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1. Introduction 

1.1 Youth Opportunity Hubs Initiative 
In 2014, Manhattan District Attorney Cyrus R. Vance, Jr. established the Criminal Justice Investment 
Initiative (CJII) “to support innovative community projects that address critical safety and justice 
issues and fill essential social service gaps and needs in the city.”1 Guided by the principles of 
prevention and community partnerships, the Manhattan District Attorney’s Office (abbreviated as 
DANY) committed $45.9 million under its CJII to fund the Youth Opportunity Hubs Initiative (Hubs 
Initiative), which supports five Hubs designed to prevent or reduce criminal justice system 
interaction and improve outcomes for youth by fostering access, collaboration, and partnership 
among social service providers. The Hubs Initiative is managed under the direction of the City 
University of New York (CUNY) Institute for State and Local Governance (ISLG). Westat and its 
partner, Metis Associates, were selected to conduct a comprehensive program evaluation of the 
Hubs Initiative. 

The Hubs Initiative was the culmination of a process ISLG led, under the direction of DANY, which 
included a scan of research and practice in the field, and interviews with key stakeholders in New 
York City and State, and national experts. Common themes that emerged from this process 
included: (1) the presence of service silos, in which service providers with specific types of 
expertise did not coordinate with each other to serve program participants; and (2) the importance 
of providing wraparound support for young people that serves them holistically and is grounded in 
a strengths-based approach to service delivery. The Initiative incorporates these themes by 
focusing on establishing different ways for existing providers to work together, as well as creating 
one-stop spaces that are appealing and attractive to young people. Specifically, the Initiative 
supports five Hubs to provide wraparound supports and opportunities to young people to reduce 
risk factors for justice system involvement, increase coordination among social service providers in 
the delivery of these supports and opportunities, build the capacity of local organizations to better 
address the needs and opportunities in their neighborhoods, and increase the appeal and 
functionality of spaces and services that support young people’s development. 

The Hubs Initiative’s theory of change is as follows: 

• Increasing access to services and promoting more equitable opportunities in communities 
that have experienced high rates of justice system involvement can help deter future juvenile 
and criminal justice system involvement, ultimately resulting in better individual, 
community, and societal outcomes. 

• Current best practices for working with young people emphasize the importance of 
wraparound approaches, which coordinate family, community, school, and agency resources 
based on a young person’s individualized needs and strengths; and a positive youth 
development framework that emphasizes the role of assets, opportunities, and resources in 
healthy adolescent development. These approaches are designed to prevent undesired 

                                                             
1 CUNY Institute for State and Local Governance, CJII 2020 Annual Report, Innovations and Lessons Learned from the 

Manhattan District Attorney’s Criminal Justice Investment Initiative. 
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behaviors and outcomes in a way that support holistic youth development by focusing on 
young people’s strengths rather than solely or predominantly on risk and delinquency. 

• The Hubs Initiative also incorporates a community- or place-based approach that provides 
supports and opportunities within young people’s neighborhoods, along with a trauma-
informed approach that recognizes the role of unaddressed trauma in inhibiting healthy 
development. (See the logic model in Table 1-1 where this theory of change is further 
discussed.) 

Five lead organizations were chosen to form Youth Opportunity Hubs (Hubs) with key service 
providers aligned to the needs of youth and families in their neighborhoods. They are: (1) Henry 
Street Settlement (Lower East Side Hub), (2) Union Settlement (East Harlem Hub), (3) Living 
Redemption (Central/West Harlem Hub), (4) New York-Presbyterian Hospital (Uptown Hub), and 
(5) The Door (Citywide Hub). 

Beginning in 2017, each Hub was funded for a planning/pilot year, a 3-year period for full 
implementation of services, and a final data year to support the ongoing measurement and 
evaluation of the Initiative. Prior to the end of the 3-year implementation period (June 2021), the 
Hubs applied for and received No Cost Extensions (NCEs) with the length of the term varying by 
Hub, extending the implementation period and pushing back the start of the data year. Each Hub 
also received an allocation of funds for capital improvements toward the goal of making their 
spaces inviting and attractive to young people. This was a unique aspect of the Initiative. 

1.2 Evaluation Design 
To evaluate the Hubs Initiative, DANY selected Westat and Metis Associates through a competitive 
process. The evaluation design is a rigorous quasi-experimental evaluation using a mixed-methods 
approach to address both youth and organizational level outcomes. Table 1 presents the program 
logic model that captures the resources/inputs, activities and services provided, outputs, short-
term outcomes, and longer-term goals and outcomes of the Initiative. 

The evaluation research questions, presented throughout this report, are being addressed through 
three separate but coordinated evaluation components: a process (implementation) evaluation; an 
outcome evaluation, including a social network analysis; and a cost study. Together, the data 
collected for each component provides a rich narrative of the unique ways each Hub implemented 
programming, the outcomes and cost benefits achieved, and the successes and challenges 
experienced along the way. 
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Table 1-1. Logic model for the Youth Opportunity Hubs Initiative 

Resources/inputs Activities/services Outputs Short-term outcomes Goals and outcomes 
CJII Funding = Phase 
Planning (3 months, 
July-Sept 2017) 
Pilot (9 months, Oct 2017–
June 2018) 
Implementation (3 years, 
July 2018–June 2021) 
No Cost Extension (varying) 
Data reporting (1 year) 
Capital improvements 
 
DANY Staff 
ISLG Staff 
TA Consultants 
 
Hub Lead Organizations & 
Geographic Target Area 
Henry Street Settlement, 
Lower East Side 
Living Redemption, Central 
and West Harlem 
New York-Presbyterian 
Hospital, Washington 
Heights 
Union Settlement, East 
Harlem 
The Door, 
Manhattan/citywide 
 
Hub Partner Organizations 

• Partnership Development 
• Outreach and Recruitment 

of focus population: 
ages 14−24 

• Intake and Assessment 
• Wraparound Services  
• Education support and 

training 
• Employment and workforce 

development opportunities 
• Criminal Justice prevention 

and support: Mentorship 
and relationship-building, 
Life skills 

• Prosocial and holistic 
development: Recreation 
opportunities, Arts and 
culture, Community service, 
Civic engagement and 
leadership 

• Health: Trauma-specific 
services, Mental health 
screening and counseling, 
Substance abuse services, 
Health education 

• Family strengthening 
support 

• Other: Housing assistance 
and placement, Legal 
advocacy and access to 
benefits, Other appropriate 
supports and opportunities 

• Performance Metrics 
• Number of clients served 
• Average days engaged 
• Number of clients by 

wraparound support 
• Client enrollment by provider 
• Referral source 
• Number referred/not referred 
• Demographics and other 

characteristics 
• Gender 
• Race 
• Neighborhood 
• Age and 

employment/education status 
• Arrest history 
• Incarceration history 
• Foster care experience 
• Level of need 
• Other 

• Wraparound Services 
• (Number with need, 

number served) 
• Educational support 
• Employment and 

workforce development 
• Prosocial and holistic 

development 
• Health 
• Family strengthening 
• Criminal justice 

prevention and support 
• Other 
• Performance Outcomes 

(Number of 
participants) 

• Client engagement 
status 1 year after initial 
engagement 

• Justice outcomes 
(arrested, incarcerated 
in past year) 

• Education attainment 
(High school diploma, 
high school equivalency, 
college enrollment, 
college degree) 

• Employment attainment 
(credential, job) 

• Permanent housing 
outcome 

• Goals 
• Deliver holistic, 

wraparound supports 
and opportunities to 
youth/young adults 

• Foster collaboration/ 
partnership among 
multiple social service 
providers 

• Build capacity of local 
organizations to better 
address neighborhood 
needs and opportunities 

• Study, evaluate, and 
inform program/policy 

• Outcomes 
• Reduced likelihood of 

initial/repeat justice 
system involvement 

• Reduced idle time and 
risk behaviors 

• Increased prosocial 
behaviors 

• Improved physical and 
mental health 

• Improved educational 
and workforce 
opportunities and 
participation 

• Improved connection to 
positive adults, 
mentors, other 
supports, and 
opportunities  

 



 

 Youth Opportunity Hubs: Mid-Evaluation Report 1-4 
 

1.3 Implementing the Evaluation 
From the beginning, the study team understood the context of “wraparound service delivery” 
would be unique to each Hub and decided the best approach to the evaluation was to keep the 
Hubs’ uniqueness in mind. The evaluation team spent time with each Hub to understand the nature 
and scope of selected services they intended to provide for youth and the characteristics of youth 
they served. Each Hub classifies wraparound services into distinct categories: educational support, 
employment and workforce development, prosocial and holistic development, health and well-
being, family strengthening, criminal justice prevention and support, and other supports. However, 
the options offered within each category of wraparound services might vary across Hubs. For 
example, some Hubs may offer High School Equivalency (HSE) test preparation as part of their 
educational support services, while other Hubs do not. Also, each Hub supports a somewhat 
different population of youth. One might serve more youth 18 and over, while another serves more 
youth in middle and high school. Further, each Hub is operating in a different organizational and 
community context. These differences influence what services each Hub offers, which makes it 
difficult to make direct comparisons between Hubs. However, the data will allow us to understand 
how Hubs adapted and implemented services in five very different contexts. The evaluation 
provides valuable information that can help DANY and ISLG, as well as the field, better understand 
how to support future implementation of various forms of wraparound service delivery. 

A major challenge to the evaluation has been the COVID-19 pandemic and its impact on New York 
City. The initial citywide shutdown in March 2020 halted the delivery of many in-person services 
and activities for youth-serving agencies, including the Hubs. However, across Hubs, staff have been 
able to provide some limited in-person services and connections to critical resources, and all Hubs 
were able to continue to reach young people virtually through a set of robust virtual programming 
and engagement tools. In mid-2021, Hubs began to increase in-person services with the goal of 
returning to “normal” by the fall. As a result, the study team revised the evaluation activities, and 
the Westat Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the changes. . To accommodate these 
realities, the data collection timeline was shifted and the evaluation proceeded with the process 
evaluation, as described in this report, in August 2020. 

This mid-evaluation report provides results for the process evaluation activities conducted through 
March 2021. The outcome and cost studies are ongoing; along with additional implementation data, 
results will be available in early 2023. 

1.4 Summary of Key Findings 
The process evaluation is a descriptive study of how each Hub is implementing the model. It is 
designed to assess the extent to which the Hubs are implementing services as expected/planned, 
and whether the supports provided align to the needs of participating youth. The process 
evaluation also identifies program strengths and challenges. This section provides a summary of 
key findings, including perceived outcomes and benefits, key components of Hub program 
implementation, and related recommendations. Details can be found in Section 2, which ends with 
the next steps for the evaluation. 
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1.4.1 Perceived Outcomes and Benefits 
Hub lead and partner organization representatives, along with a small number of program 
participants, were asked to share their perceptions of program benefits for participants, 
organizations, and the community. Their perceptions in each outcome area are summarized here. 

Outcomes for Participants 
• As a result of the wraparound model and each Hub’s partnerships, participants are 

immediately connected to more service providers than they otherwise would have been. 

• Staff described the connection to mental health, counseling, and social-emotional support as 
an especially important outcome. For example, they reported that these supports helped 
participants thrive in school and employment, build life skills, and learn non-violent means 
for addressing conflict. 

• Across all five Hubs, staff reported another critical benefit of Hub involvement: the ability of 
participants to access services designed to meet their immediate and basic needs, like 
housing, food and clothing, transportation assistance, and economic insecurity. 

• Participants develop positive relationships with adults through each Hub, which increases 
participants’ beliefs that there are individuals who are looking out for them and care about 
their experiences. 

• Participants develop meaningful relationships with peers through low-stakes and interest-
driven activities. 

• Through the wraparound approach and the strategic selection of cultural partners, Hub lead 
organizations are able to offer participants greater exposure to the arts and cultural activities 
than they otherwise would have had. 

• Being part of a place-based initiative leads participants to hold greater interest in their local 
community, see potential in their neighborhoods, and increase their involvement in local 
activities. 

• According to lead and partner organization representatives, participants in Hub programs 
are less likely to engage with or re-engage with the justice system. 

• Finally, participation in the Hub experience overall was reported to provide youth with a 
newfound sense of hope about their own lives. 

Organizational Outcomes 
• By implementing a program model that incorporates partnerships and a focus on services to 

young people, lead and partner organizations changed the way that they worked; they began 
focusing more on collaboration with and capacity building within their communities and 
neighborhoods. 

• Opportunities for sharing information within and across the Hubs led staff at both lead and 
partner organizations to adopt new policies and practices; for example, one lead organization 
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adopted a policy around paid time off after recognizing that several of their partner 
organizations already had such a policy in place. 

Community Outcomes 
• Representatives of the Hubs voiced several community-level outcomes that included a 

greater awareness of services among the general population (beyond Hub participants), and 
an array of community-focused activities and services. 

• The choice to fund the Hubs Initiative was seen as an effort toward intentional community 
building with and redistribution of resources especially to communities of color. 

• Finally, Hubs were also described as instrumental in reducing community violence, by 
creating safe spaces and implementing violence interruption strategies. 

1.4.2 Key Components of Hub Implementation 
This section presents a summary of the Hubs’ common and distinctive approaches to youth 
development, wraparound services, program space, approaches to partnerships, and oversight of 
the Hubs Initiative. 

Youth Development 
• Central to the Hub’s approach to youth development, and present at all five Hubs, is a focus 

on the whole young person. 

• Respondents from all five Hubs described an approach to youth development that recognizes 
failures of other systems and/or adults in youth’s lives, that works to develop a trusting 
relationship, that affirms youth’s strengths (strengths-based approach) and recognizes 
choice, and is nonjudgmental (accepts shortcomings). 

• The Hubs described different ways in which their programs and/or services are “youth-
directed” – allowing youth to take some ownership over them. For example, asking for youth 
input around services and programs; giving youth a voice in setting their own goals and 
service plans; and assigning social workers or advocates based on shared interests. 

• The youth development approach at each Hub included an emphasis on various types of 
skills: social and emotional skills, life skills, leadership skills, and self-reliance. 

• The Hubs recognized the importance of developing self-reliance, and opportunities for 
leadership and community service. 

Wraparound Services 
• Each Hub provides services and supports within the Initiative’s seven wraparound service 

categories: education (e.g., High School Equivalency preparation, tutoring); employment (e.g., 
career readiness, job training and placement); prosocial (e.g., mentoring, arts, recreation); 
health (e.g., mental health counseling); criminal justice (e.g., reentry and court support); 
family strengthening supports; and other (e.g., benefits, legal, and housing supports). 
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• In the Initiative, wraparound service is broadly defined to include the holistic identification of 
a youth’s needs and strengths, identifying and providing a range of services and supports 
within the categories listed above, to meet those needs, and connecting with and engaging the 
youth. 

• The CJII funding gave lead organizations an ability to provide a wide range of services, to 
revise their services (and subcontracted partners) in response to needs or demand, and to 
serve whoever came through the door within the targeted age range. 

• Meeting basic needs by providing food and income support are part of the Hubs’ approach to 
wraparound services. 

• Each Hub conducts intake assessments, but the staff that conduct these and the types of 
assessments vary by Hub. 

• Case management, a process of collaboration with a client to assess needs, and plan, 
coordinate, and implement services to meet those needs, is a central part of wraparound 
services and of the Hub model. 

• Staff at each of the Hubs used a variety of trauma-informed practices, an approach that 
recognizes the role of unaddressed trauma in inhibiting healthy development, in their 
provision of wraparound services. 

Program Space 
An important part of the Initiative was providing the Hubs with funding to create an inviting space, 
where young people want to spend time and thus may be more likely to learn about opportunities 
and engage in services. 

• All Hubs worked to create inviting spaces for youth, and although not all capital projects had 
been completed at the time the interviews were conducted, this focus of the Initiative was 
highly valued. 

• Where new spaces were needed, Hubs were intentional in choosing their locations so that 
they would be central to their neighborhoods. 

• Sharing physical space with Hub partners – either through co-location or by rotating different 
Hub events at partners’ locations – was identified as a successful practice of four of the Hubs. 

Approaches to Partnerships 
Organizational partnerships were a requirement of the Hubs Initiative and an essential component 
of the programs. A summary of the Hub approaches to partnerships, and challenges related to 
measuring Hub program outcomes, are presented here. 

• Consistent with Initiative goals and design, each lead organization operated as the “Hub” 
through which partnerships are organized and maintained. 

• Partnerships were described as more effective when lead and partner organizations share 
the same values, culture, and approach to youth development and community engagement. 
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• Both lead and partner organizations identified partner meetings as critical to success of the 
partnership. 

• Data collection and data sharing were challenging for the Hubs and did not facilitate 
partnerships and case management as envisioned. 

Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic 
Here is a synthesis across the Hubs of the implementation challenges that resulted from the 
pandemic and the ways that the Hubs adapted to address the challenges. 

• Every aspect of the Hubs was impacted. However, Hub staff and partners changed the ways 
they communicated with and served youth and worked to meet basic needs in their 
community. 

• The Hubs developed new tools to communicate and stay connected with young people; for 
example, one Hub created a text-based hotline and chat software, while another set up a 
Google phone number and scaled up text communications. 

• The Hubs offered a large array of virtual services that included structured programming and 
unstructured time to engage participants; some Hubs continued to provide selected in-
person services. 

• The Hubs provided participants with laptops and other devices so they could access virtual 
programming. 

• The Hubs responded to members’ and staff personal loss and trauma and helped to meet 
basic needs. 

1.4.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 
The CJII funding for Youth Opportunity Hubs Initiative created a significant opportunity for 
organizations throughout Manhattan to expand their breadth and depth of services to young 
people. The result of the funding is the development of five Hubs working toward the overall goal of 
the Initiative, which is to improve outcomes for youth at risk of becoming involved with the justice 
system. This is accomplished by 

• Providing them with holistic, wraparound support and opportunities; 

• Fostering collaboration and partnership among social service providers; and 

• Building organizational capacities to address neighborhood needs. 

Based on the findings presented in this report, we offer the following recommendations to ISLG and 
the Hubs, and to others in the field interested in implementing similar programs. 

• Recommendation #1. Hubs leaders and staff should be encouraged to continue to meet 
through formal convenings and informal meetings to sustain ongoing channels of 
communication where they share their experiences, challenges, and solutions. These should 
include opportunities for frontline staff to get to know each other, discuss practice, increase 
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their knowledge of available services (and identify gaps), and create a network for referrals 
across programs. 

• Recommendation #2. Based on their observations and experiences with Hub program 
oversight and subcontracting, ISLG should develop and disseminate a guide for programs to 
use in selecting partners, including criteria for programs to use in evaluating whether a 
partnership should continue. Some aspects of partnership development have been presented 
in a CJII brief. 

• Recommendation #3. Based on the cross-Hub thematic findings, each Hub should consider 
how to use staff across partnerships to their advantage going forward and outside of the 
Hubs Initiative. For example, how they can use co-location and/or the embedding of staff 
offsite to strengthen and sustain their work. 

• Recommendation #4. Government and philanthropic funders should explore avenues for 
and sources of funding that allow for the same flexibility that Hubs had to meet the service 
and support needs of young people. Including funding to improve the physical spaces where 
young people receive support and services should also be considered. If a network of 
programs is created, funding should be provided for an intermediary organization to guide 
program development, support cross-systems and service collaboration, and establish shared 
measurement practices. 

• Recommendation #5. Community initiatives should invest in program data management, 
including but not limited to training staff and building data infrastructure. Complex 
community initiatives benefit from a shared data management system that includes common 
intake forms, standard service definitions, and agreed-upon short- and longer-term outcome 
measures for program planning and management. The funding for system design, and 
training and supporting staff, also needs to be commensurate with the effort. 

1.4.4 Next Steps 
Future plans for the evaluation include follow-up interviews as part the process evaluation, 
outcome evaluation activities, and the cost analyses. The results of these efforts will be included in 
the final evaluation report due in spring 2023. 
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2. Process Evaluation 

2.1 Process Evaluation Approach 
The process evaluation questions and sources of data, presented in Table 2-1, are designed to 
provide a description of program activities at each Hub, the nature of coordination between each 
Hub and its partner providers,2 and the collaboration between Hubs. The process evaluation 
assessed the extent to which the Hubs are implementing services as expected/planned, and 
whether the supports provided align to the needs of participating youth, as well as program 
strengths and challenges. 

Table 2-1. Process evaluation topics and sources of data by research question 

Research questions Topic Sources of data 
1. What program activities are 

taking place? How do they vary 
from Hub to Hub? What is the 
nature of coordination among 
Hubs and partner providers? 

Program activities, delivery, 
and coordination 

• Hub staff interviews 
• Selected partner interviews 
• DANY and ISLG staff interviews 
• Program documentation and data 

2. Do supports provided at each Hub 
align with the needs of 
participants? To what extent is 
access to service equitable and 
inclusive? 

Alignment of supports with 
needs, equitable access 

• Participant outcome survey 
• Participant interviews 

3. What are possible program 
strengths, weaknesses, and areas 
that need improvement? What 
components are key to program 
success? 

Strengths and challenges, key 
components, 
recommendations 

• Hub staff interviews 
• Selected partner interviews 
• DANY and ISLG staff interviews 
• Participant interviews 

 
The process evaluation findings are based on interviews with ISLG staff, Hub lead organization 
leadership and staff, and Hub partner agencies in summer/fall 2020; and interviews with a small 
number of program participants in March 2021. Additional data sources included an interview with 
DANY representatives in February 2020, program reports, and meetings ISLG convened with each 
Hub and with Hub leaders across the five programs. Because of COVID-19, researchers conducted 
interviews with ISLG, Hub and partner staff, and participants by phone or Zoom. Table 2-2 presents 
the breakdown by respondent group. Interview guides are included in Appendix B. 

  

                                                             
2 To foster collaboration, the Hub model required that Hubs subcontract with other agencies to expand the services 

available to young people and decrease service silos. 
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Table 2-2. Number of interviews by respondent group 

Organization Leadership Line staff Partner 
organization 

TA 
provider* Youth Total 

Henry Street Settlement 3 5 4  3 15 
Living Redemption 3 5 2  1 11 
New York-Presbyterian 2 6 4  5 17 
Union Settlement 5 6 3 1 3 18 
The Door 2 4 3  5 14 
DANY 2     2 
ISLG 2 2    4 
Total 19 28 16 1 17 81 

* The Hubs Initiative included expert consultants to assist Hubs with different aspects of implementation as needed. For 
additional information see Section 2.4.5. 

 

2.2 Overview of the Youth Opportunity Hubs 
In 2016, ISLG solicited proposals from applicants to implement the Youth Opportunity Hubs 
(YOH or Hubs) Initiative in one or more of four CJII focus neighborhoods (East Harlem, 
Central/West Harlem, Washington Heights, Lower East Side) reflecting DANY’s interest in place-
based initiatives. Five lead organizations were selected to form Hub partnerships with key service 
providers aligned to the needs of youth and their families. 

The Hub program model consists of the lead organizations and other providers who partner with 
them through subcontracts and referral arrangements to provide wraparound services to young 
people. Within the overall framework that DANY and ISLG articulated, along with targeting young 
people between the ages of 14 and 24,3 the Hubs had the flexibility to design an approach that fit 
within the context of their organization and their communities, and that would meet the goals of 
the Initiative. Although four Hubs have a specific focus neighborhood, they are all open to youth 
from across the city. The lead organizations represent the diversity of the nonprofit sector in New 
York City: two settlement houses;4 a major medical center; a newly formed grassroots organization; 
and a comprehensive, multiservice organization that serves youth citywide. 

Each Hub is unique in terms of their programming and partner organizations. However, three Hubs 
defined two types of partners: a set of primary partners more deeply involved in the Hub 
operations and a set of secondary partners tasked with providing additional targeted services. The 
other two Hubs do not differentiate among partner types. 

Along with variation in partnership structure, the Hub staffing structure also varied across Hubs. 
Hub staffing reflects each program’s vision and approach, as well as the type of lead organization. 
Staff job titles include “youth advocates,” “outreach workers/coordinators,” and “credible 
messengers” (individuals who were themselves system-involved, who engage youth in structured 
and intentional relationships that help them change their attitudes, beliefs, and actions).5 Some 

                                                             
3 Some Hubs regularly serve youth under age 14. 
4 Historically, settlement houses were established to serve inner city poor and immigrant communities and provided a 

broad range of services to improve their lives and living conditions. 
5 Community Connections for Youth. (n.d.). Credible Messenger Mentoring FAQ’s. Available at: https://cc-fy.org/credible-

messenger-policy-forum/faqs/. 

https://cc-fy.org/credible-messenger-policy-forum/faqs/
https://cc-fy.org/credible-messenger-policy-forum/faqs/
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Hubs employ social workers and psychologists, who bring their professional training. Regardless of 
job title and individual background, Hub staff are client-centered, relationship-driven, and focused 
on developing trust with the young people they serve. 

Each Hub provides resources and opportunities to meet a wide range of youths’ needs, thereby 
improving the landscape of services and supports that were available to youth prior to the 
Initiative. The Hubs fill gaps between existing services and the needs of young people; and provide 
programming to a broad age range of participants. Each Hub provides services and supports within 
the Initiative’s seven wraparound categories: education, employment, prosocial, health, criminal 
justice, family, and other. 

As noted above, four of the five Hubs are considered “place-based programs” with a geographic 
focus area. This was operationalized as serving youth who are connected to the focus neighborhood 
in some way, either living, going to school, or working there. However, none of these Hubs 
restricted their services to youth within the area; it was accepted that the Hubs would not turn 
away youth. In fact, the four place-based Hubs have served a substantial number of young people 
from other areas of Manhattan, as well as those outside of Manhattan. The four place-based Hubs 
have served over 2,700 young people. Along with the nearly 10,000 youth The Door served, from 
inception through December 2020, the total number of young people served across all Hubs 
approached 13,000. 

The five lead organizations and their partnership arrangements are described below, with the 
partners depicted as of February 2020. Detailed descriptions of each Hub’s program and partners, 
including information about the lead organization and the Hub space, the program and partnership 
structure, and program delivery, as well as selected data on participant characteristics and 
wraparound services are presented in the Appendix A. 

Henry Street Settlement (Henry Street), founded in 1893, is a well-established organization 
offering social services, arts, and healthcare programs to residents of the Lower East Side and other 
New Yorkers of all ages. Henry Street operates more than 50 programs from 18 locations 
throughout the neighborhood. 

Recognizing the existence of other strong settlement houses in the area, the Henry Street Lower 
East Side (LES) Hub was developed around a set of primary partners: Chinese-American Planning 
Council, Educational Alliance, Grand Street Settlement, Hamilton-Madison House, and University 
Settlement. Structured as a “deployment model,” social workers are out-stationed at one or more 
primary partner sites to conduct intake, assessment, and case management, which creates multiple 
points of entry to Hub services. Other organizations (secondary partners) are subcontracted for 
additional, specific services on an annual basis, which are provided either at a Hub site or through 
referral. The structure creates “a ‘web of service sites across the LES. No matter which organization 
or door a young person enters, they will be connected to the right mix of services to achieve their 
unique goals.”6 The LES Hub served 887 young people from program inception through 
December 2020. 

                                                             
6 Henry Street Settlement application for Hubs Initiative funding. 
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Exhibit 2-1. Henry Street LES Hub: Deployment Model 

 
 
Union Settlement (Union), founded in 1895, serves East Harlem residents through education, 
health, senior and youth services, childcare, counseling, and economic development programs. 
Union operates programs at more than a dozen locations throughout the neighborhood. The Hub 
operates out of three locations: Union’s main facility, located in the Gaylord White Community 
Center, Washington Houses Community Center, and Jefferson Houses Community Center. These are 
all NYC Housing Authority (NYCHA) facilities that Union Settlement has used on a long-term basis. 

The East Harlem Hub is designed to provide services on a regional basis to allow for greater ease of 
access for youth who tend to stay in the area around where they live, to have a focused geographic 
area for staff outreach and supportive services, and to have a direct impact on the youth in several 
NYCHA developments.7 A regional director leads each region and supervises Hub staff, including 
case managers and youth advocate outreach workers. A central responsibility of the youth advocate 
outreach worker is to accompany youth to a community service provider for wraparound services 
that the Hub or Union staff do not offer, a practice that exemplifies the Hub’s “warm handoff” 
approach. 

Over the course of implementation, the East Harlem Hub has included a large and changing number 
of community organizations. Some have subcontract arrangements with Union to provide services 
either on-site at Union or at their own facilities and others provide services through referral 

                                                             
7 The lower region covers 96th Street to 112th Street, Fifth Avenue to East River Drive and includes Washington, Carver, 

East River, Wilson and Clinton Houses. The upper region covers 112th Street to 135th Street, Fifth Avenue to East River 
Drive and includes Wagner, Lincoln, King Towers, Jefferson, Johnson and Taft Houses. 
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arrangements. Thus, the Hub has been described as a “Hybrid model.” The East Harlem Hub served 
593 young people from inception through December 2020. 

Exhibit 2-2. Union Settlement East Harlem Hub: Hybrid Model 

 
 
The Door ─ A Center of Alternatives, Inc., established in 1972, provides comprehensive youth 
development services in eight program areas: career and education; adolescent health; mental 
health and counseling; legal services; arts; food and nutrition program; runaway and homeless 
youth supports; and supportive housing. The Door typically serves youth throughout the city who 
are disconnected, with a specific focus on youth who identify as LGBTQ, are runaway or homeless, 
or other systems-involved. The Door’s Hub funding was initially planned to serve only Manhattan, 
but because the organization serves young people throughout the city, the Hub program was 
extended citywide. 

The Door, which already offered a comprehensive array of youth services, expanded these further 
with its own staff and staff from three partner organizations who are co-located full-time. 
Additional partners provided services and referrals either on-site or at their own facilities. 
Together, staff of The Door, co-located partners, and other organizations have come together to 
create a “Full-Service Youth Center.” In addition, all of The Door’s services, including an adolescent 
health center, are available to Hub participants. From program inception through December 2020, 
9,974 young people have been served who were considered Hub participants. 
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Exhibit 2-3. The Door: Full-Service Youth Center 

 
 
Living Redemption began as a program of Community Connections for Youth (CCFY), an 
organization whose mission is to empower grassroots faith and neighborhood organizations to 
develop effective community-driven alternatives to incarceration for youth. CCFY applied for and 
received a CJII YOH grant to serve Central and West Harlem in collaboration with a team of 
experienced community leaders, who created the Living Redemption Youth Opportunity Hub. 

This Hub emphasizes a grassroots transformative mentoring approach that uses credible 
messengers – individuals from the Harlem community who have lived experience with violence and 
with the criminal justice system, but who have experienced life transformation – to engage 
Harlem’s highest risk youth. Living Redemption has contracted with a small set of partner 
organizations, selected on a case-by-case basis, including Bethel Gospel Assembly, Community 
Impact, and Emergent Works, as well as other organizations. Some of the services are provided on-
site at Living Redemption and others are offered elsewhere in the community. Living Redemption 
YOH served 659 young people from program inception through December 2020. 
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Exhibit 2-4. Living Redemption: Mentor Network 

 
 
New York-Presbyterian Hospital (NYP) is a large academic medical center and teaching hospital 
located in Washington Heights that provides inpatient and outpatient services through a network of 
ambulatory care centers and school-based health centers. The NYP Uptown Hub is housed within 
the hospital’s Division of Community and Population Health. The Hub builds on NYP’s extensive 
medical and behavioral health staff resources, expanded with the addition of other nonclinical staff. 

The NYP Uptown Hub program staff includes coordinators, some of whom are social workers, and 
advocates who provide a variety of activities on-site, as well as ongoing case management and 
support to young people. The Uptown Hub also maintains a Behavioral Health Team of clinical 
psychologists. 

NYP has partnered with a small group of organizations that has been consistent over the course of 
implementation. Partners provide services at their own facilities and refer to or receive referrals 
from NYP. NYP also works with other organizations to provide additional programming in a variety 
of content areas (e.g., writing workshops, the arts) for young people. 

Because of its hospital base and drop-in center approach, the Hub is described as a “Hospital-Based 
Youth Center.” The Uptown Hub served 608 young people from inception through December 2020. 
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Exhibit 2-5. NYP Uptown Hub: Hospital-Based Youth Center 

 
 

2.3 Perceived Outcomes and Benefits of the Hubs 
Hub lead and partner organization representatives, along with a small number of program 
participants, were asked to share their perceptions of program benefits for participants, 
organizations, and the community.8 Their perceptions in each outcome area are presented below. 

2.3.1 Outcomes for Participants 
The Hubs Initiative was designed to result in an array of participant outcomes (see text box). 

As a result of the wraparound model and each Hub’s partnerships, participants are 
connected to more service providers than they otherwise would have been. Participants 
encounter fewer “hoops to jump through” since Hub staff coordinate eligibility, referrals, and other 
potentially challenging elements: 

One of the biggest successes has been for us kind of being able to remove 
some of those really low-level barriers so that young people can access 
programming. [Now] we’re helping a larger group of young people have 
access to supports. (The Door staff) 

  

                                                             
8 In this and subsequent sections of the report, quotes by Hub lead organization leadership and staff are all indicated by 

the name of the lead organization. Use of the word “staff” refers to leadership and line staff respondents. Quotes by Hub 
partner organizations are indicated by the name of the Hub lead organization followed by “partner.” 
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At the same time, participants were also perceived as having 
an increased level of comfort pursuing services when 
facilitated through the Hub model. This outcome was 
especially evident when considering services that may be 
intimidating to youth, such as benefits enrollment through 
the NYC Human Resources Administration. In these 
instances, having Hub staff “by their side” was believed to 
make a considerable difference. As a result of this increased 
comfort, participants are also more likely to be motivated to 
obtain the help that they need: 

Youth are learning how to ask for help – I think 
that it made a positive impact on them, on how 
they speak to and how they present themselves in 
front of adults, and most importantly, how they 
open up to say they need help, they need 
resources, ‘I want to do this, but I don’t know 
how. ’ (Henry Street staff) 

I think our impact has been one that has given kids a lot of confidence and 
the capability to move forward. (NYP staff) 

There’s no like head count numbers. That isn’t important. I can just go there 
and be myself, ask for help, or just sit down and chill. I feel like they’ve given 
me a lot of what I need, which is to be able to be independent but also focus 
on myself as well. (Henry Street participant) 

By facilitating interactions with other agencies, providing referrals, and offering supportive 
relationships, Hubs may counteract participants’ prior negative experiences with service providing 
agencies. This outcome is also evident in the Hubs’ non-judgmental and trauma-informed approach. 
A representative from The Door shared: 

The trauma from the adults, I guess, that have been in their lives or the 
systems that have been in their lives, have just been so horrible to them. And 
so, what it is, I would say that we offer is the chance to grow, the chance to 
know that all systems aren’t bad. (The Door staff) 

Hub participants are also able to interface with the judicial system in a more positive manner due to 
DANY’s relationships with city agencies such as the NYPD and court system, according to several 
Hub representatives. 

  

Participant Outcomes Included in 
Hubs Logic Model 

(see Table 2-1) 

• Reduced likelihood of justice 
system involvement 

• Reduced idle time and risk 
behaviors 

• Increased prosocial behaviors 
• Improved physical and mental 

health 
• Improved educational and 

workforce opportunities and 
participation 

• Improved connection to positive 
adults, mentors, and other supports 
and opportunities 
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The connection to mental health, counseling, and social-emotional support was described as 
an especially important outcome. As a result of these services, participants are able to gain the 
support they need to better navigate other services, thrive in school and employment, build life 
skills, and learn strategies for de-escalating situations that may otherwise lead to criminal justice 
interactions: 

Hundreds of young people over the course of this Initiative have been 
connected to an individual social worker. And from that, a number of 
amazing positive things have happened for a number of them, whether that’s 
from the most serious, like prevention of harm to self and others, to just a 
greater sense of belonging, a connection, to a path to success, to a concrete 
attainment of an education degree or a job. (Henry Street staff) 

I think the fact that I feel really like listened to, and that I have so much more 
control over my treatment. I think before going to The Door that was like the 
one thing that I was especially missing, especially for counseling. And I think 
like a big part of it is that I have so much more agency here because it’s like 
focused on what my needs are and not what my parents think my needs are. 
(The Door participant) 

Another critical benefit of Hub involvement for participants across all five Hubs is the ability 
to access services designed to meet their immediate and basic needs. Lead and partner 
organization representatives emphasized the importance of addressing these critical needs first as 
a core strategy of their youth development approach. Participants gained access to homelessness 
supports, food security, clothing and resources, technology for remote learning, and help with 
transportation on a regular basis. By addressing these challenges, each Hub was able to tangibly 
improve the lives of participants (and often their families): 

I didn’t really know what to expect. But as I started to go through with them, 
they kind of help you with a little bit of everything and anything if they can. 
You know, whether it’s needing advice or needing someone to talk 
to…needing a job opportunity or internship, any type of training. Down to if 
you need something on your back to wear or you need food for your stomach, 
they provide all of those things through the program. (Living Redemption 
participant) 

Hubs also strive to address the immediate economic insecurity facing participants through a 
focus on employment, paid internships, and stipends for program participation and goal 
attainment.9 As shared by a staff at one Hub, “compensating young people has become increasingly 
more and more important for us.”  

  

                                                             
9 See Section 2.4.2 for a discussion of the Hubs’ approaches to stipends for program participants. 



 

 Youth Opportunity Hubs: Mid-Evaluation Report 2-11 
 

Participants develop positive relationships with adults through the Hub, which increases 
participants’ beliefs that there are individuals who are looking out for them and care about 
their experiences. Participants gain role models and have their experiences “validated” by staff, 
which ensures that youth feel “heard.” This, in turn, encourages youth transformation and healing: 

Creating a safe space where kids feel heard despite whatever 
disappointments or trauma they’ve experienced in their past, that in itself is 
a huge achievement. But then when they feel heard that’s when the hard 
work of transformation can begin and self-discovery and skill acquisition and 
healing through all their trauma and pain. You know, so you start layering 
that on top of the sense of ownership that comes when people are actually 
listening to you and not dismissing or diminishing, you know, your story, 
whatever that story is. (Living Redemption partner) 

Young people are in crisis nowadays more than ever before. … But there is 
such a need for meaningful relationships that are not attached to this like 
notion of “I need to pass a test” or something like that with young people…. 
and our social workers are that. (Henry Street staff) 

They’re getting their home, away from home, right? They’re getting 
normalcy. They’re getting mentors and positive influences to continue to hold 
them accountable. (Union staff) 

Participants develop meaningful relationships with peers through low-stakes and interest-
driven activities. Through these relationships, participants build social networks “across 
neighborhoods rather than in one program space,” which “expands their horizons” and allows “young 
people to make relationships with youth that they probably would never have met in the past.” As a 
result, this provides participants positive influences as well as a sense of belonging: 

A reoccurring theme that we’ve been hearing from our young people is their 
sense of belonging to something and being part of something that they feel 
safe being part of. (NYP staff) 

Through the wraparound services approach and the strategic selection of cultural partners, 
the Hubs are able to offer participants greater exposure to the arts and cultural activities 
than they otherwise would have had. Examples include participants of Union’s East Harlem Hub 
joining dance and cultural programs, youth at The Door participating in activities at the Whitney 
Museum of Art and Carnegie Hall, and participants of the Henry Street’s LES Hub taking cooking 
classes. 

Being part of a place-based initiative leads participants to hold greater interest in their local 
community, see potential in their neighborhoods, and increase their involvement in local 
activities. As described further in the section on community impacts, Hub participants (apart from 
those from The Door, which does not have the same place-based focus) were described as more 
likely to see a future where they remained living or working in their neighborhood. In addition, 
being involved in the Hub program has offered participants the opportunity to volunteer and gain 
employment in their local communities: 

[The Hub is] providing jobs, which is wonderful. They’re creating job 
opportunities for so many young people in the community where they can get 
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their first paid experience at home, like right next to where they live and not 
go in a new community where they don’t feel seen and they don’t feel that 
they serve or give back to the community that raised them. (NYP partner) 

At certain Hubs, such as at the Henry Street LES Hub, activities were also purposefully designed to 
build local advocacy efforts among youth: 

I know for a fact that for those individuals who are part of the Hub, their 
exposure to other Hub sites, other Hub youth, other Hub perspectives has 
indirectly or directly shaped how they go about being more civically 
educated and engaged and obviously using that toward advocacy efforts. 
(Henry Street staff) 

According to lead and partner organization representatives, participants in Hub programs 
are less likely to engage with or re-engage with the justice system; a stated aim of the Hubs 
Initiative is to reduce participants’ risk factors for being involved in the justice system.10 This 
outcome was largely based on introducing and reinforcing supportive factors such as obtaining 
employment, increasing interest and uptake in education, pursuing hobbies and special interests, 
developing positive relationships with supportive adults and peers, and connecting with social 
workers, counselors, and other staff through which further services can be obtained. The strong 
relationships built with staff was highlighted as the key factor in reducing criminal justice 
involvement: 

These kids that we’re servicing, especially the age range that we’re servicing, 
13 to 24 years old, they can – especially living in these impoverished 
communities, they can make mistakes that will either make or break them 
for the rest of their lives. And I think that the work that our social workers do 
and that our director gives us leeway to do and the advocacy that comes 
along with it is extremely important, because [our staff] are the people that 
you remember right before you’re about to make that mistake. Or our social 
worker answering the phone at 8:00 at night and sending an email, like, 
“Hey, this participant needs this.” Those are relationships that these kids are 
not used to having. (Henry Street staff) 

We call it cognitive behavioral change with so many of our youth because 
from the mentoring, from the transformative mentoring, from the credible 
messengers, from the support, from the care they have really changed their 
mindset and have become completely new people in regard to really being 
able to self-reflect, care for others…. Really thinking of others and really 
tapping into their greatness, really understanding their purpose in life, and 
really diverting them away from doing activities that are not great for them 
or anyone. And really minimizing their risk of ever being justice involved. 
(Living Redemption staff) 

  

                                                             
10 Data on participants’ involvement in the justice system will be examined as part of the outcome study. 
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Finally, participation in the Hub experience overall was reported to provide youth with a 
newfound sense of hope about their own lives and the potential of their communities and New 
York City: 

I would say it offers them hope. And I don’t say that lightly. It’s when they 
come into the building and they’re greeted with someone who’s been where 
they’ve been, and someone who is essentially where they are in terms of their 
geographical location, live in the same neighborhood that they lived in. 
(Living Redemption staff) 

And the fact that because they’re part of the Hub they’re able to go to all 
these places and benefit from what the city has to offer, especially in such a 
gorgeous green area like Northern Manhattan, I think is hugely impactful. I 
think it gives them hope. (NYP staff) 

I was a mess. I used to get to school late because I went to sleep late. So I just 
kind of was late. That was basic goals that we set. We started out, like, okay, 
this is the time that we’re going to do homework. And we want to go to 
school at this time. Wake up at this time. Basic goals. (NYP participant) 

One main thing that I learned from class is consistency, because I was never 
really consistent with things I did…I learned how to consistently stay on task 
and stay focused. (Union participant) 

Lead and partner organization staff identified several considerations that may be related to 
better outcomes for some participants; however, they suggested that the wraparound services 
model, relationship-based approach to youth development, and use of partnerships to broaden 
outreach and recruitment ― key components of the Hubs approach to service delivery ― have the 
potential to benefit all Hub participants. They described several situations that may lead to 
differential outcomes for some participants. 

• Level of Prior Engagement in Services. Participants who previously engaged with fewer 
organizations are more likely to benefit from services offered by an array of service providers 
coordinated by the Hub. Those participants who may have already been served by multiple 
local organizations also benefit from the coordination of services offered by the Hub, even if 
they do not see an increase in the number of services they receive. 

• Service Systems Involvement. Participants whose “lives touch a lot of different systems” 
may benefit more greatly from the case management approaches offered through the Hub to 
help them navigate those systems. These participants were described as benefiting from the 
Hub wraparound services specifically. 

• Participants’ Prior Perceptions of and Experiences with Service Providers. Since many 
of the participant outcomes are associated with their willingness and comfort around 
pursuing services, prior perceptions of service providers impact the extent to which the Hub 
can make an impact. Participants who come to the Hub with prior adverse experiences were 
described as more likely to be “transformed” by the Hub experience than those who already 
felt positively about service providers. 
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• Barriers to Service Eligibility Outside of the Hub. The Hub program may be especially 
impactful for those with past justice system interactions if their prior involvement restricts 
them from participating in other services. Because there are no such restrictions on Hub 
participation, representatives from one lead organization (Union) described this as a benefit 
of the Hub compared to other service providers in their community. 

2.3.2 Organizational Outcomes 
By implementing a program model that incorporates partnerships and a focus on services to 
young people, lead and partner organizations changed the way that they worked.  

Through the LES Hub, Henry Street created a unified 
approach to serving their local community. An explicit goal 
of their work is to counteract the “silos and divisions 
between community-based organizations (CBOs) on the 
Lower East Side. The Hub was designed, in part, to address 
the lack of cooperation among local settlement houses 
operating in the area: 

A really big part of what Hub aims to do is to 
break down the silos between the different 
settlement houses in the neighborhoods. And so, 
I think it’s reaching the young people probably as 
the primary goal but then also really making sure 
that our institutions that serve young people on the Lower East Side are 
seeing young people as our collective youth, our community’s youth rather 
than, no, these are ‘Grand Street kid,’ these are ‘Henry Street kid.’ (Henry 
Street staff) 

Overall, lead organization staff from Henry Street have reported success in reaching this goal. 
Settlement houses were described as more likely to collaborate because of their Hub participation. 
As shared by one representative, “we are happy that the Hub has been a torch bearing model here to 
break down some of these walls between settlement houses and we’ve seen incredible benefits.” In 
addition, “when there’s been violence in the neighborhood, we now have a network where can just 
connect immediately to talk about how best we can [lend] support.” Henry Street staff and partners 
expressed confidence that a partnership approach would continue beyond the duration of the 
Initiative. 

The Initiative was also cited as improving Henry Street’s quality of youth services. The deployment 
of social workers at neighboring settlement houses, and a greater focus on younger youth as a 
target population was described by staff as a “huge” contribution to Henry Street and Lower East 
Side’s services. 

Although organizational change at NYP’s Uptown Hub was constrained by the institutional nature 
of the hospital as the lead organization, creating the Hub has led to expanded community 
engagement and greater inclusion of community voice in hospital programming. As shared by a 
lead organization representative, “we have expanded the scope of what it means to do youth 
development work at the hospital and the type of partners that we can pull in and work with.” Uptown 
Hub partners described the Initiative as particularly effective at fostering collaboration between 
different types of organizations, for example, between NYP and smaller community-driven non-

Goals Included in Hubs Logic Model  
(see Table 2-1) 

• Deliver holistic, wraparound 
supports and opportunities to 
youth/young adults 

• Foster collaboration/partnership 
among multiple social service 
providers 

• Build capacity of local organizations 
to better address neighborhood 
needs and opportunities 
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profits, and DANY. For several of this Hub’s partners, the most salient outcome was not 
collaboration itself, but the array of different institutions that came together in support of the 
community’s youth. Lead and some partner organization representatives emphasized that these 
connections, once made, were likely to be sustained going forward since NYP was likely to see the 
broader benefits of community partnership: 

[The Hubs Initiative] did bring the best of all of us because it allowed us to 
collaborate and to share resources in a way that we hadn’t done before. And 
ultimately, it made a huge impact in a community… And we want people to 
stay in Washington Heights and Inwood. Northern Manhattan has a great 
future. (NYP partner) 

[The Hub is] forcing us – because when you get a grant, and it requires you to 
do things and sometimes it’s good – forcing us to exercise our communication 
and collaboration muscle. Trusting other agencies is something that we 
usually don’t do and then the Hub allows us to do that. (NYP partner) 

The Door also identified several learnings from the Hub experience that they believed could affect 
or be adopted by that organization. These include an expansion of outreach to incorporate new 
entry-points for participants; increased consideration of how to connect youth who age out of 
services to other programs so that they can continue to be supported; increased reflection on the 
potential advantages of expanding The Door to satellite locations; and the merits of embedding 
partner staff within The Door’s physical space. 

According to Union’s staff, although “the Hub is very synonymous to what the settlement house 
model was originally intended to be” and “synonymous in terms of our core values,” the Hub 
program was described as having expanded the organization’s youth-focused services and as 
helping to return to an earlier focus on youth development that had diminished over time: 

The Hub has brought Union Settlement back to something that it lost 
through cuts and reduced funding. We used to run a very, very 
comprehensive adolescent center, at Washington Center, and the Hub has 
enabled us to get back to that. (Union staff) 

East Harlem was described as already having an intensive, collaborative culture across service 
partners facilitated through several nonprofit networks and associations designed to bring together 
CBOs, neighborhood groups, and businesses. That said, while there was already the “impetus for 
collaboration,” the Hub was perceived as moving the focus of that collaboration further toward 
youth: 

There’s always this attempt by the service providers to really build 
community. And so, I don’t think the Hub has changed the dynamic of service 
providers fostering a community together to address and deliver services to 
the East Harlem community. But I think what the Hub has done has really 
narrowed the focus to youth. (Union partner) 
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By demonstrating the potential for partnership between organizations and by strengthening 
community relationships, the Living Redemption Hub was described as fostering an increased 
sense of community within the neighborhood at-large and leading to stronger relationships 
between city agencies and CBOs, accelerated by the pandemic. 

I think we’re coming together a lot more often. And I think that was one of 
the intentions that the District Attorney had for the Hub. And again, just like 
any other relationship, it takes time to grow. (Living Redemption staff) 

Opportunities for sharing information within and across the Hubs led staff at both lead and 
partner organizations to adopt new policies and practices. For example, one lead organization 
adopted a policy around paid time off and weather emergencies after observing that several 
partnering organizations shared the same approach. According to a representative at Henry Street, 
the partnerships “move us along progressively…. [we can] compare notes on what partners are doing 
and what we’re doing. We’ve changed policies to be more consistent with some of our other partners.” 
A staff member at a partner organization remembered remarking, after observing an activity 
facilitated by the NYP Hub’s program director, “oh my god that’s a genius idea” and subsequently 
trying out a similar session on their own. As summarized by staff from The Door: 

The opportunity in general for citywide organizations to connect and build 
with each other and problem solve together and refer to each other is like 
just – it’s beautiful. (The Door staff) 

The examples presented in this section describe changes in organizational relationships and culture 
attributed by lead organization staff and partners that constitute a coordinated approach to 
providing services to young people. Whether the partnerships involve organizations of different 
types and sizes, or organizations that provide similar services within a community, the changes 
have resulted in the breaking down of service walls/silos and new entry points for youth to access 
services. The development of the Hub programs, including a description of the Hubs’ youth 
development and wraparound services, are discussed in Section 2.4 as part of the study’s 
implementation findings. 

2.3.3 Community Outcomes 
Representatives of the place-based Hubs voiced several community-level outcomes that 
include a greater awareness of services among the general population (beyond Hub participants), 
and an array of community-focused activities and services. In fact, the community-level outcomes 
began with DANY and ISLG selecting the focus neighborhoods. The choice to fund a Hub within a 
certain neighborhood was described as a “validation” of that neighborhood’s importance and a 
signal to the broader service sector that the neighborhood merited attention. 

There is a sense of intentional community building and redistribution of resources related 
to the source of the funding. A lead organization representative at Living Redemption shared that 
DANY’s choice to fund the Hubs Initiative was “historical” and is “a precedent that should be looked 
at to really invest in communities,” especially as a means of supporting communities of color. A NYP 
Hub representative echoed a similar sentiment and shared that the Hub is “providing access to 
care” and “addressing the disparities within a lot of our communities [including] the Black and 
Brown communities.” However, across several Hubs, the complexity of participating in a DANY-
funded program during a period of intense focus on police violence was also cited as a complicating 
factor. Yet, the general belief among lead and partner organization staff was that Hubs were able to 
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navigate these challenges and sustain positive community perceptions throughout the period. 
Outcomes specific to each community are discussed below. 

The presence of the Living Redemption Hub in Central and West Harlem led to a breadth of 
community-level outcomes, such as creating a safe space around the Hub, distributing food to 
community members, and observing a change in neighborhood climate due to the visible and 
outward presence of the Hub’s credible messengers. According to one of this Hub’s partner 
organizations: 

I think the impact is probably huge. I know they do violence interruption. 
Let’s see, on the neighborhood of the Hub, probably they make the 
neighborhood “safer.” They’re providing educational opportunities for the 
neighborhood. They provide food for the neighborhood. I think they’re having 
a massive impact on Harlem. (Living Redemption partner) 

Much of this Hub’s outreach takes place “on the street,” which leads to positive outcomes for non-
participant community members. A Living Redemption representative, for example, connected the 
outcomes to the fact that “so many of the staff at the Hub aren’t sequestered in the building. They are 
out in the neighborhood, engaging with real people in real ways at critical moments. The reputation is 
growing [which is] an invaluable win for the neighborhood.” 

The Uptown Hub was described as benefiting the community in Washington Heights/Inwood in 
several ways. Foremost, it is a mechanism for the hospital to increase its own impact in the 
community, which was described as important due to the large institutional footprint in 
Washington Heights and upper Manhattan. The Hub is the “truly community facing, community 
interacting entity within the hospital.” As a result, the presence of the Hub allowed community 
members to “utilize the resources that are nested within such a large entity.” In addition, the 
presence of the Hub was described as leading to shifts in community perceptions around 
counseling, with the longer-term goal of normalizing behavioral and mental health for adults as 
well as participating youth. As explained by a NYP Hub staff member: 

Our community, at least the Hispanic, Latinx community, there’s a lot of 
stigma on mental health and just behavioral health and just well-being in 
general. I feel that we’ve kind of hit the nail on the head with our young 
people with hopes that as they grow older, they’ll start to change the mindset 
that our community has on behavioral health. (NYP staff) 

The presence of the Uptown Hub was also described as counteracting a pattern of Washington 
Heights and upper Manhattan residents leaving the neighborhood as they grew older. This was 
described by several respondents as a pervasive concern that the Hub was able to counteract 
through community building, job training (and employment opportunities), and creating a youth 
community by bringing together individuals enrolled in different local schools. A partner 
organization representative, for example, spoke of the Hub changing the community’s identity by 
working to increase the number of neighborhood youth employed in higher paying STEM positions, 
thereby creating a technology presence in the area. Another partner shared an aspirational 
outcome, where: 

the young people of our community will stay in the community. That’s the 
hope, and we’ll keep building beautiful things and make this community 
thrive. Or if they want to leave and come back, that they will always know 
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there is a place where, you know, all of these values are being implemented 
and embodied by their members and stakeholders. (NYP partner) 

Community outcomes in East Harlem stem largely from the public community events the Hub 
hosted as well as the presence of Hub staff in the neighborhood as a violence prevention measure. 
Events such as Halloween parties, sports leagues, and fall festivals sponsored in partnership with 
local organizations have a wider impact on sense of community and well-being: 

The greatest successes of the Hub program are the community engagement 
events. I think during those times, we have a lot of people. We do a lot of 
backpack giveaways when school is starting, and we have a lot of people that 
come out, and they’re appreciative for what we are offering. They love that 
kids have a safe environment to do something new and to just have fun for 
the day. I think that’s the best part of the Hub. (Union staff) 

On the Lower East Side community outcomes centered on efforts to dismantle within-neighborhood 
divisions. Within the context of a neighborhood that has some of the most “income inequality across 
New York City” and a “dichotomy” brought on by rapid gentrification, the LES Hub has been able to 
“break down some of the barriers that exist between the different parts of the neighborhood.” The Hub 
is bringing attention to the “stark disparities” between the “fancy high rises” and the NYCHA 
developments. In addition, the presence of the Hub is increasing the sense of community among 
youth across different parts of the Lower East Side who otherwise would not be comfortable 
meeting each other: 

The Lower East Side, East Village is very territorial. Students stay in their 
own little mini block radius, and there’s certain neighborhoods. [The Hub] 
has really helped [address this.]. The biggest impact is bridging that divide 
between the sub-parts of the neighborhood and making young people feel 
more comfortable going to Grand Street Settlement or Educational Alliance 
or Henry Street Settlement. (Henry Street partner) 

In addition, public events that the Hub sponsored have allowed neighborhood residents to see the 
collaborations between local service providers and organizations, which is a “nice change for the 
community”: 

We’ve been able to bring people together for events where families then 
realize, oh, Grand Street knows Henry Street and Chinese-American Planning 
Council knows University Settlement. I see two staff persons that are talking 
that didn’t know each other. That’s making the world feel a little smaller for 
folks. (Henry Street staff) 

Interviewees observed that the presence of Hubs in the four focus neighborhoods has led to 
positive outcomes for those communities in terms of achieving a greater awareness of and 
improving access to services for young people, and creating safe community spaces. Although the 
reported changes varied by Hub, as discussed above, they noted that the Hub, through outreach, 
partnerships, and public events, reached community residents at-large and had the effect of 
bringing the community together. 
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Finally, Hubs were also described as effective at reducing community violence, through 
creating safe spaces and using violence interruption strategies. These safe and secure spaces 
for participants as well as proactive and reactive violence interruption strategies are believed to 
have had an immediate positive impact on both participants and unaffiliated neighborhood youth. 
Both Union and Henry Street, for example, chose program locations to strategically mitigate 
potential violence-triggering situations (e.g., activities that would require youth to cross gang 
boundaries, tensions between students enrolled at different schools, and local “rules” regarding 
interactions across NYCHA locations). Union’s organization of their Hub program into two service 
locations was a strategy to reduce community violence in East Harlem. As an example of the sense 
of safety felt by community members, a lead organization representative from Living Redemption 
noted that: 

It’s a safe space, and a safe place to be around. And not just the young people, 
even families, you know. When one of our participants got shot and killed, the 
family asked if they could have their gathering, because they felt safe in our 
building. So, we were able to accommodate them for that. (Living 
Redemption staff) 

2.4 Key Components of Hub Implementation 
The process evaluation sought to understand the various approaches that the Hubs implemented. 
This section presents a discussion of the Hubs’ common and distinctive approaches to youth 
development, wraparound services, program space, approaches to partnerships, and oversight of 
the Initiative. 

2.4.1 Youth Development 
Central to the Hub’s approach to youth development, and present at all five Hubs, is a focus 
on the whole young person. As noted by a Henry Street partner, “One of the great parts of the Hub 
is that there’s no ‘one size fits all’ approach in terms of how we go about servicing a youth or young 
adult.” 

At Living Redemption, staff said: 

We meet them where they’re at, once they see it’s not a ‘program-program ’ 
but that we treat them like family, that we create this living room effect to 
where a lot of them may not have that experience, like a healthy living room 
where they can sit down, let their hair down, and talk about real life, what’s 
happening to them in real time. (Living Redemption staff) 

Aspects of positive youth development identified in the research include providing physical and 
psychological safety and security; clear expectations for behavior and opportunities for decision-
making; emotional and moral support; supportive adult relationships; a sense of belonging and 
personal value; opportunities to develop positive social values and norms; opportunities for skill 
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building and mastery; and opportunities to contribute to their community and to develop a sense of 
mattering.11 

Respondents from all five Hubs described an approach to youth development that 
recognizes failures of other systems and/or adults in youth’s lives, that works to develop a 
trusting relationship, that affirms youth’s strengths (strengths-based approach) and 
recognizes choice, and is non-judgmental (accepts short-comings). 

The reason why the process is so long is because so many programs and so 
many people victimize these [youth]. So, they trust no one. They don’t even 
trust themselves to make the right decision. (Living Redemption staff) 

One of the things that I love about the Hub, it’s not mandated, it’s not 
anything mandatory. It’s really an at-will program and come as you are. 
(Living Redemption staff) 

It’s a super youth-led space. It’s very driven by what a young person wants 
and needs, and they access us by choice for the most part. The low threshold 
for membership builds trust with the young adult and it’s a starting point… 
(The Door staff) 

Everything that you do has to be molded around them making a 
decision…Not just making decisions because you think it’ll be best for them, 
but based on what they’re telling you, too. (NYP staff) 

The Hubs described different ways in which their programs and/or services are directed by 
youth or in which youth take ownership. Staff at each Hub mentioned that being youth-directed 
is part of their mission and goals as well as their operation and implementation. Being youth-
directed included: ensuring youth can ask for services or programs they would like the Hub to offer 
and the Hub working to meet those needs; ensuring youth have a voice in their own goal setting and 
service planning; assigning social workers or youth advocates based on shared interests or staff 
expertise, and meeting youth “where they are.” 

[In creating their own service plan], youth would tell us what they need. (The 
Door staff) 

We also had to include the young people in the decision-making for what 
their immediate needs are. [In their individual success plans] they’re able to 
contribute to what they believe they should work on, what they want to work 
on…so they can feel the value. They can buy into what we offer. It might be 
they want to learn to drive and get a driver’s license. It might be they want to 
move and become independent, get their own apartment. We would talk over 
these topics. We would have workshops around those topics and then group 
mentoring sessions. (Living Redemption staff) 

                                                             
11 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children & Families, Family and Youth Services 

Bureau. (no date). Positive Youth Development. Available at https://www.acf.hhs.gov/fysb/positive-youth-development. 
Accessed 3/24/21. 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/fysb/positive-youth-development
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We’d also use [intake] information to help assign them to an advocate based 
on their interest and that also the advocate would use that to kind of start 
the conversation, build that relationship in terms of what they’re looking to 
work on. (NYP staff) 

Motivational interviewing is a technique Living Redemption uses to support youth’s taking 
ownership and creating positive change. Living Redemption staff offered the following insights: 

You might want a kid to stop smoking and cursing. And he might tell you, ‘I 
might need to just go ahead and change my wardrobe. ’ You’re looking at 
him, and that’s not it. Cursing and smoking weed is what’s getting you fired; 
it’s not the clothes that you wear. But we said we let them pick what they 
want to work on because he’s not used to wearing a suit or dressing up. So, 
you put him in a suit. He walks around the community. People are 
complimenting him, telling him how good he looks…So now he comes back to 
you and goes, ‘Yo, I’m going to stop smoking or I’m going to stop cursing. ’ 
And that’s because he was able to pick and decide on how he wanted to move 
in his own life. Having those different moments in his life gave him the 
opportunity to be able to manifest this stuff into transformation. (Living 
Redemption staff) 

The youth development approach at each Hub included the development of various types of 
skills: social and emotional skills, life skills, leadership skills, and self-reliance skills. Hub 
staff described their work in these ways: 

A large percentage of our population are young adults launching into the 
real world and they’re just like, ‘I don’t know what to do. ’ So, part of that is 
helping scaffold them so they can get those skills they need, so they can move 
towards independence, particularly those that are reaching the age of 24. 
They are eventually going to age out and you want to make sure when they 
are no longer accessing service from the Hub that they can fly on their own. 
(NYP staff) 

Encouraging them to use their voice because we know on staff that a lot of 
senseless violence is the result of youth not having the emotional intelligence 
and for our young boys not having an emotional language, how to express 
themselves. So, there would be an act of violence. So, whether that’s 
loneliness, we encourage them, beyond encouragement. And it works. When 
we get them to talking, then you will see that instead of them committing a 
violent act they’re able to talk it out until the point where they’re bursting in 
tears…So they would cry tears of pain and also tears of joy that they didn’t 
act out what they were feeling. (Living Redemption staff) 

In the process of supporting the youth, the Hubs recognized the importance of developing self-
reliance, and opportunities for leadership and community service. 

The other thing is making sure that they don’t utilize the Hub as a crutch and 
get too reliant on the Hub, so constantly making sure that we give them 
short-term goals that’s going to end up leading to long-term goals that can 
be self-sustainable. (Living Redemption staff) 
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Youth councils were organized at the Henry Street LES Hub, The Door, and NYP to provide rotating 
cohorts of participants with a variety of leadership opportunities that included service-learning and 
community service projects. For example, the Henry Street LES youth council developed service-
learning projects that connected them to the surrounding community, often included an advocacy 
project, and culminated in a large community event. One of the LES Hub’s youth leadership council 
projects involved interviewing community members about the area’s development and 
gentrification and creating a video that was shared with Hub youth and partners. The Door’s youth 
council planned events and activities for young people and served as advocates for programs and 
services. The NYP Uptown Hub youth council served as a counterpart to the Hub’s steering 
committee as well as a “leadership internship.” The council worked on different projects, such as a 
Valentine’s Day food drive for the community, which they publicized throughout the hospital and 
elsewhere. 

Community service became a significant part of the Living Redemption Hub when it began to meet 
the food insecurity needs of the larger Harlem community during the COVID-19 pandemic. Hub 
members and staff operated an “Open Air Grab n’ Go Meal” in the adjacent parking lot including hot 
meals in a partnership with World Central Kitchen; a food pantry that collaborates with the NYC 
Department of Probation’s NeON program and NYC Food Bank; and collaborated with Harlem 
Children’s Zone Mobile Harvest to provide fresh produce and other perishable food bags. 

2.4.2 Wraparound Services 
Within the vision for the Hubs Initiative, wraparound service is broadly defined to include 
the holistic identification of a youth’s needs and strengths, identifying and providing a range 
of services and supports to meet those needs, and connecting with and engaging the youth.12 

The needs of the young person are multi-layered. So, the goal of the Hub was 
to streamline those services, to have all of the services in one place and 
particularly in one room for a lot of the high need clients. So young people 
who were oftentimes engaging in the youth Hub were individuals who either 
had some sort of criminal justice history, currently involved in the criminal 
justice system, struggling with substance use, addiction, struggling with 
homeless engagement, and getting some of their basic needs met. (The Door 
partner) 

Each Hub provides the complete array of wraparound services: education, workforce development 
and employment, prosocial, health, criminal justice, family strengthening, and other services. 
Prosocial, education, and employment services have been consistently prominent across all Hubs; 
health and criminal justice services are also prominent at two Hubs. The Hubs reported providing 
some family strengthening services, but with the exception of Living Redemption, parent 

                                                             
12 Traditional wraparound service refers to a team-based approach that includes service providers, family members, and 

the children or adolescents in the development and monitoring of an individualized plan of care. Examples of its use are 
found in permanency planning by child welfare agencies and in special education. National Wraparound Initiative, 
Wraparound Basics or What Is Wraparound: An Introduction. Available at https://nwi.pdx.edu/wraparound-basics/ .v 
Hub staff identified the following as unmet needs or service gaps in their programs: services for pregnant or parenting 
youth (The Door, Living Redemption); parent/family engagement activities and additional services for justice-involved 
youth (Henry Street); housing (Living Redemption, NYP); college preparation ─ applications, FAFSA, etc. (NYP); and 
pre-HSE education (Union). 

https://nwi.pdx.edu/wraparound-basics/
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engagement is not a central focus of Hub programming, and services for pregnant and parenting 
youth, and family engagement activities were identified as service gaps by some Hubs.  

Unlike programs that are funded to provide a single type of service to young people who meet a 
specific eligibility for that service, or to a fixed cohort of young people at a single site, the CJII 
funding gave lead organizations an ability to provide a wide range of services, to revise their 
services (and subcontracted partners) in response to needs or demand, and to serve 
whoever came through the door within the targeted age range. 

This flexibility allowed The Door, for example, to fill specific service gaps, e.g., fund a benefits 
specialist, substance use services, additional arts programming, and services for justice systems-
involved youth. 

Funding to Henry Street supported a network of settlement houses at which social workers were 
out-stationed, where youth could access services at whichever site they preferred, and participate 
at whichever (and more than one) site that had an activity they were interested in. 

It’s brought a resource to our programs that we otherwise wouldn’t have 
access to. Our DYCD funding is very limited, and this is just such an amazing 
resource to bring to our young people. The Hub offers opportunities for 
younger youth – the seventh and eighth grade, ninth grade, as well as 
opportunities for our older youth.” (Henry Street partner) 

Meeting basic needs by providing food and income support are part of the Hubs’ approach to 
wraparound services. Stipends or paid opportunities for youth who participated in programming 
or for leadership efforts, and providing snacks and meals, were important for meeting basic needs 
as well as a strategy for encouraging participation. Hubs also recognized over time the increasing 
importance of connecting stipends/payments with opportunities that do not fit in a traditional 
“work experience” box, but do respond to participants’ interests and passions. 

They all support the other programs that are operating in the Hub just by 
presence. You might have a film class, GED class, whatever’s going on. The 
center point for everything is the community meal. (Living Redemption staff) 

We already knew that the internships were a big thing but the motivation we 
were shown this summer by our youth, kind of confirms that we need to keep 
doing that…So it shows that anybody who works with youth knows that 14 to 
whatever age, these kids are in desperate need of money. And if we can get 
them that money with an opportunity to learn something too, it would be 
awesome. (NYP staff) 

Each Hub conducts intake assessments, but the staff that conduct these and the types of 
assessments vary by Hub. At Henry Street, social workers conduct the assessments. At NYP, youth 
advocates conduct a general risk assessment; a psychologist conducts more in-depth assessments 
based on the areas identified by the initial assessment. Four of the Hubs incorporate clinical 
assessments during this process for some youth as appropriate. These include the Adverse 
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Childhood Experiences survey (ACES) and other assessment tools such as promoted in Connections 
to Care (C2C).13 

Case management is a central part of wraparound services and of the Hub model. Henry 
Street and NYP implemented the most traditional case management process, with assigned 
caseloads and weekly case management meetings. At Henry Street, social workers accomplished 
this; at NYP, by a supportive guidance team of youth advocates and a behavioral health team of 
psychologists. With Living Redemption’s grassroots approach, the four credible messengers on staff 
shared mentoring and case management; staff described their communication as constant, with 
formal meetings occurring monthly. As an organization, The Door does not have designated case 
managers for all participants due to volume, but Hub staff (who are responsible for different 
program areas) have weekly team meetings and case conference on an “ad hoc” basis. At Union, 
where many services were provided through referrals to partner organizations, youth advocates 
maintained a case management relationship with participants while case managers served a subset 
of participants who had greater needs. 

Almost every Hub’s staff spoke about using both formal (through staff positions and services) and 
informal approaches (creating time and space for creative endeavors and casual conversations) to 
engage with young people. Several discussed how they centered a relationship-focused approach 
and decentered an outcomes-focused approach, creating a relationship with youth that is about 
support and openness. 

Having built a trusting relationship [between youth and an advocate] meant 
that, in working on the youth’s [education-related] goals, there was an 
opening for youth to share more about a traumatic experience, [that allowed 
the advocate] to get the youth help from the behavioral health team. But it 
all hinged on the trusting relationship. (NYP staff) 

Staff at each of the Hubs used a variety of trauma-informed practices and approaches to 
provide wraparound services. All Hubs are either connected through partnerships to staff that 
have mental health training and/or have such staff on the Hub lead organization team. Some staff 
have provided mental health-related or general trauma-informed care-related training for other 
Hub staff or for staff of their partners. Living Redemption brings mental health specialists on site 
for restorative circles and guided meditations. As described by one of their partners, the credible 
messenger works to create rapport, trust, and confidence, and “makes credible the role of the 
therapist, the role of the tutor, the role of the arts organization, the role of the coach, the role of the 
mentor.” 

In discussing trauma-informed practices, staff at each Hub emphasized how the youth they are 
serving have likely experienced trauma in the process of accessing benefits and services: 

The trauma from adults or the systems that have been in their lives have just 
been so horrible to them. And so, what we offer is the chance to grow, the 

                                                             
13 Connections to Care is a public-private partnership that supports mental-health services at the community level 

through the integration of mental health support into the work of CBOs. CBOs work with mental health providers who 
train and coach staff to screen their clients for mental health needs, offer direct support when appropriate, and link to 
local health providers for further care if needed. 
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chance to know that all systems aren’t bad. And that we’re going to walk 
with you, we’re going to take this journey with you. (The Door staff) 

Group counseling and affinity groups as well as workshops that explicitly address issues such as 
racism, police brutality, suicide, and other acts of violence were described as part of a trauma-
informed practice. But other offerings also encompass this approach. A Living Redemption partner 
described how the process of making art intentionally creates spaces for youth to process their 
feelings, and how they make sure to allow that opening up, but only with support on hand if deeper 
conversations are needed: 

And it is done very purposefully…we are well aware that just by virtue of 
what we do and how we do it, that there might be a tear moment in that 
classroom, and when it happens, how you interact so it stays in a safe place, 
confidentiality is respected, and then ultimately that student is heard and 
given an opportunity to process whatever those feeling might be. … When the 
situation requires, we’re going to plug into the other institutional supports. … 
[For example, at Living Redemption] it might be necessary to call in one of 
their mentors or [other staff]. (Living Redemption partner) 

Another example is Henry Street’s Mentor and Nurture (MAN) group, 

The MAN group, I think, is a great example of where folks who identify as 
male between 16 plus, facilitated by our credible messenger, are really 
talking about what it means to be a Black man, particularly in this moment 
where Black men are both kind of at the center of so much collective 
conversation, but also always marginalized. (Henry Street staff) 

2.4.3 Program Space 
An important part of the Initiative was providing the Hubs with funding to create an inviting space, 
as this was believed to have positive benefits on participation at the Hubs and in services, and in 
building participants’ trust. DANY and ISLG learned from community listening sessions that the 
ability to create an inviting physical space, where young people want to spend time and thus may 
be more likely to learn about opportunities and engage in services, should be a key part of the Hub 
experience. Thus, the Initiative included funding allocated for capital improvements at each Hub. 

All Hubs worked to create inviting spaces for youth, and although not all capital projects had 
been completed at the time the interviews were conducted, this focus of the Initiative was 
highly valued. As viewed by the Hubs, “inviting” space meant different things, including 
aesthetically pleasing and welcoming (attractive, colorful, bright), and functional (air conditioning, 
proper spaces for meetings and allowing for private conversations with youth, and space for co-
located partners). 

From the onset of the Initiative, each lead organization planned to upgrade or renovate their 
facilities, which ranged from more modest renovations to major capital construction projects. Some 
were in spaces owned or held by the lead organization while others were in NYCHA community 
centers that have been in long-term use by the lead organization. For some Hubs, the allocation of 
funds for this purpose meant that they were not only upgrading their spaces to be inviting, but they 
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were also creating safe spaces for youth where there was none before. The vision for the planned 
Uptown Hub drop-in center space is described below. 

I think the number one goal would be to create that physical space for the 
youth of the community to be able to feel like they’re home, a space where 
they can be their truest and bravest selves, and they can be engaged 
creatively in different activities, so to foster that sense of community with the 
youth of the Washington Heights area. (NYP partner) 

I think it’s just giving them a safe space where they can come and be 
themselves and gain a sense of community. It’s also just given them a space 
where they can receive assistance where they may not have otherwise gotten 
it, whether that be career help, access to a laptop, access to homework 
assistance. (NYP staff) 

Where new spaces were needed, Hubs were intentional in choosing their locations so that 
they would be central to their neighborhoods. The permanent location for the NYP Uptown Hub 
was described as centrally located with high foot traffic. A staff member at the Living Redemption 
site described their site as being centrally located within Harlem, in a highly trafficked area, with 
lots of people coming by naturally, and easily accessible for the youth they were targeting. The 
Door, located in an area where none or very few of the youth live, was viewed as a destination for 
youth from across the city; for some young people this was viewed positively as they might not 
want to be seen accessing services where they lived. 

Sharing physical space with Hub partners – either through co-location or by rotating 
different Hub events at partner locations – was identified as a successful practice of four of 
the Hubs. This allowed for greater relationship-building among Hub lead organization and partner 
staff and between them and youth, as well as an improved way to provide services. Full-time co-
location of staff from three partner organizations is part of The Door’s Hub model, as is placing 
them right next to a first floor welcome desk or drop-in space. Co-location also is present at Living 
Redemption where Thrive Collective helps manage the creative space and provides studio arts 
programming. Other Hubs provide space for their partners to deliver services. Rotating events and 
meetings at their partners’ sites was a successful way for Henry Street’s staff, partners, and youth 
to learn what each had to offer and see it first-hand. Leveraging the Henry Street partners’ spaces 
and assets (e.g., gym or other recreation space) filled space-related service gaps, while also 
breaking down barriers to youth access. 

The co-locating is a huge thing for us. It’s really the first time that we’ve even 
done this much co-locating with other service providers, and we’ve learned a 
ton from that. (The Door staff) 

A lot of times young people would get a sort of roundtable experience from 
all of us. Because we were so close and connected, young people would come 
in and just start talking, and we would realize that they need all of us…So 
even though it wasn’t a formal referral, it would be an informal referral 
because a young person would walk in and be like, ‘What is this room? ’ And 
they we would explain to them what we do, and then they would tell us what 
they need. (The Door partner) 
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2.4.4 Approaches to Partnerships 
The Hubs Initiative made organizational partnerships an essential component of the programs. 
Thematic findings around overall partner structure and selection, the specific Hub approaches to 
partnerships, and challenges related to measuring Hub program outcomes, are discussed in this 
section. 

Consistent with Initiative goals and design, each lead organization operated as the “Hub” 
through which partnerships are organized and maintained. Through these partnerships, each 
lead organization put their approach into operation and provided wraparound services, with the 
lead organization setting the strategy and approach across all partners. As explained by a 
representative from Henry Street, “we always wanted our primary partners to deliver feedback, to 
have shared ownership of this, [but] the unique nature of it is that we’re the lead. We’re the lead CBO.” 
This staff continued, sharing that: 

We try the best we can to have those hard conversations [with partner 
organizations] to address that difference of opinion or experience or what 
have you. But we’ve also had check-in meetings where we’ve said, ‘okay this is 
what we view to be the criteria for a strong partnership. Here’s what our 
needs are as supervisors of the social worker in your space. ’ (Henry Street 
staff) 

A representative from The Door shared a similar sentiment, commenting that they are: 

upfront with our partners about what we want to happen and seeing what 
their expertise are to bring them into the fold. And I think that there is 
appetite for that. I do think that people are wanting to collaborate. It’s just 
they need a North Star, if you will, and then the resources to back it up to be 
able to come together in these meaningful ways. (The Door staff) 

Organizational relationships continued to be fine-tuned to support service delivery and 
coordination throughout the Hub implementation period. Each Hub’s approach to selecting 
partners is described below. 

The Door. Initial selection of partners was based on organizations that The Door was already 
working with but wanted “stronger relationships” with going forward, with a goal of stabilizing and 
maintaining these relationships through the program’s structure. A critical element of the 
partnership structure was also co-locating primary partner staff within The Door’s physical space 
and a willingness among partner staff to blend their organizational identity with that of The Door. 
Beyond this, The Door staff selected each partner based on the specific attributes of the 
organization, including a pre-existing referral pathway or the opportunity to enrich the participant 
experience. 

Union. Along with internal staffing changes, Union went through several iterations of partners as 
their Hub model developed. Initially, the organization envisioned their Hub as a “high-quality 
network” of service providers, which drove the selection of over 25 partners and necessitated the 
idea of a “warm handoff” approach to referrals between each organization. While “powerful,” it 
became clear to Union’s leadership that this model was “not the Hub model…what’s missing is that 
dynamic of safe space [and a single] multi-service site.” As a result, there was a decision to “taper 
down” the number of partners with a reduced set of partners chosen for their ability to coordinate 
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services more closely with the lead organization. As the model developed further, Union chose to 
separate partners into two types, “service” partners and “referral partners” based on the level of 
coordination. 

New York Presbyterian. NYP selected a group of CBOs as partners, with the goal of creating long-
term relationships with them, in order to expand the Hub’s services beyond the supportive and 
behavioral health services NYP offered. Hub funding supports a part-time liaison at each partner 
organization who serves as the point person for communication and coordination, assists with 
referrals, and provides workshops or other activities for participants. A key component of this Hub 
is working with partners to serve cohorts of young people through a variety of internships. 

We really took very seriously the mandate to have the community 
organizations part of this Hub model and to really create that network of 
support. So, from the beginning… we’ve had five main community partners. 
(NYP staff) 

Henry Street. From the start of the Initiative, Henry Street was guided by a critical challenge facing 
the Lower East Side, which is the lack of coordination among the array of settlement houses 
concentrated in a small geographic area. As such, the settlement houses located within the 
community were always intended to be the primary partners within this Hub. Initial selection of 
secondary partners was based, in part, on a survey of youths’ programming needs and interests. 
While Henry Street originally intended for secondary partners to be maintained for the duration of 
the grant, it became apparent that it was better for each partnership to be “revisited” annually to 
identify whether “it was going to be a good fit.” Henry Street also chose to use Hub funds to “create 
space for the social worker” at each partner organization and, even more importantly, funding for 
primary partners was for general support to the Hub. As a lead organization representative 
explained, “it’s basically a grant every year that we give” that builds trust and represents the idea 
that coordination goes beyond the number of participant services delivered. 

Living Redemption. Living Redemption chose partners that supported their core approach of 
credible messaging and that were aligned with their culture and youth development practice. 
Initially, the lead organization envisioned the Hub as an “incubator” and “capacity builder” for 
“emergent” organizations in Harlem. Partner selection went through a planning phase that included 
“identifying what we thought the young people would want or need” as well as involving youth in 
partner-related decision-making. A systems perspective was behind the thinking of partnering with 
city agencies. As explained by a representative of Living Redemption, 

The partnership base is now being extended to systems. We’re being viewed 
as systems—from systems as partners. Not as grantees or contractors 
because the trust that’s been cultivated, the respect for the work. They now 
see you as a partner. That’s happened with Probation. That’s happened with 
DANY. Through this new West Harlem Reentry Project that the Hub has been 
brought into as a collaborator, we’re looking to even bring that into Parole 
and NYPD. (Living Redemption staff) 
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Partnerships were described as more effective when lead and partner organizations share 
the same values, culture, and approach to youth development and community engagement. 
For The Door, a commitment to allowing young people to “drop in” is essential. A commitment to 
trauma-informed practices and the associated patience and responsiveness to participants’ needs 
was a pre-requisite for Living Redemption. 

It’s the alignment [that’s key]. What is your mission, what are your values? 
What is it that you see your role in the community is and what is it that you 
want to bring to the young men and women that we are serving? So, where 
there’s commonality it’s easier for a blend because we all have pretty much 
the same goal. At the end of the day, it’s that commonality that makes us 
stronger. (Living Redemption staff) 

Being able to fill a gap in a lead organization’s services was an important motivator for a partnering 
organization: 

I think it’s great to work collaboratively with places that are very similar…. 
But when I think about the most effective and solid partnerships have been 
like, it’s where they say ‘okay, you fill this gap that we can’t do and vice 
versa. ’ (The Door partner) 

Both lead and partner organizations identified partner meetings as critical to success of the 
partnership. These meetings are especially important for offsite and secondary partners that may 
not otherwise have easy access to lead organization staff. The meetings were especially important 
during the initial years of the grant before partnerships had fully solidified. Although the frequency 
of the meetings was reduced over time at some of the Hubs, they remain a key strategy for building 
relationships and coordinating services. 

Data collection and data sharing were challenging for the Hubs and did not facilitate 
partnerships and case management as envisioned. As outlined in the CJII Hub Request for 
Proposals, Hub funding was available for expenses related to data coordination, including staff at 
the lead and partner organizations, data sharing and case management systems, and other 
mechanisms to increase coordination and accomplish Initiative goals, with Hubs having the 
flexibility to develop their own systems and procedures. Each Hub lead organization is responsible 
for collecting participant and service data, and overall management of program information; they 
also determined the data platform they would use for these purposes. The platforms included 
commercially available software (Salesforce, Awards Foothold Technology), or a hospital-wide 
information management system (NYP), as well as Excel spreadsheets. None of the Hubs developed 
a shared data system with their partners. Instead, Hub staff manually entered their own (as well as 
their partners’) data into their selected platform. Partner organizations rarely received data back, 
and then only at the aggregate level, which limited the use of data for program planning and 
monitoring. 

Developing a shared data system between the Hub lead organization and its partners may not have 
been feasible for a variety of reasons: the length of time provided for Hub planning, program 
development, and start-up; organizational barriers related to data sharing and privacy; 
organization preference to use existing systems; and cost. Therefore, the resulting process and 
procedures created challenges for the Hubs, including inconsistent and missing data, which have 
lasted throughout program implementation. 
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2.4.5 Oversight and Reporting 
ISLG staff are responsible for managing the Hubs Initiative, under the direction of DANY, including 
program implementation and program evaluation. On the program implementation side, a program 
director serves as the point person to the lead organizations, manages ongoing meetings with each 
Hub and cross-Hub leadership meetings, addresses fiscal challenges, troubleshoots implementation 
challenges, and reviews quarterly qualitative and quantitative reports. A research project director 
oversees the evaluation side. Policy and research associates provide support to the Hubs on their 
performance reporting and support the two ISLG directors. DANY and ISLG also created a TTA 
(training and technical assistance) program, which has supported all CJII grantees through a 
program of topical workshops (e.g., Youth Leadership; Effective Strategies for Engaging Young 
People Impacted by the Criminal Justice System; Developing Innovative, Outcome-Based Incentive 
Frameworks) as well as access to expert consultants who have been brought in to assist Hubs with 
different aspects of implementation. 

ISLG facilitated meetings with each Hub as well as quarterly cross-Hub leadership meetings, with 
DANY representatives in attendance as well. The individual Hub meetings provide an opportunity 
to discuss implementation updates, successes, and challenges, and review and clarify performance 
data submitted quarterly.14 Hub leadership meetings offer opportunities for the Hub staff to share 
information and ideas. 

Representatives of the lead organizations offered positive feedback about the support they 
have received from DANY and ISLG, and the flexibility they have had to adapt their programs. 
One lead organization representative described them as “really lovely partners.” Others 
commented: 

You’re not going to get into trouble for not doing it the way you said because 
we’re trying something new, and I think that has been an experience in a lot 
of ways for everyone. 

I have to be honest. I think ISLG has been phenomenal in the way, in the 
terms of their flexibility and adjustments and kind of like all of us learning 
together. 

I think it’s quite visionary for the District Attorney’s office to be able to say, 
‘We want for us not to be as relevant, for people not to be going through the 
process of incarceration, or all the etcetera’s that align with it, so we’re 
going to allocate funding to be able to work on prevention. ’ That, I thought 
was great. 

Each Hub reported to ISLG on a set of performance metrics developed through discussions among 
ISLG and Hub staff. However, in interviews, several Hub staff raised questions about how to define 
and measure success of the Hubs, as positive social/emotional and attitudinal impacts might not yet 
translate to concrete behaviors or accomplishments. Hub lead and partner organization 

                                                             
14 In addition to quarterly quantitative performance data reports, each Hub submitted quarterly qualitative reports to 

ISLG. 
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representatives almost universally explained the difficulty of assessing participant outcomes in the 
short term. 

Yes, there’s concrete successes when someone achieves something tangible 
like a high school diploma or an HSE or a college diploma or a job or 
certification and/or the concrete things of getting their health under control 
because now they’re taking their medicine more regularly and/or getting 
them into a safe and stable home or where they can pay their rent. There are 
concrete achievements there that I couldn’t even tell you the numbers, but 
certainly there are numerous young people that we’ve helped in that 
capacity. But then I think there’s also the more nuanced successes that the 
numbers won’t reveal. (Henry Street staff) 

We understand what moves the young person from at risk to a neutral space 
to thriving. But I think oftentimes, public policy as it relates to investing in 
youth is really short-term oriented where we’ll allocate funding for 3, 4 years, 
5 years at tops, and then a next policy or a next concept will emerge and a 
next approach rather than really sustaining that momentum. (Union staff) 

2.4.6 Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic 
This section of the report presents a synthesis across the Hubs of the implementation challenges 
that resulted from the pandemic and the ways that the Hubs adapted to address the challenges. 

Every aspect of the Hubs was impacted. However, Hub staff and partners changed the ways 
they communicated with and served youth and worked to meet basic needs in their 
community. 

With youth unable to drop into program spaces and participate in person, the Hubs faced the 
challenge of figuring out how to reach their youth and/or provide services to them, especially those 
youth who were less regularly engaged in programming. It was hard to build and maintain 
relationships with youth on Zoom. Youth became burned out, especially those who were doing 
remote learning in school. Hub staff and partners were also dealing with burnout and personal 
losses. Notable examples of how the Hubs addressed these challenges are described below. 

The Hubs developed new tools to communicate with young people. 

The Door created a text-based hotline for youth through their Salesforce platform and used 
chat software for staff to stay connected and enable young people to contact a staff member 
at any time. 

NYP set up a Google phone number and scaled up text communication with partners and the 
community; staff did “wellness checks” with every youth via text, phone, or Zoom. A weekly 
“stay at home guide” with information on current issues such as the census and responses to 
Black Lives Matter, as well as information about online program offerings and other 
resources, were sent out via email and social media. 

Several Hubs created an online enrollment process or a different system for tracking 
participation. 
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The Hubs offered a large array of virtual services that included structured programming and 
unstructured time to engage participants; some Hubs continued to provide selected in-
person services. 

In addition to providing many counseling and prosocial activities virtually, Henry Street 
launched a virtual summer camp in July 2020, filling a gap left by a decrease in funding for 
the City’s Summer Youth Employment Program. Partners such as Sylvia Center facilitated 
youth-led remote workshops, provided training to youth and weekly food boxes for their 
families. 

Living Redemption offered regularly scheduled groups online. These included the Fellowship 
Movement, Physical Fitness, Relaxation Techniques, Young Lives Young Mothers, 
Community Impact GED/HSE, Life Planning, Be Encouraged with Reality, Cooking on a 
Budget, Sisters Saving Souls, Open Mic, as well as daily COVID-19 Tips in a Minute. High 
School Equivalency classes at Living Redemption expanded their focus to include some 
workforce development and allowed additional time for individual tutoring, as the instructor 
had more time available. One-on-one sessions with staff were also available. A 40-hour 
online OSHA course in hazardous material cleaning, facilitated by Hostos Community 
College, was offered in collaboration with the West Harlem Community Restoration and 
Reentry Project. Living Redemption continued in-person crisis intervention, dispatching 
credible messengers with safety protocols in place. 

NYP staff and Hub partners created a summer 2020 virtual “Learn-Try-Apply” project-based 
learning paid internship program. The program offered a variety of tracks (e.g., social justice, 
music, art, journalism, STEM, recreational tech) and groups differentiated by age bracket and 
led by “youth captains.”15 The program was offered again in the winter/spring of 2021. The 
Hub offered weekly virtual programming such as movie and game nights, and telehealth 
provided access to health and behavioral health services. Virtual discussions continued 
around racial justice. A “swag pack” that included Hub-branded Zoom backgrounds were 
distributed to make Zoom inclusive and fun. 

At the end of May 2020, Union presented a Virtual Youth Town Hall in which youth 
ambassadors from several of the Hub’s partner organizations interviewed elected 
representatives about services for youth. Over the summer of 2020, the Hub offered selected 
activities in outdoor spaces, including an art and dance series in partnership with Thrive 
Collective, and a 3-week long basketball tournament in collaboration with Boys Club, Getting 
Out Staying Out (GOSO)/SAVE, Hoops by the River, and NYPD. The Hub also offered a virtual 
summer coding program with KidsCode, social support groups, virtual boxing (skills and 
drills) and dance classes, and groups such as game nights were conducted on Zoom. In the 
fall, partners offered remote services including virtual dance classes by Kr3ts, and 
roundtable discussions with young men and women facilitated by GOSO. Online sector-based 
OSHA training was also available. 

The Door scheduled daily Zoom groups for recreation, support, and unstructured time to 
foster connections. The Adolescent Health Center provided telehealth appointments. The 
“Hub Club,” focused on the basics of career preparedness, transitioned to a virtual format as 
well; the Drama Club continued to meet for classes in the parks. The Door also launched a 

                                                             
15 With funding for the city’s Summer Youth Employment program greatly diminished, the hospital provided a grant to 

enable 300 youth (Hub members and others) to participate. 



 

 Youth Opportunity Hubs: Mid-Evaluation Report 2-33 
 

24/7 fully staffed Hotel Project with the Ali Forney Center and Callen-Lorde where young 
people in the shelter system exhibiting COVID-19 symptoms could quarantine. Later in the 
summer of 2020 The Door made office space available for youth to use, one at a time, as 
needed, and then opened on a shortened schedule for essential services, with some events 
taking place outside including hot meals to go. To assist participants with access to benefits 
(e.g., vital records, Social Security, NYC HRA, housing, courts), staff at The Door guided youth 
virtually through benefits applications and court appointments) and used the Zoom screen-
sharing feature to enable participants to view their applications. 

The Hubs provided participants with technology devices. Many young people did not have 
access to technology (phones, the internet, Wi-Fi) exacerbating the existing digital divide, and lived 
in crowded situations without privacy. Living Redemption and Henry Street provided youth with 
laptops and other devices so they could access virtual programming. Henry Street created a virtual 
tech support team for the elderly in the community, where young people taught seniors how to use 
their devices. 

The Hubs responded to members’ and staff personal loss and trauma and helped to meet 
basic needs. Youth experienced deaths of family members or friends due to COVID-19 and job loss. 
Hub staff reported seeing an increase in trauma, domestic violence, and homelessness among 
participants and their families. All Hubs worked to provide for basic needs including food, 
emergency cash assistance, and personal protective equipment (PPE) related to the COVID-19 
pandemic, for Hub members and families as well as for the community at-large. They increased 
their focus on offering paid opportunities (internships, community service, summer camp) to youth, 
while also using these opportunities to recruit new participants. The Hubs considered paid 
opportunities an effective strategy for addressing emerging needs while also promoting 
participation during this difficult time. 

In response to the pandemic, Living Redemption greatly expanded its response to meeting 
the basic needs of residents, while offering youth opportunities to contribute to Hub 
activities. Partnering with World Central Kitchen, the street outside Living Redemption 
became a site for distributing hot meals and boxes of food to thousands of residents. Living 
Redemption also partnered with the NYC Food Bank, NYC Young Men’s Initiative, and the 
Department of Probation’s NeON program to offer an outdoor ‘Grab and Go’ food pantry, 
and with Harlem Children’s Zone on a farm stand. In addition to providing participants with 
positive engagement through community service and opportunities for enrolling new 
members, the stipends that youth received for their work on these initiatives became a 
source of income. Living Redemption continued to engage its members in participating in 
public health, hiring youth ambassadors to disseminate information throughout the 
neighborhood about social distancing and COVID-19 testing, and anti-gun violence 
initiatives. 

The Henry Street LES Hub created a Community COVID-19 Response Team, including young 
people ages 18-24, which operated a food pantry, and distributed meals and PPE in the 
community. Stipends for participation in the virtual summer camp and other activities, as 
well as for their leadership efforts, were built into the programs and provided an important 
source of income for youth. 
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2.5 Conclusion and Recommendations 
The CJII funding for the Youth Opportunity Hubs Initiative created a significant opportunity for 
organizations throughout Manhattan to expand their breadth and depth of services to young 
people. Developed by the Manhattan District Attorney’s Office and managed by ISLG, the Initiative 
focused on prevention and intervention, with the goal of engaging young people, particularly those 
who are disconnected from school and/or work, and connecting them to services and supports that 
are expected to reduce involvement in the criminal justice system. 

As described in this report, the result of the funding is the development of five Hub programs 
working toward the overall goal of the Initiative: Improving outcomes for youth at risk of becoming 
involved with the justice system by: 

• Providing them with holistic, wraparound services support and opportunities; 

• Fostering collaboration and partnership among social service providers; 

• Building organizational capacities to address neighborhood needs; and 

• Creating and renovating program space to provide more welcoming environments for young 
people. 

Implementation study findings show that through their organizational partnerships and staffing, 
each Hub provides resources and opportunities to meet a wide range of youths’ needs, thereby 
improving the landscape of services and supports that were available to youth prior to the 
Initiative. The Hubs created programs that are client-centered, relationship-driven, and trauma-
informed, and that serve a broad age range of participants. Each Hub provides services and 
supports within the Initiative’s seven wraparound services categories: education, employment, 
prosocial, health, criminal justice, family, and other services. Within these broad categories, case 
management and services are designed to support young people’s agency and social-emotional 
development, skills development, and meet a range of needs. The perceived outcomes and benefits 
respondents identified are shown below. 

Outcomes/benefits for young people include the following: 

• Having an immediate connection to more service providers; 

• Connecting to mental health, counseling, and social-emotional support; 

• Accessing services designed to meet immediate and basic needs, and economic insecurity; 

• Developing positive relationships with adults, which increases participants’ beliefs that there 
are individuals who are looking out for them and care about their experiences; 

• Developing meaningful relationships with peers through low-stakes and interest-driven 
activities; 

• Getting exposure to the arts and cultural activities; 
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• Becoming involved in their local community; 

• Seeing a reduced likelihood of engaging with or re-engaging with the justice system; and 

• Having a newfound sense of hope about their own lives. 

Outcomes/benefits for organizations include the following: 

• Experiencing positive changes in the ways that lead and partner organizations worked 
together and separately through partnerships and a focus on services to young people; and 

• Adopting new policies and practices, through opportunities for sharing information within 
and across the Hubs. 

Outcomes/benefits for communities are as follows: 

• Having a sense of intentional community building and redistribution of resources; and 

• Reducing community violence, through the creation of safe spaces and use of violence 
interruption strategies. 

The Hub lead organizations are diverse in terms of size and 
type, and Hub staffing reflect the organizations’ 
characteristics and history. Partnerships are structured in 
a way that fits how the Hubs operationalize their services. 
Regardless of structure, partnerships were described as 
more effective when lead and partner organizations share 
the same values, culture, and approach to youth 
development and community engagement. Partner 
meetings were seen as critical to success, but data 
collection and data sharing were challenging aspects of 
Hub implementation and did not facilitate partnerships 
and case management as envisioned. 

Funding for capital improvements is a unique aspect of the 
Initiative. It has allowed Hubs to improve their physical spaces with updated, efficient, and more 
attractive facilities as a means to engage young people more effectively in the activities and services 
Hubs provide. 

The Hubs responded to the COVID-19 pandemic by developing new tools to communicate with 
young people. They offered virtual services that included structured and unstructured 
programming, responded to members’ and staff’s personal loss and trauma, and expanded services 
to the community at-large. 

Hub staff and partners identified several important strengths of the Initiative overall: 

• Having flexibility of funding; 

• Elevating the importance of youth development work, that is relationship-driven and youth-
led; 

Strengths Identified by Hubs 
(Specific to Individual Hubs) 

• Co-location with partners (The Door) 
• Community-wide events before and 

during COVID-19, and LES summer 
camp (Henry Street) 

• Credible messenger model and crisis 
response (Living Redemption) 

• Behavioral health support and 
summer internship program (NYP) 

• Community engagement events 
(Union) 
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• Creating community spaces/centers for youth where they did not exist before; 

• Changing the narrative to focus funding on partnerships; 

• Changing the narrative about community investment – money DANY provided for investment 
directly in the community, for direct or indirect prevention of criminal justice involvement; 
and 

• Creating space for conversations between youth-serving organizations and DANY. 

2.5.1 Recommendations for ISLG and the Hubs 
Based on the findings presented in this mid-
evaluation report, we offer the following 
recommendations to ISLG and the Hubs, and to 
others in the field interested in implementing 
similar programs: 

Communication. ISLG convened individual 
meetings with each Hub’s leadership and 
cross-Hub leadership meetings. Individual 
meeting agendas included updates about the 
program, questions about the data, offers of 
technical assistance, and evaluation updates. 
Discussions in the cross-Hub meetings were 
guided by questions about implementation 
strategies and challenges, and data were 
presented on each program. These meetings 
provided ISLG and DANY with formal updates 
about the programs and offered an opportunity 
for sharing and discussion, between ISLG, DANY, 
and individual Hub leaders, and across Hub 
leaders. 

• Recommendation #1. Hub leaders and 
staff should be encouraged to continue to 
meet through formal convenings and 
informal meetings to sustain ongoing 
channels of communication where they 
share their experiences, challenges, and solutions. These should include opportunities for 
frontline staff to get to know each other, discuss practice, increase their knowledge of 
available services (and identify gaps), and create a network for referrals across programs. 

  

Suggestions from Interviews with Youth 
Participants 

(Specific to Individual Hubs) 

The only other thing is for the older participants, 
like the ones about to age out, maybe there can 
be a specific transitional program. Maybe for the 
ones who have been with the Hub for a long time 
or those who have really taken an interest to it. 
Some kind of transitional program to have them 
do something similar after. (Henry Street) 

The only thing that I can say that can be 
improved is them continuing to be the caring and 
genuine people that they are. And allowing their 
business to grow bigger so that they can have 
more locations. So that they can reach out to a 
bigger number of people. (Living Redemption) 

They should develop more internships. (Union) 

Not being able to have services within my own 
neighborhood ended up like isolating me a lot 
further. Even if The Door doesn’t have a site, I 
think like maybe increasing services, like offsite 
locations in other boroughs would help a lot, 
especially with really, really essential crisis ones 
that can’t be done online help. (The Door) 
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Partnerships. Each Hub went through a process of identifying and selecting partner organizations 
and determining the roles their partners would assume. Some had a consistent set of partners while 
others experienced many changes over the course of implementation. Each went through their own 
process of deciding whether to continue working with particular partners; they saw the process as 
challenging. 

• Recommendation #2. Based on their observations and experiences with Hub program 
oversight and subcontracting, ISLG should develop and disseminate a guide for programs to 
use in selecting partners, including criteria for programs to use in evaluating whether a 
partnership should continue. Some aspects of partnership development have been presented 
in a CJII brief.16 

Sustainability. The Hubs Initiative has been successful in creating partnerships and developing 
wraparound service approaches. Interview findings identified positive outcomes for participants, 
organizations, and communities. Each Hub identified components of their work that could be 
sustained beyond the conclusion of the DANY funding, such as their approach to partnerships 
and/or some of the partnerships that were developed. 

• Recommendation #3. Based on the cross-Hub thematic findings, each Hub should consider 
how to use staff across partnerships to their advantage going forward and outside of the 
Hubs Initiative. For example, how they can use co-location and/or the embedding of staff 
offsite to strengthen and sustain their work. 

2.5.2 Recommendations for the Field 
Funding. The Hubs Initiative required lead organizations to develop and fund partnerships with 
other providers through subcontracts. Funding was not tied to specific types of services. Hubs had 
the flexibility to identify and provide services that met the diverse and individual needs of young 
people, without regard to eligibility other than age. This flexibility was critical to the development 
of the Hub programs. 

• Recommendation #4. Government and philanthropic funders should explore avenues for 
and sources of funding that allow for the same flexibility that Hubs had to meet the service 
and support needs of young people. Including funding to improve the physical spaces where 
young people receive support and services should also be considered. If a network of 
programs is created, funding should be provided for an intermediary organization to guide 
the development of the program model, support cross-systems and service collaboration, and 
establish shared measurement practices.17 

                                                             
16 See Funding Strategic Partnerships as a Public Safety Strategy: Innovations and Lessons Learned from the Manhattan 

District Attorney’s Criminal Justice Investment Initiative. District Attorney of New York County and CUNY Institute for 
State and Local Governance (no date).  

17 Intermediaries, also called backbone organizations, are a key feature of collective impact initiatives that work across 
systems to improve social outcomes. See Shiloh Turner, Kathy Merchant, John Kania & Ellen Martin. (July 18, 2012). 
Understanding the Value of Backbone Organizations in Collective Impact: Part 2. Stanford Social Innovation Review. 
Available at 
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/understanding_the_value_of_backbone_organizations_in_collective_impact_2. 
Accessed 9/10/21. 

https://ssir.org/articles/entry/understanding_the_value_of_backbone_organizations_in_collective_impact_2
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Data. The Hubs identified data collection and sharing as a challenge. Developing program metrics 
and a data management system that captures the range of individual and organizational outcomes 
for an initiative such as this is a complicated undertaking. Although ISLG worked with the lead 
organizations to create program metrics and a reporting template, working on a shared data 
management system was not within the scope of the Initiative. Furthermore, given the structure of 
relationships between lead organizations and partners, the 3-year implementation grant period 
and available resources, a shared data system was likely not feasible. 

• Recommendation #5. Community initiatives should invest in program data management, 
including but not limited to training staff and building data infrastructure. Complex 
community initiatives benefit from a shared data management system that includes common 
intake forms, standard service definitions, and agreed-upon short- and longer-term outcome 
measures for program planning and management. The funding for system design, and 
training and supporting staff, also needs to be commensurate with the effort.
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3. Next Steps 

Future plans for the evaluation include follow-up interviews as part the process evaluation, outcome 
evaluation activities, and the cost analyses. The results of these efforts will be included in the final 
evaluation report due in spring 2023. 

3.1 Process Evaluation 
Additional data collection for the process evaluation will continue in fall 2021 through spring 2022. 
Interviews with Hub program staff will focus on further changes in the programs, reflections on 
program successes and challenges, and the Hubs’ efforts to sustain their programs after the end of 
CJII funding. Interviews will also be conducted with selected program participants to better 
understand the youths’ perspectives on their Hub experiences and how these experiences affected 
their lives.  

3.2 Outcome Evaluation 
The outcome evaluation includes approaches to triangulate individual and organizational-level 
outcomes for the Hubs: (1) an outcome survey of eligible youth participants will examine self-
reported, individual-level outcomes; (2) a social network analysis (SNA) of participating 
organizations will examine perceived organizational-level outcomes; and (3) a longitudinal quasi-
experimental design (QED) will use administrative data (program and justice data) to quantify the 
impact of the YOH on youth outcomes. 

3.2.1 Youth Outcome Survey 
Youth at each Hub are being invited to participate in the online Youth Outcome Survey to share some 
of their service needs and their perceptions of how well Hub programming is meeting those needs. 
Youth will be invited to complete the survey up to four times over a 1-year period to capture their 
change over time. 

3.2.2 Social Network Analysis 
Social Network Analysis is used to analyze networks of relationships of any type and at any level (e.g., 
individual, organizational). It has two main purposes: (1) to create meaningful, data-based graphical 
representations of relationships between organizations; and (2) to quantitatively describe and assess 
network characteristics. In the context of the YOH evaluation, we will interpret SNA findings within 
each Hub and the comparison providers (CPs) to uncover characteristics and patterns of 
collaboration; identify relationships that may constrain or enable access to resources and 
information across partner organizations; and use findings to inform strategies to maintain 
collaboration efforts among Hub and CPs to positively benefit youth programming and outcomes. 
The SNA findings and graphics can be used to help them understand their collaborative partnership 
networks. 
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3.2.3 Analysis of Administrative and Program Data 
A primary goal of the Hubs Initiative is to prevent and reduce involvement in the criminal justice 
system. To examine the effects of Hub participation on youths’ justice system involvement, and to 
supplement data collected from the survey, Westat will request administrative data from the Hubs 
about participation in programming, from the New York City Department of Probation (NYC DOP) 
for youth under 18 at any time during the study period, and from the New York State Division of 
Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) for young adults (i.e., 18 years or older at any time during the study 
period) pertaining to justice system involvement. These data will be coupled with survey results to 
compare Hub outcomes to CP outcomes for youth, as well as to gain a greater overall understanding 
of Hub impact on youth and their communities. 

3.3 Cost Analyses 
Westat plans to conduct an economic evaluation, including a cost-benefit analysis (CBA), using data 
collected from the Hubs to analyze the economic benefits and costs of the Hub program. The analysis 
will examine the total and average (per-person) costs for each Hub as well as cost-effectiveness 
measures and monetized benefits, dependent on the findings from the outcome evaluation 
components. 
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Appendix A 
Individual Hub Descriptions 

The description of each Hub includes information about the lead organization, Hub funding, 
program and partnership structure, participant characteristics, recruitment and implementation, 
and a data snapshot.18 

A.1 Henry Street Settlement, Lower East Side Hub 
Henry Street Settlement (Henry Street) is a well-established (founded 1893) organization offering 
services to residents of all ages at 18 sites on Manhattan’s Lower East Side (LES) through four 
major divisions: Education and Employment, Transitional and Supportive Housing, Health and 
Wellness, and Visual and Performing Arts. The Hub program falls under the purview of the director 
of education services within the Education and Employment division, overseen by a vice president. 
CJII programmatic funding for the Lower East Side Hub program amounted to about $5.7 million; 
an additional $2.7 million was allocated for capital improvements. 

The Hub operates out of multiple spaces belonging to Henry Street Settlement and their primary 
partners. Capital improvements consisted of a major renovation of Hub program and meeting 
spaces at Henry Street’s main building at 301 Henry Street, and a new heating and cooling system 
and new bleachers at Henry’s Street’s Boys and Girls Republic site. 

Program and Partnership Structure. Recognizing the existence of other strong settlement houses in 
the area, the Henry Street LES Hub was developed around a set of primary partners: Chinese-
American Planning Council, Educational Alliance, Grand Street Settlement, Hamilton-Madison 
House, and University Settlement. Structured as a “deployment model,” social workers are out-
stationed at one or more primary partner sites to conduct intake, assessment, and case 
management, creating multiple points of entry to Hub services. Other organizations (secondary 
partners) are subcontracted on an annual basis or longer, for additional, specific services that are 
provided either at a Hub site or through referral. The structure creates “a ‘web’ of service sites 
across the LES. No matter which organization or door a young person enters, he/she will be 
connected to the right mix of services to achieve his/her unique goals.”19 

The Hub program is led by a director who works under Henry Street’s director of education 
services. At the time of the interviews, the Hub’s staffing structure (when fully staffed), in addition 
to leadership, includes nine social workers (one of whom is a Licensed Clinical Social Worker 
[LCSW] who serves as the Hub team’s clinical lead), a partnership and outreach coordinator, a 
credible messenger, and an administrative assistant, all supervised by the Hub program director. 
Social workers conduct initial intake and maintain a caseload of youth with whom they check in and 
provide wraparound care in terms of case management, referrals, identifying potential needs, and 
basic mental health counseling. They manage their specific participants’ data and support prosocial 
activities at their sites, recruiting youth from across the Hub and assisting with planning and 

                                                             
18 Because of the different data sources, there may be inconsistencies across some of the numbers presented throughout 

the report and appendices. 
19 Henry Street Settlement application for Youth Opportunities Hub funding. 
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facilitation of certain activities. Hub social workers based at the primary partner sites are employed 
by Henry Street and co-supervised by a partner supervisor as well as the Hub’s program director. 

A partner and outreach coordinator is responsible for communicating with and organizing 
secondary partners, conducting community recruitment activities, and managing outreach to 
participants through social media and monthly newsletters. This staff also identifies internship 
locations and manages rollout of the Hub’s internship program. A credible messenger, hired to 
engage youth who are harder to reach, serves as a mentor to youth across the different Hub sites. 
An administrative assistant works directly with the Hub director to support all administrative 
tasks, including invoicing and payments, documentation, and data responsibilities. The assistant 
also supports Hub activities such as outreach and recruitment, facilitates youth group 
programming, and has supported COVID-19-related activities such as PPE distribution and a food 
bank. All Hub staff meet weekly as a team to discuss program activities as well as the needs of 
individual youth. There are also weekly clinical supervision meetings. 

Over the course of implementation, there has been only one change in primary partners – as 
Hamilton-Madison House shifted to primarily serving an elderly population, that partnership was 
discontinued. Some secondary partners also have changed as the Hub identified a need for different 
programming or activities to engage participants; several of them have provided internship or 
apprenticeship programs for participants. 

Figure A.H.1 depicts the Hub partnership structure as of February 2020 and Table A.H.1 presents a 
list of primary partners (other settlement houses) and secondary partners (other service 
providers) by year. Because social workers are out-stationed at the primary partner sites, while 
other partners provide specific services, the Hub model is described as a “Deployment Model.” 

Figure A.H.1. Henry Street Lower East Side Hub Partnership Structure 
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Table A.H.1. Henry Street Lower East Side Hub Subcontracted Partners, by Year 

Partner organization Planning/pilot Year 1 
(FY ‘19) 

Year 2 
(FY ‘20) 

Year 3 
(FY ‘21) 

Primary Partners 
Chinese-American Planning Council     
Educational Alliance     
Grand Street Settlement     
Hamilton-Madison House     
University Settlement     
Secondary Partners 
Animation Project     
Beam Center     
Building Beats     
Center for Community Alternatives     
LAMP     
LEAP (Learning through an 
Expanded Arts Program)     

NY Video Games Critics Circle     
Sylvia Center     
VOLS (Volunteers of Legal Services)     
Youth Represent     

 
Participant Characteristics. As shown in data snapshot (Table A.H.2), the Hub served a total of 887 
participants from program inception through December 2020, including 41 percent from the Lower 
East Side (though all Hub participants have a connection to the neighborhood). At enrollment, 
2 percent were under age 13, 16 percent were aged 13-14, 45 percent aged 15-17, 17 percent aged 
18-19, and 21 percent aged 20 and older (Table A.H.3). Just over half (52%) were female and 
37 percent were male; 1 percent was reported as “other” and gender was not reported for 
10 percent (Figure A.H.2). At the time of enrollment 12 percent were out of school and out of work. 
Latinx (30%) and Black (25%) participants made up the largest share of participants, 17 percent 
were Asian, and other/unknown accounted for 26 percent (Figure A.H.3). The racial and ethnic 
makeup of the Lower East Side and Manhattan as a whole are also shown in this figure. 

Recruitment and Implementation. The Hub recruits youth in a variety of ways: Through a program 
site they are already engaged at, through a primary partner social worker, at a community event, by 
direct street outreach from the credible messenger, by referral from secondary partners or other 
organizations, or word-of-mouth. To facilitate introducing the program, the Hub created a Mobile 
Hub, consisting of a wagon with table and chairs, marketing materials, and small gifts, to bring to 
community events. As one staff member commented, “we just give young people a place to be and so 
that helps with recruitment.” 
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Depending on the point of entry as well as preference, a youth is matched with a social worker who 
conducts intake to learn about a young person’s interests and needs; this might occur over a 
number of sessions. The Hub’s broad array of services includes case management, advocacy 
support, and a menu of activities within the wraparound service categories that allows for choice. 
All young people are connected to a social worker, but some may not want the clinical services 
offered and may only participate in other activities. 

Although many young people may already be connected to one of the partner organizations, the 
Hub provides additional interventions and wraparound services to fill identified service gaps, and 
seeks out youth who have been more difficult to engage. Quarterly community events also help to 
keep young people from across the different Hub locations connected. Examples of programming 
include: 

• To create a space for male-identified youth ages 19-24, including those with a history of 
criminal justice involvement, the credible messenger facilitates the Mentor and Nurture 
(MAN) group, offered in collaboration with Jobs Plus, a city employment program. 

• The “Hub Hustle” program has offered stipend internships at Henry Street and other primary 
partner sites, along with weekly job readiness and job coaching workshops, for youth ages 
16-24. 

• The “Hub Hustle Junior” program has offered workshops, also stipend, for younger youth 
ages 13-15 to learn skills they will need to become job ready. 

• Through the Sylvia Center, the Hub has offered a nutrition and culinary education 
apprenticeship program and youth have prepared food for various Hub and community 
events. 

• Other offerings include beat-making classes through Building Beats; a support group for 
Mandarin-speaking English-language learners by the Chinese-American Planning Council; 
and a “Know Your Rights” workshop series open to parents/caregivers as well as young 
people by Youth Represent. 

Data on wraparound needs and services (Figure A.H.4) show that employment represented the 
most common need participants reported at enrollment, with education second. Figure A.H.5 lists 
the most prevalent providers and the types of services they provided. 
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A.2 Living Redemption Youth Opportunity Hub 
The Living Redemption Hub is a grassroots faith-based organization that began as a program of 
Community Connections for Youth (CCFY), an organization whose mission is to empower 
grassroots faith and neighborhood organizations to develop effective community-driven 
alternatives to incarceration for youth. The Hub was developed under the leadership of Rev. 
Maurice Winley who created a number of programs and served as CCFY’s director of credible 
messenger mentoring, and who became the founder and executive director of the Living 
Redemption Hub in 2017. CJII funding for the Living Redemption Hub program amounted to about 
$6.3 million; an additional $4 million was allocated for capital improvements. 

The program’s primary site is located within the Soul Saving Station Church building. Living 
Redemption has made minor renovations to the church building while determining plans for the 
capital funding; initial plans were to do a major renovation of the building or construct a new 
facility on an adjacent parking lot. The Hub still hopes to renovate the building space within the 
next few years. 

Program and Partnership Structure. Critical to this program is a grassroots approach to engaging 
Harlem’s highest risk youth using credible messengers, individuals from the Harlem community 
who have lived experience with violence and criminal activity, but who have experienced life 
transformation. The program uses a transformative mentoring approach to engage young people in 
healing and inner change by involving them in restorative justice. 

The Hub is led by the organization’s founding executive director, a deputy director, and director of 
operations. Four credible messengers on staff share responsibility for mentoring and case 
management. Building on their individual expertise, they each lead an area of service: (1) crisis 
intervention and family and engagement; (2) violence interrupter; (3) program coordination and 
administration, restorative justice circles, and work with partner organizations; and (4) community 
service internships. A peer, who is a training to be a credible messenger, works with young women 
and mothers, while also assisting with Hub administrative tasks. 

Living Redemption has contracted with a small set of partner organizations, including Bethel 
Gospel Assembly, Community Impact, and Emergent Works, as well as other organizations. Some 
services are provided at the Living Redemption site and others in the community. Because 
mentoring is central to the program’s approach, the Hub model is described as a “Mentor Network.” 

Figure A.L.1 depicts the Hub partnership structure as of February 2020 and Table A.L.1 presents a 
list of subcontracted partner organizations by year. 
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Figure A.L.1. Living Redemption Hub Partnership Structure 

 
 

Table A.L.1. Living Redemption Hub Subcontracted Partners, by Year 

Partner organization Planning/pilot Year 1 
(FY ‘19) 

Year 2 
(FY ‘20) 

Year 3 
(FY ‘21)* 

Full Circle Health     
Bethel Gospel     
West Harlem Empowerment     
STEM Kids     
Thrive Collective     
NYS Jazz Literacy and Arts Assn     
DAAD Ministries (Developing 
Adolescents, Attitudes and Destinies)     

Community Impact     
Emergent Works 
(formerly Code Cooperative)     

Hostos Community College     

* Year 3 subcontracts were not finalized at the time of this report. 
 
Participant Characteristics. As shown in the data snapshot (Table A.L.2), the Living Redemption Hub 
served 659 participants from program inception through the end of December 2020, including 66 
percent connected to Central and West Harlem (though all Hub participants have a connection to 
the neighborhood). More than half (55%) of the population was aged 19 or younger; 31 percent 
was 20 and older; however, age was unknown for 15 percent (Table A.L.3). More than two-thirds 
(69%) were male and 30 percent were female; gender was not reported for 1 percent (Figure 
A.L.2). At the time of enrollment 26 percent were out of school and out of work. The large majority 
(74%) of participants were Black, 19 percent were Latinx, and other/unknown accounted for 6 
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percent (Figure A.L.4). The racial and ethnic makeup of Central/West Harlem and Manhattan as a 
whole are also shown in this figure. 

Recruitment and Implementation. Although Living Redemption receives referrals, the credible 
messengers make the program known through their presence and trust-building conversations 
with area residents. A young person’s introduction follows a deliberate sequence that begins with 
personal greetings, a tour, and a meal. About a week after this initial contact, a credible messenger 
and the youth meet to co-create an Individual Success Plan, and when warranted, staff may make a 
home visit. Although there are forms to fill out, the approach emphasizes motivational interviewing 
and dialogue. Goals are set, but the mentoring process is ongoing. Participants also earn stipends 
based on their meeting agreed-upon outcomes. Hub staff hold regular case management meetings 
to prioritize needs, ensure case coverage, and discuss individual youth’s needs. 

Over the course of implementation, Living Redemption has worked with several different 
organizations through formal subcontracts or informal arrangements. Among them are Community 
Impact (high school equivalency preparation program through Columbia University), Thrive 
Collective (visual and digital art projects and music making), STEM Kids NYC (robotics), Emergent 
Works (software engineering skills), Argus (sexual health), and Full Circle Health Clinic (health and 
mental health services). Offerings have changed over the course of implementation. 

Paid community service and internships, and outcomes-based stipends, provide young people with 
opportunities and incentives for civic engagement, skills-building, and financial support. 
Throughout program implementation, Living Redemption also maintained a strong engagement 
with the wider Harlem community through holiday distribution of food baskets and meals for 
members and their families. This engagement expanded greatly during the pandemic with hot 
meals and food baskets provided to thousands of individuals and families, as described in the 
discussion about COVID-19 program adaptations. In another example of its community outreach, 
the Hub organized pop-up eye clinics for Harlem residents through a partnership with Helen Keller 
International’s New York Vision program. 

Data on wraparound needs and services (Figure A.L.4) show that the greatest need participants 
reported at enrollment was for prosocial services, with education second. Figure A.L.5 lists the most 
prevalent providers and the types of services they provided. 
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A.3 New York-Presbyterian Hospital, Uptown Hub 
Located in Washington Heights, New York-Presbyterian Hospital (NYP) is a large academic medical 
center and teaching hospital that provides inpatient and outpatient services through a network of 
ambulatory care centers and school-based health centers. The Uptown Hub is housed within the 
hospital’s Division of Community and Population Health. CJII funding for the Uptown Hub program 
amounted to about $6 million; an additional $4 million was allocated for capital improvements. 

The Uptown Hub operated initially out of a basement conference room in a hospital building. It 
subsequently moved to a former eye clinic (also located in a basement) where the space was 
converted into a drop-in center with waiting room, kitchen, and offices for private conversations. A 
permanent youth drop-in center has been under construction on the first floor of a NYC 
Department of Health building that has been used by the hospital under a long-term agreement. 

Program and Partnership Structure. The Hub builds on NYP’s extensive medical and behavioral 
health staff resources, expanded with other non-clinical staff. Some changes in staff titles and 
responsibilities have occurred as a result of program growth and staff turnover. The staff structure 
at the time of the interviews is described below. 

The program is led by a program manager who oversees four program coordinators and four Hub 
advocates, as well as a grant reporting manager and staff assistant. The program coordinators 
develop and organize the Hub’s programming activities. Each coordinator has a primary area of 
focus: (1) outreach and marketing; (2) in-house programming; (3) employment and professional 
development; and (4) oversight of general operations and the Supportive Guidance Program. At the 
time of the interviews the program manager and three of the coordinators were social workers, 
either LCSWs or MSWs. The Supportive Guidance Program is staffed by advocates who maintain a 
caseload of youth. They provide a one-on-one mentoring relationship, work with youth to set goals, 
make referrals, and maintain attendance data. Although they are expected to be generalists, each 
has developed specialties that may factor into which youth are assigned to their caseload. These 
include securing jobs; connecting youth to insurance and medical services; working with youth who 
have serious behavioral health issues; and engaging youth in prosocial activities. 

The Behavioral Health team is led by NYP’s director of psychology who supervises three 
psychologists, who maintain a caseload, and an extern. They provide individual and group 
counseling, consultations, crisis assessments and interventions, and trainings for the rest of the 
staff. They also support recruitment and community outreach, and meet with youth informally 
during programming, in part as a strategy for building young people’s comfort with therapy, and 
serve as connection to other hospital services. Additional psychologists are available through the 
hospital, as needed. 

Although the clinical and non-clinical sides of the Hub have different reporting structures within 
NYP, coordination occurs through all-staff weekly meetings as well as weekly case management 
meetings attended by the psychologists and advocates. 

NYP has partnered with a small set of organizations that has been consistent over the course of 
implementation. They include the Dominican Women’s Development Center for social justice and 
advocacy engagement and wellness initiatives, working particularly with LGBTQIA youth; NMIC for 
job training and career readiness; People’s Theater Project for creative arts programming; Police 
Athletic League for sports and recreation at the Armory; and the YM&YWHA of Washington Heights 
and Inwood for other youth employment programs. Partners provide services at their own facilities 
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and refer to or receive referrals from NYP. A key component is working with partners to serve 
cohorts of young people through a variety of internships. Hub funding supports a part-time liaison 
at each partner. NYP also works with other organizations to provide additional programming for 
participants, including Uptown Stories (writing workshops), Building Beats (music production), 
and Viva Uptown (volunteer tutors and mentors). 

Because of its hospital base and drop-in center approach, the Hub is described as a “Hospital-Based 
Youth Center.” Figure A.P.1 depicts the Hub partnership structure as of February 2020 and 
Table A.P.1 presents a list of subcontracted partner organizations by year. 

Figure A.P.1. New York-Presbyterian Uptown Hub Partnership Structure 

 
 

Table A.P.1. New York-Presbyterian, Uptown Hub Subcontracted Partners, by Year 

Partner organization Planning/pilot Year 1 
(FY ‘19) 

Year 2 
(FY ‘20) 

Year 3 
(FY ‘21) 

Columbia University     
People’s Theatre Project     
Dominican Women’s Development 
Center     

PAL (Police Athletic League)     
NMIC     
YM&YWHA of Washington Heights 
and Inwood     
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Participant Characteristics. As shown in the data snapshot (Table A.P.2), the Uptown Hub served 
608 participants through the end of December 2020, including 36 percent from Washington 
Heights/Inwood (though all Hub participants have a connection to the neighborhood). About a 
third (32%) of the population was aged 19 or younger; 36 percent was 20 and older; however, age 
was unknown for 32 percent (Table A.P.3). More than half (53%) were female and 46 percent were 
male (Figure A.P.2). At the time of enrollment 25 percent were out of school and out of work.20 For 
half of the population, the racial/ethnic breakdown of participants was unknown/other and 
38 percent were Latinx (Figure A.P.3). The racial and ethnic makeup of Washington 
Heights/Inwood and Manhattan as a whole are also shown in this figure. 

Recruitment and Implementation. Recruitment for the Hub begins with referrals from the hospital 
and partner organizations, and outreach events such as the hospital’s annual teen health expo. Over 
time, presentations by the Hub’s outreach coordinator and word-of-mouth have been primary 
sources of enrollment. The Hub’s internship program also opened the program to additional youth. 
Enrollment in the Hub follows NYP’s protocols, which includes creating a record in the hospital’s 
patient information system. 

The core of the Uptown Hub is its Supportive Guidance program, staffed by Hub advocates who 
conduct intake that includes a general risk assessment and goals discussion. Advocates continue to 
work one-on-one with participants, serve as mentors, and connect them to other wraparound 
services. In their discussions with youth, the advocates promote behavioral health and address 
participants’ concerns. Depending on the response, advocates connect the youth with one of the 
Hub’s psychologists, who may conduct a more in-depth assessment. 

Until the pandemic, the Hub served as a drop-in space in the afternoons and evenings, where youth 
could receive tutoring and had access to computers, or could just decompress. They could also 
participate in a wide array of prosocial activities, some provided by NYP’s Hub staff and others by 
partners. Over the course of implementation these included care and wellness groups (Manhood 
2.0, Sisters Table, Uptown Pride, MySpace); nutrition and fitness; and creative youth development 
groups (Hub Clubs). Employment readiness and education support included workshops at the Hub, 
opportunities to shadow hospital staff, and internships. The Hub’s Behavioral Health Team 
provides a range of therapeutic programming (art therapy, crisis intervention, access to health, 
mental health, and social service programs for family members, and guided discussion groups). 

Data on wraparound needs and services (Figure A.P.4) show that the greatest need participants 
reported at enrollment was for employment services, with prosocial supports next. Figure A.P.5 
lists the most prevalent providers and the types of services they provided. 

                                                             
20 Excludes youth with missing data. 
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A.4 Union Settlement, East Harlem Hub 
Union Settlement (Union), a well-established settlement house founded in 1895, serves East 
Harlem residents through education, health, senior and youth services, child care, counseling, and 
economic development programs. Union operates programs at more than a dozen locations 
throughout the neighborhood and Hub funding represented an expansion of their programs for 
youth. CJII funding for the East Harlem Hub program amounted to about $6 million; up to $4 million 
was allocated for capital improvements. 

The Hub operates out of Union’s main facility located in the Gaylord White community center, 
Washington Houses community center, and Jefferson Houses community center – all NYCHA 
facilities in long-term use by Union Settlement. The Hub is organized in two service regions: the 
lower (southern) region serves youth in and around the larger Washington Houses center and the 
upper (northern) region around Jefferson Houses. Capital improvement funds have been used to 
modernize the first floor of the Gaylord White building for use in youth programming as well as to 
create a separate space for youth programs at Washington Houses. 

Program and Partnership Structure. Each region is led by a regional director who oversee similar 
program services. The regional directors and partner relationships are overseen by Union’s 
associate director of prevention and intervention services, under Union’s director of youth services. 
Hub staff configurations have changed over the course of implementation, a result of structural 
changes as well as staff turnover at all levels. For example, as the initial distinction between 
outreach workers and youth advocates became less clear in practice, responsibility for outreach, 
intake and assessment, and caseloads was merged into a single “youth advocate outreach worker” 
position. They are also responsible for connecting with partners and other community 
organizations. Exemplifying the Hub’s “warm handoff” approach, a central responsibility of the 
youth advocate outreach worker is to accompany youth to a community service provider for 
wraparound services not offered directly by Hub or Union staff. 

Each region added a case manager (supervised by a single case manager supervisor) to reduce 
caseload size, as well as to work with youth who might need a higher level of case management. In 
practice, a case manager and youth advocate outreach worker may work with the same youth 
because of relationships established or time constraints. At the time of the interviews, further 
changes in staff roles were under discussion. 

Hub staff include a data manager responsible for analysis and reports, and another staff responsible 
for collecting and entering data. A technical assistance provider has assisted with Union’s data 
systems and reporting at times. 

The initial design of the Hub was to work with a large number of community organizations. The 
number remained large over the first 2 years of the program and, although still a large number, 
decreased in the last 2 years. The annual nature of the subcontracts allowed the Hub to move away 
from partnerships that were not working and focus in on the subcontractors with the strongest ties 
to the Hub. Some of the organizations that have partnered with the Hub over all 4 years include: 
Boys Club of New York (education, prosocial services); STRIVE (education, employment/workforce 
development); YouthBuild (education, employment workforce development); Iris House (wellness 
and sexual health education); LSA Family Health Services (public benefits); Metropolitan Hospital 
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and Manhattan Neighborhood Network (health services); and Getting Out Staying Out 
(GOSO)/SAVE21 (criminal justice, violence prevention, mentoring). 

The Hub is described as a “Hybrid model” because Hub services are variably offered by Union’s Hub 
staff or through a “warm handoff” to the East Harlem partners that provide services to Hub 
participants either on-site at Union or at their own facilities (“service partners”) and other 
organizations that accept or receive referrals (“referral partners”). 

Figure A.U.1 depicts the Hub partnership structure as of February 2020 and Table A.U.1 presents a 
list of subcontracted partner organizations by year. 

Figure A.U.1. Union East Harlem Hub Partnership Structure 

 
  

                                                             
21 Getting Out Staying Out/Stand Against Violence East Harlem. 
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Table A.U.1. Union Settlement, East Harlem Hub Subcontracted Partners, by Year 

Partner organization Planning/pilot Year 1 
(FY ‘19) 

Year 2 
(FY ‘20) 

Year 3 
(FY ‘21) 

Alvin Ailey     
Boys and Girls Harbor     
Boys Club of NY     
Children’s Aid Society     
Community Voices Heard     
Concrete Safaris     
East Harlem Tutorial     
El Museo del Barrio     
Exodus     
GOSO (Getting Out Staying Out)     
Harlem RBI     
Iris House     
Kr3ts (Keep Rising to the Top)     
Legal Aid Society     
LIFT (Legal Information for Families Today)     
LSA Family Health Services (Little Sisters)     
Manhattan Neighborhood Network     
Metropolitan Hospital     
Mount Sinai Adolescent Health Center     
Not Another Child     
PAL (Police Athletic League)     
Stanley Isaacs     
STRIVE     
Thrive     
YouthBuild     

 
Participant Characteristics. As shown in the data snapshot (Table A.U.2), the Hub served 
593 participants from inception through the end of September 2020, including 50 percent from 
East Harlem (though all Hub participants have a connection to the neighborhood).22 About a 
quarter (24%) of the population was aged 19 or younger; 20 percent was 20 and older; however, 
age was unknown for 56 percent (Table A.U.3).23 More than half (58%) were male and 42 percent 
were female (Figure A.U.2). At the time of enrollment 56 percent were out of school and out of 
work. Half of the population was Black, 34 percent Latinx; other/unknown accounted for 
15 percent (Figure A.U.3). The racial and ethnic makeup of East Harlem and Manhattan as a whole 
are also shown in this figure. 

  

                                                             
22 At the time of this report data was available only through September. 
23 Data on gender was not available. 
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Recruitment and Implementation. Youth advocate outreach workers have done outreach through 
flyers, presentations, community events, open houses, and game nights. Sports, recreation, and the 
arts have been a strategy to attract youth to the Hub, which works to engage young people who 
have come in for prosocial activities in ongoing case management and other services as well. Youth 
also enter the program via Union’s high school equivalency and career readiness program. Youth 
advocate outreach workers are also responsible for conducting intake, learning about participants’ 
interests and needs, and making referrals. This is accomplished through a brief first meeting and a 
more in-depth second meeting during which additional application information is collected, goals 
are discussed, and a service plan is created. Although, initially, there was a 30-day interval between 
the first and second meeting, to allow time for the development of a relationship between staff 
before setting goals and service planning, the Hub found it hard to keep the youth engaged and 
shortened the timeframe. 

Data on wraparound needs and services (Figure A.U.4) show that the greatest need participants 
reported at enrollment was prosocial supports, with employment services next. Figure A.U.5 lists 
the most prevalent providers and the types of services they provided. 
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Figure A.U.2. Gender Figure A.U.3. Race and ethnicity 
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Figure A.U.4. Number 
of participants in 
each category of 
need 

Figure A.U.5. Wraparound services by providers 
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A.5 The Door 
Established in 1972, the mission of The Door – A Center of Alternatives, Inc. is to “empower young 
people to reach their potential, by providing comprehensive youth development services in a 
diverse and caring environment.”24 The Door typically serves youth who are disconnected, 
including youth who identify as LBGTQ, are runaway or homeless, or other systems-involved. 
Providing a safe space and confidential services are critical aspects of the organization. Eight 
program areas support The Door’s mission: a Career and Education Services Department; an 
Adolescent Health Center; Mental Health and Counseling services; a Legal Services Center; Arts 
programming; a meals program; a Runaway and Homeless Youth program; and two supportive 
housing facilities. Located in lower Manhattan and serving youth between the ages of 12 and 
24 throughout the City, CJII funding for The Door’s Hub program amounted to about $6.4 million; 
an additional $160,000 was allocated for capital improvements. 

Already providing a wide array of services, The Door applied for Hub funding to expand their 
wraparound services. Initially developed with a focus on Manhattan, especially the northern 
Manhattan neighborhoods where The Door already had a presence, the Hub program was extended 
citywide to be consistent with the organization’s service area. 

The Door operates out of its own full-service building. Hub capital funding was used to redesign and 
renovate The Door’s third floor to create more welcoming and usable space that includes private 
areas for delivering confidential services to youth. 

Program and Partnership Structure. The core Hub program team25 is led by the Hub supervisor, 
under the direction of the organization’s managing director of programming; an engagement 
specialist, responsible for connecting youth to the array of services at The Door that are available to 
Hub participants; and a career and education coordinator; along with staff of three partner 
organizations who are co-located at The Door. Full-time co-located staff consist of a substance 
abuse counselor from Arms Acres; a program coordinator to support criminal justice-involved 
youth from CASES; and a benefits caseworker from University Settlement who helps youth obtain 
public benefits and government documents. To provide a seamless Door/Hub experience to 
participants, these staff work in a shared office space and are not distinguishable as employed by 
different organizations. 

In addition to the co-located partners, the Hub has subcontracted with a consistent set of other 
organizations that accept and provide referrals to services either on- or offsite. The additional 
partners include Project Renewal (culinary arts training); the Whitney Museum of American Art 
(artists in residence and exhibits); Drama Club (theater programming); Per Scholas (technology-
focused career training); Avenues for Justice (services for court-involved youth); Carnegie Hall 
(arts and culture programming); NY Foundling (tutoring); Sheltering Arms (children, youth, and 
family services); and Fresh Youth Initiatives (social worker at a Washington Heights high school). 

  

                                                             
24 The Door. (n.d.). Our Mission. Available at https://door.org/about-door/mission/. 
25 The team is supported by The Door’s director of data systems and program evaluation, who manages the Hub program 

data. 

https://door.org/about-door/mission/
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The full complement of services already existing at The Door and expanded through on-site and 
offsite partnerships is described as a “Full-Service Youth Center.” Figure A.D.1 depicts the 
partnership structure as of February 2020 and Table A.D.1 presents a list of subcontracted partner 
organizations by year. 

Figure A.D.1. The Door’s Hub Partnership Structure 

 
 

Table A.D.1. The Door’s Subcontracted Partners, by Year 

Partner organization Planning/pilot Year 1 
(FY ‘19) 

Year 2 
(FY ‘20) 

Year 3 
(FY ‘21) 

Co-located Staff (Full-time) 
Arms Acres     
CASES     
University Settlement     
On- or Off-Site/Referral 
Avenues for Justice     
Carnegie Hall     
C-CAP (Careers Through Culinary Arts Program)     
Drama Club     
Fresh Youth Initiatives     
NY Foundling     
Per Scholas     
Project Renewal     
Sheltering Arms     
Whitney Museum     
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Participant Characteristics. As shown in the data snapshot (Table A.D.2), The Door served 9,974 
participants through the end of December 2020, a number that reflects a practice of counting the 
larger Door population throughout the city that receives Hub services. At time of enrollment, 
3 percent of the population was aged 13-14, 38 percent aged 15-17, 26 percent aged 18-19, and 
32 percent aged 20 and older. Less than one percent was aged 8-12 (Table A.D.3). More than half 
(55%) were female and 42 percent were male; another gender was reported for 2 percent 
(Figure A.D.2). At the time of enrollment 34 percent were out of school and out of work. A majority 
of the population was Black (44%) or Latinx (35%), and other/unknown represented 13 percent 
(Figure A.D.3). The racial and ethnic makeup of Manhattan and New York City as a whole are also 
shown in this figure. 

Recruitment and Implementation. The Door has promoted the new services available through Hub 
funding to young people already using The Door’s services, and has received referrals from the 
partner organizations. For example, court-involved youth have been referred by CASES and other 
participants through Fresh Youth Initiatives school-based and legal services. Arts programming 
offered by Carnegie Hall brought other young people to The Door. 

The Door’s intake process informs youth about all available services and the organization’s 
commitment to safety and confidentiality, which helps in building a relationship between the youth 
and staff. Youth self-identify their goals and service needs, and the particular staff they want to 
work with; The Door’s staffing structure does not include designated case managers. However, the 
needs of individual youth may be discussed during core Hub team case conference meetings. 

Assessments are conducted for specific services. For example, the Arms Acres counselor conducts a 
basic needs assessment along with tools to assess substance use, Adverse Childhood Experiences, 
suicidality and depression, and protective factors, to determine the appropriate level of care, as 
needed. The counselor also provides access to inpatient and outpatient services, on-site 
psychoeducation and support groups, and presentations and trainings for other staff.26 

The benefits specialist assists youth to obtain public benefits such as Food Stamps and Medicaid 
and vital documents such as birth certificates, Social Security cards, and government IDs, which 
enable access to housing, employment, and other services. 

The addition of staff on-site from CASES provides support for young people coming out of or facing 
potential incarceration, or who have challenges that The Door’s legal department is unable to 
address, such as immigration, benefits, and family issues. 

Several organizations offer a variety of arts programming. These include a theater program offered 
by the Drama Club and artists- in-residence from the Whitney Museum. The Whitney Museum also 
has supported an Art as a Second Language program for immigrant youth. Carnegie Hall has offered 
field trips for youth in non-secure detention programs. 

Data on wraparound needs and services (Figure A.D.4) show that the greatest need participants 
reported at enrollment was for employment services, with education services next. Figure A.D.4 
lists the most prevalent providers and the types of services they provided.  

                                                             
26 This position became vacant at the end of 2019 and remained unfilled. 
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Appendix B 
Process Evaluation Interview Guides 

B.1 Hub Leadership 
Background 
Let’s start with some background about your role and about the Hub. When I use the term “Hub” 
I’m referring to both the lead organization and partner provider organizations. 

1. What is your role within the Hub and how long have you worked at the lead organization? 

2. How would you describe the goals of the Hubs Initiative? 

3. What is the current organizational structure of the Hub, including at the lead organization 
and partner organizations, and through any other relationships? How have these changed 
over the course of implementation to date? 

4. What is the Hub program’s current staffing structure (e.g., number and types of positions)? 
How has this changed over the course of implementation to date? Are there vacancies that 
you expect to fill? 

5. How, if at all, have you developed a Hub “identity” at your site? (Probe for reasons a Hub 
brand was or was not created.) 

6. What is the Hub’s target population? 

a. What are the eligibility criteria for joining the Hub? 

b. How many participants is the Hub supposed to serve (in what time period)? 

Partnerships and Services 
Now let’s talk about the Hub partners and the services your organization and the partners provide. 

1. Please describe your current Hub partners. How did you select them? What changes, if any, 
have you made over the course of the Initiative to your partners? Why did you make these 
changes? Which partners do/did you have a subcontract or fiscal arrangement with? 

a. Based on your experience so far, what makes for an effective partnership? What 
strategies do you use to support the partnership? (Probe for meetings, data sharing, 
staffing structures, fiscal arrangements or subcontracts) 
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b. How would you define your partners’ role [with respect to or unique ways they 
contribute to] the Hub? 

c. What are some ways that you feel the partnerships are limited? What factors limit your 
ability to better partner together? 

2. Prior to the COVID-19 situation, how did you conduct outreach and intake? How have these 
changed since the pandemic? 

3. Prior to the COVID-19 situation, what services and activities were available to youth in the 
Hub program from the Hub lead organization and primary partners, by which organization or 
staff? How have these changed as a result of the pandemic? (Probe on any wraparound 
supports/opportunities listed in the Hubs Program RFP that are not mentioned; wraparound 
service ‘bucket’s that the Hubs report on to ISLG are: education, employment, prosocial 
(mentoring fits here), health, family strengthening, criminal justice support, other) 

a. Have services/activities vary by youth population (e.g., age or other characteristic)? 
If yes, in what way? 

b. What services are available by referral and what is the referral process? 

4. How have the Hub lead agency and partner organizations coordinated with each other (e.g., 
steering or other committees, joint staff or other meetings, data sharing, referrals)? 

a. Typically, how often has this occurred?  

b. How, if at all, has the way you work with partner organization changed as a result of the 
pandemic? When thinking about collaboration, what comes to mind? 

c. Other than the activities you have mentioned, is there anything else we should know 
about the relationship(s) between your partners and other organizations? (Probe: 
collaboration between service sectors? Referrals between service providers? Access to 
wraparound supports? Sharing of information or resources? Activity planning? Space? 
Staffing?) 

5. How, and by whom, is care coordination accomplished? How do Hubs assess and reassess 
client needs/interests? Has this changed over time, and if so, how? 

a. Please describe your practices for addressing trauma among participants. 

6. Are there any gaps in services that you would like to address?  

a. Do participants have needs that the Hub has been unable to meet (before the pandemic, 
since the pandemic)? What are they? In general, have their needs been met in a timely 
manner? 

7. Are there any other ways, not yet mentioned, that the organizational and staffing structure, 
outreach, intake, engagement in services/activities, number and type of participants, 
program location/space of the Hub have changed? What were the reasons for the change? 
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Facilities 
Let’s talk about where services take place and about improvements to your space as a result of the 
Initiative. 

1. When the Hub space was open (prior to March 2020), where did the Hub programming 
(services and activities) take place? 

a. Describe the facilities (size, types of rooms, outdoor space, technology or other 
resources, accessibility, condition). 

b. Other than the space for programming, what other facilities are considered part of the 
Hub? 

c. Did you use CJII funding to build-out or enhance your space? If so, please describe. 

d. How, if at all, did these improvements allow you to serve more youth and or youth with a 
greater range of challenges? (Probe: is there anything that you are now able to provide 
that you wouldn’t have been able to provide without the capital funding)? 

e. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the Hub location(s) and facilities? 

Hub’s Impact 
My next set of questions asks about any changes to your organization, your partners, and 
coordination as a result of the Hubs Initiative. 

1. Has implementing the Initiative changed your organization’s operations in any way? (Probe 
for: program operations, financial operations, staffing and workforce development, outreach 
and recruitment, partnerships, data systems and analysis) 

a. What do you do the same?  

b. What do you do differently now?  

2. To what extent, if at all, has the Hub program increased the capacity of local organizations to 
better address the needs of youth in the community?  

a. How has the Initiative helped you expand upon, improve, or change the services that you 
provide to youth within the neighborhood?  

b. To what extent, if at all, has the Hub program changed your ability to equitably serve all 
youth in your neighborhood? (Probe for differences in race/ethnicity, gender, age.)  

c. In your opinion, is the Hub program better suited to some youth more than others? 

3. To what extent, if at all, has the Hub program changed the way you position the 
organization’s work? The way you work with other organizations in the community? (Probe 
for changes related to funding, turf/competition, organizational identity.) 
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4. What coordination and/or centralized planning, if any, is there between the five Hubs (lead 
organizations and partners)? In what ways, and how often, does this occur? What, 
specifically, has been addressed? 

a. Are there resources (partners/infrastructure/space) that are shared across Hubs? If so, 
which organizations/providers come to mind? 

5. What impacts, do you believe that the Hub has had on youth? 

6. What impacts, if any, do you believe that the Hub has had on the surrounding/target 
neighborhood? 

Strengths, Challenges, and Key Components 
In this last set of questions I’d like to ask about the strengths of the Hub program and any 
challenges, and key components of the program. 

1. What do you consider the strengths of the Hub program? Why? 

2. What are the aspects of the Hub program that are less strong (or weak)? Why? How are these 
being addressed? 

3. What other challenges has the Hub faced?  

4. Which aspects of the Hub program would you consider a best practice in wraparound care, 
and why? How do you define wraparound care for this Initiative? What would you say are the 
key or critical components for program success? 

5. Are there things you have learned during the COVID-19 pandemic that you think may change 
the way the Hub or your organization works going forward? What are they? 

Additional Comments 
1. Is there anything else you would like to add?  
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B.2 Hub Staff 
Background 
Let’s start with some background about your roles and about the Hub. When I use the term “Hub” 
I’m referring to both the lead organization and partner provider organizations. 

1. What is your role within the Hub and how long have you worked at the lead organization? 

2. How would you describe the goals of the Hubs Initiative? 

3. What is the Hub’s target population? 

a. What are the eligibility criteria for joining the Hub?  

Services 
Now let’s talk about the services you, yourself, provide directly or through referral. 

1. Prior to the COVID-19 situation, how did you conduct outreach and intake? How have these 
changed since the pandemic? 

2. Prior to the COVID-19 situation, what services and activities did you provide? Please describe 
them. 

a. Do services/activities vary by youth population (e.g., age or other characteristic)? If yes, 
in what way? 

b. How have the services and activities you provide changed as a result of the COVID-19 
situation? 

3. What other services have been available to youth in the Hub program either from the Hub 
lead organization or primary partners, by which organization or staff? (Probe on any 
wraparound supports/opportunities listed in the Hubs Program RFP that are not mentioned; 
wraparound service ‘buckets’ that Hubs report to ISLG are: education, employment, prosocial – 
mentoring fits here, health, family strengthening, criminal justice support, other) 

a. What services are available by referral and what is the referral process? 

b. How, if at all, has this changed as a result of the pandemic? 

4. Typically, how do staff at the Lead Hub agency and partner organizations coordinate (e.g., 
steering or other committees, joint staff or other meetings, data sharing)? 

a. How often does this occur? 

b. When thinking about collaboration, what comes to mind? 

c. Other than the activities you have mentioned, is there anything else we should know 
about the relationship(s) between these partners/organizations? (Probe: collaboration 
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between service sectors? Referrals between service providers? Access to wraparound 
supports? Sharing of information or resources? Activity planning? Space? Staffing?) 

5. Typically, how, and by whom, is care coordination accomplished? How, and how often, do you 
assess and reassess client needs/interests? Has this changed over time? If so, how? 

a. Please describe your practices for addressing trauma among participants. 

6. Are there any gaps in services that you would like the Hub to address? 

a. Do participants have needs that the Hub is unable to meet? What are they? In general, 
have their needs been met in a timely manner? 

7. Are there any other ways, not yet mentioned, that the staffing structure, outreach, intake, 
services/activities, number and type of participants, program location/space of the Hub have 
changed since the program began? What were the reasons for the change? 

Facilities 
Let’s talk about where services take place and about improvements to your space as a result of the 
Initiative. 

1. When the Hub space was open (prior to March 2020), where did the Hub programming 
(services and activities) take place? Describe the facilities (size, types of rooms, outdoor space, 
technology or other resources, accessibility, condition). 

a. Other than the space for programming, what other facilities are considered part of the 
Hub? 

b. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the Hub location(s) and facilities? 

Hub’s Impact 
My next set of questions asks about any changes to your organization, your partners, and 
coordination as a result of the Hubs Initiative. 

1. Has implementing the Initiative changed your services in any way? (Probe for: program 
operations, financial operations, staffing and workforce development, outreach and 
recruitment, partnerships, data systems and analysis) 

a. What do you do the same? 

b. What do you do differently now? 

c. In your opinion, is the Hub program better suited to some youth more than others? 
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2. What coordination or communication, if any, has there been with any or all of the other four 
Hubs (the Initiative includes five Hubs in all – The Door, Henry Street Settlement, Living 
Redemption, NY Presbyterian, Union Settlement)? What, specifically, was the coordination or 
communication about? 

a. Are there resources (partners/infrastructure/space) that are shared across Hubs? If so, 
which organizations/providers come to mind? 

3. What impacts do you believe that the Hub has had on the youth? 

4. What impacts, if any, do you believe that the Hub has had on the surrounding/target 
neighborhood? 

Strengths, Challenges, and Key Components 
In this last set of questions I’d like to ask about the strengths of the Hub program and any 
challenges, and key components of the program. 

1. What do you consider the strengths of the Hub program? Why? 

2. What are the aspects of the Hub program that are less strong (or weak)? Why? How are these 
being addressed? 

3. What other challenges has the Hub faced?  

4. Which aspects of the Hub program would you consider a best practice in wraparound care, 
and why? How do you define wraparound care for this Initiative? What would you say are the 
key or critical components for program success? 

5. Are there things you have learned during the COVID-19 pandemic that you think may change 
the way the Hub or your organization works going forward? What are they? 

Additional Comments 
1. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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B.3 Hub Partners 
Background 
Let’s start with some background about your role and the role of your organization in the Hub. 
When I use the term “Hub” I’m referring to both the lead organization and partner provider 
organizations. 

1. What is your role within the Hub and how long have you worked at your organization? 

2. How would you describe the goals of the Hubs Initiative? 

3. Can you share why you decided to partner with [lead organization] on the Initiative? 

Services 
The next set of questions asks about Hub services. 

1. Prior to the COVID-19 situation, what services and activities were available to youth in the 
Hub program from your organization as well as from the Hub lead organization and other 
partner organizations? (Probe on any wraparound supports/opportunities listed in the Hubs 
Program RFP that are not mentioned; wraparound service 'buckets’ that the Hubs report to ISLG 
are: education, employment, prosocial – mentoring fits here, health, family strengthening, 
criminal justice support, other) 

a. Do your services/activities to Hub youth vary by youth population (e.g., age or other 
characteristic)? If yes, in what way? 

b. How have the services and activities you provide changed as a result of the COVID-19 
situation? 

c. What services are available by referral and what is the referral process? (Probe for 
referrals from partner to lead and other partners/agencies as well as referrals from lead to 
partner) 

d. Typically, how, and by whom (which organization and which staff members), is care 
coordination of Hub participants accomplished? 

1. How does your organization assess and reassess client needs/interests? 

2. What care coordination information, if any, do you receive from the lead Hub 
organization? 

3. Does this process differ depending on whether or not a participant first enrolled in 
the Hub through your organization? 

e. Please describe your practices for addressing trauma among participants. 
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2. Do participants have needs that the Hub is unable to meet? What are they? In general, are 
their needs met in a timely manner? 

3. Prior to March 2020, when on-site services could be provided, where did the Hub 
programming (services and activities) provided by your organization take place? 

a. Describe the facilities (size, types of rooms, outdoor space, technology or other 
resources, accessibility, condition). 

b. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the Hub location(s) and facilities? 

Organizational or Other Changes 
My next set of questions asks about any changes to your organization and coordination as a result 
of the Hubs Initiative. 

1. Are there any other ways not yet mentioned that the organizational and staffing structure, 
services/activities, number and type of participants, program location/space of your 
organization have changed since the program began? What were the reasons for the change? 

a. Has participating in the Hubs Initiative changed your own operations? (Probe for: 
program operations, financial operations, staffing and workforce development, outreach 
and recruitment, partnerships, data systems and analysis) 

b. Have you seen any changes in attendance at, or interest in your programs as a result of 
the Initiative? 

c. Has participating in the Initiative changed the way that you’ve communicated or worked 
with other organizations? (Probe for: referrals, sharing of resources, sharing of data, 
sharing of space) 

2. How have the partners of this Hub coordinated or worked together (e.g., steering or other 
committees, joint staff or other meetings, data sharing)? 

a. How often has this occurred? 

b. Has this changed over time and since the pandemic? In what ways? 

3. To what extent, if at all, has the Hub program increased the capacity of local organizations to 
better address the needs of youth in the community 

a. How, if at all, has the Initiative helped you expand upon, improve, or change the services 
that you provide to youth within the neighborhood? 

b. To what extent, if at all, has the Hub program changed your ability to equitably serve all 
youth in your neighborhood? (Probe for differences in race/ethnicity, gender, age.) 

c. In your opinion, is the Hub program better suited to some youth more than others? 
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d. To what extent, if at all, has the Hub program changed the way you position the 
organization’s work? The way you work with other organizations in the community? 
(Probe for changes related to funding, turf/competition, organizational identity.) 

4. When thinking about collaboration for the Hub program, what comes to mind? Other than the 
activities you have mentioned, is there anything else we should know about the 
relationship(s) between these partners/organizations? (Probe: collaboration between service 
sectors? Access to wraparound supports? Sharing of information or resources? Activity 
planning? Space? Staffing?) 

5. Based on your experience so far, what makes for an effective partnership? 

a. What strategies do you use to support the partnership? (Probe for meetings, data sharing, 
staffing structures) 

6. What coordination or communication, if any, has there been with any or all of the other four 
Hubs (the Initiative includes five Hubs in all – The Door, Henry Street Settlement, Living 
Redemption, NY Presbyterian, Union Settlement)? 

a. What, specifically, was the coordination or communication about? 

b. Are there resources (partners/infrastructure/space) that are shared across Hubs? If so, 
which organizations/providers come to mind? 

Hub’s Impacts 
1. What impacts, do you believe that the Hub has had on youth? 

2. What impacts, if any, do you believe that the Hub has had on the surrounding/target 
neighborhood? 

Strengths and Challenges, and Key Components 
In this last set of questions I’d like to ask about the strengths of the Hub program and any 
challenges, and key components of the program. 

1. What do you consider the strengths of the Hub program? Why? 

2. What are the aspects of the Hub program that are less strong (or weak)? Why? How are these 
being addressed? 

3. What other challenges has the Hub faced? 

4. Which aspects of the Hub program would you consider a best practice in wraparound care, 
and why? How do you define wraparound care for this Initiative? 

5. What would you say are the key or critical components for program success? 

Additional Comments 
1. Is there anything else you would like to add?  
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B.4 Hub Participants 
Introduction 

1. Please tell me a little about yourself. (Probe: age, in school/grade or out of 
school/working/job, interests) 

I’d like to ask you some questions about your first experiences with the [Hub].27 

1. When and how did you first hear about the [Hub]? 

a. How did you get enrolled in the program? (Get sense of time and probe for point of entry, 
through lead organization or partner referral, and if participant was recruited during the 
pandemic; whether youth attended program at the lead organization before the Hub 
program began.) 

2. What was your first impression of the [Hub] program? 

a. What did you learn about what it offered young people? 

b. Why did you join? Why were you interested? (Probe for whether participant purposely 
joined the YOH or joined an activity that happened to be part of the Hub.) 

c. Did you think that your participation could help you in any way? Can you give me some 
examples of how? 

Goals and Program Engagement 
1. When you first became involved with the Hub, and even since, did you meet with a staff 

person to talk about setting goals for yourself (like an individual service plan)? Who did you 
meet with? 

a. Can you tell me what this process was like and how it worked? (Probe for process – over 
how many of sessions, survey of interests or needs, discussion of offerings, participant 
role/involvement in service plan.) 

2. What initial goals, if any, did you set? 

3. Have you revisited your goals and interest with staff after his first assessment? 

a. (If yes) What happened when you did? How, if at all, did your plan for what you do in the 
program change? 

  

                                                             
27 Substitute local name of program in each question: East Harlem Hub, Living Redemption Hub, Lower East Side Hub, The 

Door, and Uptown Hub. 
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4. Tell me about the different ways you participated at the Hub before the COVID-19 
(coronavirus) pandemic changed things. (Probe: sports, community service, tutoring or help 
with schoolwork, test preparation, internship, job search, job training, health services, 
counseling or mental health services, goal setting, mentoring, support group, life skills 
workshops, financial planning or budgeting, legal services, college or career exploration.) 

a. (For named services) Can you tell me what was involved with [each service/activity]? 
What did you do? 

b. What, if anything, have your learned or gained from participating in it? What did you 
accomplish? (Probe for details about each service.) 

5. Have you participated in any services or activities at the program space? 

a. When? How would you describe the Hub space (building)? (Probe: feeling of safety, 
welcoming, comfortable, well-equipped; does it make youth want to continue to take part?) 

6. Have you gotten any stipends or incentives for participating in the program? (If yes) what was 
this for? How did it work? 

Now I’d like to ask you about your thoughts about the program more generally. 

1. How satisfied are you with the program/services you’ve received, in terms of meeting your 
goals? (Probe for outcomes, gains) 

2. What’s been the best part of your experience at the Hub? What’s been the worst part? 

3. Do you live in the neighborhood where the Hub is located? 

a. How important is it to you to take part in a program near where you live? Why or why 
not? 

4. Do you feel welcomed by staff? What have staff done to make you feel welcomed? 

a. Do you trust the staff? Why or why not? What have they done to earn your trust? 

5. Have you developed a trusting relationship with any particular staff? Which staff? 

a. What has this relationship meant to you, how do you think it has helped you? 

6. Do you think that staff are fair in the way they treat participants? 

a. Can you give an example or two of what you’ve observed or seen of the relationships 
between staff and participants? 

7. How would you describe the way youth at the program get along with each other? 

I’d also like to ask you some questions about your experiences with the Hub when things changed 
because of the COVID-19 (coronavirus) pandemic. 
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8. How did the pandemic change the program or what you like to do at the Hub? 

a. What services or activities were no longer offered? What were you still able to 
participate in; how? 

b. How do you think not being able to be in person affected your experience in the 
program? 

c. (If not addressed above) How did you get in touch with staff during the time when you 
couldn’t be in-person? How easy or hard was it? 

1. Did you reach out to staff on your own? About how often, would you say? 

2. What were some of the reasons you contacted staff? 

d. Did staff stay in touch with you during this time? How? (Probe: email, text, phone) How 
often? 

Meeting Goals and Service Gaps 
1. Thinking back to the goals you mentioned at the beginning of our conversation, how has the 

Hub helped you work toward or meet your goals? 

a. Are there other or new goals you still want to work toward? 

1. What are they? 

2. How, if at all, do you think the Hub can or will help you with these goals? 

b. Are there services that you think would help you, or you would like, that the Hub isn’t 
offering? 

Participation in Other Programs and Activities 
1. Before you started participating in the Hub, did you participate in any program or services 

somewhere else? 

a. What activities or services, and where? (Probe if from a partner organization before the 
Hub program began.) 

2. Are you participating in programs or activities at other agencies or organizations now?  

a. Which ones? What kinds of activities? 

b. Did you find these on your own? 

c. Has the Hub referred you to any other services or organization? Which ones; for what 
services? 

d. How different or similar were/are these services or activities to what you have been 
doing at the Hub?  
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Finally, I’d like to hear your thoughts on how to make the Hub a better place for young people. 

1. Do you have any suggestions for improving the Hub and its services or activities? 

2. Would you recommend the Hub to your friends? Why or why not? 

a. What suggestions do you have for getting other youth involved in the Hub? (Probe: how 
should the Hub spread the word about its programs?) 

3. Do you think that you will continue to be part of the Hub? 

a. Why or why not?  

b. How long do you see yourself being a member/participant of this program? (Probe for 
whether they see it as open-ended or activity- or time-limited.) 

Conclusion 
Thank you so much for telling me about your experiences in the Hub. Before we end, is there 
anything else you would like to add? 
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B.5 ISLG and DANY 
Background 
Let’s start with some background about your role and about the beginnings of the Hubs Initiative. 
When I use the term “Hub” I’m referring to both the lead organization and partner provider 
organizations. 

1. What is your role within the Hubs Initiative as well as within your organization? 

2. How would you describe the goals of the Hubs Initiative? 

a. Were these the original goals or have the goals changed over time? 

b. (DANY only) How does the Hub program fit within the District Attorney’s Criminal 
Justice Investment Initiative? 

c. What were the precipitating factors that led DANY to propose the Youth Opportunity 
Hub program? What challenges is DANY intending to address? 

3. What was the basis for selecting the five Hubs? 

a. How much input did ISLG and DANY have in each Hub’s implementation plan? 

4. (DANY only) What is the responsibility of ISLG within the Hubs Initiative? 

Key Elements of Hub Model, Variations and Coordination 
Now let’s talk about the key elements of the Hub model and any variations between the Hubs, as 
well as changes since the programs began 

1. What do you consider to be the key elements of the Hub model – in your opinion, what 
differentiates a Youth Opportunity Hub from other organizations or approaches (Probe for: 
wraparound services, partnerships, branding, other)? 

2. We know that there is a great deal of variation between the five Hubs. From your perspective, 
do any of the Hubs embody, more so than others, the program model that you envisioned? 
(Probe for reasons why) 

3. Over the course of implementation, what coordination and/or centralized planning, if any, 
has there been between the five Hubs (lead organizations and partners)? In what ways, and 
how often, does this occur? What, specifically, has been addressed? 

a. Are there resources (partners/infrastructure/space) that are shared across Hubs? If so, 
which organizations/providers come to mind? 

4. Are the Hubs serving the number and type of youth that the Initiative intended? 

Note: Questions for ISLG will be asked in terms of all/each Hub to examine variations, similarities, 
and differences across the Hubs. 
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1. Over the course of the program, how has the lead Hub organization and their partner 
provider organizations coordinated with each other (e.g., steering or other committees, joint 
staff or other meetings, data sharing)?  

a. How often has this occurred and how has it changed over time? 

2. When thinking about collaboration, what comes to mind 

a. Other than the activities you have mentioned, is there anything else we should know 
about the relationship(s) between these partners/organizations? (Probe: collaboration 
between service sectors? Referrals between service providers? Access to wraparound 
supports? Sharing of information or resources? Activity planning? Space?) 

3. How, if at all, have the organizational and staffing structure, services/activities, number and 
type of participants, program location/space of the Hub changed since the program began up 
through the start of the COVID-19 pandemic? 

a. What were the reasons for the change? 

b. Other than switching to remote offerings, what changes have occurred since the 
pandemic? 

Strengths, Challenges, Best Practices, and Key Components 
In this last set of questions I’d like to ask about the strengths of the Hub program and any 
challenges, best practices in wraparound care, and community impacts. 

1. What do you consider the strengths of the Hub program? Why? 

2. What are the aspects of the Hub program that are less strong (or weak)? Why? How are these 
being addressed? 

3. What other challenges has the Hub program faced? 

4. Do participants have needs that the Hub program is unable to meet? What are they? 

5. Which aspects of the Hub program would you consider a best practice in wraparound care, 
and why? How do you define wraparound care for this Initiative? 

6. What impacts, if any, do you believe that the Hub program has had on their target 
neighborhood? 

7. What would you say are the key or critical components for program success? 

Additional Comments 
1. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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