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INTRODUCTION


In theory, community-based programs have the potential to contribute to building and strengthening community capacity because they are tied to local community needs and issues, and because they bring community members together around important individual and family concerns.  Once a program makes an impact in the community it serves, there is an “ethical” obligation to sustain that program (Akerlund, 2000).  However, Lerner (1995) and Little (1995) report that many community-based programs fail to sustain within a few years after their initial funding ceases.  This failure rate points to a growing need for sustainability planning, but the actual literature on program sustainability and its components is limited (e.g., Bamberger & Cheema, 1990; Mancini & Marek, 1998; Marek, Mancini, & Brock, 1999; Lefebrve, 1990; Goodman & Steckler, 1989; LaFond, 1995; Shediac-Rizkallah & Bone, 1998) leaving program professionals without the necessary tools to guide them. Our goal in conducting sustainability research is to understand what contributes to sustaining community-based programs after initial funding has ended and to disseminate that knowledge to program professionals and researchers. 

Our specific interest in sustainability is in the understanding of its components and how it is achieved, maintained, and enhanced.  We began our sustainability research in 1996 with data collected from ninety-four community-based Youth At Risk (YAR) Programs funded by CSREES/USDA through the annual congressional appropriation for the National Children, Youth and Families at Risk (CYFAR) Initiative.  This funding was distributed to Land Grant University Cooperative Extension services over a period of five years with the purpose of developing community-based programs to serve at risk children, youth, and families.  Qualitative and quantitative data on sustainability were collected at two years, three years, and four years post CYFAR/USDA funding.  From this data we developed and refined a conceptual Sustainability Framework (Mancini & Marek, 1998; Marek, Mancini, & Brock, 1999) that was further informed by the existing literature on sustainability, a nationwide organizational change survey of 6,000 program professionals (Betts, Peterson, Marczak, & Richmond, 2002) and a quantitative survey of 250 program professionals (Marek, Mancini, Earthman, & Brock, 2002).  The result of this cumulative knowledge is the following seven-factor conceptual framework: 

1. Leadership Competence: Leaders are committed to the program, communicate a clear mission, and are able to develop, early in the program life cycle, a realistic program plan with multiple strategies for sustainability.  
2. Effective Collaboration: Collaborators include key community stakeholders that share a common vision for the program and understand that their responsibilities include providing resources, program development and implementation, and program evaluation. 

3. Understanding the Community: Program developers know community needs and assets through regular assessments and develop programs in which the community is involved in and supportive of.  

4. Demonstrating Program Impact: Evaluation plans are developed early and used to demonstrate program effectiveness, inform program modification, and disseminate program successes to key stakeholders and potential funders.

5. Strategic Funding: Funding is sufficient for program operations and there are plans in place for obtaining additional long-term funding.
6. Staff Involvement and Integration: Staff are committed to the program, are involved at all levels of program operation, are flexible and creative in their approaches, and are well qualified and trained to work on the program.

7. Program Responsivity: Programs are responsive to changing community needs and resources.

This sustainability research has found that the original 94 YAR programs continue to provide services to at risk youth and families at two years, three years, and four years post CYFAR/USDA funding (Mancini & Marek, 1998; Marek, Mancini, & Brock, 1999; Marek, Mancini, Earthman, & Brock, 2002). This report focuses on the 92 projects that were funded in 1991 and 1992 (69 of these 92 that were still active at the four-year post-funding data collection point) six years post CYFAR/USDA funding. The central issues addressed include:

I. The current level of program sustainability including measures of competency, capacity, and continuity over time

II. Functioning of the programs with regard to dimensions of sustainability 

III.
Cooperative Extension’s role in the sustainability of these programs

METHODS

Respondents 


A YAR Program contact person was identified for each of the 69 programs that were active at four years post CYFAR/USDA funding and asked to complete a survey. Respondents consisted of 44 CES personnel, 15 non-CES personnel, five State Strengthening Program Directors, and one CYFAR liaison. This yielded a response rate of 94%.

Program Descriptions
The Youth at Risk Programs are situated in a variety of contexts. Of the 47 respondents that provided information on program locality, 60% reported that their program is located in a rural or small town (populations from 1 to 50,000) while the remaining 40% are located in a more densely populated area (populations from 50,001 to over 250,000). The emphasis for most of these programs was youth programming (see Appendix for a complete listing of types of programs offered) with the most commonly offered programs including Youth Life Skills (84%), After-school child care (67%), Healthy lifestyles (56%), Cultural awareness (54%), Character education (51%), Leadership (51%), and Nutrition (51%).  More than half (51%) of these youth programs offer youth 4-H programming.  

Instrument


The survey was constructed based on qualitative data obtained from telephone interviews of program leaders at two years and three years post CYFAR/USDA funding.   A quantitative survey was then developed based upon those qualitative interviews and was used to collect data four years post-funding.  Minor design changes have been made between that point and the present study.   Questions focus on program context, content, and status; program stability and change in terms of goals, programming, sites, participants, staffing, and collaboration; Cooperative Extension involvement; program leadership; community involvement; funding; evaluation; and obstacles to sustainability.  Indexing the current level of functioning as well as change over the past year was assessed in each of these areas.  

Procedures


During the spring of 2002, surveys were mailed to program leaders at each of the 51 programs funded between 1991 and 1996 that were still active four years post CSREES/USDA funding.  During spring of 2003, Sustainability Surveys were mailed to the program leaders at each of the 18 programs funded between 1992 and 1997 that were still active four years post CSREES/USDA funding.  In order to maximize the response rate, follow-up e-mails, post-cards, and follow-up surveys were sent to non-respondents.  If follow-up reminders were not successful program leaders were requested, either through e-mail or phone, to complete a shorter version of the survey in order to obtain basic information on program activity.  Surveys were obtained from 65 of the 69 program contacts; 52 long form surveys and 13 short form surveys.  Frequencies are reported on items related to sustainability status, program functioning, and Cooperative Extension involvement.  It is important to note that throughout this report there is a high level of missing data (at least 24%) for the more detailed questions since the brief survey omitted these items.  Total sample size and valid percentages are provided for each section within the results.  With the exception of reporting on sustainability status, all analyses were conducted only on known active programs (n=60).

RESULTS

I. CURRENT LEVEL OF SUSTAINABILITY
Five aspects of sustainability were measured: 1) program activity, 2) perceived sustainability, 3) confidence in the future sustainability of the program, 4) obstacles to continued sustainability, and 5) the continuation of the goal to meet needs of at risk children, youth, and families.  These variables reflect, to a degree, our definition of sustainability involving competency, capacity, and continuity over time.  Frequencies for these items are reported below.

Program Activity 

The majority of programs (65%) remain active six years post CYFAR/USDA funding (see Table 1).  Since the 2000 data collection, only five more programs have become inactive. 
Table 1: Program activity for 1997, 1998, 2000, and 2002

	
	1997
	1998
	2000
	2002

	Program Status
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	Active
	79
	86%
	82
	89%
	69
	75%
	60
	65%

	Inactive
	13
	14%
	10
	11%
	23
	25%
	28
	31%

	Unknown
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	4%


Perceived Sustainability of Programs


Respondents were asked to indicate how much they perceived their program to be sustained.  Of the 56 respondents, more than one-third (39%) reported their program as “Completely” sustained; more than one-quarter (27%) reported their program as “Mostly” sustained; and the remaining 34% reported their program as “Partially” sustained.  When asked why they chose their responses, the focus was mainly on funding issues.  Those that responded that their programs were “Completely” sustained attributed this to stable or increased funding and the general stability of their program.  Those that responded that their program was “Mostly” sustained attributed this to either reduced or increased funding; and those that responded that their program was “Partially” sustained attributed this to lack of funding but the continued involvement of collaborators or coalition activities.

Confidence in Future Sustainability


Respondents were asked how confident they were that their programs would still be active in 5 years.  Responses ranged from “Not at All Confident” (n=5); to “Somewhat Confident” (n=23); to “Very Confident” (n=18) to “Extremely Confident” (n=5).  These responses demonstrated that 45% of these respondents were at least “Very Confident” that their program would continue well into the future.  Respondents were also asked why they chose their responses.  Those that were “Not At All” confident explained their responses in terms of funding issues; those that were “Somewhat” confident focused their responses mostly on funding and staffing issues. In addition, they were the only group to voice that their programs were not institutionalized and were tied to one person who may not be continuing in their present position.  Those that answered that they were “Very” confident focused their responses on funding and being of value to and supported by the community.  Of those few that were “Extremely” confident, their responses focused on the stability of their programs and how their programs were fulfilling their community’s needs.

Obstacles to Future Sustainability


Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which obstacles under the categories of Leadership, Community, Staffing, and Funding were problematic to the future sustainability of their programs.  Of the 47 respondents, 100% indicated that their program faced, at some level, at least one obstacle with 23% indicating that they were “Fully” working to resolve their current obstacles, 43% “Mostly” working, and 33% “Somewhat” working. One-third (37%) of these respondents reported having specific plans other than “seeking additional funding through grant writing” to address these perceived obstacles. As seen in Table 2, obstacles that were the most problematic for at least one-third of the respondents were concentrated mainly in the areas of 
Funding and Staffing.  
Table 2: Most Problematic Obstacles to Future Program Sustainability 

	Obstacles
	Number
	Percent

	Lack of funding for program expansion
	28
	60%

	Lack of funding for adequate staffing 
	19
	41%

	Lack of stable funding 
	20
	44%

	Lack of funding for qualified staff
	18
	39%

	Over-reliance on one funding source
	15
	34%

	Staff Overload
	15
	34%


Meeting Needs of at Risk Children, Youth and Families

Respondents were also asked to what extent their current programming meets the needs of at risk children, youth and families.  Of the 52 respondents, 25% reported “Somewhat,” 48% reported “Moderately,” and 8% reported that their programming “Fully” met those needs of at risk youth and their families.  Follow-up comments focused upon the high level of need in the targeted communities and the impossibility of meeting all the needs.  Other common comments focused upon the diverse needs of their communities and a lack of resources to fully reach all those who may benefit from their programs.  
II. CURRENT PROGRAM FUNCTIONING: THE SUSTAINABILITY FRAMEWORK

The majority (65%) of YAR programs appear sustained at some level six years after CYFAR/USDA funding ended.  Respondents for more than a third of these programs reported very high ratings of perceived sustainability and of meeting the needs of at risk youth and families. Furthermore, even six years after initial funding ended, more than a third of respondents were confident that their program would continue to survive. Commitment to this survival was evident in their response to sustainability obstacles with the majority (66%) working hard to resolve these issues.   This high level of sustainability is unusual so many years after the initial funding ended, thus making current program functioning of interest.  The following results outline YAR program functioning within the seven factors of the Sustainability Framework. 

Leadership Competence

All of the active YAR programs have community leadership that is committed to the goals and longevity of the program and has strategically planned for program sustainability.  As seen in Table 3, the most commonly reported sources of leadership were Cooperative Extension, schools, and community coalitions. The majority were committed to their programs ongoing work plan (81%, n = 41) and to the goal of serving at risk youth and families (92%, n = 48).  Furthermore, 44% (n = 22) reported planning by the end of their second year for sustaining their program.  An additional 44% reported planning sometime between the 3rd and 5th (last) year of their funding.  Only 10% indicated that they began planning after their initial funding ended or never planned for sustainability at all.

Table 3: Leadership Provision 

	Leadership to Program
	Number
	Percent

	Cooperative Extension
	31
	59%

	Schools
	22
	42%

	Community Coalitions/Partnerships
	23
	43%

	Community Agencies
	19
	36%

	Independent Program
	8
	15%


Effective Collaboration 

Diversity of collaborators and resource provision by collaborators are critical elements to the continued sustainability of programs.  Overall, the YAR programs involve a broad spectrum of collaborators that are involved in their programs on an on-going basis.  As seen in Table 4, the most common collaborators to these programs were Schools/Department of Education, Government Agencies, and Community Service Agencies.

Table 4: Types of collaborators

	Collaborators
	Number
	Percent

	Schools/Department of Education
	38
	84%

	Government Agencies
	27
	60%

	Community Service Agencies
	25
	56%

	Land Grant Universities
	20
	44%

	Local Businesses
	20
	44%

	Local Colleges
	16
	36%

	Religious Institutions
	13
	29%

	Civic Organizations
	12
	27%

	YMCA/YWCA
	7
	16%

	Boys and Girls Club
	5
	11%



These community collaborators provided a variety of resources (see Table 5).  Respondents (n = 41) were asked to indicate the degree of resource provision by Community Collaborators.  Over one-third of respondents indicated that Community Collaborators are “Very Much” involved in providing space, participating on Advisory Boards, and providing in-kind support to the programs.  Only one respondent indicated that community collaborators were “Not at all” involved in their program. Over one quarter (27%, n=11) of respondents reported increases in the number of collaborators.  These increases were mainly attributed to increased community awareness of the program and an increased emphasis on recruitment of collaborators.
  Table 5: Resources Provided “Very Much” by Community Collaborators (n = 41)

	Resources provided
	Percent

	Provision of Space
	71%

	Advisory Board Membership
	38%

	In-Kind Support
	35%

	Involved in a Coalition
	21%

	Provision of Materials/Equipment
	20%

	Program Implementation
	18%

	Direct Cash Funding
	18%

	Evaluation of Programs
	18%

	Provision of Personnel
	17%

	Fiscal Management
	13%

	Grant Proposal Writing
	13%

	Provision of Training/Workshops
	13%

	Supervision of Staff/Volunteers
	13%

	Curriculum Development
	7%


Understanding the Community


Respondents indicated that they are aware of the importance of the community to the continuation of their program.  As seen in Table 6, the majority of respondents “agreed” that the surrounding communities are both aware of and supportive of program efforts. 

Table 6: Community Awareness and Support (n=41)                          


	Community Awareness and Support
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Total

	Community Members support our program
	22%
	73%
	95%

	Community Members are aware of our program
	22%
	71%
	93%

	We inform the community about our programs
	23%
	68%
	91%

	We inform the community about our program’s successes
	12%
	73%
	85%

	We seek input from the community to know that programs and services are effective
	15%
	66%
	81%

	We seek input from the community  to know that programs and services are appropriate
	10%
	73%
	83%


In contrast to the high degree of community awareness, support, and input, actual participation in determining program needs, selection, and delivery, as well as involvement in advisory boards and participant recruitment was low.  As seen in Table 7, this was largely the case for both youth participants and parents of participants who were, as a whole, not greatly utilized in any of these activities. More than a quarter of respondents reported that adults in the community were “very much” involved in participation on advisory boards, program delivery, and recruiting participants and that youth participants were “very much” involved in determining programming needs and selecting programming.  

Table 7: Program activities in which community members are “Very Much” involved (n=37-41)

	Program Activities
	Adults in the Community
	Youth Participants
	Parents of Participants

	Participate in Advisory Boards
	44%
	8%
	18%

	Program Delivery
	30%
	20%
	5%

	Recruiting Participants
	29%
	18%
	20%

	Determine Programming Needs
	19%
	28%
	15%

	Select Programs Offered
	13%
	27%
	5%


Demonstrating Program Impact


When asked about current evaluation efforts the majority (77%) of YAR Program respondents (n=39) reported conducting some type of evaluation, including participant/parent/staff satisfaction (54%), informal assessments (46%), knowledge gained as assessed through pre- and post-testing (44%), and personal indicator assessments (i.e., self esteem) (41%).   Furthermore, of those responding (n=40) to whether their evaluation efforts have changed over the past two years the majority (63%) reported that efforts remain the same,17% reported increasing their evaluation efforts, and 20% reported decreasing (13%) or ending (7%) their efforts. The most commonly cited reasons for increased evaluation efforts were more interest in evaluating programs, need for documentation for grant applications, and needing feedback on program modification and changes.  The most common reason provided for a decrease in evaluation efforts was a lack of funding for evaluation.  Only three respondents (out of 40) reported receiving funding specifically targeted for evaluation.

These evaluation results were reportedly used in a variety of ways.  Of the 33 respondents answering this section, more than three-quarters indicated that evaluation results were used for assessing program effectiveness, planning and modifying programs, and documenting efforts in proposals (see Table 8).  In addition, 29 respondents (out of 37) reported using the results of needs assessments mostly for program planning (93%); for documentation in grant proposal writing (59%); for program modification (52%); and to assess program effectiveness (45%).

Table 8: Programs reporting various uses for evaluation

	Uses for Evaluation
	Number
	Percent

	To assess program effectiveness
	29
	88%

	Program planning
	26
	79%

	Program modification
	26
	79%

	Documentation in grant proposal writing
	25
	76%

	Reports to collaborators and funders
	22
	67%

	Market to potential funders
	18
	55%

	Market to community
	16
	49%

	Support program replication
	11
	33%


Strategic Funding 

As seen from Table 9, Youth at Risk programs utilize diverse funding sources, the most common being grant monies and user fees. Both of these funding sources are key to program survival in that 82% of respondents (n=39) report that grants (54%) or user fees (28%) are the single source that provides the majority of funding for continued program operation. With regard to the stability of future funding, YAR Program leaders are struggling.  While over half (69%) of those responding (n=49) stated they had enough funding to sustain programming through the upcoming year, this number dropped to 28% when asked about the stability of funding for the next two years, and dropped still further to 23% when asked about the next three years. However, 71% of respondents reported that they were seeking new sources of funding.  The most common sources of these searches included grants (91%), foundations (46%), local businesses (40%), and user fees (37%).  

Table 9: Program Funding

	Funding Types
	Number
	Percent

	Grants
	33
	81%

	User Fees
	21
	51%

	Foundation Funds
	16
	39%

	Private Donations
	13
	32%

	Fundraising Activities
	12
	29%

	Schools
	12
	29%

	Contracts
	12
	29%

	Local Businesses
	12
	29%

	United Way
	8
	20%

	Religious Institutions
	5
	12%

	Advisory Boards
	5
	12%


Staff Involvement and Integration

Respondents were asked to indicate the status of their paid staff and volunteers, whether this had changed over the past two years, and if so, the reason(s) for these changes.  Of those responding (n = 31-41), 49% (n = 20) indicated that their programs have the same number of paid staff as they did two years ago.  Thirteen programs (32%) had less paid staff and eight programs (19%) had more.  Increases in staffing were largely attributed to increased funding while decreases were largely attributed to decreased funding, staff turnover, and lack of resources for training, supervision, and recruiting. Despite reports that over half of the programs experienced maintained or increased numbers of staffing, only 27% of respondents indicated that their programs consistently had enough paid staff to support the needs of their program.   However, almost all of the respondents indicated that their paid staff received formal training on the goals of the program and its various programs (90%, n=36) and that their staff are involved, to some degree, in suggesting new program ideas (98%, n=37).

Similar to findings on paid staff, the majority (64%, n=25) of the respondents indicated that the number of volunteer staff for their programs remained the same as the previous year.  Of those experiencing a change in the number of volunteers, nine (23%) reported an increase and five (13%) reported a decrease.  Increases in volunteer staff were mainly attributed to successful marketing and increased visibility in the community while decreases were mainly attributed to a lack of resources for training, supervision, and/or recruiting. Despite the majority of programs having maintained or increased numbers of volunteers, only 11% (n = 4) indicated that their programs consistently had enough volunteers to support the needs of their program. The majority (79%, n = 30) of respondents reported that volunteer staff are involved, to some degree, in suggesting new program ideas; however, less than half (34%, n = 13) indicated that volunteers received formal training.  Overall, 42% (n = 16) reported that their program staffing needs are “Very Much” (5%) to “Somewhat” (37%) met by volunteers instead of paid staff.
Program Responsivity


While program sustainability implies stability in the overall goal of a program (in this case serving at risk children, youth, and families), there must be room to adapt to changing needs and contexts. Respondents from 52 of the YAR programs indicated that their programs have gone through some changes since CYFAR/USDA funding ended.  The most typical program adaptations included: 1) changing program goals, 2) expanding or reducing programming, 3) increasing or decreasing the number of sites, and/or 4) increasing or decreasing the number of participants.  

· Changes in Program Goals: Respondents were asked about their program’s current goals and whether these goals have changed over the past two years.   The majority (60%) of respondents report that their program’s goals remain unchanged.  Those programs that did experience goal change did so mainly to meet changing community needs, to expand their participant base, and to expand their programming efforts.

· Changes in Programming: Thirty-one (60%) respondents reported adding new programs to their programs.  This was mostly done to meet community needs.  Additionally, 33 (63%) respondents reported an expansion of at least one program with meeting community and participant needs being the factors most commonly mentioned as catalysts.  Eighteen (35%) reported a reduction in at least one program.  These reductions were most often linked to a reduction in funding and an inadequate number of staff.  Twenty (38%) reported eliminating a program from their program because of a lack of funding.  

· Changes in the Number of Sites: Respondents were asked to indicate what kind of changes took place with regard to the number of sites and participants.  Half (n=26) of respondents reported that their programs maintained the same number of sites over the previous two years.  Additionally, 6 (12%) programs decreased and 17 (33%) programs increased the number of sites at which they offer programming.  The most common reasons for increasing the number of sites were additional funding, strong community receptivity/support, and changes in program goals.  The most common reason for decreasing the number of sites was the lack of funding.

· Changes in the Number of Participants: The majority (75%) of respondents reported the number of participants served by their programs were either the same as (29%, n=15) or greater than (46%, n=24) the number of participants served in the previous two years.  Only nine (17%) respondents reported a decrease in the number of participants in their programs.  The most common reasons provided for increases in participation included increased programming and good marketing.  The most common reasons provided for decreases in participation included decreased program sites and changes in staffing. 

III. THE UNIQUE CONTRIBUTIONS OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION


Findings suggest that the majority (65%) of YAR programs remain sustained six years post initial CYFAR/USDA funding.  Findings within program functioning indicated that the majority of these programs experienced expansions in programming and that more than a third of  them experienced increases in sites and/or participants.  This growth occurred despite struggles for continued funding to maintain programming and staff. To explain this high level of sustainability and confidence in future sustainability in face of funding struggles, we suggest an “eighth” Sustainability Factor unique to these YAR programs—the contributions and commitment of Cooperative Extension.

The involvement of Cooperative Extension, at both the state and county levels, in the CYFAR Initiative makes them a unique resource for these Youth at Risk programs.  Their contributions are numerous, from resource provision to leadership provision to commitment to program continuation.

Resource Provision

Of 45 respondents, 69% reported that their program collaborates, to some extent, with Cooperative Extension.  Resources that they provide are reported in Table 10.  Cooperative Extension is most involved (over one third reporting) in technical assistance (provision of trainings/ workshops and evaluation), resource provision (provision of materials/equipment, program implementation, and in-kind support), and program steering (coalition and advisory board involvement). Only five respondents indicated that Cooperative Extension is “Not at All” involved in their program.

Table 10: Resources Provided “Very Much” by Cooperative Extension (n=40)

	Resources provided
	Cooperative Extension

	Involved in a Coalition
	43%

	Provision of Training/Workshops
	42%

	Evaluation of Programs
	38%

	Program Implementation
	37%

	Provision of Materials/Equipment
	35%

	Advisory Board Membership
	34%

	In-Kind Support
	34%

	Curriculum Development
	33%

	Fiscal Management
	32%

	Grant Proposal Writing
	32%

	Provision of Personnel
	29%

	Supervision of Staff/Volunteers
	29%

	Provision of Space
	12%

	Direct Cash Funding
	7%


Leadership Provision and Commitment to Program Continuation

Of 53 respondents, over half (59%) indicated that Cooperative Extension plays a role in providing leadership to their program.   Furthermore, of the 41 Cooperative Extension respondents (this does not include State Strengthening Program Directors and CYFAR liaisons that provided some information on the YAR program because no other contact would respond) the vast majority (85%) “Agreed’ (58%) or “Strongly Agreed” (27%) that working on their Youth at Risk program was a part of their ongoing work plan and 90% “Agreed” (42%) or “Strongly Agreed” (48%) that serving at risk youth was an expectation of Cooperative Extension in their county and state. 

CONCLUSIONS


Almost two-thirds of the Youth at Risk programs that were initiated eleven years ago to address at risk youth and their families are sustained.  That these programs have survived at all six years after their initial funding ended is remarkable in itself, but even more notable is that these programs continue to grow and thrive while maintaining a focus on targeting at risk youth and families.  Findings suggest that the presence of the seven sustainability factors along with the unique contributions in leadership and resources from Cooperative Extension contribute greatly to the current sustainability status of the YAR programs.


The YAR programs have strong leadership, diverse and involved collaborators, supportive community members, and qualified staff.  Most programs report having evaluation plans in place that are utilized to measure program outcomes and promote the program to key stakeholders.  Current funding for these programs is present and programs continue to survive and even expand, but as they are doing so, they lack enough stable funding that would allow them to have sufficient staff to meet the needs of the program and to recruit and train volunteers.  It appears that Cooperative Extension resources may fill the gap when funds run low but given the limited resources of Cooperative Extension, this may be a temporary solution in the larger picture of sustainability.  Potential solutions to ensure program continuation include: 1) devotion of programmer time to resource development, 2) search for more Cooperative Extension resources to more fully integrate the program into their system, or 3) more fully institutionalize the program within an existing community organization (e.g., schools, community service agencies, civic organizations, religious institutions, etc.).  
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APPENDIX

Percent of programs that offer specific youth, parent, and community programs (n = 43)

	Youth Programs
	Number
	Percent

	Life Skills (decision-making, problem-solving, goal setting, anger management, conflict resolution)
	36
	84%

	After School Child Care
	29
	67%

	Healthy Lifestyles (health promotion, AIDS, drug/alcohol/tobacco, and pregnancy prevention)  
	24
	56%

	Cultural Awareness
	23
	54%

	Character Education
	22
	51%

	Leadership
	22
	51%

	Nutrition Programs
	22
	51%

	Homework Assistance/ Tutoring
	21
	49%

	Reading and Literacy
	20
	47%

	Computer Technology/Literacy
	18
	42%

	Science Literacy
	18
	42%

	Community Service/ Volunteerism
	17
	41%

	Workforce Preparation/ Job Readiness/ Career Exploration
	17
	40%

	Sports/Recreation 
	17
	40%

	Summer Child Care
	16
	37%

	Creative Arts
	16
	38%

	Mentoring
	15
	35%

	Cross-age Teaching
	14
	33%

	Gardening Programs
	14
	33%

	Before School Child Care
	12
	28%

	Math Literacy
	11
	26%

	During School Enrichment 
	8
	19%


	Parent Programs
	Number
	Percent

	Parent Education Skills
	21
	49%

	Parent Involvement/Volunteer Opportunities
	20
	47%

	Family Activities
	18
	42%

	Resource Library
	10
	23%

	Computer Technology Skills
	6
	14%

	Workforce Preparation/Job Readiness
	6
	14%

	Support Groups
	3
	7%

	Community Programs
	Number
	Percent

	Resource and Referrals
	18
	42%

	Special Events/Fairs
	17
	40%

	Coalition Building
	15
	35%

	Community Development
	9
	21%

	Determining Community Needs/Resources
	8
	19%

	Adult Training
	7
	16%
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