
8/11/2015 AGENDA 
OLDER YOUTH SYSTEMS PARTNER MEETING, 10:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 

Grand Island Public Library 
 

 
Those present: Joyce Schmeeckle (Schmeeckle Research), Ronda Newman (PE Omaha), Phillip Burrell (PE 
Omaha), Joni Kuzma (H3C/Kuzma Consulting), Deb Shuck (CAPWN), Betsy Vidlak (CAPWN), Lindsey 
Drake (The Hub, Lincoln), Kris Whisenhunt (The Hub, Lincoln), Amy West (NCFF), Doug Lenz (Central 
Plains), Troy Chandler (Central Plains), Jason Feldhaus (NCFF), Alana Pearson (PE Northern-NCFF), Jessica 
Hilderbrand (NCFF), Jessica Schlegelmilch (Central Access Navigator/Region 3), Deanna Brakhage 
(DHHS), and Joan Francis (Consultant).  
 

1) Evaluation Update – Joyce and Amy 
Amy, Ronda, Kris, Amy, Jason, Deana, Betsy (by phone), and Joyce 
Youth Thrive Protective and Promotive Factors Framework 
      Dynamic Outcomes: Healthy Development and Well-Being 

 Physically and emotionally healthy (post) 

 Hopeful, optimistic, compassionate, and curious (assess) 

 Ability to form and sustain caring committed relationships (somewhat) 

 Success in school and workplace (post) 

 Service to community or society (no) 
 

Transitional Services 6-month Survey Draft: Where does the completed 6-month survey go? 

What is the purpose…for case management or to be sent back to the Central Navigator or both? 

Does each community need the data specific to their service area? If so, what data is needed for 

both the statewide data and for local data?  

 The survey can be offered on Survey Monkey and created to collect the data needed for 

statewide evaluation.  

 Education: Do we need to know enrollment and in the type of school in which they were 

enrolled? Could add a “not enrolled” option.  

 Housing: No changes 

 Employment: Clarified “average” hourly wage versus asking for just their hourly wage. 

Will ask  “hourly wage”.  

 Parenting: Discussed asking whether they have had a child in the last 6 months. If so, 

does that child live with you? Opted to not use the word “pregnant” but wonder about 

the need to ask if they are expecting a child? That question will be removed.   

 Health Insurance: Discussed the language around “chronic health condition”. The 

question was originally tied to chronic health conditions that can occur when Adverse 

Childhood Experiences have occurred. The consensus was that the question is not 

needed at 6-months. The questions discussed for inclusion were: 1) Do you have health 

insurance through any of the following?, 2) Over the last 6 months, have you had any 

unmet physical, medical, mental health, or dental needs right now? (drop down boxes 

will be provided), and 3) Do you have access to the medications you need? 



     The questions about “last physical exam” and “last dental exam” will be removed. We 

really want to know if youth are getting the services they need for health/mental/dental 

health at the time of the survey.  

 Permanence: Same questions as Opportunity Passport. Could we combine the questions 

about support from family or non-family members or is there a value to knowing where 

or to whom youth are connected. Would it better to say “adult” rather than specify 

“family or non-family? Could we ask them to say how many supportive adults do they 

have in their life and check all of the answers that apply? We need to know if they have 

at least 3 adults but we may not need to know what role the adult plays in their life. Is 

“always” a valid question for supportive adult involvement? The goal would be to 

eliminate program staff as one of those supportive adult options.  

 Asking youth whether they have someone to loan them money tells about the 

stability of youth/the depth of their relationships and the resources available to them. 

Does it have to be an emergency or can it be “when you need it”? The consensus was to 

remove the word “emergency” and just ask if they have someone to loan them money 

“when they need it”. 

 Could we combine the first two questions….when you need someone to give 

you advice about a crisis and advice about your job or school? These questions can 

measure changes over time versus the number/types of supportive adults. We will leave 

these questions for now and revisit at a later date.  

 Transportation: Public Transportation rather than “the Bus” and put bus, taxi, vouchers 

in parenthesis. Could we combine car and other motorized vehicles? Opted not to 

combine the two. Discussed the value of knowing the “primary method” of 

transportation and if that is “program staff”.  

 Option 1: State Hope Scale – not from Nebraska. Consensus was to use this Option.  

 Option 2: Brief Resilience Scale – Consensus was to eliminate this option  this Option 

 Option 3: New General Self-Efficacy Scale – Discussed the valuable of the comparison 

question within this Option (“Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well”).  

Consensus was to eliminate this Option. 

 Option 4: Children’s Hope Scale – Consensus was to eliminate this Option, although 

these questions are used by PE Councils.  

 Option 5: Child and Adolescent Wellness Scale (CAWS) with three categories of 

Connectedness, Emotional Self-Regulation, and Self-Efficacy – Discussed which of the 

three would provide the best measurement of progress. The consensus was to only use 

the Emotional Self-Regulation scale and that the other scales are evaluated through 

other questions in the survey.  

 

A final copy can be provided at the next meeting and the survey tested on youth that are already 
involved in Project Everlast councils. The next step is to decide how we are going to break down data by 
region or service area. A survey can be sent to committee members to determine what data is needed.  
 



2) TIC RESOURCE SHARING (Betsy): String activity…mom, dad, grandparents, teacher, therapist, 

aunt, foster family. All ties were severed.  

What would Beth need first? She would probably need food, housing, and safety. The first thing 

we ask is usually to complete an assessment. She is resilient but alone and there is sadness. 

Betsy will provide the instructions for the activity. 

 

3) Navigator Data Base Elements (especially for how we achieve an unduplicated data base)(Joan) 

Reviewed the “Older Youth System Central Navigator Protocol” diagram of the service referral 

process and asked each program representative what their process currently is for receiving 

referrals and data collection programs.  

 Omaha is using “Quick Base” for Needs-Based Funds and Service Point for other data so 

other agencies can access the information (i.e. Cedars). Omaha’s Service Point goes through 

Iowa, not Nebraska like the rest of the state through the “Balance of State/Continuum of Care 

for Housing and Homelessness”.  Would it be feasible to track for duplication in Lincoln and 

Omaha using “Quick Base” and use Service Point or central database for Greater Nebraska?  

 Deanna clarified the use of DHHS stipends for rental deposits. 
 

4) Consensus Decision on Evaluation and Survey: see above 
 

5) Navigator Protocol and Branding: The branding doesn’t ask agencies to conform to a 
“program”. It identifies an agency as a participant in the youth-serving process, like a safe house 
symbol. One suggestion was a circle with a youth in the middle with connections drawn. Other 
suggestions for symbols or other word pictures were given. We were reminded to find 
something unique to older youth that is not already in use.  
 

6) Announcements and Update on SIF (Jason): There is a lot being asked of communities at this 
time from NCFF through multiple funding sources. The youth voice component is especially 
rising to the top of needs for best-practice and places a burden on both youth and agencies. This 
item will be placed on the September agenda to discuss the continuum of youth engagement 
and how is “youth voice” defined or best utilized (Positive Youth Development and Youth 
Engagement). 
 
SIF awarded to NCFF. A competitive RFP will be released mid-September. Target population is 
youth 14 to 24 that are unconnected or unaccompanied. Seven to ten communities will be 
selected for 5 years plus another 3 years of non-competitive awards. The dollar match will be 
1:1 cash that are not already allocated for existing services or federal dollars. Part of the funding 
will be for a person to assist the communities in identifying funds that can be used for the 
match. This process will assist communities in building capacity.  
 

7) Next Meeting:  October 13, 2015. Jason will send details about the September event in Omaha.  
October agenda:  Positive Youth Development and Youth Engagement 
   Finish evaluations and data elements (Amy will send the form out to  
   start piloting the Common Referral Form between now and October 13) 
   Ronda to present on a specific program they provide. 
 
Notes recorded by Joni Kuzma, CSW. 


