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Community Goals and Indicators 
 

 Community residents are physically and mentally healthy. 
• Rate of mothers who receive early prenatal care 
• Rate  of overweight youth 
• Rate  of overweight adults 
• Rate of low birth weight babies 
• Rate of Infant mortality 
• Diabetes prevalence 
• Death rates 
• Cancer deaths 
• Injuries: Unintentional and Alcohol related 
• Teen pregnancy rate 
• Teen birth rate 
• Births to mother with less than 3rd grade education 
• Teen STI rate 
• Underage possession of alcohol 
• Comprehensive Services Act Rate 
• Rate of uninsured persons (NCHS) 
• Rate of adults who smoke (NCHS) 
• Rate of adults who report regular exercise (NCHS) 
• Rate of adults who have a primary care physicians (NCHS) 
• Ratios of Temporary Detention Orders (hospital records) 
• Rate of adults who use the emergency room for primary care (hospital records) 
• Rate of adults whose health needs are met in least restrictive environment 

 
 Community residents are safe and have basic needs met. 

• Violent crime rate 
• Juvenile violent crime rate 
• Delinquency judgements 
• Child abuse/neglect rate 
• Foster care rate 
• Family violence rate 
• School suspension rate 
• Weapons in school rate 
• TANF rate 
• SNAP rate 
• WIC rate 
• Child poverty rate 
• Free and reduced school meals rate 
• Subsidized housing rate 
• Community mobility 
• Adult offender recidivism (DOC) 
• Juvenile Offender recidivism (DJJ) 
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• Unemployment rates (VEC) 
• Rate of residents paying more than 30% of income for housing (Census). 

 
 This community provides a vibrant economic climate. 

• Per capita earnings  
• Homeownership rate (Census) 
• Number of foreclosures (Real estate records) 
• New businesses (Tax records) 
• Job growth (VEC) 
• Unemployment claims (VEC) 
• New Housing Starts (community development) 

 
 Children in the community develop appropriately and succeed academically. 

• SOL Passing rate 
• Four year cumulative drop-out rate 
• PALs passing rate 
• English as a second language rate 
• Rate of students planning to attend college 
• Student teacher ratios. 
• Special education rate 
• After school program participation 
• Extracurricular and sports participation 
• Enrollment in publicly subsidized preschool 
• Rate of kindergarteners with pre-school experience (schools) 
• Rate of licensed child care providers (DSS) 
• Rate of Star Quality child care providers (CYFS) 
•  

 
 The community manages natural resources to sustain current and future generations. 

• Bus ridership rates 
• Air quality rates (EPA) 
• Air quality emissions rates (EPA) 
• Water usage per capita (RWSA, Charlottesville utilities) 
• Water quality (EPA) 
• Land held in conservancies (tax records) 
• Miles of bicycle lanes  
• Electricity usage per capita (Dominion Virginia) 

 
 The community uses of arts, culture and recreation. 

• Use of recreation facilities rates (rec departments) 
• Cultural performance attendance rates (Venue reports) 
• Museum or gallery visitation rates (Venue reports) 
• Tourism related employment 
• Park acreage per capita (Parks departments) 
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• Hotel occupancy rates  
• Art-related businesses  
• Hotel tax revenues (Tax records) 

 
 The community is inclusive and engaged. 

• Voter registration 
• Voter turn-out in local, state and national elections (Election offices) 
• Number of adults and/or children who volunteer 
• Library Circulation Per Capita (JMRL) 
• Enrollment in adult education/literacy classes (Adult programs) 
• Percentage of minority owned businesses  
• Race discrepancies in achievement, justice, child welfare. 
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Agency Survey Analysis 
 

Introduction: 
 
 A survey was offered to all agencies that applied for local government funding in FY11. 
Sixty-seven % of agencies previously funded under the Agency Budget Review Team 
responded, as did 64% of agencies previously funded under the Office of Management and 
Budget process. The survey asked respondents to identify services needed in the community, 
both as a member of the community and as a representative of their agencies. Respondents were 
also asked to rank the services used by their clientele. They were then asked to rank a number of 
factors that could be used in prioritizing funding.  
Findings: 
 
 When asked about highest levels of need they saw as a community member, respondents 
identified Housing, services for Mental Health, Developmental Delays, and Substance Abuse 
(MH/DD/SA), and Economic Development as the highest needs. See Chart 1. 

 
  
Chart 1 
 
 
There was some variability between organizations funded under ABRT and OMB, as shown in 
Chart 2. While housing was rated highest by both groups, ABRT agencies rated MH, DD, and 
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SA, and early childhood services as 2nd and 3rd, while OMB agencies rated economic 
development and youth development 2nd and 3rd. 
 

 
 
Chart 2 
 
 Next respondents were asked to rank areas of need based on their professional experience 
and observation. Housing continued to be the highest need identified, but financial assistance 
rose to be the 2nd need identified, followed by MH,DD, SA and Community Outreach and 
Education. See Chart 3. Again, there was variability between OMB and ABRT agencies, with 
ABRT ranking Financial Need, MH/DD/SA, and Housing highest, while OMB rated Community 
Education and Service, Transportation and Housing highest. See Chart 4 
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Chart 3 

 
Chart 4 
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 Asked to rank service utilization by clientele, respondents ranked Housing, Financial 
Assistance, Community Education and Service and Youth Development highest. See Chart 5.   

 
Chart 5  
 ABRT agencies rated Family and Community Safety, Youth Development and 
MH/DD/SA highest. OMB agencies rated Community Education, Housing and Transportation 
highest. See Chart 6. 
 

 
Chart 6 
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 Agencies were asked to rate factors to be considered in evaluation funding prioritization 
from “extremely important” to “not at all important”. The results are shown in Chart 7. 
 

 
Chart 7 
 
Open-ended responses: 
 

1. Please identify significant local demographic and social trends you have observed that 
may impact the community in the next few years: 

• An increase in the Latino and refugee populations in the area, two populations highly 
served by our program.   An increase in the need for financial assistance in our program. 

• Increased interest in local foods (access to and production of) 
• Our community continues to have important representation across racial lines, but in 

many activities and services we are still a segregated society. 
• Increasing health issues (dialysis and bariatric folks especially), increasing homelessness 
• Aging in place needs; economic downturn effects: job losses, rising poverty rates, 

overcrowding due to housing loss, deferred maintenance due to economic strain, which 
leads to increased rehab and repair needs down the road 

• increasing challenges of lack of affordable housing; lack of access to indigent healthcare 
for the unemployed; continued sprawl which erodes the sense of out-lying community 
self sufficiency 

• The three trends that we have experienced that have remained fairly consistent for several 
years are (1) the lack of available/affordable housing for families leaving our emergency 
shelter; (2) increase in mental health and substance abuse issues faced by clients seeking 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Leverage Based Funding
Length of Time

Number of Clients Served
Diversified & Stable Funding

Community Impact
Cost/Benefit Analysis

Fit with strategic vision
Cultural Proficiency

Participant Satisfaction
Program Evaluation

Collaboration with Other Agencies
Duplication

Outreach to Underserved Populations
Ease of Access

Clarity of Program Goals

Importance of factor in evaluating applications

Extremely
Important

Moderately
Important

Slightly
Important

Not Very
Important

Not at all
Important



Priorities Report- Appendix 2 
 

Page 6 of 9 
 

our services, with few resources to guide them to that can have an immediate positive 
impact in their lives; and, (3) an increase in the number of non-English speaking clients 
seeking services, and their need for comprehensive services. 

• Economic demands of families lessen opportunities for interaction with affordable, 
substantive and meaningful experiences. 

• Health Care  Change in employment needs 
• Growing diversity of cultures and language.  Commercial vacancies in city 
• growing language diversity, particularly with refugee resettlement 
(LEP=4; Economy=4; Housing=3; Health=3; Aging=1; Race issues=1; Mental Health=1; 
Sprawl=1) 
 

 
2. How important should the following factors be with respect to evaluating applications for 

funding? 
• Where possible, ability to demonstrate evidence-based practice. 
• I think it is extremely important that organizations who receive funding are constantly 

exploring other avenues for funding. 
• I see how from city/co perspective it should align with strategic vision but that assumes 

they've gotten the vision right for health/human services  on outreach- it's important but 
some agencies can't do it because already at capacity 

• Community partnerships are key to addressing the needs of the elderly.  JABA cannot do 
it all and alone.  Community also must have respect for any organization providing 
services.  A strong information and assistance element within an agency is most helpful. 

 
 
 
 

3. How satisfied are you with the funding process used through FY11? 
• The outcomes portion of the grant application is clear and concise.  The budget portion of 

the grant application is at times a bit unclear. 
• We don't participate, so I can't judge this 
• Having to predict our budget a year and a half in advance has always been a challenge, 

but it's been doable. 
• Requiring 75 copies of a lengthy document is burden for small organizations.  Comments 

published on web site with awards are very destructive. 
• Appreciate that the schedule for submitting apps could change; would love an application 

process that could be extended. 
• Compared to other grants and awards we apply for, the process is unnecessarily 

burdensome, for a far lower dollar figure.  Also, it seems that once an organization has 
reached a certain level of funding, very few or slight changes in that amount have been 
considered. 

• It is not clear whether agencies that do not receive funding awards from the formal 
ABRT should advocate directly with city council or not. I would prefer a system that is 
entirely transparent - the recommendations for funding from the ABRT stand OR all 
agencies go directly to City Council or board of supervisors to advocate for funding. 
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4. How useful is the outcome data that is required for the funding application (i.e., do you 
use it to improve services, other grants, etc.)? 

• Somewhat. It is used to measure progress towards service targets. 
• The outcome data gives us another avenue to record and monitor our program and its 

development from year to year.  I find it very useful and helpful in identifying the 
changing needs of the program from year to year. 

• Very useful 
• We have our own faculty reporting system which helps us track outcomes and guides 

improvements and changes to our programming. 
• Currently, my knowledge about the outcome data is too limited.  Still, my sense is that it 

is very useful. 
• Fairly useful; we have used it internally for planning purposes. 
• In theory it is useful. The current format seems to drive a certain type of outcomes, rather 

than letting the applicant really say what would truly measure success. 
• We are still in the process of developing outcome data specifically for the application 

process 
• This was a difficult and brilliant transition in the funding process when it was undertaken 

years ago (7-10 years?).  We find the outcome measures to be useful with other 
applications for funding, and have been able to offer this information to one of our state 
grant sources who has adapted some of the measures that we developed through this 
process.  Again, it was a great transition, although many found it difficult at the time. 

• We are a unique organization in terms of the service we provide young learners and 
families, so we always have to provide our own outcome criteria. 

• The framework helps us keep focused on ultimate outcomes, rather than processes.  We 
do use the information when looking internally at our processes to reach those outcomes. 

• Not useful. 
• useful 
• Moderately useful.  We use internal measures for our national reporting that are more 

useful to us.  If given the chance to recalibrate (without a significant strain on the 
process) we would align our national outcomes measurement (through BGCA) with our 
local requirements. 

• It is data/info. we would look at anyway 
• We use it for other grants and they are required for COV.  It serves us well in looking at 

individual team outcomes and promoting standards of performance.  It is also a way to 
talk about your program to others.  The community needs to see what programs 
accomplish. 

• It is not useful in the format requested. 
• The outcome data required is fairly straight-forward and similar data is provided to other 

funders/partners. 
• We use it extensively to evaluate program effectiveness. 
• We are constantly evaluating outcome data in the regular course of business and our 

planning and evaluation process is geared to using such data to improve services. 
• Much of the requested outcome data is not very applicable to our program. 
• it useful to conceive of these outcomes, but they are primarily used for the city-county 

application 
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(Positive= 13; Neutral= 6; Negative=4) 
 

5. Should programs that are funded be required to reapply for funding every year? 
• No. 
• I am in favor of the bi-annual application process for programs with an exemplary rating, 

with a progress report every other year. 
• Multi-year funding provides a higher level of stability to the recipient agency.  There can 

be programs that are one time funding. 
• Yes 
• Yes. 
• yes 
• Perhaps a less stringent application process could be in place for renewals, or perhaps 

multi-year awards could be given for certain programs that do not vary widely from year 
to year. 

• Absolutely. 
• Only if they are applying for an increasing funding outside of the parameters established 

by the funder. 
• I certainly think there should be some process where an annual report (and/or site visit?) 

of some sort is required to ensure that the agency is measuring up--reaching goals, 
serving individuals and the community appropriately.  For programs that are stable and 
achieving goals, not having to take staff time to do the whole application each year would 
be a benefit.  However, I wouldn't want that to get in the way of other new or struggling 
programs who make improvements not being able to seek funding. 

• No -- every two years unless there are significant changes to program offerings. 
• Yes 
• yes 
• I like the 3-year plan, with interim reports.  But, since United Way still requires the full 

application it does not save us any time or effort to use the current process. 
• No. 
• No 
(Yes=6; No=9) 

 
6. Please tell us any additional information you would like us to know about the process 

here. 
• In reviewing the list of services, I am not sure that economic development should be 

considered with social services. 
• What not use Letters of Intent?  If you are not in a priority area; and low chance of 

becoming funded, this could be sorted out early.    Our comments from out site review 
were very positive, and we believed we would have an opportunity to speak to the 
committee.  This was in complete contrast to comments published on web site, which 
were really not suitable for a public domain, and also did not engender positive feelings. 

• Best wishes with this process of re-evaluation of the process!!! 
• Without local government funds we would not qualify for challenge grant funds from the 

state. 
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• When constructing a process, be mindful that some programs have mandates that put 
limitations on their services.  Cost/benefit analysis can be an apples to oranges 
comparison between programs or agencies, depending on the work they do.  Thanks to all 
who are working on this project. 

• Very few programs end up being apples to apples comparisons.  It is a very difficult task 
to use anything other than the City or County strategic plans when it comes to evaluating 
the relevance of each program.  As someone new to the funding process, it is hard for me 
to determine how different non-profits are at such significantly different rates while being 
at essentially the same level of approval (solid, exemplary, etc.).  It is difficult to 
understand why some organizations are supported at close to 40% of their budgets, and 
we are thankful for this re-evaluation process. 

• any change that will mean dramatic decrease in funding for any current organizations 
should be phased in 

• I have been satisfied overall with the process.  I think the outcome data is essential.  I am 
not as convinced about the logic model.   I find I generally have to explain it to everyone 
-that it is not clear.  I would like to have the opportunity to discuss collaborative grants 
among programs.   Although I am not opposed to doing them I am not sure the reviewers 
always understand the nature of each program. 

• The "human services descriptions" seem to miss large areas of potentially relevant 
assistance and therefore are of limited utility.  For example, "financial assistance" seems 
to only address emergency cash while there is no other relevant category to place 
activities that preserve and protect income.  We were forced to choose this category as 
the likely best place that such activities would be covered. 

• Ideally, the process is transparent with pre- and post-application feedback, priorities are 
based on clearly-defined both long and short-term local government goals, and funding is 
linked with high-performing, best-practice organizations. 

• Having the City and County combined in a single application is a plus and I would like to 
see that approach continued. 

• It took me 20 minutes; it was hard to categorize any of the areas of about as being less 
that "slightly important". 

• An additional criteria in the award process should recognize the value that smaller 
organizations offer in terms of new and innovative programs targeting under-served 
segments of the community by offering unique services. 

• I would love to figure out a better way to reflect what our agency does as a whole.  I 
think when we separate into our different programs we are not able to truly convey the 
impact of our total agency 

• It would be ideal if all jurisdictions within Planning District Ten could use the same 
format and process in determining who each jurisdiction should fund and how.  
Currently, the City and County use the same process but other jurisdictions do not.  The 
process should be bottoms up - meaning that all program budgets should be developed by 
those delivering the services as well as the management staff.  All programs should have 
program goals that tie into the strategic plan of the organization. 

 


