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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SEED Diagnostic. The SEED Diagnostic is a comprehensive, 102 -item
self -assessment of external and internal program performance. It takes roughly two
hours to complete and is typically done by a core team of 2 -7 individuals who share

good understanding of their program. A SEED facilitator guides the team through the
process, encouraging rich conversation as participants rate their work against diverse
performance factors.

The self -assigned ratings make clear the relative strengths and shortfalls of the
programbés internal and e A paeformaade scprecard captures the e .
ratings as summary scores (Chart 1). Typically, upon completion of the diagnostic,

SEED guides the team (perhaps expanded with other program participants) through a

post diagnostic analysis. This involves a series of idea -generating exercises aimed at
making immediate progress with key areas ripe for attention. Programs find it useful to

repeat the diagnostic periodically to gauge progress in improving performance. SEED

suggests this be done each six months.

The SEED Diagnostic is not an evaluation of the program in the sense that it does not
measure success against specific goals. What it does do is assess performance against
practices that high -functioning programs develop and aspire to do well. It is not a
planning process based on envisioning the future. Instead the program is challenged to
direct its intentions toward actualizing more latent potential. The diagnostic process is
not a retreat but has all the features you would want from a retreat: rich dialogue, new
insights, and clarity of action.

The lllinois Application. From April -June 2008, SEED guided 71 youth
development programs funded by DHS/CHP through the SEED Diagnostic process.
Each 2 -hour session was conducted by phone and web conference, allowing program
teams to participate from remote locations. In advance of the session, program
representatives completed a short pre -diagnostic form to indicate specifics of their
work. From two to seven program representatives engaged in the diagnostic at a
scheduled time, with a SEED senior staff member facilitating the session. Time was
allowed for the participants to discuss each of the 102 items and reach consensus
regarding how to rate their program.

A 15 -minute break was offered at the end of the two -hour process. During that time,

the SEED facilitator compiled the scores and assigned priorities to the items assessed

(Chart 2). The group then reconvened to review results and to undertake a mini -
planning process based on the analysis. This focused the team on two promising
opportunity areas revealed through the diagnostic. For each opportunity area, a three

-month action plan was devised. Success markers were defined for use by program

staff in tracking progress during implementation.

Within a week of completing the session, SEED prepared and mailed the program a
report detailing in narrative and graphics all that had been accomplished. Programs
were encouraged to use the report for internal staff discussions and to communicate
the programbés story to Board members and ot her
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@ﬁ? PERFO RMANCE ORGANIZATION/INITIATIVE DATE BUDGET
SCORECARD SAMPLE PROGRAM JUN 08 || $146K
SIZE BONUS
VISION 40%
scoRe | 99 -
RESULTS MAP BENCHMARKS
LEVEL OFIMPACT | EPISODIC| DEVEL TRANS REACH DEPTH RESPNS 61 EXTERNAL IMPACT
QUOTIENT
SYSTEMS &F@ @ 3.5 2 4 53 gé(S)TREEMS BOOST
IMPACT QUOTIENT
ORGANIZATIONS D[@ @ 3 2 3.5 48 (ORGS)
O O E@ IMPACT QUOTIENT
INDIVIDUALS DQ 1 4.5 9 81 (INDIVS)
BENEFICIARIES @ SIX-MONTH @ ULTIMATE SYNERGY
AND PARTNERS TARGETS VISION GOOD- POTENTIAL
CO- TO- 3
INTERNAL WORK WORLD LEADER GREAT DICE
PERFORMANCE | 82 70 81 88 95 76
QUOTIENT
SUSTAINABILITY FACTORS PREDICTIVE MEASURES
Chart 1
POST-DIAGNOSTIC PRIORITIZING
PRIORITY
FOCUS AREA | SCORE CRITERIA
LOW |MEDIUM| HIGH
If DICE score is 67% to 100%, priority is
DICE 76% | low; if 34% to 66%, priority is medium; if 0% X
to 33%, priority is high.
. If Systems Boost Score is 50 or under,
SYSTEMS-LEVEL 53 priority is medium or high; Use results map X
CHANGE E>D | settings to determine priority.
. If Impact Quotient (Individuals) is 50 or
ORGANIZATION- 48 under, priority is medium or high; Use X
LEVEL IMPACT E>D | results map settings to determine priority.
. If Impact Quotient (Organizations) is 50 or
INDIVIDUAL - 81 - under, priority is medium or high; Use X
LEVEL IMPACT D>D | results map settings to determine priority.
Sustainability score is 76% to 100%, priority
SUSTAINABLE T70% | islow; if 51% to 75%, priority is medium; if
WORK 0% to 50%, priority is high.
Good-to-Great score is 76% to 100%,
GOOD-TO-GREAT | 959, | priority is low; if 51% to 75%, priority is X
medium; if 0% to 50%, priority is high.
Co-Leader score is 76% to 100%, priority is
CO-LEADER 88%, | low;if 51% to 75%, priority is medium; if 0% X
to 50%, priority is high.
PARTNER If Synergy Potential score is 76% to 100%,
30 priority is low; if 51% to 75%, priority is
SYNERGY L medium: if 0% to 50%, priority is high. X
Chart 2
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Highlights of Findings. Here are some interesting data and learnings:

Overview . The 71 DHS -CHP funded youth programs were selected by DHS staff. Programs
were given the opportunity to decline, and only a handful opted not to participate. The programs

were provided with assurances that their specific results would not be shared with DHS nor used

to impact future funding. Only aggregate findings, consolidated from all programs, would be
presented for the benefit of DHS.

Included in the group were 50 Teen REACH grantees, 6 Gear Up grantees, 4 programs with both

Teen REACH and Gear Up components, 2 organizations with a range of youth -serving
components, 5 Healthy Family Initiative grantees, and 4 Teen Parent Services grantees. Fifty -
five percent of the programs (39) were from the Chicago area; the other forty -five percent (32

programs) were spread among the other four regions of the State. The annual budgets of these
programs ranged in size from $41,000 to $1.5 million, with most in the $150,000 to $200,000
range. In scoring external impact, bonuses were given to the smaller sized programs to achieve
more parity with the larger programs for comparison purposes.

Performance Scores. The SEED Diagnostic produces two composite scores: The External
Impact Quotient and the Internal Performance Quotient; as well as a Partner Synergy Score.
These scores and their component sub -scores are each based on a 0 -t0-100 scale. Higher

numbers indicate that a program is approaching ideal performance with regard to the practices
associated with that score.

External Impact Quotient. This composite score provides a measure of the extent to which a
program is realizing impact with the individuals and organizations it benefits. It also reflects how
effective a program is in partnering with others to achieve systems -level changes. Reflected in

the score are numbers reached, depth of engagement, and response levels from those reached.
Among the 71 participating programs, the average External Impact Quotient was 51 percent
referenced against an ideal of 100. With scores ranging from 23 to 81 percent, the median was

52 and the mode was 43 percent. This means that on average, programs are realizing 51
percent of their potential impact on the individuals, organizations and systems they aim to
benefit.

Impact on Individuals. On average, participating programs were reaching approximately 75
individuals annually, although many were reaching less than 50. Eleven programs (15%) were
realizing transformational level results with their individual beneficiaries; 56 programs (79%)

were having developmental level results (levels 6 -10); and the remaining four programs (5%)

were limited to episodic, short -lived results.

Impact on Organizations. Forty -four of the 71 programs (62%) were reaching 1 -5
organizations; 18 programs (25%) were reaching 6 - 10 organizations; and eight programs (11%)

were reaching 11 or more organizations. One program did not have any direct impact on
organizations. Twenty -one of the 71 programs (29%) were directly involved in encouraging new
practices and/or paradigm shifts; 32 programs (45%) were helping organizations implement new
practices; 16 programs (23%) were extending existing organizational practices. One program
was just providing information.

Impact on Systems. Thirty -one of the 71 programs (44%) were partnering at relatively high

levels to work for transformative change; 20 programs (28%) were engaging in systems -level
change at a moderate level, typically aiming to address one or a few issues; and the remaining

20 programs (28%) were doing minimal to no systems -level work.

ILLINOIS DHS/CHP
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Internal Performance Quotient. This composite score provides a measure of the extent
which a program is applying practices conducive to sustainability, growth, and improved
teamwork. It is comprised of four scores: Sustainable Work (attending to the future), Co

to

Leadership (functioning as a team), Good -to-Great (commitment to excellence), and DICE

(readiness for change). Among the 71 programs, the average Internal Performance Quotient
was 78 percent, ranging from 47 to 100 percent. The median score was 78, and the mode was
75 percent. This means that on average programs are realizing 78 percent of their internal
performance capacities.

Among the 71 participating programs, the average Sustainable Work Score was 70 percent,

ranging from 44 to 93 percent. The median was 61 percent and the mode was 70 percent. By
far the most important threat identified to the sustainability of participating programs was their
limited ability to secure diverse and renewable funding streams. Next in importance were

programbs Il i mited abilities to secur e volunteer s,

strategies, and successfully plan for the growth of their initiative. Highest marks were
commonly reported for programs maintaining a culture of generosity and high spirit, and holding
clear, shared understanding of what was most essential about their work.

The average Co-Leadership Score was 84 percent, ranging from 25 to 100 percent. The

medi an and mode were both 88 percent . The

| owest

articulated theories of changed and O6systems | eve

A

coll aboration skills.® These coll aboration s
and in their engagement with partners and the broader community.

kill's

The average Good -to -Great score was 80 percent, ranging from 33 to 100 percent. The

median score was 82, with peaks at 75 and 85 percent. One practice in need of attention was to
avoid finger pointing when things go wrong, and instead to seek and address underlying root
causes. Other practices in need of attention included to keep passion high and direct it
creatively to all areas of program performance. In general, programs are committed to the
work and hold high ideals regarding what is possible.

The average DICE Score was 77 percent, ranging from 33 to 100 percent. The median was
76, and the mode was 71 percent. The two weakest areas were inconsistency in conducting
frequent progress reviews of new program components, and general reluctance of front

staff to take on something new.

Partner Synergy. For nearly every program, working with outside organizations was greatly
underutilized as a means to expand reach and impact, procure funds and resources, and raise
the profile and influence of the work. Schools, institutes of higher learning, and parents were
most commonly cited as promising partners to be engaged with more creative approaches.

Program Feedback. Feedback from participants immediately following the process was very
positive and enthusiastic. A sample of these responses appears in Section 17 (pages 33

Frequently, short -term interventions do not have lasting effects. SEED was delighted to

-line

-34).

discover that this was not the case. In a six -month, follow -up phone survey with a large and

representative sample of programs, a majority of programs reported that they had followed

through on the plans developed during the post -diagnostic, mini  -planning process. The majority
were very interested in repeating the diagnostic/mini -planning process in the near future.

Feedback from the follow  -up survey appears in Section 18 (pages 35 -36) .
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Priorities for Action. A composite scorecard for all 71 programs appears in Chart 1 on the
following page. As can be seen, the average External Impact Score was 51. This was consid-
erably lower than the average Internal Performance Score of 78. (All scores are referenced
against a maximum of 100.) The programs averaged similar scores for results obtained at the
individual and systems levels. They were less successful in impacting the work of organizations

in their respective communities.

Of note on the Results Map, most programs were achieving results at the developmental level

in their work with individuals (56 of 71 programs). Results in working with organizations and
systems yielded both developmental outcomes (40 and 30, respectively), as well as episodic
results, (27 and 20). Recommendations were made for programs to deepen their program
offerings from episodic to developmental work. Of interest, there were more programs (16)

getting transformative results at the systems level than at the individual level (11). This can be
attributed to these programs being part of long -standing community coalitions addressing
issues of substance abuse and violence.

The composite scores were plugged into an algorithm to set priorities for action (Chart 2).

Recommendations. Based on these priorities (and what SEED gleaned through facilitating
the diagnostic and mini  -planning sessions with 71 programs), these suggestions are offered for
DHS consideration:

1.0rganization -Level Impact. Generally, the programs are not focused to encourage new youth
development practices in schools and other organizations beyond their own. Yet many are well
-positioned to model and encourage such change. Training and technical support in this area
could have far -reaching impacts.

2. Partner Synergy. Very few programs have invested much effort in cultivating partners with
whom win -win opportunities could be developed. The partner synergy analysis that SEED pro-
vided was eye -opening for them. Training and technical support in this area could have far
reaching impacts.

3. Systems -Level Change. While some of the programs are working within coalitions to
address community -level issues, the majority do not see their role as advocating for systems

level changes and would need guidance and training to develop system -change approaches.
Training and technical support in this area could have far reaching impacts.

4. Individual -Level Impact. Given the focus on youth development of this sample, the average
Individual Impact Quotient Score of 55 percent was disappointing. Numbers reached and
opportunities to develop leadership scored low. Many programs would benefit from creative

planning workshops to stretch their thinking and enliven their programming.

5. Work Sustainability. A shared complaint was limited ability to secure diverse and renewable
funding streams. Many also were not sure how to work more effectively with volunteers, for-
mulate clear messages and marketing strategies, and strategically plan for the growth of their
initiative. Training and technical support in these areas would be valuable.

6. Given the positive response to the SEED Diagnostic (and Quarterly Stretch) process, DHS
should consider implementing it more widely to impact the work of many more grantees in
youth -development and other areas. This is an extremely economical way to promote account-
ability, forward -thinking, and more effective program delivery.

ILLINOIS DHS/CHP
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