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LDG Associates, an independent social change consultancy, conducted this surve
report process with assistance from Lydia Vincent Community Consultants. LDG
Associates possess deep experience workingbmmunities of color & lovwealth
neighborhoods and provides research, evaluation, program destgmmunity &
economic development, and community engagement services to government,
community and philanthropic entities.




(Efforts to strengthen mmunities reqges [sic]perseverance, patience, and
sustained focus on a limited number of strategigs.
Paul Brest, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Ve mustexamine a wide range of issues that underlie povertyeducation skills, incomes,
health care, wealth accumulatio® and place special focus on the high concentration of
poverty in inner city America?
Bruce Katz, ¢e President& FoundingDirector, Metropolitan
Policy Program Brookings Institute

1 (Fiester)
2 (Bookings Institutue)
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Introduction
#1 1 I 6T EOEAO 1 ACQOPpah initiativedesignds fo@ddress issues of
concentrated urban poverty in San Franciscois coming to the close of its fouyear pilot
phase. COO knew that in order tdmpact3 AT & O Agodk&sbAcbredtratedooverty it
would have todo several thingsFirst, it would haveinvest over the long term and place its
focus oncore strategiesthat address the underlying issues of povertyNext, COOneededto
dismantle wall of suspicion thathad been erectedafter the community experiencedyears of
neglect and unfulfilled promises
They would alsohave to work with
the community and allow them to

m drive the process Upon beginning

its work, COGChired the National

Physica ) Community Development Institute
mprovements g Etv -
merevement to conducta community

Eleven engagement strategy [Community
Voices] designed to accomplish

. Categories
m theseobjectives.

The Community Voices process
ELToTE m worked closely with the residents
evelopme . P .
S of Alice Griffith, Hunters View,

m Oakdale, and Sunnydale housing
developmentsand identified fifty -

two community challengesin eleven categories
when interfaced combine to createa framework
for healthy and vital communities. During the ,
four years after the Community \bices process, Nz 8
COO implemented targeted and strategiCatalyst 5 % f
Projects in each development to tackle the fifty WX R4 \f‘? R
two challenges and begin rebuilding the trust ’ :
that years of neglect and unfulfilled commitments
created within the community.

Background 3

Six years ago it was abundantly clear to city
administrators, philanthropic institutions and
I OEAO OOAEAET T AROO OEAO 3A1T &OAT AEOCAI 60 O1 ANO

3 Some sections excerpted fronfCommunities of Opportunity)


http://coosf.org/pdfs/Community_Voices_Final_Report_May_2006.pdf
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AEOOOEAOQOEIT 1T &£ xAAI OE AT A AATTT i EA AEOAOOGEOU
competitiveness and overall economic stability.

ITA T /£ CiT OAOTT AT 080 O1T1 AOG EO O EIT OAOOAT A xEA
Pl DOl AGET 1 09 O Bdpodkest@esides. This btbr@Ationdnclddes:
o Investing public funds to counteract policies that disadvantage a geographic
area

o Promoting localized economic development
o Creating jobs and
0 Increasing access to goods angkrvices

Most nonprofits lack the economies of scale to construct infrastructure and private actors

have little incentive to invest in reweaving the frayed social fabric, but government, through
strategic public-private partnerships, is uniquely positioned to create the required

innovative infrastructure to eradicate poverty. This infrastructure facilitates novel policy
development, the formation of equitable redevelopment, enhanced service access and

increased social capital in areas of concentrated povertayview Hunters Pointand

6 EOEOAAEIT 6A11 AU AOA Ox1 | &£ 3-fticke& OAT AEOAT 60
neighborhoods and residents of these areas feel the disproporti@te distribution of the

AEOUGB O x AAIl QrEfact, ii ishrGhedehéigbbbihdd@s where we find the founodes

orAT OT AOO xEOE AEOQUBO EECEAOO Ai 1T AAT OOAQEITT 1 A
Communities of Opportunity (COO)Jaunched by the city of San Francisco in 2006, is a not a
service system but seeks to provide mechanisms that change fundamentally how
government, residents, and philanthropic organizations work together t@address
concentrated urban poverty andtransform a neighborhood.Noted scholar David Shipler

says thatpoverty is a vast constellation of interrelated and overlapping micro and macro
factorsand COO is confrontingt as such® The initiative attempts to build uponresearch and
the experiences of other efforts thashows us thatattempting to eradicate something as
deep and complex as poverty with a few isolated and shetérm initiatives ? as so many
other cities have? would be as myopic and ineffective as hopindhat a single patch will fix

a leaky roof®

4 (Mattis)
5 (Mattis)
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Ultimately, the initiative aims for residents to take ownership of the transformation of their

community and hold government providers and themselvesaccountable.There are a

confluence of factors thaexistwithE 1T CT OAOT I AT O AT A O1 AEAT OUOOA
ability to attain success. CO@cknowledgesthis and pays particular attention to issues like

institutional ized racism andhow it canimpede full access and utilization by Africar

Americans and other m® CET A1 EUAA A OQET E Aclaingedlingd standn@i ODO8 #/
social and safety net systems, andtroduces new strategiesin order to renew the four

corners or nodes

COQO is attempting to affect measurable improvement that results in increased qualiy life

in these communities within five years. To do this, it has targeted two core groups of
families. The first are families in crisis or in danger of falling in to extreme or severe

poverty and the second are fragile families who are on the brink oeaching stability. In its
four-year pilot phase, COO worked with twethousand and twelve (2012) families in the
Hunters View, Alice Griffith, Sunnydale, and Oakdale housing developments with the goal of
moving fragile and in crisis familiescloser to stability.

It is well documented that thesefour areashave enduredmore than forty years of broken
promises that contributed to its economic demise. The resutif thisAAET ¢ OEA AT [ 1 Ol
growing distrust of government and its ability to make good. COf@alized early on that it

had to address and dispel this distrust before it could embark upon its of mission of social
change. Not investing time in rebuilding trust and creating a foundation for meaningful
engagement with residents at all levels would rsult in a lack of commitment and
engagement by the target populationThe Stakeholders without a Stake: Speaking of Change
in the Neighborhoods of Southeast San Franciseceport® documentsthe extensive focus
grouping process that Frameworks Instituteconducted in 2007 and shows the skepticism
that is so pervasive in the community andhat can impede successDuring the focus groups,
guite a few people were suspicious of what was going on and asked pointed questions that
spoke directly to the deeply ingraned notion that outsiders were there to use the

community in some way.(Frameworks)

In the focus groupsCOO to learnednore about the complexities of this cynicisnthat is so
deeply entrenched in the southeast sector and the target area8OQused focus group data
to plan how it would attempt to dispelcommunity distrust in order to do the work of
eradicating poverty.

After the focus groups COCengageal in a comprehensive yearlong community input
process calledCommunity Voiced.ed by theNational Community Development Institute
(NCDI), residents, representatives from philanthropy and city departments came together in

6 (Frameworks)



Communities of Opportunity: Resident Survey Results Page

a series of meeting in each of the four target developmentSommunity Voiceprovided
residents an opportunity to define the issues and challenges they believed COO needed to
address in order to establish trust and a foundation for change.

After twenty meetings, residents identified fifty-two challenges, which fell intoeleven
categories that COO committed to addressing the pilot phase. The categories and their
corresponding issues reflect the indicators urban planners and government systems use to
AAGAOI ET A A AT I 1 Ol rv@nedinibrmiatdiaddui the iséd& dbeAd akdO U 8
challenges can be found in th€onmunity Voicesreport”:

Community Voice$

Issue Area Page number

Jobs 25

Safety 26

Education 26 and 27 (see Youth & Family Issues)
Youth Services 27

Housing 27-28

Economic Development 27

CBO & City Services 28

Physical Improvement 26 and 27

Social Capital 26

" (National Community Development Institute)
8 (National Community Development Institute)
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Methodology

A literature review shows that a core challenge to assessing social change initiatives is their
complexity. Social change initiatives attempt to address individual and group behavior)d

at the same time impacthe environment in which they exist.Traditional evaluation

processes focus more on behavior and do not necessarily addreks attitude or paradigm
shifts that occur nor do they assess changes in the wider social context in which initiatives
function. In order to understand whether or not# / / dctWities influenced social context

and the distrust and skepticism that could hinder its ability to fully engage with residents,
andto see ifthat social context had shifted at all during its pilot phasgCOO egagedan
independent consultant, LDG Associate) conductaresident survey.

The survey was designed tassesf COO was able tdl) meet resident expectations for
success, 2) dispel deeply entrenched community cynicism, and 3) create a foundation that
would allow residents to engage in a longerm, social change initiative led primarily by
them in year five.

A set of ordinal variables based on the fiftgwo challenges and their corresponding
outcomes was generated and two tool(s) were developed: 1)mail-in version and an 2) on
line version. Thetools consisted of Likert Scaldype questions. Evaluation scale questions
were selected because they:

1) Allow respondents to provide a rating along a goothad continuum

2) Allow for a range of positive tonegative choices

3) Do not contain a neutral point so respondents cannot opbut of the
guestion unless they choose not to respond

4) Measure attitudes and assess performance

Likert Scale Ranking

COO did MORE than | thought they would

COO did LESS than | thought they would
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The online survey asked respondents tgrovide their home and email addresses and to
identify the development in which they live or where they accessed COO sponsored
programming. It also included two operended questions focusing on respondents
perception of CO@ overall impact and potential @rtners moving forward. The survey tools
are attached as Al.

The emalil versionwas sent to fifty -three (53) member households and the magin version
was distributed to two-thousand (2000) member householdsThe URL for the orline
survey was included inthe instructions for the mail-in survey so residents had the option to
complete it on-line. The sample size was 2000 as COO wanted to gain feedback from as
many of its current members as possible. The fiftyhree householdsthat received the emalil
version was included in the sample ge of 2000 and also received a maih survey. The
OOO0OOAUB O 1 AOGE and its@nfilénceile@el i€ndetyvE percent (95%).

Residents had thirty (30) days to respond to the surveyseven hundred and seventyseven
(777) responseswere received,one hundred and twentynine (129) of which were on-line
surveys sixhundred and forty-eight (648) were mail-in surveys. Maitreturn surveys were
reviewed and input into the data system and fowhundred and forty (447) seven were
found to bereadable/usable. The data was scrubbed and duplicates eliminated and these
results are based the sixhundred and six (606) remaining surveys.

The survey was beta tested with two groups of twentyfive residents. Responses in both
groups were consistent even though the first group consisted of people who participated in
the Community Voiceprocess and were familiar with the challengesyhile the secondgroup
contained a portion of people who had not participated irCommunity Voiceand had limited
knowledge of the challenges. The fact that both groups yielded consistent results speaks to
the reliability of the survey tool. The second test group used a variation of the first tool.
Questions were scrambled to determie if the tool would yield the same or similar results
and it did. The +~5 margin of error for the tool speaks to its high level of generalizability to
the universe of those participating in the project and of the larger Bayview Hunters Point
and Visitacion Valley communities as does itainety-five percent (95%) confidence level.

Threats to internal validity were addressed in several ways. Firsthe instructions included

a description of COO and the purpose of the studyecond, thenstructions provided
information about the Community Voices process and access (via URL) to themmunity
Voicesreport which enumerates the challenges. This lessened the chances that respondents
would confuse this survey or the program being measured with other City departants or
initiatives. Finally, a group of outreach workers distributed information about the survey

and its goals to all households in the sample size which also lessened any confusion around
the who and why of the surveyThe most appropriate designto achieve the goal, andor this
population was anon-experimental surveyprocess
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Findings

Overall, the results show that COO met resident expectationsaddressingthe fifty -two

AEAT 1T AT CAO EAAT OEEZEAA AO OEA AACredulisBhbvgthat £ OEA
the six-hundred and six (606) respondents believe that COO did in fact change the paradigm

of how city and other entities engage with this communityBy satisfactorily meeting

resident expectations for the more than ninety percent (90%pf the challengesCOO

succeededn dispelling the long held community mistrust and skepticism that characterized

resident attitudes at the outset of the initiative.

| AAREOET T AT T Uh AT AAAT OAl ET & Of AGET1T OPAAEO Oil
varinOO0 AOPAAOO 1T £ OEA ET mOkamfEReARMDE offalhagesl UOO 0 Ol
proudly tell community providers that use the Opportunity Centers to provide services that,
O4EEO EO 100 AOEI AET Cchd AT A ETOEOO 11 AARAEIC E
The level of volunteerism afand resident use of Opportunity Centersitteststo this sense of

community ownership of COO activities. A volunteer at the Alice Griffith site who is a thirty
oneyearoA OET Cl1 A /EA O EcAszhafgk i fhe OBy, pEopld bel@@ in

OEAI OA1 GAOG 11T OAnh OEAU AAT EAOA OGEAU AAT Al EOS
OEAT CET C 1 006 ET OEA AAOAI T DJOAIEB ORAEOI 11 @ OO0 BE
because folks are in treatment, in school and areona O E OA DAOE 8abhis( A 1 EEA
neighborswas skepticalat first and hesitant to join or interact with the initiative. After four

years,he seesthat change can happen and that he cde a part of that dynamic This

volunteerism and sense of community owership speaks to an increased level of civic

engagement among residentsAccording to COO staff,tdhe beginning of the pilot phase,

attendance data at community meetings and volunteerism was inconsistent aridseemed

as if this kind of engagement and grticipation was not a priority for residents. Currently,

resident and community meetings in the developments are well attended by both adult and

youth residents.

" Seepage 4
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® Alice Griffith ™ HuntersView M 0Oakdale  ®Sunnydale

1. Of the 606 respondents, most lived
in either Alice Griffith (38%) or
Sunnydale (32%). Oakdale accounts for
eighteen percent (18%) of the responses
and the remainingthirteen percent (13%)
of members responding to the survey

live in Hunters View.

When we look at the development response
rates, we see that Alice Griffith and
Sunnydale had he most survey returns.
This is attributed to the fact that these two
developments experienced the highest level
of resident participation and engagement
during the pilot phase. Residergin these developments participated in more Catalyst
Projects and seeed to take a greater level of ownership over accountability for activities.

Issue Area: Jobs
4EA ET A0 AOAA AT 1 OEOOAA T &£ £ 60 NOAOGOEITO
residents employed and additional opportunities for training that meetsesident needs.

2. CHALLENGHire community residents for local jobs with the community
improvement projects and with city departments.

COO OUTCOMB28 jobs (or

92%) of all jobs created by COO

(in Renovations, Gardening,

Outreach, and Enrollment)went

to COO members. Of those, 119

were opportunities with

Recreation & Parks, DPW, and the
Housing Authority.

N=602

COO did More than | thought they would 91.4%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 3.3%
COO did Less than | thought they would 5.3%

0

E

A
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3. CHALLENGRHEProvide jobs for exoffenders and residents with special needs.

COO OUTCOMBPf the total 628 residents hired, 459 were exffenders and those with
special needs.

N=599

COO did More than | thought they would 90%

COO did Exactly what | thought they would 4%

COO did Less than | thought they would 5%

4. CHALLENGHNnNvolve residents in planning and community initiatives training and

employ residents.

COO OUTCOMEHO residents were employed as outreach surveyors. COO contracted with
Black Health Coalition to provide training in Government accountability, introducing
legislation, political terminology, community empowerment, and engagement.

N=586

COO did More than | thought they would 37%
COO did Exactly what I thought they would 56%
COO did Less than | thought they would 35%

5. CHALLENGREProvide customized job training that meets needs of residents.

COO OUTCOMBO0S residents received job training from various CBO'S City Build, YCD,
Goodwill, Conservation Corp.

N=595
COO did More than | thought
they would
40%

COO did Less than | thought
they would
15.3%

Overall, the community feels that COO performed well on the issue of Jobs with four (4) of
OEA &£ 60 jt1q OAOEAAI AOGO OAT EAA AO O#/ 1 AEA

A oA
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more than | thought they woul AFbthe FEOOO NOA OO E iHire cBrhimu@t EO OAA O
residents for local jobs with the community improvement projects and with city

A A D A OO redpbned It COO did more than they thought they would. Thessociated

outcomefor this variable shows thatsix-hundred and twenty-eight (628) COO members

were hired by various employers including city departmentsWhen we look at the outcome

versus the response, we can conclude thatembers had a high level of skepticism around

#/ 1 60 AAEIARDAU OFEA AEIABIT AT CA8 4EA OAI A EO OOOA
exI £EAT AAOO xEOE OPAAEAI 1T AAAGE8 ) O Al 01 OET x0
because COO did more than respondents thought they would

The next two variables were ranke at @OO did exactly what | thought they would The

OAOEAAT Ah &)1 011 OA OAGEAAT 6O ET DI ATTEIC AT A
OAOGEAAT 66G6h EAA Al AOOI AEAOGAA 1T OOAT I A OEAO AA
residents. The fact that rembers felt the outcome fell exactly where they thought it should

OET xO OEAO OAOGEAAT OO xAOA 1 AOO OEADPOEAAI AAT O
OEAO OEAU AAI EAOGAA OEA A£EAEI 000 xAOA xI OOExEEI
customizZAA ET A OOAETET ¢ OEAO 1 AAOO OE ArebiuAddied 1T £ O,
and eight (308) residents receiving job training, and forty-four percent (44%) of

OAODPT 1T AAT OO0 &A1 O O#/ | .ThiENicale@ihalirésiddnts wetdaidy ) OET O
sure COO could achieve this goal, and, when evaluated with the first two variables, indicates

that residents believe that training can occur, but that it is harder and less likely that a

person will find employment in the area in which they were trained

Issue Area: Wealth
The wealth area included four questions that reflect the need for increased access to wealth
building resources and opportunities. The questions and responses for this section are:

6. CHALLENGRPProvide residents with bank accounts.

COO OUTCOMBE32 COO residents were referred to establish bank accounts for the first
time through Bank on SF.

N=595

COO did More than | thought they would 34%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 50%
COO did Less than | thought they would 16%
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7. CHALLENGHnNcrease benefits for residents.
COO OUTCOMSBIngle Stop has screened and increased access to benefits for 722 residents.
N:589 53.8%

COO did More than | thought they would
33.4%

33.4%

COO did Lessghan I thought they would

=

8. CHALLENGHRepair and rebuild
OAOEAAT 606 AOAAEOS

COO OUTOMCHT78 received a credit report & 55 residents received credit counseling.

N=584

COO did More than | thought they would 36%
COO did Exactiywhat | thought they would 50%
COO did Less than | thought they would 14%

4EA EEOOO Oxi1 OAOEAAI A0 EI OEA xAAl OE OAAOEII
OEAU x1 O1l A68 4EA T O0OATI A &£ O OEA EEODD -OM®EAA
goodwith five hundred and thirty -two (532) residents receiving referrals to Bank on SF.

The ranking hereshows that residents werepretty confident that the initiative could

address this challenge and we can infer that they weffairly pleased withits outcome. The

same is true for the variableOnrease benefits for residentd The Catalyst Project

AOOI AEAOAA xEOE OEEO 1 O0OAT i Ah 3& 3EITCIA 301 Ph
assistedseven hundred and twentytwo (722) residents. The fact that respondents felt COO

did exactly as they expected could speak to the fact that they had fair confidence that the

city could navigateits internal systems and provide increased benefits. The third variable,
O02APAEO OA OHadaAdwOud cohe Rha taddtlial respondents felt COO did exactly

what they thought they would, means that they did not have high expectations for this

challenge, and that issues of wealth building are of importance bahallengingto grasp and
navigate.This is something that COO should consider as it attempts to move struggling

families into stability.
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Issue Area: Education

The five education questions focus on providing increased access to quality child care and
educational opportunities to all residents with a focus on children (018) that prepares

them for college. The questions and responses for this section are:

9. CHALLENGRHEProvide core neighborhood schools with resources increasing their
ability to deliver high quality education to node students.

COO OUTCOMEOO worked with 4 neighborhood elementary schools and 1 middle school
to provide teaching supports and test taking software.

N=589

COO did More than | thought they would 62%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 25%
COO did Less thd thought they would 13%

10. CHALLENGRE°rovide comprehensive supports for adults including GED/literacy.

85.0%

COO OUTCOMERS82 adult
residents engaged in
educational activities: 1)
Established GED Prep Centers
at all 4 Opportunity Centers for
18-50 year olds, 2) Initiated
Gateway to College, and 3)
‘L — Partnered with CCSF/GED
Program at the Southeast
Community College.

N=592
COQdid More than | thought they would 85%

COO did Less than | thought they would 1.4%
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11. CHALLENGRrovide affordable childcare, parenting classes, and services for single
parents, grandparents, guardians rad for family as a whole.

s oA s o~ 2

coooutcoMptnn ZAi EIl EAO PAOOEAEDPAOA ET #/1860 0AOA
childcare, parenting classes and services for single parents.

N=576

COO did More than | thought they would 39%
COO did Exactiywhat | thought they would 47%
COO did Less than | thought they would 14%

12. CHALLENGHNtroduce college preparatory small schools to provide high quality
educational options to node parents and students.

COO OUTCOMMIinimum enrollment was not achievel opening
of the new school put on hold.

N=581
COO did More than | thought they would 30%
COO did Less than | thought they would 32%

13. CHALLENGBBring a college preparatory after school program to community.

COO OUTCOMEOO collaborated with College Track and 100% College Prep to increase
college enroliment. Of those participating, 39 of 40 enrolled in college.

N=585

COO did Moré&han | thought they would 36%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 47%
COO did Less than | thought they would 17%

The number of education focused challenges generated during the Community Voices

process indicates thateducationis a priority for and of value to the community, and believe
government has some responsibility inrensuring that students receive a quality education.

7EAT xA AgAI ETA OEA EEOOO OAOEAAI Ah O001 OEAA
increasing their abilitytodelivAO EECE NOAI EOU AAOAAOQETT O 1T1TA
majority of respondents (61%) felt COO did mee than they thought would. Thesame is true
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for the second variable with eightyfive percent (85%) believing that COO did more than

they thought. This indicates that while education is of value, the community had little faith

that the years of neglect and lowperformance in neighborhood schools could be addressed

by the initiative. It is possible that COO $iides in this area cantributed to dispelling

AT 11 OT EOU OEADPOEAEOI AAT Othe varalideii@aispedkst06 O AT i 1 E
affordable childcare and family services was ranked &0O0 did exactly what | thougtit

(47%) with a significant percentage (38%) feeling they did more than anticipated. Heree

see that respondents believed that while challenging, COO had the ability féeat change

around this issue. Because they did meet resident expectations and in some cases exceeded

it, we can say that this too is helping to dispel community distrust.

The next two variables (12 and 13)ddresscollege preparatory services and accesy) them
both in and out of school. COO fell short on creating a small schools program but did
facilitate out of school, college prep services for youth. However for the smakhools

variable, responses were fairly even with thirtyrespondentsselecting one of the three
responses. This indicates several things. First we see that residents responding td©0

did more than | thoughtwere pleased that COO did anything to addss the challenge and
were the most skeptical. Next, that respondents answerin@OO did exactly what | thougtit
were not sure about what it would take to achieve that goal and do take some responsibility
for the fact that minimum enrollment was not achieve. Finallywe seethat that those
selecting@OO did less than I thougBE AA EECE ET PAO A1 O #/ 1860 AAEI
Again, because COO did follow through and bring visibility to the issue, residents may feel a
lessening of their cynicism.

Variable fourteen (14) concernssummer school and creating a program that is culturally

relevant for youth and encourages collegenrollment. The outcome for this variable is fairly

high with six hundred and sixtytwo (662) youth participating each summer. Most

OAOPT 1T AAT OO0 j twbq OAI AAGAA O#/1 AEA AGAAOI U x
had high hopes for this challenge. The fact that hopes were high for a program that could

meet summer needs but not as high addressing challenges directly associatedwihe

school system could also speak to a level of distrust with that system.

Variable fifteen (15) warrants a similar analysis. Hereforty -nine percent (49%) of
respondents felt COO did more than they thought. The initiative established a partnership
with the school district but did not create a credit program (where students could get credit
for community development work) so we must note here that the fact that a significant
number (36%) felt COO did less than they thought could mean that they beled that as a
city entity, COO might be able to affect change here. Clearly respondents felt COO could
affect truancy with a combined eightyeight percent (88%) feeling COO either did more or
exactly as they thought (efforts here resulted irfiour Truancy Sgecialists being hired and a
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thirty -nine percent (39%) decrease in truancy)which indicates their growing belief that

COO is a trustworthy entity

FortEA OAOEAAT Ah O%OOAAI E th&outBdme isvéyOghdd highBvithA O A A U
centersestablishedin all nodes andfour hundred and twenty (420) computersdistributed

to families. Also,forty -seven percent (47%) of respondentssaid COO did exactly as

expected.This indicates that members were confident that COO could do thi#/hile an

equd number reported that they felt COO did more than they thought they wouldhe fact

that COO did create these very visiblgpaces positively impacts community perception

about its commitment.

Issue Area: Youth Services

The six youth services questionseak to the need for comprehensive youth development
services that engage young people year round, value and encourage education and school,
develop employment skills, and are offered by qualified weltesourced providers. The
guestions and responses forhis section are:

14. CHALLENGECreate a summer school program that uses culturally relevant activities
and encourages college aspiration.

COO OUTCOMIEach summer 662 youth participated in Heritage Camp a summer school
program that provided culturally relevant educational activities and encouraged college
enroliment.

N=581

COO did More than | thought they would 38%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 50%
COO did Less than | thought they would 12%

15. CHALLENGRE rovide school credits for participation in community development
projects.

COO OUTCOMLPartnership was established with SFUSD, allocation of credit program was
not completed.

N=584
COO did More than | thought they would 49%
COO did Exactly what hbught they would 15%

COO did Less than | thought they would 36%

p>]
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16.CHALLENGHecrease truancy.

COO OUTCOME Truancy Specialists
were hired from the community to

offer additional support to schools

with at risk youth. Truancy fell by

39% in elementary schools in the COO
nodes (focus on elementary schools
because this is the highest growing

47.7%

41.7%

10.6%

- truant age group and engaging at this
level impacts truancy in middle and
high school).

N=593
COO did More than I thought they would 41.7%
COO did Less than | thought they would 10.6%

17. CHALLENGH:stablish computer literacy classes.

COO OUTCOMEomputer literacy classes were offered at all four COO sites. Each site
opened acommunity computer lab that was wired with free WiFi internet access for all
residents. 420 desktop computers were granted to residents.

N=594

COO did More than | thought they would 41%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 48%
COO did Legbkan I thought they would 11%
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18. CHALLENGECreate summer employment program for teens in juvenile justice
system.

COO OUTCOMES3 youth from
targeted neighborhoods placed in
jobs through NDEEP a DCYF
partnership that works with
Probation Officers andCBOs to

. recruit and place kids on juvenile
- probation.

N=589

COO did More than I thought they would 43.3%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 43.6%
COO did Less than | thought they would 13.2%

19. CHALLENGHnNcrease funding for CBO's and churches for delivering youth services.

COO OUTCOMImcreased funding of $2.4 million was distributed to organizations like CRN,
Young Scholars, SFHDC, Family Restoration House, One Economy, TURF, MAC, City of
Dreams, Urba YMCA, Boys & Girls Club, Calvary Baptist Foundation, ROCK, YCD, Hunters
Point Youth Park, Study Center, Brown Bombers, SF Conservation Corps, and SF
Neighborhood Hockey League, etc.

N=587
COO did More than | thought they would 44%
COO did Exactly wat | thought they would 42%

COO did Less than | thought they would 14%
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20. CHALLENGEHEProvide more sports, recreation and field trip opportunities.

COO OUTCOMErovided resources to the Brown Bombers and created SF Neighborhood
Hockey LeagueFacilitated a college tour to Historically Black Colleges & Universities. Field
trips included sailing, hiking at National Parks, snow shoeing, and back packing.

N=590

COO did More than | thought they would 43%
COO did Exactiywhat | thought they would 43%
COO did Less than | thought they would 14%

21. CHALLENGHENngage youth by employing them.

COO OUTCOMR50 youth employed during the summer and
afterschool through MYEEP (Mayor' Youth Education &
Employment Program), SYEEFSummer Youth Education &
Employment Program), The Mural Project and JVC (Jewish
Vocational Center) at Oakdale and Alice Griffith.

N=586

COO did More than | thought they would 43.7%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 41.5%
COO did Lesshan | thought they would 15%

22. CHALLENGHnNcrease recreational opportunities by building new and fixing existing
gyms and playgrounds.

COO OUTCOME playgrounds were renovated, 2 Recreation and Park facilities (Joe Lee
Gym & Sunnydale Pool) were renovad.

N=588

COO did More than | thought they would 45%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 40%
COO did Less than | thought they would 15%
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23. CHALLENGRHEProvide more community services for children and youth including pre
school, after school, tutoring, mentoring, college prep, multicultural, recreational, and
prevention programs.

COO OUTCOMEervices provided: Tutoring & Mentoring- Family RestorationHouse, City
of Dreams, Lazarus House; Multicultural/prevention Heritage Camp, Mothers Against
Crime, Brown Bombers, SF Neighborhood Hockey; RecreatipBrown Bombers, SF
Neighborhood Hockey; Educatiorg College Track, 100% College Prep.

N=590

COO didvore than | thought they would 43%
COO did Exactly what I thought they would 40%
COO did Less than I thought they would 17%

Variable 17 speaks to employmentfor youth engaged with the juvenile justice system with
almost equal numbers responding thaCOO either did more or exactly what they thought
(43%). This seems contradictory but when we look at the fact that teens have historically
not done well once they come out of the system and get caught in a cydeezidivism it
makes sense that they dichot think COO would or could impact this issue. The fact that the
same percentage think COO did exactly what they thought could reflect a belief similar to
the one we see in the area of education and that residents believe that as a city entity COO
should be able to affect change in another city department or affiliated groufhe fact that
residents felt COO did more than they thought in several areas indicates their belief that
COO is not giving them the same old line they are used to hearing from outsile

For variables18-22 respondents seleced the first two choices with the same frequency.

7EAT xA 1T1TTE AO OEA OAOEAAI An O)1 AOAAOA &EO1T AE
OAOOGEAAOGGHh xA OAA OEAO ¢81 1 EI | Eizhtonsdn®d AEOOOE
that respondents felt COO performed at (2%) or above their expectations (41%). Based on

their responses, residents felt COO could meet this challenged that their expectations

weremets8 4EA OAI A EO OOOA &l O OkcheatiAanBieldiidh 00 OI
I BT OO01 EOEAO88 4EEO EO AT 1 OEAO EIT OGhoted A xEAO
and half selecting@xactlyd As a city departmentresidents feel that COO has the resources

and clout to address the challenge but years of broken promises a&them skepticalthat it

would occur.&ngage youth by employing therdis the next variable and once again half of
respondents feel COO did mored3%) that they thought and half (41%) think they did

exactly what they thought they would and the same analysis holds trud.he number of

instances where respondents answered either COO did more or exactly what | thought they

would speaks to respondents lsanging attitudes around how government and others

engage with them.
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Issue Area: Safety
4EA OEOAA OAZEAOU AOAA AT 1 OEOOAA 1T &£ OEOAA RNOAO
in a safe and secure environment. The questions and responses for thistsen are:

24. CHALLENGEHEstablish a Neighborhood Watch programs and crime prevention
efforts in the community.

COO OUTCOMEstablished Alice Griffith (SF Safe) and Sunnydale (Crime Watchers)
neighborhood watch activities, installed safety cameras, and edtiished police substations
in each node.

N=594

COO did More than | thought they would 45%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 39%
COO did Less than | thought they would 16%

25. CHALLENGEreate conflict resolution opportunities by identifying existing public
safety groups to work with.

COO OUTCOMEOQOO coordinated with CRN and Brothers
Against Guns and TURF to provide conflict resolution services
to residents.

N=593

COO did Morethan | thought they would 41%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 42%
COO did Less than | thought they would 17%
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26. CHALLENGEHEstablish a neutral meeting place to convene residents from different
neighborhoods.

COO OUTCOMBue to transportation concerns and public
safety issues, no neutral location for all neighborhoods could
be established.

N=593
COO did More than I thought they would 22%
COO did Less than | thought they would 43%

Based on information in theCommunity Voicesreport, safety was a high priority for
residents. Establish a neighborhood watch program is the first variable in this section and
forty -five percent (45%) felt COO did more than thethought. This could be a result of the
fact that in the past residents attempted to establish similar programs with little success or
that they did not believe that a city department was that invested in their community to
help them make it work.COO chaned this perception.

&1 O OEA OAOEAAI An O#OAAOA A lviofmrden @2vDEI@O0 OOET 1
did exactly as they thought and fortyone percent (41%) thoughtCOQdid more than they

thought. For those who selected the first responseve can infer that, like those responding

this way for the previous variable they did not think COO was that investedAlso,those

choosing the second responsmay havefelt the outcome was not innovative and that COO

went to the same old players to addresthe challenge. The variable that speaks to creating a

safe meeting place is one where COO received the highest percentage of responses for the
choice@OO did less than I thoug® 2 AOEAAT 6O Al AAOI U EAA EECE A
ability to establish a neutral meeting place or at least make some headway in making this a

reality, but felt they fell short in doing soThis shortfall did not help in changing community

attitudes, or in mitigating distrust.
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Issue Area: Housing
The six housing questionsreflecOEA AT i 1 OT EOU8 O AAOEOA O1 1 EOA
is well serviced by the Housing Authority. The questions and responses for this section are:

27. CHALLENGHmprove conditions in the housing developments with better
maintenance, repairs, better fenmg, and better environmental conditions.

COO OUTCOMBFHA has completed 99% of all maintenance work orders. SFHA is painting
1,113 units ($2,434,180). Since January 1, 2008, SFHA has leased up 1,182 units. This lease
rate improved from an 8% vacancy rag¢ in January 2008 to a 4% vacancy rate today.

N=591

COO did More than | thought they would 61%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 31%
COO did Less than I thought they would 8%

28. CHALLENGHeliver more services in the community and within the housing
developments.

COO OUTCOMHuman Services Agency, DPH, MOEWD assigned caseworkers to each of the
Opportunity Centers. DMV and Barrier Removal, Eviction Prevention, Legal Services,
Tutoring, Health Education, Computer Training, Job Training,
and Service Referral at all Opportunity Centers.

N=591

COO did More than I thought they would 44%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 41%
COO did Less than | thought they would 15%
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29. CHALLENGHdentify legal assistance to prevent evictions.

COO OUTCOMHES82 residents in all nodes received eviction prevention legal assistance and
were able to remain in their
43.8% unlts-

N=582
| COO did More than | thought
they would
48.8%
COO didexactly what | thought
they would
38.7%
COO did Less than | thought
they would
12.5%

30. CHALLENGHmprove the timeliness of emergency response for SFHA public housing
related issues.

COO OUTCOMEhe 311 partnership has reduced SFHA oveme by 17%. The improved
and streamlined process allows SFHA/3-1 to monitor, track & identify trends, benchmark,
and make adjustments in order to increase efficiencies and response/resolution times.

N=588

COO did More than | thought they would 51%
CQD did Exactly what | thought they would 32%
COO did Less than | thought they would 17%
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31. CHALLENGHAssist residents with stabilization of rental issues with housing
authority.

88.8%

COO OUTCOMHB388 received
assistance through eviction
prevention resources provided
by Catholic Charities, Season of
Sharing, and the COO Rental
Assistance Program (RAP).

8% j 5.4%
N=590
COO did More than | thought they would 88.8%
COO did Less than | thought they would 5.4%

32. CHALLENGHBuild new public housing and ensure that it is affordable and that
residents are not displaced.

COO OUTCOMHope SF was established with a $95 million allocation approved by the
Mayor and the Board of
Supervisors. This innovative
approach guarantees 1:1
replacement of ALL existing
public housing with on site
relocation. New development
will be mixed income, didursing

. s3% the concentration of poverty in

each neighborhood.

91.7%

N=590
COO did More than | thought they would 91.7%

COO did Less than | thought they would 5.3%
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It is probable that what we are seeing here ithe result ofa high level of skepticism at the

I OOOAO AO i1 00 T &# OEA OAOEAAI A0 xAOA OATEAA A

For the first variable (27), sixty percent (60%) felt COO did more than they thoung to
improve conditions in the housing developments, and fortythree percent (43%) selected
OEAO OAODPITOA &£ O OEA OAOEAAI Ah O$Al EOAO
When we examine the variable regarding legal assistance to prevent etion, forty-eight
percent (48%) felt COO did more than they thought. Response timeliness around

AT AOCAT AU ET OOET ¢ EOOOAO xAO OAT EAA AO O#/ |/

(50%) of respondents and eightyeight percent (88%) selected that respose for assist
residents with rent stabilization. Finally a staggering ninetyone percent (91%) felt COO did
more than expected around building new, affordable public housing without displacement.

This is one of the biggest challenge areas for COO asléwel of distrust for the Housing
Authority and housing issuesvas very high. The fact that they believe COO exceeded their
expectations in all six of the areas speaks to their frustration with housing issues and that
they initially had little faith that COO would be able to impact these longtanding,
institutional issues. The outcomes here contributed greatly to changing community
perceptions and layng a foundation for change.

Issue Area: Economic Development

The community created three economic develament issues focus on the creaton of a
vibrant business community that provides goods and services reflective of community need
and that includes local residents as owners. The questions and responses for this section
are:

33. CHALLENGHmMprove community transportation.

COO OUTCOMEstablished Village Vans to transport residents to COO programs and
services. The vans made 692 trips.

N=592

COO did More than | thought they would 91%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 3%
COO did Less than | thought they would 5%

i T OA

i
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34. CHALLENGHnNcrease business development and provide support for small
businesses with loans, city/corporate partnerships.

COO OUTCOMEstablished $500,000 facade loan program with Wells Fargo, MOCD, and SF
Redevelopment Agency for corridor development. Increased retail occupancy along 3rd
Street commercial corridor.

N=514

COO did More than | thought they would 87%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 7%
COO did Less than I thought they would 6%

35. CHALLENGHevelop local businesses to meet community needs with focus on
grocery store, and restaurants.

COO OUTCOMEresh and Easy grocery store will open on 3rd street in summer of 2010,
and 5 new restaurants opened along 3rd Street corridor.

N=586

CQD did More than | thought they would 37%

COO did Exactly what | thought they would 55%

COO did Less than | thought they would 8%

O0)i pOi 6GA AT ii O1 EOU OOAT OPT OOAOEI 16 B OEA FEEO

percent (91%) responded that CO@id more than they thoughtand speaks to thelong-
standing disjointed access to transportation in the community

Eighty-seven percent (87%) of respondents felt that COO did more than they thought they
would to increase business development and prode support for small businesses with
loans. ThisET AEAAOAO OEAO OEAU EAA OAI AGEOGAIT U 11 x A«
address the issue, but that the programming that tackles it is working for them. For variable
34,08 AOAT T B 1 1 Akket chrintufity de€i®witta fobus onagrocery store, and
O A O 0 A GriiyAfbuOp@raemt (54%) felt COO did exactly what they thought they would.
This speaks to the fact that even though the community has seen loteym decline of its
commercial corridor they felt that as city department, COO could work with the community
to bring about change. Overall, residents see that COO used its clantl energy to work

with the local businesscommunity to change these long standing economic development
issues,which demonstrates its commitment.
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Issue Area: CBO & City Services
TheCBO & City Service AAOET T EO Al i POEOAA 1T £ OAIl NOAOOE
need for access to services and its desire to insure that services meet the wideging need
of residents. The questions and responses for this section are:

36. CHALLENGHnNcrease performance of existing CBO's through hiring qualified staff,
improving program structure convening meetings with community residents.

COO OUTCOMEOQO created the NBO Instite to increase the capacity and training of CBO
staff. 22 organizations participated in the training.

N=589

COO did More than | thought they would 39%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 43%
COO did Less than | thought they would 18%

37. CHALLENGEHEstablish CBO, church, and city partnerships to provide more youth and
family supportive services.

COO OUTCOMEstablished COO faittbased council to
increase connection to service provision. The council met 8
times.

N=587

COO did More than Ithought they would 37%
COO did Exactly what | thought they would 49%
COO did Less than | thought they would 14%
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38. CHALLENGEHEstablishing a liaison with the city.

77.1%

19.6%

N=576

COO did More than | thought they would
COO did Exactly what | thought they would
COO did Less than | thought they would

- -

77.1%
19.6%
3.5%

31

COO OUTCOME COO site
Coordinators were hiredat each
respective site to link with city
departments.

39. CHALLENGEHEstablish more accountability for the services that are delivered by CBO's.

COO OUTCOMEPerformance requirements included in all CBO contracts and new monitoring
procedures established by the City, nine CBOs defunded due to roerformance.

N=585
COO did More than | thought they
would

31.5%
COO did Exactly what | thought
they would

49.7%
COO did Less than | thought they
would

18.8%



