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}Funding reduced by 40%

}Economic climate is taking negative toll on 
providers/partners

}Funding cuts will make it impossible to 
maintain current HOPE service levels

}Crime is on the rise

}HOPE needs to respond by early October



}Collaborative is positioned well to take advantage 
of collaborative economies of scale

}HOPE has a four - year history of being a leader in 
the statewide effort because of its unique structure

}Partners are willing to collaborate more so than 
ever before 
ƁExperience and trust developed over time 
ƁNecessity 

}We have the opportunity for a $600,000 budget 
that remains one of the highest funding levels in 
the state

}We have a process evaluation system that will yield 
useful data for decision making and planning



}Agency services are contracting due to 
significant budget cuts 

}There are fewer sources of leveraged 
resources to assist the HOPE effort

}Outcome measure data collection is not fully 
functional

}Partners are primarily concerned with saving 
their programs



}Because of harsh conditions, people realize 
that we need to change the way we do 
business in order to survive.

}Because of the work that has been done 
during the previous 4 years, HOPE has a good 
idea of what is working and what is not.

}There may be additional funding 
opportunities through stimulus funding in the 
future.

}Timing is right to make the HOPE 
Collaborative more efficient. 



}Very little time to organize the restructure 
process

}Lack of cooperation could lead to 
fragmentation and collapse of the HOPE 
Collaborative

}Uncertainty of future funding



}Refinement of Program Focus/Target
ƁGreater capacity to direct resources at a focused 

problem

ƁGreater continuity between prevention, 
intervention, and suppression components

}Established unified outcome measures that 
are shared within program category 
(prevention, intervention, outreach) and 
connected between categories



} It is expected the HOPE Collaborativeõsfocus will 
continue to be on individuals at risk for gang 
involvement living primarily in the target areas 
although the population will be narrowed

}Challenge continues to ensure a level of 
programmatic focus that better resembles a 
unified focus versus separate programs largely 
running independently 

}Goal: Leverage limited resources toward higher 
risk individuals, encourage additional match 
funding



}Suppression will likely continue to focus primarily 
on the key targeted òhot spotsó throughout the 
City ðlocations that are well known and long 
standing problem areas

}Outcomes:
ƁProcess Measures: Number of directed patrol shifts of; Number 

of directed patrol officers; number of directed patrol hours

ƁProcess Measures: Number of arrests, number of FIOõs 
administered during OT shifts; number of targeted/strategic 
personal òvisitsó (home, street, or otherwise) for known impact 
players/problem gang members

ƁOutcome Measures: Number of arrests for target crimes; 
Warrants served (known players/gang members); Changes in 
crime



}Leverage Reentry services to known or suspected 
gang members returning to New Bedford.  
Strategies that are more intensive than 
òtraditionaló reentry supervision.  Where possible, 
particular emphasis should be on those returning 
to or hailing from target areas

}Outcomes:
ƁProcess Measures: Number of clients served, documented 

services delivered (intensity measures including quantification 
of levels of serviced received); number of clients completing 
program; contact measures with program mentors

ƁOutcome Measures: Recidivism (12 months post - release); 
completion of post - release skill trainings; employment 
measures; educational measures


