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Demographics

West Vancouver

14% of the population are youth
between the ages of 10-19 . The
population trends have youth
increasing, young adults
decreasing , middle aged adults
and seniors increasing. Ages 85
and over is the fastest growing
demographic. AlImost 25% of the
population is over 65. 11% are
young adults between the ages
of 20 -24.

In the 2006 census, 23% of the
population were visible
minorities, 35% Chinese, 25%
West Asian, 11% Korean.

The median household income is
$77,000. (2009)

North Vancouver

Youth by age are 4.7% (10-14),
5.1% (15-19) and 6.7% (20-24).
There far fewer young adults than
the regional average most likely
due to high housing costs.

The population is 26% West Asian,
18% Chinese, 16% Filipino, and
11% South Asian.

Median household income of
$77,000 is higher than the regional
medium of $55, 000. However, the
District has the third highest level
of income disparity in the
Vancouver

region, and 10,000 District
residents live in a low

income household. Over 10.2% of
North Shore families are low
income (after tax) and 11.6% of
children under the age of 18 are
living in poverty.
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Vancouver

Youth (age 15-24) are 12.9% of
the population (2006). 16% of
families are single parents. Young
adults (15-34) live at home with
their parents (79%) The youth
population is expected to grow at
a much slower rate than the total
population.

2% of the population is
Aboriginal. 29% are Chinese. 5.7%
are South Asian and 5% are
Filipino. The other ethnic groups
range from 0-3% of the
population. 45.6% of the
population are immigrants.
49.95% of population have a
mother tongue other than
English.

The household median income is
$50,000. (2001)

Richmond

9% of population is youth age 13-
19 (2006). 11% aged 18-24 years.
14% are aged 9 to 19 (2006). 58%
are aged 25-64 years. 50,225
families (2006) and 69% of these
have children at home.

65% are visible minorities. 44% of
total population is Chinese. 8%
are South Asian. 5% Filipino. 1.9
% Japanese. 4.5 % other. 1.6 %
had multiple origins. .7% are
Aboriginal.

The average annual family
Income is $74,790.00. 12% of
families have annual income of
less than $20,000.00.
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Organizational Model
Reporting Structures

West Vancouver

Youth Services are administered
through the Community
Services/ Community
Development Departments
within the Parks and Community
Service Division of the
Municipality. This division
reports directly to Council. These
services are provided alongside
other youth services provided by
the District and the broader
community. The Police
Department plays a key role in
responding to youth needs and
issues.

North Vancouver

The City of North Vancouver has
provided core funding to agencies
since 1985 to deliver a range of
youth services.

The City and the District of North
Vancouver have a joint funding
policy for Youth Outreach
Services. They both employ
Community Development
Workers to oversee the delivery of
services.

The City is in the process of
completing a Community Plan.

Youth Services are directed under
the social planning department
who reports directly to council.
Their role is to support, advise and
provide information to community
organizations. They provide
leadership and facilitation
together with key people around
specific social issues or areas of
concern.
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Vancouver

The Civic Youth Strategy was
developed in 1995. The Youth
Outreach Team (in City’s Social
Planning Department) was
created in 2002 to address the
diversity of youth needs. Role of
YOT was to support city staff,
support community partners, and
support youth and youth groups.
YOT consists of youth aged 18-26
who are hired as city staff for up
to two years based on their
knowledge and leadership in
community youth issues and skills
required at the time. They report
to Social Planning staff who in
turn report to Council.

In addition, the Vancouver Park
Board Community Centres
support Youth Councils. The
Vancouver Board of Education
also has a District Youth Council
and the Public Library has its own
Teen Advisory Group.

Richmond

Richmond’s youth services model
was reorganized in 2009 and is
now included in the City’s
Community Services Department.
There is one main youth services
agency providing services to at -
risk youth.

City staff includes a Youth
Services Coordinator and two
Roving Youth Leaders who report
to the Coordinator. The Parks and
Recreation Department also
provides youth services but
doesn’t duplicate what the
Roving Leaders are doing. There
are no youth centres presently in
Richmond but a model is in
development.
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There are no funded positions
with the exception of the Studio in
the City position. Services are
contracted through a Community
Grants Program to social service
agencies. There is a well
supported civic youth strategy, an
employment and
career/development strategy,
youth awards and violence
prevention in schools program.
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® The Youth Engagement
Coordinator position funding
was eliminated in 2007.

® Union requirements may
impede flexibly around
changing staffing models.

Lack of means to effectively
provide outreach to youth.
Government tends to
micromanage contracts at
times.

Youth are undervalued in the
City system in terms of
planning.

MCEFD has a poor image with
parents and this sometimes
negatively impacts their ability
to seek help and trust.
community services.

There is at times a tension
between the Recreation
Commission and Youth Services
as the Centres do not have
dedicated youth positions. They
do not have a consistent
approach and vary from centre
to centre regarding their
interest in youth programming.
There can be an expectation by
the Centres for Youth Workers
to provide staffing for youth
programs.
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® Challenges of diverging

expectations of City Hall and
the Youth Outreach Team
regarding indicators of success.
Youth homelessness and issues
related to sexually-exploited
youth.

Previously, Vancouver made a
decision not to have stand-
alone youth centres but to be
part of existing community
centres.

South Vancouver centre is run
by a for-profit organization and
there is no drop-in, gate-kept
only.

Youth services aren’t as high a
priority within the Vancouver
municipality at this time as
they were previously.

® Youth services are unable to

access school space after
school hours without high cost.
Close relationship between
schools and Roving Leaders.
Frequent referral calls from
elementary principals which
they can’t accept.

Buy-in on 40 Developmental
Assets.

Poverty is spread around in
Richmond not in certain
neighbourhoods.

Considering a youth hub
service zone.

Community Centre based
youth workers meet regularly
to advance their work.
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Funding Sources and Budgets

Referrals

West Vancouver

Non-recreation youth programs
and services including AYC and
community centers (466,602.)

Open access

There is no formal process for
making or tracking referrals with
the exception of the Youth
Outreach Workers intakes.

The majority of referrals are
from the schools, social service
providers and self referrals.

North Vancouver

North Vancouver has the highest
financial allotment per capita for
youth ( $67.00 per youth in City)
Budget of $620,000 for core
funding youth services, all
contracted out to community
organizations.

In addition there are community
grants.

Open access

There is no formal process for
making or tracking referrals.
Persons call services directly.
Agencies have their own referral
systems which not grouped with
other contractors or tracked
throughout the municipalities.

Referrals usually come from
another youth services provider,
typically schools.
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Vancouver

1 million dollars (approx.) of
community grants program are
for youth services, planning with
MCFD and other governmental
bodies. City funds some of the
programs in BYRC but not
operational funding. MCFD funds
BYRC, UNYA, and Directions. It is
difficult to separate out budget
from other programs. Social
Planning could not provide true
picture of actual budgets for
youth services due to extensive
partnerships and involvement of
multiple city departments.

Open Access

There is no formal process for
making or tracking referrals.
Referrals are tracked within
individual agencies but not across
agencies and

Referrals usually come from
another youth services provider,
typically schools.

Richmond

Vancouver Coastal Health, City of
Richmond, MCFD, Social Service
Community Grants program (City,
$500,000). The Roving Leaders
program has an annual budget of
$280,000.00. Other youth
services are funded out of the
community centres and budgets
for this portion were not
available.

Generally there open access for
youth programs. Roving Leaders
keep case notes on all referrals
but this information is not
analysed relative to the larger
picture. Referrals usually come
from another youth services
provider, typically schools, some
youth self-refer. Referrals aren’t
tracked externally to the
individual agencies referring. E.g.
school counsellor may track
referrals. Roving Leader program
tracks incoming referrals.
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Youth and Stakeholder
Engagement

West Vancouver

There is a Civic Youth Strategy
with a goal to bring a youth
perspective to civic policy
development and planning.
Youth perspectives are included
in the DWV Strategic planning
and balanced Scorecard
Initiatives.?

Youth Committees create a
forum for youth voice.

¢ Youth Advisory Committee
® Recreation Advisory Team
e Student Work and Advisory

Team Engagement is also
achieved through Youth Awards
and Recognition, Youth Week
Events, Conferences and
Training.

North Vancouver

There is a civic youth strategy.

There is an annual Youth Forum to
gather youth feedback. This is an
area that requires attention.
Information is gathered and not
used to make changes for youth.
Eg: youth café.

Identified the need for a policy
and process to use social media to
safely engage youth.
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Vancouver

Abolished the youth council
model as tokenistic in asking
youth for input into decisions
they cannot influence. Created
the Youth Outreach Team instead
to engage and connect youth to
community organizations and
services . They assist City
department s to gather
information to be more youth
inclusive and to address
community issues.

Youth led organizations focus on
capacity-building and advocacy.
Resources are provided to
support youth driven
organizations such as
Environmental Youth Alliance,
Youth Co. Aids Society, Gab.

An example of positive youth
engagement is the Youth Friendly
Health Services (YFHS), a project
aimed at evaluating the youth
friendliness of health services
across Vancouver.

Richmond

Programs to further develop and
measure program outcomes,
including qualitative ones.

Youth were involved in recent
gap analysis report. Youth
participated in developing the
City’s plan.

Youth Networking committee
(any agency that deals with
youth) meets regularly.

Roving Leaders motivate youth to
volunteer in a variety of
opportunities.

Youth Workers in community
centres are more likely to develop
youth leadership groups, input
into programming at community
centres.
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Analysis and Recommendations

It is hoped that the findings of the Youth Services Review will provide information and
fresh ideas to determine how youth services can continue grow as more effective,
efficient and engaging for all youth. To that end, | have pulled a few themes from this
Review of Service Delivery models for your consideration.

Resources

Often, levels of government focus on different priorities depending on the needs of
their constituents, defined mandates, and resource limitations. The obvious hardships
created by shrinking provincial mandates for social and health services and the
reduction of agencies, result in greater demands on municipal services. Differences
can result in overlapping resources and unanticipated gaps.

It would be beneficial for the District of West Vancouver to conduct a review of the
funding parameters for community youth services at the provincial and federal levels
to identify funding for needed youth services not currently provided. Other
municipalities have experienced success in taking a greater role in identifying new
opportunities for municipal support and advocacy for social services including the
business community. This type of review could be driven by the strengths and
challenges identified through this Youth Services Review on the North Shore to assist
further planning, resource development and effective collaboration.

Collaboration

Each municipality appears to struggle with defining the specific services and activities
they should be responsible for and the most effective means to resource and deliver
those services. Several respondents identified that having a well described mandate is
the first step in designing an effective service delivery model. Each community
concurred that the stronger and more clear the communication, planning processes
and partnerships between municipal government and community agencies, the more
successful the services. Regardless of the service delivery approach, it is imperative
that each organization define their roles and responsibilities through a formalized and
ongoing collaborative process. The Richmond municipality has found that for them,
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success in partnership building required a dedicated staff position for facilitation and
administration. Several persons remarked on the loss of the Youth Engagement
Coordinator position as having a negative impact on the coordination of youth
services.

Service Delivery Models

Each municipality identified a youth centred, comprehensive and coordinated
approach towards service delivery as the optimum in an effort to deliver an effective,
efficient, and responsive service model. Each municipality acknowledges themselves
to be natural gateways from which to connect, build rapport and engage with youth
through schools, libraries, youth centres and community centres. The trend is for
fewer organizations to deliver multiple services that are relevant to a wider
demographic range of culture, ethnicity, language, gender, and special populations.
The diversity of ages, types of youth and interests are common issues in providing
programming. It was reported that there is always the need to address ‘at-risk’ and
‘high risk’” youth through specialized services. In reviewing the youth populations
accessing the services in the District of West Vancouver, it is evident that there are
several streams of youth, including pre-teens, being served by a wide range of
programs and services in very distinct neighbourhoods. The best choice of a service
model would preserve this ability to offer a wide range of program choice and
locations.

The Hub Model

A Hub Model establishes a central location where youth can hang out, access
information, programs and services. It offers a site for agencies and other community
groups to co-locate in providing services to youth and/or their parents. The advantage
of a hub model is that it can provide a youth wide continuum of services in a flexible,
responsive and timely manner. In some cases, the non-profit status and networks of
member organizations can contribute to gaining diversified funding and resources.

Integrated case management, a best practise approach in working with youth at-risk
is easily facilitated through a hub model. The model is conducive to service



coordination and the tracking of referrals. A concern expressed regarding the model is
that if youth develop a conflict with one worker at the hub it may prevent them from
attending, thus creating a barrier in receiving other needed services.

Vancouver is operating three youth hubs and reports they are very effective and
successful in serving at-risk youth needs. The City is only responsible for the sites and
not the programming; therefore there is no central outcome data to determine what
exactly constitutes success. This assumes that the community organizations are
tracking their own individual outcomes measures. The hub model appears to be a
cohesive service delivery model best suited to higher risk youth; however, due to the
interdependent nature of the partners it requires well established relationships
between organizations and very clear memorandums of understanding of partnership
agreements to be operationally fluid and effective. Richmond is currently in the
planning stages of creating a hub model which will include a community alternative
school. In order to achieve this they continue to focus on improving community
partnerships through the Roving Leaders and the Community Services Advisory. The
Roving Youth Leaders are seen as the catalyst for increasing partnerships between
government, social service organizations and the schools. For this reason, it is
recommended that their program be reviewed in more detail.

Contracting For Service Delivery

North Vancouver provides core funding to social service agencies to deliver youth
services in partnership with the municipality. In this model the agencies establish
priorities, design and deliver the services. This model can be less costly and reduce
work for the Municipality. The advantage is that decision making is decentralized to
the expertise of specialized services, however, it can sometimes detract from
coordinated planning and accountability as each agency operates from their own
governance, philosophy, mandates and policies and procedures. Management of the
roles and responsibilities, referrals and communication between the municipality and
organizations can be problematic when there is disagreement and conflict.
Respondents described a tension with the nature of the relationship in that the
municipality has less control and yet retains the ultimate liability and responsibility. It
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was difficult to obtain outcome data and program statistics as information as this is
not centralized. A simple standardized outcomes reporting system would be
beneficial. One risk to mention in contracting out services is that it has the potential to
become a lower priority for the municipality and, as a contract, is more at-risk for
funding cuts.

Single Agency Service Delivery

A single agency for service delivery may be more effective for the higher risk
populations providing a standardized referral process for early identification of pre-
teens needing additional support. Communication, coordination and accountability
may increase with this type of model and efficiencies would be found in
administration and operations. There are some potential disadvantages with reliance
on one organization when communities are comprised of such a wide range of youth
population types and diverse needs. This could potentially diminish the coordination
of programs/services, advocacy initiatives and creative partnerships in the
community.

Direct Delivery with Contracting for Service Delivery

To some extent, this model is currently employed in West Vancouver, Vancouver and
Richmond. In West Vancouver, youth workers are employed directly by the
Municipality. In Richmond, the City funds three youth workers. In Vancouver, youth
workers are employed by the municipality but services are also contracted out. For
the youth hubs, they provide financial support for the facilities but not the
programming.

Referrals

A key issue related to any service delivery model are referrals. It appears overall,
there is a need to better define the roles of the agencies and the municipal workers to
strengthen the referral networks, processes and documentation. This would enhance
and cultivate closer relationships between organizations. A more formalized
documentation process should be considered across the North Shore. Currently it



appears that only intakes are documented, information on other referrals could
provide information for determination of needs and appropriateness of services.

It would be in the best interest of youth on the North Shore for the District to
continue to support models for collaboration among the three North Shore
municipalities in supporting and maximizing resources for youth services. The three
North Shore municipalities might consider the feasibility of combining their budgets in
some areas to reorganize aspects of youth service needs that go beyond municipal
boundaries for the at-risk populations.

Outreach Services

Both stakeholders and youth outreach workers identified youth drop-in centres to be
particularly successful. Effectiveness also increases proportional to close linkages with
other community agencies. Each municipality also identified outreach services as
necessary and a key characteristic of success for reaching youth and particularly the
higher risk populations.

Communication and Engagement

As indicated by the District of West Vancouver Community Survey (2010) there is
evidence of public support for youth services. This support is a key to maintaining or
increasing resources for program development. In order to keep youth issues a
priority in community planning, there needs to be ongoing communication
mechanisms to inform the public on youth issues.

Each municipality has prioritized the need for a more comprehensive communication
strategy for outreach and dialogue in general for the youth population. They also
recognize that dedicated financial and staffing resources are necessary for youth
engagement activities.

This would examine technology, social media tools, locations, policies and resource
allocation. This may be an excellent example of a topic on which to share resources
and expertise. Vancouver has developed the most youth friendly site. The District
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website could be made more appealing to youth and enhanced by customized youth
links and social media forums. Marketing materials should continue to distribute
youth friendly documents and publications preferably designed with their
participation.

Successful strategies for youth engagement in all municipalities always include youth
outreach workers and structures for youth to be involved in decision making. The
characteristics of success are meaningful participation, having clear expectations, a
process whereby youth can evaluate the effectiveness/impact/outcome of program
strategies and a training/adult mentorship component for skill building and learning.
Youth report frustration in being involved in decision making in areas they can have
no practical influence.

It was emphasized that successful youth engagement activities must consider that the
activities genuinely reflect their needs (not the systems), convenient timing,
accessible transportation, diversity in recruitment, that staff are trained on youth
engagement practises, they provide refreshments and honoraria for training or jobs
as appropriate. Given that youth unemployment rates are high in all municipalities, it
was suggested that youth engagement activities be related to volunteering to gain
experience, skill building and employment programs.

The Surrey community MOYO (Mobile Youth Outreach) Van (winner of the 2010
BCRPA Provincial Award) is an excellent example of a creative way to connect with
youth. The van is outfitted as a youth lounge that goes to where youth congregate
within the City including parks, recreation centres, youth centres, transit hubs and
special events. The success of the program has resulted in an increase in youth
participation at youth centres and recreation facilities along with community services.

Evaluation

The findings of this review indicate that the majority of information reported tends to
be qualitative and activity based rather than outcome based. Best practise
encourages a shift to having programs set specific, measurable goals and track



performance on an ongoing basis. Developing and measuring performance indicators
in several areas would provide information useful for program development, resource
allocation and decision making. There was no uniform information available on
service utilization or breakdowns of program costs.
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