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AGENDA REPORT 2B 0CT 16 PM 6 26
To: Office of the City Administrator
Attn: Dan Lindheim, Acting City Administrator

From: Department of Human Services
Date: October 28, 2008

RE: Resolution Adopting the Qakland Fund For Children And Youth Final
Evaluation Report for Fiscal Year 2007-2008

SUMMARY

The report, Oakland Fund for Children and Youth Final Evaluation Report FY 2007-2008, has
been prepared by the firm of Community Crime Prevention Associates and is submitted to the
Qakland City Council for acceptance in accordance with the Kids First! Charter Amendment.
The evaluation report covers the eleventh year of Oakland Fund for Children and Youth (OFCY)
funding, from July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008. A complete copy of the report is available in the
Office of the City Clerk, and may be downloaded from the OFCY website (www.ofey.org). The
executive summary and overall evaluation is included in this report as Attachment A. A
resolution accepting the report is submitted for Council approval.

FISCAL IMPACT
Approval of the resolution has no fiscal impact.

BACKGROUND

The Kids First! Charter Amendment requires an annual independent process and outcome
evaluation of the Kids First! program, known as the Oakland Fund for Children and Youth or
OFCY. The 2007-2008 evaluation was completed by the firm of Community Crime Prevention
Associates (CCPA). OFCY’s 19 member Planning and Oversight Committee {(POC) forwarded
the Final Evaluation Report 2007-2008 on September 17, 2008.

p
KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS

Overall FY 07-08 Results and Trends

The table below presents the number of programs/grants, dollars spent, hours of service actuaily
delivered, number of children and youth served, matching funds, and cost per hour of service
data for each year beginning with FY01/02.

Iltem:
Life Enrichment Committee
October 28, 2008


http://www.ofcv.orgy

Dan Lindheim

DHS-OFCY Evaluation Report 2007-2008

Table 1:

OFCY
Dollars
Spent

Services and Costs

FY0t-02 |

$7,712,484

$6,786,340

$7,819,203

$9,423,967

$9,610,064

$10,892 268

$11,906,580

$64,150,866

Matching$

$5,844,876

$7,239,644

$8,081,022

$10,639,782

$11,600,646

$11,791,447

$17.967,914

$73,165,331

Hours of
Service

2,200,521

2,613,414

3,155,788

3,726,019

3,946,992

4,001,772

4,878,838

$137,316,217

Children &
Youth
Served

12,134

16,971

18,701

23,818

18,285

17,261

24,186

132,356

Cost per
Hour to
CFCY

$3.08

$2.95

$2.48

$2.53

$2.43

$2.67

$2.07

$2.76

Total Cost
per Hour

$5.58

$5.72

$5.04

$5.39

$5.37

$5.62

$5.20

$5.43

~ OFCY’s Strategic Plan 2006-2010 establishes key strategies and funding priorities for children
and youth in Oakland. The table below summarizes the year’s expenditure and children served.

Table 2; Youth Served and

Expenditur

Early Childhood — Services for Children with ,

1 Special Needs and Parent/Child Learning
After School Enrichment Services $1.5 13% 5,244 22% $0.82
Comprehensive Afier School — | 353 44% 8,091 33% $1.99
Elementary/Middle School
Summer Enrichment $424.685 4% 442 2% $6.44
Older Youth — Leadership/Career College $2.1 17% 4.026 17% $3.30
Readiness
Physical and Behavioral Health $11.3 | 1% 2,975 12% $3.23

TOTAL $12.1 100% 24,186 100%

Grantees are grouped by strategy. The performance of all of the grantees in each strategy is
provided in the performance section of the report beginning on page 65.

Demographic Analysis
OFCY’s children and youth customers and staff are multi-ethnic and reflect the diversity of
Oakland’s families and neighborhoods.

Table 3: Diversi
African-American = Latino"American |t
a, . % .
Y outh 37 31
Staff 32 17
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Performance and Service Delivery

The evaluation answers questions of performance accountability and efficiency such as the cost
of performance and whether grantees met their planned contracted service targets. Of the 105
programs funded, fifieen missed 2 or more of the five performance targets. Sixty-seven or 64%
of grantees met all five performance targets. Table 4 in Attachment A is a summary performance
card for the 2007-2008 grantees organized by strategy. The performance record for the
completed prior year and information from the evaluator’s interim report on performance targets
is used during the OFCY proposal review process to assess the continuation of grant programs.

Table 5 in Attachment A provides more information for each grantee that missed 2 or more
performance targets. The complete evaluation of each grantee is in Part 2 - Section Six
Individual OFCY Grantee Summaries FY2007-2008 OFCY Final Evaluation Report is available
at the OFCY office and www.ofcy.org online. Information from the evaluation is used to
establish areas for improvement and to support more specific grant monitoring and evaluation
efforts if a grant is continued.

The independent evaluator uses data from quarterly reports and site visits to assess achievement
of performance targets and determine the Service Performance Index (SPI) score, and to provide
feedback for improvement. The SPI is based upon the criteria and rating system associated with
the Malcolm Baldridge National Quality Award. The Service Performance Index aggregates
scores based on 19 variables of performance and provides an indexed score from 0 to 1000.
OFCY staff also conducts site visits and contract monitoring activities to ensure service delivery.
OFCY tracks hours of service for each activity contracted through the quarterly grantee reports.

The OFCY Evaluation Report includes “An Eight Year Retrospective of OFCY Services to the
Youth of Oakland.” This data can be found in Appendix D of the evaluation. The tables
represent a summary of how 136 community based organizations have performed over the last
eight years.

Measurement of Quality and Lffectiveness

The evaluation focuses on the extent to which grantees’ services produced change for the better
in their youth customers, and whether parents and youth were satisfied with the services
provided. This is measured through 1) youth developmental asset changes; 2) changes in
specific program skills and behaviors; and 3) youth and parent satisfaction ratings.
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The measurement of positive changes in behavior within a youth development framework that
emphasizes building youth assets and skills is a “best practice” in youth program evaluation.
The evaluators collected surveys from child and youth customers, their parents, and
knowledgeable staff on whether grantees’ services produced change for the better in their youth
customers. The table below lists the youth developmental asset changes targeted by OFCY.

Seven Youth Developmental Asset Change

Success at school (jobftraining)
Increased self esteem and awareness
Improved communication skills
Improved ability to learn new things
Improved ability to connect with adults
Improved ability to work with others
Increased ability to stay safe

In addition, questions were asked about program related skills such as art, business, academics,
violence prevention, leadership, etc. The evaluators collapsed the responses into a service
productivity score for each program. A program’s service productivity score is based on how
consistently OFCY clients report that they gained additional skills.

Overall, OFCY services met the targets established by the evaluation with the following results:
A change for the better in youth developmental assets was reported 78% of the time by children
and youth and 96% of the time by parents and staff due to OFCY services. High satisfaction
with services was reported by 82% of children and youth and 87% of parents surveyed.

OFCY Program Results and Population Indicators

In general, 92% of OFCY’s 105 grantees met the intermediate goals which were established in
their proposal for funding and finalized in their contracted scope of work. The comprehensive
after-school programs were analyzed in more depth, using data on attendance rate, suspensions,
and testing for English language arts (ELLA) and mathematics provided by QUSD. The evaluator
used over 4,100 student records containing complete data for the current and prior school years
from 12 middle and 41 elementary school-based after schoo! programs. A summary of the
results for elementary and middle schools is provided on page 93. Tables with data on each
school site’s results indicate whether the youth in the program declined, stayed the same, or
improved on measures of attendance, suspensions, change in ELA and mathematics test scores.

LB
The OFCY Strategic Plan identifies key population indicators that are tracked over time by the
evaluation. A table on page 76 summarizes.the trend and changes in direction for these key
population indicators. Several population indicators, including those for fitness standards,
District Academic Performance Index (API) scores, and some reading and math test indicators
by grade level are trending positively. Notably, the OUSD 4-year drop out rate and QUSD high
school graduation rate did not improve and are going in undesirable directions this year,
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The OFCY evaluation is program specific and based on “best practices” for assessing youth
programs. Each organization’s leadership identifies the outcomes or changes expected through
the grant’s investment in children and youth. Accordingly, a “youth development framework”
guides providers in building youth’s positive assets and skills. The effectiveness of these efforts
is measured based on reporting from participating children and youth, their parents, and the staff
who deliver services. The evaluator conducts site visits and compiles a score for each grant
program based on nineteen performance indicators.

The OFCY evaluation system is comprised of four categories of performance measures: effort,
effect, performance, and results. Effort refers to the amount of work the OFCY service providers
conducted with the children and youth. Effect of OFCY funded programs is determined by
measuring the satisfaction of children and youth as well as their parents/caregivers and, in their
opinion, whether the programs were effective in producing change for the better. Performance
measures how each of the grantees did in meeting the OFCY performance goals for effort and
effect. Results are long term outcomes that are visible to the general public and, unlike program
specific outcomes, are about improvements to the population as a whole.

The overall evaluation aggregates data to describe the year’s efforts and results for OFCY as a
whole. The overall findings of the evaluator begin on page 127 of the report.

The individual evaluations, found in Part 2 Individual OFCY Grantee Summaries FY2007-2008,
document the effort, effect, performance and results for each program’s activities during the
year. Each program’s goals and actual performance in terms of the percentage of contracted
services delivered, the leveraging of OFCY funds, the achievement of targeted changes for youth
asset development and program based skills or behavior changes are documented. For each
program, two selected program goals are included in the individual evaluation. Through
observation and site visits, interviews, and surveys, the evaluation team documents both program
strengths and opportunities for improvement in the final evaluation. The evaluator’s interim
findings are used during the proposal review process for the next award cycle.

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES

Economic:

CCPA hires and trains approximately 20 youth per year to be youth evaluators. The OFCY
evaluation system encourages continuous improvement by the grantees to increase productivity
and cost effectiveness.

Environmental:
The OFCY evaluation does not result in known environmental opportunities.

Social Equity:
The OFCY evaluation system results in direct social benefits such as organizational capacity
building, youth development, and employment opportunities for participating youth evaluators.
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DISABILITY AND SENIOR CITIZEN ACCESS

Approval of the resolution has no direct impact on disability and senior citizen access issues.
RECOMMENDATION(S) AND RATIONALE

Staff and the POC recommend Council approval and acceptance of the OFCY Final Evaluation
Report FY 2007-2008. . An independent evaluator collected surveys and outcome data and
conducted interviews and site visits to assess each of the 105 OFCY grantees delivering services
to children and youth in 2007-2008. The evaluation has been completed in compliance with the
requirements of the Kids First! Charter Amendment.

ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CITY COUNCIL

,Staff and the Planning and Oversight Committee request that the Oakland City Council approve
a resolution adopting the Oakland Fund for Children and Youth Final Evaluation Report FY
2007-2008.

Respectfully submitted,

ANDREA YOUNGINIAH
Director, Departmentlof Human Services

Prepared by:
Sandra Taylor, Manager
Children and Youth Services

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A — OFCY 2007-2008 Evaluation Report

Attachment A — Table 4 2007-2008 Grantee Performance Card

Attachment A — Table 5 2007-2008 Summary of Grantees that Missed Performance Indicators

APPROVED AND FORWARDED TO
THE LIFE ENRICHMENT COMMITTEE:

ALy

Officd of the City A@nistrator
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Planning and Oversight Committee Members of the OFCY

District 1- Councilmember jane Brunner
Youth Appointee - Ryan Brekke
Adult Appointee - David Klein

District 2 - Councitmember Patricia Kernighan
Youth Appointee - James Mathews
Adult Appointee - William Butkus

District 3 - Councilmember Nancy Nadel
Youth Appointee - Deneah Murphy
Adult Appointee - Angela Johnson

District 4 - Councilmember Jean Quan
Youth Appointee - Leslie Situ
Adult Appointee - David Kahn

District 5 - Councilmember Ignacio De La Fuente
Youth Appointee - Nelson Chavez Jr.
Adult Appointee - Manica Montenegro

District 6 - Councilmember Desley Brooks
Youth Appointee - Jammie Forrest
Aduit Appointee - Renato Almanzor

District 7 - Councitmember Larry Reid
Youth Appointee - Vacant
Adult Appointee - Vacant

At Large - Councilmember Henry Chang
Youth Appointee - Isaiah Toney
Adult Appointee - Viala Gonzales

Mayoral - Mayor Ron Dellums
Youth Appointee - Vacant
Adult Appointee - Terry Collins
Adult Appointee - Nina Horne

New Members Planning and Oversight Committee Members

Vien Truong, Adult - Mayor’s Office
McKayla Brekke - Youth District 1
David Kahn ~ Adult District 4
Jennifer Phung - Youth District 5
Maurilio Ledn - Adult District 5

City of Cakland Department of Human Services

Andrea Youngdahl - Director

Sandra Taylor - Children and Youth Services Manager

Kelsey Crowe - Program Planner
Jasmine Dawson - Program Analyst
Gregg Zaire - Grants Coordinator
Terry Hill - Grant Monitor

Isa S.Chu - Grant Monitor

Marchelle Huggins - Program Assistant
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OFCY Evaluation Team from CCPA

Peter Ellis, Ph.D,

Octave Baker, Ph.D.

Rex Green, Ph.D.

Rachel Camacho, M.ED
Shirly Lee, J.D.

Eury Ramos, Ed. D.

Maria Elena Riddle, M.A.
Marco Antonio Cruz, MA.

Tanya Baker-Riddle, B.A.
Fernando Cruz, B.A.
Cynthia lgnacio

OFCY Youth Evaluators

Donavan Allen
Patricia Barragan
Marc Bland
Lorraine Chaney
Brenda Duenas
Daniel Cornejo
Joaquin De Anda
Loretha Henry
Malcom Hoyle
Blanca Lopez
Roabel Medhanie
Viviana Ramos
Jose Pena

Miguel Pena
Cynthia Ramirez
Jordon Turner
Christopher Williams
Marco Zarate
El-1za Ef Henson
Pablo Hernandez

Coaches for Youth
Tanya Riddle

Maria Elena Riddle
Fernando Cruz
Rachel Camacho
Cynthia Hernandez
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Report ?reqared by: ‘ A Dedication

E;T;”él%]cl{ey (rime Prevention Assocates [This report is dedicated to Patrick Daughton who dedicated his
4063 Fatterson Ave. life to improving opportunities for Cakland's children and youth
Oakland, CA 94619 o celebrate life by participating in activities that enriched,
Administration Office inspired, and offered skills and knowledge for 2 healthy and
2019 Cement Ave. productive future, Patrick's

Alameda, CA 94501 dedication to our youth was an

(510) 814-1844 inspiration to ll that had the

www.ccpahome.com honor to work with him, Patrick

For information on OFCY contact: .

City of Oakiand served on the OFCY Planning

Department of Human Services and Oversight Committee from

Oakland Fund for Children and Youth s beginning. His spirit and

150 Frank H Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4216 devotion to our children wilt live

QOakland, California 94612 lon in the continuing waork of the

(510} 238-6379 Cakland Fund for Chiléren and Youth.

www.ofcy.org
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[HOW,TOUSETHISREPORTES

How to use this report to find what you want to know

The OFCY Final Evaluation Report is organized into four sections: executive summary, historical review of OFCY performance, explanation
of the evaluation model used for this report, overall evaluasion of OFCY for this year. The appendix follows these six sections and contains
detailed supportive data and information on each of the OFCY Grantees.

The evaluaters recommend that the first three sections are indispensable reading in using this yeport, In the first section, readers will find a
brief executive summary of the effor, effect, performance and results of the 2007-08 funding cycle.

In the second section, a brief historical seview of OFCY performance for the last eight years is pravided to review progress of the fund.

In the third section, readers wili find & brief explanation of the Performance Logic Madel Evaluation System utitized by OFCY to evaluate and
pravide information for continupus improvement of grantee’s services and care provided for Oakland children and youth.

In the fourth section, effort, effect, performance and results across all OFCY funded services are reviewed.

Effort includes the resources and work required, such as information about how grantees speat their money, who the staffs and customers
were, what the strategies for service were, how much service was provided, and how much it cost, The effiiency of services is based on the
funds expended per hour of service provided.

Effect includes the experiences and feedback of children, youth, and their parents in two areas: customer satisfaction and productivity, Staff
that serve the children and youth also conduct individual assessments of the changes made by their youth customers. Children, youth, parents
and staff members reperten the changes in the child or youth customer’s skills, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors caused by the OFCY
funded services. The level of praductivity in causing changes signals the effectiveness of services,

Performance summarizes whether the OFCY grantees met the OFCY performance goals for effectiveness and efficiancy. This analysis of
performance compares GFCY Granteas by using the priority areas of the OFCY Strategic Plan,

Results include populatien indicators such as overall health, wellness and education of the children and youthiin Oakland. Results come from
the whole Oakland community’s efforts to improve the well-being of children and youth. Looking at results oves time assists the residents of
Oakland to see if key indicators are going in a good direction or a bad direction. Results also include intermediate gutcomes that are closely tied
to the effort and effect of the grantees and their community partners. This is the fourth year that intermediate results were provided by each
agency.

The fifth section is the review and evaluation of the administrative processes of OFCY.

The six section provides a summary of all four areas noted above for each grantee. Also in this sectian are evaluator comments and results of
individual survey questions. Results of the surveys are especially interesting because grantees crafted their own program- speclﬁ(quesnans
These write-ups include each of the 105 grantees and are designed $o be shared with OFCY funding partners of OFCY about their investmentin
Gakland’s children and youth.

The appendix includes the following:

Appendix A - Report Tables with Grantee Data

Appendix B - Bibliography

Appendix  — Definition of Terms

Appendix D -- Eight Year Retrospective on OFCY Services
Appendix £ — OFCY Evaluation Team

Appendix F —Validity and Reliability of Instruments

K . j

EBAYC-Bella Vista
Neither the size nor comprehensive nature of the OFCY Final Evaluation Report need deter anyone from finging the information he/she is most
interested in acquiring. In fact, the report is organized so that the reader can easily access information about the OFCY program, such as the
history and evaluation design, as well as grantee performance, including the amount of services provided and their effectiveness.
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Section One - Highlights of OFCY Funded Services for FY 2007-08

Highlights that evaluators chose as representative of this year's effort, effect, and performance of OFCY Grantees are given below. Additional information about each of the
highlights is in the report, readers are directed to the page listed in parentheses. A summary of effort, effect, and performance for this year's OFCY
funding is also provided in the table on page 9. There, readers can guickly locate answers to the OFCY evaluation questions and fearn more about how the 105 grantees,

overall, met or exceeded the performance goals.

Effort of OFCY Funded Services for First Six Months of this Year

« OFCY funded 1G5 contracts to grantees for $12.G million o serve Gakland’s children and youth. (Page 28)

+ This year was the fifth year in & row that OFCY grantees raised and spent more matching funds to serve Oakland’s children and
youth than was provided by OFCY. This indicates an outstanding effort to leverage Measuse K-OFCY funds. This year, grantees
spent $11.9 millign of OFCY funds and spent $18.0 million of the matching funds for a total of $29.9 millien to serve Qakland’s
children and you(h. Every OFCY dollar spent was leveraged and matched with 51.51 from other pariners. (Page 33}

« Granees served 24,186 unduplicated children and youth customers with 5.75 million hours of direci service. Each customer
received an average of 238 hours of service and care. This is the most hours of service per customer in the last eight years. (Page 46)

« Forthis year, the average cost per hour of service was $2.07 for OFCY funds and $5.20 for total funds (OFCY and matching funds).
The cost per hour is the bottom line or output of effort. 1tis calcelated by dividing the amount of funding spent by the hours of
direct service delivered. (Page 47)

OFCY's currentstrategic plan has four strategies by age groups. Each strategy has priovity areas that were funded for specific services. For example,
Children Ages 0 to 5 have services for Children with Special Needs and Parent - Chitd Learning Opportunities. The following graphic shows each of the
strategic areas with their sub- groups,

Graphic1
CHILDREN AGES 0-5. (Percent of. Fundlng Spent = 8%; Percent of Hours of Servrce 4%) “-f i "3:, g
Services for Children with Special Needs — 4 Contracts for $1.0 millien spent with 129% match fundrng
that served 2,407 cusiomers at $15.54 an hour for services this year.
Programs Serv- Pareni-Child Learning Opporiunities — 5§ Coniracts for $1.3 million spent with 60% match funding that
ing Chi|df€ﬂ served 1,361 customers at $B 09 an hour for serwces thls vear.
TN e ¥ Epe e
ages 6-14 CHILDREN AGESG 14 (Percent ofFund:ng Spent"‘ 64%; Percentof Houirs ofServrce 76%)‘- LI YR L S
with compre- After School Enrichment Services — 27 Contracts for $5.8 miltion spent with 315% match funding thaI
‘ P served 5,244 customers at $3.38 an hour for services this year.
hensive after Comprehensive Elementary After Schogl — 23 Contracts for $7.9 million spent with 145% match funding
school services that served 4,907 customers at $4.58 an hour for service this year.
649 Comprehensive Middle After School — 13 Contracts for $5.3 million spent with 155% match funding that
spen 0 served 3, 184 customers at $5 67 an hour for serwces thrs year
of funds and YOUTH AGES.15:20 (Percenit of Funding Spent -115%; Pércent of Houirs of Service - 119)
i 0
delivered 76% Career and College Readiness — 8 Contracts for $2.0 million spent with 107% match fundmg that
of the hours of served 4.026 customers at $6.86 an hour for services this year.
PRSI Youth Leadership — & Contracts for $2.4 million with 93% match with funding that served 1,693
service in this
customers at $6.96 an hour. e
yea. CHILDREN ALL AGES (Percent’ of Fundrng Spent 14%, Percent of Hours ofSerwce B%) e ;‘xgﬁi R
Physical and Behavioral Health — 11 Contracts for $3.5 million spent with 153% match funding that
served 2 975 customers at $8.18 an hour for services this year.
Summer Enrichment — 5 Contracts for $615,135 spent with 46% match funding that served 442
customers at $9.39 an hour.

| bedmansenn e 3 é
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Effect of OFCY Funded Services This Year

+  Children and youth customers gave OFCY services an 829% satisfaction rating while their parents gave an 87% satisfaction
rating. Both are positive satisfaction sates. (Page 49)

«  OFCY funded services were effective in preducing positive changes in behaviors and skills in their children and youth custom-
ers in over two-thirds of the targeted changes. Parents indicated that funded services were effective in producing three out
of four targeted changes because of the OFCY funded services. These iargeted changes are atiiiudes, behaviors, skills and
knowledge that aflow children and youth o develop it heaithy productive citizens. {Page 51}

The follawing summary shews the satisfaction scores and service productivity scores that are used to measure effectiveness for each of the Strate-
gies, The summary alsa indicates the number of survey reports used to determine the scores. For children under five years old, the parent re-
ported on how successful the program was at achieving changes in skills and behaviors in child asset development and in grantee selected service
productivity scores, For children over five years otd the service productivity scores summarized below reflect the opinions of the child or youth,

Asset Development Sesvice Productivity questiens target changes in skills and behaviors across all grantees, while grantee questions about service
productivity target skills and behaviors specific to each grantee’s program.

Graphic2

e

Effect Summary;"

CHILDREN AGES 0-5" Early Chlldhood Services -.1,896 Survey Reports
Parent Satisfaction 91%
Asset Development Service Productivity 87% - Graniee Selected Service Productiwty 89%
CHILDREN AGES 6-14-After School Enrichment.— 17,200 Siirvey Reports Tk TT i SR
| _Child/Youth Satisfaction 81% - Parent Satisfaction 86%
Asset Development Service Productwnv £5% - Grantee Selected Service Productwnv 6?%
CHILDREN AGES 6-14 . Comprehénsive'After School —.22;098 Survey'Reports_ =™ .- 3 S -5 0 Y
Child/Youth Satisfaction 83% - Parent Satisfaction 86%
Asset Development Service Productivity 68% - Grantee Selected Service Productivilty 69%
YOUTH AGES.15-20 Career and College Réadiness.and Youth Leadership — 7,430 Survey.Reports™ % syt B s .
Youth Satisfaction 85% - Parent Satisfaction 84%
Asset Development Serwce Productivity 9% - Grantee Selected Service Productwnv 72%
CHILDREN AlLL AGES -Physical and Behaviora| Health = 5,446 Survey.Reports ¢« 077 T 0 im0 40 ay
ChildfYouth Satisfaction 88% - Parent Satisfaction 90%
Asset Development Service Productivity 71% - Grantee Selected Sewlce Productwnv 73%
CHILDREN ALL AGES “Summer-Enrichment - 1,072 Survey Réports =~ - T« " - T
Child/Youth Satisfaction 80% - Parent Satisfaction 2%
Asset Development Service Productivity 65% - Grantee Selected Service Productivity 58%

o1 | Moss Beach-
§ Webster

OFCY children and youth, their parents, and their OFCY - funded staff
completed 55,230 surveys about the effect of funded services in produc-
ing new skills and behaviors in the this year's sampling.

FY 2007-08 OFCY Flnal Evaluatlon Report 7



Effort

Satisfaction

Service Productivity
Asset Development
Changes

Service Productivity
Grantee Selected
Changes

Service Productivity
Index

(This year, 64% of the )
grantees or 67 grantees
met all five major
performance goals.
Eight-six percent (86%)

Performance of OFCY Funded Services for This Year

At the beginning of each fiscal year, grantees develop a service plan that indicates the scope of work they will complete
for their grant. For this year, 88% of grantees met or exceeded their contracted service delivery plan for the specified
number of hours of service. Overall OFCY grantees exceeded their plan service by 118%. (Page 63-85)

For this year, 93% of grantees met or excaeeded the OFCY goal for children and youth satisfaction rate of 70% and 57%
of grantees met the performance goal for parent satisfaction with the services and care proviced to their child. (Page
63-85)

(hild and youth developmental asset targe: changes are similar across all OFCY grantees. This year, 78% of grantees met
or exceeded their performance goal for growth in targeted child/youth developmental assets as indicated by their child
and youth customers. Ninety-six percent (96%) of the parents surveyed indicated that the grantee program in which
their child was involved met or exceeded their performance goal for targeted changes in their child’s developmental
assets. (Page 63-85)

Grantees selected changes are unique to each program. This year, 82% of grantees met or exceeded their performance
qoa! in the area of grantee’s selected changes as indicated by their child and youth customers. Ninety-four percent
(94%) of grantees met or exceeded their own performance goal regarding selected changes in youth as reported by
parents or guardians. (Page 63-85)

for this year, 97% of the grantees met the performance goal for their Service Performance Index {SP1), 2 score of greates
than 600 points out of 1000. The SPIis modeled after the most widely used measure for overall performance and qual-
ity, the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, The SP1is a score from 0 to 1000 and is presented by OFCY strategic
dluster, which compares OFCY grantees to others providing similar services to similar aged children and youth. The SPI
Cluster Deviation Score indicates relatively high or fow performance.  This quickly summarizes whe is doing well with
desirabie performance and those grantees that might need te improve their performance, For this year, 84% of the 105
OFCY grantees had desirable performance. On page 10 to 14 3 summary of the SPI Cluster Deviation Score is provided.

A fult review of the SPI scores can be found on pages 78-85.

The SPI score takes into account 19 performance variables in cafcufating performance. Another method to determine

performance is to summarize the data of five performance goals, delivery of planned amount of service, cus-
tomer satisfaction, asset development service productivity score, grantee selected service productivity score,

and the SP1 score for this year. The foliowing table indicates the percentages of these five performance goals met by
OFCY Grantees. {Read more on page 77)

Tablel

of the grantees met Percentage of Five Performance Goals Met by OFCY Grantees
80% or more of these Percentage.Met Performa 03 00%1480% i’ 60%: lf:40% 0% H: 0%
summary performance Number QFCY Grantees 87 23 7 6 1 1
goals. Percent of GFCY Grantees 64% | 22% | 7% 6% 1% 1%
N /
| P T T e T e o |
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105 OFCY
Contracts

S . 24,269
Matching:
__Funds__._j

$17,862,133

Total

530,084,363
Parcent . }
_ Match,__l
148%

Ata
Glance:
Effort,
Effect,
Perfor-
mance,
and
Results
for this
Year.

0
lectively
OFCY
grantees
met all the
OFCY per-
formance
goals.

(- )

Met
Answers to OFCY Evaluation Questions Perfor-
OFCY Evaluation FY 2007-2008 mance
Logic Model Questions . Goal
ot What did OFCY 2 f : i oAl O oaent ol Yes
nputs spend on services? Y 42 S ul e Ene enn Met
511,906,580 | $17,967.914 [ 829 874,494 99% 100%
Who were the staff ) _‘ 2 : = i Yes
Staff - . a8 P odling ale 3
previding services? 934 %] T4 4 30% 9% Met
¢ B 180 o -1 e it O
24 186 48% 5C% 2%
¢ 610 4 0 yrs o
Who are our children 9% 33% 30% 23% 4%
Customers and youth A ating AsianiP aucasia Yes
customers? erica erica erica @ America A a
37% 31% 14% 2% 4%
Raci 0 el o dfYauth Devetop Asse
6% 7% MEDIUM
d O ompie omp @
pecia Ha d e o0 ATle ole,
Q 010 ges ) to Q 6 Lo » 610 10 ge 0
What service .
Strategies strategies did we 1% 3% 30% 30% 16% Yes
conduct? = Hote: Strategies are
ollege O P a percentage of the
Raadine de n ifBa N e amount total hours of
ge 0:ifAg 020 e Ages 6.to service.
5% 6% T% 1%
Activities How much services QUIS < Y:Bs
ctlvitles did we provide? or-41 9 o Fercent of Lo GG aurs o @l Exceeded
o Fenices Cost Yes
LtpUts ] Exceeded
deliver?
Were our youth and v
es
Cuslomer parent customers > O : > 70%
Satisfaction satisfied with our S Jl . ChildiYoulh | A
servicesy ems)i__... . :
Service Were our services . ) . :
productivity effective in arent Reportonjl  Statf Report on Ves
. producing change Wi Child Cliant > 80%
Instial ir.Ghitd.. . .. Clien!
out for the better for our Exceeded
LECOMEs
customers? Graniee selected [ 69% 78% | 80%
P o Yes
Service Were our services 8 erag Percent of SP Desirable
Quality and equally effective for i & Q o 0od (>.60 Perfo a ore over 500 Service
Performance all our customers? 0 pring 0 Réliab fd P orall for 10 antee Quality &
18 18 75% v27 97% Performance
. How many RPR ! ola
Survey customers did they 2 o Bare B 8 o i = Yes
Sample 9 Exceeded
survay? B.455 15,828 11,373 18,564 55,230
Re o 0 0 0O OFEe O Q 058 Q ol Oa gna. 19 64 Cd Q
Intermediate Did customers' 92% of the QFCY Grantees met their intermediate result goals. QFCY /QUSD Qakland
é ol - intermediate SUCCESS after school students improve one or more grade levels: 68% in English & Language
esults outcomes improve? Arts & 67% in mathematics. .
| - Trend line going in a desirable difectio end line going iy a undesirable directio
CA Standards Test -3rd, 7th, &11th Grade CAT & 3r¢ Grade Reading
How are we doing on  |CAT 6 3rd Grade Language and Mathematics |CAT & 7th Grade Language Arts
Population the indicators of CAT 6 7th Grade Reading and Mathematics JOUSD 4 Year Drop Out Rate
Results healthand weliness  Iparcontage of GUSD students with & of 6 . )
of Dakland youth? fitness stgndards grades 5th, 7th, & gth OUSD High School Graduation Rate
Number of Youth Passing Exit Exam
QUSD District API Scores

SRS WAL B I 5 3 M W T
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Cntow

ow

America’s
highest honor for
performance excel-
lence, the Baldrige
Award is presented
annually to U.S.
organizations by
the President of the
United States. in
October 2004, Pres-
ident of the United
States signed into
law legislation
that authorizes
NIST to expand
the Baldrige
award program to
include non-profit
organizations. In
2007, non-profit
organizations will
be eligible to apply
for the award, The
OFCY SP1 score is

R SUMMARY S e e e e |

Summary of Grantees’ Performance Using the
SPI Cluster Deviation Score

The Service Parformance Index (SP1Y is 2 score from 0 to 1000. Presenting the SPI by OFCY strategic cluster allows the reader
to compare graniees providing a similar te similar aged children and youth. Grantees are listed from the highest SPI score

to the lowest in each cluster. The average SP) score for each cluster is provided along with the overall SPl average for all 105
OFCY grantess.

The SPI Clusier Deviation Score indicates relatively high or low performance, similar o grading on the curve in school.

Zero means that the SPI score was within one standard deviation of the cluster mean, A score of + or - ¥ means the score
exceeded the mean by 1 standard deviation, but not 2. A score of + or - 2 means thai the score exceeded by 2 the standard
deviaticn, thus being the highest or lowest SPI Index score for that cluster. The Cluster Deviation Scores quickly summarize
which graniees are pesforming well and those graniees that might need to improve their performance, Readers are reminded
that an SP! score over 600 is considered meeting the performance goal and is an acceptable score.

With 105 different grants many of the grantees are provicing similar services like in the school based after school services,

but many have unigue services in summer encichment, early childnood, career and college readiness, youth leadership and
physical and behavioral health. OFCY only funds one program for emancipated foster youth, and only one youth employ-
ment program so readers are advised that the Cluster Deviation Score is limited when comparing a wide range of different
services within a cluster. For example, in the Physical and Behaviorat Heath Cluster, the highest scoring grantee is Sports4Kids,
which offers physical activities after school. The lowest scoring grantee is First Place for Youth, which provides prevention and
intervention services te emancipated foster youth. Since the cost per hour of the services accounts for 16.5% of the total SPI
score, the higher cost per hour of $30.90 First Place for Youth lowess their SP{ score when compared to Sport4Kids with a cost
per hour of $3.30. Readers who want more infermation en any grantee’s performance can go te the performance section of
this report and/or o section six where the reader will find each group’s individual evaluation written up.

modeled after the Children Ages 0 to 5 - Early Childhood Grantees
Baldrige award
program. Table 2
-~/ B g . Cluster
' B & Deviation .
m__
City of Oakland, DHS-Even Start 842 1
Bring Me A Book Foundation-Oakland's First Teachers 802 0
Lac Family Community Dev.-Even Start 802 0
MOCHA Litlle Studio Residency Program 785 0
Family Paths - Early Childhood Initiative 742 0
Center for the Education of the Infant Deaf (CEID) 716 0
The Link to Children-Reduction of Violence 678 0
Children's Hospital - Dev. Playgroups 654 -1
La Clinica De La Raza-Teens and Tots 615 -1
Average Chidren Ages 0 to 5 - Early Childhood 737
Average SPI Score for All OFCY Grantees 727
[ wvnia = ey
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Discussion
Early childhocd parent and child learning groups are less expensive (o offer compared to services for children with spacial needs
and as a resuli their SPlis higher.

Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - After School Enrichment Program

Grantees
Table 3

= OFC _

BACR - Glenview ASP . - 856 1
East Bay Asian Youth Center - Bella Vista/Escuelita 821 1
QOUSD/BACR - Lafayette ASP 804 1
QUSD - Think College Now ASP 797 1
Higher Ground-Sobranie, Allendale Brookfield, &Highland ASP 788 0
OUSD T. Marshall Elementary - Inspire ASP 778 0
BACR - Melrose Bridges ASP 776 0
QUSD - Laurel Elementary Academy ASP 773 0 r
OUSD Reach Academy ASP 769 0
QUSD - Howard Elementary ASP 762 0
SSCF - Lazear School -Pathways ASP 762 0
QUSD Lakeview Elementary Ujima ASP 754 0
OUSD - Maxwell Park ASP 750 0
Girls Inc. - Parker ASP 738 0
BACR - Jefferson ASP 738 0
Lao Family . - International Comm. School ASP 736 0
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Piedmont Ave. ASP 722 0
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Melrose Leadership Acad. ASP 712 0
OUSD - Horace Mann Resolve ASP 686 0
QOASES Safe Harber - Lighthouse ASP 682 0
OASES - Quest Cleveland Elementary ASP 677 0
BACR - Markham ASP 676 0
lOUSD - Edna Brewer Pride.ASP "3 5.00 D gt T T E 673 0
BACR - Whittier ASP 658 -1
Isafe Passages Frick Middlé School ASP. - .+ S & ws - % 641 -1
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Webster Academy ASP 620 -1
M.B.H. AspiraNet- RISE Community ASP 609 -1
Average Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - Afler School

Enrichment Program 731

Average SPI Score for All OFCY Grantees 727
Discussion

After School Enrichment groups have a similar strategy and service. The table above shows four grantees above and four grani-
ees below the standard deviation of their SPI scores. Grantees with shaded names indicate middle school programs,

B T L R R T

S .
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Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - Comprehensive After School
Grantees

Table 4

Cluster

ormance " Deviation
Index -~ Score

iamerican’Indian Child Résource Center 2
Dimensions Dance Theater - Rites of Passage 822 1
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Garfield ASP 815 1
BACR - Stonehurst High Hopes ASP 800 1
QOASES Lincoin ASP/LEAP 799 1
‘BACR - Bret Harte ASP. . " . ‘.. -0 28 10 L 797 1
East Qakland Boxing Assoc. Smart Moves 793 0
OPR - Oakland Discovery Centers 790 t]
QOakland Leaf -UPA Urban Arts ASP 780 0
{OASES-Westlake ASRA 5 * e pafie s B0 Ty T 766 0
Cakland Leaf- Ascend Sunset Warriors ASP 764 0
BACR - Prescott ASP 763 0
East Bay Asian Youth Center- Franklin ASP 757 0
East Bay Agency for Children - Hawthorne ASP 754 0
BACR - Emersoaneralta ASP 746 0
Oakland Parks arid Recreatromlnclusmn Center TP TN 745 0
BACR - Santa Fe Shooting Stars 740 0
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Manzanita ASP 739 0
East Bay Agency for Children-Sequoia ASP 735 0
BACR - Martin Luther K|ng ASP Unl!y of Dreams 723 ¢
'CRECE EimhurStASP = ~iv This it 8y T ey 722 0
OYC - Acorn-Woodland - Awesome ASP 715 0
BACR - Sankofa Academy ASP 714 0
BACR Madison ASP 713 0
iAla.Costa Center After Schgol ™= w3 o 00 0 e 696 0
Girls Inc. - Lockwood ASP 6591 0
BACR --Claremont ASP =\ ln D10 xR 690 0
BACR - Hoover ASP Kids Rock 679 0
OYC - Fruitvale ASP 678 0
OYC - Encompass Academy ASP 673 0
{East Bay Asian Youth.Centér-Roosévelt ASP -3, .. = "+ " 661 -1
YMCA of the East Bay. Explore ASP . wh o i@ty 647 -1
Easl Bay Conservatlon Corps Chaner ASP 644 -1
1SSCF:- Peralta.Creek’ UFSA ASP e LT 633 -1
ISESU - Havenscourt ASR » = e & ;’« 556 -2
|Bay Area Video Coalition - Cole School " L ) No Surveys -
Average Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 Comprehenswe

After School 731

Average SPI Score for All OFCY Grantees 727

12K 2007-08 OFCY flnaf Evaluatlon Report



Discussion

After School Enrichment groups have a similar strategy and service. Table above shows four grantees above and four grantees
below cn standard deviation of their SP1 scores. Grantees with shaded names indicate middle school programs. Two of the
middle school comprehensive after school programs performed in the top level and five middle school programs operated below
one standard deviation of the Cluster Deviation Score. Middle schoal after school programs have always been the hardest 1o
produce the desired changes in youth. The middle school programs that are low performing might learn something from the
strategies being utilized by 58% or seven middie schoo! programs, who performed better. Middle school age youth have always

been our toughest customers te please and serve.

Youth Ages 15 to 20 - Career and College Readiness and Youth
Leadership Grantees

Table 5

Eastside Aris Alliance Youth Center B47 1
Dimensions Dange Theater - Intern Program 822 1
Youth UpRising - Youth Grants 808 1
Global Education Partnership-EETP 790 0
Asian Community Mental Health Services-AYPAL - 751 0
Youth Together- Youth Leadership 746 0
Youth ALIVE !- Teens on Target 712 0
OASES SOAR Career & College Readiness 712 0
Youth UpRising - Corners Café 689 0
East Bay Asian Youth Center -RISE 672 0
Alameda County Heaith Care Foundation 666 0
Spanish Speaking Citizen's Foundation-Youth Leadership 662 0
Oakland Kids First-Real Hard 549 0
Opera Piccola -AriGate Advance 638 0
BEST/EXCEL HS - Youth Leadership 610 -1
Youth Employment Partnership-Career Try Out 577 -1
Average Youth Ages 15 to 20 - Career and College Readiness

and Youth Leadership 718

Average SP| Score for All OFCY Grantees 727

Discussion

Career and Coliege Readiness and Youth Leacership Grantees all have unique strategies to serve youth 15-20 years old. Four
grantees had greater than one standard deviation and two graniees were below one standard deviation. Youth Employment
Partnership will be improving their sampling methods for next year, which should improve its SPI score. BEST EXCEL HS. pro-

gram s noi funded for next year.

FY 2007-08 OFCY Final Evaluatio
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Children and Youth of All Ages- Physical and Behaworal

Health Grantees
Table 6
T Service | ~Cluster
. ;Performance Dewatlon
. : - ! _Score
Sports4Kids After School Program 818 1
Native American Heath Center-Youth Voices 808 1
Bay Area QOakland SCORES 764 0
Bay Area Qutreach & Recreation Program {BORP} 733 0
Project Re-Connect 731 0
Alameda Family Services-Dream Catcher 719 0
QOBUGS-Planting a Future 712 0
Jack London Aguatic Center-Rowing Revolution 6685 0
Through The Looking Glass-Families w/ Disabilities 634 0
La Clinica De La Raza-Youth Brigade 604 -1
First Place for Youth - Healthy Transitions 602 1
Average Children and Youth of All Ages- Physical and
Behavioral Health 706
Average SPI Score for All OFCY Grantees 727
Discussion

Physical and behavioral health grantees have a wide difference in the types of strategies implemented and a wide range of cost
per hour for services. Readers should be careful in reading too much inte the differences in scores.

Children and Youth of All Ages - Summer Enrichment Grantees

Table 7

Performance Deviation
Index - Score

OPR -Oakland Discovery Centers Summer Program 829 1
Marcus A. Foster Ed. In.-Prescott Circus Theatre 747 0
Girls Inc. - Eureka Teen Achievement 714 0
Leadership Exgellence-Freedom School 690 0
Family Support Services- Youth Kinship Program 645 -1
Average Children Ages 6 to 14 - Summer Enrichment 725

Average SPI Score for All OFCY Grantees 727
Discussion

Summer Enrichment Grantees had one agency above the standard deviation and one agency below. All the agencies met
1he goal for SPI scores. Family Support Services - Youth Kinship Program waorks with high-risk foster youth in two summer
months and has been improving its program each year.

| fian " s L Sl ot s |
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Summary indicators of Performance

The following five categories were chosen as summary indicators of perfarmance.

« Percent of contracted services delivered shauld be aver 95% for the contract period. OF(Y grantees measure the amount of service delivered by report-
ing the number of hours of direct service provided to customers across the various activities.

«  ChildVouth customer satisfaction is determined by chilg and youth respanses to four guestions about satisfaction with the services they received. The
four questions are summarized into a score which ranges from 0% {low} to 100% (very high). OFCY has set a performance goal of 70% far this measure.

- Two Service Productivity Scores are measures that are used to determine the effectiveness of OFCY-funded services. This measure is a summary score
and seflects whether customers gained new skills or positive behaviors as a result of receiving services. The score is & percent that can be positive (customer is
better off) or negative (customer is worse off) and is calculated by taking the percent of targeted changes achieved minus the percent missed. OFCY has set

a performance goal of §0% for this measure,

« Service Performance Index (SP1) is a measure that combines 15 variables or data points 1o give a SPl score for each agency. The score can range from 0 to
1,000 points with 600 or greater as a perfarmance goal. The power of the SPI measure is that it takes into account all the variables measured. A agency could
miss a performance goal by one percent and it will cause them to move down the list. The one percent miss will not significantly change the 5P score,

100% Percent of Five Summary Performance
Goals Met by 64% of Grantees

Alzmeda Family Sesvices-Dream Catcher
American Indian Child Resource Center

Asian Community Mental Health Services-AYPAL
BACR - Bret Harte ASP

BACR - Emerson/Peralta ASP

BACR - Glenview ASP

BACR - Hoover ASP Kids Rock

BACR - lefferson ASp

BACR - Markham ASP

BACR - Melrose Bridges ASP

BACR - Prescott ASP

BACR - Santa Fe Shaoting Stars

BACR - Stanehurst High Hopes ASP

Bay Area Oakland SCORES

Bay Area Qutreach & Recreation Program {BORP)
Bring Me A Book Foundation-Oakland’s 151 Teachers
Center for the Education of the lnfant Deaf {CEID)
Children’s Hospita - Dev. Playgroups

City of Oakland, OHS-Even Start

Dimensions Dance Theater - Intern Program
Dimensions Dance Theater - Rites of Passage
East Bay Agency far Chifdren - Hawthorne ASP
East Bay Asian Youth Center - Bella Vista/ Escuefita
East Bay Asian Youth Center- Franklin ASP

East Bay Asian Youth Center-Garfield ASP

East Bay Asian Youth Center-Manzanita ASP
East Oakland Boxing Assac. Smart Moves
Eastside Arts Alliance Youth Center

Family Paths - Early Chil dhaod Initiative

first Place for Youth - Heafthy Teansitions

Girts Inc. - Eureka Teen Achievement

Girls inc. - Lockwood ASP

Girls Inc. - Parker ASP

Global Education Rartaershig-EETP

Jack London Aquatic Center-Rowing Revolution
La Clinica De La Raza-Teens and Tots

Lao Family Cemmunity Dev. - International ASP
Lao Family Cemmunity Dev.-Even Start
Leadership Excellence-Freedom School

MOCHA Little Stugio Residency Program

Native American Heath Center-Youth Voices
Next Step Learning Center-Success at 17
Oakland Kids First-Real Hard

Oakfand Leaf -UPA Urban Arts ASP

Oakland Parks and Recreation-Inclusion Center
OASES - Quest Cleveland Elementary ASP
OASES Lincoln ASP/LEAP

QASES SOAR Career & College Readiness
OASES-Westlake ASP

OBUGS-Planting a Future

OPR - Oakland Discovery Centers

OPR -Oakland Discovery Centers Summer Program
0USD - Howard Elementary ASP

QUSD - Think College Now ASP

QUSD Lakeview Elementary Ujima ASP

OUSD Reach Academy ASP

OUSD/BACR - Lafayette ASP

OYC - Acorn-Woodtand - Awesome ASP
Project Re-Cannect

Safe Passages Frick Middle Schaal ASP
Spanish Speaking Citizen's Foundation-Youth
teadership

SSCF - Peralta Creek -UFSA - ASP

SSCF - Lazear School -Pathways ASP

The Link to Children-Reduction of Violence
Youth ALIVE !- Teens on Target

Youth Together- Youth Leadership

Youth UpRising - Youth Grants

80% Percent of Five Summary Performance
Goals Met by 23% of Grantees

Ala Costa Center After School

Alameda County Health Care foundation

BACR - Martin Luther King ASP- Unity of Dreams
BACR - Sankofa Academy ASP

BACR - Whittier ASP

East Bay Agency for Children-Sequoia ASP

East Bay Asian Youth Center -RiSE

East Bay Asian Youth Center-Roosevelt ASP

East Bay Conservation Corps-Charter ASP

Family Support Services- Youth Kinship Program
Higher Ground- Four Schools ASP

La Clinica De La Raza-Youth Brigade

Marcus A. Foster Ed. In.-Prescott Circus Theatre
OASES Safe Harbor - Lighthouse ASP

QOpera Piccola -ArtGate Advance

QUSD - Horace Mann Resolve ASP

OUSD - Laurel Elementary Academy ASP
QUSD - Maxwell Park ASP

QUSD T. Marshall Elementary - Inspire ASP
OYC - Encompass Academy ASP

OY( - Fruitvale ASP

Sports4Kids After School Program

Through The Looking Glass-Families w/ Dis-
abilities

Youth UpRising - Comners (afé

60% Percent of Five Summary Performance
GoalsMet bye%ofGrantess
BACR - Madison ASP

BEST/EXCEL HS - Youth Leadership

CRECE Elmhurst ASP

M.B.H. AspiraNet- Webster Academy ASP

Oakland Leaf- Ascend Sunset Warriors ASP

QUSD - Edna Brewer Pride ASP

40% Percent of Five Summary Performance
Goals Met by 6% of Grantees

BACR - Claremont ASP

M.B.H. AspiraNet- Piedmont Ave. ASP

M.B.H. AspiraNet- RISE Community ASP

i.8.H. AspiraNet- Melrase Leadership Acad. ASP
YMCA of the East Bay - Explore ASP

Youth Employment Partnershig-Career Try Out

20% Percent of Five Summary Performance
Goals Met by 1% of Grantees
SFSU - Havenscourt ASP

0% Percent of Five Summary Performance
Goals Met hy 1% of Grantees

Bay Area Video Coalition - Cale School
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Section Two - Historical Review of OFCY

In November 1996, 75% of voters in Oakland, California, approved

an amendment to the City Charter of Oakland entitled the Kids First!
Initiative (Measure K), creating the Oakland Fund for Children and Youth
(OFCY). Approval of this measure was a declaration of the voters’com-
mitment to support the healthy development of Oakland’s children and
youth. Due to the grass roots effort of youth, parents, teachers, organiz-
ers, social service providers, and other community members, Measure
K becarne a reality. Measure K earmarks 2.5% of the City's unrestricted
General Purpose Fund to support direct services to youth under 21 years
of age. The 2.5% set-aside is equivalent to $5.6 to $12 miliion each year
for 12 years.

Initially, the £ast Bay Community Foundation administered the OFCY in
partnership with the City of Oakland, In FY 2003-04, the City assumed
full responsibility for administering the OFCY. The Planning and Oversight
Committee (POC), & 19-member governing bady, provides allocation
and policy recommendatiens to the Oakland City Council. The PCCis
comprised of nine youth and ten adulis who are appointed by the Mayor
and City Council. Additionally, as required by the enabling legislation,
the POC oversees the annual outcome evaluation of OFCY grantees, the
annual evaluation of the grant-making process, and the development of
three successive four-year strategic plans. This report covers the second
year of the third four-year surategic plan.

OFCY Accomplishments Over the Last
Eight Years

The OFCY helps sustain a variety of programs 1o serve childrer and youth
in Oakland. OFCY funds different projects to work with children from
prenatal to youth under 27 years old. OFCY funds programs to provide
opportunities for:

leenage parents and well-baby care

Services for children with special needs

Children zero to five years to get ready for school

After school programs for school-age youth

Academic assistance for middle schoal students

Chitdren with developmental gisabilities
« Nutrition and gardening for elementary youth
»  Sports and fitness for chifdren and youth

Art, drama, music, and dance experiences for children and youth
«  Science education for children and youth

+  ieadership training for youth

College readiness for youth

Services for hemeless youth

Assistance for foster youth to transition to independent living
«  Viglence prevention skills and atiitudes for children and youth

Peer education and support services

Youth t¢ yeuth grant making
To monitor how well the OFCY is impiementing the nationally ac-
cepted research on child and ycuth development, an evaluation team
analyzes program costs, services, and ieedback from parents, children
and staff members. The results are shared with service providers, the
public, and the Planning and Oversight Committee (POC), which
ultimately makes recommendations about which grants o renew.
Qver the last eight years, 8596 of the grantees have been funded for
another year based on their performance and alignment with the
QFCY Strategic Plan.

So far, the findings have been impressive — and are getting better
each year.

Indeed, the last eight years of evaluation reports show 88%
of service providers receiving 537 grants from Measure K
have achieved the following:

Have met or surpassed national standards for providing

services 1o children.

Have maintained high rates of customer satisfaction.

Have kept cosis low.

Have boosted the effectiveness and quality of their services,

During the eight year period from July 1, 2000 to June
30, 2008:
OFCY graniees provided more than 27.3 million hours of direci
service 10 143,779 children,
Over the same time, OFCY spent $70 million dollars in funds
that were matched by $78 millior, representing a 96% growth
in OFCY's abitity to leverage funds from FY 2000-01
The growth in leveraged funds, hours of direct service, and
effectiveness - together with the efficiency in cost per hour of
service are highlighted on the foflowing pages.



Chart 1
4 hyis this important? \':\
Growth in OFCY Leverage of Matching Funds Spent Municipalities across the :Q;
country are struggling with bleak |
v 180% financial circumstances making .
’ the ability to leverage ¢ity grant f’;fi
e - 120% funds increasingly impor- &:;
13%  121% 110% tant. The OFCY grantees have a‘
— ' - B0% i : b
T Yo cor.lﬁmued t.o demonstrate th.e ;
ability to raise funds from private | .
TTUT T mmmememmees s e e e e e e 40% foundations, corporate sponsors, | ¢
other government agencies, and |«
‘ ' ' ’ ' ' ' 0% other donors to match their OFCY [,
FY00-01 FYO01-02 FYO02-03 FYQ03-04 FYD4-05 FYO5-06 FYO0B-07 FYOT-08 grant b
- e e e e e e 5;;:
\_ S
TR e ey g
Since 2000, OFCY grantees have increased the total neurs of service provided each year to Oakland Children and Youth. Because of inreased
funding (OFCY and matching funds) and increased efficiency, the amount of hours of service OFCY grantees have delivered to children and
youth has increased by 188% since FY 00-01. OFCY has gone from 2 million hours of service in 2000-01 te 5.75 miilion hours of service this
year. Chari 2 shows the growih in hours of service delivered. The increase in hours of service is related o the declining cost per hour of service,
increased OFCY funding, and increase in matching funding. The table below shows a hiealthy growing trend line,
Chart2 -
4 hyis this impartant? n Hours of Service Delivered
the face of budget cuts, service Over Last Eight Years
prclll\..uders have had tlo :rmoqstja:jte. their 7.000.000
ahility to do more with less, including 6,000,000
providing more hours of direct service, ! 5.000,000 - -
The intrease over the last few years 4,000,000 +
reflects the willingness and ability of 3,000,000
grantees to work with youth in groups, 2,000,000 -
reinvent their program approach, and 1‘000‘008 IR _
actively rec.run program participants. : e EY EY FY FEY FY FY FY
The 161% increase in OFCY and match- } 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 08-07 07-08
ing funds available is a major factor |
for the increase in hours of services i
delivered.
. J -
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Effort

Each year, OFCY grantees have continued 10 expand their partnerships with other public and privale entities to increase the amount of matching
funds they use to enhance their OFCY-fisnded services. The last eight years have shown a 96% increase in leveraged funds from a match of 77%

in FY 2000-01 to a match of 151% in FY 2007-08.

Community support for OFCY Grantees hias grown from 55 million to $18 million since FY §0-01. This means that in the year 2000-01 for every
dollar OFCY funded it was matched by 77 cents. This year, for every dollar of Measure K funds it was metched with $1.51 from our partners, an

excellent invesiment for the residents of Oakland.

FY2

!
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Effort: OFCY - Funded Services Are Efficient

OFCY demonstrated its efficiency by continuing to hold down the cost per hour to deliver services. Cost . ™~
: - , . . ' hy is this important?-
per hour is calculated by dividing the amount of funds used to deliver services by the hours of direct ' &
_ Oakland taxpayers shouid have -
SETVICE. some assurance that they are getting 2
fair deal from OFCY grantees. The cest per %
» Qverthe last eight years, OFCY Grantees have delivered services efficiently. Since FY 00-01, OFCY houe of direct service allows taxpayersta |4
efficiency, or cost-per hour of detivering services to Oakland’s children and youth, has improved by undessiand how much they are paying for ?
9%. When acjusted for inflation, the cost per hour has improved in efficiency by 25% over the grantees'services. While most purchases 3
last eight years. in our lwehs see;]n to b;gt;mg up, (:]FCY I ~
« This year's cost per hour is 7% less than last year's cosi per hour. The cost per hour decreased rantees have eeq an 107eep thel o3 v
) ] o o per hour at an efficient rate, ‘e
from $5.62 last year to a projected §5.20 this year. The declining cast per hour is directly related to \ )
providing after school progsams in the neighborhoods where children go 1o school. This year the T IR A o

cost per hour for OFCY funds alone is Lthe lowest in eight years at $2.07 an hour,

Effect: OFCY-Funded Services Are Producing Changes for the
Better in Their Children and Youth Customers

«  Forthesixth straight year, service providess collectively surpassed the 60% target for service productivity.

«  Service productivity is defined as the growth in new skilis, knowledge, and positive behaviors as a result of the youth's participation in services.
Since FY 01-02, the trendline shows a small increase, Overalt, the effects of services are at a respectably high tevel, but the rate of improvement each
year is now negiigible. In order for these indicators to continue in an upward trend, innovative changes in service delivery are needed, based on the
application of continuous quality improvement methodology.

«  {hari 3 shows the percentage of targeted changes children and youth customers indicated they achieved because of the OFCY funded services.
Scores for child and youth asset development can range from -100% for werse to +100% for better and 0% for staying the same.

7

25T

Improving Effectiveness of a hy is effectiveness im-

Chart 3 OFCY Grantee Services portant? The cost per hour or

efficiency must always be combined with

a measure of effectiveness to determine

100% the value of the services provided.” ;
Effectiveness is a measure of how the

60% {- - - e
. 20% E; . %;% B} i‘ _Li] @ E[?:;!A 1| children and youth served are better off
FY FY

it

ot

[

i,

<2
2w

20% 1 —— ' S because of services funded by OFCY. OFCY
Fy FY  FY FY  FY ) -
0% s e o uses reports from children, youth, their
-100% - parents, and the staff serving the youth to
determine what new skills and behaviors

\have changed for the better,
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Service Productivity is caiculated by taking the number of positive targeted changes achieved minus the number of targeted
changes missed. For example this year 68% of ihe targeted changes for the beter were achieved and 3% of the 12rgeied changes were
worse for a service productivity score of 71%-3% = 63%. -

Ne credit is given for the 28% of the youth who stayed the same, Service Produciivity is measured with survey reparts from youth, their
parents, and their staff about each targeied change. Seore can range from -100% to 100% with 0% for no change or siaying the same. i

[ IR R i o 2 I |
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Performance and Quality
"« Service quality, 2 measure of the consistency of services delivered o Qakland children and youth customers, has improved by 36% since FY 2001-
02. Service quality was measured by a 1.8 score for this year - a desirable level of service quality.

Service Performance Index: a Measure of Quality

Over the last seven years, the eveluation has been measuring quality through the use of the Service Performance index (SPI). The SPlis modeled after
the most widely used measure for overall performance and quality, the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award. The purpese of adopting the Baldrige
performance and quality criteria was to guide evaluators in the selecticn of indicators of overall performance and quality. Points are calculated on the
same scale as the nationaf Baldrige performance criteria, 0 to 1,000 points. The following table shows an impraving trendline over time.

Chart4

Service Performance Index (SPl} Score Last Seven Years

1000
900 {—-—
800 |—
700 {—
600
500 -
400
300
200
100

FY 01-02 FY 02-03 Fy 03-04 FY 04-05 FY (5-06 FY 06-07
I—’-— SPI Score 475 606 653 672 649 655 727

+  Thisyear 84% of the QFCY graﬁlees had a desirable or high SPI score as determined by the Cluster Deviation Score.

+  Overthe last eight years, 85% of all OFCY grantees had funding renewed because of their positive performance. Fifieen percent (15%,) have not
been refunded, whether due to poor performance or change in priorities of the OFCY Planning and Oversight Committee, Performance matters if
qrantees expect to receive funding over a period of years,

«  The growth in capacity of OFCY 1o allecete, moniter, and evaluate OFCY funds has allowed the number of OFCY grantees to grow by 318% from 33
granteesin 2000 to 138 graniees in 2008-2005.

i
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Effort, Effect and Performance for Last Eight Years At a Glance

Effort

The following tables summarize the effort, effect, and performance of OFCY grantees since FY 2000-01. Table 8 indicates the funds spent, percent of GFCY
funds leveraged with matching funds from other funding partners, unduplicated clients served, hours of service and cost per hour for services delivered. As
revealed in the table, OFCY grantees have continued to improve their efficiency of services over time,

Table 8

Effort of OFCY Funded Service Providers Over Time

- ; Q0-0 010 0.2-03 03-04 04-0 05:06 06-0 07-038
Measure K - OFCY Funds Spent 36,463,174 $6,786,340 $7.712.464 $7.819,203 $9.382.274 $8,610.064 $10,699,672 $11,906,580
Matching Funds/lL evarage Spont $4,977.457 $5.844.876 §7,239,644 $8,081,022 $10,653,539 $11.600,646 $11,791,447 $17,967,914
Total Funds Spent 511,440,671 $12,621.215 $14,552,108 $15,900,225 $20,035,813 $21,2106,710 $22,451,119 $29.874,494
Percent Leveraged of OFCY Funds T7% 86% 94% 103% 114% 121% 110% 151%
Unduplicated Customers Served 11.411 12,134 16.971 18.701 23,818 18,285 17,291 24,168
Hours of Service Dalivered 1,998,486 2.200.521 2,613,414 3,155,788 3,719,584 3,614 876 4.001,772 5,743,334
Hours of Service per Customer 175 181 . 154 160 156 214 231 238
Cost par Hour of Sarvice/QFCY Funds $3.23 $3.08 $2.95 §2.48 $2.52 $2.43 52.87 $2.07
Cost par Hour of Sarvice/Total Funds $5.72 $5.74 $5.72 $5.04 $5.39 $5.37 $5.62 $5.20

Direction of Change for Effort Indicators Are All Positive

Effort indicators over the fast eight years have ail changed in a positive direction. The first cofumn of Table 9 indicates the total for each indicator for the fast

eight years. The second column indicates the percent change from FY 2000-071; the last column indicates that the direction of the change or trendtine is in a
positive direction,
Table 9

Totat of OFCY Effort Measure
000:01,t0,

wyeal )
Measure K - CFCY Funds Spent $70,379,771 B4% Positive
Matching Funds/Leverage Spent $78,156,585 261% Positive
Total Funds Spent $148,536.356 161% Fositive
Percent Leveraged of OFCY Funds 111% 96% Positive
Customers Served 143,779 112% Positive
Hours of Service Delivered 27.353.765 166% Positive
Hours of Service per Cusiomer ] 190 36% Positive
Cost per Hour of Service/OFCY Funds $2.57 36% Fositive
Cost per Hour of Service/Total Funds $5.43 9% Pesitive

Family Support Services-
SUMMER

East Bay Conservation
Corps-Charter ASP

—-
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Effect

Rl .2 HISTORICAL REVIEW OF OFCY. "~ .« |

Effect refers to what happens on behialf of the youth customers of OFCY services, A specialy designed, one-time measure of effect is employed to ac-
curately depict the extent of changes in youth customers related to service activities, this measure reflecis the net effect, that is, improvements minus
declines, in either youth developmental assets or behavioral change goals set by each service agency. The former measure is called developmental asset
service productivity; the fatter measure is called arantee specified service productivity. Both measures vary from -+100% to —100%, that is, everyone im-
proved versus everyone declined in status as a result of services. The fellowing table summarizes the changes over time in these two measures as reported
by the youth customers, their parents or guardians, and staff members who ot to know the youth. The change from one year to the next was calculated as
2 peicent relative to the prior year. The direction of change was increasing for both measures and all points of view, based on the average of all the annual
percentage changes across the seven-year period. Looking mere closely at the graph depicting these changes over time, nearly all of the increase cccurred
in fiscal year 2003. By fiscal year 2004 service productivity reached a platesu with minor changes up or down each subsequent year afterwards.

Another effect being measured is customer satisfaction with services. Reported levels of satisfaction reflect the extent to which customers got what they
were expecting. The youth customers and their parents/quardians were polled regarding their satisfaction with services. While the average annual rate of
change was positive during this period for the youth, parents'level of satisfaction is declining. This trend was setin motion by a very high leve? of satisfac-
tion the first year, despite a selatively low level of service productivity. Perhaps, parents'expectations are increasing fasier than actual productivity, resulting

in a downward trend.

Overall, the effects of services are al a respectably high level, but the rate of improvement each year is now negigible. In crder for these indicators to
cantinue in an upward trend, innovative changes in service delivery are needed, based on the application of continuous quality improvement methodology.

Table 10

[Developmenial Asset Service Productivity - o . L i *
Youth 52% 65% 68% 69% 67% 68% 67% 5% Increasing
Parent 71% 75% 78% 1% 78% 77% 79% 2% Increasing
Staff | 72% 76% 7% T9% 80% 80% B1% 2% Increasing

IGrantee Specified Service Productivity N e Lt R by - Ca e [ P RN
Youth [ 56% 60% 1% 68% 70% 70% 69% 4% Increasing
Parent 1% 76% T9% 75% 75% 7% 76% 1% Increasing
Staft |  70% 76% 78% 75% 78% 81% 80% 1% Increasing

ICustomier.Satisfaction . =¥~ ST T b E AL [T R IR Gl T T SRR
Youth | B1% 85% B5% B6% 85% 35% B4% 1% Increasing
Parent 92% 89% 89% 89% 88% 87% 85% -1% Declining

MAF-Prescott Clowns- Summer

OASES-Lighthouse
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Performance

Two summary indicatars of performance are tracked each year: service quality and overall service performance. Service quality compares the fevel of service
productivity with the variation across those reparting. These scores should exceed 1.0, indicating that the level of productivity exceeds the variability. A

high level of service productivity may be compromised when a few people report declines in status, resulting in greater variation acress those served. OFCY
services should benefit all recipients, not just those who found favor with 3 staif member. Thus, this indicator reflects consistency in performance as well

as level of performance. The second indicator combines all types of indicators inio an overall performance score, ranging from 0 to 1000. Theee groups of
indicators are surnmed, approach 1o services, deployment of resources, and results—with an emphasis on cost per hour and effects of services on the youth
customers. A score of 600 indicates satisfactory overall performance.

The following table reports these two indicators over the same seven-year period. Similarly to the irends for service productivity, service quality peaked in
fiscal year 2003, then leveled off. However, averall performance continued 1o impiove each year except for a sharp decline in hiscal year 2006.

Table 1

CAverage. .
Annual % - Direction of

: P ) ; Change. ____Chanqe
Service Quality Score . . . . . . . 5% Increasmg
Service Performance Index Score 475 606 653 672 649 655 727 8% Increasing

Another measure of overall performance is the growth in capacity of OFCY to serve more grantees and to keep the funding competitive over time with the
addition of new graniees that take the place of other grantees. Over the last eight years, 85% of the grantees were refunded because of their performance
and alignment with OFCY Strategic Plan and 271 new grantees have been added since the origingl 33 grantegs, This means that 82 grantees were nat
refunded because of their perforrmance or non-alignment with the OFCY Strategic Plan. Every four years, OFCY produces a new strategic plan. This year
(FY 2007-08) is the second year of the 2006-2010 OFCY strategic plan. Eleven grantees this year were not refunded for next year and additional 44 new
grantees were funded as indicaied in the table below,

Table 12

Performance of OFCY Service Providers Over Time

Percent of Grantees Refunded B5% | 80% | 79% | 93% [ 83% 75% 97% | 8%% 85%
New Grantees Funded 33 18 16 18 25 12 18 27 44 211
Total of OFCY Funded Grants 33 46 53 60 81 81 78 105 138 675

OFCY is Successful in Implementing Measure K

Measure K Guidelines
The Measure K — Kids First! legislation establishes soecific guidelines that organizations and programs must meet in Evaluators have

order 10 be eligible for funding. These incluce: determined that
- Funds can only be given to private, non-profit and public entities (Measure K, Section 5). OFCY has met all '
» Funding is only available for direct services to children and youth ages O through 20, Measure K gulde-

- Programs and services receiving funds from OFCY must be directly aligned with the priorities, desired resulisand — lines.
strategies contained in the strategic plan.

| ] PRI i b YRR KA
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ERFORMANCELOGIC MODEL

Section Three - 0FCY Performance Logic Model Methodology

How is this report organized?

This report is organized according to Graphic 4 on the foflowing page
that explains OFCY's Performance Lagic Model Evaluation System. In
this report, evaluators answer the questions indicated in Graphic 4 and
discuss the theory of change behind the Oakland OFCY effert. Notably,
C(CPA published a paper summarizing the OFCY Performance Logic
Model in an international journal, £/sevier, a pre-eminent authority

in evaluation and program pianning.' Three international evaluation
experts did a blind review of the OFCY Performance togic Model before
publishing the article.

Performance Logic Mode!

The OFCY Evaluation System is based on & perfarmance logic model
(PLM). Logic models are a convenient way of descriting why certain
service activities ought to change the behaviors of those receiving
services. In that respect, PLMs resembie path diagrams connecting
causal variables to effects variables. They offer an alternative approach
to evaluating programs that does not require random assignment 10
different groups (Julian, Jones & Deys, 1995).

The elements of the PLM are shown in Graphic 4. Performance
accountability is divided into three areas: effart, effect, and results.
The logic model variables are listed in the second column; inputs,
customers, strategies, activities, outputs, performance measures, and
performance indicators.

The underlying logic of the PLM is that more effort on the part of
staff and customers produces more outputs. More outputs guided by
effective strategies produce more change in behaviors and greater
satisfaction with seevices. As more OFCY customers are served mare
effectively, a ripple effect on the larger community will occur, causing
long-term population outcomes to increase for youth in Oakland,

Oakland OFCY Performance Logic Model Evaluation System

The OFCY Evaluation System is a synthesis of Mark Friedman's Results
and Performance Accauntability evaluation technique and the Theory
of Change Logic Made! evaluation technique. The fusion of the two
systerns allows for a functional and ongoing evaluation system well
suited for OFCY funded services, Mark Friedman, Directar of the Fiscal
Policy Studies Institute, points out that:“The Results and Performance
Accountability and the logic model methods can ke seen as comple-
mentary, net contradictery, approaches to evatuation,”

1 Ivaluation and Program Planning 28 {2005) 83--94. Available at www.
elsevier com/locate/evalpregplan

Accountability for Performance

Mark Friedman explains the principles of a results and performance
accountability system as a way to hold programs and agencies ac-
countabte for performance. Mark Friedman gives the reason for per-
formance accountability: “Why hother with resufts and performance
accountability? Trying hasd is not good enough. We need to be able
1o show results 1o taxpayers and voters. Avoid the thousand-pages-
of-useless-paper versians of performance measurement.” The OFCY
Evaluation System replaces an endless system of multiple measures
with a few valid measures of performance used by all grantees.

Theory of Change Logic Model

The OFCY Evaluation System also incorporates the lates? research
and recornmendations of researchers and evaluators that call far a
“Theory of Change Logic Model” approach to evaluation designs (1.P.
Connell, A.C. Kubisch, LB, Schorr, C.H. Weiss). All the OFCY Service
Providers have incorporated the United Way of America recommend-
ed logic model system of evaluation into their OFCY evaluations,

Lisbeth Schorr’s Theory of Change

A description of this “Theory of Change Logic Model” research is
contained in Lisbeth Schorr’s recently published research entitled
Cemmon Purpose - Strengthening Families and Neighborheods to
Rebuild America {Schoer 1997). Inher book, Scharr discusses the is-
sues involved in applying experimental research designs to complex,
multiple autcome, and cammunity-pased projects. Schorr points out
that because experimental designs can only study variables that are
easily quantifiable, cemplex community-based interventions tend to

be ignored gr short-changed.

Scharr calfs for a theary-hased logic model outcome evaluation, “By
combining outcome measures with an understanding of the process
that produced the autcome,” states Schorr, “theory-based evaluations
can shed light ¢n both the extent of impact and how the change
occurred.” Eisbeth Schorr documents numerous examples of research
and evaluasion studies using new evaluation metheds that allow
social scientists to observe more complex and pramising programs.
Scharr ehallenges evaluators to put less emphasis on elegant and
predise statistical manipulation and more emphasis on usable knowi-
edge. This usable knowledge will serve as critical infarmation for the
OFCY to render thoughtiut budget and policy direction, as well as
Continuous improvement strategies,

The QFCY Performance Logic Made! Evaluation System is an integra-
tion of the Logic Model and Mark Friedman’s Results and Perfor-
mance Accountability.

— —
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During the last eight years, the Oaktand OFCY Evaluation Team worked with OFCY staff and grantees to design and implement this
integrated evaluation system. The components of the OFCY Evaluation System Performance Measures are divided into four categories:
Effart, Effec, Performance, and Resuits.

Graphic4 - Evaluation Model
PG i ‘.-k\‘ w,§ H (xﬁrg'i. T
OFCY.Performance
R R N R N .'.7 O S
Performance
Accountability QFCY Evaluation Where We Get Performance
Model Logic Model Questions Data Goal Theory of Change
| What did OFCY spend on | OFCY Invaices and| SPend greater T
nputs A : than 85% of H
services? Staff Interviews
funds. E
0
who were the staffs providing Staff Surveys, Hire staff R
Staff service? Focus Groups and indicated in Y
: Interviews contract.
o]
’ OFCY Quarterly Serve youth F
Customers Who g:?hoggsig::?;f:oand Report (Participant indicated in
E ¥ ’ 1D Report Form} confract. C
F H
F QFCY Quarterl Provid i A
. - rly rovide service
g Strategies What sewli?):;rjclte,?ies did we Repenrs, Interviews, strategies N
and Site Visits contracted. G
T E
How much service did we QFCY Quarterly Provide 85% of Child and Youth
Activities rovide? Reparts, Interviews, contracted Developmental
P and Site Visits planned services. | Theory as indicated
in OFCY Strategic
Plan. Focused on
.| * Risk Avpidance,
Performance How much did the service cost OFCY Quarterly Cost per hour is Profective,
Measure to deliver? Reports and Staff [the same or below Resilience. and
Quitputs Interviews cost contracted. Social Attachmant
Assets as key
Pi;f;;?uizga Ware our yeuth and parent Survaeys of Customer etlazr;:;;se:t t;nfe
E Cuslome} customers satisfied with our Children, Youth, | satisfaction rate is children and youth
F Salisfaction service? and Parents greater than 70%. .
F
€ Performance
C Meastre Was our service effective in Surveys of Service
T Productivit producing change lor the better| Children, Youth, preductivity is
Oulcomesy for our customers? Parents, and Staff | greater than 60%.
How are OFCY cuslomers Strengths-based
Resull Indicaters| doing with the ingicators for Data cellected by approachto serving
R & Intermediate | school success, health and | other agencies and | Mo perfermance | children, youth, and
Qutcomes welingss, and transition to OFCY Grantees | goals are set for their families.
E adulthood? results for each | Focused on how
O .
5 grantee because | customers use their
U these resuits take | strengths and assets
L In general. how are the the efforts of the fo be better off.
T g ! S entire Oakland
Pooulation Lon children and youth doing in Data collected by community 1o
5 TeFr)m Outccmei Qakland over iime? This is the | other agencies and im acty
result of everyone in our OFCY Grantees F o
community working together,
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Methodology of the OFCY Performance Logic Model

The values and ¢oncepts descibed below are embedded betiefs and
behaviors found in high-performing organizations. they are the foun-
datien for integrating key performance and operational requirements
within a results-oriented framework that creates a basis for action 2nd
feedback. The OFCY Performance Logic Model Evaluatian System is
based on the principles and practices of Continuous Quality Improve-
ment (CQI}. CQlis practiced by many public and private agencies to
measure and improve their products and services to their customers,

Community Crime Prevention Associates {(CPA) is going beyond tradi-
tional program evaluation methods to promote high quality services
by non-profit service agencies. This summary of how high guality
services can be provided is intended to inform service agency manag-
ers and government averseers of the distinctians between traditional
evaluation methodology and quality imprevement.

The chief distinction is that program evaluation is post-hoc and
one-shot. Evaluation reports address what happened. A different
evaluation study must be designed to address each question, often
stated as a hypothesis. Continuous quality improvement is a current,
ongoing activity, Sometimes distinct studies are designed, but there
are other ways to function as a service agency, 5o that high quality
services are provided. Quality improvement occurs as a reqular part of
each day’s work within every service agency. The methads employed
must be accessible to peogram staif, thus requiring a misnimum of
training in their applicatian. CCPA seesits role as an evaluation
company performing pregram evaluations in the context of service
agency staff utilizing our reports to improve their services. (CPA also
provides technical support to agency s1aff to assist them in improving
the quality of the services.

CQl defines quality as meeting or exceeding the needs and expecta-
tions of the customer. OFCY considers the child and their parents as
their primary customars whose feedback is important to the continu-
ous improvement of services.

CQl requires information about customer autcomes; administrative,
staff, cost, and financial performance; competitive or collaborative
comparisens; customer satisfaction; and compliance. Bata should
be segmented by, for example, types of service, customer ages, and
strategic priorities to facilitate analysis,

Analysis of the data found in this seport refers to exiracting larger
meaning from data and information to support decisien-making and
service improvement, Analysis entaifs using data to determine trends,

projections, and cause and effect that might not otherwise be evident.

Analysis supparts a variety of purposes, such as planning service
delivery, reviewing your overall performarnce, improving aperations,
accomplishing change managemens, and comparing your perfor-
mance with that of competitors, with similar organizations, or with
“best practices” benchmarks. A major consideration in performance
improvement and change management involves the selection and
use of performance measures or indicators. The measures or indicators
selected should best represent the factors that Jead to improved

customer gutcomes; improved operational, financial performance.
A comprehensive set of measures or indicators tied to customer and
organizational performance requirements represents a clear basis
for aligning alf processes with the grantee organization’s goals and
the OFCY Strategic Ptan. Through the data collection, tracking, and
analysis of OFCY data, our measures or indicaters themselves may be
evaluated and changed to better support OFCY goals.

Baldrige Awards for Quality

In 1987 the United States created a quality award program to encour-
age more companies to develop quality systems. Here are the guiding
principles behind the Baldrige Awards for quality as it applies to your
organization’s youth and human services.

Visionary Leadership ~ Your organization’s senior leaders {adminis-
trative/operational and service provider leaders} should set directions
and create & customer facus, clear and visible values, and high expecta-
tions. The directions, values, and expectations should balance the
needs of all yaur stakehalders.

Customer-Focused Excellence - The delivery of services must be
customer focused. Quality and performance are the key components in
determining customer satisfaction, and all attributes of customer care
delivery factor into the judgment of satisfaction and value.
Organizational and Persenal Learning - Achieving the high-

est Jevels of organizational performance requires a well-executed
approach to organizatienal and personal learning. Organizational
learning includes both continuous improvement of existing approaches
and sigrificant change, leading 10 new goals and approaches. Learning
needs to be embedded in the way your erganization pperates.
Valuing Staff and Partners - An erganization’s success depends
increasingly on the diverse backgrounds, knowledge, skills, creativity,
and motivation of all its staff 2nd partners, including both paid staff
and volunteers, as appropriate.

Buitding Partnerships-Organizations need to build internal and
external partnerships to better accomplish overall goals.

Agility -Success in today’s ever-changing environment demands
agility—a capacity for rapid improvements in service quality. Agifity
encourages improvements in organization, guality, cost, customer
focus, and productivity.

Focus en the Future -In today's environment, creating a sustainable
organization requires understanding the short- and longer-term fac-
tors that affect your organization and marketplace.

Managing for Innovation - Innovation means making meaningful
change to improve an organization’s services, programs, processes, and
operations and to create new value for the organization’s stakehold-
ers. Innovation shoutd lead your osganization 1o new dimensions of
performance innovation.

The Service Performance fndex used in this evaluation uses the Bald-
rige criteria to give each grantee a SPl score of between 0 and 1000.
This SP1 score uses 19 variables to build the SPl score.

i
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Management and Evaluation by Fact

An effective organization depends on the measurement and analysis of performance. Such measurements should derive from service
needs and strategy, and they should provide critical data and infarmation about key processes, outputs, and results. Many types of

data and information are needed for performance management. OFCY working with their grantees and CCPA are collecting numerous
measurements that are used to set performance goals. The following chart explains the types of measurements and instruments used to
provide data and facts to manage, evaluate, and continuously improve OFCY funded services.

Graphic $

SHERRaR Instrument ; e Information Collected B ime of Collect

Scope of Work - Contracted scope of work, quarterly progress * Contractcd p at time
' reports. demographics on customers . *contract upprmal four quarterly
, : .o n,porls :
Financizl Repart * Contracted budget with four quarterly  ° * Contracled budgei at time of .
.invoices contract upproval lour quurterlv =
. - rcpons D et ] i
_Scope of Work Narrative E\planauon of suceess in tulllllmg the scope Provide mth cach qunrtcriy report
of work - . R
Child & Youth Customer All-grantees survey child and youth customer Co]lccled‘t\iice a year from - "
Satisfaction Survey with four qamiactmn queﬁuons customers of] 7at the end of any .
o ’ : . . !'pmgramc M
Parent Customer Satisfaction Parents are asked four customer satistaction  Collected ¢ 4 year from S
Survey - . questions about the services their chitd parents or at 1he Bnd of any ~.5w £
: T .. received. - - ‘ R program evelets ]
Child & Youth Assct All grantees survey child and voush customer  Collected Twice & year from -«
Development Survey with five to six similar asset development . customers or at the end of a.ny N
) " . ~ service productivity questions, _program. oye cle s, et ot MR
Parent Assessment of Their  Parents assess the growth in their child’s “Collected lwu:e ayear from -
Child’s Asset Development developmental assets. All grantees measure  customers or af the end of anyi -
Survey © similar assets, - program cygle. '____‘;_______,_ Crat
" Staft Assessment of Each Staft's nssess the growth in their child . Collected twice @ year.fia mmﬁ’ [
Customer’s Child and Youth customer’s develepmental assets, All customers orat the cnd of any
Asset Development Survey grantecs measure similar asscts. program cyele. - e j
Child & Youth Graniee All grantces survey child and youth customer | CollcciCdT\;'lce aycarfrom . “
Selected Survey on Targeted with service productivity guestions customers ‘or af’ ‘the end ol'any -
Changes ‘pertaiming: o their own services. program cy cle.x : |
Parent Assessment of Their . . Parents assess their child’s changes tnrgctcd . Collected nge a year from -
Child’s Grantee Sclected " 5kills and behaviors by a particular grantes -customers or ai thic. L,nd ofan)
Survey on Targeted Changes funded by OFCY. program ¢ cvclc : &
Staff Assessment of Fach © Staffs assess their customer’s changes -~ Collected twicea year from -
Customer’s Grantee Sclected targeted-by their OFCY sCrvice agency or customera or atthc end'e fany
Survey on Targeted Changes collaborative: program cyelé, L R o
Risk Avoiduance. Proteclive and  Child and youth assess Ihcir developmental  Minimum of once a year with 1.hc
Resiliency Assessment assels using 4 normed instrument that option to do 1[ lwu:c a yca.r S

compares their asset levels o those of
: delinquent youth. .
Focus Group with Grantee Stalf  Evaluation Coach meets with staff for a ‘I‘ocus groups huppen n the ﬁrs!

. . focus group to discuss the eflort, eftect. o or second quartcr - t‘,
pertormance and results of OFCY services. . e P
Staft Continuous Quality Each staff is asked to indicate their .. .Once’a: vear from each staﬁ' S
Improvement Questionnaire experience and education, rate the work - member. - P tj"'.- ) :
experience. rate their organization’s o o
effectiveness, rate their program design _ A
components, and rote program™ éj' o
‘s exemplary practices. L s :
Grantee's evaluation of OFCY  Grantecs rate the services of OFCY Onge a vear from eaCh OFCY
Administrative Services administration, evaluation, and POC. funded ugcncy ot oo
Site Visits and Observations Evaluation Coaclies and Youth Evaluators do  Minimum of two site v v1snts a year,
: © site visits. interview customers and stoll, and  with 2-maximum of clght s:te :

complete observation instrument. vmts if needed.
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SECTION FOUR
OFCY
EVALUATION
REPORT

EFFORT Effort

EFFECT

PERFO RMAN(E Section four contains the OFCY-wide evaluation data. Effort
is the first of three sub-sections, followed by Effect, and Per-

R ESU |_TS formance. The next 18 pages provide information related to
Effort and is organized accordingly:

Note to Reader:

The captiens on the sides of this
report are from interviews of par-
ticipants in OFCY grantee programs

conducted by OFCY Youth Evaluators.

1. To learn about what OFCY Grantees spent on
SErvices, go o page 28 N

7 To leamn about whe the OFCY-funded staff
members were, g0 [0 page 34

3. I learn about wha the OFCY children and youth
(ustemers were, 9o Lo page 38 ,

4, To learn about service strategies OFCY Geantees
used, g to page 44 .

5. To tearn about how much service Grantees
provided, gotopagedt.

. To feamn about the cost per hour of service, go to
page 4/.

M.B.H AspiraMet- Melrose Leadership Academy
After School Program

Question: Why do you like the pragram?

Answer: " Because is helping me on what | want
for my career, and helped me to become an artist.
What | like most about the program is that | can
express myself with music”

hnaZde
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Table 14

Table 15

Inputs:
What was the amount funded this year?

Table 13

105 OFCY Grantees

'. l Percent

312 124,269 $17 962,133 530 084,363

OFCY funded 105 separate contracts to provide services for FY 2007-08 to Qakland's children and youth. The $12 million in OFCY funding
to grantees was matched with $17.9 million in matching funds for a total funding of $30 million of funds. The OFCY evaluation system
defines these inputs as funds used to hire staff, purchase materials, and other resources needed to carry out contracted services.

The OFCY contracts require a minimum match of 25%. All of the grantees exceeded this minimum match. The following tables
indicate the amount granted and matched for each of the 105 grantees. The grantees are presented by strategic area as defined in the

~ OFCY Strategic Plan.

Children Ages 0-5 Early Childhood

OrcyFunded Gramees-" '

Percent

Bring Me A Baok Foundatign-Qakland's First Teachers $150,000 $81, 400 $231,400 54%
Center for the Education of the Infant Deaf (CEID) $50.000 $110,705 5160,705 221%
Children's Hospital - Dev. Playgroups $225.000 $75,000 $300,000 33%
City of Oaktand, DHS-Even Start $175,000]  $172,500 $347 500 99%
Family Paths - Early Childhoed Initigtive $200,000 $256,252 $456,252 128%
La Clinica De La Raza-Teens and Tots $175,000 393,727 $268,727 54%
Lao Family Community Dev.-Even Start $143.160 340,416 $183,576 28%
MOCHA Little Studio Residency Program $150,000 $5C,000 $200,000 33%
The Link te Children-Reduclion of Violence $74.160 $30,669 $104,829 1%
Early Childhood Graniees Total $1,342,320 $910,669| $2,252,989 68%

Children & Youth Ail Ages Summer Enrichment

~ Total_J[

Percent
Match

Family Support Services- Youth Kinship Program $200,000 $87,782 287,782 44%
Girls inc. - Eureka Teen Achievernent $42,780 316,061 $58.841 38%
Leadership Excellence-Freedem School $127,300 $50,650 $177,950 40%
Marcus A. Fosler Ed. In.-Prescoll Circus Theatre $21.000 $7,000 $28.000 33%
OPR -Oakland Discovery Centers Summer Program $33.605 $19,603 53,208 58%
Summer Enrichment Grantees Total $424 685 $181,096 $605,781 43%

.
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Children & Youth Ages 6-14 Oakland SUCCESS

Comprehensive After School Programs

Table 16

: [
OFCY Funded Granteesiy = =

$100,000

Ala Costa Center After School $1,274,840|  $1.374,840 1275%
American indian Child Resource Center $151,090 $105,817 $256,827 70%
BACR_- Bret Harte ASP $200,000 $200,650 $400,650 100%
BACR - Claremont ASP $100,000 $126,464 $226,464 126%
BACR - Emerson/Peralta ASP $200,000 $343.247 $543 247 172%
BACR - Hoover ASP Kids Rock $150,000 5475410 $628,410 319%
BACR - Madison ASP $120,000 $5261,039 $381,039 218%
BACR - Martin Luther King ASP- Unity of Oreams $119,858 $110,544 $230,402 92%
BACR - Prescott ASP $127,500 $227 964 $355.464 179%
BACR - Sankofa Academy ASP $172,125 $182,851 $354,976 106%
BACR - Santa Fe Shooting Stars $123,750 $226,367 $350,117 183%
BACR - Stonehurst High Hopes ASP $150,000 $221,640 $371,64C 148%
Bay Area Video Coalition - Cole School 572,266 $72,266 $144 532 100%
CRECE Elmhurst ASP $198,778 $252 785 $462 564 132%
Dimensions Dance Theater - Rites of Passage $48,500 $80,088 $128,588 165%
East Bay Agency for Children - Hawthorne ASP $175,000 $97, 384 $272,384 56%
East Bay Agency for Children-Seguoia ASP $100,000 $125 928 $225,929 126%
East Bay Asian Youth Center- Franklin ASP $127,322 $245 806 $373,128 193%
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Garfieid ASP $140,637 $200,408 $341,045 143%
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Manzanita ASP $163.508 $123.244 $286,752 75%
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Rocsevelt ASP $200,000 $344.912 $544 312 172%
East Bay Conservation Corps-Charler ASP $150,000 $140,625 $2580,625 94%
East Qakland Boxing Assoc. Sman Moves $80,000 $229.400 $309,400 287%
Girls Inc. - Lockwood ASP $94 236 51746588 $268 924 185%
Qakland teaf- Ascend Sunset Warriors ASP $200,000 $126,450 $326,450 63%
Qakland Leaf -UPA Urban Ars ASP $200,000 $150,000 $350,000 75%
Qakland Parks and Recreation-Inclusion Center $105,000 $81.700 $186,700 78%
OASES Lincoln ASP/LEAP 5200000 270,829 $470,829 135%
OASES-Westlake ASP $200,000 $133,511 $333,511 67%
OPR - Cakland Discovery Centers $150,000 $113.379 $263.379 76%
OYC - Acormn-Woodlard - Awesome ASP $150.000 5179645 $329 648 120%
OYC - Encompass Academy ASP $100,000 $109.064 $209.064 109%
OYC - Fruitvale ASP $200,000 $112,500 $312,500 56%
SFSU - Havenscourt ASP $150,000 $80,180 $230,180 53%
SSCF - Peralta Creek -UFSA - ASP $200,000 $283,369 $483,369 142%
YMCA of the East Bay - Explore ASP $200,000 $135,175 $335,175 68%
Comprehensive After School Program Grantees Total $5,320,490| $7,633,772| $12,953662 143%

Next Step Learning Center-Success at 17

Gitls Inc. Eureka Teen
Achievement

Questien: Would

you tell your friends
about the program?
What would you tel]
them?

{12 years ¢ld)
Answer: " Definitely.
would telf them it’s
an excellent program
and it offérs a lot that
you need to know,
Also, it helps you with
schoal, 100.”

Explore College Prep

Question: Do you like
this program and
why?

Answer: “llike it
because it keeps me
focused. I've Iéarned
alot and improved
my vocabulary. | can
express my feelings
and we do a lot of
exercises here. | have
taised my self-esteem
and the tutors are
nice”

[ e,
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Children & Youth Ages 6-14 After Scheol

Enrichment Comprehensive Programs

Table 17

" Percent

$50,000 $158,028 $208,028
BACR - Glenview ASP $50,000 $131,465 $181,465 263%
BACR - Jefferson ASP $50,000 $161,374 $214,374 323%
OUSD/BACR - Lafayelte ASP $50,000 $138,337 $188,337 277%
BACR - Markham ASP 350,000  $228554]  $276,515 457%
BACR - Whittier ASP $50,000]  $272433] $322.433 545%
Easl Bay Asian Youth Center - Bella Visla/La Escuelila $100,000 $319,456 $419,456 319%
Girls Inc. - Parker ASP $50,000 $323,882 $373,882 648%
Higher Ground- Sobranie, Allendale Brookfield, & Highland ASP $200,000 $450.000 $650,000 225%
Lac Family Community Dev. - Internationat Comm, Schooi ASP $50,000 $112,500 $162,500 225%
M.B.H, AspiraNet- Melrose Leadership Acad. ASP $50,000 $235,399 $285.399 471%
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Piedmont Ave. ASP $50,000 $112,500 $162,500 225%
M.B.M. AspiraNet- RISE Community ASP $50.000 $112,500 $162,500 225%
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Webster Academy ASP $50,000 $112,500 $162,500 225%
OASES Safe Harbor - Lighthouse ASP $50,00C $182 570 $232,570 365%
OASES - Quest Cleveland Elementary ASP $50,000 $187,474 $237,474 375%
QUSD - Edna Brewer Pride ASP $50,000 $187,733 $247,733|° 395%
QUSD - Howard Elementary ASP $50.,000 $112,500 $162,500 225%
OUSD Lakeview Elementary Ufima ASP $50,000 $98,188 $148.188 196%
OUSD - Laurel Elementary Academy ASP 350,000 $184,9567 $234,997 370%
DOUSD - Maxwell Park ASP $50,000 $92,400 $142.400 185%
OUSD Reach Academy ASP $50,000 $112,500 $162.500 225%
QUSD - Horace Mann Resolve ASP $50,000 $155,000 $205,.000 310%
QUSD - Think College Now ASP $50,000 $195.311 5245311 331%
OUSD T. Marshall Elementary - Inspire ASP $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 200%
Safe Passages Frick Middle Schogl ASP $50,000 $159,486 $200,486 319%
SSCF - Lazear School -Pathways ASP 350,000 $138,612 $188,612 277%
After School Enrichment Grantees Tota! $1,550,000| $4,785,699| $6,333,660 309%

QUSD-Laurel Elementary Academy AS

—TT
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Qakland Kids First - Real
Hard

Question: Has this
program helped you
atall?

Answer:“l wasa'l
average student, and
because of this program
lam a‘B’ average
student.”

Family Support
Services -Youth
Program.

Question: Do you
think this program
has made a difference
in your life or how
you interact with
people?

(12 year old)

Answer: “ Yes, in how
1approach people, my
manners, and how

to treat people and
respect others.”

Youth Ages 15-20 Career and College Readiness
and Youth Leadership

Table 18

$100,000

$100,000

Pércent
Match _

$200,000 100%
Asian Community Mental Health Services-AYPAL $200,000 $335,500 $535,500 168%
BEST/EXCEL HS - Youth Leadership $200,000 $348.833 $548,833 174%
Dimensions Dance Theater - intern Program 335,800 $34,960 $70,760 98%
Fast Bay Asian Youth Centar -RISE $132,409 $78.179 $210,588 50%
Eastside Arts Alliance Youth Center $100,000 $100.160 $200,160 100%
Global Education Pannership-EETP $108,500 $66.,083 $174,583 61%
Next Step Learning Center-Success at 17 351,859 571,834 $123,683 139%
Oakland Kids First-Real Hard $136,000 $107,048 $243,048 79%
DASES SOAR Career & College Readiness $55,000 $104,210 $159,210 185%
Qpera Piccola -AntGate Advance $102 387 $57 650 $159,937 56%
Spanish Speaking Citizen's Foundation-Youth L sadership $150,000 $1389,247 $289,247 93%
Youth ALIWE !- Teens on Target $150,000 549 488 $199.488 33%
Youth Employment Partnership-Career Try Qut $174,919 5114,597 $289. 516 66%
Youth Together- Youth Leadership $200,000 $558 828 $758,828 279%
Youth UpRising - Corners Café $41,500 $82.000 $123.500 198%
Youth UpRising - Youth Grants %175,000 $44,738 $219,738 26%
Career/Caollege Readiness & Youth Leadership Total $2,113,374 $2,393,355| $4,506,729| 113%

Children and Youth of All Ages Physical and

Behavioral Health

Table 19

$175,000

$383,931

Bay Area Oakland SCORES $150,192 $97,368 $247 560 65%
Bay Area Qutreach & Recreation Program (BORP) $40,000 $23,425 363,425 59%
First Place for Youth - Healthy Transitions $175,000 $693,912 $868,912 397%
Jack Lendon Aguatic Center-Rowing Revolution $53,999 $39,866 $93,865 74%
La Clinica De La Raza-Youth Brgade $92 209 $31,677 $123,886 34%
Native American Heath Center-Youth Voices $175,000 $281,219 $456,219 161%
OBUGS-Planting a Future $100,000 363,755 $163,755 64%
Project Re-Connect $166,000 $186,156 $352 156 112%
SportsdKids After School Program $175,000 $198,066 $373,066 113%
Through The Looking Glass-Families w/ Disabilities 371,000 $58,767 $129,767 83%
Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees Total $1.373,400 $2,058,142| $3,431,542 150%

| i




Summary of Grantee Funding by Cluster

Table 20

Cludter of Grantees by St

$4,785.699 56 333.660

Afier School Enrichment Grantees Total $1,550 000

Comprehensive After School Program Grantees Total $5320.490 | $7 633,172 | $12953,662 143%
Career/College Readiness & Youth Leadership Total $2.113,374 | $2.393,355 | $4,508,729 113%
Early Chiidhood Grantees Total §1342 320 5910665 $2,252 089 68%
Physical and Behavioral Heaith Grantees Total $1373,400 | $2.058,142 | $3,431,542 150%
Summer Enrichment Grantees Total $424,685 3181096 $605,781 43%
105 CFCY Grantees Total $12,124,269 $17,962,133 $30,084,363 148%

Funding for Youth Stipends and Grants

Table 21

rof Grantees by, Strategic.Goals s
Aﬂer S{:hool Enrichment Grantees Total $4 500 0%
Comprehensive After School Program Grantees Total $5,500 0%
Career/College Readiness & Youih Leadership Total $501,332 11%
Early Childhood Grantees Totat £300 0%
Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees Total $35,157 1%
Summer Enrichment Grantees Total 30 0%
105 OFCY Graniees Total $548,789 2%

QOFCY funded $548,78%in youth stipends and grants, This represents 2% of the total funds allocated overall. The vast majority of the stipends
and youth grants were in the strategic category of Youth Ages 15-20 Career and College Readiness and Youth teadership. The above table
shows the percent of the total funds (OFCY grants and match) that were budgeted for youth stipends and grants by strategic prigrity area, Only
the physical and behaviarai health and the career and college readiness and youth leadership had a significant percentage gver 1% of their

funds allecated for youth stipends and grants.

American Indian Chitd Resource Center

-k NS A e E b |
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BACR- Prescott ASP

Questio[n: What do
you think about the
teachers? Do you
think they're nice and
helpful?

Answer: “Yes, because
they give me knowl-
edge and alot of good
advice. They are really
hefpful; they talk to us
about our lives and our
education.”

ngheerund Sobrante Allendale Brookﬁeld &ngh!and ASp




What did OFCY spend on services this year?

BACR-Madison ASP

Question: Would you
tell other friends to
come and join the
program?

Table 22

(13 year old}
Answer:” It'sa fun
pregram and it is
Grantees spent $29,874,4%4 of their total funds, They spent 99% of their OFCY funds and 100% of their matching funds, The matching hetter to come and
funds spent represents a leverage of 1319 of the OFCY funds spent. do something thatis
good for them. Itis
better here thanin

What did OFCY spend on each strategic area? i

Table 23
» P o P o 0
O d 0 0 ¢ ct 4 0 P

ey o anlees D atedq 02 83 o &3 on &3 ae 3 ed
Afler School Enrichment Grantees Total $1,407 013 $4,432.942 $5,839,955 81% 93% 92% 315% .
Comprehensive After School Program Grantees Total $5.310,204] $7,903,855| 513214059 100% 104% 102% 149%
Career/College Readiness & Youth Leadership Total $2.110,987| $2.268419] $4379406 100% 95% S7% 107%
Eary Childhood Grantees Total $1,288.222| $1.077,158] $2 385380 95% 118%, 105% B84%
Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees Total $1,368 465 $2.092094] $3.460,559 100% 102% 101% 153%
Summer Enfichment Grantees Total $421,689 $193,446 $615,135 S9% 107% 102% 46%
105 OFCY Grantees Total $11,006,580 $17,067,914 $29.874.494 $8% 100% 69% 151%

Grantees spent their OFCY funds from a range of 91% to 100%. Grantees spent their matching funds on a range of 92% to 105%. Some grantees were successful in raising
more funds than planned. The range of percent of matching funds spent to 0FCY funds spent was 315% for After School Enrichment to 84% for Early Childhood Grantees,

OusD- Howard Elementary ASP

vy AR N
FY 2007-08 OFCY Final Evaluation Report 33




S A

Who were the staff providing serwces7

Table 24

Why staff are so important to the success of OFCY programs?

Evaluators were very impressed with the professionatism, dedication,
and tenacity of OFCY funded staff. OFCY funded staff demonstrated a
passion for impeoving the lives of children and youth. The staff were
dynamic, demonstrated respact for children ang youth, and clearly
served as caring and supportive adults in thei lives,

Lisbeth B. Schorr, the Director of the Harvard University Project on
Effective Interventions, points out the importance of talented, flexible,
and dedicated program staff. Schorr also co-chairs the Roundtable on
Comprehensive Community Initiatives for Children and Families of the
Aspen Institute. With her research onimproving the future of children,
families and communities, she i5 a recognized leader in major national
efforts on behalf of children and yeuth. Her latest book - “Cemmaon
Purposes, Strengthening Families and Neighborhoods to Rebuild
America” - is considered essential reading for people interested in
improving the conditions of families and children in our country.

Schorr conducted research on thousands of programs across the
country and determined seven attributes of highly effective programs.
She also reviewed why certain successful programs flourished. She
concluded that all successful programs require gifted and tenacious
individuals to design, implement, and evaluate programs, The
following are excerpts from-her latest book on why program staff are
essential for the delivery of quality services.

Schorr’s Seven Attributes of Highly Effec-

tive Programs

1. Successful pregrams are comprehensive, flexible, sesponsive, and
persevering. ‘No one ever says, this may be what you need, but it's
not part of my job to help you get it That struck me as tae key..to
SUCCESS.

2. Successful programs see children in the context of their families,
‘We nurture parents se they can nuriure their children’

3. Successtul programs deal with families as parts of the neighborhoods
and communities. Successful pregrams grow deep roots in the
community and respond to the needs identified by the community.

4. Successful programs have a lang-term prevention orientation, a
dlear mission, and continue to evolve over time. They hold their goats
steady but adapt their strategies to reach their goals.

5. Successful programs are weli managed by competent and
committed individuals with clearly identified skills.

6. Staff of successful programs are trained and supported to provide
high-quality, responsive services. Effective programs are aware that

.= ]
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the greater the discretion given to front-line staff, the greater the need and importance
of excelient training....

7. Successful programs operate in sattings that encourage practitioners to buiid strong
relationships based on mutuat trust and respect (Schorr, 1997).

Importance of Staff

“Itis the quality of staff that makes a program”is the commorn sense expression thatmany
hold to be trug. The evaluators share this assumption and attempted to determine the
quality and commitment of the staff through interviews, questionnaires, observatians,
and fecus grougs.

OFCY Funded Staff
This report contains information about the extent t¢ which the staff of OFCY funded
Service Providers applied the principles of youth development. Evafuaters met with
staff for interviews and focus groups, The 934 QFCY-funded staff also completed a
questionnaire about the impertance of various chitd and youth developmental assets
orogeam compenents, how effectively they had been implemented and answered
questions about the effectiveness of their organizations and cellaboratives,

The following chart and table indicate the gender and ethnicity of staff funded by OFCY
who filled out staff quality improvemens questionnaires. .

Chart 5- QFCY Staff Gender

'y .' _ . .. . P R

! Gender OFCY - Funded Staff

! Transgender
1%

Female
69%

Over two thirds of the staff funded by OFCY are female.



Table 25— Ethnicity

Ethnlmt ofOFCY Funded Staff
— A L —
i :t FPercent,

Latlno Amerlcan 157 17% Staff members funded represent a sample of
African American 296 32% the highty diverse ethnic papulation of Gakland
Asian/Pl American 175 19% with the largest percentage being African
White American 171 19% American.

Native American 13 1%

Mixed/Other 101 11%

Total 913

Table 26— Experience Working with Children and Families

OFCY - Funded Staff Experience Serving
Children and the|r Fam|l|e5

Staff members funded have an average of 8.3
years of experience working with children and

T T T
"~ Years Experiencesns e

Under 3 years 129 16%  families.
3to 5 years 231 28%

5to 10 years 250 30%

over 10 years 216 26%

Total 826

Chart 6- Education of Staff

e T T —

Schooling of OFCY - Funded Staff

Graduate school+
7%

B High school grad

14%

College graduate
42%

Some college
20%

Staff members funded by OFCY have an average of 14.5 years of education and schooling, This means that on average
staff members have two and half years of college. Atmost half of the staff funded are coltege and university graduates,

*ALMHS (OFCY)

{Girl)

Question: Will you rec-
emmend this program
to another friend?

Answer: " Yes, because
most of my friends don't
do nothing and they

are just home, It would
be a good opportunity
to come and join the
program.”

{Girl)

Question: Are your
grades getting hetter
because of this pro-
gram? . .

Answer: “Yes, because |
need t¢ have my grades
high to be part of the

! program, and I love
i the program, that s

the reason | have goed
grades” '

SFSU Coliseun Co[lege
Prep

Question: Do you like this
program?

Answer:"Yes, because it
helps you te take out your
anger, and your frustra-
tiens, and teaches you a
lot a things that you can
use to protect yourself”

| - e

T A M)

o
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Leadership Excellence- Freedom
School (summer}

Questien: What do you learn
here at this program? |

(7 years old)

Answer: “We learn a lot of good
things. We learn to not hit
anybody and be good.”

BACR-Lafayette

How did staff rate child/you

Staff members were asked to evaluate their strategies based on 28
child/youth developmental assets. Each OFCY staff member was
given a list of program design components related to developmental
assets, For each item on the fiss, they were asked 1o rate the
importance of each design companent and how well they performed
in implementisig the component.

The table on the next page shows the ranking results completed by
687 OFCY funded grantee staff members. Respondents agreed with
the following observations of the evaluators:
- The Grantees have successfully engaged youth to participate
in activities,
« Youth are treated with respect by pragram staff.
+ Youth developed new relationships with additional caring
and supporting adults.
« The programs are practicing the theories of child and youth
developmental assets.

Staff members from 105 OFCY agencies rated the importance of 28
youth developmental asset goals on a scale from 1-10, with 10 being
the most important within their agency, Staff also rated the cegree
to which the agency was accomplishing each goat on a scale from
1-10. The average ratings across 687 staff members were calculated
for each of the 28 goals on both rating scales, The mean scores were
ardered and the orderings compared. The two orderings correlated
0.94, indicating a high degree of agreement between importance
and level of accomplishment aross agencies. Thus, staff tended 1o
see @ match between the degree of emphasis placed on the 28 goals
and the extent to which their agency was helping clients achieve
their goals. This alignment of strateqy with results reflects a high
degree of maturity of operation acress the agencies participating in
the OFCY program.

The last column in the table indicates the difference between
the importance of the particular goal and its accomplishment.

LRI S
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Since accomplishment was subtracted from importance, negative
discrepancies reflected more emphasis and less accomplishment.
Four goals, “Youth learn how to rescive differences non-violently”;
“Children are expected ta respect the diversity of the group”; "Program
has a focus with clearly stated goals and objectives”; and "Children
fearn how to listen” were rated as clearly less accomplished relative
to impertance. These goals may be either more difficult to achieve
or take tonger to achieve than other goals, Possibly, training staff on
ways to accomplish these goals mare rapidly would be helpful. Three
goals, were rated as higher in accomplishment than importance,
signaling either misplaced effort or alack of appreciation among staff
toward their true importance, In contrast, these three goals may be
easier o achieve, as reflected in the levels of accomplishment that
ctearly exceed the levels of impontance.

Areas for continuous improvement are indicated in Table 20. These
topics could be considered for discussions at OFCY's quarterty
meetings of service providers.

“Program Provides Children a Safe Place”
is Ranked Number One

“Program provides participants & safe place” was the statement
ranked number one in accomptishments by the 687 OFCY funded
staff members surveyed. Staff members agreed with the Evaluators’
positive assessment that each grantee kept children and youth safe
during its program. Fhe table on the next page, shows the rankings
of how important and how well each of the staff members felt their
services contributed to accomplishing each statement.

th development strategies?



Child/Youth Developmental Asset Goals Ranked in Importance and Degree of
Accomplishment by QFCY funded Grantee Staff

Tahle 27
Youth Developmental Assets Strategies: Importance and Accomplishrnent
- u.l a = A 2 : D " nd e
a a J a Oy
Program provides children a safe place for their participation. 2 1
Children are treated with respect by program stafi. 1 -1
Children fee! like they belong and are accepted by the 4 4
program.
Children develop new relationship with additional canng and 10 ; 5 Over
supperting adults, Accomplishment
Youth are expected to respect each other and program staff. 3 -2
Program has high expectations for participants. B8 6 2
. Over
Youth are encouraged 1o bond with other youth and staff. 14 7 )
Accomplishment
Children are expected {o respect the diversity of the group. 5 8 -3
Program has a focus with clearly stated geals and 6 A 3
obiectives.
Youth are encouraged 10 accept the diversity and g K A
unigyeness of each paricipant.
Program encourages youth te find something they can be 17 & " Over
geood at, Accomplishment
Youth learn how to resolve differences non-violently. 1 5 Need Improvement
Youih learn tc set higher expectations for themselves. 11 -2
Program has clear rules for attendance and behavior. 12 -2
Youth Jearn how to say what thay want. ’ 20 5
Children learn teamwerk and how 1o work with each ciher. 13 -3
Children increase their level of panticipation at school. 16 -1
Children learn how to listen. 15 -3 Need Improvement
Youth learn to respect the cemmunity. : 18 -1
Youth fearn how to compromise. 19 -1
Program seas children in context of their families. 21 0
Youth are crganized into cluks, teams, andfor groups o 24 5
carry-out projects, trips, and events.
Program allows participants tc participate in seme of the
s . . R 23 0
decisions affecting the program.
Youth increase their level of participation in the community, 22 -2
Youth understand how their mind works tc learn new things. 25 0
Youth increase their level of participation at home. 26 o]
Youth learn how the political and econemic systems work. 27 o]
Youth learn abecut how the legal system works. 28 o 0

Note: Larger negative discrepancies identify items deemed mare important that are not being accomplished, while larger positive
discrepancies denotes items or lower importance being accomplished well.

T Y T .
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EBAY(-Bella Vista & La
Escuelita Higher Learn-
ing ASP

Question: Why do you
like the program?

(9 years ald}

Answer: "Because it
makes me a better
persen and makes me
smart. Also because
the people here are re-
ally good and | get help
with my hemewark and
better grades.”

Marcus A. Foster Ed. In.-
Prescott Circus Theatre

Question: Why should the
city of Oakland continue
to fund this program?

{Boy 15 years old)
Answer: “It brings a lot

of joy to the community,
since Qaklandis a low
income community. ... It
helps a lot of kids who
have nothing, and helps
them stay out of trouble.”

Who are our children and youth customers?

Tabie 28

LE ) v L 5 e
L.0:5yrs. " . 6:10yEE] ALT15:20ys. L Unknown - |

A

5% 1 7% | MEDIUM

GFCY Grantess served 24,186 unduplicated registered customers with angoing services this year. Registered customers were those customers
who are reposted in the OFCY Grant Monitoring and Evaluation System Participant1.D, Report Form. The Evaluatios Team removed any duplicates
of customers in order to develapa count of unduplicated customers across all grantee fundad programs. Readers should note that the number
of registered customers are ongoing customers wha received an average of 238 hours of services. OFCY does not track short term or one-time
customers.

The OFCY Pesformance Logic Model Evaluation System uses the following factors to repost o the child and youth customers served this year:

Gender
Ethnicity
- Age
+  Level of Child/Youth Developmental Assets

The fallowing table and chart show the gender of OFCY customers. Child and Youth customers were 50% female, 48% male and 2%
unknown

Gender of OFCY Customers

Chart7
Gender of OFCY Customers
OFCY customers Unknown
arealmost 294
equally diviged
between females
and males,
Female
50%
- " pal g N Lo | I
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Grantees served an ethnically diverse group of children and youth. The following table shows a comparison of the ethnic composition of youth
customers to the earollment in Oakland Unified School District for school year 2006-2007 mid-year ang the 2000 U.S. Census ethnicity figures.
The ethnicity of OFCY cusiomers over the fast eight years is shown.

Table 29

VY 0T MEY.0 0 045 EYI0 n.% 0
0 027 ME'0 04 s PR o6 07 Y08 Ye hoo Suso
G . (j- AC 2 A a a a A . al A d A d %A o 007-08

African American 47 % 48% 43% 47% 46%| 42% 40% i % 39% 6%
Lating/Hispanic 20% 24% 29% 31% 29%| 23% 33%]; 30%] %
Asian/ Pac. |s. 22% 18% 15% 13% 16%1{ 13% 14 %4 4% 15% 6%
Caucasian 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% % 11% 56
Multi-Racial 5% 3% 2% 2% 3% 6% 5% 5% 1% %
Native American 3% 1% 2% 1% 2% 4% 1% % kY 0.4%
Other 1% 3%| 5% 3% 1% 8%| 3% R 3%

OUSD Ethnicity from 2008 School Year - Ca. Dept. of Ed.

Ethnicity of OFCY customers is plus ar minus 2% of the etfinicity of students enrolied In Dakland Unified School Disirict (OUSD} except for Lating/Hispanic
Arnerlcan youth that is 6% behing theirschool percent of envoliment. In generai, the exhnicity of OFCY children and youth is similar i@ the ethnicity of OUSG
for the 2006-07 schaol year.

Readers should note that all percentages should
sum to 100%, except for rounding error
EBAYC - Rise

Question: What
do you do in this
program?

Answer: “l get help
with math, English,

science and they help
me with tests that |
need to study for”
Ala Costa Center After School BA(R - Emerson/Peralta After School
1
o vt abr: s T
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American Indian Child
Resource Center

Question: De you
think there sheuld be
more programs like
this in Oakfand? Why?

Answer: “Yes, there
should because it
gives us a place to go
after school and it
hefpsalot”

M

Alameda County
Health Care
Foundation

Question: Has
this program
¢hanged you'in
any way?

Answer: “This
program has
keep meina
positive vibe,
and out of the
streets)”

What are the ages of OFCY customers?

The following tables and charts display the age distribution of OFCY customers this year compared to the five previous years. Data for ages
of customers indicate that:

9% of the customers are under 5 years old
+ 33% of the customers are 6-10 years old or younger,

30% are 1110 14 years old,

6% are 1510 20 years old, and 2% are unknown or parents

Ages of OFCY Customers Over Time

The follewing chart shows the ages of OFCY customers over time for the last seven years.
Chart 8 '

Percentage of Ages of OFCY Customers Over Time

1
| 40% B - o
| ) 3
i ‘ :f r F
| _ . :
i 35% +—— =, B
i R .a_“ g. N
S Hh
| 30% {— s
| 1L
. o5% - | BIFY 07-08
i : 3 :‘ ¥ —
| IRy e @ FY 06-07
20% AT A7
! L R ) [CIFY 05-06
Y T o
| 15% A T4 [IFY 04-05
| A Pl E T
1 -H N fel !
! o 1 11 BFY 03-04
1 i "‘ : a" ,.:
| 1 i FIFY 02-03
- L N R
5 5% - 4k SRR BFY 01-02
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The changes from last year to this year are a dectine of 2% for children 0 to 5, an increase of 8% for youth ages 6 to 10 years old {note: largest
percent in eight years), 5% dedine in youth ages 11 to 14 years ofd, and a decraase of 2% for youth ages 15 to 20 years old. Elementary
school age youth are the highest percentage provided services this year. High school age youth are at the lowest percentage of school age
yauth served this year and lowest percentage in eight years.  This reflects the large commitment to comprehensive after school programs
that allocated more funds to serve elementary school age children, The declining percent of OFCY funds being directed at otder youth should
be discussed by the OFCY's Planning and Oversight Committee,

L Peamama s

Fid - |
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Where Do OFCY Customers Live in Oakland?

Zip Codes of OFCY Customers

The foltowing table indicates the hame zip codes of customers. The enly geographical customer information collected on the participant 1.D.
reporting form was zip codes, Since zip codes can correspend with up to three Oakland City CoundH Districts, this data limits conclusions about
how many customers were being served according to the Council District in which the OFCY customers reside,

Oakland City Council Districts and 2P Codes Table 30
OFCY Customers by Zip /—ﬁ
Code Where They Live hy B
g R L et isthis |
94552 4] 0.0% important? -
94577 107 0.4% OFCYand other [ =
94601 4907 20.3% cgmmumty '”‘
G, L
94602 1,009 4.2% stakeholdersare |
94603 2973 12.3% "
District 3 94605 2102 8 7% concerned about
“d — 194606 2779] 115% the overall well- .
' ‘ being and 7
bistrict s | 94607 2110 8.7% h |9h | 4
sass; | 94608 832 3.4% eaithy ¢
94609 989]  4.1% developmentof |.
94610 412]  1.7% Oakland youth. |
94611 241 1.0% Z|p code data is ;
) s
N // 94612 692 Z.9% one indicator of - |
g g 94613 11 0.0% hether OF v
, 94618 89| 0.4% whether OFCY .
5 94619 873]  36% is serving those |,
94621 2,652] 11.0% youth most T
94704 4 0.0% likelytoneed . |.2
%4705f n 1 0;2 Og‘;b OFCYsupport |-
ut of Area ,034 4. . ;
©“ oin P Unknown 354]  1.4% andassistance | |
Total 24,186 inrealizing . .|
Map produced by Urban Strategies Council healthy :

development, »
such as children [

Council Districts Where Youth Live growingupin « | %,

Counil districts were assigned with zip codes except when zip codes were in more than one council district, In these cases avaluators randomly poverty. Ny
assigned youth participants with these zip codes based on the geographic size of the zip code in the affected district. Therefore, the table el
below is a statistical approximation. The table alsa shows 2000 Census for children and children in poverty.

OFLY Customers by Gakland Ci — - Table 31
A i 2 13 M OIStHEr 4 R O C SR District 657 District 7 __
FY 2006-07 - Last Year 8% 14% 16% 5% 18% 14% 24%
FY 2007-C8 - This Year 7% 14% 14% 5% 22% 14% 24%
Perceniage of Youth under 21 10% . 14% 11% 12% - 17% T 17% 17% -
Percentage of Youth Under 21 Living in Poverly 11% 14% 17% 7% 18% 17% | L 1T% F
Difference from Youth Served by OFLY and Youlh
Under 21 -3% 0% 3% 7% 5% -3% 7%
Difference from Youth Served by OFCY and Youth
Leaving in Povery. -4% 0% -3% -2% 4% -3% 7%
Customers for this year are distributed with underrepresentation in Districts 1,3,4, and & and over representation in districts 5 and 7, based
on the 2000 1.5 Census for children living in poverty.
b
00 g S A S S T =
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hy is this A

important?

Understanding
what percentage of
children and youth
customers have low,
medium, and high
assets gives stake-
holders insight into
whether OFCY is sery-
ing the highest need
youth. Stakeholders
should continue
to monitor level of
youth assets and
discuss fluctuations
in the proportions.
For example, if the
percent of low asset
leve] youth drops,
praviders should help
determine why low
asset youth are not

~ participating in QFCY-
funded servies.

—

OFCY Child & Youth Customers’
Level of Developmental Assets :

Youth Seff-Assessment of Risk Avoidance, Protective, and Resiliency Assets (RPRA)

The evaluation system used the Risk Avaidance, Protective, and Resiliency Asset Assessment {RPRA) Instrument to conduct 4 self-assessment
of these assats for 8,465 children and youth. Data from the self-assessment by youth is reported in Appendix A. The RPRA instrument used
in this evaluation has been devefoped for the OFCY Evaluation and tesied by the evaluators on 119,023 youth in Santa (lara and San Mateo
{ounties and 38,212 youth in Oaklang. The RPRA has been accepted by over 208 community-based organizations and public agencies as a
method of measuring the assets of the youth they serve. The short form of the instrument has an alpha refiability of .86 and has norms of
high, medium, and low levels of assets. Low assets are an indication of high-risk youth, medium assets indicate at-risk youth, and Righ assets
indicate youth with little risk of difficulties at home, school, and in the community,

Comparing RPRA Self-Assessment to Demographics of Customers

The evaluation team compared and rhatched the RPRA self-assessment scores to the youth demographics, There were only small differences
in total RPRA assets across all breakdowns, including zip code, ethnicity, age, and gender. This finding supports the equality of groups in
averall level of need,

The following chart and table indicate youth asset summary sceres for all OFCY Grantees wha surveyed their children and youth,

Table32

_OFCY RPRA Youth Seif Assessment
{7 _Developmental Assets® '  [FY 06:07 {

Medium Level of RPRA Assets

The total RPRA scoxe is 84% which isin the medium level for all grantees,

Risk Avoi §4%
F’Irnl ec\tliv:j;r;zeets 86%‘: The total RPRA score percentages are normed as follows: 87.5% or
Resiliency Assels 87% higher is High Assets and 81.25% or below is Low Assets, which

indicates youth at highest risk of anti-sociat behavior. Youth across all
OFCY agencies averaged medium assets and are considered at risk for
anti-social behavior ang other behaviors that can interfere with their
health, wellness, and future success. As a group, OFCY grantees have
served youth with a medium level of assets over the last seven years,

Total RPRA. - -%
Social Attachment

79%

Chart?’

Percentage of OFCY Customers with {

Low, Medium and High Assets )
*_eadership Excellence (sum-

mer} {OFCY)
(1sabella 7 years old}

Question: What do you
learn here at this program?

High
0,

% Answer:“ Welearn a lot
of good things. We learn
to not hit anybody and be
good.”

Medium
27%

This year's self-assessment of 8,465 youth shows children and youth with 35% high and 27% medium assets and 38% low assets. -

wr

T :
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Why Measure Child and Youth Developmental Assets?

The RPRA (Risk Aveidance, Protective Assets, and Resiliency Assets)
questiannaire assesses the extent of a yeuth's developmental assets'
with a summary score and three subscale scores, This questionnaire
also includes & measure of social attachment. The purpose of the
RPRA is to indicate whether grantees are helping low asset youth in
Qakland to develop mare assets for leading a better adult life. The
purpose of assessing sacial attachment is to identify potentially
viofent youth before they harm others in their school or after-school
programs. Students identified are shared with grantees. This year's
assessment identified 11 students with very low social attachment
scores.

The summary score includes 2f of the questions for the three
subscales. This total score is reported to indicate the level of a youth's
devefopmental assets near the beginniag of the program, It is
expected that their developmental assets will increase as a result of
participating in the program. However, such changes in assets are
better determined by examining the service productivity of each
grantee’s services,

Risk Avoidance Assets

The eight Risk Avoidance questions cover whether the youth was
exposed to or involved in risky activities, such as drugs, drinking,
smoking, gangs, unsafe neighborhocd or school, and whether the
youth coensiders the consequences of his/her actions before acting to
avoid the pitfalls and risks the youth encounters,

1 Search Institute. Minnegoolis, MN. The 40 deveiopmentel assets for
adofescents. {n.d) posted oi hitp://eww communitycollaborarion,
netfig42.hm.

Protective Assets

The 11 Protective Asset questions reflect positive behaviors the
youth has made into habits. Examples of such behaviors are
showing respect for other peaple, feeling good about the choices
one makes, knowing what to do to achieve goals or handle
work/school assignments, and maintaining ene’s cool in difficult
situations.

Resiliency Assets

The 13 Resiliency Asset questions cover the youth's involvement
in home, school, and community. Positive answers 1¢ these
questions demonstrate more involvement of a positive nature,
Some examples are feeling valued at schoch, being respected at
heme, ant being connected to a caring aduit in the community
who is not a family member. ’

Social Attachment Assets

Social attachment refers to the nature and strength of relationships
that pegple have with each other. It includes the more intimate
relationships with family and frfends, as well as people’s
associations with individuals and organizations in the wider
community. More generally, it refers to the way in which peopte
bend, interactwith, and feel about ether peeple, organizations and
institutions, such as dlubs, business organizations, political parties,
and various gavernment organizations. At secial attachment’s
opposite extreme lie notions of sociel detachment, social isolation
and social exclusion.’ The RPRA inchudes six questions about social
atiachment/detachment, They cover emotional state and peer
relations, Alower score indicates less attachment, as indicated by
a depressed state, no friendships, and being victimized by other
youth.

2 Baiger-Shimitt, R. and Noll, H, 2000, Conceptug! frameworks and
Streecture of o Eurapean Systen of Seciad indicaters, £ Reporiing Working
Paser No. 9, Centre 1o Sacial Research and Methodology, Mennhein:

h

y is this

important?
The RPRA data are
also avaifable by
type of asset: risk
avoidance, protec-
tive, and resiliency.
RPRA data by type of
asset should inform
program approach.
For example, if
protective assets are
particularly low or
decline over time,
providers shoutd
explore how they
are using youth's
strengths to build
the youths' ability to
be empathetic, care,
communicate, prob-
lem solve, resolve
conflicts, set goats,
and other variables
in this area,
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The following table summarizes the types of variables the RPRA measures to determine the RPRA 1otal score.
Table 33
Risk “Avoidance 'Asse Resiliency Assets
Level of Safety mp Caring, siructuring, and supportive adults n
communications tarmily, school ang community
Viclence avoidance Problem solving skills High exp_ec’(anon in family, school. and
community
Drug risk avoidance Self-‘comrol: refusal skilis, conflict resolution, Level of Pamupaﬂon in family, school, and
and impulse control commnity
Gang and anti-social peer avoidance Life goal setting: sense of autonomy, purpose,
and future
Level of attachment to pre-social
institutions and adults
T
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What service strategies did we conduct?

Table 34 vidren sk il 3Afer Schodl || Compreherisive || Comprehensive

‘After School |- -After School
Program Program

Nate: Strategies are
a percentage of the
Ennchment amount total hours of
Ages 6.0.14, service.

This is the second year of QFCY's New Strategic Plan setting direction for the next two years. This new plan has strategies based on the
following age groupings as indicated in the graphic below. The graphic indicates the various strategic areas along with the percent of
funding, percent of hours of service, number of contracts, the ameunt of funding for the year, the number of unduplicated customers aad
cost per hour of sarvice fos this yeas,

Graphic6

I

CHILDREN AGESO 5 (Percent of. Fundmg Spent 8% Percent of. Hours of Service = 4%) ’ - R

Services for Children with Special Needs_— 4 Contracts for $1.0 million spent with 129% match fund:ng
that served 2,407 customers at $15.54 an hour for services this year.

Parent-Child Learning Opportunities — 5 Contracts for $1.3 million spent with 60% match funding that
served 1,361 customers at $8 08 an hour for ser\nces this year.
‘,-:r“

CHILDREN AGES 6-14 (Percent ofFundlngSpent 64%,-PercentofHoursofSerwce 76%) "_ S

i, R 2, 5,
After School Enrichment Services — 27 Contracts for $5.8 million spent with 315% match funding that
served 5,244 customers at $3.38 an hour for services this year.
Comprehensive Elementary After School = 23 Contracts for $7.9 million spent with 145% match funding
that served 4,807 customers at $4.58 an hour for service this year.
Comprehensive Middle After School — 13 Contracts for $5.3 million spent with 155% match funding that
served 3, 184 customers at $5.67 an hour for services this year.

YOUTH AGES 15-20 (PercentofFundmg Spent—-1 5%;, Percent ofHours ofSer\nce— 11%) N e

Career and College Readiness — 8 Contracts for $2,0 million spent with 107% match funding that
served 4,026 customers at $6.86 an hour for services this vear.

Youth Leadership -- 9 Coniracts for $2.4 million with 93% match with funding that served 1,693
customers at $6.96 an hour.

=T T s Tf 4 PR B ToaT. Co, . PR B -
CHILOREN ALL AGES {Percent of Funding Spent = 14%; Percent of Hours éﬁf‘Servjﬁceﬂ,—_ 8% .. T A oee
Physical and Behavioral Health — 11 Contracts for $3.5 million spent with 153% match funding that
served 2. 975 customers at $8.18 an hour for services this year.
Summer Enrichment — 5 Contracts for $615,135 spent with 46% match funding that served 442
customers at $9.39 an hour,

BACR- Madison ASP
Question; What de you like mast about this program?

{13 year old)
Answer: “1like that they give us a lot of opportunities to learn new
things and try different ideas”

v
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Strategiesata Glance

The foltowing chart indicates the percent of total funds granted and the percent of effort or hours of service delivered this year.

Chart 10

Percentage of Total Funds Spent and Hours of Service Delivered by Strategy Area
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The largest strateqic area with the most funds {64%) and hours of service (76%] was “Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 years old for comprehensive after schoo! program
(CASP), and after school errichment (ASE), and summer enrichment activities” The category of “Youth Ages 15 ta 20 years old for Career and College Readiness and Youth
Leadership (CCRYL)" was second with 15% of the funds and 11% of the hours of service. “Public and behavioral health (PBH) and summer enrichment (SE)* were both
designed for children and youth of all ages with this category representing 14% of the funds and 8% of the hours of service. “Early Childheed {EC)" was allocated 8% of the
funds and generated 4% of the hours of service Note to Reader. The correlation between amount of funds and amount of hours of service detivered is dependant on the
cost per hour of service. If the cost per hour is higher than the average cost per hour of $5.87 than the amount of funding will produce less hours of service. Similarly, if the
cast per hour is lower than the average than the amount of funding will produce more hours of service.

Oakland SUCCESS and OFCY Collaboration is Working

“Childsen and youth ages 6-14 comprehensive after school program” is a collaboration between OFCY and Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) Oakland SUCCESS office to
provide comprehensive after school services, The collaborative, talted Oakland SUCCESS, has the mission to provide comprehensive after school pragramming with its goals
articutated as follows:

1) focus the resources currently spent an after school activities by OFCY;

2) leverage existing funds and capacity of QUSD After Schaol Education and Safety Program {ASES) sites;

3) encourage partnership and ceardination amang after school service providers in Oakland; and

4) expand the number of Oakland youth served in a comprehensive after school program.

The comprehensive after school strategy has successfully increased the community partnesship in the schools by funding community based agencies working in partaership
with the schools to provide a safe place for children and youth t¢ receive additional academic and enrichment activities after school. This partnership has increased the
leveraging of the OFCY funds and allowed after school services at 63 schoels in Oakland to serve 13,335 youth with 4.4 million hours of services during this year.

»_/



Table 35

*MAF Prescott
Uowns (summer}
{OFCY)

{Group Question)

Question: What

makes you guys

keep coming to the
" program?

Answer: {Boy}” |
enjoy working with
the kids.” (15 year
old Gil)" I like
performing, being
on stage, and mak-
ing people happy.
(17 year old Girl)
Learning new tricks
and work with new
people and kids.”

{Boy 15 years old)

Question: Why
should the city of
Oakland continue to
fund this program?

Answer: “ [t brings

a lot of joy to the
community, since
Oakland is a low
inceme commu-
nity....Ithelps a
lot of kids who have
nothing to do. And
helps them stay out
of trouble”

Hours of Service
per Customer.

OFCY%s grantee’s delivered 5.8 million hours of service, They collectively deliverad 118% of their planned services for this year. Eachunduplicated
customer averaged 238 hours of service.

Amount of Service for Each Strategic Area

Table 36

Percentof -,

Plan:)ed ’ ) Contracted * Hrours of
Hourg of | Actual Hours ] Services . Se_rvice per
Service fo_r of Service for "} - ‘Delivered Custormer for
. Year_ __Year_____H Yearfor Year__| ear
After Schoo| Enrichment Grantees Total 1419791 1,725 770 122% 329
Comprehensive After Schoo! Program (CASP) Grantees Total 2,267,129 2,664,113 118% 329
Total Elementary CASP 1,435,273 1,733,590 120% 317
Total Middle School CASP B31,856 930,523 114% 350
Career/College Readiness & Youth Leadership Total 572,835 638,754 112% 159
Totat Career and College Readiness 249,996 284 064 118% 126
Total Youth Leadership 322,839 344 890 107% 204
Earty Childhood Grantees Total 163,899 231,904 141% 68
Total EC Special Needs 39,375 65,621 167% 32
i Total EC Parent Child Learning 124,524 166,283 134% 122
Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees Total 394 427 423 250 107% 142
Summer Enrichment Grantees Total 60,755 65,523 108% 86

OFCY's grantees by strategic area all met or exceeded the performance goal for delivering their contracted services. The largest strategic
area s children and youth ages 6 to 14 for comprehensive after schaak with 4.4 million hours of service with each custemer getting 329
hours of service. The hours of service per customer ranged from 32 hours for Early Childhood -Children with Special Needs to 350 hours for
Comprehensive After School for Middle Schodts.

Alameda County Health Care Foundatlon

| WA ARt 5 R
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Table 37

$2.07 8550 2492 $1.235

OFCY's cost per hour was $2.07 for OFCY and matching funds the cost was $5.20 for total funds (BFCY and match funds). Over all the strategic services and care funded this
yeay, each unduplicated customer received 51,235 in service for 238 hours of service. The cost per hour of $5.20 was the lowest cost per hour in the fast eight years.

Cost per Hour for Each Strategic Area

The following table indicates cost per hour and cost per customer for each of the strategic areas. Cost per hour is determined by dividing the amount of hours of service into
the funds allocated and matched to provide the service.

Table 38
d g O
0 8 O pe Q C a
our O our To Q o d
ds fo ds fo ds fo ds fo ber o

0 antees b ateq & o -
After School Enrichment Grantess Total $0.82° $3.38 $268 51,114 5,244
Comprehensive After School Program (CAéP) Grantees Total $1.99 $4.96 $656 . $1,633 8,091

Total Elementary CASP $2.71 $4.58 $595 $1,446 4907

Total Middle Scheol CASP $3.45 $5.67 $75% $1,946 3,184 BACR - Emerson
Career/Cotlege Readiness & Youth Leadership Total $3.30 $6.86 $524 $1,088 C 4,026
Total Careor and College Readiness $2.94 $6.73 $371 $848 2,333 QleStIUI'I. How has
this program helped

Total Youth L.eadership $3.61 $6.96 $736 $1.418 1,693 you?
Early Childhood Grantees Total : $5.55 $10.20 $378 $694 3,408

Total EC Special Needs $6.78 | $15.54 §217 $498 2,047 Answer: “It helped

me stay out of
Total EC Parent Child Learning $5.07 58.09 §620 $989 1,361 trouble”

Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees Total $3.23 $8.18 $460 $1,163 2975
Summer Enrichment Grantees Total $6.44 $9.3% $237 $361 442

OFCY's cost per hour ranged from $15.54 for children ages 0 to § for services for children with speciat needs to a low of $3.38 an hour for children
ages 6 10 14 in comprehensive after school enrichment programs. The above chart also allows readers to compare the cost per unduplicated
custoiner with a range from $1,446 for comprehensive after school elementary programs to $361 for summer ensichment programs. The cast
and service outputs provide data for an interesting discussion of efficiency and effectiveness for comprehensive after school programs when
comparing the after schoo! enrichment group of grantees to the higher funded comprehensive after school grantees, particularly if they have
similar effectiveness data (presented in the next pages),

hy is this important? Cost per hour of service is the bottom line variable for effort. The cost per hour is a measure of efficiency.
Overall, OFCY Grantees are demonstrating efficiency. Efficiency without measuring effectiveness is only half of the equation
in defivering cost effective services. Comparing like services helps the residents of Oakland understand whether they are getting cost
effective services. Readers can find the cost per hour of service for each agency in the performance section of this report. The next sec-
tion on effect is based on data reported by children and youth customers, their parents or guardians, and a staff-reported assessment of
each child and youth customer, The performance section includes a review of efficiency and effectiveness together,

v N T«
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Effect

Effect is the sub-section that includes answers to the question, “Is anyone better
off because of the effort of 0FCY grantees?” This sub-section provides information
about the effectiveness of grantees’ services and is organized as follows:

OPR-Oakland Discovery (enters
Summer Program

| ____jom = : = 31
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1. Totearn whether OFCY youth and parent cus-"
tomers were satisfied with OFCY-funded
services, qo to page 49.

2. To iearn whether OFCY seqvices were effective
in producing a change for the better for OFCY
customers, go 10 page 51.

3. To learn whether OFCY services were equatly
effective for &l GFCY customers, go 10 page
60.

OYC-Fruitvale ASP

Question: Would you tell another kid that is not in the
pregram about the program?

(8 years old)

Answer: " | would say come to the program because it is
really fun, you learn a lat of new things, and there is a lot of
different activities like Drama and Art.”

Bay Area Qutreach & Recreation Program (BORP)
Question: What did you Jearn from this program?

(10 year old boy) .
Answer: " Independent skills, to speak out for myself. Also
about college, there is a transferring programs that are really
good”



Were our youth and parent customers satisfied with our
services?

Table 39

Youth and Parent customers were satisfied with services as reflected by the satisfaction scores of 82% and 87%, respectively, These figures are significantly over the target
geal of 70%. The OFCY Evaluation System determined whether youth and parent customers were satisied with OFCY services, Customer satisfaction is the first variable in
measuring the effect of OFCY-funded services, The OFCY Evaluation System measures this important factor by asking youth five or older and their parents the same four
standard custemer satisfaction questions. For childdren under five years old parents or guardians were surveyed.

Youth were asked to rate the following:
| think the program ang activity | participated in was: (Rated: Poor to Greal)

+ el lbenefited from this program: (Not at a¥l, Some, A lot)

+  Ithought the peaple who run the prograim were: (Very Helpful, Serewhat Helpfui, Not Helpful)
Would you telt a friend or schoolmate to come to this Program if they needed it? {Yes, Maybe, No}

Parents were asked to rate the following:
[ think the program and activity my child participated in was: (Rated: Poor to Great)

« How much did your child benefit fiom this program and its activities? (ot at afl, Some, A lot}
How much did the pegple who ran the pregram care about your chit? (Not a1 all, Some, Alot)

- Would you recommeng this pragram t¢ anather family if they needad it? (Yes, Maybe, No)

82% of Children and Youth Customers and 87% of their Parents were Satlsﬁed with the Funded Sennces.

Evaluators develaped a customer satisfaction summary score for each of the 105 OFCY Grantees. The summary score ranges from 100% (everyone was satisfied) to 0% {no one
was satisfied). Thesummary score collapses the scores for each of the faur questians listed above. The customer satisfaction scose from the spring sampling for the children and
youth who completed the survey was 82%. Surveys collected during the same time from the parents of these children and youth indicated a satisfaction score of 87%. Both
ratings indicate a relatively high level of satisfaction by youth and parent customers. The OFCY goal for the satisfaction score is 70%. Together, the OFCY Grantees exceeded this
customer satisfaction goal in a sampling of the 16,828 children and youth and 11,373 parent customers. T
hyis this
Chart 11 ‘ important?
Youth and parent sat-
Child, Youth and Their Parents Satisfaction Score isfaction rate reflects
whether customers
were content with ser-
vices, as based on four
measures. Stakehold-
ers and providers alike
need to understand
whether customers
were satisfied so they
4 €an begin determin-
. - N IR ing if services were
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% effective. Generatly,

. satisfied customers are
Child/Youth Parent more likely to experi-

O Satisfaction 82% 87% ence and undergo the
desired change.

]

Parent

Child/Youth

e B o LT R
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hy is this

important?
Satisfaction rates
by priority areas
help stakeholders
understand how
goals in each area are
being furthered. As
mentioned earlier, .
customer satisfaction
is a forerunner to

QUSD-Reach Academy ASP

Question: What do you
think about the adults in
the program?

(8 years old, bey}

Answer: “They are very
nice. They help us with our
homework, and if we don’t
understand something
they will tell us what it is.
They are also friendly.”

Kprogram eﬁectivenessj )

e

Customer Satisfaction is an Important Measure
of Effect.

Evaluators used the research of David Osborne and Ted Gaebler on good government as a framework In designing the OFCY Evatuation

~ System. Osborne and Gaebler are the authors of the national best seller entitled “Reinventing Government: How the Entrepreneurial Spirit is

Transforming the Public Sector”

Re-defining service recipients as customers
In their boak, Oshorne and Gaebler used the City of Oakland's Library System as their favorite example of customes-grientated government,
The QFCY Evaluation System follows the lead of the Caklang Library and defines recipients of service as customers, The Evaluators were

_ pleasantly surprised that there was no resistance to the concept of customer driven services. Oshorne and Gaebler asked the question: “Why

is it that most American governments are customer-blind? The answer is simple; most public agencies do not get their funds from service

_recipients directly. Businesses in competitive environments learn to pay enormous attention to their customers. Public agencies get their

maonies from legistators, city councils, and elected boards. And most of their customers are captive: short of moving they have few aiternatives
10 the services their government provides.” (Usborne and Gaebler, 1993}

'How did customer satisfaction compare
‘hetween OFCY strategic areas?

Tahle 40

‘Parent
Satisfaction Rate___

* Child/Youth
Satisfaction Rate

After School Enrichment Grantees 81% 86%
Comprehensive After School Program Grantees 81% 87%
Career/College Readiness & Youth Leadership Grantees 85% 84%
Early Childhood Grantees 1%
Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees 88% 90%
Summer Enrichment Graniees 80% 92%
All Agencies 82%. 87%

All the OFCY grantees coftectively by each of the strategic areas exceeded the goal of child/youth satisfaction rate of 70%. Readers should
note that the satisfaction rate for children ages 0 to 5 is from parents. The evaluation design calls for survey samples of any youth over five
years old and their parents for customer satisfaction. The highest child and youth satisfaction was attributed to physical and behavioral
health grantees. The highest parent satisfaction was attributed to summer enrichment grantees.

East Bay Agency for Children- Hawthorne ASP Bay Area Oakland SCORES
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Were our services effective in producing change

for the better for our customers?

Tahle 41

5 A
LR N

“staff Repc_irt on

Asset development

Graniee selected

Collectively the grantees exceeded their performance goal for asset development and grantee selected service productivity. Service
productivity is the percent of targeted changes achieved minus the percent missed. Customers who indicated that they stayed the same are

given 7ero percent,

OFCY Grantees Are Producing New
Positive Behaviors and Skills.

OFCY Grantees evaluate effectiveness by measuring whether or not customers are better off bacause of the
OFCY funded services. OFCY asks the child aad youth customers, their parents, and staff of OFCY funded
services if the child and youth customers’ behavior and skills have improved because of the OFCY funded
services. For this report, OFCY collected 55,230 surveys to make this determinasion,

Alt OFCY funded agencies report on changes accurring because of funded services in the developmental
asset-related targets in customers, which include:

- Success in school

+ Understanding of themselves and what they do well

+ Commusnication skills

- Ability to l2arn new things

- Ability to connect with adults

« Abitity towork with others

« Abifity to stay safe
These new behaviors and skills are grouged into 3 single score called Asset Development Service
Productivity. Each year, OFCY's Service Productivity goal is a score of 60% or higher. For the second year,
OFCY Grantees collectively have surpassed this goal. OFCY uses the concept of service productivity to
measure the effectiverress of OFCY services. [ngeneral, service productivity is a measure that describes the
change that happens 1o a customer due to OFCY-funded services. A service is effective if the customer is
better off due to his/her pasticipation in the program. The Service Productivity score is the percent of target
changes accomplished minus the percent of targeted changes missed. The score ranges from -100% to
+100%. Grantees receive a score of 0%if a desired change stayed the same in their customer due to their
services. The targeted changes in asset development service productivity are based en national research
related to best practices in chilg and youth development.

.l.l

RECE Elmhurst ASP

Bring Me a Book Foundation- |
Oakland First Teachers

OFCY Grantees '
exceeded the Youth
and Child Asset
Development Service
Productivity Goal of
60%.

Child/Youth - 67%

Parent - 79%
Staff - 81%

FY 2007-08 OFCY Final Evaluation Rep

.
ort 51



BN S = F v s B

All the strategic areas met the performance goal
for asset development service productivity.

Table 42

Child/Youth=rated  |F - PArent-rate
CAsset.

{F Development
. Service

\ 3 g Far R B + fhog, . Productivity____ ifs 2
After School Enrichment Grantees 65% 78% 79%
Comprehensive After School Program Graniees 66% 79% 82%
Career/College Readiness & Youth Leadership Grantees 59% 73% 84%
Early Childhood Grantees 87% 80%
Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees 71% 81% 79%
Summer Enrichment Grantees 65% T7% 81%
All Agencies BT 9% 5%

Asset Development Service Productivity when reviewed by the OFCY Strategic Plan areas shows that all the areas met the performance
goal of 60%. Scores far children ages 0 to 5 are from the parents and staff serving the children. The historical tendency of parents and staff
observing more growth and change than the caildren and youth custemers continues with this year's data on effectiveness. Collectively, all
of the strategic priority areas met ar exceeded the OFCY perfermance goal of 60% asset development service productivity score, The highest
scores came fram parents who were reporting oa the effect of the €arly Childhood Grantees. Once again, the historical pattern continues with
children and youth reparting less change for the better than their parents or the staff providing service. '

Chart 12 3
Asset Development Service Productivity
0YC Encompass ASP M ' :a‘:'al‘.;‘ : .
Questian: Do you tell RS ’ s T gw".‘;,f,;
your parents about PR PEUEREEE UE SRTR .
this program? RS TR
Answer: “1 kind of like , ! D R Iy
this program because R AR
we learn a ot of stuff =
that we use at home : R ) o :
and teach our parents v . e :Ctl"n‘?zg‘YO”th- e PR E :
and family.” A B I - ] N Gl M
-100% -80% -B0% -40%  -20% 0% 20%  40% 60%  80% 100%
The above chart shows the range of asset development service productivity scores from minus 100% that would indicate that because of the
QOFCY funded services everyone got warse to 100% that would indicate that because of the OFCY funded services everyone got better. If child,
yauth, parents or staff indicated that the new behavior or skill was the same this is scored as 0%. The OFCY performance goal is indicated by
the bold line and is set for service productivity of 60%. Cverall the 105 grantees exceeded their performance goal of 60%.
] e ot alie- i
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How is service productivity calculated ?

The fatlowing table demonstrates how service productivity scbres are calculated by counting the psitive changes achieved minus the changes for the worse, The table
shows data from the OFCY grantees. The table shows the question and the tally of responses. The Asset Develgpment Service Productivity score is calculated by adding up
all the number that indicated that because of the OFCY funded services, the child/youth indicated that they got better (38,396} minus the child/youth that indicated that
they got worse {1,743) divided by the total number of responses (54,999) gives a percent of 67%. it should be noted that grantees get no credit for responses where youth
indicate that they stayed the same or don't know.

Table 43

fes
Youth Questions, 10 and SIdeT i amwass

nse t¢ to Ques:soause of the OFCY Funded Pro

T Lyotalg Percent Befter &

my success at schoo! (jobitraining) is: 1038 278| 3722 64%
my understanding of who | am and what | can do is: 2487 40 1003 193] 3723 57%
my ability te commupicate js: 2482 45 1012 170|_ 3719 67% ¥
my ability to leam new things is: 2730 39 803 138 3710 74%
my ability to connect with adulls is: 2327 57 1115 211 3710 63%
my ability to work with others is: 2532 44 973 1686] 3715 68%
my ability to stay safe is: 225] 3710 60%

Z e 5 otal Il Percent Better_
This program makes my school work: 3417 285 1137 0| 4839 11%
This program helps me get along with adults; 3510 173 1163] 0] 4846 72%
This program helps me leam new things: 3948 210 681 0| 4840 82%
This program helps me stay safe: 3952 183 686 0] 4821 82%
This program hetps me gat aleng with other kids 3409 333 1089 0| 4822 N%
This program makes me feel good about myself 3712 242 868 0] 4822 7%
Total Number of Responses 38396 1745 13477 1381] 549909 T0%
Percent by Response Category 70% A% 3% 100%

Asset Development Service Productivity = 67%  (38398-1745)/54 999

Parent Questions. .18 dnd aldei__o_
my child's success at_school {job lrammg) is:

ow_|L Totat I Pércént Bémer. .

1529 3 425 65f 2027 75%
my child's understanding of their inferest and talents is: 15567 8 353 71 2028 7%
my chitd's ability to commupnicate is: 1540 7 429 51 2027 76%
my child's ability 1o learn new things is: 1640 7 323 551 2025 81%
my child's ability 1o connect with adults is: 1468 5 465 84] 2022 73% |
my child's ability 16 work with others is: 1570 3 ag7 63| 2023 78%
my child's ability 1o stay safe is: 10 474

Parent Questions, 5o vears old

761 _2018)

- 72%

my child does his/her schoolwork: 2624, 18 488 33( 3161 83%
my child gets along with adults: 2348 ] 705 93] 3155 14%
my child leams new things: 2832 2] 263 60] 3164 90%
my child's confidence in hirvherself is; 2613 9 466 63] 3151 B3%
my child gets atong with other children: 2522 20 539 75| 315§‘ 80%
my child's ability to stay safes: 2596 11 463 T7 3147 B2%
Total Nurmber of Responses 26295 122 5820 866] 33103

Percent by Response Category 79% 0% 18%) 3%

Asset Development Service Productivity = 79%  (26295-122)/33103

Each of the above question starts with the statement "because of our program” that altows youth and their parents to jizdge the impact of the OFCY funded services. Grantees
are encouraged to focus why youth or parents might have said they got worse or more frequently stayed the same. To practice continuous improvement it is important to
understand why the parents or youth did not see value in the OFCY funded services around the targeted change,

ervice Productivity is the number of positive targeted changes achieved minus the number of targeted changes missed.
For example this year 70% of the targeted changes for the better were achieved and 3% of the targeted changes were
waorse for a service productivity score of 70%-3% = 67%. No credit is given for the 27% of the youth who responded to each

target change that because of the program they stayed the same of did not know.

r

T

L

Percent of ”Change for the Better" Indlcates Success in School I.earnmg New
Things, & Ability to Stay Safe as Major Impacts of OFCY Funded Programs

Table 44

‘otal Responses.Percentar

etier.Because of the {

Grantees:Programs,. -~ Child/¥

my child's success at school is: 68% 80%
my child’s ability 1o learn new things is: 78% 86%
my child's ability 1o stay safe is; 72%| 78%

s Ol R | b L
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Asset Development Service Productivity Over Time

The following chart illustrates the growth in the ability of OFCY grantees to garner positive behaviorat changes and skill development in the
youth and children that they serve. The chart shaws a trend over time of Developmental Asset Service Productivity generally improving each
spring of as More youth are given more service and care,

Chart 12

hy )

isthis |~ OFCY Developmental Asset Service Productivity
important?
Developmen- ~ |%; 100%
talassetpro- |-
ductivity rates o0% |
over time help
stakeholders |- _

80% - - .

todetermine |-
theimpactof |
OFCYservices | 70% -
onyouthde- .-
velopmental |,

arget Goal » 60%

" N 0, —_
assetsatvari- |- 60% 1—
Gus time fnter- | -
vals, These i 50% -
datawillhelp | .
providers

) ”

understand - 40% - - - - - - -
whether Fall-04 Sp{;’;g' Fall-02 Spongg' Fall-03 S‘g':g Fall 04 S"O"S"g Fall 05 S"D"gg Fall 06 Spg;g Fall 07 Spggg
their efforts " | |—#—vYouth | 5a% | sam | eow | 65% | B5% | 68% | 66% | 69% | 67% | 67% | 65% | 68% | 68% | 67%
to practice Tl |—m—parent | 72% | 71% | 75% | 79% | 75% | 79% | 7a% | 7vos [ 7a% | ve% | 77% | 77% | 74% | 79%
continuous D l—A—stan | ea% | 72% | 74% | 7v% | 77 | 7v% | 73% | 9% | 7% | eo% | vs% | Bi% | 7E% | 8%
improvement |7 —
are effective, :

East Dakland Boxing Association- Smart Moves SFSU - Havenscourt ASP

——r s vy

valuation Report
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Grantee -Specified Service Productivity

In addition to developmental asset productivity, OFCY grantees are required to maasure productivity related to program - specific skills and
behaviars. To do this, each of the OFCY Grantees devaloped agency-specific guestions that were tailored to their various programs to measure
targeted changes in specific new skills and behaviors because of the OFCY funded services,  As a result, 242 different guestionnaires were
constructed to measure the service productivity of the unigue services provided by grantees. Questionnaires were transated into seven
different lanquages. The types of new behaviors and skills captured in the agency specified service productivity score can be summarized
into these groups:
- Art behaviors and skills
- Business and work behaviers and skilis
+  Community involvement and cultural appreciation behaviors and skills
+  Health and weltness behaviors and skills
+  Leadership behaviors and skills
« Music behaviors and skills
+  Personal develppment behaviors and skills
+ Relationship behaviors and skills
School ang academic behaviors and skills
Yiolence prevention and avoidance behaviors and skills
Parental behaviors and skills

The youth-rated, grantee specified service productivity was 69%; the parent-rated productivity score was 78% for the same seven sutcome
measures; and the staff-rated productivity score was 80% for the same outcome measures. This data indicates that OFCY customers have

undergene positive changes in grantee selected targeted areas. ) //—*—‘—\
hy is this im-

Chart 13

Grantee Selected Service Productivity

" Child &

-100% -80% 60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40%  60% 80% . 100%

The abave chast shows the ranige of grantee selected service productivity scores of from minus 100% that would indicate that because

QFCY Grantees met
the Grantee Specified
Service Productivity
Goal of 60%.

Child/Youth - 69%
Parent - 78%
Staff- 80%

Wpurtant? Direct

service productivity is
the second core mea-
sure of effectiveness

in the OFCY evaluation
system. Understanding
whether youth gained
program-specific .
skills related to music,
violence prevention,

or leadership, for
example, isimpor-

tant to determine a
program’s effectiveness,
Reporting the results
by respondent will also
help the stakeholder
understand whether
there is support that
these changes did, In
fact, ocaur,

of the OFCY funded services everyone got worse to 100% that would indicate that because of the OFCY funded services everyone got
better, If child, youth, parents or staff indicated that the new behavior or skilt was the same, this is scored as 0%. The OFCY performance
goa! is indicated by the bold Jine and is set for service productivity of 60%.
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Grantee Specified Service Productivity by
Strategic Area

Table 45 .
o Parent-rated - Sraff rated.=
. . L 3 Grantee Selected tee Selected '
Strategic Plan P  Produ . ' Servic ~  Service " % Service
Scores_*_ " § .2 " LTy 41 " productivity ) ivi __Productivity.___
After School Enrichment Grantees &7% 76% 76%
Comprehensive After Schoal Program Granlees 68% 78% 81%
Career/College Readingss & Youth Leadership Grantees 72% 74% 88%
Early Childhood Grantees . 88% 79%
. Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees 3% 83% - 82%
Summer Enrichment Grantees 70% 78% 66%
All Agencies 09% 8% 80%

Collectively all the OFCY strategic areas met their goal for grantee specified service productivity. The parents’ survey reports are used to
measure change for children 0to 5, and as a strategic area Early Childhood had the highest service productivity scare of 89%. The lowest
grantee selected service productivity scare was for the After Schoo! Enrichment Strategic area.

Grantee Specified Service Productivity Over Time

4 hy is this N Chart 14

¥

important? ' -
Direct service produc- OFCY Grantee Specified Service Productivity

tivity rates over time
help stakeholders to . 100%
determine the impact. |
of OFCY services on 90% +-—-
program-specific '
measures at various - | 80% -
time intervals. These
data will help providers |’ 70% |
understand whether
their. effortslto practice | . 60% -
continuous improve-

ment are effective, For

. 50% -
example, if program-
specific measures ) 0%
H Q
?:t(el:l\:ae|:v;:;\z‘ézrrilmay - Fal |Sprngry Fal | SR900-\eai03 | SP109 leai o (SPT09 (eano5 | SP9 railog SP709 |Fai g7 | SPTN
want to explore how A |—e—vouth | 50% | 56% | 61% | 69% | 88% | 71% | 66% | 68% | 68% | 70% | 68% | 70% | 70% | 69%
to improve modalities - Parent | 74% | 71% | 75% | 76% | 77% | Te% |'74% | 75% [ 75% [ 77% | 78% | 7% | 72% | 78%
relative to survey ques- —k— s | 62% | 70% | 74% | 76% | 82% | 7B% | 72% | 75% | 73% | 78% | 72% | B0% | 75% | 8O%
tions.
. : ) - Theabeve chartindicates that Grantee Specified Service Productivity has slightty improved over time, The chart shows the scores for tite fast
L five years for children and youth, their parents, and their staff have stayed level at a high rate of service productivity. !
] ot -
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Comprehensive After School and Oakland SUCCESS
Academic Service Productivity

OFCY's collaboration with Qakland Unifted School District Oakland SUCCESS added Academic Service Productivity te their grantee-selected questions. Common
academic service productivity questions were asked of all After School Initiative customers and their parents. The following chart shows the Academic Service
Productivity for the spring of 2008. This fall Oakland SUCCESS Comprehensive After School Programs callectively, for the first time, met all of the QFCY
performance goals for effectiveness. The growth in scores is a very good indicator of continuous improvement fram 2005 to 2008. The OFCY and Oakland
SUCCESS After School Enrichment Grantees were first time OFCY funded grantees this year and did an excellent job collecting their surveys with reports from
children, youth, their parents and assessments by the staff of each child or youth.

’

Table 46 (——-*—\
Children, .
— — I youth, their
X e : - Parent-rated - <. Staff-rate
N R . i A :Acatlemic _—* " Academic : parents, and the
Strategic Plan Priofity Areas Service Productivity” R , [ Service A CR | staff of Oakland
Scores o |, _Productivity _ __I _Productivity___ SUCCESS allin-
After School Enrichment Grantees 84% 2% 71% ) -
Comprehensive After School Program Grantees 81% 72% 75% dicated pOSIYIVe
All Agencies 6% 12% 73% growth in new

academic skills
inreading and
mathematics.

OFCY Grantees Coliected 55,230 Survey Reports @——/
This Year |

Table 47
*Family Support
R % {summer) (GFCY)
Stratégic Plan Priority Areas Survey Totals _ ‘
EY,2007-08_" . _ L S . : N
After School Enrichment Grantees 2,800 5,038 3,326 6,036 17,200 {Deante, 12 year
Comprehensive After School Program Grantees 2770 7,273 4.625 7.430 22,008 old)
Career/College Readiness & Youth Leadership Grantees 1,646 2213 1,525 1,980 7,364
Early Childhcod Grantees 58 78 808 1,152 1,896 tion:
Physcal and Behavioral Healih Graniaes 912 1891 1,055 1,588 5.446 Question: Do you
Summer Enrichment Grantees 240 206 197 339 1,072 think this program
All Agencies B,465 16,828 11,373 18,564 55 230 has made a differ-
ence in your life or
how you interact
with people?
Collectively, GFCY grantees colfected a record number of survey reparts this year. Comprehensive After School Programs and the new After
School Enrichment grantees coflected 71% of the surveys reparts. All OFCY grantees are commended for collecting reports about their services Answer. " Yes, in
funded by OFCY and their willingness to tisten to the children , youth and their parents/ guardians that they serve about how effective their how | approach
services were in producing desired changes in behavior, attitudes, skills, and knowledge. people, my man-
Y . T ners, and how to
treat people and
respect others.”
Lag Family Community Development - Even Start
L s -
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Understanding Service Productivity

In addition to satisfaction with services, OFCY agencies are assessed
on hew much change they produce in their youth customers. Green
12003) applied the term “service productivity” to this type of
assessment of the effects of services. He followed the distinction
recommended by Heaton {1977): “emphasize measuring the
effectiveness of services versus their efficiency when discussing
productivity. This distinction seems particularly apt, because services
are provided to cause changes iny people or their property” (Hill, 1976).
Unfike when goods are produced, inventoried, and valued based on
the effort expended to create them, services have no value unless they
cause targeted changes in customess.

The assessment of service productivity invelves designing questions
that relate to service goals for individual customers and phiasing
them so that the responder considers whether change occurred due to
the services. The amount of productivity for services is calculated by
averaging therespanses. The choices offered must allow the respender
te indicate that services made them worse off or caused no change, as
well as indicating that there was improvement. Consequently, service
productivity ranges fram 100% to minus 100%, with zero meaning
na change overall. A score of 100% means the responder improved
on all items or targeted changes; a score of minus 1009 means the
responder got worse on all items.

Two types of service productivity are assessed for OFCY agendies—
asset development service productivity ané grantee-specified service
productivity. Each type is explained in the folfowing two sections. By
caleulating the average amount of change for each type, rather than
the sum of all changes that eccureed, the number of questions asked
€an be as few as three but preferably six or more, up to about 10, As
an example of how service praductivity is determined, suppose one
of the goals of service is to improve the school performance of each
youth customer. One question that could be asked is “Because of this
pragram of services, my grades in school are (Better, worse, same,
don't know}." ff 30 youth say better, 5 youth say worse, 12 youth say
same, and 3 respond don't know, the service productivity for this single
question would be (30-5)/(30+5+12+43) or 50%. By asking about
five questions, the service productivity for one progsam of services can
be accurately determined as the average service praductivity across
all five items. Our (CPA Evaluation Team is keeping a record of the
marny different questions service agencies have posed. When new
agencies start designing questions that relate to their service goals,
they can look up what was asked before to quickly focus on how to
create their own questions.

S8FY 2(}07-08 OF(Y Fmal Evaluation Report

Knowing the service productivity of a particular progeam is very
useful information. Comparing the service productivity score with
the range of 100% to minus 100% provides a clear message as to
whether services are working, not working, or doing more harm
than good. Our experience with tracking the service productivity of
OFCY agencies led us to set 60% as the goal for most agendies, Of
particular significance is the trend over time in service productivity.
If a service is not causing at least 60% of targeted changes to occur
for their customers, perhaps they are improving 2t a rate likely to
yield 60% service productivity in the future. Since the assessment
of service productivity focuses on what change services are causing,
service agencies can use this information to document their
accomptishments and to improve the effects of their services over
time.

Clearly, service productivity does not tell us the overall amount
of change oceurring in youth for a particular period of time. Prior
analyses of service productivity data indicated that the effects caused
by services can be mose than the averall amount of change (Geen,
2005). When this occurs, other factors besides services must have
offset the effects of the services for the youth customers. Of course,
for some youth, it goes the other way; overall change can be positive
even though service-induced change was minimal or negative, Qur
evaluation pracess focuses on service productivity, because service
agencies are not able to “guarantee” overall change for the hetter,
Too many factors influence overall change achieved by their youth
custemess to make service agencies responsible for youth getting
better overall, If more resources were available for the e»;a_luation
process, our CCPA team could easily collect information about overall
change on one or a few indicators {dimensians). While having such
informatign may be of use to the POC and City Council membars, it
is not as helpful to program staff whe seek ways to maximize the
effects of their particular services. Reaching an agreement én which
indicators to pursue must occur, too. Otherwise, diverse viewpoints .
feel cheated about not knowing what overalt change 100k place
relative to the indicator they were most interested in tracking.

Green, R. 5. (2003). Assessing the productivity of human service
programs. Evaluation and Program Planning, 26(1), 21-27.

Green, R. S. (2005}. Assessment of Service Productivity in Applied
Settings: Comparisons with Pre- and Post-status Assessments of
Client Qutcome. Evaluation and Program Planning, 28(2), 135-150.

Heaton, H. (1977). Productivity in service organizations: Orgamzmg
for people. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Hill, P.{1976). On goods and services. Review of Income and Wealth,
315-318.



Grantees Connected Child and Youth Customers to
Over Four New Caring and Supportive Adults

OFCY-funded staff assessed 18,564 child/youth customers and determined that because of their OFCY funded program their child/youth customer was
connected to an additional 4.3 caring and supportive adults. Research has found that an important variable for the development of resilient children
and youth is for youth 1o be connected to caring and loving adults who can be there to assist them to bounce back and solve problems faced in their
lives. These adults are also good pro-social rale madels to show youth other methods and ways to respond to problems they face in their lives.

Child and Youth Customer Participation Level
Was High

Additionally, the staff assessed the customers’ participation level in OFCY-funded services. The staff ranked the youth's participation level according
to the following scale: 5 = Very High, 4 =High, 3 = Average, 2 = Low, and 1 =Very Low. The staff assessment of the leve] of customer participation
in OFCY services was high with a score of 4.1. Research clearly shows that the participatien level of customers is a clear predictor of the success of the
program in meeting the goals for positive change in their customers.

-

Child and Youth (ﬁstomer Participation and
Expectation Level in Home, School, and Community
Was High

Staff also assess the resiliency variables of participation and expectation in kome, school, and community. Staff assessed if the participation and
expectation leveis at heme, school, and community improved, stayed the same, or got worse. Evaluators give the staff assessments a summary score
for participation and expectations. This year the assessment improved from last year's assessments with 75% of the child and youth custemers showing
grawth in participation and 75% of child and youth customers showing growth in expectations in home, schogl, and community,

Why is this important? (aring and Supportive Adults

Dr. Emmy Werner of the University of California, Davis has
conducted decades of longitudinal research on resiliency and
provides the foundation for the resiliency framework in prevention
and intervention. She writes that:

Youth need caring, structuring, and loving adults in their life to assist them to
build the resiliency assets to function in our society. One critical component
to youth developmental asset theary is resiliency. Resiliency is a concept
first popularized in the early 1970s. Robert Brooks of Harvard University
explains: “The hallmark of a resilient child includes knowing how te solve
problems or knowing that there is an adult to turn to for help. A resilient
child has some sense of mastery of his own life, and if he gets frustrated
by a mistake, ke still feels he can learn from the mistake.” The extensive
research of Bonnie Benard, Senior Program Associate of WestEd's School and
Community Health Research Group, on resiliency indicates that the three
care variables of resiliency are:
1. The presence of caring and supportive adults in the home, school, and
community.
2. High expectations of the youth in the home, school, and community;
3. Meaningful participation of the youth in the home, school, and
community; and

“Other buffers that we do know seem tg cut across different cultures,
creeds, and races: Theres no doubt about it a close bond with o
competent, emotionally stable caregiver seems to be essential in
the lives of chitdren who overcome great adversities, As we know
from studies of resifient children a lot of this nurturing can come
fram substitute parents, such as grandparents, aunts, uncles, older
siblings.”

Dr. Werner suggests that the prasence of a caring and supportive
adult is especially important in fostering resiliency. While policy
makers, educators, and other community leaders do not necessarily
have control over the circumstances that create adversity for youths,
they ought to focus an how best to support youth in overcoming it.

o e ST S 52 ; ]
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Table 48

How do we measure service quality?

Service quality is a very difficult concept to measure. Robert Pirsig
{best known far “Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenange”) states:
“Quality doesn't have 1o be defined, you understand it without a
definition.” Dr. Rex Green of the OFCY Evaluation Team challenges
Mr. Pirsig by using the QFCY Evaluation System to define quality for
this report as a measere of producing targeted changes in youth
consistently.

Dr, Green's measuye is one of many ways quality can be defined, Even
though gquatity is a very subjective concept to assess, by utilizing the
service productivity data coflected, we can measure whether the
services were equally effective for all customers surveyed. [f thereisa
wide range of effectiveness in serving customers, the service quality
score will be lawer. If a grantee delivers consistently effective services
to all their customers, then their service quality score will be higher,
A quality program should be designed to produce the desired changes
in all customers. Therefore, dividing average service productivity,
or the level of targeted changes achieved, by the variability in
service productivity across youth served, will reveal whether high

service productivity occurred for nearly all youth. Since service
productivity varies from 100% te minus 100%, service quality can
vary from a large negative number to a large positive number.

Quality exceeding 1.0 is desirable. High levels of quality exceed
3.0. Service quality greater than 10 may indicate that nearly all
yauth got hetter on every targeted change noted in the survey.
At that point, we recommend that the service agency revise their
survey questions and ask about targeted changes that require
qreater effort to produce on the part of staff, in order tostarta new
round of service quatity improvement. Also important is whether
lavels of service quality are increasing or decreasing. Decreasing
quality warrants a closer look at agency operations. Discussions
of decreasing quality can be initiated by brainstorming possible
reasons for the decline. Further investigation of possible reasens
might be pursued with root cause analysis or charting how service
activities cause changes in youth, Performance goals may need to
be revised in order toimprove service quaity in the future,

Grantees’ service quality scores are found in Appendix A.

Were our services equally effective for all of our

customers?

Service quatity is a measure of the consistency of the service provided, Higher service quality
scores means that the services consistently deliver target changes or benefits for children
and youth customers. A service quality score of 1 or above is desirable and a score of over
Jis high.

Whether the levels of service guality are increasing or decreasing is also important.
Decreasing quality warrants a closer ook at grantee operations.
grantees’ service quality stayed level when comparing this year's fall scores to last year's

fall scores.

0USD-Reach Academy ASP
Question: What new things do you guys learn?
{9 year old, gir)

Answer: “In spirit cfass we learn to dance and learn new sangs. |
also have fearned Spanish.”

M T .
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Collectively OFCY

BACR-Martin Luther King ASP- Unity of
Dreams

EBAYC-Bella Vista & La Escuelita Higher Learning ASP
Question: Why do you like the program?
(9 year old, girl)

Answer: “l love the program because we do exercise. Also
hecause I finish all my homework and | get a lot of help.”
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Desirable Service Quality Levels Were Obtained by 99% of
OFCY Grantees,

Chart15

Range of Service Quality Scores
Why is this .
important?
Over 3 'Service quality is
important to undes-
standing whether
providers were able to
consistently produce
desired changes in
their customers. The
service quality scores
are also valuable in
Between 2-3 | understanding how
35% the OFCY-wide effort
fared.

~—

Between 1-2
39% -

The above chart indicates 94% of grantees’service quality score exceeded the desirable tevel of 1.0. The chart also shows that 20% of grantees
exceeded a 3.0 service quality score, indicating high levels of quality and consistency of services.

All of the Strategic Priority Area Clusters of Grantees as a
Group Met Desirable Service Quality Levels.

Table 49 7 hy is this ™
‘ N . A R TS important?

T e T e - Grantee This data helps stake-
Strategic Plan Priority Areas St Quality;t ‘ - v -ppecified . holders understand
FY 2007-08 a _{Service Quality: whether providers
After School Enrichment Grantees 1.61 istently produced
Comprehensive Afler School Program Grantees 1.76 conlsment y produce
Career/College Readiness & Youth Leadership Grantees 2.19 'dESIre‘d changes
Early Childhood Grantees 269 in their customers
Physical and Behavioral Health Grantees 2.10 for each priority
Summer Enrichment Grantees . ) 188 area. Providersina
All Agencies 179 particular priority

area with low service

Al of the strategic areas coflectively had desirable service quality levels. Three of the five strategic areas had service quality scores of 20 or | quality scores should
better. Children and youth ages 6 to 14 {omprehensive After School Enrichment Programs had the lowest callective service quality score of discuss opportunities
1.61 and Early Chitdhood grantees had the highest with a service quality score of 2.69. for improvement,

A
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important?

Program-specific
questions are devel-
oped by providers

- to determine direct
service productiv-
ity. Reliability is
important singe it
alerts stakehold-
ers whether these

are free from errors
of measurement,

hy is this \

developed questions | 75%

-3d
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How do we assess reliability?

In the most general sense, “reliabitity refers to the degree to which survey
answers are free from errors of measurement” {American Psychological
Association 1985). The reliability of the scales designed by each Service
Provider was determined by catculating the internal consistency of the
items. Cronbach's alpha was calculated for the re-scored item sesponses
{e.g. 1,0,-1in the case of service productivity).

Reliability ranges from O or no censistency to 1, complete agreement
among the agency specified items, i.e., the youth answer the items so as
to create & perfect ordering of items and youth, Desired levels of reliability
are determined by the purpose behind using the scares. If decisions need
to be made about placing a particular youttt in one pragram versus another,
the fevel of reliabifity should exceed .90. If decisions will be made about
groups af youth, such as whether males or females benefited more from the
program, the leve! of refiability shoutd exceed .75, i multivariate analyses
of these data are pursued to darify patterns of service effectiveness, the
level of reliabitity shauld exceed 0.60. Levels above .60 were considered
good.

Evaluators plan to assist the 25% of gramees whose reliability of questions
was low . Grantees’ reliability scores are found in Appendix A.

Chart 16

*DreamCatcher (OFCY}
(Catherine, 19 years ofd)
Guestion: How has the program helped you?

Answer: “ |t helps you feck for jobs, job training, and
applying for jobs”

Question: Would you recommend this program to
your friends? '

Answer: “ Yas, because it helps them stay out of
troubte, Keeps them occupied.”

{Marina, 19 years old)

Questian; Is there anything you would change
about the program?

Answer: " There’s not enough funding for programs.”
Question; What would you add to the program?

Answer: " More people coming here, because it
helps get people off the streets.”

L

Good Reliability

.

Reliability of Grantee Specified Questions

Low Reliability

25%

| [eetmesnnnsrns i 1o v}
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Performance

The section on performance describes how each OFCY Grantee did in meeting the
performance goals set by OFCY. Performance uses the OFCY strategic areas to re-
view the 105 grantees.
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Project Re-Connect

1. Performance of Children Ages 0to 5 - Early Chiichood
Programs, go to page 61, '

2. (Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - Comprehensive After
School Programs, go to page 66.

3. Youth Ages 15-20 (areer and College Readiness and Youih
Leadership Programs, go io page 72.

4. Children and Youth of Al Ages - Physical and'Behavioral
Health Programs, and Summer Enrichment, go to page 74.

5. {hildren and Youth of All Ages - Summer Enrichment, ga
10 page 76

6. Service Performance Index, go 1o page 73.

7. Validly and Reliability of OFCY Instruments, qo to page 86.

Alameda Family Services- DreamCatcher
Question; How has the pregram helped you?

(19 year old}
Answer; “It helps you book for jobs, job training, and applying
forjobs.”

/

Alameda Family Services- Dream(atcher

Question: What would you add to the program?

{19 year old)

Answer: "More people coming here, because it helps get '
people off the streets.”

[ ——— —= e |
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- Indicators of Performance

Using the strategic priority areas of the GFCY Strategic Pian, (CPA evaluated the performance of
each of the 105 OFCY grantees. Grantees were placed in one of four strategic priority areas to form 4 OFCY Performance Goal Targets N
clusters of programs with similar goals. Many of the grantees offer services across all or several
of the strategic areas, but Grantees agreed 1o be compared with groups where the majority of
their services are provided. The following categories were chosen as summary indicaters of | +  Percent of contracted service delivered:

performance. 95% or greater is goal.

Percent of contracted services delivered should be over 95% for the contract period. OFCY + Customer satisfaction rate:
grantees measure the amount of service delivered by reporting the number of hours of direct 70% or greater is goal.
service provided to customers across the various activities. : - ForBoth Service Productivity Rates :

Summary:

Cost per hour of service for OFCY funds is calculated by dividing the amount of OFCY funds 60% or greater is goal.
expended by the number of hours of direct service delivered, Cost per hour of service for total funds |« Service Performance Index:
is calculazed by dividing the amount of GFCY funds and matching funds by the number of hours of 600 or greater is goal.
direct servica delivered. No performance goalis set for cost per hour but readers can compare the K _ i
tost per hour of services among similar grantees contracted to provide similar services to determine

if the cost per hour is reasenable,

Youth customer satisfaction is determined by child and youth responses to four questions about satisfaction with the services they received. The four questions
are summarized into a scare which ranges from 0% (low} to 100% (very high). OFCY ias set a performance goal of 70% for this measure. Note to reader: grantees
that serve children under five years old use parent satisfaction scores, QFCY has set a performance goal of 70% for customer satisfaction, '

Service Productivity is a measure which is used to determine the effectiveness of OFCY-funded services. This measure is a summary score and reflects whether
customers gained new skills o7 positive behaviors as a result of receiving services. The score is a percent that can be positive {customer is better off) or negative
(customer is worse off) and is calculated by taking the percent of targeted changes achieved minus the percent missed. Grantees do not gat credit for customers
who indicate that they did not experience any change in attitudes, behaviors, skills or knowledge, For most grantees there are two types of service productivity
- one that measures child and youth developmental assets {asked by all grantees} and the other that measures program-specific changes, as determined by
the grantee, Grantees who participate in the Oakland SUCCESS comprehensive after school collaborative added academic service productivity. OFCY has set a
performance goat of 60% for this measure,

Service Performance Index is a measure that combines 19 variables or data points to give an SPI score for each agency. The score can range from @ to 1,000
points with 600 or greater as a performarice goal, Readers should compare grantees who do similar services,

OFCY Strategic Plan Funding Areas and Number of Grantee Contracts:

Graphic 8

. . OFCY.5tratégiélanikundi
CHILDREN AGES 0-5 Early Chitdhood Services -9 Contracts b7+ 9% .50 W 7 ¢ LT
Services for Children with Special Needs — 4 Contracts
Parent-Child Learning Opporunities — 5 Coniracts .
CHILDREN AGES 6-14 Comprehensive Aftér School - 63 Contragts ¥ #---" 7 = "7 -+" - A Lot
After Schoo! Enrichment Services B 27 Contracts
Comprehensive ElementaryBAfter School Programs 23 Contracts
Comprehensive MiddleDAfter School Programs 13 Contracts
YOUTH AGESA5-20 Career and College Readiness and Youth Leadership -17 Contracts .~ e
Career and College Readiness — 8 Contracts
Youth Leadership -- 9 Coniracts
CHILDREN ALL'AGES- “M6 Contracts ~ % & = = Tt 3epl W oy T TR e
Physical and Behavioral Health -- 11 Contracts
Summer Enrichment — 5 Contracts

T 1
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Performance - Children Ages 0 to 5

OFCY funded nine contracts to provide eatly <hilghoad services to Oakland children and their parents. All nine of the grantees met all five of the performance goals.
Grantees in this funding area are organized into two categories of service:

Services for Children with Special Needs Parent - Child Learning Opportunities

Children’s Hospital - Developmental Playgroups Bring Me A Book Foundation-Oakland’s First Teachers
Famnily Paths - Early Childhood Initiative Center for the Education of the Infant Deaf (CEID)

La Clinica De La Raza-Teens and Tots City of Oakland, DHS-Even Start

The Link to Children-Reduction of Vialence Lao Family Community Development-Even Start

MOCHA Little Studio Residency Program

The following table indicates the performance scores for efficiency and effectiveness of services. Shaded area indicates a performance goaf was
missed,

Table 50

Eficienc ] ____Eflectiveness

[
3

.- OFCY Grantees FY 200708 -} COst par 25 || - Daliverad: 24 [ t ) Devetoprient ||° Agency Service
Percent of Five Summary Perfarmance Go " Halir Tot Fijysaustaction” [." Sérvice - - || Service
. i ¥ ] : ivit Productivity .

Bring Me A Book Foundation-Qakland's 1st Teachars . 93%
Center for tha Education of the Infant Deaf (CEID) $41.13 340% 100% 56% 98% 716
Children's Hospital - Dev. Playgroups $28.28 149% B88% 82% 80% 654
City of Cakland, DHS-Even Start 35.73 116% 54% 100% 100% 842
Family Paths - Early Childhood Initiative $10.95 180% 89% 86% 82% 742
La Clinica Do La Raza-Teens and Tols _s24a 132% 89% 7% 78% 615
Lac Family Community Dev.-Even Start $6.32 145% 89% 97% 90% 802
MOCHA Litle Siudio Residency Program $5.94 136% 86% 85% 92% 785
The Link to Children-Reduction of Viclence $17.89 126% 91% 82% 85% 678
Average Chidron Ages 0 1o 5 - Early Childhood $10.20 141% 90% 83% B4% 737

Note: Parents do assessments of their children 0o § years old.  La Clinico De Lo Raza parents are teenage parents.

Summary of Efficiency
These early childhood grantees averaged $10.20 an hour for services delivered in this year. The cost per hour ranged from $41.13 an haur to $5.17 an hour. All of the nine
grantees met their planned service for this year. All of the granteesimproved their cost per hour or efficiency this year over last year.

Summary of Effectiveness .

For children 0 1g 5 the evaluation relies on their parents’opinions of the value added by the services. The parents overall gave high scores for customer satisfaction and
service productivity, Al of the grantees’ effectiveness scores are high and continued from high effectiveness scores from last year. Comparisons from last year to this
year are found in the appendix.

.Summary of Performance

Grantees that Met 100% of the Five Performance Goals:
Bring Me A Baak Foundation-Oakland's Fiest Teachers
Center for the Education of the Infant Deaf (CEID)
Children’s Hospital - Dev. Playgroups

City of Gakland, DHS-Even Start

Family Paths - Early Childhood Initiative

La Clinica De La Raza-Teens and Tots

L.ao Family Community Dev.-Even Start
MOCHA Little Studio Residency Program
The Link to Children-Reduction of Viclence

LAl el i
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Performance - Children & Youth Ages 6 to 14
Comprehensive After School Programs

BFCY funded 63 grants to provide comprehensive after school services to children and youth ages 6 to 14. Grantees in this funding area are
organized inta four categories of service. Two of the categories, BFCY After Schoel Enrichment Grants and OFCY Cemprehensive After Schoot
Grants, are done in collaboration with (akland Unified Schaol District. Another is the comprehensive after school program in the com-
munity settings. Note to Reader: Each grantee’s name starts with the fiscal agent followed by the school named if it is at a school based
after school program (ASF).

rS

ot
=

x4
P

ue 4
E
oy
i

The following 54 grantees are funded by OFCY and QUSD Oakland SUCCESS with funds from the After School and Safety
Program (ASES). After School Enrichment Grants funded new school sites this year with $50,000 grants from OFCY that
match larger ASES grants administered by the Oakland SUCCESS Office. The Comprehensive After School Programs listed
below are also in collaboration with ASES grants and administered by the Oakland SUCCESS Office in collaboration with
OFCY. These grantees are in the second year of OFCY grants that range from $100,00 to $200,000 that are also matched with

funds from ASES.

OFCY After School Enrichment Grants

1. BACR- Glenview ASP 14, OASES - Quest -Cleveland Elementary ASP

2. BACR- Jefferson ASP 15.  OASES Safe Harbor - Lighthouse ASP

3. BACR- Markham ASP 16, QUSD - Edna Brewer Pride Middle ASP

4, BACR- Melrose Bridges ASP 17. OUSD - Horace Mann Resolve ASP

S, BACR-Whittier ASP 18,  OUSD - Howard Elementary ASP

6. EBAYC-Bella Vista & La Escuelita Higher Learning ASP 19. OUSD - Laurel Elementary Academy ASP

7. GirsInc. - Parker ASP 20.  QUSD - Maxwell Park ASP

8. Higher Ground- Sobrante, Allendale, Brookfield, & Highlang ~ 21. OUSD-T. Marshall Elementary - Inspire ASP
ASP 22.  QUSD - Think Callege Now ASP

9. Lao Family Community Dev. - Intemational Comm. School ASP 23 OUSD - Lakeview Elementary Ujima ASP

10. M.BH. AspiraNet- Piedmont Ave. ASP 24. QUSD - Reach Academy ASP

1. MBH. AspiraNet- RISE Community ASP 25. QUSD/BACR - Lafayette ASP

12. MB.H. AspiraNet- Webster Academy ASP 26. Safe Passages Frick Middle School ASP

13.  MB.H. AspiraNet- Melrose Leadership Academy ASP 27, SSCF - Lazear School -Pathways ASP

OFCY Comprehensive After School Programs

1. BACR -BretHarte ASP 15, East Bay Asian Youth Center-Garfield ASP
2. BACR-Claremont ASP 16.  East Bay Asian Youth Center-Manzanita ASP

3. BACR- Emerson/Peralta ASP 17.  East Bay Asian Youth Center-Roosevelt ASP

4. BACR - Hoover ASP Kids Rock 18.  Girls Inc. - Lockwood ASP

5. BACR-Madison ASP ‘ 19. Qakland Leaf- Ascend Sunset Warriors ASP

6. BACR - Martin Luther King ASP- Unity of Dreams 20. Qakland Leaf -UPA Urban Arts ASP

7. BACR-Prescott ASP 21, OASES Lincoln ASP/LEAP -

8. BACR - Santa Fe Shoating Stars 22.  QASES-Westlake ASP

9, BACR- Stenehurst High Hopes ASP 23, 0YC- Acorn-Woodtand - Awesome ASP

10.  BACR-Sankofa Academy ASP 24, 0YC- Encompass Academy ASP

1. BAVC-Cole ASP 25, QYC- Fruitvale ASP

12, CRECE Elmhurst ASP 26.  SFSU - Havenscourt ASP

13.  East Bay Agency for Children-Sequoia ASP 27, S5CF- Peralta Creek -UFSA - ASP

14, East Bay Asian Youth Center- Franklin ASP 28.  YMCA of the East Bay - Explore ASP

T O I R T g e
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OFCY Comprehensive After School Programs in Collaboration with
0USD’s Oakland SUCCESS

0USD’s Oakiand SUCCESS team provides suppart, training and technical assistance to the After School Initiative sites in order to build their
capacity 1o operate quality comprehensive after school programs for Qakland youth. These grantees are part of the collaboration between
OFCY and Oakiand Unified School District {QUSD} to provide comprehensive after schoo! services.

The collaborative, called Oakland SUCCESS, has the mission to provide comprehentsive after school pragramming with its goals articulated
as follows:
1} focus the resources currently spent on after school activities by OFCY;
2} leverage existing funds and capacity of OUSD 21% {entury Learning Center and After School Education and Safety Program (ASES)
sites;
3) encourage parinership and coordination among after school service providers in Oakland; and
4} expand the number of Oakland youth served in a comprehensive after school program.

The comprehensive after school strategy is designed to increase the community partnership in the schoals by funding commuenity based
agencies working in partnership with the schools to provide a safe place for children and youth to receive additional academic and enrichment
activities after school. QUSDYs Oakland SUCCESS (Schools Unified for Community Collaborations to Enrich StudentS!) Team provides support,

training and technical assistance 1o the After Schao! Initiative sites in order to bulld their capacity to operate quality comprehensive after
school programs for akland youth.

The After School Education and Safety (ASES) Program is the result of the 2002 voter approved initiative, Proposition 49. The ASES program
involves collaboration among parents, youth, representatives from schools and governmental agencies, such as local law enforcement and
local parks and recreation departments, and individuals from community-based organizations and the private sector. Programs are created

through partnerships between schools and local community reseurces to provide literacy, academic enrichment, and safe, constructive
alternatives for students in grades K-9.

The following eight grantees are funded by OFCY to provide comprehensive after school programs in the community. These
grantees do not participate in the ASES collaboration.

OFCY Community 8ased Comprehensive After School
Programs

Ala Costa Center After School

American Indian Child Resource Center

Dimensions Dance Theater - Rites of Passage

tast Bay Agency for Children - Hawthorne ASP

East Bay Conservation {orps-Charter ASP

East Oakland Boxing Assoc. Smart Moves

Dakland Parks and Recreation - Oakland Discovery Centers
Oakland Parks and Recreation-Inclusion {enter

Qo oo e

R SO . . ... - _PERFORMANCE]

ort 67



[PERFORMANCE 7 — — o o e e R N

Performance - After School Enrichment Grants

Table 51

Efficien

Effectiveness
I Percentof - f - ARSI
Contracted Childffouth-

" Services ' ) rated Asset z:
Delivered Chlld:Youth *Dcveicpmen: f

HChildsYouth- ]|
. rated i
Costper’ Agency

Hour Total

i l Service

Percent of Five Summary Perforfmance Goals Parformance

" OFCY Grantees EY 2067-08 J

Met
100% of Five Summary Performance Goals Me Met
BACR - Glenview ASP

Year for ? Satisfaction
I Year h Rate

138%

95%

Service Service
L. Prndu:x;vltv__ji Pr

99%

oducnvn

Crvity Ji

856

BACR - Jefferson ASP $3.65 160% 85% 74% 73% 738
BACR - Markham ASP §7.88 111% 84% 6% 67% G716
BACR - Melrose Bridges ASP 33.18 108% 84% 69% 72% 776
Easi Bay Asian Youlh Center - Bella Vista/ Escuslita $3.01 165% 86% 7% 80% 8§21
Girls Inc. - Pasker ASP $8.52 113% 79% 70% 76% 738
Lao Family Community Dev. - Infemational ASP $2.33 100% 79% 70% 73% 736
QASES - Quest Cleveland Elementary ASP $6.17 106% 79% 61% 61% 677
QUSD - Howard Elementary ASP $2.08 157% 84% 63% 50% 762
QUSD - Think Coltege Now ASP $3.69 107% 82% 81% 70% 797
DUSD Lakeview Elementary Ujima ASP $1.61 148% 83% 5% 78% 754
QUSP Reach Academy ASP $1.U 249% B4% 70% E7% TED
DUSD/BACR - Lafayette ASP $1.83 201% 87% 81% 85% 804
Safe Passages Frick Middle School ASP $4.64 115% B3% §3% £2% 641

SSCF - Lazear School -Pathways ASP
80% of Five Summary Performance

89%

76%

89%

762

BACR - Whittier ASP 91% . 87% 7% 658
Higher Ground- Four Schools ASP i . 91% . B6% 69% 69% 788
OASES Safe Harbor - Lighthouse ASP $7.06 142% 74% A.57% 85% 6682
OUSD - Horace Mann Resolve ASP $3.89 Q5% 80% 55% " . ° 64% 686
QUSE - Laurel Elementary Academy ASP $2.93 105% 76% 58%: " £0% 773
QUSD - Maxwell Park ASP $1.85 182% 76% - 83% e Tt B5% 750
OUSD T. Marshall Elementary - Inspire ASP $3.23 9% . 80% 69% 83% 778
6G0% o a Perfo ¥
M.B.H. Aspiraiet- Webster Academy ASP $1.92 184% TH% BRY% e 47%- &20

OUSD - Edna Brewer Pride ASP
40% of Five Summary Performance Goals Met

M.B.H. AspiraNet- Piadmont Ave, ASP 33.61 88%. 75% " 54% - 56% 722
M.B.H. AspiraNet- RISE Community ASP $4.11 - 56% 80% -~ 58% 56% 609
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Melrose Leadership Acad. ASpP $3.88 115% . B2% 49%. -, 48% T12
Average Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - Aftar School

Enrichment Program $3.38 122% 81% 65% 67% 731

Summary of Efficiency
[~ v e =

Five of the 27 grantees did not meet their plan for service delivery. Overall the grantees met the performance goal by collectively delivering 122% of planned services.
Twenty-two of the grantees have met their plan for providing their contracted services. This was the first year of OFCY grants for many of these grantees and some of them
overestimated the amaunt of service they would provide for the year, Some of the grantees had start up problems and three of the grantees Howard, Reach, and Marshall
School had difficulty filling out their quarterly reports and the data provided is limited.

Cost per hour of service is one way to measure the efficiency of services. The cost per hour of service ranged from a high of $7.88 for BACR Markham ASP t¢ a low of $1.61
per hour for OUSD Lakeview Etementary Ujima ASP. OUSD Reach Academy ASP has a cost per hour of $1.31 but the data is limited because the program never completed a
quarterly report. Data was provided by QUSD QAKS data system.

The average cost per hour for the After Schoal Enrichment Grantees was $3.38. Readers should consider both efficiency and effectiveness in drawing conclusions about a
provider's performance. The reader should also keep in mind that the State of California funds after schaol services fer a minimum $3.33 an hour. The State of California under
Proposition 49 funds after school services at $7.50 a day with a minimum match of 33% or $2.48 for a total of $9.98 aday. This will also set the minimum at $3.33 an hour
for service. OUSD day school expends $8.35 an hour to educate our children for 180 days per year, for six hour school day. These two costs per hour indicate that the average
cost per houy for After School Enrichment Grantees is reasonable.

State After School Minimum;

$3.33

After School Enrichment Actual:  $3.38

QUSD Schoal Day $8.35
[ s s samewen sz r——
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Twenty six of the Gakland SUCCESS grantees all met their customer satisfaction performance goals.  Nine of the grantees missed one or
bath of their service productivity performance summary goals. Readers should note that the academic service productivity scores are not
part of the four summary performance goals but are indluded to assist grantees to continuously improve their services.

Summary of Performance of Oakland SUCCESS Comprehensive After School

Pra TaAMS

Fifteen grantees met 100% of their performance goals, seven grantees met 80% of their performance goals, two grantees met 60% of their
performance goals and three grantees met 40% of their performance goals. Listed below are the grantees and how they did in meeting
the OFCY perfarmance goals.

Grantees that Met 100% of the Five Performance Goals:
BACR - Glenview ASP

BACR - lefferson ASP

BACR - Markham ASP

BACR - Melrose Bridges ASP

East Bay Asian Youth Center - Bella Vista/ Escuelita
Girls Inc. - Parker ASP

Lao Family Community Dev. - International ASP
OASES - Quest Cleveland Elementary ASP

9. QUSD - Howard Elementary ASP

10.  OUSD - Think College Now ASP

11, OUSD Lakeview Elementary Ujima ASP

12. OUSD Reach Academy ASP

13, QUSD/BACR - Lafayette ASP

14, Safe Passages Frick Midde School ASP

15, SSCF - Lazear Schoal -Pathways ASP

Grantees that Met 80% of the Five Performance Goals:
BACR - Whittier ASP

Higher Ground- Four Schools ASP

DASES Safe Harbor - Lighthouse ASP

OUSD - Horace Mann Resalve ASP

OUSD - Laurel Efementary Academy ASP

QUSD - Maxwell Park ASP

OUSD T. Marshall Elementary - Inspire ASP

el A Sl e

. M.B.H. AspiraNet- Webster Academy ASP

. OUSD - Edna Brewer Pride ASP

Grantees that Met 40% of the Five Performance Goals:
. M.B.H. AspiraNet- Piedmont Ave, ASP

. M.B.H. AspiraNet- RISE Community ASP

. M.B.H. AspiraNet- Melrose Leadership Acad. ASP

2

3

4

5

6.

7

Grantees that Met 60% of the Five Performance Goals;
1

2

}

2
3

Note to Reader: The After School Enrichment Grantees were not funded by OFCY last year, so no comparison to last year is )
available in the appendix.

TN B
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Performance - Comprehensive After School Programs

Table 52

Efficienc Effectiveness
. ' T
Contracted Child/Youth- : Child/Youth-
o ) _ _ v f Services o i rated Asset ’ rated !
OFCY Grantees FY 2007-08 . . b Cost per Delivered Child/Youth 1 Development Agency || Service
Percent of Five Summary Performance Goals 1| HourTotal Year for Satisfaction i - Service Service Performance
Met . Funds i

Productmty Productivity Index
100% of Five Summary Periormance Goals Mel - ' '

American Indian Child Resource Center 115% 90% 90% 89% BBB
BACR - Bret Harte ASP $4.19 123% 85% 1% 83% 797
BACR - Emerson/Peralta ASP $4.05 123% 85% 63% 60% 746
BACR - Hoover ASP Kids Rock $9.40 100%, 88% 74% 75% 679
BACR - Prascolt ASP $5.91 126% 87% 90% 88% 763
BACR - Santa Fe Shooting Stars $5.39 110% 8% 72% 67% 740
BACR - Stonehurst High Hopes ASP $3.65 120% 90% 76% 78% 800
Dimensions Dance Theater - Ritas of Passage $3.51 141% 90% 67% 74% 822
East Bay Agency for Children - Hawthorne ASP $4.68 106% 83% 659% 65% 754
Easi Bay Asian Youth Cenier- Franklin ASP $3.11 149% 83% 68% 76% 757
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Garfield ASP §2.77 141% B6% 75% 78% 815
Easi Bay Asian Youlh Center-Manzanita ASP $3.52 148% 79% 65% 65% 739
East Qakland Bexing Assoc. Smart Moves $2.62 121% 94% 83% 79% 793
Girls Inc. - Lockwood ASP $12.02 119% 86% 76% 79% 691
Oakland Leaf -UPA_Urban Arls ASP $4.75 116% 90% 81% 75% 780
Oakland Parks and Recreation-Inclusion Center $5.00 119% 89% 73% 658% T 745
OASES Lincoln ASP/LEAP $5.51 114% 93% 92% 54% 799
QASES-Westlake ASP $4.85 122% 89% 79% 74% 766
OPR - Oakland Discovery Centers $4.62 107% 88% 7% 76% 790
OYC - Acorn-Woodland - Awesome ASP $5.19 143% 82% 73% 72% 715
SSCF - Peralla Creek -UFSA - ASP $11.97 102% 78% 66% 69% 633

80% o & 3 Perfo ance Goa g
Ala Costa Centar Atter School $10.97 100% 88% 71% ) 52% 696
BACR - Martin Luther King ASP- Unity of Dreams $3.98 121% 83% 63% c v 5B% - 723
BACR - Sankefa Academy ASP $4.87 108% 78% SBe% . p it 51% T 714 .
East Bay Agency for Children-Sequoia ASP $4.25 120% 80% (S BB% = 63% 735
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Roosevelt ASP $6.49 107% 70% (T B4% s 62% 661
Easl Bay Conservation Corps-Charter ASP $8.55 111% 82% 65% s. 58% 644
OYC - Encompass Academy ASP $4.92 105% 77% 62% wl e 58%. 673
OYC - Fruitvale ASP )

80% of Five Summary erformance Goals Met
BACR - Madison ASP.
CRECE Elmhurst ASP $2.43 126% LO69% ¢ s B1% - 69% 722
Qakland Leal- Ascand Sunsel Warriors ASP ¢ s et

: Fiv 7 Goals Met
BACR - Claremont ASP
¥MCA of the East Bay - Explora ASP

20% of Five Summary Performance Goals Met |
SF5U - Havenscourt ASP

0% of Five Summary Performance Goals Met _
Bay Area Video Coalition - Cole School

Dzd nol collect any surveys

Average Children and Youth Ages 6to 14 -
Comprehensive After School . $4.96 118% 81% 6% 68% 731

Summary of Fifficiency

Thirty-four of the 36 grantees met their plan for service delivery, Overall the grantees met the perfermance goal by collectively delivering 118% of planned service. Two of
the grantees did not meet their plan for providing their contracted services. This is the second year of two year funding cycle for these grantees and most are able to predict
their planned efforts for the year. Cost per hour of service is one way to measure the efficiency of services. The cast per hour of service ranged from a high of $12.02 for Girls
Inc. - Lockwood ASP to a low of $2.43 per hour for CRECE - Eimhurst Middle ASP.

TOFY 2007—08 OFCY Final Evaluatlon Report
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*SSCF- Pathways {05}
- (Girl, 8 years old)

Question: What is your
favorite part of this
program?

Answer: “My favorite
part of the program is
the fitness, they make us
do a lot of exercise so we
can stay healthy.”

{Girl, 8 years old)

Questien: What would
you tell your friends
that wanted to join the
program?

Answer: “| would tell
them that it is a good
pregram where they can
come eat and learn a lot”

Thirty five of the Oakland SUCCESS grantees all met their customer satisfaction performance goals. Middle school after school pregrams
have the hardest time meeting the performance goals. Middle school students have historically been the most difficult papulation with
whom to achieve changes in behaviors and skills. Readers should note that the academic service productivity scores are not part of the

0 [[INa ged 1t 4 Mo [

Summar_y of Performance of Oakland SUCCESS Comprebensi@ezﬁ'fter School

Programs

Twenty-one grantees met 100% of their performance goals, eight grantees met 80% of their performance goals, three grantees met 60%
of their performance goals, two grantees met 40% of their performance goals, one grantee met 20% of their performance goals, and one
grantee met none of the performance goals. Listed below are the grantees and how they did in meeting the QFCY performance goals

Evaluation coaches will continue towork with grantees that were refunded toimprove performance. By reviewing survey results, providers
will be able to determine which of the targeted changes in new skills and behavior require thelr attention. The evaluation design consists
of two sampling periods, one in the Fall of 2008 and one in the Spring of 2009. After school middle school programs need to learn from
the successful school based and community based service providers who are having success in engaging middle scheol age youth in
demonstrating new skills, behavier, and knowledge

Grantees that Met 100% of the Five Performance Goals:  granteas that Met 60% of the Five Performance Goals:

American Indian Chitd Resource Center 1. BACR- Madison ASP
BACR - Bret Harte ASP 2. CRECE Efmhurst ASP
BACR - Emerson/Peralta ASP 3. Qakland Leaf- Ascend Sunset Warriors

BACR - Hoover ASP Kids Rock

BACR - Prescott ASP Grantees that Met 40% of the Five Performance Goals:
BACR- Santa Fe ShOOﬂﬂg Stars 1. BACR- Claremont ASP

BACR - Stanehurst High Hopes ASP . L YMCAofthe East Bay - Explore ASP
Dimensions Dance Theater - Rites of Passage

9. EastBay Agency for Children - Hawthorne ASP
10

IR NV NN

Grantees that Met 20% of the Five Performance Goals:

East Bay Asian Youth Center- Franklin ASP 1. SESU - Havenscourt ASP
11, East Bay Asian Youth Center-Garfield ASP
12, EastBay Asian Youth Center-Manzanita ASP Grantees that Met 0% of the Five Performance Goals:
3. EastOakland Boxing Assoc. Smart Moves 1. BayAreaVideo Caalition - Cole School
14, Girlsine, - Lockwood ASP
15, Oakland Leaf-UPA Urban Arts ASP
16, Qakland Parks and Recreation-Inclusion Center
17, OASES Lincoln ASP/LEAP
18.  OASES-Westlake ASP
9. OPR - Oakland Discovery Centers Note: Bay Area Video Coalition at Cole School got a late
20.  OYC- Acorn-Woodland - Awesome ASP start this year and was never able to get a full after
21, 55CF- Peralta Creek -UFSA - schoot program geing. The grantee and the school

Grantees that Met 80% of the Five Performance Goals:
Ala Costa Center After School

BACR - Martin Luther King ASP- Unity of Dreams

BACR - Sankofa Academy ASP

£ast Bay Agency for Chifdren-Sequoia ASP

East Bay Asian Youth Center-Roosevelt ASP

East Bay Conservation Corps-Charter ASP

OYC- Encompass Academy ASP

OYC - Fruitvale ASP

chase nat to participate in the evaluation pracess and
did not survey their customers.

|
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Youth Ages 15-20 College and Career Readiness & Youth
Leadership

Seventeen of the OFCY grantees are in this strategic area. Most of the grantees in this area de activities across the two categories. The list below indicates which do the
majority of their effortin the following strategic areas:

Youth Leadership

Astan Community Mental Health Services-AYPAL
BEST/EXCEL HS - Youth Leadership

Dimensions Dance Theater - Intern Program

Dakland Kids Firsi-Real Hazd

Spanish Speaking Citizen's Foundation-Youth Leadership
Youth ALIVE I- Teens on Target

Youth Together- Youth Leadership

Youih UpRising - Youth Grants

Youth UpRising- Comers Cafe

College and Career Readiness

Alameda County Health Care Foundation
Eastside Arts Alliance Youth Center

East Bay Asian Youth Center -RISE

Global Education Partnership-EETP

Next Step Learning Center-Success at 17
OASES SOAR Career & (ollege Readiness

Opera Piccola -ArtGate Advance

Youth Employment Partnership-Career Try Out

Table 53
Efficiency Effectiveness
o O
Q ea a C d C
a ed
0O e 007-0 ast pe D d o D op g
P 0 rerfo e Goa a o o 0 = P O
d R Prod Prod
00% o 2 ary Performance Goa e
Astan Community Mental Health Services-AYPAL $11.32 148% 84% 83% 90% 751
Dimensions Danca Theater - intern Program ) $4.27 106% 80% 87% 74% 822
Eastside Arts Alliance Youth Center $3.33 103% 89% 80% 80% 847
Globa) Education Parinership-EETP §4.53 138% 74% BB% BB% 790
Mext Step Learning Center-Success at 17 $4.17 131% 92% 83% Q0% B57
Oakland Kids First-Real Hard $10.33 95% 83% 80% 66% 649
CASES SOAR Career & College Readiness $18.38 106% 90% 83% 7% 712
Spanish Speaking Citizen's Foundation-Youth Leadershig $15.14 103% B5% T7% T4% 662
Youth ALIVE |- Teens cn Target 90% 73% 79% 712
Youth Together- Youth Leadership 87% 73% 71% 746

Youth UpRising - Youth Granis

anis 89% 74% 808
ive Summary Performance Goais M ) ’ ’

Alameda County Health Care Foundation 58% - 67% 666
East Bay Asian Youth Center -RISE 81% 64% _ L 58% . 672
Opera Piccola -AntGate Advance B5% » BT% - 65% 638
Youth UpRising - Comers Café B3% 75% 76% 6689
60% & Perfo ance (Gga a
BEST/EXCEL HS - Youth Leadershi $7.40 | - -B65%¢. . 88% 63% LM% 610
40% o 8 a Perfo & e 508
Youth Employment Partnership-Career Try Qut $12.95 [ > 84% .- 77% C . B53% ot 62% LAV |
Average Youth Ages 15 to 20 - Career and Collegs
Readiness and Youth Leadership $6.86 112% 85% 69% 72% 718

Summary.of Efficiency

Fourteen grantees met their planned hours of service for this year. Collectively this strategic area delivered 112% of contracred and planned services. The cost per hour of
service ranged from a high of $19.38 for OASES SOAR Career and College Readiness to a low of $1.81 per hour for services delivered by Youth UpRising - Youth Grants. The
average cost per hour for this group collectively was $6.86, All the agencies camparisons from year to year are in the appendix.

. - MR e it a2 3 |
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Summary ofEﬁbctweness

All grantees met their performance goal for customer satisfaction. Twelve of the 17 grantees met all four of their service productivity performance
goals. Eleven of the grantees met 100% of their performance goals, four grantees met 80% of their performance goals, one grantee met 60% of

their performance goals, and one grantee met 40% of their performance goals.

Summary qf Performance

Grantees that Met 100% of the Five Performance Goals:

Asian Community Mental Health Services-AYPAL
Dimensions Dance Theater - Intern Program
Eastside Arts Alliance Yoush Center

Global Education Partnership-EETP

Next Step Learning Center-Success at 17
(akland Kids First-Real Hard

QOASES S0AR Career & Coltege Readiness

Spanish Speaking Citizen's Foundation-Youth Leadership
Youth ALIVE !- Teens on Target

Youth Together- Youth Leadership

Youth UpRising - Youth Grants

—

Grantees that Met 80% of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Alameda County Health Care Foundation

2. East Bay Asian Youth Center -RISE

3. Opera Piccola -ArtGate Advance

4. Youth UpRising - Corners Café

Grantees that Met 60% of the Five Performance Goals:
1. BEST/EXCEL HS - Youth Leadership

Grantees that Met 40% of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Youth Employment Partnership-Career Try Qut

Project Re-Connect

*Praject Re-Cannect {OFCY)
{Guy, 20 years old}

Question: How do you feel
about this program?

Answer:” It's good. . .It's
cool. It helps people learn
to communicate.”

Note:

Youth Employment Partnership beginning this year will survey
their youth customers at the end of the summer jobs program
instead of surveying them before Christmas when they are
harder to find. By Winter a good sample is difficult to obtain
and many youth have forgotten some of the experiences they
had during the summer. This change in sampling design
might provide more surveys and more accurate data on the
success of the program’s services,

BACR-Prescott ASP

A < e 202 % 2]
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Children and Youth of All Ages Physical and
Behavioral Health

Eleven of the OFCY grantees are in this cluster. The grantees are:

Alameda Family Services-Dream{atcher Native American Heath {enter-Youth Yoices

Bay Area Oakfand SCORES 0BUGS-Planting a Future

Bay Area Qutreach & Recreation Pragram (BORP) Praject Re-Connect

First Place for Youth - Healthy Transitions SportsdKids After School Program

Jack London Aquatic Center-Rowing Revolution Through The Looking Glass-Families w/ Disabifities

La Clinica De La Raza-Youth Brigade

Table 54

Efficienc _ _ _____Effectiveness

N { S | Percent of , T l u
. C Contracted ' Child/Youth- !ChiId!Yomh- i
“ Services . rated Asset rated '
OFCY Gramtees FY 2007-08 Cost per Delivered Chitd/Youth {j Development i Agency Service
Percent of Five Summary Performance Goals ' E our Total i—far for Satisfaction Service il Service -| Performance
Met_ ] Funds Year . Jl__Rate Il ...P.r.qt*u.@ﬁxitvﬂﬂ.‘?{oci&sﬁtivi ndex____
100% of Five Summary Pertormance Goals Met N )
Alameda Family Services-Dream Catcher §7.17 117% 86%
Bay Area Oakland SCORES $5.42 111% 90% 70% 71% 764
Bay Area Outreach & Recreation Program (BORP) $13.92 119% 95% 76% 86% 733
First Place for Youth - Healthy Transitions $20.90 i47% 83% 69% 71% 602
Jack London Aquatic Center-Rowing Revolution $6.88 99% 87% £63% 77% 665
Native American Heath Center-Youth Voices $6.22 124% 95% B85% 90% 808
OBUGS-Ptanting a Future $6.41 127% 35% 68% 54% 712
Project Re-Connect $33.47 129% 92% 82% 88% 731
809% o e Perto a e a3
La Clinica De La Raza-Youth 8rigade $8.14 135% 81% 83% C o 52% 6504
Sports4 Kids After School Program $£3.30 - 86% - 38% 68% 74% 818
Through The Looking Glass-Famities w/ Disabilities $14.59 | . 2 91%. % 95% B8% ND 634
Average Children and Youth of All Ages- Physical and
Behavioral Health $8.18 107% 88% 71% 73% 706

Nate: Through the Looking Glass- Families with Disabilities’ scores are from parents of children with disabilities.

Swmmary of Efficiency

(ollectively grantees in this strategic area defivered 107% of contracted services. Two grantees missed their planned services for the year.
The cost per hour of service ranged from a high of 533.47 for Project Re-Conect to a Jow of $3.30 for services delivered by Sports4Kids.
Cotlectively, the cost per hour was $8.18.  All of the agencies performance data comparisons to last year are in the appendix.

L

Summary of Effectiveness
All of the grantees met the performance goal for customer satisfaction except one. Eight of these grantees met all five of the performance
goals. Three grantees missed ene of their performance qoals for service praductivity.

T — -
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Summary qf Pe?_‘ﬁirmance

Grantees that Met 100% of the Five Performance Goals:

1. Alameda Family Services-Dream Catcher *ACHMS (OFCY)

2. Bay Area Oakland SCORES

3. BayArea Outreach & Recreation Program (BORP) Young Male

4, First Place for Youth - Healthy Transitions

5. Jack London Aquatic Center-Rowing Revolution Questjon: What do you like most

6.  Native American Heath {enter-Youth Voices about this program?

7. 0BUGS-Planting a Future

8. Project Re-Connect Answer:” Through this program
my leadership skills have

Grantees that Met 80% of the Five Performance Goals: developed, and | have more

1. laClinica De La Raza-Youth Brigade confidence to speak in front of

2. SportsdKids After School Program people”

3, Through The Looking Glass-Families w/ Disabifities
Young Male

Question: Has this program
changed you in any way?

Answer: " This program has keep
me in 3 positive vibe, and out of
the streets”

SRR el R O,
Opera Piccola- ArtGate Advance

FY 2007-08 OFCY Final Evaluation Report 75



[ [[PERFORMANCE

Child and Youth All Ages Summer Enrlchment

Five of the OFCY grantees are in this strategic area. Grantees in this area offered summer enrichment activities during the summer of 2006 and 2007. The list below indicates
the grantees that participated in this strategic area for summer enrichment services and care:

Summer Enrichment '
Family Suppgn Services - Youth Prog;am Leadershlp Excelfence-Freedom School
Gitls Inc. - Eureka Teen Achievement Marcus A. Foster Education Institute - Prescott Circus Theatre
Qakland Discovery Centers Summer Pragram
Table 55

Efficiency _ Effectiveness

Child/Yauth- i Child/Youth-

. ] - Services'. || ~. v Tated Asset rated
OFCY Grantees FY'2007-08 Costper ~ }| ‘Delivered {|Child/Youth | Development Agency Service
Percent of Five Summary Performance Goals Hour Total® Year for - Sausfacnon - Service Service Performance
: Met - s Year i PRate’ ~ Productivity || Productivity
~ 100% of Five Summary Performance Goals Met | ; e R i )
Girls tnc. - Eureka Teen Achiavemant $7.62 167% 86% 62% 63% 714
Leadership Excellence-Freadom School $8.01 106% 75% 61% 64% 690
OPR -Oakland Discovery Canters Summer Program $4.19 110% 92% 78% 75% B29
80% of Five Performance Goals Me
Marcus A, Foster Ed, In.-Prescolt Circus Theatre $6.64 121% T 67% L7 78% 87% 747
60% o e a Ferlo ance (503
Family Support Services- Youth Kinship Program 31565 | - _ 93%. =) T7% v 56% - 62% 645
Average Children & Youth Alt Ages - Summer
Enrichment $9.3% 108% B0 % 655% B8% 725

Summary of Efficiency
=4 &7 o

Four grantees made their planned hours of service for this year with ane grantee just missing the goal of 95%. Collectively this strategic area
delivered 108% of contracted and planned services. The cost per hour of service ranged from a high of $15.65 for Family Suppost Service - Youth
Programs to a low of $4.19 per hour for services delivered by Oakland Discovery Centers. The average cost per hour for this group collectively
was $9.39.

Summary of Effectiveness
Family Support Services missed their asset development service productivity goal and MFEI Prescott Circus just missed their youth satisfaction
score goal. Collectively this group met their performance goals for service productivity.

Summary ofPerjbrmance

Grantees that Met 100% of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Girls Inc. - Eureka Teen Achievement

2. Leadership Excellence - Freedom School

3. Oakland Discovery Centers Summer Program

Grantees that Met 80% of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Marcus A. Foster Education Institute - Prescott Circus Theatre

Grantees that Met 60% of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Family Support Services - Youth Program

Safe Passages Frick Mlddle Schoal ASP :

T T = 3
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Summary of Performance of OFCY Grantees

Sixty-four percent (64%) of OFCY grantees met 100% OFCY performance goals. Eighty-seven percent {87%) of the grantees met 80% or
more of their performance goals. Only one grantee missed four out of the five performance goals and one grantee missed all four of the
performance goals. The following table shows the number of grantees that met the five performance goals for planned effort, customer
satisfaction, asset development service productivity, grantee selected service praductivity and service performance index.

Table 56

___OFCY Grantees Performance Summary for FY2007-08

Grantees Met 100% of Five Summary Performance Goals
Grantees Met 80% of Five Summary Performance Goals
Grantees Met 60% of Five Summary Performance Goals
Grantees Met 40% of Five Summary Performance Goals
Grantees Met 20% of Five Summary Performance Goals
Grantees Met 0% of Five Summary Performance Goals

*Youth Employment Part-
nership (OFCY)

(Girl, 14 years old}

Question: What have you
learned here?

Answer: “l have learned the
experience of a job, how to
apply for a job, and how to
create a resume.”

|
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Service Performance
Index By
OFCY Grantee

When a wide variety of information is assembled about the
performance of human service organizations, many people ask if 2
way can be developed to combine such infermation into one overall
indicator, The Performance Logic Medel directs that data about
effort and effects be presented for all agencies and each agency
separately. This OFCY evaluation produced information about nine
tateqgories of perfermance, six relating to effort and three relating to
effects. Across the nine categories 31 distinct measures are covered.
Another 25 measures are processed and reparted in the annual
report. Sinceitisimpossible to mentafty combine this information to
gain an gverall impression of how well the OFCY grantees performed,
let alone compare two or more grantees, our evaluation team
developed the Service Performance Index (SP1) to mathematically
integrate the perfarmance data,

Whenever someone asks “What does the SPI mean”, the answer
¢&h be found in the model selected to guide the construction of
such a score. The model selected for the SPE is the most widely
used one to measure overall performance of for-profit and not-for-
profit organizations. The performance criteria and rating system
associated with the Malcolm Baldrige national quality award
guided the construction of the SP1. The Criteriz are designed to help
organizations use an integrated approach toimproving performance
by promoting:

«  Delivery of ever-improving value to all customers and
stakehalders, such as the children, youth, parents, and
community residents of Oakiand.

Improvement of overall effectiveness and productive
capabilities of any organization, such as the OFCY service
providers,

Organizational and personal fearning.

The U.S. Department of Commerce is responsible for the national
award program, and the National institute of Standards and
Technology {NIST) manages the program. The American Society for
Quatity (ASQ) assists in administering the program under contract to
NIST. Most states operate a state award program madeted after the
national program. In California the California Coundil for Excellence
administers the state program. The state award program indudes
a team review of the application and a visit to the organization, if
enough points are eamed to qualify for the bronze level. Unlike
the natienal award program, three levels of awards are made each
year based on three cutoff scores. Applying for an award from the
state program is a way to become more competitive for the national
award. National awards are made to around five organizations
annually, although if no organization meets the high standards of

Y o LY
n Report

uatio

performance excellence, NIST can elect to make no awards. The NIST
website, www.nist.gov, is the official source of the performance
criteria and other information about the national award pragram.

Because the purpose of adopting the Baldrige performance criteria
was to guide the selection of indicators of overall performance,
we followed the rating system developed for Baldrige examiners
to report how well an organization is performing. This system
divides organizational performance into three categories: approach,
deployment, and results. Approach includes how an organization
is gesigned to operate effectively; deployment involves what the
organization does toimplement the design, and results refer to what
is achieved. We reviewed the measures collected for our report and
assigned them to one of these three categories (see Table 1 below).
For example, the first measure is based on ratings by the evaluation
team of the likelihood that the program design and its underlying
philosaphy adopted by the service agency would imprave the
developmental assets of their youth custemers. The following
table lists the measures and summarizes how each measure was
scored before combining all measures into one aggregate index of
performance, the SPl. Points were calculated on the same scale
as for the Baldrige performance criteria, 0 to 1000; however, we
modified the point totals slightly for each of the three areas, making
approach worth 250 points, deployment worth 250 points, and
results worth 500 points.

L

Alameda Family Services-Dream(atcher
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Approach

Evaluation team ratings of program strategy and
design—will the strategy produce more assets for youth

.. Definition_....... R
Original scale was 1-100, adjusted to 0-1, with 50=0,
1o eliminate unused range (increase spread); final
score multiplied by 2 to increase its weight

Staff ratings of 28 perfarmance charactenistics
contrasting importance of accomplishing with actual

Surn of differences between importance and

achievement—how well doas intant align with perceived 62.5 |achievement across 28 items, adjusted for the number
accomplishmant of staff reporting; scale reversed and shrunk to 0-1
Staff ratings of 9 agency exemplary practices—how 625 Original scale was 1-5, adjusted to 0-1, averaged
capable of doing well is this service team "~ |across all staff reporting for each agency
Number of registered customers divided by OFCY
Cost per custorner—iower means more can be served 278 grant funds spent, then magnified to 0-1 range
Coverage of types of surveys neaded from Percent of types of surveys collected relative to
agency—complete reporting yields mare useful 278 needed
information
] . RPRA total scores with range reversed, then the range
tgzzl:;rr:'zz;’:;iy%uetgto‘;’ec:nw i).;e:;fvic: ag\eog:?rlxn::el:fj 27.8jreduced before adjusting to 0-1 where 1 reflects low
9 P 9 assets and high need, 0 maximum assets
Percent of effects scores collected—complete reporting 278 Count of effects scores obtained divided by total
yields more useful information " fnumber of scores agancy should have provided
Surveys collected compared to OFCY grant funds L
spent—were resources used to collect important 27.8 Total surveys rec{.);dsd divided by OFCY grant funds
Deployment |information spent, then magnified to 0-1 range
Expending of grant funds being on schedule—did P .
) T : arcent of OFCY funds expended during fiscal year
:f:::;r;]g match cr exceed needs as indicated in 27.8 that were awarded
Representativeness of sample of youth survays Percent of youth served that were survey_red, adjusted
collecied relative to youth served—how well do these 78 UpWErF! as more youth were surveyed, since fhe larger
resuits tell the complete story of how youth fared agencies can survey a smaller percent of their youth
) customers; scores exceeding 1 capped at 1
Ten staff ratings of the quality of their work .
h h . Averaged responses across all staff reporting; 0 meant
a);r::glear;es—do stafi feel comfortable in their 278 not ming. 1 meant occurting
Staff ratings of 10 organizational management best 278 Averaged responses across all staff reporting; 0 meant
practices—do managers lead effectively ™ |not occurring, + meant occurring
Actual hours of service divided by amount of totai
Cost per hour of service—getting more services for the 166.67 funds spent, then magnified ic 0-1 range; score
money " |muttiplied by 5 to give this indicator 1/3 weight to the
effects indicators
' . \ Average level of satisfaction, or zero if insufficient
Satisfaction of youth—do youth like what happens 55.55 number of surveys supplied
Satisfaction of parents—do the parents like what 55.55 Average level of satisfaction, or zero if insufficient
happens ta their children 7 [number of surveys supplied
Asset development productivity reported by youth—did 55.55 Average for all youth reporting, or zero if insufficient
Results the services produce mere ycuth assets 7 Inumber of surveys supplied
Agency-specific productivity reported by youth—did the 5555 Average for all youth reporting, or zero if insufficient
services accomplish selected goals for the youth 7 [number of surveys supplied
Service quality reported by youth for asset Quality calculated as average productivity divided by
davefopmant—was the approach taken equally effactive 55.55 |variability across youth; score range then shrunk to 0-1
for all customers in increasing youth assets and any extreme scores capped
Service quality reporied by youth for agency-specified Quality caleulated as average productivity divided by
questions—was the approach taken equally effective for 55.55 |variability across youth; score range then shrunk to 0-1
all customers in meeting specified goals and any extreme scores capped
Total 1,000

Note: The ratings for approach are the opinions of the OFCY Evaluation Team grantee coaches, Peter Ellis, Rex Green, Maria Elena Riddie, Rachel
Camacho, Octave Baker, Marco Antonie Cruz, and Eury Ramos.
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America’s

= highest honor
for performance
excellence, the
Baldrige Award is
presented annu-
ally to U.S. orga-
nizations by the
President of the
United States. In
October 2004,
President of the
United States
signed inte law
fegislation that
authorizes NIST
to expand the
Baldrige award-
program toin-

organizations. In
2007, non-profit
(organizations

will be eligible
~ to apply for the

award. The

OFCY SP1 score

is modeled

after the Baldrige

award program’s

methodology.
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How is SPI Indicator

Summarizing, service organizations

Calculated? score higher on the SPl when they do

the following:

Each indicator was converted to a 0-1 scale, unless its range already
was (-1, by shifting the lowest value to zero with a constant, then
multiplying by the reciprecal of the largest score.  Eight of the

1. (hoose a service model that is more likely to increase
the developmental assets of their youth customers;

indicators required some additional adjustment to place the 2, Train staff 1o achieve goals closely related to things the

distribution of scores in the 0-1 range, so that the differences amang management constders important, rather than trivial;

service organizations would be noticeable. After the original range 3. Strive to operate services following some exemplary

of scores was converted to 0-1, the distribution was examined organizational practices;

for skewness and spread. Spread was increased by truncating the 4. Strive to serve more customers with the OFCY funding

range and revising the scores to more nearly cover the entire 0-1 received;

range. Skewness was removed by capping the range about where 5. Gather representative sample of each type survey:

the frequency of scores became zero, and adjusting extreme scores youth opinions, parent opinions, staff apinions, and the

up or down to fit in the reduced range. These adjustments must youth's developmental assets assessmeant (RPRA) in the

be performed when processing new data; the actual adjustments fall; Opera Piccola

depend on the distributional properties of each indicator. Increasing 6. Serve youth with lower developmental assets;

the spreadin this mannerisa linearadjustment and does notalterthe 7. Collect and submit more than 15 parent surveys and Question: Do these

correlations among the indicators; reducing skewness is a nonlinear 20 youth surveys so that all of the effects scores will be programs change you

adjustment that resembles a logarithmic transformation, in that it computed; in any way?

pulls in extreme scores. Such transformations often increase the 8. Spend 100% of their OFCY funding allocation;

correlation between pairs of variables. 9. (Gather enpugh youth surveys to adequately represent g oo apic dace
3 N their Fustomers’wews en'how much services helped gives me a lotamore

In order to strengthen the validity of the 5PI, minimum sarnple them; confidence, and now,

sizes were applied to the indicators involving data collected from 10. Promote rewarding work experiences for staff; 'm able to speakin

stakeholders, If insufficient data were available to calculate an 11, Manage service operations knowledgeably; front of other people

indicator, then zero points were awarded. The following minimums 12, Manage the delivery of service activities so the cost per because before | didn’t

were selected: 5 or more of each type of survey to count as a type; hour of service does not shoot upward; speak in dass. | was

10 surveys of pasents if 25 or more youth customers served and 20 13. Deliver services that the youth and parent customers oy, shy”

surveys of youth if 25 or more youth customers (including young perceive as helpful;

parents as customers) served to earn a corresponding productivity, 14.  Deliver helpful services to every customer, not just those

satisfaction, or quality indicator score. Clearly, groups can improve who are easy to serve,

their performance index scores dramatically by getting adequate
samples of their customers’ opinions.

The SPI Cluster Deviation Score

The Service Performance Index (SPI) is a score from 0 to 1000 and is presented by OFCY strategic duster comparing OFCY grantees scores to athers providing a similar but
not identical service to similar aged children and youth. Grantees ase listed from the highest SP1 score to the lowest in each cluster. The average SP! score for each dluster
is provided along with the overall SPl average for al! 105 OFCY grantees.

The SP1 Cluster Deviation Score indicates relatively high or low performance. Zero means the SPIscore was within one standard deviation of the duster mean. A score of
+ or - Tmeans the score exceeded the mean by 1 standard deviation, but not 2. Ascore of +or- 2 means the score exceeded by 2 the standard deviation, thus being the
highest or lowest SP1 Index score for their ctuster. This quickly summarizes who is doing well with desirable performance and those grantees that might neeg toimprove
their performance.

Readers are reminded that and score over 600 is considered meeting the performance geal and acceptable score. With 105 different grants many of the grantees are
doing similar services like in the school based after school services, but many have unique services in summer enrichment, early childhood, career and college readiness,
youth leadership and physical and behavioral health, QFCY only funds one program for emancipated foster youth, and onty ene youth employment program se readers
are warned that the Cluster Deviation Scere is limited when comparing a wide range of different services, For example, in the Physical and Behavioral Heath Cluster,
the highest scoring grantee is SportsdKids which offers physical activities after school and the lowest scoring is First Place for Youth which provides prevention and
intervention services to emancipated foster youth. Since the cost per hour of the services accounts for 16.5% of the total SPI score the higher cost per hour of $30.90 First
Place for Youth lowers their score when compared to SportdKids with a cost per hour of $3.30.

J
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Comparing High Performing Services with Low Performing
Services

The Service Performance Index {SP1) is a score from 0 to 1000; 250 points are allocated to the approach taken to services, 250 points for deploying resources widely, and 500
points for producing desired results. The SPI Ctuster Deviation Score indicates relatively high or low performance within each OFCY strateqy group. Zera means the 5P} score
was within ene standard deviation of the cluster mean, A score of + or - 1 means the score was higher or lower than the mean by 1 standard deviation, but not 2, A score of
+ or - 2 means the score was higher or lower by 2 standard deviations, thus being the highest or lowest SPl Index score for their cluster. The Cluster Deviation Scores indicates
which agencies are performing best and which need to consider improving their services.

There was one agency that scored twe and one that scored minus two. The widest differences in scoring between these two agendies were in the results indicators. The
difference in results was 251 peints, more than the lowest scoring agency earned even, The relative difference between the twa agencies on all results indicators (cost per
hour of service, service productivity, satisfaction with services, and service quality) was similar to this difference, except for the satisfaction of parents, which was a smaller
difference. The highest scoring agency performed better in all three areas, though: approach, deployment, and results.

Sixteen agendies scored one above the mean and sixteen scored one below the mean. The most sizable differences in perfarmance between these 32 agendies were on the
results fndicators. The lowest scaring agency scoring one deviation above the mean earned a results score of 382, while the highest scoring agency scoring one deviation
below the mean earned only 329. Although the average approach and deployment scores were higher for the higher performing agencies, they were just 20 points higher.
The two distributions of scores overlapped considerably.

These findirgs using the SP Cluster Deviatien Scores highlight the importance of working hard 1o achieve the best results. Agencies that receive OFCY funding tend to be
employing goed approaches to services and spending the funding to generate the activities premised and the data needed to quide operations. Agencies with low SPI scores
need to continually focus on impraving efficiency as measured by cost per hour and effectiveness as measured by customer satisfaction and service productivity. Grantees
with low 5Pl scores can improve their score by improving their results that measure efficiency and effectiveness. Evaluators provide grantees with a document that tells
them how their SP| score was calculated on request.

Service Performance Index (SPI)
by OFCY Grantee by Strategic Area

Readers are reminded that a score over 600 is desirable and meets the performance goal. SPi scores over 750 are considered high scores. Projects are unique and different.
So if comparisons are to be made between projects readers should compare similar projects. One cannot compare a counseling program to an after school program, SPI
scores are clustered by the strategic priority area in which the majarity of their hours of services were coded. One reason for taw scores occurs when grantees have insufficient
sample sizes for the 19 variables used to produce the SPlscore. In Appendix D readers can see how grantees did over time with their SPI scores.

Children Ages 0 to 5 - Early Childhood This Year

Table 58

S Serice

. Performance  Cluster
Deploymen: ~_Resuils’ index Deviation

City of Oakland, DHS-Even Start 227 181 434 B42 1
Bring Me A Book Foundation-Oakiand's First Teachers 210 191 400 802 0
Lao Family Community Dev.-Even Start 212 167 423 802 Q
MOCHA Little Studio Residency Program 208 167 410 785 1]
Family Paths - Early Childhcod Initiative 240 177 355 742 0
Centar for the Education of the Infant Deal (CEID) 209 162 345 716 Q
The Link to Childran-Raducticn of Viclenca 206 163 309 678 0
Childran's Hospital - Dev. Playgroups 208 166 280 654 -1
La Clinica De La Raza-Teens and Tots 188 157 270 615 -1
Avarage Chidran Ages 0 to 5 - Early Childhood 737

Avarage SPI Score for All OFCY Grantees 727

All the grantees in this strategic area met their performance goal of an SPI score greater than 600. Four of the grantees had high SP1 scores over 750.
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Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - After School Enrichment This Year

Tahle 59

Service

3 ) ' Performance Cluster
. .Approach Deployment Results _ Index _ Deviation

__OFCY Grantee Funded Program__*_

BACR - Glenview ASP 186 178 493 856 1
East Bay Asian Youth Center - Bella Vista/La Escuelita 208 195 418 821 1
QUSD/BACR - Lafayette ASP 188 193 423 804 1
QUSD - Think College Now ASP 203 212 382 97 1
Higher Ground- Scbrante, Allendale Brookfield, & Highland ASP 202 195 392 788 0
QUSD T. Marshall Elementary - Inspire ASP 196 201 381 778 0
BACR - Melrose Bridges ASP 186 200 390 776 0
QUSD - Laurel Elementary Academy ASP 203 207 362 773 0
QUSD Reach Academy ASP 195 192 382 769 0
QUSD - Howard Elementary ASP 195 196 370 762 0
SSCF - Lazear School -Pathways ASP 196 191 374 762 0
QUSD Lakeview Elementary Ujima ASP 192 142 420 754 0
QUSD - Maxwell Park ASP 192 189 358 750 ]
Girls Inc, - Parker ASP 224 202 312 738 4]
BACR - Jefferson ASP 165 173 400 738 2]
Lao Family Community Dev. - International Comm. School ASP 196 151 390 736 0
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Piedmont Ave. ASP 183 181 359 722 0
M.B.H. AspiraNet- Melrose Leadership Acad. ASP 188 195 329 712 0
OUSD - Horace Mann Resolve ASP 179 148 360 686 0
OASES Safe Harbor - Lighthouse ASP * 199 194 289 682 0
QASES - Quest Cleveland Elementary ASP 208 146 323 677 0
BACR - Markham ASP 181 197 298 676 0
QUSD - Edna Brewer Pride ASP 172 187 315 673 0
BACR - Whittier ASP 148 181 329 658 -1
Safe Passages Frick Middle School ASP 187 147 307 641 . -1
M.B.H, AspiraNet- Webster Academy ASP 155 136 329 620 -1
M.B.H. AspiraNet- RISE Community ASP 125 178 306 609 -1
Average Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - After Schoot Enrichment

Program 731

Average SPI Score for All OFCY Grantees 727

Al the grantees in this strategic area met their performance goal of an SPI score greater than 600. Four grantees were above one standard deviation
and four grantees were below one standard deviation.

This was the first year for After School Enrichment Grants of $50,000 per school which were matched by 0USD Oakland SUCCESS ASES funds. The
grantees did well at collecting their survey 1eports. A few of the grantees have had some difficultly in reporting their efforts.  Evaluators working
with the school principals and the Oakland Success Office were able to estimate their effortin order to allow them to fitinto this first evaluation repert
of their effort and effect. Overalt these grantees are off to a good beginning as OFCY grantees.

M.B.H Aspiralet- Piedmont Av

e, ASP MOCHA-Little Studio Residency Program

it R
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. OFCY Grantee Funded Program .~ ' . - Ap

Sarvicé

Performance

Cluster

eployment Results Index Deviation_

American Indian Child Resource Center 189 2
Dimensions Dance Theater - Rites of Passage 224 179 419 822 1
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Garfield ASP 226 179 410 815 1
BACR - Stonehurst High Hopes ASP 199 190 411 800 1
OASES Lincoln ASP/LEAP 224 138 437 799 1
BACR - Bret Harte ASP 218 180 399 797 1
East OCakland Boxing Assoc. Smart Moves 196 172 425 793 0
OPR - Oakland Discovery Centers 214 170 407 790 0
Qakland Leaf -UPA Urban Ars ASP 211 167 402 780 0
OASES-Westlake ASP 227 135 404 766 0
Qakland Leaf- Ascend Sunset Warriors ASF 215 187 362 764 0
BACR - Prescott ASP 193 152 418 763 0
East Bay Asian Youth Center- Franklin ASP 212 150 3985 757 0
East Bay Agency for Children - Hawthorne ASP 217 183 354 754 0
BACR - Emerson/Peralta ASP 193 178 375 746 0
Qakland Parks and Recreation-Inclusion Center 216 154 374 745 0
BACR - Sania Fe Shooting Starg 202 187 351 740 0
East Bay Astan Youth Center-Manzanita ASP 223 140 376 739 0
East Bay Agency for Children-Sequoia ASP 230 148 358 735 0
BACR - Martin Luther King ASP- Unity of Dreams 172 181 369 723 0
CRECE Elmhurst ASP 184 181 358 722 '0
OYC - Acorn-Woodland - Awesome ASP 219 137 360 715 0
BACR - Sankofa Academy ASP 210 191 313 714 0
BACR - Madison ASP 203 177 333 713 0
Ala Costa Center After School 215 172 309 696 0
Girs In¢. - Lockwood ASP 197 189 305 691 0
BACR - Claremont ASP 200 161 330 690 0
BACR - Hoover ASP Kids Rock 219 146 314 679 0
QOYC - Fruitvale ASP 225 134 319 678 0
_QYC - Encompass Academy ASP 204 138 331 673 0
East Bay Asian Youth Center-Roosevelt ASP 197 174 291 661 -1
YMCA of the East Bay - Explore ASP 197 161 289 647 -1
East Bay Conservation Corps-Charter ASP 200 159 285 644 -1
SSCF - Peralta Creek -UUFSA - ASP 183 178 272 633 -1
SFSU - Havenscourt ASP 172 159 224 556 -2
Bay Area Video Coalition - Cole School No Surveys of Cuslomers NS -
Average Children and Youth Ages 6 to 14 - Comprehensive After

School * 731

Average SP! Score for All OFCY Grantees 727

Only two grantee missed the SPI performance goal of 600. San Francisco State University - Havenscourt After School Program has missed the goal this year and last year.
Bay Area Video Coalition at Cole School did net collect any surveys. All the other grantees met the goal with 14 grantees having high 5PI scores over 750, Six grantees were
above one or more standard deviation and six grantees were below one or more standard deviation,
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