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õ Northeast Denver Youth Engagement Zone (NDYEZ)

÷ An experiment in urban climate change asserting that, given the 
right tools, youth can transform their urban climate using green 
technologies and prepare themselves for the modern workforce.

÷ Network Partners:  Whittier K -8, Manuel High School, Cole 
Academy of Science and the Arts;  FrontRange Earth Force, Youth 
Biz, Math Literacy Project, Redline, CityWILD, Metro Volunteers, 
GrowHaus, and Civic Canopy

÷ Represents youth, educators, service providers, and community 
leaders. 

Client Profile



õ Currently:
÷ No set governance structure or formal decision making process

÷ Partners do want to achieve consensus

÷ Stagnation in executing programmatic activities and fulfilling 
outcomes due to partners not clearly understanding their role(s) in 
carrying out activities

÷ Inefficient coordination of member time, communication redundancy, 
and varying levels of member commitment.

÷ Concern over accountability - to funders, each other, the youth, and 
the community

÷ Purpose: Provide the NDYEZ with a set of collaborative tools to 
organize their governance structure and build capacity in terms of 
accountability, trust, and commitment within their network while 
efficiently addressing any conflict or communication issues .

Problem Statement and Purpose:



õ This project addresses the following research questions: 

1. How should the collaborative evolve from its current 
capacity and governance structure to one that will be 
sustained in the community past the three year grant 
limit?  

2. What new partners will need to brought into the network 
to achieve sustainability in the community?

Research Question



õ Definition of Collaboration:  
÷ Involves multiple actors (individuals, organizations, etc.) jointly working 

together toward common goals, objectives, outcomes sharing ownership, 
resources, commitment, tasks, and risks with all involved . All recognize 
that the collective work could not be accomplished by one sole 
organization, but by creating synergies working together. 

õ Advantages:  
÷ Flexible, broad range of resources and expertise, ability to tackle large 

community problems ( Kamensky, 2004; Provan et al., 2005; Rainey, 2009; 
Scearce, 2010).

õ Challenges: 
÷ Difficulty maintain  network relationships, lack of funds for network 

activities and infrastructure, differing organizational and constituency 
loyalties, accountability of network members, legitimacy within the 
community and an increase in transparency with network partners, 
funders, and the community (Kamensky, 2004)

Literature Review



õ NDYEZ is classified as:

÷ An Action/Collaborative Network (Agranoff 2006 & 2007).

÷ A Community Capacity Building Network (Milward and 
Provan 2006). 

÷ A Consortium -closed, flat model (Pisano and Verganti, 2008).

÷ Shared Participant Governance Structure (Provan and Kenis, 
2007).

Literature Review



õ Social Network Analysis:

÷ Method of collecting and analyzing data from multiple 
individuals or organizations that may be interacting with 
one ÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯÐÕɯÈɯÕÌÛÞÖÙÒȱÛÖɯallow for the examination and 
comparison of relationships in a visualization of the network 
structure  (Provan et al., 2005, p 605). 

÷ Level of analysis is the relationship

÷ Understand how well connected network members are to 
one another

÷ Easy, user friendly software for organizations to capture data 
and visualize the links between nodes that was previously 
invisible (Scearce, 2010). 

ø PARTNER tool  (Varda et al., 2010)

Literature Review



Methodology

õ A tailored survey was sent Friday, February 18, 2011 to the 
eleven partners participating in the NDYEZ collaborative.

÷ 63% Response Rate

÷ Not received from Whittier, Manuel High School, Math Literacy 
Project, and Civic Canopy 

÷ This study analyzed the current state of the network in terms 
of member roles clarity, frequency of interaction, relational 
value, trust,  governance structure and process,  capacity, and 
collaborative outcomes.



Methodology

õ Methods of Analysis:  PARTNER tool, graphs, and charts

÷ PARTNER tool visualizes networks in terms of strength and 
direction of relationship , partner value attributes, and 
partner trust.

÷ Analysis: (1) Network Level - measures of network density, 
degrees of centralization, and trust. (2) Individual network 
scores include centrality/connectivity/ redundancy; value in 
terms of power/influence, level of involvement, resource 
contribution; and trust levels in terms reliability, in support 
of mission, and open to discussion. 



Results

Network Scores

Density 87.30%
Degree 
Centralization 15.60%

Trust 77.30%

CENTRALITY/CONNECTIVITY/REDUNDANCY

Degree Centrality 
(max 10)

Non -
Redundant 
Ties

Closeness 
Centrality

Relative 
Connectivit
y

MLP 7 2.41 0.77 75%

CW 10 4.92 1 94%

CC 7 2.39 0.77 77%

GH 10 3.82 1 80%

Red 9 4.05 0.91 90%

MHS 6 2.2 0.71 41%

Wk -8 7 2.28 0.77 52%

Cole 10 3.67 1 96%

EF 10 5.19 1 100%

MV 10 5.04 1 97%

YB 10 4.08 1 97%
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Every Day
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0 Hours
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Contribu

tions 

over the 

past 12 

months

Funding In -

kind 

reso

urce

s

Paid 

Staff

Volu

nteer 

Staff

Data 

Sets

Info/

Feed

back

Servi

ce 

Learn

ing 

Exper

tise

Exper

tise 

other 

than 

Servi

ce 

Learn

ing

Com

muni

ty 

Netw

orkin

g

Dec

isio

n-

mak

ing

Faci

litat

ion/

Lea

ders

hip

Adv

ocac

y

IT/

Web 

Res

ourc

es

CW X X X X X X X

CC

Cole X X X X X X X X X

EF X X X X X X X X X X X

GH X X X X X

MHS

MLP

MV X X X X X X X X X X

Red X X X X X

Wk -8

YB X X X X X X X X X



Value(1-4)
Overa

ll 

Value    

(1-4)

Power/Influe

nce     (1-4)

Level of 

Involvem

ent (1-4)

Resource 

Contributi

on        (1-

4)

ML

P

2.76 2.57 3 2.71

CW 3 2.83 3.33 2.83

CC 3.14 3.14 3.14 3.14

GH 2.11 2.33 2.17 1.83

Red 3.5 3.17 3.83 3.5

MH

S

2.33 2.33 2.33 2.33

Wk -

8

2.1 2 2.29 2

Cole 3.17 2.67 3.5 3.33

EF 3.89 3.83 4 3.83

MV 3.56 3.5 3.83 3.33

YB 3.5 3.17 3.83 3.5

TRUST (1-4)
Total 

Trust (1-

4)

Reliabil

ity (1-4)

In 

Support 

of 

Mission 

(1-4)

Open to 

Discussio

n (1-4)

MLP 3.29 3.14 3.57 3.14

CW 3.5 3.33 3.5 3.67

CC 3.33 3.14 3.57 3.29

GH 2.94 2.33 3.17 3.33

Red 3.61 3.33 3.67 3.83

MHS 2.5 2.33 3 2.17

Wk -8 2.57 2.43 3.29 2

Cole 3.61 3.5 3.83 3.5

EF 3.83 3.67 3.83 4

MV 3.67 3.67 3.67 3.67

YB 3.67 3.5 3.5 4



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

The membership of our group includes those ȱ

Our membership is not dominated by any one ȱ

Our membership has access to credible ȱ

Stakeholders have agreed on what decisions will ȱ

Stakeholders have agreed upon a Steering ȱ

Stakeholders have agreed to work together on ȱ

Our group has established ground rules and ȱ

We have a method for communicating the ȱ

There are clearly defined roles for group members.

My role in the collaborative is valued by group ȱ

Collaborative Structure

TRUE MORE TRUE THAN FALSE MORE FALSE THAN TRUE FALSE



I know exactly 

why I am here 

and what I can 

do to be a 

valuable partner

25%

I have a good 

understanding of 

my role, but 

could use a little 

more direction.

75%

I have little 

understanding of 

my role.

0%

I have no 

understanding of 

my role.

0%

How Much to You Understand Your Role



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Divergent opinions are expressed and listened to ȱ

The openness and credibility of the process help ȱ

We set aside vested interests to achieve our ȱ

We have an effective decision making process.

Members are more interested in getting a good ȱ

Members are effective liaisons between their home ȱ

Members are willing to devote whatever effort is ȱ

Time in meetings is spent enhancing the ȱ

Collaborative meetings leave members with more ȱ

Collaborative meetings do not utilize the time ȱ

Collaborative Process

TRUE MORE TRUE THAN FALSE MORE FALSE THAN TRUE FALSE



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Service Learning Opportunities

Increased Services for Youth (including post -ȱ

Increased Math and Science Skills among youth

Increased Resource Sharing Between Partners

Increased Knowledge Sharing Between Partners

New Sources of Data

Community Support

Increased Public Awareness

New Public Policy, law and/or regulation

Professional Development for Youth

Strategic Planning

Workforce Incentives for Youth

Other

NDYEZ 's Most Important Outcome



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Service Learning Opportunities

Increased Services for Youth (including ȱ

Increased Math and Science Skills among ȱ

Increased Resource Sharing Between Partners

Increased Knowledge Sharing Between ȱ

New Sources of Data

Community Support

Increased Public Awareness

New Public Policy, law and/or regulation

Professional Development for Youth

Strategic Planning

Workforce Incentives for Youth

Other

Outcomes of the NDYEZ Collaborative
Children and families are better off as a 

result of our collaborative efforts
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Successful
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Successful

How successful is the NDYEZ 

Collaborative in achieveing its mission?
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Not at all Minimal Contribution Moderate ContributionHigh Level of Contribution

How much does your NDYEZ work contribute to your 

Organizational Role in the Community



Results

õ Most important thing NDYEZ collaborative can do to improve 
execution of their mission is to get to work by implementing their 
programmatic activities. 

õ The community needs to be involved more as well as relationships 
with schools and teachers need to be strengthened. 

õ Many responded that communication must be enhanced because 
time in meetings is not utilized effectively and meetings often are 
not productive and drift off task. 

õ Most responded that conflict is called out, but not addressed or 
properly resolved and often inhibits members from moving 
forward .



Recommendations

õ Effective Time Management

õ Break down into functional clusters 
(teams/committees) with links in between

õ Committee/Team meetings every 2-4 weeks; Network 
wide meetings every 5-8 weeks.

÷ Save Network level meetings for capacity 
building, trainings, and seminars


