Public Health, Columbia University. 
20Child Trends Data Bank (2012). Children in poverty. Retrieved December 2012 from www.childtrendsdatabank.org/?q=node/221.
21Addy, S., & Wight V.R., and Child Trends Data Bank. 
22Erickson, D., Galloway, I., & Cytron, N. (2012). Routinizing the extraordinary. In Andrews, N.O., Erickson, D.J., Galloway, I.J., & Seidman, E.S. (Eds.), Investing in what works  
 for America’s communities: Essays on people, place & purpose (pp. 377-406). San Francisco: Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco & Low Income Investment Fund.

Primary Issues for
At-Risk Youth
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or implementing tax credits, to direct service-related issues, including strengthening the safety net, 
helping low-income families build up savings and assets, or improving access to early childhood 
education.23

Gang Activity

Gang activity accounts for a large portion of all reported crime,24 and youth involved with gangs are 
more likely than those not involved to engage in delinquent activities.25  Gang activity is often associ-
ated with social disadvantage and economic inequality; however, no single factor actually deter-
mines youth involvement in gangs; rather gang involvement is based on an accumulation of factors.26 
Other predictors include academic failure, a low degree of commitment to school, peer relation-
ships, and poor family management practices, which are just as likely to lead to gang involvement 
and are not limited to low-income neighborhoods.27 Family structure is also influential, as single-par-
ent households or families that undergo multiple caretaker transitions may be limited in their capac-
ity to provide supervision and build family bonds.28 In fact, while poverty is considered a top risk 
factor for youth, some research has found that is it not a significant predictor for gang involvement.29 

Research findings suggest that reducing opportunities for antisocial involvement in the neighbor-
hood and building connection to the school through elementary academic success can reduce the 
risk that youth will join a gang.30 Notably, while the common assumption is that jobs, school activi-
ties, athletics, religious or community activities, and other such programs can prevent or reduce 
gang involvement, gang prevention and reduction strategies cannot rely on these alone. In fact, one 
study found that among gang members, non-gang street offenders, and youth who were neither, no 
differences existed in each group’s range of activities; instead, differences were found in categories 
such as peer relationships, family and school norms, and teacher labeling.31

School Dropout

Dropping out of high school puts youth at risk for unemployment and lower earnings, as the income 
gap between dropouts and graduates has increased over recent years.32 Dropping out also contrib-
utes to increased health and welfare costs for the community,33 and dropouts are less likely to vote 
and participate in civic life.34 Low-income and ethnic minority students are disproportionately repre-
sented among school dropouts. Beyond demographics, poor academic performance – particularly in 
the 9th grade – is another significant predictor of potential drop out risk, as are difficult transitions to 
high school, lack of basic skills, low attendance rates, and lack of engagement with school.35 Chang-
ing schools and family dynamics, including familial stresses, and attitudes toward education, are also 
factors in this risk.36 While there may be a “traditional dropout group,” coming from low-income 
families with poor grades and attendance issues, there are obviously a variety of risk factors and 
types of students who may be at risk.37 

23Shore, R., & Shore B. (2009). KIDS COUNT Indicator Brief: Reducing the Child Poverty Rate. The Annie E. Casey Foundation. And Center for American Progress. (2007). 
 Executive summary. From poverty to prosperity: A national strategy to cut poverty in half.
24Harris, K. (2010). Organized crime in California: 2010 annual report to the Legislature. California Department of Justice. 
25Villarino-Vetter, B. (2012). Community Risk Assessment of Anaheim.
26Howell, J.C. (2010). Gang prevention: An overview of research and programs. OJJDP Juvenile Justice Bulletin. 
27Hill, K.G., Howell, J.C., Hawkins, J.D., & Battin-Pearson, S.R. (1999). Childhood risk factors for adolescent gang membership: results from the Seattle Social Development  
 Project. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 36(3), 300-322.
28Howell, J.C. (2010).
29Bjerragaard, B., & Smith, C. (1993). Gender differences in gang participation, delinquency and substance abuse. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 9, 
 329-355. 
30 Hill, K.G., Howell, J.C., Hawkins, J.D., & Battin-Pearson, S.R. (1999).
31Esbensen, F., Huizinga, D., & Weiher, A.W. (1993). Gang and non-gang Youth: Differences in exploratory variables. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 9, 94-116.
32Burrus, J., and Roberts, R.D. (2012). Dropping out of high school: Prevalence, risk factors, and remediation strategies. R&D Connections 18. ETS.
33Fact sheet, updated September 2010: High school dropouts in America. Alliance for Excellent Education.
34Dianda, M.R. (2008). Preventing future high school dropouts: An advocacy and action guide for NEA State and local affiliates. National Education Association.
35High School Dropouts in America. Alliance for Excellent Education.
36Hammond, C., Linton, D., Smink, J., and Drew, S. (2007). Dropout risk factors and exemplary programs: A technical report. National Dropout Prevention Center/Network and  
 Communities In Schools.
37Ibid.

Primary Issues for At-Risk Youth



17               Anaheim Youth Services Assessment

To address this outcome, the National Education Association’s dropout prevention and intervention 
plan encourages early intervention from pre-K to 12th grade, with a focus on transition years (such 
as elementary to middle school), tiered interventions, and individual attention to support students. 
Other strategies include family and community involvement; professional development focused on 
addressing the needs of diverse students for educators; and programs and partnerships that help 
students see the connection between school and life after graduation, such as workforce readiness 
components or partnerships with community colleges for career or technical fields.38 

Drug Use

Drug and alcohol use is interrelated with delinquency, as the two share common risk factors, and the 
juvenile justice system is one of the nation’s leading referral sources for adolescent substance abuse 
treatment.39 For teens, using alcohol and tobacco can contribute to illicit drug use later in life,40 
and while youth do not necessarily progress from one drug to another, early use may correlate with 
more use or abuse in the future.41 Risk factors span the individual, family, school, and community, 
and may become more or less significant with age. For example, family-related risk factors impact 
younger children more than older youth, who are more influenced by peers who abuse drugs. Key 
risk periods come at major physical and social transitions in a youth’s life, such as transitioning to a 
new school.42 Risk factors can include, but are not limited to, temperamental characteristics such as 
aggression; poor academic performance; family history of substance abuse; and perhaps most im-
mediately, peers who participate or look favorably on substance use.43

 
A recent assessment using the Communities That Care model indicates that addressing laws and 
norms favorable toward drugs, low neighborhood attachment (connectedness to community and 
neighbors) and community disorganization, academic failure and lack of commitment to school, 
and negative peer influence may be key priorities for Anaheim regarding this outcome.44 In general, 
research has shown that prevention programs need to be long-term, as benefits from middle school 
programs decrease without continued engagement through high school. Community programs 
aimed at a general audience can be beneficial to high-risk youth if aimed at targeted transition ages. 
Programming for families should help families bond and increase parenting skills, in addition to drug 
use-specific training.45 
 

38Dianda, M.R. (2008).
39Villarino-Vetter, B. (2012). 
40Ibid.
41National Institute on Drug Abuse (2003). Preventing drug use among children and adolescents: A research-based guide for parents, educators, and community leaders, 2nd ed.
42Ibid.
43Ibid., and Villarino-Vetter, B. (2012).
44Villarino-Vetter, B. (2012).
45National Institute on Drug Abuse (2003).
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Over the years and across the nation, many programs have been enacted to protect and compensate 
at-risk youth for perceived disadvantages. Mentoring, recreation and physical training programs, art 
programs, church groups, family-based interventions and parenting classes, school improvement 
programs, extracurricular clubs and activities, and after-school programs have all reported successes 
in keeping at-risk youth out of trouble and preventing them from experiencing poor outcomes, such 
as those noted above.

The following highlighted programs have proven successful in other cities, and have been found 
through listings from governmental agencies, nonprofit best practice resource websites, and aca-
demic and field publications. This compilation is not comprehensive, nor is it an attempt to rank 
these best practices in any way, but is intended to inspire consideration of a broad range of strate-
gies and tactics for addressing the primary issues facing Anaheim youth. 

la’s best: a NatioNal model For aFter-sChool suPPort46  

Perhaps one of the most well-known after-school program models is LA’s BEST (Better Educated Stu-
dents for Tomorrow) After School Enrichment Program. Its mission is to provide a safe and supervised 
after-school education, enrichment, and recreation program for elementary school children ages 5 to 

12 in the City of Los Angeles.

Initiated by the Mayor’s Education Council in 1988 at ten in-
ner city elementary schools, LA’s BEST has become a national 
model for youth development and has been replicated in 
other California cities, including San Jose, Sacramento, and 
San Diego. LA’s BEST now serves 28,000 students at 189 
elementary schools in Los Angeles. Targeted neighborhoods 
face similar challenges to Anaheim, in that they are vulnera-
ble to gangs, drugs, crime, family poverty, and low academic 
achievement. 

Each school site maintains a great deal of flexibility to tailor 
core program components to fit the needs of the neighborhood and leverage the expertise of site 
staff. The “three and a half beats” that each site offers include help with homework, a learning activ-
ity in reading or math, a fun activity, and a nutritious snack. Specific activities could include computer 
skills instruction, music activities, sports, board games, workshops, and service activities. These daily 
activities are supplemented by monthly field trips and city-wide activities, which include parents and 
the community as well. 

Beyond the program structure itself, in its replication manual, LA’s BEST noted key learnings regard-
ing other stakeholders. The program counts significant volunteer involvement and intentionally hires 
staff local to the program site area, which reconnects neighborhoods and schools and decreases staff 
turnover. Partnerships with the School District and the City have provided in-kind support, such as 
insurance, equipment, and space. Finally, LA’s BEST also observed that for the parents they serve, 
traditional meetings/conferences and workshops have not been as effective as one-on-one, informal 
interactions had while parents attend community activities and field trips. 

46Information taken from the following sources: LA’s BEST’s website http://www.lasbest.org/.  Freeman, K., & Redding, B. (1999). LA’s BEST After School Enrichment Program  
 Replication Manual. Sponsored by the Corporation for National Service and World Hunger Year. The Results Are In: LA’s BEST Produces Positive Outcomes.   
 Retrieved from http://www.lasbest.org/download/results-are-in?inline=scribd.

A Review of Best Practices

Through after-school academics 
and activities, as well as family 
and community events, LA’s 
BEST has proven effective at 
improving academic outcomes 
and attendance and reducing 
dropout and school-based crime. 
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A number of program evaluations of LA’s BEST have demonstrated significant positive outcomes: 

 • A 1995 UCLA study showed that children attending LA’s BEST at the ten longest running 
schools for at least two years improved their grades at a faster rate than the control group. 
Also, 77% liked school more and were more likely to include college in their plans for the fu-
ture. Participants were more likely to have adults to help them with problem solving, and while 
many still perceived problems in their neighborhoods, they felt safer during the after-school 
hours. 

 • The Los Angeles Unified School District School Police Department observed that reports of 
school-based crime were reduced by 64% at the longest running sites; in one exemplary case, 
a school saw a reduction in criminal acts from 70 the year before the program started to nine 
by 1997.

 • More recent studies from 2005 on have shown that LA’s BEST participants are 20% less likely to 
drop out of school and 30% less likely to commit juvenile crime. They show improved middle 
school attendance and GPAs, as well as higher scores on California Standardized Tests in gen-
eral math and algebra.

 • Former participants are eager to volunteer their time or even join the staff, indicating contin-
ued engagement. 

urbaN PeaCe: aPProaChiNg Youth violeNCe through CommuNitY 
develoPmeNt aNd CollaboratioN 47

The Urban Peace program aims to reduce and prevent community violence, making poor neighborhoods 
safer so that children can learn, families can thrive, and communities can prosper. Run by the 
Advancement Project, Urban Peace is a new approach to preventing community violence, making 
use of public health methods in innovative and holistic ways, and aligning with the national Centers 
for Disease Control & Prevention’s STRYVE (Striving To Reduce Youth Violence Everywhere) campaign. 

Urban Peace developed out of recommendations made in the 
Advancement Project’s 2007 report on comprehensive strate-
gies for reducing gang activity in Los Angeles. Since 2007, 
Urban Peace has engaged with the City and other partners in 
support of new strategies for gang violence reduction (such as 
establishing the office of Gang Reduction & Youth Develop-
ment) and has provided technical assistance for place-based 
initiatives throughout the state. 

Urban Peace has also developed a Community Safety Score-
card, a zip code-level analysis of L.A.’s communities that 
grades areas on violence levels, state of schools, risk factors, 
and protective factors. One community that scored poorly 
with these criteria was Belmont, in the Pico-Union/Westlake 
area of L.A. With more than a third of families below the 
poverty line and 27 active gangs in the area, it received an F for community safety. In addition, it had 
high dropout rates and low enrollment in after-school and parent support programs. 

Implementing strategies from the 2007 report, Urban Peace worked with community-based organi-
zations and public agencies to create the Belmont Schools Zone of Choice, providing middle school 
students with more choices for their education in high school. As a part of this place-based strategy, 
Urban Peace leads the Belmont School Safety Collaborative, comprised of 21 community-based 
organizations, six government agencies, residents, and youth. 

47Information taken from the following source: Advancement Project’s Urban Peace website. Retrieved December 2012 from http://www.advancementprojectca. 
 org/?q=ap-ca-urban-peace.

A Review of Best Practices

Urban Peace’s Belmont School 
Safe Passages Initiative 
engages youth, parents, 
teachers, police, and local 
business owners to enhance 
safety on the route to and 
from school and enable 
improved school outcomes 
and increased student 
participation in activities.
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In 2011, Urban Peace piloted the Belmont School Safe Passages Initiative at a middle school and a 
high school in the area. The initiative aims to ensure safe passage to and from school for students 
and families through the support of parents, teachers, police, and local business owners who super-
vise the route home. The 2011 pilot involved 15-30 volunteers, 3-6 law enforcement personnel, 15 
school personnel, and thousands of students. The L.A. Unified School District is also delivering a 
safety and violence prevention curriculum in the classroom, helping students become aware of the 
issues. The L.A. Department of Transportation may also be supporting by upgrading local streets. 
Overall, the program aims to increase student attendance, perception of safety, academic perfor-
mance, and participation in after-school activities, while decreasing dropout, truancy, and crime and 
violence around the schools.

In addition to these intensive place-based strategies, Urban Peace also runs its Urban Peace Acad-
emy, a professional training and certification program for gang intervention workers and a collabora-
tive effort among Urban Peace, the University of Southern California, law enforcement, and street-
level practitioners. Since 2009, Urban Peace has trained nearly 1,200 individuals, including 400 police 
officers trained to work with interventionists and implement effective community policing. 

Together, these strategies represent a collaborative, needs assessment-based approach to tackling 
gang violence and opening opportunities for youth in these areas to thrive in school.  

aCross ages: eNgagiNg older adults iN meNtoriNg at-risk Youth48

Across Ages is a school- and community-based substance abuse prevention program for youth ages 
9 to 13. Its goal is to increase protective factors for high-risk students, ultimately preventing, reduc-
ing, or delaying use of alcohol, tobacco, or other drugs. Youth participants come from communi-

ties lacking adult role models and positive alternatives for 
spending free time; many have poor school performance or 
attendance, as well as problem behavior, low commitment to 
school, and no extracurricular participation. 

Originally funded in 1991 by the Center for Substance Abuse 
Prevention as a five-year research and demonstration project 
in Philadelphia, Across Ages has since been replicated at 85 
urban, suburban, and semirural sites across the country. In the 
2006-2007 year, there were over 50 sites, with 30-40 children 
served at each site. Approximately one-third of sites have sus-
tained the program through a variety of funding sources, and 
more than 8,000 youth have participated. 

There are four main components to the Across Ages program, including: 

 • Mentoring: Older adults over the age of 55 are recruited from the community and trained to 
serve as mentors for one or two students. Providing at least 2 hours of mentoring per week 
outside of school hours, these mentors help at-risk youth develop awareness, self-confidence, 
and skills that will help them both resist drugs and achieve success in other areas of life. Men-
tors may help with classwork or go to sporting or cultural events with youth.

 • Classroom Learning: Youth participate in 26 weekly 45-minute social competence training 
lessons in the classroom. The program uses the Social Problem-Solving Module of the Social 
Competence Promotion Program for Young Adolescents, incorporating lessons on life skills, 
problem solving, substance abuse education, and health information. The Substance Abuse 

48Information taken from the following sources: SAMHSA’s National Registry of Evidence-based Programs and Practices. Across Ages intervention summary. Retrieved  
 December 2012 from http://www.nrepp.samhsa.gov/ViewIntervention.aspx?id=138; Hammond, C., Linton, D., Smink, J., and Drew, S. (2007). Dropout risk factors and  
 exemplary programs: A technical report. National Dropout Prevention Center/Network and Communities In Schools; Harvard Family Research Project. A profile of the  
 evaluation of Across Ages program. Retrieved December 2012 from http://www.hfrp.org/out-of-school-time/ost-database-bibliography/database/across-ages-program.

A Review of Best Practices

Through mentoring, classroom 
lessons, community service, 
and family activities, Across 
Ages improves school atten-
dance and students’ attitudes 
toward school, the future, and 
elders, and helps empower 
students to resist drug use.
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Prevention curriculum provides the opportunity for youth to apply the problem solving 
model to substance use decisions.

 • Community Service: Youth participate in weekly community service activities, including 
visiting elderly residents of nursing homes, often with mentors. Youth keep a journal of 
their reflections.

 • Family Activities: Youth, families, and mentors participate in monthly weekend social, 
cultural, and recreational activities, including meals and entertainment. Mentors contact 
parents through mail and phone, as well as through flyers sent home with youth. 

Studies have shown that Across Ages has a positive effect on attitudes toward school, the future, 
and elders, as well as school attendance. Students benefiting from the full program also showed 
decreased alcohol and tobacco use, and they showed more awareness of response options to 
situations involving drug use. For example, they knew they could walk away from a situation 
or watch others drink without drinking themselves. Finally, a study of 6th grade classes in Mas-
sachusetts showed that students who took part in the whole program showed more positive 
attitudes toward helping other youth than those in a group that did not received mentoring and 
those who did not participate in any component of the program. 

harlem ChildreN’s ZoNe aNd beaCoN CeNters: ComPreheNsive serviCes For 
Neighborhoods 49 

New York’s Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ) is a comprehensive place-based continuum of ser-
vices to develop healthy children and a healthy community at the same time. All programs are 
geared toward a 24-block area within Harlem and include preschool, parenting education, youth 
development, after-school programs, health services, 
child welfare services, employment services, and physi-
cal revitalization of the area. By 2009, ten years into the 
program, HCZ is projected to have served 24,000 adults 
and children. 

HCZ also operates two of 80 Beacon Centers in New 
York. Beacon Centers are funded by a New York City 
initiative created to re-build communities of support 
for children and youth in urban neighborhoods. These 
Beacons are school-based community centers offering a 
wide range of services and activities during after-school, 
evening, and weekend hours, and during the summer 
and other school vacations for an average of 10-12 hours 
per day. Beacons focus on the following core areas of programming: 

 • Youth development, including educational enrichment, cultural arts, sports, and recreation; 
 • Youth leadership, community service, and career education; 
 • Parent involvement and family support;
 • School-community linkages to increase academic achievement; 
 • Building of safe and supportive neighborhoods for child and youth development; and 
 • Employment. 

Beacons also serve as sites for community meetings and social activities. The particular combination 
of services varies from community to community, each approved by a community advisory board. 

The geographically compact nature of New York makes a school-based community center such 

49Information taken from the following source: The Advancement Project. (2007). Citywide gang activity reduction strategy: Phase III report. Executive summary.

A Review of Best Practices

Harlem Children’s Zone and 
Beacon Centers integrate 
youth service offerings with a 
comprehensive range of family 
and community development 
programs, supporting the 
health and welfare of the 
entire service area.
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as a Beacon, or a place-based strategy such as HCZ, particularly attractive, as community access is 
relatively assured. For a city such as Anaheim, where communities can be defined by miles, thought 
must be given to transportation needs to ensure community access. Also, one caveat on HCZ is that 
program leaders did not have the capacity or community development plans needed to capitalize 
on the avalanche of resources that its tremendous success triggered. 

Despite these challenges, HCZ and Beacons represent a “coherent youth and community develop-
ment initiative” that sees community rebuilding as key not only to reducing violence but also to 
developing healthy children with a broad range of positive options before them. Likewise, they may 
be helpful urban transformation success stories that offer rich lessons for Anaheim.

Youth oPPortuNitY movemeNt Watts: 
studeNts For higher eduCatioN Program50 

For many years, Los Angeles’ implementation of the national Youth Opportunity (YO!) Movement 
has been a bright spot in the City’s youth employment effort. With a grant from the Department 
of Labor, the City built a network of Youth Opportunity centers to provide career, education, and 
supportive services to youth. There are currently three YO! centers in Watts, Boyle Heights, and the 
San Fernando Valley. Of these, YO! Watts, in collaboration with the County Probation Department, 
County Office of Education, and Los Angeles Trade Technical College, is piloting the Students for 

Higher Education Program and stands out as a stellar effort 
at collaboration, meaningful intervention, and mission-driven 
dedication. 

Granted, the collaboration among City, County, and higher 
education institutions is itself a step to be applauded. Beyond 
that step, however, the program also targets a troubled popu-
lation of highest-risk youth that others avoid. Many of them 
are already in gangs, and all of them are in a probation camp. 

As a pilot, the program currently operates at Camp Gonza-
lez with 50 youth who receive a mix of case management, 
mentoring, leadership development, access to college credit 
courses, vocational training, and intensive transition services. 

The stated goal is to reduce recidivism rates among these youth, but the program does much more. 
For many of these youth, the very idea of attending college, let alone the potential for securing up 
to seven college credits while at camp, is unimaginable. Others expand their employment pros-
pects—for example, some youth participate in the culinary training program, learning real-life voca-
tional skills that can help them to secure jobs when they exit from the camp. 

The most important component of this program, however, is its intensive transition support for youth 
provided by YO! case managers, who regularly visit them at the camp and follow up with them im-
mediately after their release. After youth are released, YO! case managers take them to Los Angeles 
Trade Technical College to enroll them and provide financial support for basic necessities and school 
supplies. They continue to track the youth for the next 12 months by mentoring, giving support, and 
helping them solve problems.

This successful strategy, which incorporates targeted services to high-risk youth, the integration of 
opportunities with support services, intensive transition support from probation camp, and case 
management follow-up over a significant period of time can all be replicated elsewhere. The program 

50Information taken from the following source: The Advancement Project. (2007). Citywide gang activity reduction strategy: Phase III report. Executive summary.
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YO! Movement Watts helps 
high-risk youth on probation 
see a variety of opportunities 
for future education and em-
ployment, proving that while 
prevention is necessary, inter-
vention programs can also be 
successful.
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also demonstrates that while prevention is the best strategy for most youth, intervention strategies, 
even with those youth who are gang-involved, are not only possible, but are also already being 
implemented successfully.

roCa, the via ProjeCt, aNd eNgaged iNstitutioNs: value-driveN CollaboratioN51

Based in Chelsea, Massachusetts, Roca is a values-led, community-based youth and young adult de-
velopment organization serving the most high-risk young people in Chelsea, Revere, Lynn, and East 
Boston, Massachusetts. Founded in 1988, Roca envisions young people thriving and leading change. 
To this end, Roca’s mission is to promote justice by fostering opportunities to lead happy and healthy 
lives. 

Building on success serving younger youth, Roca committed to 
responding to the needs of young adults aged 16-26 around 
2002. Roca targets the most vulnerable youth, including street, 
gang, and/or court-involved youth; dropouts; those who lack 
interest in life; young parents; and refugees/immigrants. These 
youth struggled to access and participate in traditional school, 
adult education, job training, and young parent programming. 

Originally, Roca’s strategies of advocating for these youth 
involved “power organizing,” or pushing against policies and 
opinions that presented barriers for their clients, sometimes 
creating antagonistic feelings. Roca realized that while it en-
couraged youth to live out core values of belonging, generosity, competence, and independence, 
Roca itself was not following this in its relationships with other public and private agencies. 

In response to this realization, Roca shaped its Via project for youth to incorporate not only intensive 
programmatic services but also systemic change and capacity components. Strategies included: 

 • Street work and outreach; 
 • Transformational relationships; 
 • Peacemaking circles (an innovative setting, originally programmatic, that has become an   
  internal development tool for Roca and an opportunity for other institutions to engage   
  in the process of hearing the voice of youth and families); 
 • Creation of opportunities for education, employment, and civic participation; and 
 • Engaging institutions to build the capacity of Roca and other partners to achieve positive 
  outcomes. 

The project’s goals included not only programmatic outcomes for young adults, but also capac-
ity and relationship building outcomes among institutions, such as understanding and being more 
responsive to youth needs, being accountable for services provided, and understanding the impact 
they have on youth’s lives. By addressing both avenues, Roca has more capacity and is more ac-
countable and transparent to stakeholders. Young people have better access to services, and they 
also experience better outcomes through engagement in partner systems. 

While more work can be done in analyzing this promising model, Roca’s experience emphasizes 
open, honest, clear communication to build trust across agencies, particularly clear communication 
of intentions to partners and clear institutional focus and programmatic intent. 

51Wheeler, W. (2006). Encircling institutions: Surrounding youth in crisis with mutual engagement, commitment and trust. Innovation Center for Community and Youth Development. 
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To provide a comprehensive assessment of youth services in Anaheim, it was necessary to develop a 
methodology that would engage as broad a spectrum of decision-makers and participants as pos-
sible. While providers of youth services are supremely knowledgeable about their programs, we also 
needed to learn the perspectives of the youth who participate in the programs, their parents, educa-
tors, business leaders, policymakers, and other community-based organizations that serve Anaheim 
neighborhoods. Each group provided its own challenges for engagement in the assessment process; 
therefore, a methodology was designed for each group to optimize access to the group and informa-
tion learned from its members. Throughout the assessment process, flexibility was critical in adapting 
plans to engage with the desired stakeholders.

surveYs

Schools

A short, 3-question survey was emailed or mailed to 56 public schools that serve Anaheim students.  
Twenty responses were received for a response rate of 36%. Responses were received from elemen-
tary, middle, and high schools. For the school survey questions, please see Exhibit 1. 

Providers

Given the higher numbers of youth, higher housing densities, and lower median incomes in the West 
and Central Anaheim areas, during the summer of 2012, The Olin Group conducted an internet 
search of youth service providers serving primarily West and Central Anaheim. The parameters were 
limited to organizations and agencies that provide services to Anaheim youth as their core operating 
mission, creating an initial list of service providers. Additional providers of youth programming, 
including cultural centers, intermittent summer programs, classroom-time educational programs, and 
faith-based organizations were later included (see Exhibit 2 for a complete list of providers contacted). 

For these organizations and agencies, The Olin Group designed a survey to provide a “snapshot” of 
current services available to Anaheim youth. The survey was sent electronically for those organiza-
tions with an email address and was also mailed to organizations. For this survey, youth were defined 
as children and teens from age 5 to age 18. The survey consisted of 52 questions that incorporated 
multiple choice, forced response, Likert-type scale, and open-ended questions to measure program 
capacity, usage, facilities, budgets, and youth user profile information and to gather providers’ opin-
ions (see Exhibit 3 for the full provider survey instrument). 

A total of 54 organizations were invited to participate, and 34 responded, including the major provid-
ers of youth services, yielding a 63% response rate. These 34 organizations reported that they serve 
anywhere from 16 to 5,300 Anaheim youth (unduplicated counts provided by respondents). Because 
youth may participate in more than one program, it is impossible to know how many total youth are 
served by these programs. However, by adding up the totals provided by the programs that are least 
likely to overlap, it is estimated that these providers serve 15,000 to 20,000 Anaheim youth.  

Methodology
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FoCus grouPs

Survey data can often be insufficient in assessing attitudes and opinions about services, so six focus 
groups of key community stakeholders and an additional open-ended survey were conducted to 
more comprehensively and qualitatively capture perceptions of youth needs and existing program-
ming. These groups involved parents, youth, providers, educators, community-based organizations, 
and businesses, and were held at different locations and times over a 1.5-month period from early 
November to mid-December. Focus group sessions generally lasted 60-90 minutes. For a sample 
focus group email invitation (adapted versions sent to providers, educators, and community-based 
organizations) and a full listing of questions asked per stakeholder group, please see Exhibits 4 and 5. 

In total, 93 people were invited to participate, and 66 took part in in-person focus groups. (Group 
specifics are detailed below.) Some groups, such as youth and parents, proved harder to organize 
due to access and scheduling issues. Every attempt was made to ensure a diverse population for 
focus group participation. Approximately 38% of participants were male, and 62% female; ethnically, 
approximately 77% of participants were Latino, 20% were White, and 3% were Asian.

Youth

While the youth focus group proved most difficult to convene, it was perhaps the most significant 
in that it engaged Anaheim youth in discussing their own needs. Youth were recruited via local 
community organizations. 15 youth, ranging from 13 to 17 years old, attended the group. Topics 
discussed included what youth do after school and what type of programs they themselves would 
create to address their needs. 

Parents

Parents play a major role in their children’s lives and chances for success, representing another key 
stakeholder group in addressing challenges youth face. Two parent focus groups were held, with 
parents also recruited via local community organizations. A total of 27 parents participated in the 
focus groups (10 at the first, 17 at the second).  Of these 27 parents, most have children participat-
ing in after-school or other youth service programs. Topics discussed included what factors parents 
consider when choosing an after-school program and what needs are not currently being met.  

Youth Service Providers

As those serving youth “on the ground,” providers do their best to craft programs and opportuni-
ties that meet the needs of youth. Providers were recruited via self-selection through the provider 
survey, as they could indicate interest in participating in a focus group at the end of the survey. All 
survey respondents who expressed interest were invited, and 9 attended the group. Topics dis-
cussed included program capacity needs, critical operational challenges, and barriers to accessing 
current services provided. 

Educators

Educators have a unique perspective on the needs of youth and are trained to notice developmental 
and social pressures that school-age children experience. To gain their perspective, we invited 
principals or assistant principals from 3 high schools, 4 junior high schools, and 2 elementary schools 
to attend the focus group along with a teacher from their schools, in addition to inviting 7 district-
level and other educational programming staff. Of the 16 invited, 9 individuals participated, including 
a principal and teacher from a high school, an assistant principal and teacher from a junior high 
school, 3 district staff, and 2 educational programming staff. Topics discussed included how after-
school programs can serve high school students’ needs and what the appropriate role of schools in 
addressing youth issues. 

Methodology
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Community-based Organizations

While they may not solely serve youth, community-based organizations are “tapped into” the needs 
of the local communities they represent. To gather these organizations’ opinions, 13 community-
based organizations’ leaders were invited to participate. While only 6 actually attended, an addition-
al 4 were interviewed (see description below). Topics discussed included top threats for youth and 
what community-based organizations can do to help address the issues. 

Businesses
In relation to youth services, businesses represent both a resource for programming and a benefi-
ciary of after-school programs that help youth develop job skills. Although the original plan was to 
conduct an in-person focus group of business leaders, this proved challenging due to schedules 
and the diversity of businesses in Anaheim. Instead, The Olin Group developed a set of 10 ques-
tions that business leaders could answer online. With 6 open-ended questions asking about ways to 
prepare Anaheim youth for the job market, barriers to effective engagement, and how businesses 
and providers can partner to engage youth, respondents could share their thoughts without being 
influenced by suggested response options (see Exhibit 6 for the full list of questions). A link to the 
online questions was emailed to about 200 businesses by the Anaheim Chamber of Commerce, and 
eight provided input. Five of the businesses are involved with organizations that provide after-school 
or other services to youth in Anaheim. Five said they hire young people ages 17-25, and three said 
they have hired youth from disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

iNtervieWs

Key informant interviews were conducted to gather the perceptions of individuals who are involved 
with youth, and individuals who are responsible for policy change in Anaheim. A list of 25 poten-
tial interviewees was compiled, including Anaheim City Council Members, City employees, school 
personnel, and community leaders. Prospective interviewees were contacted either through a letter 
from the Anaheim Community Foundation (see Exhibit 7) or through a similarly worded email from 
The Olin Group. A total of 18 interviews were conducted, with broadly structured questions focused 
on top threats facing youth, barriers to youth engagement, and input on addressing these issues (see 
Exhibit 8 for questions). 

Methodology
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demograPhiCs & geograPhY FiNdiNgs

While policy should not be based on any single factor, Anaheim’s demographics highlight the partic-
ular urgency for investment in Anaheim’s youth, as well as geographic areas of highest youth needs. 
By combining those census tracts that ranked highest in number or percent of youth (Figures 1 & 
2), with those census tracts that ranked highest for housing density (Figure 6) and lowest for median 
income (Figure 5), we can pinpoint the geographic areas where youth may be most in need of ser-
vices. Seven tracts ranked at the top of the list and are recorded in Table 2 and mapped in Figure 8, 
along with locations of known service providers (those listed in Exhibit 2). These seven tracts account 
for almost 20,000 youth under the age of 18, 1 in 5 (21%) of the youth in Anaheim, but they contain 
few services for youth over the age of 12, as summarized in Table 3.

table 2. targeted CeNsus traCts For Youth serviCes

Figure 8: targeted high-Needs CeNsus traCts aNd kNoWN Providers

    Persons per
Census Tract Number Youth Percent Youth Household Median Income
863.05 2438 60.9 3.63 <$50,700
864.05 2135 32.5 3.86 <$40,000
865.02 2339 35.7 4.88 <$40,000
866.01 3429 35.8 4.02 <$39,600
873 3269 31.4 3.33 <$40,000
874.05 2601 38.9 4.23 <$41,400
875.04 2918 36.5 3.99 <$41,400

Assessment Findings
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Assessment Findings

table 3: summarY oF serviCes available iN eaCh targeted CeNsus traCt

* Provider count only includes known providers within or on the border of each census tract.

863.05 4006 2438 5 4 2 1

864.05 6578 2135 6 3 3 2

865.02 6551 2339 NONE NONE NONE NONE

866.01 9584 3428 3 2 1 1

873 10413 3269 4 3 4 4

874.05 6678 2601 1 1 NONE NONE

875.04 7997 2918 NONE NONE NONE NONE

While two schools of-
fer Anaheim Achieves 
and one offers Project 
S.A.Y., only a church 
youth group serves 
high school youth. 

Only two providers 
offer after-school care, 
and more services are 
available for youth 
under 12. 

There are no known 
youth service provid-
ers within the tract, 
although there are 
several east and south. 
The nearest elementary 
schools offering after-
school programming 
are several blocks 
outside the tract.

These providers 
include two elemen-
tary schools offering 
Anaheim Achieves up 
to age 12 and a church 
serving 75 youth twice 
a week.

There are several 
providers in and near 
this tract; within the 
tract, there are two 
drop-in spots, as well 
as Boys and Girls Club 
and Anaheim Ballet.

One elementary 
school offers Anaheim 
Achieves. 

There are no known 
youth service provid-
ers within the tract, 
and even the closest 
schools are several 
blocks away. 

Census  Total Total Number of Number of Number of  Number of Observations
Tract Population Population Providers Providers Providers Providers
  of Youth Serving Serving Serving Serving
  under 18 in Tract* Ages 5-12 Ages 12-14 Ages 14-18
    (Elementary) (Junior High) (High School)
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These potential geographic gaps in services are critical.52 In a 2009 study, California parents reported 
that convenience was their number one factor in choosing an after-school program;53 thus, services 
that are not conveniently located may be under-utilized by the community. Overlaying the map of 
providers with the geographic map of Anaheim in Figure 8 demonstrates that services may not be 
available in each census tract. While there are services that may be convenient by car or bus, con-
sideration must be given to youth who would need to walk through potentially dangerous areas to 
receive services. In addition, many of the providers mapped offer services only one or two days a 
week and/or may not provide in-depth engagement. 

A common theme across assessment components was the need to “take services to where the kids 
are,” and to engage the community at the “neighborhood level.” To pursue these strategies, this 
demographic data and accompanying map of providers may help target areas in need of services. 
The following maps and descriptions detail each of the identified target census tracts and the service 
providers located in the area. 

Figure 9: CeNsus traCt 863.05

Census tract 863.05 is bordered by East South Street to the north, State College Boulevard to the 
west, East Wagner Avenue on the south, and Anaheim Coves trail on the east. There are approxi-
mately 4,000 residents in this tract, and more than half of them are youth (2,400). 

• Two schools offer Anaheim Achieves after-school programming in this tract: Benito Juarez 
 Elementary School (for ages 5-12) and South Junior High School (for ages 12-14). 
• South Junior High School also offers Project S.A.Y. services, as does Katella High School 
 (for ages 14-18), which sits on the south border. 

Assessment Findings

52The City of Anaheim has also identified priority neighborhoods, three of which fall into these census tracts.
53Afterschool Alliance. (2009). Fact sheet, California After 3PM. Sponsored by JCPenney Afterschool Fund.



Anaheim Youth Services Assessment 30

• James Guinn Elementary School, a few blocks further south, and Theodore Roosevelt 
 Elementary School, a block away to the west, both offer after-school programming for youth   
 under the age of 12. 
• Two faith-based youth service providers are on the north border: Lamb of God Day Camp, which  
 provides after-school programming and transportation for 30 Anaheim youth under the age of  
 12, and the Sunkist Community Church, which has a youth group. 
• This tract also has access to two fee-based after-school/daycare programs for youth up to age 12:  
 Childtime Children’s Center and KinderCare Learning Center.

Figure 10: CeNsus traCts 864.05, 865.02, 873

Census tract 865.02 touches the 91 Freeway, crosses La Palma Avenue, and borders at East Syca-
more Street. This tract has a total population of around 6,500 residents, more than 2,300 of whom 
are under the age of 18. 
• There is not a single youth service provider within the census tract. 
• The two closest elementary schools that offer after-school programming to youth up to age 12  

are both several blocks outside the tract area. 
• The GOALS (Growth Opportunities Athletics Learning Service) program is located a few blocks out-

side the tract area and serves over 1,000 youth ages 5-18 from 865.02, as well as 864.05 and 873. 
More than 60% of those served at GOALS are under the age of 12, and only 4% are in high school.

Census tract 864.05 sits adjacent to tract 865.02 and is bordered by La Palma Avenue on the north, 
North State College Boulevard on the east, and Lincoln Avenue on the south, with a population simi-
lar to 865.02. Unlike 865.02, there are several providers of youth services on the border of this tract. 
• Four of these are faith-based churches and facilities, two of which offer after-school care. The First 

Congregational School of Anaheim offers after-school care, including transportation, to families in 
Anaheim for a fee. The Zion Lutheran Church and School offers after-school care for their 200 en-
rolled students in kindergarten through 8th grade. The St. Anthony Claret Catholic Church offers 
a youth group that meets one evening a week to all high school students. 

Assessment Findings
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• Sycamore Junior High School offers after-school programming through both Project S.A.Y. and 
Anaheim Achieves for Youth ages 12-14. 

• The Cops 4 Kids program is located on the border of tract 864.05 and serves 1,000 kids from all 
over Anaheim in a variety of programs. Their after-school program serves youth ages 6-17. 

• The Islamic Institute of Orange County, a faith-based provider, lies a few blocks outside this tract 
and offers a weekly youth group that serves approximately 40 Anaheim youth. 

• Miss Muffett’s Playhouse is also a few blocks outside this tract and offers fee-based after-school 
programming, including transportation, for youth up to age 12.

• Abraham Lincoln Elementary School is right outside the tract and offers after-school program-
ming though Anaheim Achieves for youth up to age 12.

Census tract 873 shares proximity to Abraham Elementary School and is adjacent to tracts 865.02 
and 864.05. It is bordered by East Santa Ana Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard. 
• There are several providers in this tract, including Boys and Girls Clubs of Anaheim and Project 

S.A.Y. at Anaheim High School. 
• “Drop-in” spots open after school include the Anaheim Library and the Downtown Anaheim 

Youth Center. 
• Three faith-based providers are available to this tract: St. Boniface Catholic Church, Anaheim First 

Presbyterian, and Portico Church of Anaheim, which provide youth services generally aimed at 
youth members of their churches. Portico is open two days a week after school and one evening, 
serving approximately 70 youth. 

• Anaheim Ballet is located in the heart of this census tract and offers after-school programming for 
approximately 120 kids attending an average of four days per week.

Figure 11: CeNsus traCt 866.01

Census tract 866.01 has a total population of nearly 10,000 and a youth population of over 3,400. 
This tract is bordered by the 91 Freeway on the north, La Palma Avenue on the south, Euclid Street 
on the west, and Harbor Boulevard on the east. 

Assessment Findings
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• One elementary school, Patrick Henry, is centered in this tract, and Horace Mann Elementary is  
 on the border, both offering after-school programming through Anaheim Achieves for youth up  
 to the age of 12. 
• Three neighboring elementary schools also offer after-school programming: John Marshall, 
 Adelaide Price, and Westmont. 
• The only other provider in this tract is the faith-based St Mary & St Verena Coptic Orthodox   
 Church, which offers twice-weekly services to approximately 75 Anaheim youth. 
• The GOALS program is located a block outside of this tract and the Salvation Army, located   
 several blocks south, serves approximately 150 residents ages 5-12.

Figure 12: CeNsus traCt 874.05

 

Census tract 874.05 has a total population of over 6,500, of whom 2,600 are under the age of 18.  
This tract is bordered by the 5 Freeway, Ball Road, South Olive Street, and West Vermont Avenue. 
• An Anaheim Achieves site at Orange Grove Elementary School is the only youth service provider  
 in this tract and limits services to youth up to age 12. 
• Olive Street Elementary School sits on the West Vermont border and also offers Anaheim Achieves. 
• Five other elementary schools offer after-school programming in the surrounding area, all several  
 blocks outside the tract. 
• The Prince of Peace Lutheran Church is also outside this tract and offers after-school programming  
 for approximately 25 Anaheim youth between the ages of 5 and 18. 
• The Downtown Anaheim Youth Center located north of this tract offers drop-in services and 
 programming.

Assessment Findings
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Figure 13: CeNsus traCt 875.04

Census tract 875.04 lies adjacent to Anaheim’s resort area and is bordered by the 5 Freeway to the 
east, East Katella Avenue on the north, Haster Boulevard to the west, and East Simmons Avenue on 
the south. This tract has a population of nearly 8,000 residents and almost 3,000 youth. 
• There are no youth service providers in this census tract. 
• The closest after-school programs are located at Alexander J. Stoddard Elementary and Paul   
 Revere Elementary Schools several blocks away. 
• The Anaheim Equestrian Center is located 3 miles away across the freeway.

surveY FiNdiNgs

School Survey

All of the schools that responded to the school survey offer the Anaheim Achieves (previously known as 
ASES) after-school program. Two of the schools also offer Project S.A.Y. Other after-school programming 
mentioned were mentoring through the Orange County Asian and Pacific Islander Community Alliance, 
Out of School Time (through GRIP and the City of Stanton), and various enrichment activities, including 
English language arts taught through drama, music, arts; Ballet Folklorico; a running club; and chess.

What Is Needed to Help Anaheim Youth Achieve a Lifetime of Success

An open-ended question asked “what ONE or TWO things do you think would be most helpful in 
order for Anaheim youth to achieve a lifetime of success that is not being done today?”

Survey respondents identified three key areas that could potentially be developed and/or improved 
to better serve the needs of Anaheim’s youth. 

Extracurricular Activities: Several respondents suggested providing more resources for the Ana-
heim Achieves program, perhaps finding ways to increase staffing and expand programs, as well 

Assessment Findings
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as offering affordable, easily accessible, and engaging activities for children during the summer. 
Others suggested providing opportunities for school children to develop community leadership 
skills, participate in community projects, and interact with successful people, businesses, and 
agencies. Towards that end, another recommendation focused on promoting mentoring and 
volunteerism among better situated adults with the idea that they could help guide and support 
children whose parents were of low socio-economic status or had other parenting challenges 
that prevented them from being fully engaged in raising their children. 

Education: Numerous respondents proposed comprehensive educational support in the form of 
academic counseling and tutoring for multiple subjects, along with providing students “hands-
on” learning tools such as iPods, smart phones, and video games. One respondent felt many 
children would benefit from having a 6-year plan outlining the years between entering junior 
high school and high school graduation, and another stressed the notion that children should be 
told that vocational schools are a viable alternative for those who may not be university-bound. 

Community-wide Solutions: One person suggested that the parents of teenage children need 
to be given more information on how to keep their children goal-oriented, focused, and on track 
during their high school years, a time when some young adults get lost and are prone to making 
poor decisions. Two others recommended providing young children with safe routes to and from 
school as well as safe places to play under the supervision of adults.  

Provider Survey

The provider survey gathered information about the organizations that provide youth services, the 
youth they serve, and their ideas to help youth achieve a lifetime of success. The results are summa-
rized in this section, starting with key findings and followed by more detailed information. For the 
full report of survey findings, which includes analysis of questions not included here, see Exhibit 9.
  
Key Findings from the Provider Survey

• The responding organizations serve youth from throughout Anaheim, with services 
  concentrated in western and central Anaheim.
• Half of the organizations have been providing youth services for more than 20 years.
• Most programs end by 5 pm; fewer than half are open later in the evening.
• 18% of providers said the typical child participates 5 days a week; 27% said the typical child   
 participates 1 day a week.

• There are more youth ages 8-12 participating in these services than older youth ages 16-18.
• Most of the youth in these programs are considered disadvantaged or “at-risk.”
• Most of the programs serve a high percentage of youth whose home language is not English,   
 live in low-income households, and have no good place to do homework.

• Respondents believe youth are most at risk for poverty, followed by gang involvement and   
 school dropout.

• 90% say Anaheim needs more safe places for youth to hang out; yet only 41% provide a place  
 for youth to hang out.

• 81% say Anaheim needs more teen pregnancy prevention services; only 12% offer it.
• 78% say Anaheim needs more gang prevention activities; only 24% offer it.
• The top goals among providers are to “keep kids out of trouble” and increase community   
 engagement.

• 39% of the providers said the number one reason parents select their program is because it   
 makes a difference for their children; 15% say they are chosen because children enjoy it.

• Most providers said parents learn about their program by word of mouth, from their website,   
 through the school, or from flyers or brochures.

• The providers believe the top barriers to participation in their programs are transportation and  
 that too little information is known about their programs.

• More than half of the respondents receive half or more of their funding from a single source.

Assessment Findings
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• Half of the respondents said their funding went down 10% or more over the past three years.
• Nearly a third of the respondents do not apply for grant funding; organizations that never or   
 rarely apply are government-operated or church-affiliated/faith-based; all of those that apply   
 more frequently are nonprofit entities.

• Only 26% described their program’s future funding as secure or very secure.
• Most of the respondents partner with other organizations to provide additional services to the children and  
 families; half said they collaborate on a project that involves shared funding, staffing, training, or facilities.

About the Organizations that Provide Youth Services – Who?  Where?  How Long?  When?

About two-thirds of the survey respondents represented nonprofit organizations; about one third were 
church-affiliated and/or faith-based (these could also have been nonprofit organizations).  Six respon-
dents (18%) were a city or other government-sponsored program.

Services of the survey respondents are concentrated in western and central Anaheim. While 41% of the 
respondents said they serve youth from all zip code areas of Anaheim, organizations that serve only a 
subset of the zip codes areas do not serve 92807 or 92808 (Anaheim Hills), which means there are more 
services concentrated in the remaining areas. Seventy-three percent of the organizations serve youth in 
the Central Anaheim zip code area of 92805, and 71% serve youth in 92801.

The programs have a long history of serving Anaheim youth, with half of the organizations being in op-
eration for more than 20 years. Only one respondent had been in operation for just 1-2 years.

Eighty-two percent of the organizations described their programs as being “year-round,” and 74% said 
they offered after-school services. Only 18% of respondents said their program was open before school 
and even fewer (15%) described their program as “child care.”

Figure 14: PerCeNt oF Programs oPeN at the sPeCiFied time (N=33)

 

Most respondents said their program was open Monday through Friday before 5 pm.  By 5 in the after-
noon, only about a third of the programs said they were open; more were open at 6 pm, although still 
less than half except on Wednesday.  After 6 pm, the number of open programs drops steadily through-
out the evening.  Only one organization said they have services available after 9 pm on most days of 
the week, and this organization was rather specialized. 
 
On the weekends, the time period with the greatest number of programs open is Saturday afternoon, 
when 45% of the responding programs are open.  Fewer programs are open on Sunday than Saturday 
and few programs are open either day in the evenings.

Most of the programs (82%) are open in the summer or between school sessions of year-round schools, 
including most of the after-school programs.  Only three programs were described as after-school and 
not open during summer or between school sessions.

Assessment Findings
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How Many Days per Week Youth Participate

Only 18% of the respondents said that the typical child participates five days a week in their program – all 
but one of these is an after-school program.  More than a quarter of the programs said the typical child 
participates just one day per week, and nearly half of these described their program as “after-school.”  All 
of the programs that said youth typically participate 3 or 4 days per week are after-school programs.

Figure 15: PerCeNt oF orgaNiZatioNs rePortiNg that the tYPiCal Child 
PartiCiPates iN their Program the sPeCiFied Number oF daYs (N=33)

Who They Serve – Ages, Race/Ethnicity

Collectively, the respondents serve youth of all ages from 5 to 18 years.  Some of the providers have 
very small programs and others are quite large.  The age group with the most youth enrolled is 8-12 
years, with the largest number of programs and highest average number of children served.  The 
least-served age group is 16-18 years, with the fewest number of programs and smallest average 
number of youth served.

table 4: Number oF ChildreN served bY age grouP (N=34)

*two organizations that serve large numbers of youth on an informal basis or large numbers of youth 
outside Anaheim were not included in this table.

Most of the youth served by these programs are Hispanic (65% across the 30 programs that provided 
information).  Half of the organizations said that at least 75% of the youth in their programs are Hispanic; 
one program each said at least 75% of their youth are White, Asian, More Than One Race, or Other.

Most Youth are “At-Risk”

More than half of the respondents said that 75% or more of the youth they serve are disadvantaged 
or “at risk” for poor life outcomes.  Five respondents said this applies to all the children they serve.  
Only four respondents said this applies to 25% or fewer of the children in their program.

Assessment Findings

Age Group Number of organizations  Fewest number of  Highest number of  Average number 
  serving any children in children served  of children of children
  age group  served* served

5-8 years 23 3 3,000 537
8-12 years 26 3 2,100 621
13-15 years 25 5 2,050 364
16-18 years 23 5 750 224
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Most respondents (86%) consider a youth at risk if they live in a low-income home.  Other factors 
most respondents said they believe put youth at risk include limited parent supervision, exposure 
to drugs, living in a family with domestic violence/child abuse or neglect issues, being homeless or 
living in a motel, living in crowded housing with multiple families, and family criminal activity.  Very 
few respondents thought family size or ethnicity put youth at risk.

Figure 16: PerCeNt oF resPoNdeNts that CoNsider Youth to be at-risk iF theY Fit 
oNe oF the listed Criteria (N=29)

 
In looking at the youth in their programs, the respondents estimated how many of the youth fit 
into a set of characteristics that could put them at higher risk of poor life outcomes.  Half or more 
of the respondents said that 60% or more of the youth they serve could be described as living in a 
home where the primary language is not English, the family is low income, there is no good place 
to do homework, and their neighborhood has gang activity.  Relatively few programs serve a major-
ity of youth who have only one parent, whose parents are college graduates, or who are violent or 
homeless.  Only a third of the respondents said a majority of their youth have good role models.

Figure 17: PerCeNt oF resPoNdeNts Who estimated that 60% or more oF the 
Youth iN their Program Could be desCribed bY the sPeCiFied CharaCteristiC 
(N=23-30)

The one consequence most respondents thought the youth in their program were MOST at risk for 
was poverty (40% of respondents), followed by gang involvement (20%) and school dropout (17%).  
Only 13% of respondents think their youth are MOST at risk for drug use and 10% said unemploy-
ment.  None of the respondents selected crime victim, crime offender, or homelessness as the top 
consequence for their youth.
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Program Goals, Services Provided, and Perception of Services Needed

Nearly 70% of respondents said one of the top three goals of their program is to keep kids out of 
trouble, and 56% said it is a top program goal to increase community engagement.  Less than half 
said one of their top three goals is to improve behavior in school (31%), improve grades (25%), or 
improve graduation rates, prevent gang involvement, develop job and workforce skills, or build self-
esteem (16% each).  Only 3% said it was a top goal to reduce truancy, prevent teenage pregnancy, or 
prevent drug use.

The next table shows the percent of programs that provide specific services on the left side, and the 
percent of respondents who said they believe there are not enough of a particular type of service on 
the right.  Although nearly all respondents believe there are not enough safe places for kids to hang 
out, only 41% said they provide such a place.  Even though 68% provide self-esteem-building activi-
ties, 79% believe there are not enough of such programs.  Over 81% believe there are too few teen 
pregnancy prevention programs, yet only 12% include it among the services they provide and only 
3% said it was a top goal of their program.  Similar findings are true for gang prevention, improving 
school performance (tutoring and homework assistance), and college preparation.

table 5: serviCes Provided ComPared to Provider’s oPiNioNs oF serviCes Needed

Assessment Findings

Percent of respondents who said THEIR 
PROGRAM PROVIDES the following services

• 71% volunteer opportunities 
• 71% recreation
• 68% self-esteem building
• 65% field trips
• 59% sports and exercise
• 56% life skills
• 53% mentoring
• 50% access to computers/internet
• 50% snacks/meals
• 47% homework assistance
• 47% art/music/dance
• 41% a place to hang out
• 38% community improvement projects
• 35% bullying information and prevention
• 29% tutoring
• 29% job training
• 29% nutrition/wellness information
• 27% job application assistance
• 27% civic engagement
• 24% gang prevention education and intervention
• 21% counseling/therapy
• 15% case management
• 15% health services referrals
• 15% SAT preparation
• 12% teen pregnancy prevention
• 12% high school exit exam preparation
• 6% community garden

Percent of respondents who said there are
NOT ENOUGH of the following services
in Anaheim

• 90% safe places to hang out
• 85% jobs
• 81% teen pregnancy prevention
• 79% programs that build self-esteem
• 78% workforce development programs
• 78% gang prevention activities
• 71% college preparatory help
• 71% community engagement activities
• 70% music/arts/dance/theater programs
• 69% tutoring
• 67% after-school programs
• 64% homework assistance
• 60% drug use prevention programs
• 45% sports programs



39               Anaheim Youth Services Assessment

Twelve of twenty-six respondents said what they think would be most helpful for Anaheim youth to 
achieve a lifetime of success that is not being done today is to provide guidance, encouragement, 
opportunity, and tutoring.  Another four respondents focused their comments on strengthening 
families.

In comments, 11 of 28 respondents said that when they tell others about their program’s accomplish-
ments, they talk about developing character and leadership skills, building self-esteem, or teaching 
life principles.  Seven noted the educational focus of their program and five wrote about how they 
improve civic engagement and/or citizenship.  Four said they provide a safe environment for youth, 
and two help youth see a better future for themselves.

How Parents Hear About Their Program

Nearly all of the respondents (91%) believe that most parents find out about their program through 
word-of-mouth.  Respondents also said parents can learn about their programs from their website 
(85%), through the child’s school (82%), or from flyers or brochures (76%).  Just over half said parents 
find out about their program through social media.  Very few said parents find out about their pro-
gram from mailers or newspaper advertisements.

Why Parents Choose Their Program

The most commonly selected reason that respondents think parents choose their program is be-
cause it makes a difference for their child. (39% selected this).  Only 15% of respondents think the 
primary reason parents choose their program is because their kids enjoy it and even fewer said their 
program is chosen because it is inexpensive and offers enrichment.

Figure 18: PerCeNt oF orgaNiZatioNs that seleCted oNe oF these reasoNs as the 
PrimarY reasoN PareNts Choose their Program (N=33)

Barriers to Youth Participation

Providers thought the biggest barriers to youth participating in their programs were transporta-
tion and not enough knowledge about their program.  In addition, the fee/cost was perceived as a 
significant barrier by 37% and not a barrier by 53%.  Although perceived as a significant barrier by 
some (17%), most respondents (73%) thought a lack of available slots was not a barrier.

Assessment Findings
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Figure 19: PerCeNt oF resPoNdeNts that rated hoW muCh eaCh item is a barrier 
to Youth beiNg able to PartiCiPate iN their Program (N=31)

 

Organizational Funding and Capacity

The responding organizations had a wide range of budget sizes, with nine respondents reporting an 
annual budget of less than $50,000 and nine reporting annual budgets of $500,000 or more, includ-
ing three with budgets over $1 million.  

Figure 20: PerCeNt oF orgaNiZatioNs that reCeive aNY FuNdiNg From the sourCes 
listed (blue bars) aNd the PerCeNt that reCeive over halF oF their FuNdiNg From 
a siNgle sourCe (red bars) (N=27)

 
Over half of the organizations receive at least some funding from private donations, fees, and/or 
fundraising events.  Only 15% receive any funding from the federal government, and 7% raise money 
through a social enterprise.  Three-quarters of the responding organizations (74%) rely on just one 
source for more than 50% of their funding; the most common funding sources for those organizations 
are private donations and state government followed by fundraising events and local government.

Just over half of the respondents said their funding had declined by 10% or more over the past three 
years; 10% said it was down by more than half.  Another 10% said their funding had gone up some 
(10-50%) over the past three years; none said it had gone up over 50%. Only 26% of the respondents 
described their future funding as secure or very secure.  Just under 50% said it was somewhat secure 
and 23% said it was not secure at all.
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Figure 21: PerCeNt oF resPoNdeNts that iNdiCated hoW seCure theY thiNk their 
Future FuNdiNg is (N=31)

While 67% of the organizations reported that they submit grant proposals, only 10% submit grant 
proposals 12 or more times per year.  Thirty-two percent said they apply for grants only 1 or 2 times 
per year, and 29% that said they never apply for grants.  The organizations that never apply or apply 
infrequently tended to be government-supported programs or church-affiliated/faith-based pro-
grams.  All seven of the organizations that apply more frequently (six times per year or more) are 
nonprofit organizations (n=31).

Figure 22: PerCeNt oF orgaNiZatioNs that iNdiCated hoW FrequeNtlY theY aPPlY 
For graNts (N=31)

 
Partnerships with Other Organizations

Twenty-seven of the respondents said they collaborate or partner with other organizations to provide 
goods or services to their clients. Seven respondents either do not partner with other organizations 
or skipped the question.  The most common things the organizations do through these collabora-
tions or partnerships are to provide activities for the youth (63%); clothing, backpacks, or gifts for the 
youth or their families (52%); food for the families (44%); referrals for service (44%); field trips for the 
youth (41%); other needs of the family (33%); and food service for the program (30%).  Just over half 
of the respondents said they collaborate with another organization on a project that involves shared 
funding, staffing, training or facilities (n=31).

Suggestions for Increasing Capacity

When asked what one thing their program could do to increase capacity and serve more Anaheim 
youth, 28 respondents wrote in a suggestion.  Nine wrote that they could or would need to increase 
the number of paid staff and/or volunteers in order to provide more services.  Seven indicated they 

Assessment Findings



Anaheim Youth Services Assessment 42

could raise more money, but none provided insights as to how they would do this.  Seven wrote 
about changes they would need to make to their facility, such as move to a larger facility or utilize 
more of their existing facility.  One suggested they could improve their parking lot so it could be 
used for basketball or volleyball.  Four indicated they could add services, although two said they 
would first need to raise more money.  Three wrote about partnering with the schools and perhaps 
using school facilities.  Two said they could improve their advertising so more people know about 
their program.

 
Focus Group Findings

Voice of the Youth

Youth participants (ages 13 to 17) identified several challenges of growing up in Anaheim, including 
gang presence, peer pressure, lack of parental involvement, pressures to excel, and managing ethnic 
prejudices. Of those, lack of parental presence seems to have the biggest ripple effect. When parents 
are not present, participants tend to rely on other relatives, school counselors, teachers, and peers as 
their support network.  

Most of the youth agreed that participating in after-school programs gives youth an alternative to 
stay away from gangs and choose healthy environments with like-minded peers. Those who are not 
able to participate often stay inside their homes for fear of their safety. All participants agreed on the 
significant benefits of after-school programs. However, they also identified affordability and avail-
ability as the key barriers to getting into programs. Ninety percent of participating youth said that 
they are the primary decision-makers when choosing a program, as adults may not know their needs 
or desires.  The entire group agreed that involving youth in crafting solutions is the best strategy for 
creating effective programs, but to accomplish this, adults must recognize the assets that youth bring 
to the table.  

Voice of the Parents 

Parents identified several challenges in their attempts to support youth in their growth and develop-
ment.  Among the groups, safety was reflected as the primary concern parents had when choosing 
programs for youth, and many look to the schools as the only safe space outside the home. Several 
stated that the preferred location for youth programming was the school, and many shied away from 
neighborhood locales other than schools when deciding on programming and services for their children.

Parents also discussed the challenging economic reality for working poor families. Many families find 
they have to work multiple jobs to meet their basic needs, which in turn leads to limited parental in-
volvement and lack of youth supervision during after-school and evening hours. This lack of parental 
supervision leaves youth vulnerable to gang recruitment, drugs, violence, and unsafe environments. 
Some parents stated they have been able to create support networks in collaboration with neighbors 
and relatives to help supervise and look after youth during these key hours. However, many do not 
have access to such a trusted network. 

Parents stated that their primary source of information about youth programs and services is their 
child’s school or church. This may lead to a lack of awareness of city and community programs avail-
able, and reliance on youth to be the conduit of school flyers and newsletters is likely an inaccurate 
delivery method. Parents shared that they were often unaware of available programs and resources 
and how to access them. This lack of awareness and passive reliance on the schools may limit par-
ents’ ability to be active participants in securing space in programs and services offered to youth. Ad-
ditionally, the cost of many programs can often be prohibitive for families that are “just getting by.”
Parents also expressed that lack of competence in navigating the “systems” and the cultural habit 
of entrusting children to the teacher as the expert authority hinders parental involvement. They felt 
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that parent education classes would be a path to improved parental engagement. There was also a 
request for the City to plan programming with more evening and weekend offerings that fit parents’ 
schedules. Finally, parents expressed concern that current programs focused on intervention with 
kids already in trouble, but few were offered as prevention to keep kids from getting in trouble in 
the first place.

Voice of the Providers

When asked about top challenges facing Anaheim’s youth, providers discussed gangs and gang 
involvement. They believe youth face increasing pressure to join gangs and are at greater risk of gun 
violence and gang activity than in previous years. The group expressed a concern that gang vio-
lence, once on the wane, has started to increase again with a new generation. Providers feel youth 
need more supervision; the challenge is finding the right program fit that will keep youth engaged 
and out of trouble. Providers also recommended parent education classes to increase parental 
awareness and skills, cultural differences, and lack of life skills.

Providers also discussed their own ability to meet the needs of Anaheim’s youth; they perceive that 
their organizational and program capacity is too limited to serve the variety of needs and all age 
groups effectively. Providers felt that being in organizational “survival mode” often requires them 
to create insular and reactive approaches to serving youth needs supported by funding available, 
rather than being proactive and strategic about serving needs that are critical.  Funding priorities 
can force tough decisions that jeopardize the ability to sustain services to the most needy youth 
groups or areas. In addition, the lack of continuum of programs and services often limits the ability 
to effectively address youth needs systemically. Provider participants appeared eager to form a col-
laborative effort around youth needs and common issues and suggested the Anaheim Community 
Foundation could serve as a facilitator of this effort.

Providers believed that every child needs some engagement outside of home and school, but all 
agreed no one provider can supply this engagement. The complexity and magnitude of the needs 
of youth are larger than any one provider’s ability to address them. Providers expressed the belief 
that it takes a coordinated, participatory, and accountable effort, where everyone around the table is 
committed to sustainable impact guided by a broad systemic vision and a strategic outlook on how 
to attain it. Providers also expressed the belief that parents and youth are key partners to finding a 
solution as parental involvement and commitment are instrumental in youth participation. Under-
standing family dynamics helps craft more effective strategies to sustain impact in all contexts – 
home, school, and after-school sites.

Voice of the Educators

Educators identified gangs, poverty, and lack of jobs as top challenges youth face. Additionally, 
some stated that lack of awareness of opportunities, rather than a lack of opportunities themselves, 
may be the issue. As parents indicated, educators did agree that schools provide the trusted infra-
structure for youth engagement. 

Educators also identified challenges they face in trying to ensure this trusted environment for youth. 
They feel schools spend a great deal of time grappling with significant safety issues—drug offenses, 
violence, and campus incidents—which present law enforcement challenges falling outside of the 
school’s domain and hinder their ability to maintain a safe, healthy environment. The reduction and 
current lack of School Resource Officers creates urgent conditions impacting the safety of youth, not 
only on campus, but also on the streets. There was also concern over perceived lack of equity across 
schools, and educators shared that family mobility makes it difficult for schools to connect with fami-
lies about changing services and program needs.
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Educators expressed concern that overreliance on schools to address all youth challenges may limit the 
potential impact of collaboration with other critical institutions, including faith-based organizations, city 
partnerships, and the police. Additionally, educators said that the absence of clear, consistent, and con-
crete communication across stakeholders also limits schools’ abilities to effectively connect youth and 
families to services. All stakeholders have faced funding challenges—the schools are no exception—but 
there is a history of successful programming when resources are combined. Educators repeatedly men-
tioned the need for a centralized collaborative effort that would ensure increased communication and 
partnership across multiple stakeholder groups.

Voice of Community-based Organizations

Leaders of community-based organizations (CBOs) expressed the belief that the trust between 
providers and the community is crucial to creating an environment of mutual respect, understanding, 
and commitment. To nurture this environment, CBO leaders feel that combating low expectations 
of youth, including the perception that youth are trouble-makers, needy, or at-risk, is the first critical 
step to empowering youth to understand and believe in alternative opportunities for their futures. 
They agreed that top challenges facing Anaheim youth are gangs and poverty and believe these 
contribute to high school dropout rates. 

CBO leaders also stated that youth cannot be involved without the commitment of the whole family. 
They discussed the need to identify key players who influence youth, such as family, teachers, and 
peers, followed by designing a continuum of programs that develops a comprehensive circle of influ-
ence to meet youth where they are at.   

CBOs shared the concern that inconsistent resources create unsustainable programs, which also 
disrupt the continuity of any community development impact. In addition, they believe this inconsis-
tency creates a silo effect among providers and stakeholders trying to sustain their own models in an 
unpredictable funding environment. They recommended funding cross-sector collaboratives, encour-
aging communication and collaboration among stakeholders in order to frame a collective impact 
approach.

Voice of Businesses

Business involvement with organizations that provide youth services takes many forms, but most 
common among participants are serving on the Board of Directors and donating money. Other ways 
businesses support youth programming include participating in career exploration presentations, 
encouraging staff to participate in volunteer days, sponsoring events, mentoring youth, providing 
goods and services, and providing internships or apprenticeships.

While participating businesses said they are more than willing to hire youth who are qualified, they 
felt youth would benefit from job application assistance, one-on-one mentoring, internships, more 
support for families raising youth in troubled neighborhoods, and learning to be more responsible. 
To address the difficulty of engaging older youth in after-school and other youth services, businesses 
said the programs need to be relevant to the interests of older youth. Another suggestion was to 
have older youth serve as mentors and plan activities and events for younger youth, thereby helping 
them develop leadership skills and feel valued.

Businesses think youth service providers could help youth be more prepared for the job market and 
adulthood with more mentoring, scholarships, leadership training, career/job awareness (either in-
formally or through workshops), and helping youth search for jobs, write resumes, and complete job 
applications. Businesses can help youth by stressing the importance of education and job skill de-
velopment, providing internships, and supporting a structural and philosophical change in business 
practices to promote skills development. Furthermore, businesses suggested that, in partnership 
with youth service providers, businesses should fund or support mentoring, job skills development, 
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and parent support programs. Businesses should become active partners and share their insights on 
the skills youth need to be successful in the real work place.

Participating business leaders feel priorities for youth services should include skills training, gang 
prevention starting with young children, engaging the business community to offer internships or 
hire youth on a part-time basis, and providing activities for teens and adults to interact through vol-
unteerism. One suggested that the Anaheim Community Foundation should be the central point to 
align and direct collaborative efforts to meet the needs of youth.

Interview Findings

The policymakers and community leaders approached to participate in the assessment were ac-
commodating and made time in their busy schedules for this project. As noted in the methodology, 
a list of questions (Exhibit 8) was developed beforehand to ensure consistency across interviews, 
but many interviewees had other topics they wanted to make sure were covered. These included 
issues such as Anaheim’s current housing issues, the need for targeted programs, and philosophical 
conversations about culture change. Even amidst this diversity, however, there were several common 
themes that were repeatedly heard. 

Most feel something needs to change in serving Anaheim youth, but opinions on what and how 
change should happen often diverged. What everyone did agree upon was that the 2008 recession 
had a detrimental impact on service offerings and available funding, and that basic services have 
been prioritized. Several interviewees used the word “reactive” to describe current approaches 
to Anaheim youth issues, and there was a universal desire to become more proactive and collab-
orative in developing strategies and solutions. Many mentioned the need to approach problems 
holistically and at the neighborhood level, offering a variety of ideas about how this could be done. 
Interviewees also mentioned the need to re-engage residents and re-create a sense of community 
in Anaheim. Notably, while many emphasized the general need for meeting youth where they are 
at, geographically and personally, fewer directly suggested asking youth what programming would 
appeal to them.

Several of those interviewed talked about Anaheim’s crowded living conditions as a contribut-
ing factor to youth crime and gang activity. Unable to stay inside, youth congregate in the streets, 
spending large amounts of time without adult supervision. In addition, they may not study and thus 
fall behind in schoolwork. Most felt that youth need safe places to hang out when home is not an 
option, and community centers, libraries, parks, and school sites were posed as potential places for 
development of “hang-out” spots that would provide safe and supervised outlets.

All interviewees agreed that gangs are a threatening reality in Anaheim, with many commenting that 
Anaheim is well into second- and third-generation gang activity. Some mentioned that gang activity 
has escalated in the past few years. When asked how to deal with gang activity, many answered that 
Anaheim needs more early intervention and education programs or an increase in available jobs for 
gang-aged youth. Several emphasized that many Anaheim residents and neighborhoods distrust the 
police, complicating efforts to shift neighborhood cultures away from gangs. A few saw a need for 
community policing to help address these issues.

Many expressed the belief that change needs to start within the family structure itself, and that 
programming should be focused on strengthening the family. Others broached the role of Anaheim-
based businesses in providing youth services: some think businesses could do more by getting 
involved in neighborhoods and providing outreach to at-risk youth, while others think businesses 
should limit their role to providing jobs for youth and potentially funding youth programs. Many 
spoke favorably of Anaheim’s larger business entities and their willingness to address community 
issues. Still others thought the City should do more. Finally, while some feel the Anaheim Community 
Foundation should be more involved in engaging and coordinating efforts, there were also some who 
believe the role of the Community Foundation should be more limited.
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There is no one vision for how best to serve the youth in Anaheim. Anaheim’s economic, cultural, 
and geographic challenges make providing supportive services to youth necessary, yet simulta-
neously difficult. The needs of youth and families are as diverse as the residents of the city, and 
myriad methods have been found to be successful in providing support and resources.  But the 
assessment process did unearth some significant themes that may help hone strategic responses 
to these identified needs of youth by community leaders, providers, and city officials.

 1. A holistic approach to interconnected issues. The challenges facing youth are intercon-
nected across multiple domains. There are systemic problems facing Anaheim youth that 
cannot be solved with a single solution or program, but rather require interconnected 
strategies delivered via a collective and collaborative approach.   A balanced response to 
the needs of youth might include sustaining successful strategies already in place; target-
ing the most critical geographic, demographic, and programmatic gaps; and addressing 
core and peripheral conditions, including the basic needs of low-income families, which 
jeopardize the effectiveness and efficiency of current program impact.  As a general prin-
ciple, programs should be consistent, long-term, adaptable, and sustainable, and linked 
together to form a continuum of services for youth and families guided by a collective 
impact approach to youth development.

 2. Developing programs that make a difference. While national research identifies con-
venience as the primary reason for selection of supportive programs, surveyed providers 
say parents choose their program because it makes a difference or kids enjoy it. Con-
versely, parents identified safety, availability, and accessibility as their top reasons for 
choosing a program, while youth consider if a program is fun, whether it benefits them, 
and if their peers are participating.  Discrepancies in perceived program value can affect 
both the development of program offerings and the consistency of selection processes 
that ultimately determine youth engagement and program impact. Best practices in 
youth development models strike a critical balance between effective strategies and 
flexible offerings that allow organizations to tailor their programs to the diverse needs of 
youth and families.

 3. Creatively addressing the most critical gaps. There is widespread awareness among 
parents, educators, and providers that safety is a critical need.  Parents and youth want 
an alternative to neighborhood violence, and after-school programs are often a trusted, 
though limited, environment that acts as a continuation of home and school safe havens. 
However, while 90% of providers identified safety during after-school hours as a prior-
ity, only 41% of those surveyed said they were able to provide a safe place for kids to 
hang out. Seventy-eight percent of providers stated that Anaheim needs more gang 
prevention activities, yet only 24% provide them.  Also, availability and access were 
other identified priorities for programs, but the demographic mapping conducted in this 
process shows that there are critical pockets of service gaps in seven high-risk census 
tracts. Furthermore, among programs provided by those surveyed, most programs end 
by 5:00pm; fewer than half are open later, and a large number of Anaheim youth service 
providers only offer  programming one or two days per week. These findings highlight a 
disconnect between identified critical needs and existing solutions, or lack thereof, which 
calls for the collective wisdom of stakeholders to draft creative approaches to address them.  
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 4. Serving the needs of older youth. There are significantly fewer services available 
for teens than there are for youth under 12.  Regular non-school sponsored or extra-
curricular programming, especially for youth over the age of 13, is limited in Anaheim. 
This is especially applicable to career development, community service, and arts-related 
programs.  There was also a pervasive theme that emerged from discussion that services 
need to meet youth where they are, start at young ages, focus on developmental transi-
tion periods, and involve the family. In addition, high school-aged youth tend to look 
for more experiential learning opportunities rather than classroom-based approaches. 
Therefore, strategies to improve youth services in Anaheim for older youth need to em-
brace these factors as part of the equation for effective youth engagement.  

 5. Funding shifts impact program sustainability. Organizational survival often forces 
providers and schools to use restricted funding to create insular and reactive solutions 
to address the needs of youth, rather than being proactive and strategic about serving 
needs that are most pressing. As a result, providers have limited capacity to effectively 
serve the variety of needs in Anaheim across census tracts and age groups. Tough deci-
sions often have to be made that jeopardize the ability to sustain services to the most 
needy youth groups or areas, which in turn disrupts the continuity of any community 
development impact. Consistent community investments in impactful strategies and 
programs will help create a foundation that can foster long-term solutions.  Additionally, 
enhancing or fostering interaction between service providers can potentially unearth op-
portunities for collaboration, leveraging and cost-savings, which can ultimately promote 
the sustainability of impactful strategies.   

 6. Improving communication for effective collaboration. Effective communication is 
key to creating coordinated strategies to address the vast and varied needs of youth in 
Anaheim. There appears to be a lack of awareness, coordination, and synergy among 
key stakeholders who have a vested interest in youth outcomes, and improved, inclusive 
communication should be sought.  In addition, the absence of clear, consistent, and 
concrete communication across the schools challenges their ability to effectively bro-
ker and connect services that are available to youth. Schools are considered a trusted 
infrastructure to engage youth, and several services are offered on campus every year. 
However, the lack of awareness by campus staff, the annual changes of information and 
resources, and the disconnect in communication among internal stakeholders limits 
a school’s ability to effectively connect families in need to the resources that can help 
them. Furthermore, parents reported a lack of knowledge of or access to available 
programs and noted that they rely on their youth to convey information from the school. 
Supporting this, 90% of focus group youth self-identified as the primary decision-makers 
in the family to access programs. Providers are also unaware of other providers’ services 
and programs that could help support the youth they serve. All stakeholders who partici-
pated in this project called out the siloing that occurs among various providers, parents 
and families, and schools, and even at an intergovernmental level among City, County, 
and State agencies.

 7.	 Developing	a	unified	vision	for	collective	action. Several participants identified the 
need for a centralized entity to champion strategic, collaborative efforts and to help 
create a unified vision for serving the youth of the city.  A solidified vision for collective 
action will help define the roles of various stakeholders. It will also help leverage and 
coordinate resources and can help guide a roadmap to attain youth and community de-
velopment aspirations.  Furthermore, many participants articulated the need to create a 
process that is transparent, accountable, and participatory, involving a broader range of 
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stakeholders, from youth and parents to different kinds of organizations (faith-based, 
Chamber, etc.).  If the creation of a continuum of integrated services becomes a goal, 
then there is a definite need for a lead entity to coordinate efforts, leverage resources, 
maintain communication across stakeholder groups, and create an integrated network 
of providers. 

 8. Involving youth and parents as part of the solution. Youth cannot be looked at 
independent of their family dynamics.  Parent involvement and buy-in are both key to 
fostering successful youth development. The one common recommendation across 
all participant groups was the need for increased parental engagement and improved 
parental education.  All shared a fundamental understanding that decisions for youth 
begin in the home; therefore, the most effective way to engage youth is to build trust 
and familiarity with those who are closest to them. Youth cannot be involved in pro-
gramming without the commitment of the whole family.  In order to influence youth, 
programs have to identify key influencers – family, teachers, and peers – and design a 
continuum of services that address the needs of youth where they are at. While 

  designing systematic solutions to foster youth development, it is also critical to 
  remember the importance of building relationships to ensure a successful process.  

Trust between the providers and the community is necessary to foster an environ-
ment of reciprocity, understanding, and commitment.  Combating low expectations 
of youth, the perception that youth are trouble-makers, or needy and at-risk is the first 
battle to overcome as a critical step to empower youth and their families to under-
stand and believe in alternative opportunities for their future.

 9. Focusing on prevention as much as intervention. The old adage, “An ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure,” was raised several times.  A large majority of 
the programs currently offered focus on intervention methods for youth in trouble. 
However, the two ends of the targeted youth population spectrum seem to be ne-
glected. There are few prevention programs for those who are not “in trouble,” and 
there are few restorative programs for those who are already in the “correctional” 
system.  Everyone else must be at-risk to qualify for limited program offerings.  There-
fore, if resources can be devoted to sustaining healthy environments and preventative 
programs, that investment may reduce the need for long-term intervention programs 
and bolster youths’ own ability to avoid risky or negative behaviors. There is a general 
feeling that both intervention and prevention strategies need to happen concurrently. 
A large number of Anaheim youth do well in school and stay out of trouble. In support 
of the findings described above, participants articulated some frustration that these 
kids who are not “in trouble” receive far less attention and programming, which could 
help to expand their experiences and opportunities.

 10. Improving school and community policing to enhance safety. Schools are grappling 
with significant safety challenges that hinder their ability to ensure a trusted environ-
ment for youth development. Drug offenses, violence, and campus incidents create 
law enforcement challenges that fall outside of the school’s domain to address. Lack of 
resource officers creates urgent conditions that have ripple effects in safety for youth 
not only on campus but also on the streets. Every stakeholder has a role to combat 
safety issues at school and in the community. Overreliance on the school infrastructure 
to address all youth challenges limits the scope of impact that could be created with 
the collaboration of other critical institutions, such as faith-based organizations, city 
partnerships, police, and others. There are some historical stories of success of col-
laborative efforts among all key stakeholders to transform Anaheim. There is a need to 
re-engage all key stakeholders in the same spirit and recognize that there is a role for 
everyone in a responsive community policing system.
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While this assessment focused specifically on youth needs, challenges, and gaps in service provi-
sion, it is important to note the critical and impactful work that goes on every day in the City of 
Anaheim to support at-risk youth.  Sustaining and expanding successful programs that already 
exist, rather than inventing new ones, could be one of the first steps to effectively addressing 
some of the issues identified.  What the findings of this report provide is an opportunity for 
engaged community leaders to take a closer look at the gaps in service and the structural and 
logistic challenges to addressing them.  A continuum of care that incorporates prevention and 
intervention, focuses on transitional ages, and accounts for the different needs of different ages 
may go a significant way in breaking down silos between service providers, and between the 
community and available programs.  Incorporating youth in the development of programs and 
engaging parents in ways that help maintain safer and healthier environments for youth are also 
critical strategies to embrace. 

In addition, focusing on systemic approaches to bolstering local capacity to serve youth may also 
provide an opportunity to engage individual donors and regional investors in funding collabora-
tive solutions and may be a critical factor in the development of opportunities for public-private 
partnership.

A sustainable, long-term strategic plan for youth services should be developed that optimizes 
current resources and builds on evidence-based practices to ensure the best possible environ-
ment for youth to grow and develop. With the large population of youth in the city, this process 
will be an investment in a stronger, more dynamic future for the residents of Anaheim.
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Exhibit 1: School Survey Questions 

Dear Principal, 

The Anaheim Community Foundation is committed to finding ways to foster the development of the 

City’s youth to help them reach their full potential.  To support this goal, we are launching the Anaheim 

Youth Services Assessment to help us understand how our community is serving the needs of Anaheim 

youth.  As part of this assessment, we have invited the programs that provide after‐school services to 

complete a comprehensive survey about the services they provide to Anaheim youth.  We also are 

contacting each school in Anaheim to identify which after‐school programs they have and to learn just a 

little about what you perceive as the needs of at‐risk youth in your school. 

We invite you to complete the survey below by clicking on the link provided.  It is just three questions 

and can be completed in five minutes.   

1. Name of your school: _____________________________________________________ 

 

2. Which after‐school programs are offered at your school: 

 Anaheim Achieves 

 Project Support Anaheim’s Youth (S.A.Y.) 

 After School Education and Safety (ASES) 

 21st Century Community Learning Center 

 Other – please provide the name of the program(s)_____________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

3. What ONE or TWO THINGS do you think would be most helpful in order for Anaheim youth to 

achieve a lifetime of success that is not being done today? 

If you have any questions about this survey or the Anaheim Youth Services Assessment, please contact 

Terry Lowe, Director of Community Services at tlowe@anaheim.net.  Thank you for your participation! 
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Exhibit 2: List of Providers Contacted 

The following list compiled from websites and online information represents core and casual providers 

of youth services for the target area in Anaheim. While not exhaustive, this list includes major providers 

serving youth.  

Provider  Address  Phone Number 

100 Mile Club!  815 W. 6
th
 St., Suite 105, Corona, 92882  (951) 340‐2290 

Ability First After‐School 

Enrichment Programs 

2660 W. Broadway, Anaheim, 92804  (714) 821‐7448 

ACCESS California Services  2180 W. Crescent Ave., #C, Anaheim, 92801  (714) 917‐0440 

All Stars Preschool  1340 W. La Palma Avenue, Anaheim, 92801  (714) 517‐8277 

Anaheim Achieves / YMCA  240 S. Euclid St., Anaheim, 92802  (714) 635‐9622 

Anaheim Ballet  280 E. Lincoln Ave., Anaheim, 92805  (714) 520‐0904 

Anaheim Equestrian Center  1370 S. Sanderson Ave., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 535‐3510 

Anaheim Family YMCA  240 S. Euclid St., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 635‐9622 

Anaheim Independencia Family 

Resource Center 

10841 Garza Ave., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 826‐9070 

Anaheim Magnolia Daycare  720 South Magnolia Ave., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 827‐0554 

Anaheim Police Activities League 

(APAL), dba Cops4Kids (C4K) at 

After School Center in 

Anaheim/Junior Cadet Program 

1290 E. Lincoln Ave., Anaheim, 92805  (714) 533‐8255 

Anaheim Police Explorers  425 S. Harbor Blvd., Anaheim, 92805  (714) 765‐1597 

Anaheim Public Libraries  500 W. Broadway, Anaheim, 92805  (714) 765‐1880 

Anaheim United Methodist 

Church 

1000 S. State College Blvd., Anaheim, 92806  (562) 822‐2647 

Big Brothers Big Sisters of 

Orange County 

14131 Yorba St., Ste. 200, Tustin 92780  (714) 544‐7773 

Boys and Girls Clubs of Anaheim  311 E. Broadway, Anaheim, 92805  (714) 491‐3617 

Boy Scouts of Orange County  1211 E. Dyer Road, Santa Ana, 92705  (714) 546‐4990 

Childtime Children’s Center  1000 S. State College, Anaheim 92806  (714) 772‐7225 

Community Service Programs 

(CSP), Inc. 

1821 E. Dyer Rd., #200, Santa Ana, 92705  (949) 250‐0488 

Downtown Youth Center  225 S. Philadelphia, Anaheim, 92805  (714) 765‐4501 

Faith Lutheran Church‐Youth 

Ministries 

2219 W. Orange Ave., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 535‐9654 

FCCA’s First Congregational 

School of Anaheim 

515 N. State College Blvd., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 776‐0605 

First Southern Baptist Church of 

Anaheim 

1275 E. Broadway Ave., Anaheim, 92805  (714) 774‐2966 

Gang Reduction Intervention 

Partnership (G.R.I.P.) 

1821 E. Dyer Rd., Ste. 200, Santa Ana, 92705  (949) 250‐0488 

Girl Scouts of Orange County  9500 Toledo Way, Irvine, 92618   
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Girls Inc.  1815 Anaheim Ave., Costa Mesa, 92627  (949) 646‐7181 

Growth Opportunities Athletics 

Learning Service (GOALS) 

1170 La Palma Park Way, Anaheim, 92801  (714) 956‐4625 

Hansen Child Development 

Center 

1300 S. Knott, Anaheim, 92804  (714) 484‐4607 

Islamic Institute of Orange 

County 

1220 N. State College Blvd., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 533‐6271 

KIDS CLUB!  200 S. Anaheim Blvd., Ste. 422, Anaheim, 92805  (714) 765‐5219 

KinderCare Learning Center  2515 E. South St., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 774‐5141 

Knott Avenue Christian Church  315 S. Knott Ave., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 527‐5195 

Lamb of God Day Camp  2443 E. South St., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 772‐0300 

Magnolia Baptist Church  720 S. Magnolia Ave., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 827‐0553 

Miss Muffet’s Playhouse  2229 E. Lincoln Ave., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 774‐0883 

Orange County United Way / 

Destination Graduation 

18012 Mitchell Ave. S., Irvine, 92614  (949) 660‐7600 

Portico Anaheim (formerly First 

Baptist Church of Anaheim) 

701 W. Broadway, Anaheim, 92805  (714) 774‐4444 

Prince of Peace Lutheran Church  1421 W. Ball Rd., Anaheim, 92802  (714) 774‐0993 

Project S.A.Y. (Support 

Anaheim’s Youth) 

200 S. Anaheim Blvd., Anaheim, 92805  (714) 765‐5246 

Red Shield Program Community 

Center of Anaheim (Salvation 

Army) 

1515 North St., Anaheim, 92801  (714) 687‐9836 

Salvation Army Church  1515 W. North St., Anaheim, 92801  (714) 491‐1450 

St. Anthony Claret Catholic 

Church Youth Group 

1450 E. La Palma Ave., Anaheim, 92805  (714) 776‐0270 

St. Boniface Catholic Church  120 N. Janss St., Anaheim, 92805  (714) 956‐3110 

St. Justin Martyr Catholic School  2050 W. Ball Rd., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 774‐2595 

St. Mary & St. Verena Church  1617 W. La Palma Ave., Anaheim, 92801  (714) 777‐9964 

State College Church of Christ  311 N. State College Blvd., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 287‐9075 

Sunkist Community Church 

Youth Group 

701 S. Sunkist St., Anaheim, 92806  (714) 360‐5314 

The Church in Anaheim  1853 W. Ball Rd., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 350‐7471 

Tiger Woods Learning Center  1 Tiger Woods Way, Anaheim, 92801  (714) 765‐8000 

Vital Link  P.O. Box 12064, Costa Mesa, 92627  (949) 646‐2520 

West Anaheim Youth Center  320 S. Beach Blvd., Anaheim, 92804  (714) 765‐6400 

Youth Leadership America     

YWCA of North Orange County  215 E. Commonwealth Ave., Ste. F, Fullerton, 92832  (714) 871‐4488 

Zion Lutheran Church & School  222 N. East St., Anaheim 92805  (714) 535‐3600 
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Exhibit 3: Provider Survey Questions 

The goal of this survey is to learn about the afterschool programs and other youth services available to 

Anaheim youth ages 5‐18 and what the program providers believe would be necessary to expand 

capacity and/or improve effectiveness. 

Your organization was selected to participate in this survey because it provides afterschool or other 

services to children in the 5‐18 age range.  If this is not the case, you do not need to complete the 

survey. 

This survey should be answered by someone who is knowledgeable about the afterschool programs and 

other youth services provided by your organization.  There should be just one completed survey per 

organization, and you should anticipate the process will take approximately 20 minutes.  The survey 

window opens September 24
th
 and closes October 10

th.  Thank you for your participation. 

ABOUT YOUR ORGANIZATION and SERVICES  

1. Name of your organization__________________________________________________________ 

2. Which of the following could be used to describe your organization? (Select all that apply) 

 Nonprofit organization (501c3) 

 Government/City entity  

 For‐Profit Center 

 Church (or affiliated with a church) 

 Faith‐based 

 Public school 

 Private school 

 Other 

3. Where are your organization’s headquarters? 

 Located in Anaheim  

 Located outside Anaheim 

4. In which of the following Anaheim zip codes do you provide services for youth ages 5‐18? (check all 

that apply) 

 92801        92802  92804     92805      92806     92807  92808   Other 

 

5. How broad of a geographic area do you generally serve? 

  We serve primarily Youth in the same zip code as our facility/facilities 

  We serve Youth in one or two Anaheim zip codes neighboring our facility/facilities 
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  We serve Youth from all over Anaheim 

  We Serve Youth from multiple cities at our Anaheim facility/facilities 

 

6. How many years has your organization been providing services to Anaheim Youth ages 5‐18? 

 Less than 1 year 

 1‐2 years 

 3‐4 years 

 5‐9 years 

 10‐19 years 

 20 or more years 

7. How many unduplicated children in each age group does your organization serve?  

_____   5‐8 yrs       

_____  8‐12 yrs       

_____  13‐15 yrs     

_____  16‐18 yrs     

 

8. Approximately how many of these are Anaheim residents? __________(enter numerical value) 

 

9. Based on your current resources and space, what is the maximum number of Youth ages 5‐18 that 

your organization can serve? ___________ 

 

10. Does your organization have a waiting list for its youth services programs? _________ 

 

 Yes 

 No 

 

11. How would you describe your program(s)? (Select all that apply) 

 After‐school 

 Before‐school 

 In‐school services 

 Child care 

 Summer 

 Year‐round 

 Drop‐in 

 Enrichment 

 

12. How many distinct programs do you offer to youth 5‐18? (A program may offer multiple services, 

please provide a count of the programs, not the individual services within a program.  For example, a 

program may include homework assistance, field trips, and sports activities; it would be counted as one 

program, not three) _______________(enter numerical value) 
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  We serve Youth from all over Anaheim 

  We Serve Youth from multiple cities at our Anaheim facility/facilities 

 

6. How many years has your organization been providing services to Anaheim Youth ages 5‐18? 

 Less than 1 year 

 1‐2 years 

 3‐4 years 

 5‐9 years 

 10‐19 years 

 20 or more years 

7. How many unduplicated children in each age group does your organization serve?  

_____   5‐8 yrs       

_____  8‐12 yrs       

_____  13‐15 yrs     

_____  16‐18 yrs     

 

8. Approximately how many of these are Anaheim residents? __________(enter numerical value) 

 

9. Based on your current resources and space, what is the maximum number of Youth ages 5‐18 that 

your organization can serve? ___________ 

 

10. Does your organization have a waiting list for its youth services programs? _________ 

 

 Yes 

 No 

 

11. How would you describe your program(s)? (Select all that apply) 

 After‐school 

 Before‐school 

 In‐school services 

 Child care 

 Summer 

 Year‐round 

 Drop‐in 

 Enrichment 

 

12. How many distinct programs do you offer to youth 5‐18? (A program may offer multiple services, 

please provide a count of the programs, not the individual services within a program.  For example, a 

program may include homework assistance, field trips, and sports activities; it would be counted as one 

program, not three) _______________(enter numerical value) 
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13. What are the hours your program(s)  is/are  open during the week to Youth ages 5‐18? 

 

Open 

until: 

Monday  Tuesday  Wednesday  Thursday  Friday 

Before 

5pm 

         

5pm           

6pm           

7pm           

8pm           

9pm           

Later 

than 

9pm 

         

Not 

Open 

         

 

14. What are the hours your program(s) is/are open on the weekend to Youth ages 5‐18? 

 

  Saturday  Sunday 

Morning     

Afternoon     

Evening     

After 8pm     

Not open     

 

15. Is/are your program(s) open: (Check all that apply) 

 

  Holidays 

  Summer/between school sessions for year‐round schools 

  Before School 

   Off‐track hours on school days 

  None of the above 
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16. Which of the following services do you offer to Youth age 5 ‐18? (Select all that apply) 

 Tutoring 

 Homework assistance 

 Access to computers and the internet 

 High School Exit Exam preparation 

 SAT preparation 

 Mentoring 

 Field trips 

 Community improvement projects 

 Community garden 

 Volunteer opportunities 

 Civic engagement 

 Art/music/dance 

 Sports activities/Exercise 

 Recreation 

 Life skills 

 Gang prevention education/intervention 

 Job training 

 Job application assistance (resume building, job search and interview skills) 

 Teen pregnancy prevention 

 Self‐esteem building 

 A place to hang out 

 Snacks and/or meals 

 Bullying information/prevention 

 Health services referrals 

 Nutrition/wellness information 

 Counseling/therapy on‐site or referrals 

 Case Management 

 Other 

 

17. What is the typical distance to your program(s) from the nearest Anaheim school your participants 

attend? 

 It is/they are at the schools 

 Less than half a mile 

 Half to under a mile 

 About a mile 

 1.5 to 3 miles 

 More than 3 miles 

ACF Anaheim Youth Services Assessment – Page 67 

 

 

18. How do youth get to your program(s)? (Select all that apply) 

 

 They walk or ride bikes  

 They take public transportation  

 Our program picks them up from school 

 Parents drop them off 

 Other _____________________________________________________ 

 

19. Which of the following describes the facility or facilities at which your organization provides services 

to Anaheim youth ages 5‐18? (Select all that apply) 

 Our organization owns the facility 

 Our organization rents the facility 

 We operate in a city owned facility 

 It is in a school 

 It is at a church 

 It is in a house 

 It is in a shopping center 

 It is a single facility in Anaheim 

 It is a single facility outside Anaheim 

 We provide services at multiple locations in Anaheim 

 We provide services at multiple locations that are in and/or outside Anaheim 

 

20. Which of the following describes the amenities of your facility/facilities? (Select all that apply) 

 It is spacious 

 It is cramped 

 It has an outside area where youth can play outdoors 

 It has a community garden 

 It has a gym 

 It has a computer lab 

 It has a pool 

 It has a game room 

 None of these apply 

 Other ______________________________________________________________ 

 

21. Our facility/facilities: (Select all that apply) 

 Appear(s) freshly painted and clean 

 is/are in need of some maintenance 

 is/are less than 5 years old 

 is/are more than 25 years old 

 None of these apply 

 

22. How many people do you employ to provide services to youth ages 5‐18? 

 

  ______ Full‐time staff 

  ______ Part‐time staff 
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18. How do youth get to your program(s)? (Select all that apply) 

 

 They walk or ride bikes  

 They take public transportation  

 Our program picks them up from school 

 Parents drop them off 

 Other _____________________________________________________ 

 

19. Which of the following describes the facility or facilities at which your organization provides services 

to Anaheim youth ages 5‐18? (Select all that apply) 

 Our organization owns the facility 

 Our organization rents the facility 

 We operate in a city owned facility 

 It is in a school 

 It is at a church 

 It is in a house 

 It is in a shopping center 

 It is a single facility in Anaheim 

 It is a single facility outside Anaheim 

 We provide services at multiple locations in Anaheim 

 We provide services at multiple locations that are in and/or outside Anaheim 

 

20. Which of the following describes the amenities of your facility/facilities? (Select all that apply) 

 It is spacious 

 It is cramped 

 It has an outside area where youth can play outdoors 

 It has a community garden 

 It has a gym 

 It has a computer lab 

 It has a pool 

 It has a game room 

 None of these apply 

 Other ______________________________________________________________ 

 

21. Our facility/facilities: (Select all that apply) 

 Appear(s) freshly painted and clean 

 is/are in need of some maintenance 

 is/are less than 5 years old 

 is/are more than 25 years old 

 None of these apply 

 

22. How many people do you employ to provide services to youth ages 5‐18? 

 

  ______ Full‐time staff 

  ______ Part‐time staff 
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  ______ Volunteers 

 

23. How many of them are bilingual? ________ 

 

24. How many days per week does the typical child participate in your program(s)? 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 

25. What do you think is the PRIMARY reason parents choose your program?(select ONLY one) 

  Convenient 

  Inexpensive 

  Kids enjoy it/kid’s choice 

  Hours of operation 

  Safety 

  Enrichment 

  Recommended by school or trusted friend 

  Prefer faith‐based program 

  We make a difference for their kids 

  Mandatory referrals 

 

26. Do you accept mandatory referrals (e.g., from probation, police, courts)?    YES    NO    (circle one) 

 

27. Which of the following are eligibility requirements for your program? (select all that apply) 

  Income 

  Live in particular neighborhood 

  School attended 

  Age 

  Referral only 

  Church attended 

  Gender 

  meet certain academic achievement levels 

  we do not have any eligibility requirements 

  Other __________________________________________________ 

 

28. What is the standard fee to the family for one child to participate in your program?  $_________ 

 

29. Is this Per: 

  Day 

  Week 

  Month 

  Semester 

  Annual 
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  ______ Volunteers 

 

23. How many of them are bilingual? ________ 

 

24. How many days per week does the typical child participate in your program(s)? 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 

25. What do you think is the PRIMARY reason parents choose your program?(select ONLY one) 

  Convenient 

  Inexpensive 

  Kids enjoy it/kid’s choice 

  Hours of operation 

  Safety 

  Enrichment 

  Recommended by school or trusted friend 

  Prefer faith‐based program 

  We make a difference for their kids 

  Mandatory referrals 

 

26. Do you accept mandatory referrals (e.g., from probation, police, courts)?    YES    NO    (circle one) 

 

27. Which of the following are eligibility requirements for your program? (select all that apply) 

  Income 

  Live in particular neighborhood 

  School attended 

  Age 

  Referral only 

  Church attended 

  Gender 

  meet certain academic achievement levels 

  we do not have any eligibility requirements 

  Other __________________________________________________ 

 

28. What is the standard fee to the family for one child to participate in your program?  $_________ 

 

29. Is this Per: 

  Day 

  Week 

  Month 

  Semester 

  Annual 
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30. Do you offer any of the following? (select all that apply) 

 

 Sliding scale based on family income 

 Discount for low income families 

 Sibling or family discount 

 Scholarships 

 We don’t charge for our program 

 Other   

 

31. How do families find out about your program(s)? 

  Website 

  School  

  Mailers 

  Flyers or brochures 

  Newspaper/local ads 

  Social media (i.e., Facebook) 

  Word‐of‐Mouth 

  Other 

 

ABOUT THE KIDS YOU SERVE  

32. What is the ethnic breakdown of the kids in your program? 

  ____% White 

  ____% Hispanic 

  ____% Asian 

  ____%Black 

  ____% More than one race/ethnicity 

  ____% Other 

 

33. What percent of the youth in your program would you classify as disadvantaged or “at risk” for poor 

life outcomes? ________% 

 

34. What criteria do you use to classify youth as “at risk”? (Select all that apply) 

  Low income        Living in crowded housing with multiple families 

  No/limited parental supervision  Exposure to drugs 

  Single‐parent household     Parents do not have a high school education 

  English language learner    Family size 

  Known gang affiliation in the family  Ethnicity 

     Homeless/Motel family     Parental unemployment 

   Family criminal activity 

  Family with domestic violence/child abuse or neglect issues 
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35. What do you think the youth in your program are MOST “at risk” for?  (select one) 

   gang involvement 

   drug use 

   school drop‐out 

   poverty 

   unemployment 

   crime victim 

   criminal offender 

   homelessness 

 

36. Please use your best guesses to estimate the percentage of youth 5‐18 in your program to which 

each statement applies. 

 

  Very 

few 

(0‐20%) 

Some 

(20‐

40%) 

About 

half 

(40‐60%) 

Many 

(60‐

80%) 

Most or 

all 

(80‐

100%) 

Don’t 

Know 

a. The family has a low income             

b. The primary language spoken at 

home is not English 

           

c. The youth lives in a crowded 

home 

           

d. The youth does not have a good 

place at home to do homework 

           

e. The youth lives with only one 

parent 

           

f. The youth is doing well in school 

(i.e., good grades) 

           

g. The youth is homeless and/or 

lives in a motel 

           

h. The youth lives in a neighborhood 

with gang activity 

           

i. The youth is at risk of being 

recruited to join a gang 

           

j. The youth is exposed to illicit drug 

use 

           

k. The youth has good role models 

and/or mentors 

           

l. The youth is sometimes violent             

m. The mother and/or father are 

high school graduates 

           

n. The mother and/or father are 

college graduates 
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35. What do you think the youth in your program are MOST “at risk” for?  (select one) 

   gang involvement 

   drug use 

   school drop‐out 

   poverty 

   unemployment 

   crime victim 

   criminal offender 

   homelessness 

 

36. Please use your best guesses to estimate the percentage of youth 5‐18 in your program to which 

each statement applies. 

 

  Very 

few 

(0‐20%) 

Some 

(20‐

40%) 

About 

half 

(40‐60%) 

Many 

(60‐

80%) 

Most or 

all 

(80‐

100%) 

Don’t 

Know 

a. The family has a low income             

b. The primary language spoken at 

home is not English 

           

c. The youth lives in a crowded 

home 

           

d. The youth does not have a good 

place at home to do homework 

           

e. The youth lives with only one 

parent 

           

f. The youth is doing well in school 

(i.e., good grades) 

           

g. The youth is homeless and/or 

lives in a motel 

           

h. The youth lives in a neighborhood 

with gang activity 

           

i. The youth is at risk of being 

recruited to join a gang 

           

j. The youth is exposed to illicit drug 

use 

           

k. The youth has good role models 

and/or mentors 

           

l. The youth is sometimes violent             

m. The mother and/or father are 

high school graduates 

           

n. The mother and/or father are 

college graduates 
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37. In looking at the following list of services or activities for Anaheim youth ages 5‐18, do you think 

there are not enough, about enough, or too many? 

 

  Not enough  About 

enough 

Too many 

a. Afterschool programs       

b. Jobs       

c. Workforce development programs       

d. Sports programs       

e. Music/arts/dance/theater programs       

f. Programs that build self‐esteem       

g. Safe places to hang out       

h. Homework assistance       

i. Tutoring       

j. College preparatory help       

k. Gang prevention activities       

l. Teenage pregnancy prevention programs       

m. Community engagement activities       

n. Drug use prevention programs       

 

38. What ONE THING do you think would be most helpful in order for Anaheim youth ages 5‐18 to 

achieve a lifetime of success that is not being done today (Please limit response to 250 characters). 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY QUESTIONS  

 

Thinking about your program that provides afterschool and other services for youth ages 5‐18: 

 

39. What would you say are the top 3 goals of your program(s)? (select up to three) 

 Reduce truancy 

 Improve school attendance 

 Improve grades 

 Improve graduation rates 

 Improve behavior in school 

 Help kids keep out of trouble 

 Prevent gang involvement 

 Teenage pregnancy prevention 

 Job skills/workforce development 

 Prevent drug use 

 Increase community engagement 

 Our program does not have specific goals 
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37. In looking at the following list of services or activities for Anaheim youth ages 5‐18, do you think 

there are not enough, about enough, or too many? 

 

  Not enough  About 

enough 

Too many 

a. Afterschool programs       

b. Jobs       

c. Workforce development programs       

d. Sports programs       

e. Music/arts/dance/theater programs       

f. Programs that build self‐esteem       

g. Safe places to hang out       

h. Homework assistance       

i. Tutoring       

j. College preparatory help       

k. Gang prevention activities       

l. Teenage pregnancy prevention programs       

m. Community engagement activities       

n. Drug use prevention programs       

 

38. What ONE THING do you think would be most helpful in order for Anaheim youth ages 5‐18 to 

achieve a lifetime of success that is not being done today (Please limit response to 250 characters). 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY QUESTIONS  

 

Thinking about your program that provides afterschool and other services for youth ages 5‐18: 

 

39. What would you say are the top 3 goals of your program(s)? (select up to three) 

 Reduce truancy 

 Improve school attendance 

 Improve grades 

 Improve graduation rates 

 Improve behavior in school 

 Help kids keep out of trouble 

 Prevent gang involvement 

 Teenage pregnancy prevention 

 Job skills/workforce development 

 Prevent drug use 

 Increase community engagement 

 Our program does not have specific goals 
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 Other ____________________________________________________ 

40. What do you tell others about the greatest impacts your organization/program is having on the 

youth and families it serves? 

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

41. What are the biggest challenges your organization/program faces in achieving your desired goals? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

42. What was the annual budget for your youth services programs in 2011? (limit selection to one) 

 

 Less than $50,000 

 $50,000 ‐ $99,999 

 $100,000 ‐ $199,999 

 $200,000 ‐ $299,999 

 $300,000 ‐ $499,999 

 $500,000 ‐ $749,999 

 $750,000 ‐ $1,000,000 

 More than $1 million 

 

43. Which of the following does your organization employ to raise funds for youth services? (Check all 

that apply) 

 

 Public sector contracts (city, state, federal) 

 Submit grant proposals 

 Hold fundraising events 

 Court major donors 

 Seek corporate sponsorship 

 Sell a product (social enterprise) 

 Charge fees 

 None of these 

 Other 
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44. Approximately what percentage of your organization’s youth services annual income comes from 

each of the following sources? 

_____% Federal government 

_____% State government 

_____% Local government 

_____% Private sector grants 

_____ % Private donations 

_____ % Fees 

_____ % Fundraising events 

_____ % Corporate sponsors 

_____ % Social enterprise 

       _____ % Other 

 

45. How has your funding changed in the last 3 years? 

 Funding is down quite a lot (more than 50%) 

 Funding is down some (10‐50%) 

 Funding is about the same (up or down within 10%) 

 Funding is up some (10‐50%) 

 Funding is up a lot (more than 50%) 

 Not applicable (i.e., new program) 

 

46. How secure is your funding for the next 1‐3 years? 

 Not secure 

 Somewhat secure 

 Secure 

 Very secure 

 I don’t know 

 

47. How often are grant proposals submitted to fund your program(s)? 

 We do not seek grant funds 

 Once or twice a year 

 3‐5 times a year 

 6‐12 times a year 

 More than 12 times a year (more than once a month) 

 

48. Do you collaborate or partner with other organizations to provide any of the following? (select all 

that apply) 

 

 Field trips for the youth 

 Activities for the youth 

 Food to the families 

 Food service for your program(s) 

 Shelter to the families 

 Clothing, backpacks, gifts for the youth and families 

 Referrals for services 

 Meet other needs of the families 

 Other 
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49. Do you currently collaborate with another organization on a project that involves shared funding, 

staffing, training or facilities? 

 

 Yes 

 No 

 

50. To what extent do you consider the following items to be barriers to Youth being able to participate 

in your program(s) or others like it in Anaheim? 

  Significant 

Barrier 

Slight Barrier  Not a Barrier 

a. Parent/Fee cost       

b. Transportation       

c. Older youth need to work/care for younger siblings       

d. Lack of available slots in program       

e. Lack of interest       

f. Negative perception of program or afterschool       

g. Not all youth in one family can attend due to age 

differences  

     

h. Not enough knowledge about program        

 

51. What ONE THING could your program do to increase capacity and serve more Anaheim Youth? 

(Please limit response to 250 characters). 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

52. Are there specific regions of Anaheim that you think need youth services but don’t have them?  If 

yes, where? 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

53. What is your position with the program? 

 Executive Director 

 Financial Officer 

 Member of Board of Directors or Advisory Committee 

 Full‐time staff person 

 Part‐time staff person 

 Volunteer 

 Other 
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in your program(s) or others like it in Anaheim? 

  Significant 
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Slight Barrier  Not a Barrier 

a. Parent/Fee cost       
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c. Older youth need to work/care for younger siblings       
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e. Lack of interest       

f. Negative perception of program or afterschool       

g. Not all youth in one family can attend due to age 

differences  

     

h. Not enough knowledge about program        

 

51. What ONE THING could your program do to increase capacity and serve more Anaheim Youth? 

(Please limit response to 250 characters). 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

52. Are there specific regions of Anaheim that you think need youth services but don’t have them?  If 

yes, where? 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

53. What is your position with the program? 

 Executive Director 

 Financial Officer 

 Member of Board of Directors or Advisory Committee 

 Full‐time staff person 

 Part‐time staff person 

 Volunteer 

 Other 
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The responses you provide are confidential and will not be shared with any identifying information.  We 

will be conducting focus groups in the near future. We also would like the option of contacting you in 

the unlikely event that we need clarification or further explanation of your responses.   

If you are interested in participating in a focus group or willing to be contacted, please provide your 

name, email address and phone number. 

  Name: 

  Email: 

  Phone: 

 Interested in focus group 

 You may contact me if you have questions about these responses 
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Exhibit 4: Sample Focus Group Invitation 

(For distribution by email) 

Dear Provider: 

On behalf of the Anaheim Community Foundation, I am writing to ask for your participation in a focus 

group to talk about current services available to Anaheim youth and the challenges they are facing.  We 

have been tasked with implementing an assessment of youth services in Anaheim to help identify gaps 

in service and opportunities to help support the children and families of the city.  This focus group will 

be a critical component of that effort. 

As a provider of afterschool services in Anaheim we value and need your opinion.  Your insights and 

feedback on this issue will help us garner a fuller understanding of the city’s needs.  The focus group 

will be held at The Village in Santa Ana (1505. E. 17
th
 Street, Santa Ana, CA 92705) on November 5 at 8 

AM.  Parking is free, and breakfast will be served.  

Please let me know at your earliest convenience if you will be able to join us.  If we do not hear from you 

in the next few days, a representative of The Olin Group will call you to follow up on this invitation.  The 

focus group will take about 90 minutes.  If you have any questions about the project or process in the 

meantime, please feel free to contact the Special Projects Manager, Ariel Okamoto, at 714‐647‐0900 or 

by email, ariel.okamoto@theolingroup.com. 

Best regards, 

Anne Olin 
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Exhibit 5: Focus Group Questions 

(General information for each session) 

Purpose: To get participants’ opinions about after‐school youth services offered in Anaheim.  

Ground Rules:  

1. Respect and integrity in our interaction 

2. Excellence in our exchange of ideas 

3. Environment of confidentiality 

 

Audience  Suggested Questions 

Parents  1. What do your children do after school?  

a. What are concerns for kids’ after‐school time? 

2. How many use current after‐school programming? 

a. When choosing an after‐school program, what factors do you consider?  

b. What barriers are there to accessing current services?  

3. What are needs that youth have that are not being met by the current program? 

a. What other programs would you like to see offered?  

4. What do you think are the top threats that youth in Anaheim face? 

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth? 

Youth  1. What do you do after school?  

2. How many use current after‐school programming? 

a. What do you like about the program in which you participate? 

b. What part of the program is not relevant to your needs/aspirations? 

3. If you were to create a program that addresses the most important needs for 

youth in Anaheim, what would it look like? 

a. Would you include a college prep or job skills programs? If no, why not? 

b. What other critical factors may prepare youth for life after high school? 

4. What are some of the challenge for youth growing up in Anaheim? 

a. What do you think most youth in Anaheim get encouraged by their families 

to do ‐ get a job or go to college? 

b. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth?  

ACF Anaheim Youth Services Assessment – Page 78 

 

 

Providers  1. What are the most critical capacity needs/challenges that providers serving youth 

in Anaheim face? 

a. How do you respond to those needs? 

2. If you were to describe the ideal collaborative partnership with another provider, 

what would this look like? 

3. When choosing an after‐school program, what do you think are the key factors 

parents/youth consider?  

a. What barriers are there to accessing current services? 

b. How do people find out about services?  

4. What do you think are the top needs/challenges for youth in Anaheim? 

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth? 

Educators  1. What do you think are the top threats that youth in Anaheim face? 

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth? 

b. What is your sense about school drop‐outs in Anaheim and their impact to 

youth 

c. What can be done to alleviate these issues? 

2. Thinking of high school‐aged youth, how are after‐school programs serving their 

needs? 

a. If not, what needs to be adjusted/added to serve the youth needs? 

b. What are some of the inherent challenges of providing after‐school 

support to older youth? 

3. Schools are often considered an effective exiting infrastructure to reach youth and 

engage them in a number of programs. In that scenario: 

a. What are schools grappling with that they shouldn’t be? 

b. What is the appropriate role of the schools? Should they do less/more? 

4. Could you describe what the ideal school‐provider partnership looks like? 

CBOs  1. What do you think are the top threats that youth in Anaheim face? 

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth? 

b. What is your sense about school drop‐outs in Anaheim and their impact to 

youth?  

c. What can be done to alleviate these issues? 

d. What services would you like to see offered to solve these problems? 

2. What is the most effective role CBOs play to help address the issues facing youth in 

Anaheim? 

a. How can youth be given a voice to communicate their needs? 

b. What are the best avenues for residents to advocate for youth? 

3. What do you perceive as obstacles/barriers to effective youth engagement in 

Anaheim? 
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Providers  1. What are the most critical capacity needs/challenges that providers serving youth 

in Anaheim face? 

a. How do you respond to those needs? 

2. If you were to describe the ideal collaborative partnership with another provider, 

what would this look like? 

3. When choosing an after‐school program, what do you think are the key factors 

parents/youth consider?  

a. What barriers are there to accessing current services? 

b. How do people find out about services?  

4. What do you think are the top needs/challenges for youth in Anaheim? 

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth? 

Educators  1. What do you think are the top threats that youth in Anaheim face? 

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth? 

b. What is your sense about school drop‐outs in Anaheim and their impact to 

youth 

c. What can be done to alleviate these issues? 

2. Thinking of high school‐aged youth, how are after‐school programs serving their 

needs? 

a. If not, what needs to be adjusted/added to serve the youth needs? 

b. What are some of the inherent challenges of providing after‐school 

support to older youth? 

3. Schools are often considered an effective exiting infrastructure to reach youth and 

engage them in a number of programs. In that scenario: 

a. What are schools grappling with that they shouldn’t be? 

b. What is the appropriate role of the schools? Should they do less/more? 

4. Could you describe what the ideal school‐provider partnership looks like? 

CBOs  1. What do you think are the top threats that youth in Anaheim face? 

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth? 

b. What is your sense about school drop‐outs in Anaheim and their impact to 

youth?  

c. What can be done to alleviate these issues? 

d. What services would you like to see offered to solve these problems? 

2. What is the most effective role CBOs play to help address the issues facing youth in 

Anaheim? 

a. How can youth be given a voice to communicate their needs? 

b. What are the best avenues for residents to advocate for youth? 

3. What do you perceive as obstacles/barriers to effective youth engagement in 

Anaheim? 
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Final Question (choose the most appropriate): 

o If you could advise the Anaheim Community Foundation on one priority, what would 

you say? 

o Of all the things we discussed, which do you think is the most important? 

o Have we missed anything? 
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Exhibit 6: Business Survey Questions 

The Anaheim Community Foundation has launched the Anaheim Youth Services Assessment, which is 

designed to describe the environment of current services available to Anaheim youth and identify 

potential gaps in services or new opportunities for investment.  It also will help us identify potential 

opportunities to enhance, strengthen, and grow the collaborative capacity of our community to address 

the needs of our youth.  

The Olin Group was retained to conduct this city‐wide assessment.  They are gathering input from key 

stakeholder groups, including providers of youth services, businesses, educators, youth, parents, and 

community leaders.  The survey that follows was designed to provide an easy way for business leaders 

to provide input to this assessment.  It has only 10 questions and can be completed in 10‐15 minutes.  

All responses are anonymous; no names of respondents will be included in the report. 

Please take a few minutes to provide your responses to the questions that follow.  Thank you. 

1. Are you and/or your business involved with any organizations that provide afterschool or other 

services to youth in Anaheim?   

 Yes      No 

2. If yes, in what capacity? 

   Serve on the Board 

   Mentor youth 

   Tutor youth 

   Coach sports activities 

   Participate in career exploration presentations 

   Provide goods or services 

   Sponsor events 

   Donate money 

   Provide internships or apprenticeships 

   Encourage staff to participate in a volunteer day with an organization 

   Other – please specify_________________________________________________________ 

 

3. Do you hire young people (ages 17‐25) in your business? 

 

 Yes      No 

 

 

4. Do you ever hire youth from disadvantaged neighborhoods? 

 

 Yes      No 

  Why or why not? 

ACF Anaheim Youth Services Assessment – Page 81 

 

5. What do you think Anaheim youth need in order to be better prepared for adulthood and the job 

market? 

 

 

 

6. What do you think youth service providers can or should do to help Anaheim youth be better 

prepared for adulthood and the job market? 

 

 

 

7. What do you think the business community can do to help Anaheim youth be better prepared for 

adulthood and the job market? 

 

 

 

8. It can be especially difficult to get older youth to participate in afterschool and other youth services 

that can help them prepare for adulthood and the job market.  What do you think are the barriers to 

effectively engaging Anaheim youth in these programs? 

 

 

9. How do you think the business community can partner with youth service providers to help them be 

more effective with engaging youth? 

 

 

10. If you were advising the Anaheim Community Foundation on one priority for youth services in 

Anaheim, what would you tell them? 
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Exhibit 7: Sample Interview Invitation 

(For distribution through mail and email) 

DATE 

Dear ____________,  

I am writing to ask for your participation in and support of a newly launched assessment process 

designed to describe the environment of current services available to Anaheim youth: the Anaheim 

Youth Services Assessment.     

You know that one of the critical community challenges in Anaheim is the need for services and 

resources for our youth.  The Anaheim Community Foundation is committed to finding ways to foster 

the development of the City’s youth to their full potential, and has embarked on this assessment after 

many months of planning. 

The primary purpose of this project is to help us understand how our community is serving the needs of 

youth in Anaheim.  The assessment also will delve into successful models of service in similar settings; 

help us identify potential gaps in service or new opportunities for investment; and help us identify 

potential opportunities to enhance, strengthen, and grow the collaborative capacity of our community 

to address the needs of our youth.  

After a competitive and formal RFP process, The Olin Group was retained to conduct this city‐wide 

assessment.  Based locally, and with extensive experience conducting assessments in the nonprofit 

sector, The Olin Group has designed a comprehensive process that includes a survey of organizations 

that provide services to Anaheim youth, focus groups of key stakeholders, including parents and youth, 

and interviews with decision makers and other individuals who are knowledgeable about the city and 

the environment in which youth services are provided.   

I am writing to invite you to participate in a one‐on‐one interview for the Anaheim Youth Services 

Assessment.  Your insights and feedback on this issue will be a critical component of garnering a full 

understanding of our city’s needs.  A representative of The Olin Group will call your office in the next 

week to schedule an appointment.  The interview can take place in person or by phone, whichever you 

prefer.  Each interview is expected to take about half an hour.  If you have any questions about the 

project or process in the meantime, please feel free to contact the CEO of The Olin Group, Anne Olin, at 

714‐647‐0900 or by email, anne.olin@theolingroup.com. 

Sincerely, 

 

Terry D. Lowe 

Chief Executive Officer 

Anaheim Community Foundation
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Exhibit 8: Interview Questions 

1. What do you think are the top threats that youth in Anaheim face?  

a. What is your sense about gangs in Anaheim and their impact to youth?  

b. What is your sense about school drop‐out in Anaheim and its impact to youth?  

c. What can be done to alleviate these issues?  

d. What services would you like to see offered to solve these problems?  

 

2. What is the most effective role the Anaheim Community Foundation can play to help address 

the issues facing youth in Anaheim?  

a. How can youth be given a voice to communicate their needs?  

b. What are the best avenues for residents to advocate for youth?  

 

3. What do you perceive as obstacles/barriers to effective youth engagement in Anaheim?  

 

4. If you could advise the Anaheim Community Foundation on one priority, what would you say?  
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Exhibit 9: Complete Provider Survey Report 

Methodology 

A survey was provided to 60 organizations that are known to provide services to youth ages 5‐18 in 

Anaheim outside of regular school hours.  If an email address was known, the organization was sent a 

link to the online survey.  There were three reminder emails after the initial invitation to participate.  

Each email included the link to the survey.  The survey also was mailed to the organizations.   

Thirty‐four of the organizations took at least part of the survey and 30 completed it – a response rate of 

57% and completed rate of 50%. 

About the Organizations that Provide Youth Services – Who? Where? How Long? When? 

Most respondents (67.6%) were non‐profit organizations.  Respondents could have selected more than 

one type, so the percentages do not add up to 100.  

Figure 1: Percent of organizations that identified themselves using the specified categories (n=34) 

 

 

Most of the organizations are based in Anaheim, with 82.4% indicating their organization’s headquarters 

are in the city (n=34). 

Fourteen of the 34 respondents (41%) said their program serves youth in all seven Anaheim zip code 

areas.  The zip code area served by the most respondents was 92805 (Central Anaheim, with 72.7% of 

the responding organizations) (see Figure 2).  Zip code areas 92807 and 92808 (Anaheim Hills) were 

served by the fewest organizations (41%) among the respondents.  Thirteen respondents indicated they 

serve youth from multiple cities in their Anaheim facilities. 
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Figure 2: Percent of organizations that serve youth from the specified zip code areas (n=34) 

 

 

Of the 19 respondents who answered an open‐ended question asking if there are specific regions of 

Anaheim that they think need youth services but don’t have them, five said they didn’t think there are 

regions without services and two were unsure.  Of the twelve respondents who said there are regions 

without services, there was no consensus about where the gaps are.  The three most commonly 

mentioned areas were West Anaheim, Central Anaheim, and East Anaheim.  One respondent summed it 

up the best: 

“There are gaps all over the city.  You could put any youth services program on the block with another 

youth service program anywhere in this city and there still would be a need for more on that same 

block.  There just are not enough services.” 

Over half of the organizations provide services at a school or within a half mile of the closest Anaheim 

school attended by their participants.  Only four organizations said the nearest Anaheim school is more 

than three miles from where they provide services (n=34). 

About 65% of the respondents said the children walk or ride bikes or their parents drive them to the 

program.  About 30% of respondents said some children take public transportation, and 20% said their 

program picks the children up from school.  (Respondents could select more than one mode of 

transportation to describe how children get to their program.) Two respondents noted that some of the 

youth drive themselves to their program (n=34). 

Half of the organizations have been providing services to Anaheim youth for 20 years or more.  Another 

27% have been serving Anaheim youth for 10‐19 years.  Only one respondent had been serving Anaheim 

youth for only 1‐2 years (n=34). 

Providers were asked how many distinct programs they offer to youth.  A program may offer multiple 

services, such as homework assistance, field trips and sports activities; respondents were asked to count 
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programs and not the individual services within a program.  Twelve of the respondents (35.3%) reported 

having only one distinct program.  Four each said they have two or three distinct programs (12% each).  

Of the remaining organizations, 12 (35%) said they offer 4‐8 programs, one offers 10 distinct programs, 

and one has 15 programs (n=34). 

When asked to choose from a list to describe their program, most respondents indicated their programs 

were year‐round and/or after school (see Figure 3).  Very few respondents described their programs as 

“before school” or “child care.”  Respondents could select all that apply, so the percents do not add up 

to 100. 

Figure 3: Percent of organizations that selected the specified descriptors of their program(s) (n=34) 

 

 

Figure 4: Percent of programs that are open during the specified times Monday‐Friday (n=33) 
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More than half of the programs are open after school, before 5 pm, with 67% open on Wednesdays and 

54% open on Fridays during this time period.  The percent open at 5 pm dropped to 36‐42%, depending 

on the day of the week.  More programs were open at 6 pm (36‐52%) than at 5 pm; after 6 pm, the 

number open dropped throughout the evening hours, with only one fairly specialized program offering 

any services after 9 pm (see Figure 4).  

On the weekends, fewer than half of the programs are open.  Eleven of 29 respondents said they are 

open Saturday morning; 13 are open Saturday afternoon; 4 on Saturday evening; and only one is open 

Saturday after 8 pm.  Even fewer are open on Sunday, with 10 open Sunday morning; 5 open in the 

afternoon; 2 in the evening; and 1 after 8 pm (see Figure 5).  

Figure 5: Percent of programs that are open during the specified weekend times (n=29) 

 
 

Figure 6: Percent of organizations that are open during the specified times (n=33) 
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Most of the organizations offer services during the summer or between school sessions of year‐round 

schools.  Nearly half are open during off‐track hours on school days.  Only 21% are open on holidays (see 

Figure 6). 

Nearly half of the organizations said the typical child participates in their program only one or two days 

per week.  Only 18% of respondents said the typical child participates in their program five days per 

week (see Figure 7). 
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More than half of the programs are open after school, before 5 pm, with 67% open on Wednesdays and 

54% open on Fridays during this time period.  The percent open at 5 pm dropped to 36‐42%, depending 

on the day of the week.  More programs were open at 6 pm (36‐52%) than at 5 pm; after 6 pm, the 

number open dropped throughout the evening hours, with only one fairly specialized program offering 
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Figure 5: Percent of programs that are open during the specified weekend times (n=29) 
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About the Facilities 

Fourteen organizations (41.2%) said they own the facility where they provide services to Anaheim youth; 

four (11.8%) said they rent the facility.  Eleven (32.4%) said they operate in a city‐owned facility; eight 

(23.5%) said their services are in a school; another eight said they provide services at a church (n=34; 

respondents could select all that apply so the percentages do not add up to 100). 

Eight (23.5%) said they operate out of a single facility in Anaheim and ten (29.4%) said they have 

multiple locations in Anaheim.  Seven respondents (20.6%) said they provide services at multiple 

locations both in and outside Anaheim (n=34). 

When asked to select from a list to describe their facility amenities, over half said it has an outside area 

where youth can play and half described it as spacious.  Only two respondents said they have a pool, 

and only one said they have a community garden (see Figure 8). 

Figure 8: Percent of organizations that have the specified facility amenities (n=34) 
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Sixteen organizations said their facility appeared freshly painted and clean and 16 said their facility was 

more than 25 years old; only four said their facility was both over 25 years old and freshly painted and 

clean.  Eleven said their facility was over 25 years old and needs some maintenance (see Figure 9). 

About The Staff 

Thirty‐three respondents provided information about the numbers of full‐time and part‐time staff and 

volunteers they use to operate their programs.  Nearly half of the survey respondents indicated they 

have none or only one full‐time staff member.  Twelve said they have none or only one part‐time staff 

member.  Five respondents said they operate with only volunteers and have no paid staff; only three 

organizations said they have no volunteers.  Only one organization had no bilingual staff or volunteers.  

Two reported that more than 95% of their staff and volunteers are bilingual. 

Table 1: Numbers of paid and volunteer staff and bilingual status (n=33) 

  Full‐Time 

Staff 

Part‐time 

Staff 

Volunteers  Total – all 

types of paid 

and volunteer 

workers 

Bilingual – all 

types of paid 

and volunteer 

workers 

% Bilingual 

Least  0  0  0  3  0  0.0 

Most  50  350  1200  1230  300  100.0 

Average  5.2  16.9  66.3  88.4  25.8  38.0 

# of respondents 

with zero 

7  8  3  NA  1  NA 

# of respondents 

with one 

8  4  2  NA  4  NA 
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About the Youth Served by These Programs 

The number of unduplicated children served by each organization was reported by age group (see Table 

2).  The table below shows the number of organizations that reported serving children in each age 

group, and then the low, high, and average number of children served by the organizations that 

reported serving any children in that age group.  These numbers include children who do not live in 

Anaheim, so it is a reflection of the total capacity of the programs throughout Orange County, not just in 

Anaheim.  

Table 2: Number of children served by age group (n=34) 

Age Group  Number of 

organizations serving 

any children in the 

age group 

Fewest number of 

children served 

Highest number of 

children served* 

Average number of 

children served per 

program 

5‐8 years  23  3  3,000  537 

8‐12 years  26  3  2,100  621 

13‐15 years  25  5  2,050  364 

16‐18 years  23  5  750  224 

*Two organizations that serve large numbers of youth on an informal basis or large numbers of youth outside 

Anaheim were not included in this table. 

Collectively, the respondents serve youth of all ages from 5‐18 years.  The age group with the most 

youth enrolled is 8‐12 years, with both the largest number of programs and highest average number of 

children per program.  The least‐served age group is 16‐18 years with the fewest number of programs 

and lowest average number of youth per program. 

The respondents also reported the total number of children they serve who live in Anaheim (all age 

groups) and their program capacity.  Only 29% or the organizations reported they have a waiting list for 

their youth services programs.   

Table 3: Number of Anaheim youth served and program capacity (n=34) 

  Number of 

organizations reporting 

Fewest number of 

youth 

Highest number of 

youth 

Average number 

of youth 

Anaheim youth served  32  16  5300*  1249* 

Program capacity  30  19  5600*  1366* 

*Two organizations that serve large numbers of children on an informal basis or large numbers of youth outside 

Anaheim were not included in this table. 

Most of the youth served by these programs are Hispanic (65% across the 30 programs that provided 

information).  Half of the organizations said that at least 75% of the children in their programs are 

Hispanic.  One program each said at least 75% of the children they serve are White, Asian, More than 

One race, or Other.  Only three organizations (10%) said fewer than a quarter of the children they serve 

are Hispanic (n=30). 

Most organizations report no or few eligibility requirements for their program.  Age was the most 

commonly selected eligibility requirement (see Figure 10).   
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Figure 10: Percent of organizations that indicated they use the specified eligibility requirement (n=32) 
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Figure 11: Percent of respondents that consider youth at risk if they fit one of the listed criteria (n=29) 
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Respondents were asked to estimate the percentage of the youth in their programs who fit in a number 

of risk categories.  A Don’t Know option was provided, but don’t know responses were not included in 

the calculation of percents.  To help respondents develop estimates, each response option was defined 

with a percentage, so, for example, respondents were to select “Most or All” if they thought 80% or 

more of the youth in their program was at risk for living in a home where English is not the primary 

language.   

Most or All  Many  About half  Some  Very Few 

80‐100%  60‐80%  40‐60%  20‐40%  0‐20% 

 

For each of the characteristics in the chart, there were 23 to 30 organizations providing responses.  The 

largest number of responses was to the item about family income, with 43% of the 30 responding 

organizations estimating that most or all of the children they serve live in families with low income.  An 

additional 20% said that many were low‐income.  Only 7% of the responding organizations thought that 

very few of the children in their program were low‐income. 

Respondents were least willing to estimate the number of children who are homeless or live in motels, 

with only 23 organizations responding to this item.  Of those who responded, 74% thought very few of 

the children in their programs were homeless or living in a motel.   

In Figure 12, the items are presented in order, starting with the items most organizations identified as 

describing the majority of the children they serve on the left (the item describes 60% or more of the 

youth), to the items they felt described very few of their children on the right.  In other words, 69% of 

the respondents estimated that many of the children they serve live in a home where English is not the 

primary language, and 63% believe that many of the children they serve live in households with low 

income.  On the other hand, only 4% (one respondent) thought that many of the children they serve are 

homeless or sometimes violent. 

Figure 12: Percent of respondents that rated how many of the children they serve could be described 

by the specified characteristic (n=23 to 30) 
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When asked what consequence they felt the youth in their programs were most at risk for, 40% said 

poverty.  None of the respondents selected crime victim, crime offender, or homelessness (see Figure 

13). 

Figure 13: Percent of respondents that identified these consequences as the ONE THING youth in their 

program were MOST at risk for (n=30) 
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goals came up more than once in written comments, and these are denoted with an asterisk in the chart 

below.  Goals that applied to only one organization and were not on the list were to raise awareness of 

science and conservation; help youth navigate career training and life opportunities; and building 

lifelong literacy. 

Figure 14: Percent of organizations that selected each goal as one of the top three goals of their 

program (n=32) 

 
* These items were not on the original drop‐down list but were written in by more than one respondent. 

The next set of graphs (Figures 15‐17) show the percent of organizations that provide each type of 

service listed.  From a list of 27 possible services that programs could provide, the most commonly 

offered services were volunteer opportunities and recreation.  The least commonly offered services 

were teen pregnancy prevention, high school exit exam preparation, and a community garden. 

Services selected by half or more of the respondents: 

Figure 15: Percent of organizations that provide each of the listed services (n=34) 
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Services offered by 25 to 49 percent of the respondents: 

Figure 16: Percent of organizations that provide each of the listed services (n=34)  
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Additional services provided by organizations include hands‐on science learning, social development, 

development of character and moral values, leadership development, spiritual growth, and 

interscholastic athletics. 

Figure 18: Percent of respondents that provided their estimate of whether there are not enough, 

enough, or too many of each of the activities (n=25 to 30) 
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Services offered by 25 to 49 percent of the respondents: 

Figure 16: Percent of organizations that provide each of the listed services (n=34)  
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the services or activities are ranked with the ones that respondents felt were most lacking on the left to 

those they felt are sufficiently available on the right. 

Twenty‐six respondents wrote in their ideas of the one thing they think would be most helpful for 

Anaheim youth to achieve a lifetime of success that is not being done today.  Twelve respondents wrote 

about youth needing more guidance, encouragement, opportunity, and tutoring.   

As one person wrote, “Identify their skills and talents and identify how they can use those skills/talents 

to move toward a career that will allow them reach their potential and become economically self‐

sustaining.” 

Another suggested a community‐wide effort to support youth, “Develop a community wide initiative for 

businesses, government agencies, schools, families to participate in to support healthy, positive youth 

development.” 

Four respondents focused their comment on strengthening families, writing about the need for 

parenting classes and especially recognizing the needs of grandparents and other relatives who may not 

have planned to be raising a child at that point in their life. 

How Parents Find Out About Their Program 

Organizations use a variety of strategies to publicize their programs.  In response to a question asking 

how families find out about their program, nearly all said by word of mouth (see Figure 19).  Other 

common mechanisms were the program’s website, the school, and flyers or brochures.  Less commonly 

mentioned was social media.  Mailers and newspaper ads were the least likely ways parents found out 

about the programs.  Other methods mentioned by the respondents included health fairs and 

church/mosque announcements. 

Figure 19: Percent of organizations that said parents find out about their programs through the 

specified methods (n=33) 
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Why Parents Choose Their Program 

When asked to select from a list what they believe is the primary reason parents choose their program, 

the most commonly selected reason is that the program makes a difference for the children (see Figure 

20).  None of the respondents selected Hours of Operation as the primary reason parents choose their 

program. 

Figure 20: Percent of organizations that selected one of these reasons as the primary reason parents 

choose their program (n=33) 

 

Barriers to Youth Participation 

Respondents thought transportation and too little information known about their programs were the 

biggest barriers to youth being able to participate in their programs (see Figure 21). Program cost was 

perceived by some to be a significant barrier and by others as not a barrier at all.  Similarly, while most 

respondents said the number of available slots was not a barrier, a few said it was a significant barrier.  

None of the respondents thought that a negative view of their program was a significant barrier to 

youth participation. 

Figure 21: Percent of respondents that rated how much each item is a barrier to youth being able to 

participate in their program (n=31) 
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Another respondent commented on the competition for limited local funds: “… in central Anaheim there 

apparently appears to be limited financial resources from local public and private sector sources. This is 

compounded by the fact that there is a "monopoly" on major state (ASES) local after‐school funding 

through a contract held by 1 not for profit, coupled by a lack of local school district collaboration, a 

tightly ‘crowded’/competitive local market with other youth‐serving organizations, and an extended 

national recession. Regional foundations do not fund on a multi‐year basis. Local fundraising is 

saturated.” 

What Is Needed to Increase Capacity 

Twenty‐eight respondents wrote in a response to an open‐ended question asking what one thing their 

program could do to increase capacity and serve more Anaheim youth.  Nine wrote that they could or 

would need to increase the number of paid staff and/or volunteers in order to provide more services.  

Seven indicated they could raise more money, but none provided insights as to how they would do this.  

Seven wrote about changes they would need to make to their facility, such as move to a larger facility or 

utilize more of their existing facility.  One suggested they could improve their parking lot so it could be 

used for basketball or volleyball.  Four indicated they could add services, although two said they would 

first need to raise more funding.  Three wrote about partnering with the schools and perhaps using 

school facilities.  Two said they could improve their advertising so more people know about their 

program. 

Program Costs and Funding 

Most programs charge low fees for their services, and 14 organizations said there is no charge for their 

youth programs.  Several organizations reported they charge $5 to $20 per year.  The most expensive 

organization charges $175 per week (n=30).  

Most of the programs that charge for their program also offer financial assistance to the parents.  The 

most common type of assistance is scholarships, offered by 15 of the organizations (83% of the 18 

organizations that charge); 8 provide a discount for low‐income families (44%); 6 offer discounts for 

siblings/families (33%); and 5 use a sliding scale based on income (28%).  One program offers discounts 

based on residency. 

Of the thirty respondents that provided information about the size of their budget for youth services, 

half have budgets below $100,000 per year.  Three programs have budgets over $1 million (see Figure 

22).  

Figure 22: Number of organizations that indicated their annual budget fits in each range (n=30) 
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Most of the organizations employ multiple methods for raising funds (see Figure 23). The most common 

methods are grant proposals and fundraising events.  The least common method was to sell a product, 

used by only two organizations.  Three organizations (9.7%) said they do not use any of the methods 

listed in Figure 23, nor did they write any other methods in.   

Figure 23: Percent of organizations that use each method for fundraising (n=31) 

 
*From responses written in after selecting “other.” 
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Another respondent commented on the competition for limited local funds: “… in central Anaheim there 

apparently appears to be limited financial resources from local public and private sector sources. This is 

compounded by the fact that there is a "monopoly" on major state (ASES) local after‐school funding 

through a contract held by 1 not for profit, coupled by a lack of local school district collaboration, a 

tightly ‘crowded’/competitive local market with other youth‐serving organizations, and an extended 

national recession. Regional foundations do not fund on a multi‐year basis. Local fundraising is 

saturated.” 

What Is Needed to Increase Capacity 

Twenty‐eight respondents wrote in a response to an open‐ended question asking what one thing their 

program could do to increase capacity and serve more Anaheim youth.  Nine wrote that they could or 

would need to increase the number of paid staff and/or volunteers in order to provide more services.  

Seven indicated they could raise more money, but none provided insights as to how they would do this.  

Seven wrote about changes they would need to make to their facility, such as move to a larger facility or 

utilize more of their existing facility.  One suggested they could improve their parking lot so it could be 

used for basketball or volleyball.  Four indicated they could add services, although two said they would 

first need to raise more funding.  Three wrote about partnering with the schools and perhaps using 

school facilities.  Two said they could improve their advertising so more people know about their 

program. 

Program Costs and Funding 

Most programs charge low fees for their services, and 14 organizations said there is no charge for their 

youth programs.  Several organizations reported they charge $5 to $20 per year.  The most expensive 

organization charges $175 per week (n=30).  

Most of the programs that charge for their program also offer financial assistance to the parents.  The 

most common type of assistance is scholarships, offered by 15 of the organizations (83% of the 18 

organizations that charge); 8 provide a discount for low‐income families (44%); 6 offer discounts for 

siblings/families (33%); and 5 use a sliding scale based on income (28%).  One program offers discounts 

based on residency. 

Of the thirty respondents that provided information about the size of their budget for youth services, 

half have budgets below $100,000 per year.  Three programs have budgets over $1 million (see Figure 

22).  

Figure 22: Number of organizations that indicated their annual budget fits in each range (n=30) 
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more than 50% of their funding; the most common funding sources for those organizations are private 

donations and state government.  

Figure 24: Percent of organizations that receive any funding from the sources listed (blue bars) and 

the percent that receive over half of their funding from a single source (red bars) (n=27) 

 
 

Just over half of the organizations reported that their funding had declined 10% or more over the past 

three years (see Figure 25).  Almost 10% had seen declines greater than 50%.  None of the organizations 

had seen an increase greater than 50%, although nearly 10% said their funding had increased 10‐50%. 

Figure 25: Percent of organizations that indicated how their revenue had changed over the past three 

years (n=31) 
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Less than 20% of the respondents said their funding is secure over the next 1‐3 years, and about half 

called their funding “somewhat secure” (see Figure 26).  Only two respondents (6.5%) said their funding 

was “very secure,” while nearly a quarter said it was not secure at all. 

Figure 26: Percent of respondents that indicated how secure they think their future funding is (n=31) 
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Figure 27: Percent of organizations that indicated how frequently they apply for grants (n=31) 
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Partnerships with Other Organizations 

Twenty‐seven of the respondents said they collaborate or partner with other organizations to provide 

goods or services to their clients (n=27).  The most common things the organizations do through 

collaboration or partnership are to provide activities for the youth or clothing, backpacks, or gifts for the 

youth or their families (see Figure 28). Just over half of the respondents said they collaborate with 

another organization on a project that involves shared funding, staffing, training, or facilities (n=31). 

Figure 28: Percent of organizations that partner with other organizations for the specified goods or 

services (n=27) 
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Exhibit 10: List of Participants’ Suggested Ideas

The following list of ideas has been compiled from surveys, focus groups, and interviews and has not been vetted. Its inclusion 
in the exhibits is intended to foster discussion about ways to best implement the recommendations included in the body of the report.

•	 Hold	organization	accountable	for	whole	family	engagement.
•	 Create	transportation	programs	to	bring	children	from	school	to	after-school	sites	and	from	sites	to	home.	
•	 Offer	affordable	child	care	programs	for	working	families.
•	 Build	program	for	parents	who	are	not	working	to	do	things	with	youth	after	school.	
•	 Diversify	existing	programs	to	include	music,	arts,	empowerment,	leadership	and	character	development,	
	 personal	development,	and	sports.	
•	 Create	prevention	programs	for	children	who	show	early	signs	of	violence	and	involve	the	whole	family	in	
	 strategies	to	address	the	signs.
•	 City	needs	to	engage	more	with	youth	leaders,	like	student	ambassadors,	ASB,	or	site	councils	at	high	schools.
•	 Engage	high	school	students	through	experiential	learning,	including	sports,	internships,	community	service,		 	
	 workforce	development	initiatives,	and	other	activities.	
•	 Create	proactive	programs	to	give	youth	jobs.
•	 Lobby	high	schools	to	provide	more	job	skills	classes.	
•	 Strengthen	volunteerism	to	supplement	nonprofit’s	organizational	capacity	to	serve	youth.	
•	 Incorporate	a	strong	community	service	program	for	youth	at	schools.	
•	 Have	star	graduates	and	alumni	speak	at	school-based	and	community	events	so	they	can	be	role	models	for	
	 current	youth.	
•	 Create	a	skating	park	for	youth.	
•	 Create	an	Anaheim-based	soccer	league.
•	 Develop	mobile	programs	to	reach	out	to	neighborhoods	where	programs	do	not	exist.	
•	 Establish	a	living	wage	ordinance	in	the	City.	
•	 Out	of	3,000	kids	in	gangs,	there	are	300	who	are	the	core	leadership	(who	are	back)	–	target	your	policing	to	the	300.	
•	 Review	lessons	from	the	resort	district	transformation,	and	target	a	community	development	strategy	for	the		 	
	 other	12	neighborhoods	as	we	did	the	resort	district.
•	 Create	safe	havens	(parks,	community	centers,	etc.)	for	kids	to	be	kids.	
•	 Create	programs	that	celebrate	the	city’s	cultural	pluralism	to	mitigate	fears	of	the	demographical	evolution	of	Anaheim.
•	 Integrate	character	development	curriculum	into	schools	(i.e.,	40	developmental	assets)	and	other	non-cognitive			
	 skill	subjects	that	are	crucial	for	personal	development	(performing	and	creative	arts).
•	 Support	what	already	works.	(For	example,	Anaheim	Achieves	has	a	waiting	list	of	over	100	children	annually	at		 	
	 every	school;	expand	its	availability.)
•	 Reinstate	programs	that	support	parent	education	–	used	to	have	great	ones,	but	stopped	due	to	lack	of	funding.
•	 Spanish	translation	at	meetings	would	help	get	a	broader	range	of	residents	involved.
•	 Determine	why	the	most	needy	communities	are	lacking	programs	and	organizational	support,	then	establish	a		 	
	 pool	of	funds	for	nonprofits	to	work	in	those	neighborhoods.	
•	 Focus	CDBG	funding	on	key	strategic	focus	areas.	
•	 Fund	collaborative	projects,	including	cross-sector	partnerships,	to	create	systemic	solutions.	
•	 Seek	ways	to	spread	the	resource	networks	(funders)	wider	and	deeper	–	make	a	bigger	case	for	funding	for	Anaheim.	
•	 Make	long-term	community	development	investments.	Reactively	sprinkling	resources	to	a	few	does	not	create		 	
	 sustainable	impact	in	the	community.	
•	 Subsidize	program	for	working	families	who	are	trying	to	stretch	their	dollars	–	but	do	not	give	it	for	free.
•	 Develop	creative	tax	strategies	to	source	a	city-wide	community	development	fund	to	support:	micro-enterprise		 	
	 development	in	the	city,	subsidize	programs	for	kids,	and	support	youth	development	programs.
•	 Support	smaller	projects,	which	are	also	creating	significant	impact,	but	in	smaller	scale.
•	Work	out	ways	to	address	liability	and	maintenance	issues	so	as	to	utilize	City	and	school	facilities	to	the	fullest		 	
	 for	after-school	activities.	
•	 Create	and	communicate	a	strategic	vision	and	plan	to	help	define	roles,	coordinate	resources,	and	communicate		
	 aspirations	for	the	future	of	Anaheim’s	youth.
•	Mayor	needs	to	be	the	champion	of	this	campaign	with	a	task	force	to	oversee	the	strategic	plan	development		 	
	 and	implementation.		
•	 Create	an	online	referral	system	for	Anaheim	youth	programs,	so	that	providers	can	reduce	the	number	of	calls		 	
	 they	make	to	find	the	right	organization	to	refer	to/partner	with.	Database	could	include	services,	primary		 	
	 languages	available,	target	population,	etc.	
•	 Initiate	provider	convenings	to	break	down	siloes.	
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Exhibit 10: List of Participants’ Suggested Ideas

This report has been produced by The Olin Group, Inc.:

Anne Olin
Ariel Okamoto

Austin Muckenthaler
Carole Mintzer
Carrie Carmody
Marcos Ramirez

Sponsored by the Anaheim Community Foundation
with a grant from Disneyland Resort.

Thank you to all the Anaheim residents, community leaders, school staff, 
and City leadership who participated in this project.
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