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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

How to use this report to find what you want to know
The SR CHOICE Final Evaluation Report is organized into three sections: executive summary, explanation of the evaluation model used for this report,
and the overall evaluation of SR CHOICE for the 12 months of Cycle V . The appendix follows these sections and contains detailed supportive data and
information on each of the SR CHOICE Grantees.
The evaluators recommend that the first three sections are indispensable reading in using this report. In the first section titled, (Executive Summary),
readers will find a brief executive summary of the effort, effect, performance, and results for Cycle V .
In the second section, readers will find a brief explanation of the Performance Logic Model Evaluation System utilized by SR CHOICE to evaluate and
provide information for continuous improvement of grantees’ services and care delivered to Santa Rosa’s children and youth.
In the third section, effort, effect, performance and results across all SR CHOICE funded services are reviewed.
Effort includes the resources and work required, such as information about how grantees spent their money, who the staff and customers were, what
the strategies for service were, how much service was provided, and how much it cost. The efficiency 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 serve
the children and youth also conduct individual assessments of the changes made by their youth customers. Children, youth, parents and staff members
report on the changes in the child or youth customer’s skills, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors caused by the SR CHOICE funded services. The level of
productivity in causing changes signals the effectiveness of services.
Performance summarizes whether the SR CHOICE grantees met the performance goals for effectiveness and efficiency. This analysis of performance
compares grantees by using the priority areas of the SR CHOICE Strategic Plan.
Results include population indicators such as overall health, wellness and education of the children and youth in Santa Rosa. Results come from the
whole Santa Rosa community’s efforts to improve the well-being of children and youth. Looking at results over time assists the residents of Santa Rosa
to see if key indicators are moving in a good direction or a bad direction. Results also include intermediate outcomes that are closely tied to the effort
and effect of the grantees and their community partners.
Neither the size nor comprehensive nature of the SR CHOICE Final Evaluation Report need deter anyone from finding 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 SR CHOICE program, such as the evaluation design, as well as grantee performance, including the amount of services provided and their effectiveness.

Santa Rosa CHOICE Is Funded By Measure O
Executive Summary
The voters of Santa Rosa passed the Measure O Initiative in November 2004 that applies a sales tax increase of a quarter of a cent to fund
specific Police, Fire and Gang Prevention/Intervention programs for 20 years. It is estimated that the annual revenue generated by this tax will be
$7 million, with allocations of 40% to Police, 40% to Fire, and 20% to Gang Prevention/Intervention.
The 20% allocation of the tax revenue enables the City’s Recreation, Parks and Community Service Department to provide leadership, coordination and resources to the continuum of youth and family services that work together toward the prevention and reduction of gangs and gang
violence in the City of Santa Rosa. This evaluation report evaluates the effort, effect, and results of the City of Santa Rosa’s CHOICE Program.
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REPORT CARD

At A Glance Report Card on First Five Cycles of Measure O
Santa Rosa CHOICE Performance for 67 Months of
Service and Care to Santa Rosa Youth
December 1, 2006 to June 30, 2012

Graphic 1

Overall, CHOICE is Demonstrating Efficiency, Effectiveness and Continuous
Quality Improvement Over Time
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary of SR CHOICE
(Community Helping Our Indispensable Children Excel)
ɶɶ This report is for Cycle V of Santa Rosa CHOICE. Cycle I operated for 19 months ( December 1, 2006 to June 30, 2008) and Cycle II operated
for 12 months from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009 , Cycle III operated 12 months from July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, Cycle IV operated from
July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011 and Cycle V operated from July 1, 2011 to June 20,2012. Together the five cycles spent $3.5 million in Measure
O funds that were matched by $4.3 million for a total of $7.8 million. Measure O funds were spent toward the mission of SR CHOICE and
the Santa Rosa Mayor’s Gang Prevention Task Force over a 67 month period. The first five cycles served 15,535 customers with 2.7 million
hours of total care at a cost per hour of $3.58. The first 67 months of Santa Rosa CHOICE has shown continued efficiency and effectiveness of
services and care. SR Choice has formed partnerships that has allowed each dollar of Measure 0 funds to be matched by $1.13 from Measure
O partners. This is an excellent leverage of Measure O funding.

Initiatives in FY 2011-12 Cycle V Santa Rosa CHOICE
ɶɶ Santa Rosa Choice in FY 2011-12 had 17 contracts for Early Intervention Services for Youth from high risk neighborhoods, and High Risk
Intervention Services for youth and families impacted by gangs, drugs, and violence. The contracted grants from Measure O funds were
given to the following community based agencies and Santa Rosa Recreation, Parks and Community Service programs to provide services
and care. The largest contract was done in collaboration with Santa Rosa City Schools to offer after school programs in targeted neighborhoods.
Table 1

Note to Reader: The Measure 0 funds for after school programs are granted to Santa Rosa Recreation, Parks and Community Services to manage in
collaboration with the Santa Rosa City Schools ASES after school funds. This year is the last year of this collaboration.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Highlights of SR CHOICE Funded Services for Cycle V
Highlights that evaluators chose as representative of the effort, effect, performance, and results of SR CHOICE Grantees during the 12
months of Cycle V are given below. An At-a-Glance Summary of effort, effect, performance, and results for Cycle V of SR CHOICE funding is also provided in the table on page 10. There, readers can quickly locate answers to the SR CHOICE evaluation questions and learn
more about how the 17 grantees, overall, met or exceeded the performance goals.

Effort of SR CHOICE Funded Services
ɶɶ SR CHOICE funded ten (10) contracts with Community Based Organizations (CBOs), six (6) contracts to Santa Rosa Recreation and Parks Community Services (SRRP-CS) and one (1) collaborative contract between SRRP-CS and Santa Rosa City
Schools. The contracted projects totalled $1.7 million spent in Cycle V to serve Santa Rosa’s children, youth and families.
ɶɶ SR CHOICE grantees matched 76% of the funds to serve Santa Rosa’s children, youth families provided by
SR CHOICE. This indicates a good effort to leverage Measure O-SR CHOICE funds. Cycle V SR CHOICE funds
of $968,007 were matched with $738,958 for a total of $1.71 million in funds. This constitutes a leverage
of Measure O funds by 76% with funds from other funding partners. This means that every tax payer dollar
allocated from Measure O funds was matched with $0.76 from other sources.
ɶɶ Grantees served 3,338 unduplicated children, youth, and parent customers with 726,306 hours of direct
service.
ɶɶ The average cost per hour of service was $1.27 for SR CHOICE funds and $2.30 for total funds (SR CHOICE
and matching funds). The cost per hour is the bottom line or output of effort. It is calculated by dividing the
amount of funding spent by the hours of direct service delivered. This measure of efficiency of service has
improved by 22 cents an hour or 9% from last year.

SR CHOICE Grantees Spent Funds and Delivered
Services Contracted for FY 2011-12 Cycle V
Hours of Service Delivered For Year

Half

Effort Delivered First Half of Year

Total Funds Spent

Half

3 Quarter

Quarter

Full

3 Quarter

Quarter

104%
In Cycle V , grantees only needed to spend 98% of the Measure C funds to deliver 104% of the planned services.
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Full

98%

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Effect of SR CHOICE Funded Services
ɶɶ Children and youth customers gave SR CHOICE services
an 80% satisfaction rating; parents gave the same
services provided to their child an 88% satisfaction
rating. Both are positive satisfaction rates and up 5%
from last year.

Customer Satisfaction

25-50%
0-25%

50-75%
75-100%

Youth 80%
Parent 88%

ɶɶ SR CHOICE funded services were effective in producing
positive changes in behaviors and skills in their children
High
Low
and youth customers in child/youth developmental
assets targeted changes. All the grantees asked for
these similar asset development targeted changes. Note to Reader: Service Productivity involves designing questions that relate
to initial outcomes for individual customers and phrasing them so that the responder
Child/Youth, Parents and Staff indicated that
funded services were effective in producing targeted considers whether change occurred because of the services and care funded by Santa Rosa
CHOICE. Service Productivity scores are the percentage of customer improvement linked to
changes because of the SR CHOICE funded services. the service and care delivered. Scores can range from -100% to 100% with 0% meaning
there was no improvement or change because of the funded services.

Chart 1

Worse				
Same			
		
Performance Goal for Service Productivity is 60%

Better				

In Cycle V, service productivity scores exceeded the service productivity
performance goal of 60% for child/youth, parent, and staff assessments for
targeted changes because of the funded services and care.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Graphic 2

At a
Glance:
Effort,
Effect,
Perfor
mance,
and
Results
for
Cycle V
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Performance of SR CHOICE Funded Services
Collectively the SR CHOICE Funded Agencies Met All the
Performance Goals

How did Individual Funded Agencies Do Meeting the Performance Goals?
Effort

ɶɶ At the beginning of each funding cycle, grantees develop a service plan that indicates the scope of work they will
complete for their grant. For Cycle V, 59% of grantees met or exceeded their contracted service delivery plan for the
specified number of hours of service.

Satisfaction

ɶɶ In Cycle V , 94% of grantees met or exceeded the SR CHOICE goal for children and youth satisfaction rate and 94% of
grantees met the performance goal for parent satisfaction for services and care provided.

Service Productivity
Asset Development

ɶɶ All the SR CHOICE grantees share similar child and youth developmental asset targeted changes. In this report,
82% of grantees met or exceeded their performance goal for growth in targeted child/youth developmental assets
as indicated by their child and youth customers. Collectively, parents surveyed indicated a service productivity score
of 81% for targeted changes in their child’s developmental assets.

Service Productivity
Grantee Selected

Service Productivity
Index

ɶɶ All the SR CHOICE grantees select targeted changes/ outcomes that are unique to their program because of their
services. In this report, 88% of grantees met or exceeded their performance goal to stimulate growth in their
selected, targeted changes as indicated by their child and youth customers. Collectively, parents surveyed indicated
a service productivity score of 94% for grantee specified, targeted changes.
ɶɶ In Cycle V, 88% of the grantees met the performance goal for their Service Performance Index (SPI), a score of
greater than 600 points out of 1000. The SPI is modeled after the most widely used measure for overall performance, the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award and is similar to the practice of the Academic Performance
Index (API) used in our California Schools.
The following table summarizes performance for five performance goals: delivery of the planned
amount of service, customer satisfaction, asset development service productivity score , grantee
selected service productivity score and Service Productivity Index for Cycle V. Eight-two (82%) percent
of grantees met four or more performance goals.
Table 2
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary of Child and Youth Resiliency Outcomes from 2,222, Individual
Staff Assessments of Their Customers
ɶɶ The number of new caring adults in child and youths’ lives because of the SR CHOICE funded programs is 5.1.
ɶɶ The staff assessment of each child and youth’s participation level in the SR CHOICE funded program was high.
ɶɶ The staff assessment of growth in child and youth’s expectation levels improved in 67% of customers.
ɶɶ The staff assessment of growth in levels of child and youth’s participation in home, school, and the community
improved in 68% of customers.

Summary of Child and Youth Customer Satisfaction and Initial Outcomes
from 2,063 Surveys
ɶɶ90% of the Children and Youth surveyed rated the program they participated in good or great.
ɶɶ95% of the Children and Youth said they benefited from the CHOICE funded program they participated in.
ɶɶ99% of the Children and Youth said the people operating the Choice funded program were helpful.
ɶɶ95% of the Children and Youth surveyed said they would recommend the program to a friend if they needed it.
Note to Reader: When we calculate the satisfaction of children and youth, we are combining all four customer satisfaction questions and
give a value between 100% to 0% as seen in Graphic 2. For example, the first question on how they would rate the program is given 100%
for Great, 66% for Good, 33% for Fair, and 0% for Poor. This method of calculating customer satisfaction allows for more sensitive scores to
assist groups to practice continuous quality improvement. The headlines indicated above combine two positive responses into one percentage. This is another widely used method to present the survey customer satisfaction data from 2,063 children and youth surveys.

Initial Child and Youth Development Outcomes
This evaluation asks the same child and youth development asset questions to children and youth customers. These
customers respond whether they changed for the better, stayed the same, or got worse because of the program services
and care they participated in. The following percentages reflect responses that said they got better.

Child Initial Outcome Responses: Youth Initial Outcomes Responses:
77% This program makes my school work easier.
79% This program helps me get along with adults 		
better.
83% This program helps me learn new things - yes.
84% This program helps me stay safe - yes.
74% This program helps me get along with other kids
better:
78% This program makes me feel good about myself
- yes.
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64% Because of this program, my success at school (job/
training) is better:
64% Because of this program, my understanding of who I am
and what I can do is better:
66% Because of this program, my ability to communicate is
better:
69% Because of this program, my ability to learn new things is
better:
63% Because of this program, my ability to connect with adults
is better:
65% Because of this program, my ability to work with others is
better:
62% Because of this program, my ability to stay safe is better:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Indicators of Performance - Effectiveness and Efficiency
CCPA evaluated the performance of each of the SR CHOICE grantees relative to their effectiveness and efficiency. The indicators of effectiveness are Youth Customer Satisfaction, Service Productivity and Service Performance index . Two indicators of efficiency are Percentage
of Contracted Services Delivered and Cost per Hour of Service. The definitions of the key performance indicators follows:
Percent of contracted services delivered should be minimally 95% for the contracted services in each providers scope of work. SR
CHOICE grantees measure the amount of service delivered by reporting the number of hours of direct service provided to customers across
the various activities.
Cost per hour of service for SR CHOICE funds is calculated by dividing the amount of SR CHOICE funds expended by the number of hours
of direct service delivered. Cost per hour of service for total funds is calculated by dividing the amount of SR CHOICE funds and matching
funds by the number of hours of direct service delivered. No performance goal is set for cost per hour but readers can compare the cost
per hour of services among similar grantees contracted to provide similar services to determine if the cost per hour is reasonable and
efficient.
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 score which ranges from 0% (low) to 100% (very high). SR CHOICE has set a performance goal of 70% for this measure. Note to reader: grantees that serve children under five years old or just serve parents, use parent
satisfaction scores.
Service Productivity is a measure which is used to determine the effectiveness of SR CHOICE-funded services. This measure is a summary score and reflects whether customers gained new skills or positive behaviors as a result of receiving services. The score is a percentage that can be positive (customer is better off) or negative (customer is worse off) and is calculated by taking the percentage of targeted
changes achieved minus the percentage missed. Grantees do not get credit for customers who indicate that they did not experience any
change in attitudes, behaviors, skills or knowledge. For grantees there are two types of service productivity - one that measures child
and youth developmental assets (asked by all grantees), and the second that measures program-specific changes, as determined by the
grantee. The goal for all Service Productivity scores is 60%.
Service Performance Index - compiles data using 19 indicators categorized as reflecting how well the funded agency approaches
service delivery, how well resources are deployed to achieve results, and how good the results are to obtain a score ranging from 0 to
1,000. This index yields a comprehensive impression of a funded agency’s performance. Scores above 600 are desirable and meet the
performance goal.

Key Performance Goals:
•
•
•
•

Percent of contracted service delivered: 95%
Customer satisfaction rate: 70%
For The Two Service Productivity Scores : 60%
SPI Score 600 or greater

Santa Rosa Choice Final Report for Cycle V FY 2011-2012 13

Table 3

Note: Effectiveness scores that are underlined are from parent customers. XR means no survey required. Shaded scores are below performance goal.
Grantees that Met All Five Performance Goals:
1. Community Action Partnership Project Safe
2. Community Action Partnership Padres Unidos
3. California Youth Outreach
4. Double Punches Boxing Club
5. Life Works El Puente Program
6. Martial Arts Youth Institute MAYI
7. MAYI and Youth Build
8. Roseland Charter School Knights ASP
9. Santa Rosa RPCS & Santa Rosa Schools ASP

Grantees that Met Four Out of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Boys and Girls Club of CSC
2. Social Advocates for Youth - Employment
3. Santa Rosa RPCS Neighborhood Programs
4. Santa Rosa RPCS Recreation Sensation
5. Santa Rosa RPCS Teen Council
Grantees that Met Three Out of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Santa Rosa Neighborhood Revitalization Program
Grantees that Met Two Out of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Santa Rosa RPCS Youth Sport Clubs
Grantees that Met None of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Listening for a Change
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Service Performance Index (SPI) - What is it?

Whenever someone asks “What does the SPI mean?” the answer can be found in the model selected to guide the construction of such a score. The model selected for the
SPI is the most widely used 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 SPI. The criteria are designed to help organizations use an integrated approach to improving
performance by promoting:
•
•
•

Delivery of ever-improving value to all customers and stakeholders, such as the children, youth, parents, and community residents of Santa Rosa.
Improvement of overall effectiveness and productive capabilities of any organization, such as the SR CHOICE service providers.
Organizational and personal learning.

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 Quality (ASQ) assists in administering the program under contract to NIST.
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.

SPI by SR CHOICE Grantee and Strategic Cluster
Readers are reminded that a score over 600 is desirable and meets the performance goal. SPI scores over 700 are considered high scores. Projects are unique and different.
If comparisons are to be made between projects readers should compare similar projects. One cannot compare a counseling program to a social/recreational program. SPI
scores are clustered by the strategic clusters - Early Intervention Services and High-Risk Intervention Services.

Early Intervention Grantees

High Risk Intervention Grantees

Table 4

Table 5
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Service Performance Index Improves Over Time
Chart 2

SPI scores for early intervention and high risk intervention have improved over time. The biggest improvement is in the high risk intervention services
as Santa Rosa builds capacity to work with high risk and gang-involved youth.

Over the past 67 months, SR CHOICE has demonstrated that by practicing continuous quality improvement and by funding groups based on performance both Early Intervention
and High Risk Intervention grantees have shown collective growth in their SPI scores.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Findings

Recommendations

1. SR Choice has successfully concluded the first 67 months that constitute
Cycle I, II, III, IV, & V . Grantees are demonstrating the ability to deliver
contracted services as planned with high customer satisfaction and
effectiveness in meeting targeted changes in their customers. All the
grantees have successfully implemented the monitoring and evaluation
system. Grantees have shown continuous improvement from Cycle I to
Cycle V . Evaluators are very pleased with the dedication and commitment of the staffs and organizations funded by SR CHOICE to document
the efforts, effects, and performance of their funded services and care to
their customers.

1. This last year there was a 4% increase in the percentage of gang involved youth
served by Measure O CHOICE funds. This is a positive trend and it is recommended
that grantees funded by Measure O CHOICE funds continue to outreach to this
target population. Santa Rosa is spending 27% of their funds on High Risk Intervention Services and Care. Evaluators suggest that this funding should increase
over time as the community increases their capacity and partnerships to work with
gang-involved youth.

2. In the 67 months of Cycle I to V of the Measure O SR CHOICE Program,
grantees have shown efficiency and effectiveness of services in delivering their contracted services. SR CHOICE grantees from early intervention and high risk intervention are building capacity to work with at-risk
and high risk youth as evidenced by the growth in the average Service
Performance Index over time. High risk intervention grantees have
demonstrated rapid continuous improvement in raising their SPI average
score from 539 to 676.
3. SR CHOICE is commended for operating a funding system that is based
on performance of grantees, focuses care and services to meet the ever
changing needs of the community, and encourages continuous quality
improvement. SR Choice is modeling recommended evidenced practices
of good government and program interventions.
4. Many of the grantees are proving successful in making their programs
more efficient and effective. Grantees have demonstrated “The First Rule
of Holes:” when you find yourself in a hole, stop digging and try something new to meet targeted goals and objectives for funded service(s).
Grantees have demonstrated that they can improve their efficiency of
services and maintain and improve their effectiveness over time.

2. Some High Risk Intervention Services in Cycle V should continue to deliver care to
Santa Rosa schools that are willing to serve and address the needs of their highrisk students. By collaborating with Santa Rosa schools, intervention services can
focus on high-risk youth over time and increase their efficiency by not having to
recruit youth to participate in group activities. This years efforts of the Boys and
Girls Club to collaborate with Juvenile Probation is another example of delivering
care services where youth are incarcerated.
3. Evaluators recommend that SR CHOICE continue to conduct a yearly needs assessment, hot spot exercise, and qualify new providers to meet emerging needs.
Identifying qualified providers based on past performance and needs of Santa Rosa
children and youth will continue to build capacity in the community to actualize:
“Community Helping Our Indispensable Children Excel” (CHOICE). SR CHOICE’s
staffs and the MGPTF historical efforts to meet new emerging needs with a rapid
response is commendable and should continue to be implemented in Cycle VI and
for future cycles.
4. Evaluators will work with Santa Rosa grantees and agencies to better plan their
scope of work to insure that they can meet their planned activities and dosage or
hours of services for their children, youth, and parent customers.

5. Funded agencies are learning that it is difficult to get high risk parents
and youth to come together in groups for services, and it might work
better to go to where these customers are already gathering in groups
to provide services. Also, grantees are using recreational activities and
special events to attract the high risk youth. Through these events,
grantees are building trust and the start of a relationship that allow
youth to progress with the special care and services being offered by the
group to learn to be healthy and productive member of the community.
6. Santa Rosa CHOICE and the Mayor’s Gang Prevention Task Force is continuing to demonstrate public value through the use of Measure 0 funds.
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SECTION TWO

Section Two
SR CHOICE Performance Logic Model Methodology
How is this report organized?

Accountability for Performance

This report is organized according to Graphic 3 on the following page that
explains Santa Rosa (SR) CHOICE’s Performance Logic Model Evaluation
System. In this report, evaluators answer the questions indicated in Graphic
3 and discuss the theory of change behind the Santa Rosa CHOICE effort.
Notably, CCPA published a paper summarizing the Performance Logic Model
in an international journal, Elsevier, a pre-eminent authority in evaluation
and program planning.1 Three international evaluation experts did a blind
review of the Performance Logic Model before publishing the article.

Mark Friedman explains the principles of a results and performance accountability system as a way to hold programs and agencies accountable for performance. Mark Friedman gives the reason for performance accountability:

Performance Logic Model
The SR CHOICE Evaluation System is based on a performance logic model
(PLM). Logic models are a convenient way of describing why certain service
activities ought to change the behaviors of those receiving services. In that
respect, PLMs resemble path diagrams connecting causal variables to effects
variables. They offer an alternative approach to evaluating programs that
does not require random assignment to different groups (Julian, Jones &
Deyo, 1995).
The elements of the PLM are shown in Graphic 3. Performance accountability is divided into three areas: effort, effect, and results. The logic model
variables are listed in the second column they include: 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 services.
As more SR CHOICE customers are served more effectively, a ripple effect on
the larger community will occur, causing long-term population outcomes to
increase for youth in Santa Rosa.

Santa Rosa CHOICE Performance Logic Model Evaluation
System
The SR CHOICE Evaluation System is a synthesis of Mark Friedman’s Results
and Performance Accountability evaluation technique and the Theory of
Change Logic Model evaluation technique. The fusion of the two systems
allows for a functional and ongoing evaluation system well suited for SR
CHOICE funded services. Mark Friedman, Director of the Fiscal Policy Studies
Institute, points out that: “The Results and Performance Accountability and
the logic model methods can be seen as complementary, not contradictory,
approaches to evaluation.”
1 Evaluation and Program Planning 28 (2005) 83–94. Available at www.elsevier.com/locate/
evalprogplan
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“Why bother with results and performance accountability? Trying hard
is not good enough. We need to be able to show results to taxpayers and
voters. Avoid the thousand-pages-of-useless-paper versions of performance
measurement.” The SR CHOICE 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 SR CHOICE Evaluation System also incorporates the latest research and
recommendations of researchers and evaluators that call for a “Theory of
Change Logic Model” approach to evaluation designs (J.P. Connell, A.C.
Kubisch, L.B. Schorr, C.H. Weiss). All the SR CHOICE Service Providers have
incorporated the United Way of America recommended logic model system of
evaluation into their SR CHOICE evaluations.

Lisbeth Schorr’s Theory of Change
A description of this “Theory of Change Logic Model” research is contained in
Lisbeth Schorr’s published research entitled Common Purpose -- Strengthening
Families and Neighborhoods to Rebuild America (Schorr 1997). In her book,
Schorr discusses the issues involved in applying experimental research designs to complex, multiple outcome, and community-based projects. Schorr
points out that because experimental designs can only study variables that
are easily quantifiable, complex community-based interventions tend to be
ignored or short-changed.
Schorr calls for a theory-based logic model outcome evaluation. “By combining outcome measures with an understanding of the process that produced
the outcome,” states Schorr, “theory-based evaluations can shed light on
both the extent of impact and how the change occurred.” Lisbeth Schorr
documents numerous examples of research and evaluation studies using new
evaluation methods that allow social scientists to observe more complex and
promising programs. Schorr challenges evaluators to put less emphasis on
elegant and precise statistical manipulation and more emphasis on usable
knowledge. This usable knowledge will serve as critical information for
the SR CHOICE to render thoughtful budget and policy direction, as well as
continuous improvement strategies.
The SR CHOICE Performance Logic Model Evaluation System is an integration
of the Logic Model and Mark Friedman’s Results and Performance Accountability.

SR CHOICE PERFORMANCE LOGIC MODEL
The Santa Rosa SR CHOICE Evaluation Team worked with SR CHOICE staff and grantees to design and implement this integrated evaluation
system. The components of the SR CHOICE Evaluation System Performance Measures are divided into four categories: Effort, Effect, Performance,
and Results.
Graphic 3 – Evaluation Model
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METHODOLOGY

Methodology of the SR CHOICE Performance Logic Model
The values and concepts described below are embedded beliefs and
behaviors found in high-performing organizations. They are the foundation for integrating key performance and operational requirements
within a results-oriented framework that creates a basis for action
and feedback. The SR CHOICE Performance Logic Model Evaluation
System is based on the principles and practices of Continuous Quality
Improvement (CQI). CQI is practiced by many public and private
agencies to measure and improve their products and services to their
customers.

indicators selected should best represent the factors that lead to
improved customer outcomes; improved operational, and financial
performance. A comprehensive set of measures or indicators tied to
customer and organizational performance requirements represents a
clear basis for aligning all processes with the grantee organization’s
goals and the SR CHOICE Strategic Plan. Through the data collection,
tracking, and analysis of SR CHOICE data, our measures or indicators
themselves may be evaluated and changed to better support SR
CHOICE goals.

Community Crime Prevention Associates (CCPA) is going beyond traditional program evaluation methods to promote high quality services
by non-profit service agencies. This summary of how high quality
services can be provided is intended to inform service agency managers and government overseers of the distinctions between traditional
evaluation methodology and quality improvement.

Baldrige Awards for Quality
In 1987, the United States created a quality award program to encourage 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 (administrative/operational and service provider leaders) should set directions
and create a customer focus, clear and visible values, and high expectations. The directions, values, and expectations should balance the
needs of all your stakeholders.
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 Personal Learning - Achieving the highest levels of organizational performance requires a well-executed
approach to organizational and personal learning. Organizational
learning includes both continuous improvement of existing approaches
and significant change, leading to new goals and approaches. Learning
needs to be embedded in the way your organization operates.
Valuing Staff and Partners - An organization’s success depends
increasingly on the diverse backgrounds, knowledge, skills, creativity,
and motivation of all its staff and partners, including both paid staff
and volunteers, as appropriate.
Building 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. Agility
encourages improvements in organization, quality, cost, customer
focus, and productivity.
Focus on the Future -In today’s environment, creating a sustainable
organization requires understanding the short- and longer-term factors 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 stakeholders. Innovation should lead your organization to new dimensions of
performance innovation.

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, so that high quality
services are provided. Quality improvement occurs as a regular part of
each day’s work within every service agency. The methods employed
must be accessible to program staff, thus requiring a minimum of
training in their application. CCPA sees its role as an evaluation
company performing program evaluations in the context of service
agency staff utilizing our reports to improve their services. CCPA also
provides technical support to agency staff to assist them in improving
the quality of the services.
CQI defines quality as meeting or exceeding the needs and
expectations of the customer. SR CHOICE considers the child and
their parents as their primary customers whose feedback is important
to the continuous improvement of services.
CQI requires information about customer outcomes; administrative,
staff, cost, and financial performance; competitive or collaborative
comparisons; customer satisfaction; and compliance. Data should
be segmented by, for example, types of service, customer ages, and
strategic priorities to facilitate analysis.
Analysis of the data found in this report refers to extracting larger
meaning from data and information to support decision-making and
service improvement. Analysis entails using data to determine trends,
projections, and cause and effect that might not otherwise be evident.
Analysis supports a variety of purposes, such as planning service delivery, reviewing your overall performance, improving operations, accomplishing change management, and comparing your performance
with that of competitors, with similar organizations, or with “SR
CHOICE practices” benchmarks. A major consideration in performance
improvement and change management involves the selection and use
of performance measures or indicators. The measures or
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The Service Performance Index used in this evaluation uses the Baldrige criteria to give each grantee a SPI score of between 0 and 1000.
This SPI score uses 19 variables to build the SPI score.

EVALUATION BY FACT

Management and Evaluation by Fact
An effective organization depends on the measurement and analysis of performance. Such measurements should be derived from service
needs and strategy, and should provide critical data and information about key processes, outputs, and results. Many types of data and
information are needed for performance management. Through SR CHOICE’s work with funded grantees and CCPA, numerous measurements are collected that are used to establish targeted performance goals. The following chart explains the types of measurements and
instruments used to provide data and facts to manage, evaluate, and continuously improve SR CHOICE funded services.
Graphic 4

Instrument

Information Collected

Time of Collection

Scope of Work

Contracted scope of work, quarterly progress Contracted plan at time of contract
reports, demographics on customers
approval, four quarterly reports
Financial Report
Contracted budget with four quarterly invoices Contracted budget at time of contract
approval, four quarterly reports
Scope of Work Narrative
Explanation of success in fulfilling the scope Provide with each quarterly report
of work
Child & Youth Customer
All grantees survey child and youth customer Collected twice a year from customers
Satisfaction Survey
with similar satisfaction question.
or at the end of any program cycle.
Parent Customer Satisfaction
Parents are asked four customer satisfaction
Collected twice a year from parents or
Survey
questions about the services their child
at the end of any program cycle.
received.
Child & Youth Asset
All grantees survey child and youth customer Collected twice a year from customers
Development Survey
with similar asset development service
or at the end of any program cycle.
productivity question.
Parent Assessment of Their
Parents assess the growth in their child’s
Collected twice a year from customers
Child’s Asset Development
developmental assets. All grantees measure
or at the end of any program cycle.
Survey
similar assets.
Staff Assessment of Each
Staffs assess the growth in their child
Collected twice a year from customers
Customer’s Child and Youth
customer’s developmental assets. All grantees or at the end of any program cycle.
Asset Development Survey
measure similar assets.
Child & Youth Grantee Selected All grantees survey child and youth customer Collected twice a year from customers
Survey on Targeted Changes
with their own specific selected service
or at the end of any program cycle.
productivity question.
Parent Assessment of Their
Parents assess the growth in their child’s
Collected twice a year from customers
Child’s Grantee Selected Survey grantee selected targeted changes.
or at the end of any program cycle.
on Targeted Changes
Staff Assessment of Each
Staffs assess the growth in their child
Collected twice a year from customers
Customer’s Grantee Selected
customer’s grantee selected targeted changes. or at the end of any program cycle.
Survey on Targeted Changes
Risk Avoidance, Protective and Child and youth assess their assets to a normed Minimum of once a year with the
Resiliency Assessment
instrument that indicates asset levels.
option to do it twice a year.
Focus Group with Grantee Staff Evaluation Coach meets with staff for a focus Focus groups happen in the first or
group to discuss the effort, effect, performance second quarter.
and results of SR CHOICE services.
Staff Continuous Quality
Each staff is asked to indicate their experience Once a year from each staff member.
Improvement Questionnaire
and education, rate the work experience, rate
their organizations effectiveness, rate their
program design components, and rate
programs exemplary practices.
Site Visits and Observations
Evaluation Coaches and Youth Evaluators do Minimum of two site visits with a
site visits, interview customers and staff, and maximum of eight site visits if needed.
complete observation instrument.
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SECTION THREE

SECTION THREE
SR CHOICE
EVALUATION
REPORT
EFFORT
EFFECT
PERFORMANCE

Effort

Section three contains the SR CHOICE-wide evaluation data.
Effort is the first of three sub-sections, followed by Effect,
and Performance. The next 17 pages provide information
related to Effort and is organized accordingly:
1. To learn about what SR CHOICE grantees spent on
services, go to page 25.
2. To learn about who the SR CHOICE-funded staff
members were, go to page 26.
3. To learn about who the SR CHOICE children
and youth customers were, go to page 30.
4. To learn about service strategies SR CHOICE grantees used, go to page 37.
5. To learn about how much service grantees
provided, go to page 38 .
6. To learn about the cost per hour of service, go
to page 39.
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EFFORT

Inputs
What was the amount funded for Cycle V ?
Table 6 - At A Glance - Funds Granted to 17 Grantees

Santa Rosa Choice in FY 2011-2012 had 17 contracts for services for Community Gang Prevention Presentations, Early Intervention
Services for Youth from high risk neighborhoods, and High Risk Intervention Services for youth and families impacted by gangs, drugs,
and violence. The contracted grants from Measure O funds were given to the following community based agencies and Santa Rosa
Recreation and Parks programs to provide services and care. The largest contract was done in collaboration with Santa Rosa City Schools
to offer after school programs in targeted neighborhoods.

SR CHOICE Programs Funded for Cycle V
Table 7

Note to Reader: The Measure 0 funds for after school programs are granted to Santa Rosa Recreation and
Parks to manage in collaboration with the Santa Rosa City Schools ASES after school funds.
“Double Punches taught me to stay dedicated to myself and my dreams as well as
to have the discipline to work hard.” -Double Punches participant
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Matching Funds Were 76% of Grant Funds
Chart 3

W

hy is this
important? For
every dollar of
Measure O used
in the Santa Rosa
CHOICE Program
grantees have been
able to match the
taxpayers invest
ment with $0.76,
thus, leveraging the
investment made by
residents of Santa
Rosa.

What did SR CHOICE spend on services in Cycle V ?
Table 8 - At A Glance - Funds Spent

Grantees spent $1.67 million of their total funds for Cycle V . They spent 95% of their SR CHOICE funds and 102% of their matching funds.

“I want to thank Mr. Miller and Ms. Guasco for believing in me. I
never thought I would make it, but you two gave me hope. Thank you
for supporting me at all times. I know that getting a black belt is not for
cool kids who think they deserve it. For getting through all the belts, I
don’t earn it for being cool; I earn it for my hard work, my attitude, my
respect, and most important for believing in myself.”
A 14 year old female MAYI participant
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What did SR CHOICE grantees spend in Cycle V ?
Table 9

Note to Reader: The Measure 0 funds for after school programs are granted to Santa Rosa Recreation
and Parks to manage in collaboration with the Santa Rosa City Schools ASES after school funds.

Community Based Organizations (CBOs) Spent 52% & Santa
Rosa City Agencies/Programs Spent 48%
Chart 4
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Who were the staff providing service?
Table 10 - At A Glance - Staff

Why are Staff so important to the success of SR CHOICE programs?
Evaluators were very impressed with the professionalism, dedication, and
tenacity of SR CHOICE funded staff. They demonstrated a passion for improving
the lives of children and youth. The staff were dynamic, demonstrated respect
for children and youth, and clearly served as caring and supportive adults in
their 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 on improving the future of children, families and communities, she is a
recognized leader in major national efforts on behalf of children and youth. Her
latest book - “Common 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 book on why program
staff are essential for the delivery of quality services.

Importance of Staff

“It is the quality of staff that makes a program” is the common sense expression that many hold to be true. The evaluators share this assumption and
attempted to determine the quality and commitment of the staff through
interviews, questionnaires, observations, and focus groups.

SR CHOICE Funded Staff

This report contains information about the extent to which the staff of
SR CHOICE funded Service Providers applied the principles of youth development. Evaluators met with staff for interviews and focus groups. There were 66
SR CHOICE-funded staff who completed a questionnaire about the importance of various child and youth assets developmental program components, how effectively they had been implemented and answered questions
about the effectiveness of their organizations and collaboratives.
The following chart and table indicate the gender and ethnicity of staff
funded by SR CHOICE who filled out staff quality improvement questionnaires.
Chart 5– SR CHOICE Staff Gender

EFFORT

Schorr’s Seven Attributes of Highly Effective Programs

1. Successful programs are comprehensive, flexible, responsive, 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 the key...to success.
2. Successful programs see children in the context of their families. ‘We
nurture parents so they can nurture their children.’
3. Successful programs deal with families as parts of the neighborhoods and
communities. Successful programs grow deep roots in the community and
respond to the needs identified by the community.
4. Successful programs have a long-term prevention orientation, a clear
mission, and continue to evolve over time. They hold their goals steady but
adapt their strategies to reach their goals.
5. Successful programs are well managed by competent and committed
individuals with clearly identified skills.
6. Staff of successful programs are trained and supported to provide highquality, responsive services. Effective programs are aware that the greater
the discretion given to front-line staff, the greater the need and importance
of excellent training.
7. Successful programs operate in settings that encourage practitioners to
build strong relationships based on mutual trust and respect (Schorr, 1997).
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“The Knights Academy staff are one of the very important
reasons that we had 100% graduation in the 2010-2011 school
year.” - RUP Teacher

EFFORT

Chart 6– Ethnicity

Staff members funded are diverse with the largest population represented by Latino and
Caucasian Americans.

Funded staff members have an
average of 14 years of schooling and 8 years of experience
working with children and
families. Staff with over ten
years experience comprised
26% of the staff surveyed.

Table 11– Years Experience Working with Children and
Families

Chart 7– Education Experience of Staff
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“When I first started
working, I did not like to be
around people and I did not
know how it would be. But
you all changed my mind. I
look forward to seeing you
and working with you. You
guys changed me.” - SAY
participant
“Three of the youth from
the extension crew are in
the process of being hired
for Maintenance Worker I
positions with the Sonoma
County Water Agency. More
than 200 people applied for
these positions, and they
were selected out of the 46
who were brought in for
interviews.”-Social Advocates
for Youth

Santa Rosa Choice Final Report for Cycle V FY 2011-2012 27

How did staff rate child/youth development strategies?
Staff members were asked to evaluate their strategies based
on 28 child/youth developmental assets. Each SR CHOICE staff
member was given a list of program design components related to
developmental assets. For each item on the list, they were asked to
rate the importance of each design component and how well they
performed in implementing the component.
The table on the next page shows the ranking results, completed
by SR CHOICE funded grantee staff members. Respondents agreed
with the following observations of the evaluators:
• The Grantees have successfully engaged youth to use their
voice and learn how to compromise.
• Youth developed new relationships with additional caring
and supporting adults.
• The programs are practicing the theories of child and youth
development assets.
Staff members from 17 SR CHOICE grantees 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 degree to which the agency was accomplishing each goal
on a scale from 1-10. The average ratings across staff members
were calculated for each of the 28 goals on both rating scales. The
mean scores were ordered and the orderings compared. The two
orderings correlated 0.94, indicating a high degree of agreement
between importance and level of accomplishment across agencies.
Thus, staff tended to see a 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 strategy with
results reflects a high degree of maturity of operation across the
agencies participating in the SR CHOICE program.
The last column in the table indicates the difference between the
importance of the particular goal and its accomplishment.
Since accomplishment was subtracted from importance, negative

28 Santa Rosa Choice Final Report for Cycle V FY 2011-2012

discrepancies reflected more emphasis and less accomplishment.
Two goals, were rated as higher in accomplishment than importance,
signaling either misplaced effort or a lack of appreciation among
staff toward their true importance. In contrast, these two goals may
be easier to achieve, as reflected in the levels of accomplishment that
clearly exceed the levels of importance.

Areas for continuous improvement are indicated in Table 12. These
topics could be considered for discussions at SR CHOICE’s quarterly
meetings of service providers.

“Program Provides Children a Safe Place”
is Ranked Number One
“Program provides participants a safe place” was the statement
ranked number one in accomplishments by the 49 SR CHOICE funded
staff members surveyed. Staff members agreed with the evaluators’
positive assessment that each grantee kept children and youth safe
during its program. The 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. The following
areas need improvement and should be considered for staff development activities:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Youth learn how to resolve differences non-violently.
Program has clear rules for attendance and behavior.
Youth learn to set higher expectations for themselves.
Children increase their level of participation at school.

Child/Youth Developmental Asset Goals Ranked in
Importance and Degree of Accomplishment by SR CHOICE
Table 12
Funded Grantee Staff

Note: Larger negative discrepancies identify items deemed more important that are not being accomplished, while larger positive discrepancies
denote items of lower importance being accomplished well.
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Who are our 3,338 customers?
Table 13 - At A Glance - Customers

Note:
Native
Americans
comprised 1%
of customers.

SR CHOICE Grantees served 3,338 unduplicated customers with ongoing services in Cycle V . Registered customers were those customers who
are reported in the SR CHOICE Grant Monitoring and Evaluation System Participant I.D. Report Form. The Evaluation Team removed any duplicates of customers in order to develop a count of unduplicated customers with the exception of Neighborhood Service customers.
The SR CHOICE Performance Logic Model Evaluation System uses the following factors to report on the child and youth customers served this
year:
•
•
•
•
•

Gender
Ethnicity
Age
Level of Child/Youth Developmental Assets
Type of SR CHOICE Customer - assessment by staff of risk level

The following table and chart show the gender of SR CHOICE customers. Child and Youth customers were 39% female, and 61% male.

Gender of SR CHOICE Customers
Chart 8
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What are the ages of SR CHOICE customers?
The following tables and charts display the age distribution of SR CHOICE customers. Data for ages of customers indicate that:
•
35% of the customers are 4-11 years old
•
57% of the customers are 12-19 years old,
•
8% are 20 years and older

Ages of SR CHOICE Customers
The following chart shows the ages of SR CHOICE customers.
Chart 9

A 16 year-old male
was referred by Probation
Camp to CYO. He was identified as a high-risk, ganginvolved youth. The adult
support from CYO kept him
focused on not giving up
on finding employment.
He lacked positive adult
support and since receiving
the support he was seeking, he has done a great
job at not losing it. He has
not had any contact with
police or violations of probation, and continues to
stay away from the homeboys that could influence
him back into gang activity
on the streets. - California
Youth Outreach
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Ethnicity of SR CHOICE Customers
SR CHOICE grantees served youth from a wide range of ethnic backgrounds. The following chart highlights the diversity of SR CHOICE customers.
Seventy-four percent of the 3,743 youth participants served this year identified as Latino.
Chart 10

An 11 year-old boy has been coming to the
center regularly to volunteer and attend leadership
meetings. He has developed communication
skills and learned to not be a follower. Before his
transformation occurred, he was aggressive and
viewed by his peers as a bully. Through leadership
he began to realize that he needed to stop getting
in trouble because a leader serves as a positive
example. Upon this realization, he has volunteered 6
or more hours of community service a week, has not
missed a leadership meeting, and attends the center
from the start of the lunch program until closing
hours. He has truly demonstrated that he wants to
be a positive influence for his peers.
CAP- Project Safe
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Type of Youth Customer
The SR CHOICE program has used common definitions for youth
customers that were adopted by the City of Santa Rosa Mayor’s Gang
Prevention Task Force. The following categories are designed to help
describe services delivered to customers. They are not intended as
“labels” or exclusionary definitions. These are not connected
to any individual youth but are an estimate to indicate the
type of youth customer being served.

Gang Supporter- Usually between 10 and 18 years of age. “Hangs
out” with gang members but does not formally join a gang. Has little
involvement with the school system and usually abuses/uses alcohol
and drugs. May carry weapons and has accepted intimidation and
violence as the way to resolve conflict.

Gang Member- Usually between 12 and 18 years of age. Has joined
a gang. Rejects authority figures of family, school, and others within
At Risk Youth- Usually 5 to 18 years of age. Demonstrates early signs of the community. Is not yet considered a Hard Core Gang Member but
academic, attendance, and behavior problems but has had no involve- may have spent time locked up in juvenile hall, Division of Juvenile
ment in the juvenile justice system. Knows about gangs but has no in- Justice formerly (CYA). Actively recruits new gang members.
volvement in them.
High-Risk Youth- Usually 8 to 18 years of age. Has high rate of school
absences and truancy. May be involved in the juvenile justice system.
Not formally involved in a gang but has had numerous fights and condones violence as a method to resolve conflict and to maintain respect.

Hard Core Gang Member- Usually 14 to 18 years of age. Has totally
committed to a gang and gang lifestyle and accepts no authority
other than the gang. Usually has graduated from local juvenile justice
facilities to CYA. Completely rejects any value system other than that
of the gang. Most likely certified as a gang member by law enforcement agencies.

Type of Customer Served
The following table and chart illustrate the distribution of type of customer served in Cycle V by cluster of grantees. The percent of customers categorized as hard-core gang members, gang members, gang supporter, high riskand at-risk youth customers.
Table 14

Chart 11
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Where do SR CHOICE customers live?
Zip Codes of SR CHOICE Customers
The following table indicates the zip codes of customers.

Table 15

Who referred SR CHOICE
customers to high risk
intervention grantees?

W

hy is this
important? SR
CHOICE and
other community
stakeholders are
concerned about
the overall wellbeing and healthy
development of
Santa Rosa youth.
Zip code data
is one indicator
of whether SR
CHOICE is serving
those youth most
likely to need SR
CHOICE support
and assistance in
realizing healthy
development ,
such as children
growing up in
poverty.

Table 17

Table 16

The largest percentage of referrals were from schools, Court/
Probation, and parents. Note: CBO stands for Community Based
Organization.
Labels zip code regions:
(95401) ‘City-Northwest’,
(95402,95404,95405,95406) ‘City-East Side’,
(95407) ‘City-Southwest’,
(95403,95492) ‘North of City, and (95409) ‘East of City’

One of the participants highlighted the Around the World program and said it opened up his eyes to traveling and
understanding how many different people and places exist in the world. He also commented on the staff and said that he
really enjoyed how they respected his time and liked talking with them and hanging out.
The other participant highlighted a quote that is commonly used at the beginning of every session.
“If you don’t like something, change it. If you can’t change it, change your attitude.” –Maya Angelou
He said that this quote really settled in with him as a reminder to work on his attitude. He also mentioned that the fitness
center and programs were a good break from the unit. - Boys and Girls Club of SC County
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SR CHOICE Child & Youth Customers’
Level of Developmental Assets
Youth Self-Assessment of Risk Avoidance, Protective, and Resiliency Assets (RPRA)

The evaluation system used the Risk Avoidance, Protective, and Resiliency Asset Assessment (RPRA) Instrument to conduct a self-assessment of
these assets for 1,700 children and youth. Data from the youth self-assessment is reported in the Appendix. The RPRA instrument used in this
evaluation was developed for the SR CHOICE Evaluation and tested by the evaluators on 179,909 youth in Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties and
92,121 youth in Oakland. The RPRA has been accepted by over 185 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 reliability 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 high assets indicate youth with little
risk of difficulties at home, school, and in the community.
The following chart and table indicate youth asset summary scores for all SR CHOICE Grantees who surveyed their children and youth.
Table 18

Medium Level of RPRA Assets
SR CHOICE RPRA Youth
Self Assessment

Developmental Assets
Risk Avoidance
Protective Assets
Resiliency Assets
Total RPRA
Social Attachment

Table 19

FY 10-11
84.0%
84.2%
82.1%
84.0%
81.0%

The total RPRA score is 84.0% which is in the low level for all grantees.
The total RPRA score percentages are normed as follows: 87.5% or
higher is High Assets and 81.25% or below is Low Assets, which
indicates youth at highest risk of anti-social behavior. Youth across
all SR CHOICE agencies averaged medium assets and are considered
at risk for anti-social behavior and other behaviors that can interfere
with their health, wellness, and future success. As a group, SR CHOICE
grantees have served youth with a medium level of assets. High risk
intervention clusters had low assets overall for their customers.

W

hy is
this important?
Understanding
what percentage of children
and youth
customers have
low, medium,
and high assets
gives stakeholders insight into
whether SR
CHOICE is serving the highest
need youth.
Stakeholders
should continue
to monitor level
of youth assets
and discuss
fluctuations in
the proportions.

The following table shows RPRA Levels for each of participating SR
CHOICE grantees. Parent education groups do not use this survey.
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Why Measure Child and Youth Developmental Assets?

W

hy is this important? The RPRA data are
also available by type
of asset: risk avoidance,
protective, 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 should explore
what modalities they
are using to use youth’s
strengths to build youth
ability to be empathetic,
care, communicate,
problem solve, resolve
conflicts, set goals, and
other variables in this
area.

The RPRA (Risk Avoidance, Protective Assets, and Resiliency Assets)
questionnaire assesses the extent of a youth’s developmental assets
with a summary score and three subscale scores. This questionnaire
also includes a measure of social attachment. The purpose of the
RPRA is to indicate whether grantees are helping low asset youth
in Santa Rosa to develop more assets for leading a better adult life.
The purpose of assessing social attachment is to identify potentially
violent youth before they harm others in their school or after-school
programs. Students identified are shared with grantees. This year’s
assessment identified 17 students with very low social attachment
scores.
The summary score includes all of the questions for the three subscales. This total score is reported to indicate the level of a youth’s
developmental assets near the beginning 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 neighborhood or school, and whether the youth
considers the consequences of his/her actions before acting to avoid
the pitfalls and risks the youth encounters.
Search Institute. Minneapolis, MN. The 40 developmental assets for
adolescents. (n.d.) posted at http://www.communitycollaboration.net/
id42.htm.

Summary
of RPRA Measures
The following table summarizes the types of variables the RPRA measures to determine the RPRA total

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 people, feeling good about the choices one makes,
knowing what to do to achieve goals or handle work/school assignments, and maintaining one’s cool in difficult situations.

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

Social Attachment Assets
Social attachment refers to the nature and strength of relationships
that people have with each other. It includes the more intimate relationships with family and friends, as well as people’s associations
with individuals and organizations in the wider community. More
generally, it refers to the way in which people bond, interact with,
and feel about other people, organizations and institutions, such as
clubs, business organizations, political parties, and various government organizations. At social attachment’s opposite extreme lie notions of social detachment, social isolation and social exclusion. The
RPRA includes six questions about social attachment/detachment.
They cover emotional state and peer relations. A lower score indicates less attachment, as indicated by a depressed state, no friendships, and being victimized by other youth.
Berger-Shmitt, R. and Noll, H. 2000, Conceptual Frameworks and Structure
of a European System of Social Indicators, EU Reporting Working Paper No.
9, Centre for Social Research and Methodology, Mannheim

score.
Table 20
Risk Avoidance Assets
Level of Safety
Violence avoidance
Drug risk avoidance
Gang and anti-social peer avoidance
Level of attachment to pro-social
institutions and adults

Protective Assets
Social competence: flexibility, empathy, caring
communications
Problem solving skills
Self-control: refusal skills, conflict resolution,
and impulse control
Life goal setting: sense of autonomy, purpose,
and future
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Resiliency Assets
Caring, structuring, and supportive adults in
family, school and community
High expectation in family, school, and
community
Level of participation in family, school, and
community

“Measure O and California Youth Outreach made
me a taxpayer!” California
Youth Outreach Customer

EFFORT

What service strategies did we conduct?
Table 21 - At A Glance - Strategies

The following graph shows how funds were spent and how many hours of service were delivered in Cycle V . Because early intervention programs
are less expensive per hour of service delivered, they have more hours of services for the dollars invested.
Chart 12

EFFORT
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How much service did we provide?
Table 22 - At A Glance - Hours of Service Provided

SR CHOICE’s grantee’s delivered 726,306 hours of service. They collectively delivered 104% of their planned services. Each unduplicated
customer averaged 218 hours of service for the 12 months of Cycle V .

Amount of Service for Each Grantee
Table 23

SR CHOICE’s grantees amount of service or dosage of care per unduplicated customer ranged from 23 hours to 633 hours of service. Cycle
V grantees have delivered 104% of planned services for the 12 month cycle. The largest number of hours of service was delivered by the
collaboration between the Santa Rosa Recreation and Parks Neighborhood Services and the Santa Rosa City Schools.
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How much did the service cost per hour to deliver?
										

Table 24 - At A Glance Cost

SR CHOICE’s cost per hour was $1.27 this year and $2.30 for total funds (SR CHOICE and matching funds). In Cycle V, each customer received an average of $478 dollars in
service that connected the youth to an average of 5.1 new caring adults.

Cost
per Hour for Each Grantee
The following table indicates cost per hour and cost per customer for each grantee. Cost per hour is determined by dividing the amount of hours of service into the funds
allocated and matched to provide the service. Cost per hour will differ widely among programs, for example from a recreational program to a counseling program. Cost per
hour is less expensive when services are provided in groups as opposed to services delivered one on one.
Table 25

SR CHOICE’s cost per hour ranged from $1.22 for Santa Rosa Schools After School Program to $31.24 for Santa Rosa Neighborhood Revitalization Program.

W

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, SR
CHOICE Grantees are demonstrating efficiency. Efficiency without measuring effectiveness is only half of the equation in delivering cost effective services. Comparing like services helps the residents of Santa Rosa understand whether they are getting cost effective services. The next section 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. One cannot just measure efficiency without taking into account how
effective the services were at producing value for the customer.
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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 SR CHOICE grantees?” This
sub-section provides information about the effectiveness of grantees’
services and is organized as follows:
1. To learn whether SR CHOICE youth and
parent customers were satisfied
with SR CHOICE-funded services, go to page
41.
2. To learn whether SR CHOICE services were
effective in producing a change for the better for SR CHOICE customers, go to page 44.
3. To learn whether SR CHOICE services were
equally effective for all SR CHOICE customers, go to page 48.
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Were our youth and parent customers satisfied with our
services?
Table 26 - At A Glance - Customer Satisfaction

Youth and parent customers were satisfied with services as reflected by the satisfaction scores of 80% and 88%, respectively. These figures exceed the target goal of 70%. The
SR CHOICE Evaluation System determined whether youth and parent customers were satisfied with SR CHOICE services. Customer satisfaction is the first variable in measuring the effect of SR CHOICE-funded services. The SR CHOICE Evaluation System measures this important factor by asking youth five or older and their parents the same four
standard customer satisfaction questions. For children under five years old, parents or guardians were surveyed. Level of participation in the program as assessed by staff for
each customers was high.

Youth were asked to rate the following:
•
•
•
•

I think the program and activity I participated in was (Rated: Poor to Great)
I feel I benefited from this program : ( Not at all , Some , A lot)
I thought the people who run the program were: (Very Helpful, Somewhat Helpful, Not Helpful)
Would you tell a friend or schoolmate to come to this program if they needed it? ( Yes, Maybe, No)

Parents were asked to rate the following:
•
•
•
•

I think the program and activity my child participated in was: ( Rated: Poor to Great)
How much did your child benefit from his program and its activities? ( Not at all, Some , A lot)
How much did the people who ran the program care about your child? ( Not at all, Some , A lot)
Would you recommend this program to another family if they needed it? ( Yes, Maybe, No)

Children/Youth Customers and their Parents Reported Satisfaction with Funded Services
Evaluators developed a customer satisfaction summary score for each of the 17 SR CHOICE Grantees. The summary score ranges from 100% (everyone was satisfied) to 0%
(no one was satisfied). The summary score collapses the scores for each of the four questions listed above. The customer satisfaction score from the spring 2012 sampling
for the children and youth who completed the survey was 80%. Surveys collected during the same time from the parents of these children and youth indicated a satisfaction
score of 88%. Both ratings indicate a relatively high level of satisfaction by youth and parent customers. The SR CHOICE goal for the satisfaction score is 70%. Together, the
SR CHOICE Grantees exceeded this customer satisfaction goal in a sampling of the 2,063 children and youth and 963 parents customers over the 12 months of Cycle V .
Chart 13

W

hy is this important?

The youth and parent satisfaction
rate reflects whether customers were
content with services, as based on
four measures. Stakeholders and
providers alike need to understand
whether customers were satisfied
so they can begin determining if
services were effective. Generally,
satisfied customers are more likely to
experience and undergo the desired
change.
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W

hy is
this important?
Satisfaction rates
by grantee and
cluster area help
stakeholders
understand how
goals set by each
grantee are being
furthered. As
mentioned earlier,
customer satisfaction is a forerunner to program
effectiveness.

Customer
Satisfaction - A Measure of Effect
Evaluators used the research of David Osborne and Ted Gaebler on good government as a framework in designing the SR CHOICE Evaluation
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 Care/Service Recipients as Customers

The Evaluators were pleasantly surprised that there was no resistance to the concept of customer driven services in Santa Rosa. Osborne and
Gaebler in their book “Reinventing Government” 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 monies from legislators, city councils, and elected boards. And most
of their customers are captive: short of moving they have few alternatives to the services their government provides.” (Osborne and Gaebler,
1993)

Grantee Customer Satisfaction
Table 27

All the SR CHOICE grantees, with one exception, exceeded the goal of child/youth and parent satisfaction rate of 70%. Overall, the staff reported level of customer participation was high. High level of participation correlates with effectiveness of services.

42 Santa Rosa Choice Final Report for Cycle V FY 2011-2012

EFFECT

Understanding Service Productivity
In addition to satisfaction with services, SR CHOICE agencies
are assessed on how much change they produce in their youth
customers. Green (2003) 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 in people or their property” (Hill, 1976). Unlike 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 customers.
The assessment of service productivity involves designing
questions that relate to service goals for individual customers
and phrasing them so that the responder considers whether
change occurred due to the services. The amount of productivity for services is calculated by averaging the responses.
The choices offered must allow the responder to indicate that
services made them worse off or caused no change, as well
as indicating that there was improvement. Consequently,
service productivity ranges from 100% to minus 100%, with
zero meaning no change overall. A score of 100% means the
responder improved on all items or targeted changes, a score
of minus 100% means the responder got worse on all items.
Two types of service productivity are assessed for SR CHOICE
agencies–asset development service productivity and
grantee-specified service productivity. Each type is explained
in the following two sections. By calculating the average
amount of change for each type, rather than the sum of all
changes that occurred, the number of questions asked can
be as few as three but preferably six or more, up to about
10. As an example of how service productivity 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 program of services, my grades in
school are (Better, worse, same, don’t know).” If 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+3) or 50%. By asking about
five questions, the service productivity for one program of
services can be accurately determined as the average service
productivity across all five items. Our CCPA Evaluation Team
is keeping a record of the many 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.
Knowing the service productivity of a particular program 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 led us to set 60% as the goal for most
agencies. 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
at 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 accomplishments and to improve the effects of
their services over time.
Clearly, service productivity does not tell us the overall amount
of change occurring in youth for a particular period of time. Prior
analyses of service productivity data indicated that the effects
caused by services can be more than the overall amount of change
(Green, 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. Our evaluation process focuses on service
productivity, because service agencies are not able to “guarantee”
overall change for the better. Too many factors influence overall
change achieved by their youth customers to make service agencies
responsible for youth getting better overall. If more resources
were available for the evaluation process, our CCPA team could
easily collect information about overall change on one or a few
indicators (dimensions). While having such information may be of
use the City Council members, it is not as helpful to program staff
who seek ways to maximize the effects of their particular services.
Reaching an agreement on which indicators to pursue must occur,
too. Otherwise, diverse viewpoints feel cheated about not knowing
what overall change took place relative to the indicator they were
most interested in tracking.
Green, R. S. (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 Outcome. Evaluation and Program Planning, 28(2), 139-150.
Heaton, H. (1977). Productivity in service organizations: Organizing
for people. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Hill, P. (1976). On goods and services. Review of Income and
Wealth, 315-338.
EFFECT
Santa Rosa Choice Final Report for Cycle V FY 2011-2012 43

EFFECT

Were our services effective in producing change for
the better for our customers?
Table 28 - At A Glance - Service Productivity

Collectively, the SR CHOICE grantees exceeded their performance goal for asset development and grantee selected service productivity.

SR CHOICE Grantees Are Producing
New Positive Behaviors and Skills
SR CHOICE Grantees evaluate effectiveness by measuring whether or not customers are better off
because of the SR CHOICE funded services. SR CHOICE asks the child and youth customers, their parents, and staff of SR CHOICE funded services if the child and youth customers’ behavior and skills have
improved as a result of receiving SR CHOICE funded services. For this report, SR CHOICE collected 7,761
surveys to make this determination.
All SR CHOICE funded agencies report on changes occurring because of funded services in the developmental asset-related targets in customers, which include the following:
•
Success in school
•
Understanding of themselves and what they do well
•
Communication skills
•
Ability to learn new things
•
Ability to connect with adults
•
Ability to work with others
•
Ability to stay safe
These new behaviors and skills are grouped into a single score called Developmental Asset Service
Productivity. SR CHOICE’s Service Productivity goal is a score of 60% or higher. SR CHOICE Grantees
collectively have surpassed this goal. SR CHOICE uses the concept of service productivity to measure
the effectiveness of SR CHOICE services. In general, service productivity is a measure that describes
the change that happens to a customer due to SR CHOICE-funded services. A service is effective if the
customer is better off due to his/her participation 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 developmental asset service productivity
are based on national research related to SR CHOICE practices in child and youth development.

S

SR CHOICE Grantees exceeded the
Youth and Child
Asset Development Service
Productivity Goal
of 60%.

Child/Youth - 68%
Parent - 81%
Staff - 80%

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 2% of the targeted changes were worse for a service
productivity score of 70%-2% = 68%. No credit is given for the 32 % of the youth who stayed the same for a target change.
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CHOICE Grantees Met the Target Goal of
60% Service Productivity
Service productivity scores can range from a score of -100% for all worse scores to 0% for staying the same and making
no change, to 100% if all the youth indicated that they changed for the better as a result of receiving SR CHOICE funded
program services and care. Youth reported a service productivity score of 68%, their parents indicated that their child service productivity score for asset development was 81% and individual staff assessments of each child customer showed
an 80% service productivity score.
Chart 14

Worse				
			

		

Same				
Better			
Performance Goal for Service Productivity is 60%

“I wish that all parents were interested in this kind of
help so that they could have a better, more united family. It
saddens me that our time in the program was so short, but
it helped us a lot. I appreciate the people who gave us their
time.” El Puente Parent Customer
“ I really could not of graduated without Knights
Academy!!!” Student Knights Academy RUP
“This program has helped our relationship at home. We are
able to talk to each other more without fighting.”- Parent of
SRRPCS Youth Basketball Participant
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Grantee -Specified Service Productivity
In addition to developmental asset productivity, SR CHOICE grantees are required to measure productivity related to program-specific skills and behaviors. To do this, each of the SR CHOICE Grantees developed agency-specific questions that were tailored to their various programs to measure targeted
changes in specific new skills and behaviors because of the SR CHOICE funded services. As a result, 17 different questionnaires were constructed to
measure the service productivity of the unique services provided by grantees. Questionnaires were translated into seven different languages. The types
of new behaviors and skills captured in the agency specified service productivity score can be summarized into these groups:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

SR CHOICE Grantees
met the Grantee
Specified Service
Productivity Goal of
60%. 			
Child/Youth - 69%
Parent - 81%
Staff - 78%

Art behaviors and skills
Business and work behaviors and skills
Community involvement and cultural appreciation behaviors and skills
Health and wellness behaviors and skills
Leadership behaviors and skills
Personal development behaviors and skills
Relationship behaviors and skills
School and academic behaviors and skills
Violence 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 81%; and the staff-rated productivity score
was 78%. Youth, parents, and staff report on the same set of outcome measures. This data indicates that SR CHOICE customers have undergone positive
changes in grantee selected targeted areas.

Chart 15

Worse				
					

W

Same				
Performance Goal for Service Productivity is 60%

Better

hy is this important? Grantee selected service productivity is the second core measure of effectiveness in the SR CHOICE
evaluation system. Understanding whether youth gained program-specific skills related to goal setting, violence prevention, or
leadership, for example, is important to determining 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, occur.
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Grantees Connected Child and Youth Customers
to 5.1 New Caring and Supportive Adults

W

hy is this
important?
Resiliency research
indicates the
following three
variables are important for youth
to find at home,
school, and the
community:
Caring Adults,
High Expectations,
and Meaningful Participa
tion.
A resilient youth
will need to find
these somewhere
in his or her life,
either at home,
school, or the
community or any
combination of the
three.

SR CHOICE-funded staff assessed 2,222 child/youth customers and determined that because of their program their child/youth customer
was connected to an additional 5.1 new caring and supportive adults because of SR CHOICE funded care. CHOICE funded staffs complete
assessments of each youth that they serve over time. This year, the staffs assessed 2,222 children and youth to whom they provide care.
For each customer, staffs answered the following question:
1. How many additional caring and supportive adults is this participant connected to because of your efforts? (If the participant lost some
connections you can use a negative number.) ______________
The evaluation team calculated the average response to the question above from 2,222 surveys and to determine the number of new
caring adults youth participants are connected to as a result of their participation in SR CHOICE funded programs. Staffs are attempting to
build a caring and supportive relationship with their youth customers and also attempting to connect them to other adults in the home,
school, and community. Caring, pro-social adults are key to making resiliency work.

Staff Assessments Indicate Growth in Youth
Expectation and Participation
Staff assessment of customers’ growth in expectations showed that 67% or over three-fourths of the youth customers showed an
increase in their expectations for home, school, and the community.
Similarly, staff assessments of customers showed a growth in participation in home, school, and community increased among 68% or
over two-thirds of the customers assessed.
Evaluators were pleased with the grantees use of additional strategies to encourage youth to set higher expectations and participation
levels in their lives.

High Level of Customer Participation
Additionally, the staff assessed the customers’ participation level in SR CHOICE-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
level of customer participation in SR CHOICE services was high with a score of 4.1. Research clearly shows that the participation level
of customers is a clear predictor of the success of the program in meeting the goals for positive change in their customers. Research also
shows that resiliency assets are developed by meaningful participation in home, school, and the community.

“They teach you about discipline and character
and how training here can also teach you to be good
about your grades...they actually try to educate the
youth that gangs are not going to do nothing for you;
they are just going to get you into serious trouble.”
Double Punch Client
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How do we measure service quality?
EFFECT
Service quality is a very difficult concept to measure. Robert
Pirsig (Best known for “Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance”) states: “Quality doesn’t have to be defined, you understand it without a definition.” Dr. Rex Green of the SR CHOICE
Evaluation Team challenges Mr. Pirsig by using the SR CHOICE
Evaluation System to define quality for this report as a measure
of producing targeted changes in youth consistently.
Dr. Green’s measure is one of many ways quality can be defined.
Even though quality is a very subjective concept to assess, by
utilizing the service productivity data collected, we can measure
whether the services were equally effective for all customers
surveyed. If there is a wide range of effectiveness in serving
customers, the service quality score will be lower. 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% to 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 youth got
better 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 greater effort to produce on the part of staff, in order to start a new round of service
quality improvement. Also important is whether levels 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 reasons 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 to
improve service quality in the future.

Were services equally effective for customers?
Service quality 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 all children and youth customers. A service quality score of 1 or above is desirable and a score of 3
or above is high.
Table 29 - At A Glance - Service Quality

Overall, the SR CHOICE grantees service quality was between desirable and high. Programs showed a slight decrease in service quality
from the fall of 2011 to the spring of 2012. High risk intervention cluster grantees had a service quality score of 2.1 close to a high level
of service quality. This is very promising for quality of the intervention services with high risk and gang involved youth. Early Intervention groups had a service quality score of 1.8 also desirable.

“Measure O saved my life”. California Youth Outreach Customer
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High Service Quality Achieved by 35% of Grantees
Chart 16

W

hy is this
important? Service
quality is important
to understanding
whether providers were able to
consistently produce
desired changes in
their customers. The
service quality scores
are also valuable in
understanding how
the SR CHOICE-wide
effort fared.

A service quality score for Grantee Selected Target Changes of 1 or above is desirable and was achieved by all of the grantees. A service quality score of over 3 is high
service quality and this was achieved by 35% of the grantees.

During our graduation,
the 21 year-old daughter
came to the ceremony and
shared that it was hard for
her to admit responsibility,
but with her mother setting
rules and being consistent,
she finally did her first load
of laundry and the chores
she was responsible for. She
ended her testimony with
saying to her mother, “I love
you and I am sorry for all the
pain I have caused you, but
thank you for being strong
and being there for me.” At
the end, she exploded into
tears.
- CAP Padres Unidos parent
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How do we assess reliability?
In the most general sense, “reliability 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 calculating the
internal consistency of the items. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated
for the re-scored item responses (e.g., 1,0,-1 in the case of service
productivity).
Reliability ranges from 0 or no consistency to 1, complete agreement among the agency specified items, i.e., the youth answer
the items so as to create a perfect ordering of items and youth.
Desired levels of reliability are determined by the purpose behind

using the scores. If decisions need to be made about placing a
particular youth in one program versus another, the level of reliability should exceed 0.90. If decisions will be made about groups
of youth, such as whether males or females benefited more
from the program, the level of reliability should exceed 0.75. If
multivariate analyses of these data are pursued to clarify patterns
of service effectiveness, the level of reliability should exceed 0.60.
Levels above 0.60 were considered good. Evaluators plan to assist
the grantees whose reliability of questions were low.
Grantees’ reliability scores are found in the table on the next page.

Good Reliability Achieved by 65% of the Grantees
Chart 17

W

hy is this
important?
Program-specific questions are developed by
providers to determine
direct service productivity.
Reliability is important
since it alerts stakeholders
whether these developed
questions are free from
errors of measurement.
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Reliability Rate for Santa Rosa CHOICE Grantees Questions
The following table highlights both good and low reliability scores for grantees’ agency-selected questions. Evaluators will work with
the groups with low reliability scores to determine possible reasons and work to improve for surveys collected.
Table 30

Some Reasons for Low Reliability
Reliability of agency-specified questions is calculated to ensure that decisions being
made about the effectiveness of services are based on accurate information. A reliability
score of 0.60 or higher indicates that the answers to the agency-specific questions were
provided in a consistent enough manner by the youth customers, or parents if the youth
were not questioned. Lower reliability may be caused by the following:
1. The reliability could not be calculated because all youth provided the same answer to
every question; similarly, low reliability occur when nearly every youth provides the
same answer to all questions.
2. The questions relate to multiple underlying factors of client outcomes, thereby lowering the inter-item agreement; frequently, one question taps a different domain of
information and needs to be dropped.
3. The youth were not prepared to answer the questions or did not have enough time or
motivation to answer truthfully, thereby answering in a more random manner.
4. Too few youth were sampled, possibly at different times, leading to a weakly determined estimate of reliability that veered lower.
Agency staff should contact the evaluators to learn more about why their reliability level
fell below 0.60, so that the cause, whatever it may be, can be addressed.
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Performance

The section on performance describes how each SR CHOICE Grantee did in meeting the
performance goals set by SR CHOICE. Performance uses the SR CHOICE strategic areas to
review the 17 grantees.
Note to Reader: Performance is measuring the specific scope of work negotiated in the Santa Rosa CHOICE
contract. The performance goals met refer only to the SR CHOICE funded project and do not reflect on the performance of the grantee in other areas of their operation.
1. Indicators of Performance for Santa Rosa Choice Grantees, go
to page 53.
2. Service Performance Index, go to page 55.
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Indicators of Performance - Effectiveness and Efficiency
CCPA evaluated the performance of each of the SR CHOICE grantees relative to their effectiveness and efficiency. The indicators of effectiveness are Youth Customer
Satisfaction, Service Productivity and Service Performance index . The two indicators of efficiency are Percentage of Contracted Services Delivered and Cost per Hour
of Service. The definitions of the key performance indicators follows:
Percent of contracted services delivered should be minimally 95% for the contracted services
in each providers scope of work. SR CHOICE grantees measure the amount of service delivered by
reporting the number of hours of direct service provided to customers across the various activities.
Cost per hour of service for SR CHOICE funds is calculated by dividing the amount of SR CHOICE
funds expended by the number of hours of direct service delivered. Cost per hour of service for total
funds is calculated by dividing the amount of SR CHOICE funds and matching funds by the number
of hours of direct service delivered. No performance goal is set for cost per hour but readers can
compare the cost per hour of services among similar grantees contracted to provide similar services
to determine if the cost per hour is reasonable and efficient.

Key Performance Goals:
•
•
•
•

Percent of contracted service delivered: 95%
Customer satisfaction rate: 70%
For The Two Service Productivity Scores : 60%
SPI Score greater than 600

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 score which ranges from 0% (low) to 100% (very high). SR CHOICE has set a performance goal of 70% for this measure. Note to reader:
grantees that serve children under five years old or just serve parents, use parent satisfaction scores.
Service Productivity is a measure which is used to determine the effectiveness of SR CHOICE-funded services. This measure is a summary score and reflects
whether customers gained new skills or positive behaviors as a result of receiving services. The score is a percentage that can be positive (customer is better off) or
negative (customer is worse off) and is calculated by taking the percentage of targeted changes achieved minus the percentage missed. Grantees do not get credit
for customers who indicate that they did not experience any change in attitudes, behaviors, skills or knowledge. For grantees there are two types of service productivity - one that measures child and youth developmental assets (asked by all grantees), and the second that measures program-specific changes, as determined by
the grantee. The goal for all Service Productivity scores is 60%.
Service Performance Index - compiles data using 19 indicators categorized as reflecting how well the funded agency approaches service delivery, how well
resources are deployed to achieve results, and how good the results are to obtain a score ranging from 0 to 1,000. This index yields a comprehensive impression of a
funded agency’s performance. Scores above 600 are desirable and meet the performance goal.
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Performance
Summary
The following tables show which grantees met or exceed the five summary performance goals . Collectively, the grantees met all five performance goals.
Table 31

Note: Effectiveness scores that are underlined are from parent customers. XR means no survey required. Shaded scores are below performance goal.
Grantees that Met All Five Performance Goals:
1. Community Action Partnership Project Safe
2. Community Action Partnership Padres Unidos
3. California Youth Outreach
4. Double Punches Boxing Club
5. Life Works El Puente Program
6. Martial Arts Youth Institute MAYI
7. MAYI and Youth Build
8. Roseland Charter School Knights ASP
9. Santa Rosa RPCS & Santa Rosa Schools ASP

Grantees that Met Four Out of the Five
Performance Goals:
1. Boys and Girls Club of CSC
2. Social Advocates for Youth Employment
3. Santa Rosa RPCS Neighborhood
Programs
4. Santa Rosa RPCS Recreation
Sensation
5. Santa Rosa RPCS Teen Council

Grantees that Met Three Out of the Five
Performance Goals:
1. Santa Rosa Neighborhood Revitalization
Program
Grantees that Met Two Out of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Santa Rosa RPCS Youth Sport Clubs
Grantees that Met None of the Five Performance Goals:
1. Listening for a Change

The following table indicates that 82% of the grantee met four or more of the five performance goals.
Only one grantee did not meet any of the performance goals.
Table 32
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Service Performance
Index By
SR CHOICE Grantees
When a wide variety of information is assembled about the performance of human service organizations, many people ask if a way can
be developed to combine such information into one overall indicator.
The Performance Logic Model directs that data about effort and effects
be presented for all agencies and each agency separately. This SR
CHOICE evaluation produced information about nine categories of
performance, six relating to effort and three relating to effects. Across
the nine categories 31 distinct measures are covered. Another 25
measures are processed and reported in the annual report. Since it
is impossible to mentally combine this information to gain an overall
impression of how well the SR CHOICE grantees performed, let alone
compare two or more grantees, our evaluation team developed the
Service Performance Index (SPI) to mathematically integrate the
performance data.
Whenever someone asks “What does the SPI mean”, the answer can be
found in the model selected to guide the construction of such a score.
The model selected for the SPI 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 SPI.
The Criteria are designed to help organizations use an integrated approach to improving performance by promoting:
•
•
•

Delivery of ever-improving value to all customers and stakeholders, such as the children, youth, parents, and community
residents of Santa Rosa.
Improvement of overall effectiveness and productive capabilities
of any organization, such as the SR CHOICE service providers.
Organizational and personal learning.

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 Quality
(ASQ) assists in administering the program under contract to NIST.
Most states operate a state award program modeled after the national
program.

In California, the California Council for Excellence administers the state
program. The state award program includes a team review of the
application and a visit to the organization, if enough points are earned
to qualify for the bronze level. Unlike the national 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 performance excellence, NIST can elect
to make no awards. The NIST web site, www.nist.gov, is the official
source of the performance criteria and other information about the
national award program.
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 designed to operate effectively; deployment involves what the organization does to implement
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 philosophy adopted by the service agency
would improve the developmental assets of their youth customers. The
following table lists the measures and summarizes how each measure
was scored before combining all measures into one aggregate index of
performance, the SPI. 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.
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Graphic 5- How the Service Performance Index is Calculated
Area

Approach

Deployment

Results

Indicator

Possible
Points

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

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

125

Staff ratings of 28 performance characteristics
contrasting importance of accomplishing with actual
achievement—how well does intent align with
perceived accomplishment

62.5

Sum of differences between importance and
achievement across 28 items, adjusted for the number of
staff reporting; scale reversed and shrunk to 0-1

Staff ratings of 9 agency exemplary practices—how
capable of doing well is this service team

62.5

Original scale was 1-5, adjusted to 0-1, averaged across
all staff reporting for each agency

Cost per customer—lower means more can be served

27.8

Number of registered customers divided by SR CHOICE
grant funds spent, then magnified to 0-1 range

Coverage of types of surveys needed from
agency—complete reporting yields more useful
information

27.8

Percent of types of surveys collected relative to needed

Level of need of youth over 10 years of age (omitted if
none served)—highest priority is serving those in need

27.8

RPRA total scores with range reversed, then the range
reduced before adjusting to 0-1 where 1 reflects low
assets and high need, 0 maximum assets

Percent of effects scores collected—complete reporting
yields more useful information

27.8

Count of effects scores obtained divided by total number
of scores agency should have provided

Surveys collected compared to SR CHOICE grant
funds spent—were resources used to collect important
information

27.8

Total surveys recorded divided by SR CHOICE grant
funds spent, then magnified to 0-1 range

Expending of grant funds being on schedule—did
spending match or exceed needs as indicated in
proposal

27.8

Percent of SR CHOICE funds expended during fiscal
year that were awarded

Representativeness of sample of youth surveys
collected relative to youth served—how well do these
results tell the complete story of how youth fared

27.8

Percent of youth served that were surveyed, adjusted
upward as more youth were surveyed, since the larger
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
experiences—do staff feel comfortable in their
workplace

27.8

Averaged responses across all staff reporting; 0 meant
not occurring, 1 meant occurring

Staff ratings of 10 organizational management best
practices—do managers lead effectively

27.8

Averaged responses across all staff reporting; 0 meant
not occurring, 1 meant occurring

Cost per hour of service—getting more services for the
money

166.67

Actual hours of service divided by amount of total funds
spent, then magnified to 0-1 range; score multiplied by 5
to give this indicator 1/3 weight to the effects indicators

Satisfaction of youth—do youth like what happens

55.55

Average level of satisfaction, or zero if insufficient
number of surveys supplied

Satisfaction of parents—do the parents like what
happens to their children

55.55

Average level of satisfaction, or zero if insufficient
number of surveys supplied

Asset development productivity reported by youth—did
the services produce more youth assets

55.55

Average for all youth reporting, or zero if insufficient
number of surveys supplied

Agency-specific productivity reported by youth—did the
services accomplish selected goals for the youth

55.55

Average for all youth reporting, or zero if insufficient
number of surveys supplied

Service quality reported by youth for asset
development—was the approach taken equally
effective for all customers in increasing youth assets

55.55

Quality calculated as average productivity divided by
variability across youth; score range then shrunk to 0-1
and any extreme scores capped

Service quality reported by youth for agency-specified
questions—was the approach taken equally effective
for all customers in meeting specified goals

55.55

Quality calculated as average productivity divided by
variability across youth; score range then shrunk to 0-1
and any extreme scores capped

Total

1,000

Note: The ratings for approach reflect the opinions of the SR CHOICE Evaluation Team grantee coaches, Peter Ellis and Heather Wilson.
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How is the SPI Indicator
Calculated?
Each indicator was converted to a 0-1 scale, unless its range already
was 0-1, by shifting the lowest value to zero with a constant, then
multiplying by the reciprocal of the largest score. Eight of the indicators required some additional adjustment to place the distribution of
scores in the 0-1 range, so that the differences among service organizations would be noticeable. After the original range of scores was
converted to 0-1, the distribution was examined for skewness and
spread. Spread was increased by truncating the range and revising
the scores to more nearly cover the entire 0-1 range. Skewness was
removed by capping the range about where the frequency of scores
became zero, and adjusting extreme scores up or down to fit in the
reduced range. These adjustments must be performed when processing new data; the actual adjustments depend on the distributional
properties of each indicator. Increasing the spread in this manner
is a linear adjustment and does not alter the correlations among
the indicators; reducing skewness is a nonlinear adjustment that
resembles a logarithmic transformation, in that it pulls in extreme
scores. Such transformations often increase the correlation between
pairs of variables.
In order to strengthen the validity of the SPI, minimum sample
sizes were applied to the indicators involving data collected from
stakeholders. If insufficient data were available to calculate an
indicator, then zero points were awarded. The following minimums
were selected: 5 or more of each type of survey to count as a type;
10 surveys of parents if 25 or more youth customers served and 20
surveys of youth if 25 or more youth customers (including young
parents as customers) served to earn a corresponding productivity,
satisfaction, or quality indicator score. Clearly, groups can improve
their performance index scores dramatically by getting adequate
samples of their customers’ opinions.

Summarizing, service organizations score
higher on the SPI when they do the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Choose a service model that is more likely to increase the
developmental assets of their youth customers;
Train staff to achieve goals closely related to things the
management considers important, rather than trivial;
Strive to operate services following some exemplary organizational practices;
Strive to serve more customers with the SR CHOICE funding
received;
Gather representative sample of each type survey: youth
opinions, parent opinions, staff opinions, and the youth’s
developmental assets assessment (RPRA) in the fall;
Serve youth with lower developmental assets;
Collect and submit more than 15 parent surveys and 20
youth surveys so that all of the effects scores will be computed;
Spend 100% of their SR CHOICE funding allocation;
Gather enough youth surveys to adequately represent their
customers’ views on how much services helped them;
Promote rewarding work experiences for staff;
Manage service operations knowledgeably;
Manage the delivery of service activities so the cost per hour
of service does not shoot upward;
Deliver services that the youth and parent customers perceive
as helpful;
Deliver helpful services to every customer, not just those who
are easy to serve.

Note to Reader: Service Performance Index (SPI) is measuring the specific scope of work negotiated in the Santa Rosa
CHOICE contract. The SPI score only refers to the SR CHOICE funded project and does not reflect on the performance of the
grantee in other areas of their operation.
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Service Performance Index (SPI)
The SR CHOICE grantees/service providers were divided into two strategies: early intervention services and high risk intervention services. This is the fifth cycle that groups
have used the performance logic model to evaluate their programs. Some groups found that what they proposed to do was more difficult than they anticipated, especially
in the high risk interventions where it was difficult to get gang-involved parents and families to participate. Evaluators are pleased with SR CHOICE and expect SPI scores for
some of the groups to improve in the future. This year, all but two of the grantees met the performance goal of an SPI score above 600. Readers are reminded that a score over
600 is desirable and meets the performance goal. SPI scores over 700 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 a social/recreational activity program. SPI scores are clustered by the strategic
clusters - Early Intervention Services and High-Risk Intervention Services.

Early Intervention Grantees
Table 33

High Risk Intervention Grantees
Table 34

All SR CHOICE Grantees Met the SPI Performance Goal of 600 with
the Exception of Two Grantees
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Service Performance Index (SPI) Comparison
The following table shows SPI scores for each cycle of funding. Readers are reminded that the first cycle was for 19 months. All other cycles
were for a fiscal year of 12 months. Service providers that delivered services for this year are in bold. No score indicates that the group was not
funded this year.

Early Intervention Grantees

Table 35

Note to Reader:
Cycle V grantees
are in bold.
Grantees that are
no longer funded
by SR CHOICE are
not in bold.

Collectively, the Early Intervention Grantees had high SPI scores over time.

High Risk Intervention Grantees

Table 36

Collectively, the High Risk Intervention Grantees met their SPI performance goal of 600 for the last four cycles and show promise to
improve their services and care to Santa Rosa’s children and youth.
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Service Performance Index has Improved Over Time
Chart 18

SPI scores for early intervention and high risk intervention has improved over time. The biggest improvement is in the high risk intervention services.

Over the past 67 months, SR CHOICE has demonstrated that by practicing continuous quality improvement and funding groups based
on performance both Early Intervention and High Risk Intervention
grantees have achieved higher SPI scores. This growth is an indication
of the improving capacity of grantees to deliver quality care.
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Results
Results include population indicators such as juvenile crime and education of children and youth in
Santa Rosa. Results over time are because of the efforts of all the residents of Santa Rosa to ensure
a healthy and productive future for our children.

To understand how population results are used in a Logic
Model please go to page 62.
To understand the indicators picked by the Santa Rosa Mayor’s
Gang Prevention Task Force go to page 63.
To understand the trend lines for population indicators, review
pages 66 to 73.
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Importance of Population Results to the Performance Logic Model
The Santa Rosa CHOICE Evaluation System uses a logic model or theory of change approach to evaluation. This system uses overall
population results as an indicator for measuring the community’s general well-being. CHOICE and other MGPTF programs influence these
population results along with the efforts of community partners and agencies. Social and economic factors, of course, influence population results as well. These population results are not used to evaluate individual CHOICE programs, but rather, to help focus community
resources on improving these conditions for our children and youth. The following terms used in the CHOICE Evaluation System to define
population results rely on the work of Mark Friedman, a nationally recognized expert in performance measurement and accountability.
Population Results (or outcomes or goals) are conditions of well-being for children, adults, families or communities, stated in plain
English (or plain Spanish or plain Korean, etc.). Results are data that voters and taxpayers can understand. They are not about programs or
agencies or government jargon. Results include “healthy children, children being ready for school, children succeeding in school, children
staying out of trouble, strong families, and safe communities.”
Indicators / Benchmarks are measures which help quantify the achievement of a result. They answer the question, “How would we
recognize these results in measurable terms if we fell over them?” So, for example, the rate of low-birth weight babies helps quantify
whether we are getting healthy births or not. Second grade reading scores help quantify whether children are succeeding in school today,
and whether they were ready for school two years ago. Juvenile crime rates, graduation rates, drop out rates, college readiness rates,
and growth in API scores are all good population indicators where data is kept over time to allow us to see trends to determine if we as a
community are making progress over time and if indicators turn in the desirable or undesirable direction.
Relying on the indicators recommended by Lisbeth Schorr allows us to reverse the “rotten outcomes” of school failure and juvenile crime.
The MGPTF Strategic Plan is aligned with all the efforts being made in Santa Rosa and Sonoma County to better measure Santa Rosa’s
progress toward ensuring the health and wellness of our youth.

Population Results Summary
The Santa Rosa MGPTF Strategic Work Plan and CHOICE’s Performance Logic Model Evaluation set as outcome indicators a number of
population results to be tracked over time to determine how we, as a community, are doing. These results are derived from the effort,
effect, and performance of the whole community of Santa Rosa in raising healthy children who will have the opportunity to succeed in
their lives.
Table 37 At A Glance - Population Results

Note: Population Results in general are going in a desirable direction
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Indicators of Community Success
Graphic 6

The Santa Rosa MGPTF selected these indicators to measure their success.

Goal
Cut Gang Violence in Half in Five Years

Summary of Indicators Trendline Direction
Reduce Violent Youth Offenses

Improve Academic Performance

Reduce Self-Reported Gang Involvement in
California Healthy Kids Survey

Increase School Attendance

With three years of data available, the number of youth self identifying as a gang member is down 8% (2009-10 sample). However,
still over 80% of youth indicating that they joined the gang at 13
years old or younger.

School truancy rate data only available for six years. The six year
trend is moving in a slightly undesirable direction. School drop-out
data is available and the trend in moving in an undesirable direction
but improved this last year by 4%.

Reduce Recidivism of Gang- Involved Youth

Improved High School Graduation Rates

Trend line is moving in a desirable direction.

No data available for this indicator. Santa Rosa MGPTF should
review this indicator to determine if data is available.

A review of API over time indicates that the API scores for Santa
Rosa Schools are trending in a desirable direction.

Over time, the High school graduation rates are moving in an
undesirable direction. This last year, the graduation rates moved in
a desirable direction based on the NCES definition for measuring
graduation rates.
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Note to Reader : The criminal offenses data for Santa Rosa is derived from the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program. The following
information (taken from the Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook) explains how Santa Rosa’s crime data is obtained.

Crimes Against the Person Versus Crimes Against Property

Distinguishing between crimes committed against persons and those committed against property greatly facilitates the process of scoring offenses. In
the UCR Program, the offenses of criminal homicide, forcible rape, and aggravated assault are crimes against the person. For these crimes, one offense
is counted for each victim. Robbery, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson are crimes against property. For these crimes, one offense
is counted for each distinct operation or attempt, except in the case of motor vehicle theft for which one offense is counted for each stolen vehicle and
one offense for each attempt to steal a motor vehicle.
Readers can access the complete UCR Handbook at:
http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/additional-ucr-publications/ucr_handbook.pdf

The Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program

The Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program has expanded in scope, importance, and size since its inception over seven decades ago. The Program began with law enforcement agencies in 400 cities from 43 states submitting crime data in January 1930 and now encompasses approximately 17,000
law enforcement agencies nationwide that voluntarily contribute their crime statistics.

Historical Background

Recognizing a need for national crime statistics, the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) formed the Committee on Uniform Crime
Records in 1927 to develop a system for collecting uniform police statistics. The Committee first determined that the number of offenses known to law
enforcement, whether or not there was an arrest, would be the most appropriate measure of the Nation’s criminality. Next, the members evaluated
various crimes on the basis of their seriousness, frequency of occurrence, pervasiveness in all geographic areas of the country, and likelihood of being
reported to law enforcement. Based on this assessment, the Committee identified seven crimes to be reported to the national Program: felonious
homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary— breaking or entering, larceny-theft, and auto theft. From the beginning, the Committee
realized that the differences among criminal codes precluded a mere aggregation of state statistics to arrive at a national total. Further, because of
the variances in punishment for the same offenses in different state codes, no distinction between felony and misdemeanor crimes was possible. To
avoid these problems and provide nationwide uniformity in crime reporting, the Committee formulated standardized offense definitions by which law
enforcement agencies were to submit data without regard for local statutes.
The culmination of the Committee’s work was the publication in 1929 of Uniform Crime Reporting, a complete manual for police records and statistics.
The manual established uniform definitions for Part I and Part II crimes and described procedures for completing the Return A, Monthly Return of
Offenses Known to the Police.

The National Incident-Based Reporting System

By the 1980s, law enforcement was calling for a complete overhaul and modernization of the UCR Program. At a conference on the future of UCR,
which was held in Elkridge, Maryland, in 1984, participants began developing a national data collection system that would gather information about
each crime incident. By the end of the decade, the National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS) was operational. NIBRS collects data on each
incident and arrest within 22 offense categories made up of 46 specific crimes called Group A offenses. For each incident known to police within these
categories, law enforcement collects administrative, offense, victim, property, offender, and arrestee information. In addition to the Group A offenses,
there are 11 Group B offenses for which only arrest data are collected. The intent of NIBRS is to take advantage of available crime data maintained in
modern law enforcement records systems. Providing considerably more detail, NIBRS yields richer and more meaningful data than those produced by
the traditional summary UCR system. The conference attendees recommended that the implementation of national incident-based reporting proceed
at a pace commensurate with the resources and limitations of contributing law enforcement agencies.

State UCR Programs

As early as 1969, state UCR Programs began submitting data collected by agencies within the state to the national UCR Program. An important aspect
of transferring the responsibility of collecting crime data from local agencies from the FBI to the state was a guarantee of consistency and comparability in the data forwarded by the State Program.
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Offenses
Part I Offenses

Part I offense classifications include (in this particular order):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Criminal Homicide
Forcible Rape
Robbery
Aggravated Assault
Burglary
Larceny-theft (except motor vehicle theft)
Motor Vehicle Theft
Arson

Part II Offenses

Part II offenses encompass all other reportable classifications outside those defined as Part I. Law enforcement agencies report to the FBI only
arrest data involving the Part II crimes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Other Assaults
Forgery and Counterfeiting
Fraud
Embezzlement
Stolen Property: Buying, Receiving, Possessing
Vandalism
Weapons: Carrying, Possessing, etc.
Prostitution and Commercialized Vice
Sex Offenses
Drug Abuse Violations
Gambling
Offenses Against the Family and Children
Driving Under the Influence
Liquor Laws
Drunkenness
Disorderly Conduct
Vagrancy
All Other Offenses
Suspicion
Curfew and Loitering Laws—(Persons under 18)
Runaways—(Persons under 18)

All reports are checked to see that the crime classification conforms to the uniform classification of the offenses. That is, all offenses reported
to the UCR Program, regardless of what the offense is called at the local, state, tribal, or federal level, must conform to the UCR classification of
offenses.
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RESULTS

Juvenile Arrests Are Down and Juvenile Violent Crime and
Weapons Offenses Are Down Over Time
The following data shows felony and misdemeanor arrest data for Santa Rosa from 2006 to 2011. The table also indicates yearly trends for 2005 to 2010 and 2001 to 2010.
Negative percentages indicate a desirable trend and positive percentages indicate an undesirable trend. All trends are desirable and show a decrease with the exception
of felony and misdemeanor weapon offensives which show an increase.
The source of arrest data in this report is from the California Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Center as reported by the Santa Rosa Police Department for
Uniform Crime Report (UCR).
Table 38

Juvenile Felonies and Misdemeanors
by Gender for 2011
Of the 212 felonies and 533 misdemeanors committed by Santa Rosa youth in the
year 2011, 83% were committed by males and 17% were committed by females.
From 2010 to 2011, the number of felony and misdemeanor offenses for males are
up 20% and females are down by 56%.
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Chart 19

RESULTS

Violent Crime Youth and Felony Offenses Are Down
The trend line for youth violent crime and felony offenses are moving in a desirable direction. The following report characterizes juvenile arrests made by the
Santa Rosa Police Department (SRPD) between 2006 and 2011 for juvenile violent offenses (homicide, misd. manslaughter, robbery, assault, misd. assaultbattery, and kidnapping). The trend line for juvenile violent offenses is moving in a desirable direction with a 6-year decrease in juvenile violent crimes of
29%. This decline is a promising trend that suggests that Santa Rosa youth are turning away from violence to solve problems and resolve disputes.
The source of arrest data in this report is from the California Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Center as reported by the Santa Rosa Police
Department for Uniform Crime Report (UCR).
Chart 20

T

he decline in juvenile violent crime
and weapons offenses is
a promising trend that
suggests that Santa Rosa
youth are turning away
from violence to solve
problems and resolve
disputes.

Juvenile Violent Crime and Misdemeanor Assault Offenses are Down 29%
Over the Last Six Years
Chart 21

Juvenile Felony Offenses are Down 27% Over the Last Six Years
Santa Rosa Choice Final Report for Cycle V FY 2011-2012 67

Youth Misdemeanor Offenses Are Down

Juvenile misdemeanor offenses are down with a 32% decrease in offenses over the last six years. The source of arrest data in this
report is from the California Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Center as reported by the Santa Rosa Police Department
for Uniform Crime Report (UCR).
Chart 22

Juvenile Misdemeanor Offenses are Down 32% Over the Last Six Years

Juvenile Weapons Offenses Turned in an Undesirable Direction
Juvenile felony and misdemeanor weapons offenses have moved in an undesirable direction with a 5% increase in offenses over the
last six years. Juvenile weapons offenses increased from 41 in 2010 to 65 in 2011, reflecting a 59% increase. The source of arrest
data in this report is from the California Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Center as reported by the Santa Rosa Police
Department for Uniform Crime Report (UCR).
Chart 23

Juvenile Weapons Offenses are Up 5% Over the Last Six Years
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RESULTS

Reduce Self-Reported Gang Involvement in
California Healthy Kids Survey
Only three years of trend data is available from the California Healthy Kids
survey to assess self-reported gang involvement. This limited data makes it too
early to determine the trendline. The number of youth self identifying as a gang
member decreased from 425 in 2005 to 358 in 2007 to 248 in 2010. In 2010,
82% of youth indicated that they joined a gang at 13 years old or younger. This
number has remained above 80% during the three years of surveying Santa
Rosa youth.

California Health Kids Survey
Santa Rosa Secondary Schools 2010
Data Summary
The California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS) is one of several tools used to identify
gang prevention and intervention services for at-risk youth in our community.
This is the third CHKS survey that included specific questions related to gang
involvement of youth in grades 7, 9, 11, and Alternative Education classes. This
year, 4,225 students participated in the survey. Following are some important
highlights from the survey. Even though there were 4,225 participants, not all
students responded to every survey question.
•

Chart 24
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Of the respondents, 90% report never having been involved in a gang.
However, our youth continue to join gangs at an alarmingly young age. Of
3,269 respondents, 248 (8%) identified themselves as having been gang members, with the majority (82%) joining at age 13 or younger.

Data Confirmed in the Three Survey Samplings of Santa Rosa Youth:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Self-identified gang affiliated students were twice as likely as non gang-involved students to be truant more than once per week.
Among self-identified gang affiliated students, more than half (61%) believe that the adults who are close to them condone their gang involvement.
Drugs and alcohol use with self-identified gang affiliated students continues to be higher than for non gang-involved youth. Binge drinking 3
or more days in the past 30 days among gang-involved youth was 2 to 8 times more frequent than for non gang-involved students.
The majority of students feel safe going to and from school in their neighborhoods. A higher percentage of self-identified gang affiliated
students have been targets of violence to and from school compared to non gang-involved students.
Youth report joining gangs for a variety of reasons with the top four being to have fun, for protection, because a friend or family member is a
gang member, or for respect.
Self-identified gang affiliated students were significantly more likely to have possessed a gun or other weapon at school in the past 12 months
compared to non gang-involved students.
Self-identified gang affiliated students are more likely to perceive themselves as failing in school than non gang-involved students.
Three out of four of non gang-involved students feel safe or very safe in their neighborhoods compared to half of self-identified gang affiliated
students.
Self-identified gang affiliated youth said that they would like more organized sports, arts programs including music and dance, computer
programs, volunteer opportunities, tutoring and mentoring assistance, youth clubs, job training, counseling, and alcohol and drug treatment
programs for students their age.

Santa Rosa: SR Result Data: CHK:CHKS summary 2010.doc
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RESULTS

Academic Performance Index (API) Moving in A
Desirable Direction
A review of API scores over time indicates that Santa Rosa School data are trending in a desirable direction. Evaluators reviewed API scores
from the following school districts:
Bellevue District
Bennett Valley Unified
Mark West School District
Piner-Olivet School District
Rincon Valley Unified
Roseland School District
Santa Rosa City Schools
Sonoma County Office of Education
Wright School District
Evaluators produced a weight summary score based on the school districts overall API and the number of schools in the district and compared the data posted on the State Department of Education’s DataQuest web site over six years. The following trend line has been going
in a desirable direction over the past six years.

Chart 25

API Average Scores Up 6% Over the Last Six Years
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RESULTS

School Truancy and Drop Out Rates are Moving in a
Desirable Direction
The following two charts indicate the trend for attendance and four year drop out rates. Data for attendance, suspensions, and expulsions are
collected from the same set of districts as the API scores to look at trends. The State Department’s web site provides data on truancy and drop out
rates. Readers are reminded that data in the chart is from two different but similar definitions. Data provide by California State Department of
Education DataQuest.
Chart 26

Drop Out rate went down 37%
percent from a high of 19% in SY
2009.

Santa Rosa Schools Drop Out Rate Is Down 37% Over the Last Six Years
New Definition of 4-year Adjusted Cohort Dropout Rate - This is the rate of students that leave the 9-12 instructional system without
a high school diploma, GED, or special education certificate of completion and do not remain enrolled after the end of the 4th year. The formula is similar to the
formula listed in 1.2, but the numerator is replaced with the number of students in the 4-year cohort that dropped out by the end of year 4 of the cohort.
Chart 27

Truancy rate went down 39% from
a high of 16.6% in SY 2010 to a low
10.2% in SY 2011.
Data provide by California State Department of Education DataQuest.

Santa Rosa Schools Truancy Rate Is Down 37% Over the Last Six Years
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RESULTS

Santa Rosa High School Graduation Rates Are Up
4-year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate is going in a desirable direction. This is a new definition that readers can read
below the following chart. Readers are reminded that data in the chart is from two different but similar definitions. Data provide by
California State Department of Education DataQuest.

Chart 28

Santa Rosa Schools Graduation Rate Is Up 5% Over the Last Six Years
New Definition of 4-year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate - The four-year graduation rate is calculated by dividing
the number of students in the 4-year adjusted cohort who graduate in four years or less with either a traditional high school diploma, an adult
education high school diploma, or have passed the California High School Proficiency Exam (CHSPE) by the number of students who form the
adjusted cohort for that graduating class. The following formula provides an example of the four-year graduation rate for the cohort entering
grade 9 for the first time in the fall of the year 1 of the cohort and graduating by the end of year 4 of the cohort.

Number of cohort members who earned a regular high school diploma by the end of year 4 in the cohort
divided by
Number of first-time grade 9 students in year 1 (starting cohort) plus students who transfer in, minus students who transfer out, emigrate, or die
during school years 1, 2, 3, and 4.
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RESULTS

12th Grade Graduates Completing All Course Requirements for UC/CSU Entrance Are Moving in
an Undesirable Direction
The number of 12th grade graduates that completed all the course requirements for entrance into UC/CSU trend line moved in an undesirable direction over the last six years as indicated below with 25% of the graduates completing course requirements. A 10% decrease from
school year 2006. Data provided by California State Department of Education DataQuest.
Chart 29

Santa Rosa Schools Graduation Rate Are Down 29% Over the Last Six Years
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