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Dear Colleague,
In the past few years, foundations across the country have placed
increasing emphasis on evaluation and social outcome measurement
for the nonprofit programs they fund. Yet, many of these same foundations are providing little funding to build nonprofit organizations’
capacity to measure their social outcomes. As a result, most nonprofits
are unable to deliver accurate social outcome results required by the
funding community and foundations are increasingly frustrated about
the low quality of the social outcome reports they receive.
When we launched The Roberts Enterprise Development Fund (REDF)
in 1997, we wanted to measure the social outcomes resulting from our
investment in a portfolio of nonprofit-run social purpose enterprises
that employed disadvantaged populations. We also wanted to make
sure the outcomes we collected mirrored the desired outcomes of the
organizations we funded as much as possible, and that the information
collected would inform their practice and not just end up in written
reports on our foundation office shelves.
From 1997 to 1998, we worked with our portfolio members to increase
each organization's capacity to measure, track and utilize business
information and social outcome information about their enterprises
and the more than 600 individuals employed in their enterprises. We
were interested in whether employment in a social purpose enterprise
resulted in improved outcomes for individuals across areas such as
income, barriers to employment, housing stability, social service usage,
self-esteem, and social support. We were also interested in connecting
the social outcomes of enterprise employment with the financial investment required to create that employment opportunity – to calculate a
social return on investment (SROI) for each enterprise. We were not
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interested at that time in measuring the social outcomes of their entire
agencies, nor helping them track their service delivery or streamline
their social outcomes reporting systems overall.
In order to ensure our enterprise-specific social outcome measurement
process would provide timely, accurate, informative data for the nonprofit organization, we made sure the enterprise social impact design
process incorporated nonprofit management input. We asked the
nonprofit managers to define the social outcomes they expected to see
in their enterprise employees and used that information to create a
core survey instrument that REDF used with every enterprise in its
portfolio. Not every enterprise wanted to track the same information,
so in return for collecting this core information, we offered each
group the opportunity to customize the survey instrument on REDF’s
dime (including consulting, staff and other costs).
One organization responded by requesting to ask 300 questions (!)
instead of the 40 core questions. Additionally, they wanted to survey
the 3000 plus clients they served each year, not just the 100 or so
enterprise employees, and they wanted to streamline the way they
reported on social outcomes to all their funders, not just REDF.
Another organization wanted an integrated, relational database that
would facilitate reporting on how many enterprise employees they had,
sorted by demographic characteristics, on any given day with the push
of a button. And they wanted to connect the services delivered to those
enterprise employees with the employee social outcomes with the financial
investment required to support both the enterprise and the services to
calculate their SROI. Based on these responses, we realized there was a
significant opportunity to transform the way these organizations
tracked their social service and impact information across their entire
agencies. In partnership with several other funders, REDF launched
the Ongoing Assessment of Social ImpactS (OASIS) project in 1999.
The OASIS project, by definition, is about building customized,
comprehensive, social management information systems (MIS) within
nonprofit organizations. The Social MIS created through OASIS provides timely, accurate, non-punitive information by which nonprofit
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managers can assess for themselves and report to others whether they
are having the desired impact on all the people they serve.
We at REDF are excited to have followed the lead of four of our portfolio
nonprofit organizations – Rubicon Programs, CVE, Inc., Golden Gate
Community, Inc., and Juma Ventures – in creating OASIS. And we are
grateful to our OASIS funding partners: the Charles and Helen Schwab
Foundation, The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, the Surdna
Foundation, the Phalarope Foundation, and the Penney Family Fund
for helping make OASIS a reality.
We are publishing this paper on OASIS as an invitation to other funders
to examine their requirements and practices around social outcome
measurement, and how they fund the capacity building necessary to
produce high quality social outcome measures. And we are hoping this
will further the dialogue amongst nonprofit practitioners around how
to improve service delivery to maximize quality outcomes and raise the
level of practice and organizational effectiveness in the field as a whole.
We look forward to your comments and feedback!
Warm regards,

Melinda T. Tuan
Managing Director
The Roberts Enterprise Development Fund
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CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION

Lately it seems that everyone in the nonprofit sector is focused on
outcome measurement. Outcome measurement is often looked to as a
means of ensuring accountability with charitable or government funds.
Several national funding organizations are now requiring outcome
measurement for all of the programs they fund and are offering
training and technical assistance to help nonprofits in those efforts.
Entrepreneurial social investors are interested in outcome measurement because they want to ensure that they are making sound social
investments and are looking for quantifiable results that speak to a
social return on investment. Most governmental agencies require the
programs they fund to conduct outcome evaluations, particularly for
large and multi-year grants. However, while funders often require
nonprofits to provide social outcome data, they have typically not
invested in building nonprofits’ organizational capacity to collect
comprehensive social outcome information. Nonprofits have typically
responded to these disparate measurement requirements on a program by
program basis, establishing data collection efforts in a piecemeal fashion
that often results in cumbersome and inconsistent measurement efforts
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across an agency. Recently, a director of a sophisticated and successful
San Francisco-based nonprofit organization complained that in response
to multiple funding requirements, her organization had developed and
was now maintaining seven different databases and that nobody could
get decent information out of any of them!
Despite what has become a pervasive demand for outcome measurement,
a recent study conducted by the Urban Institute and the Independent
Sector showed that most nonprofit organizations have limited capacity
to collect, analyze and use outcome information.1 Most staff who work
in nonprofit organizations have had relatively little exposure to training or technical assistance in outcome measurement. This is because by
design, nonprofit staff members are generally not researchers. They
have social service skills and not necessarily social science skills. Thus,
when nonprofit organizations undertake outcome measurement on
their own, without technical assistance, often the results are not seen
as credible or valid. And when they engage the services of academic
researchers or evaluation consultants, the data are not always fed back
to program staff for the purpose of learning and program improvement.
In fact, Michael Quinn Patton, the eloquent proponent of “utilizationfocused evaluation” argues that the real problem with traditional
evaluation and measurement efforts is that they are not conducted with
the end user in mind.2 Patton places much of the responsibility for this
with researchers who get so caught up in technical details that they lose
sight of the information needs of the end user. Thus data collection
and outcome measurement become an end in and of themselves rather
than a means of informing practice.
Four central practices have traditionally characterized many nonprofits’
experience with social outcome measurement and evaluation in general:
1

funder-driven data collection has largely ignored
the real information needs of organizations;

1 “Outcome Measurement in Nonprofit Organizations: Current Practices and Recommendations,”
Elaine Morley, Elisa Vinson and Harry Hatry, The Independent Sector and The Urban Institute, 2001.
2 “Program Evaluation: What are the Outcomes?,” Richard Scotch, The Not-for-Profit CEO monthly
letter, Vol 8, No 6, April 2001.
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2

information gathering in programmatic silos
results in inconsistencies and data confusion
across an agency;

3

lack of training and technical assistance among
nonprofit staff has often resulted in less than
credible results; and /or

4

measurement systems do not account for the
information needs of the end user.

This paper tells the story of how The Roberts Enterprise Development
Fund (REDF) went about building a social impact measurement system
with its portfolio of nonprofit organizations and social purpose enterprises. The system is called OASIS—the “Ongoing Assessment of Social
Impacts.” The story of its development involves some twists and turns
and some mistakes along the way. But in the end, with OASIS, REDF
has helped to pioneer a social outcome measurement system that
addresses all of the four troubling practices highlighted above. OASIS
is designed to be a process that leads to a comprehensive, agency-wide,
state-of-the-art client tracking system that provides real-time data to
staff at all levels of an organization. An OASIS tracking system is built
with funder reporting requirements in mind but is not limited to
them. It collects comparable information in comparable ways across
programs to reduce the silo effect of data collection efforts in an
agency. The process of OASIS development involves an integration of
talent in social science, technology and automation so that each of
these areas is credibly addressed. And, most importantly, OASIS is
customized for each organization through an in-depth organizational
planning process around client-centered information. This planning
process involves staff at every level of the organization and is explicitly
intended to account for the information needs of many end-users, from
line staff to managers to Boards of Directors.
OASIS is not just a database. What makes OASIS unique is that the process
of its development is as important as the product of its development.
Therefore, this paper describes both. We review every step in the process
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of OASIS development as well as the resulting products. We include
lessons learned at different points along the way and offer practical
advice about what it takes to pursue the OASIS approach, in terms of
financial and human resources as well as the kind of organizational
inclination, readiness and capacity that makes OASIS most successful.
Similar to OASIS, the preparation of this paper has been collaborative,
incorporating thoughts, reflections and lessons learned from multiple
perspectives. We include the nonprofit organization and the investor
perspectives as well as the perspectives of all of the consulting and
technical assistance partners involved. We hope what we have to share
will be valuable to practitioners and investors interested in developing
nonprofit capacity around social outcome measurement and also to
consultants and technical assistance providers whose services are often
engaged to help build that capacity.
BACKGROUND

At its inception in 1997, REDF wanted to build a different kind of
social impact measurement system with the social purpose enterprises
in its portfolio of nonprofit organizations. REDF did not want a traditional evaluation model where all data collection was externally driven
and where the grantees were simply passive recipients of dictated data
requirements. REDF explicitly did not even use the word “evaluation”
because that term carried punitive connotations of measurements that
were externally driven rather than practice driven. REDF wanted social
impact data to inform practice. It wanted a social management information system (Social MIS) that would provide credible data in a timely
way to practitioners and investors alike. REDF was also explicitly not
interested in the kind of bean-counting that had characterized many
nonprofit evaluation efforts of the past, that is, counting the number
of people participating in a service, their characteristics and so forth.
REDF was committing itself to developing a new kind of social metric,
one that was consistent with its approach to venture philanthropy and
that would provide meaningful results in a language that would appeal
to social investors. REDF called this metric “social return on investment
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(SROI).”3 SROI is a complex construct that essentially measures
cost-savings to society and change in individuals’ lives as a result of
social purpose enterprise employment.
REDF did not attempt to develop this new measurement system on its
own. It brought in multiple partners, each with their own area of
expertise, to contribute to the building of this new approach. REDF
brought in BTW Consultants, to provide assistance in the conceptualization, design, and implementation of social impact measurement.
CompuMentor, a nonprofit organization dedicated to helping other
nonprofits more effectively use technology, was retained to assess and
help build the technological capacity of organizations in the REDF
Portfolio. Dayspring Technologies and Third Strand, firms with
extensive database programming experience specializing in innovative
uses of the Internet, were brought in to help automate the system
that BTW designed.
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We spent close to a year planning and preparing for the launch of a
Social MIS that was specifically focused on measuring the social impact
of employment among those employed in enterprises in the REDF
Portfolio. This process included first meeting with staff from each of
the groups in the portfolio to identify the outcomes they hoped for
from the employment experience. We then organized the outcomes by
group across the whole portfolio to identify where there was significant
overlap in expected outcomes. These overlapping outcomes, combined
with REDF’s interest in gathering data to inform SROI, were called the
“core data set.” The core data set included outcomes related to employment, wages, housing, use of public assistance, and use of social services,
as well as psychosocial outcomes such as self-esteem and social support.
BTW developed baseline and follow-up interview protocols that would
be used with all employees in the enterprises in order to measure social
impact and provide the data necessary to support and inform SROI.
In recognition of the unique information needs of different organizations, we also offered to provide modest customization to the core data
3 For detailed explanation of SROI, please see “SROI Methodology,” REDF 2001, and the “Social Return
on Investment (SROI) Collection,” REDF 2000.
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set. Most organizations took advantage of this offer of customization by
asking additional questions that were specific to their own efforts. For
example, one organization working with homeless youth added questions
about employees’ substance use. Another organization that focused
considerable effort on supporting employees to financially plan for the
future added questions about employee savings practices. While this
customization helped make the measurement effort even more relevant
to each group’s social purpose enterprise employment experience, it
was not fully integrated into the larger organization of which the social
purpose enterprise was part.
In our efforts to break the mold of traditional evaluation practice, we
fell into one of the most common traps of nonprofit measurement
efforts, the silo approach. We addressed many of the other traditional
problems with social outcome measurement. We involved organizations
in the development of the measurement tools in order to account for
both the information needs of the practitioner and those of the funder.
We provided technical consultation to ensure credible measurement.
But, we restricted all of our measurement to the silo of enterprise
employment. We built a Cadillac version of an enterprise employment
measurement system, complete with import and export data buttons on
site at each organization which allowed their databases to communicate
with a central database at BTW Consultants and vice versa. This system
has in fact told us a lot about the impact of enterprise employment and
has provided all of the raw social data for REDF’s SROI analyses. But
from the organizations’ perspectives, there was an over-emphasis on
measurement of enterprise employment and an under-emphasis on
everything else the organizations did. We had built a Cadillac for the
enterprises while the organizations’ other programs were patching
together measurement approaches using old car parts that didn’t
always fit together too well.
During the process of the Social MIS development for the enterprises,
one organization in the REDF Portfolio—Rubicon Programs Inc.—
stepped forward and said, “We are interested in assessing the impact of
our enterprises, but that is only one part of what we do. We employ
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over a hundred people a year in our enterprises but serve thousands of
people each year with our programs. It is very important to us that we
also effectively assess the impact of our programs. Can you help us
build a comprehensive information system for both our enterprises
and our programs?”
Thus began the quest for OASIS. BTW worked with Rubicon Programs
for two years in an intensive planning process to conceptualize, design
and refine a comprehensive client tracking system for the whole
organization. Then the automation process began, which involved
another intensive process of planning, testing and refinement. Our
work with Rubicon to build a customized client tracking system formed
the foundation for all subsequent OASIS planning efforts. Each
organization participating in OASIS presents its own unique circumstances and challenges and our approach has been refined and has
improved over time. Still, the principles we adopted early on with
Rubicon have provided the essential framework for all later efforts.
These principles include:
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1

staff representing every program, social venture
and department should be involved in the
planning process;

2

the system should be built for the present and the
future, not the past; and

3

there must be ample organizational commitment
for the effort.

C H A P T E R T W O S TA R T I N G O A S I S :
I D E N T I F Y I N G K E Y P L AY E R S

Before the actual OASIS development gets underway, it is fundamental
that an effective staffing and consulting structure be established. This
means convening a working group with the right players involved,
identifying staff who will be responsible for the OASIS project internally,
identifying the key consulting partners and clarifying roles for everyone
who is part of the process.
STEP ONE: CONVENE A WORKING GROUP

A committed and energetic Working Group is essential to the success of
OASIS in an organization. The role of the Working Group is to guide
the development of the organization’s entire client tracking system.
The members of the Working Group help conceptualize the overall
design and they review and comment upon drafts of all information
gathering tools. The Working Group meets every other week for about
a year. In one instance, in order to move the processes along more
quickly, we split the group in two, with each focusing on a distinct set
of information tools to develop. Each group could then move along
parallel tracks rather than doing all of the development sequentially.

oasis • spring 2 0 0 2

The Working Group is comprised of representatives from every program
in an agency and a staff member responsible for contract reporting.
The representatives in the group do not have to be the top leaders in
an organization, but they should be people who manage programs and
have some decision-making authority. They should understand both
the big picture of what their programs are trying to accomplish as well
as the day-to-day details of client flow and service delivery. In the case
of one small organization, the Executive Director chose to be part of
the Working Group and attend all of the Working Group meetings.
For most mid-size or large organizations, however, it is not essential
that the Director be part of the group. As we will delineate below, the
Executive Director and/or Executive Management Team must provide
approval at two specific decision checkpoints: 1) adopting a new conceptual design for the organization’s information system; and 2) final
approval of all information gathering tools.
S T E P T W O : I D E N T I F Y K E Y S TA F F

While the hallmark of OASIS is to involve staff from every program or
department in the planning process, there are two staff positions that
are key to making the information system planning process a success.
For the purpose of this paper, we will call these positions OASIS Project
Manager and OASIS Coordinator.
The OASIS Project Manager is responsible for managing the project
internally and ensuring that the information system being planned is
consistent with the agency’s vision. The Project Manager ensures that
sufficient organizational resources are devoted to OASIS. The Project
Manager usually attends planning meetings and provides overall direction and guidance to the OASIS consultants.
The OASIS Coordinator is responsible for all day-to-day functions of
the planning effort within an organization. This person facilitates information gathering to support the planning effort, performs basic analysis
of contract reporting requirements, coordinates all meetings and follows
up after meetings to ensure that all tasks are completed. The OASIS
Coordinator reports to the OASIS Project Manager and serves as the
primary liaison to the OASIS consultants on almost all operational issues.
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S T E P T H R E E : E S TA B L I S H C O N S U LT I N G PA R T N E R S H I P S

OASIS employs a consulting triumvirate to provide assistance in 3 key areas:
1

organizational planning and information
gathering design;

2

development of technological infrastructure; and

3

automation of client tracking and reporting.

The organizations contract directly with each of the three consulting
groups so that both practically and legally, the consultants regard the
nonprofit organization as the client, rather than the funder.
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BTW Consultants facilitates the organizational planning processes and
provides technical assistance to organizations in the area of social science. On a practical level, this means facilitating and documenting all
planning meetings, developing multiple drafts of all information gathering instruments and ensuring that the system being developed will
meet the organization’s ongoing information needs. CompuMentor is
responsible for assessing an organization’s technology capacities and needs
in order to develop the infrastructure needed to run a state-of-the-art
tracking system. Two database consulting groups participate in OASIS—
Dayspring Technologies and Third Strand. The database consultants
are responsible for automating all client-tracking instruments and
developing memorized reporting that allows staff to access summarized
client information at the push of a button. While each consulting group
works with each organization and its staff in different ways, the consultants also frequently coordinate efforts with each other during the various
stages of development. Initially, the consultants also met monthly with
REDF staff as part of REDF’s Information Management Team and
conferred in that forum about each organization’s progress with respect
to OASIS. The strength of this three-way approach is that it leverages
the expertise of each group, all to the direct benefit of the organization.

CHAPTER THREE FOUR STAGES OF DEVELOPMENT

There are four essential stages of OASIS development1:
1

assessment of organizational client-related
information needs

2

design of the client tracking system

3

automation

4

implementation and beyond

Each stage of development builds on the previous one. Because the
goal is to build a system that meets the information needs of dynamic
organizations, the end result is a vibrant tool that will evolve as organizations evolve. Thus, after the initial system is launched, it will be
important to periodically re-assess organizational information needs.
1

BTW Consultants provided the consulting, planning and design support for OASIS Stages 1 and 2 and
CompuMentor, Dayspring Technologies and Third Strand provided the technical planning and design
support for OASIS Stage 3. The internal staff of an organization are responsible for implementation
and beyond in Stage 4.
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This could happen on an annual basis or it could be revisited when
program components are added, deleted or significantly modified.
This will ensure that the system remains continuously relevant in
organizational life.
1 . A S S E S S M E N T O F O R G A N I Z AT I O N A L C L I E N T- R E L AT E D
I N F O R M AT I O N N E E D S

The first step in OASIS development is assessing an organization’s
client-related information needs. This includes identifying both
contractual reporting requirements as well as all other information
essential to informing decision-making. BTW first asks staff at the
organization to complete an inventory of contracts. (Please see
Appendix A.) This inventory is a matrix that details the data collected
for each contract and the forms used to collect that data. The inventory
also asks for information about the type of reporting required, both in
terms of frequency and flexibility. Usually, reporting for government
contracts is less flexible than reporting for foundation contracts and it
is important to know from the outset of OASIS planning the number
of overall contracts and the distribution among different funding
sources. The organizations that have engaged in OASIS planning fall
along a wide spectrum of contractual reporting requirements; on one
end of the spectrum is an organization with only a handful of contracts, one of which is governmental and the other few are with private
foundations. On the other end of the spectrum is an organization with
roughly 80 contracts at any given point in time, and about two-thirds
of these are governmental.
Usually, the organizations with more contracts have many more data
collection forms in circulation. It is an unfortunate reality for many
nonprofit organizations that with each new contract, at least one new
form is developed! Unfortunately, the corollary is not often true, that
with the end of a contract an old form is put to rest and no longer
used. As more and more client forms are developed, a complex and
byzantine data collection structure usually emerges. It is often nearly
impossible for anyone to understand the whole system or describe it in
a coherent way because it is not really a system at all in the strict sense
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of the word. It is a patchwork of forms that have often been photocopied
too many times and are inconsistently completed by program staff. Many
of these forms are not automated. They often exist in client files only
and when data are needed for contract reporting, special and separate
data gathering mechanisms are often put into place in a makeshift
capacity. These mechanisms may take the form of a simple spreadsheet
or a database that no one accesses except the staff member responsible
for contract reporting.
In order to understand and assess how an organization uses the information it already collects and what else it wants to know, BTW conducts
in-depth discussions with staff who work in different functional areas
of an organization. These can include groups of staff from different
program areas such as housing, counseling or vocational training as
well as groups from administrative areas such as development or contract
management. A protocol is used to guide these discussions and ensure
that the assessment is thorough and accounts for all information needs.
(Please see Appendix B.)
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The “product” of the assessment stage is a memorandum that BTW
prepares summarizing the findings from the group discussions and
contract inventory analysis. The memorandum includes observations
about the strengths and weaknesses of an organization’s information
gathering culture. These observations usually cover the following areas:
a) quantity and quality of forms in circulation; b) quality and consistency
of data gathering procedures and implementation; c) staff interest in
and enthusiasm for client information; d) areas of explicit unmet
information needs; e) the role of contract reporting in the organization; and f) the value of client information to organizational leaders.
The summary also includes a list of the critical data elements of interest
to different organizational constituents, both internally and externally.
The most important outcome of the assessment process, however, is that
the assessment creates the foundation for the client tracking system’s
design. The assessment allows for a shared understanding of the scope
and nature of an organization’s information needs. It demonstrates
where there is crossover among programs and departments and therefore

Nonprofit staff
compile inventory of
current contracts,
data collection
requirements, & data
collection forms

Review & discuss
results of inventory
and assessment
° Identify gaps
° Identify opportunities
for refinement

Consultants meet
with staff to:
° Assess functioning
of existing client
information system
° Determine additional
needs for client
information

1

assessment of information needs
2-3 MONTHS

opportunities for information integration. It also highlights where
there may be unique information needs for particular functional areas
of an organization. And the list of critical data elements helps to facilitate the organization’s decision-making regarding what to include or
exclude from its client tracking system.
The assessment also allows the consultant to make a recommendation
for whether an organization should or should not go forward with the
OASIS planning. In one instance the process of assessing an organization’s client information needs clarified that the organization was not
ready to embark on the OASIS project. The organization was in the
midst of significant transition on many fronts and it did not have the
internal resources at that time to commit to an assessment process or
an intensive information planning process. It was difficult for the
organization’s staff to comprehensively complete the contract inventory
matrix, to schedule and keep functional group interview commitments,
to attend Working Group meetings, or to actively participate in the
OASIS technology assessment. These were signs that the OASIS planning
was competing with too many other organizational priorities at the time.
In this case, OASIS stopped after the assessment and the organization
attended to its other organizational needs.
2. DESIGN OF THE CLIENT TRACKING SYSTEM

There are two steps in the design process: 1) conceptual design regarding client flow and information flow within an organization; and 2)
instrument design wherein information gathering tools are developed
to account for all of the information needs of an organization.
26

step one: conceptual design process
The conceptual design process involves a rethinking about how client
and service-level information is gathered throughout an organization.
The process starts with the OASIS Working Group deciding what information is essential to collect, how and when it is collected and who will
collect it. At a minimum, the kind of information delineated in the
conceptual design process is:
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Client/consumer characteristics – who are the people who use
your services?
Utilization/service encounters – what services are people using and
with what frequency?
Social outcomes – how do people who use services change over time?
At this point, the instruments used to collect this information are
identified as part of a larger schematic of information flow.
BTW worked with Rubicon’s Working Group (which they called “The
PEG” or “Program Evaluation Group”) to identify a simple conceptual
design that responded to the findings of the assessment phase and to
the future plans of the organization. Prior to the redesign, intake
interviews were decentralized and conducted on a program by program
basis. Some questions asked during intake were similar across programs,
but many were different and the emphasis often depended upon what a
consumer was asking for when he/she walked through the door. Also,
much was left up to the discretion of the individual staff member
conducting the intake. There were few systematic sets of information
that were consistently gathered for all clients or potential clients.
During the assessment process, it became clear that the organization
was moving towards working with clients more holistically because many
clients had service needs that cut across program areas. As a result, it
made sense to begin collecting information about Rubicon clients
more comprehensively and consistently.
The initial conceptual design for Rubicon’s system called for three
stages of information gathering (although later in the process that
design was refined slightly). The initial three stages included: 1) a comprehensive central intake interview after which people would be referred
to services as appropriate; 2) an automated, real-time service encounter
tracking system for all who received services; and 3) a comprehensive
follow-up interview to be administered to a sample of consumers on a
rolling basis. The intake interview would serve both as a comprehensive
assessment tool for individuals as they enter the organization and also
as a means of gathering baseline measures for social outcomes. Thus,
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For all instruments:
° Management review
° Pilot test
° Finalize

Revise existing &
develop new data
collection instruments

Develop conceptual
framework for refined
information flow
° Identify all outcomes
and data elements

2

design
9-12 MONTHS
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in Rubicon’s conceptual design, the intake interview would be designed
to collect demographic characteristics and baseline information in history and current status in these areas: employment, wages, vocational
skills, housing, public assistance utilization, social support, self-esteem,
substance use, and health. The service-tracking tool would collect
information about clients who received services and capture most of the
outcome data contractually required. The follow-up interview would
be designed to collect change information in all social outcome areas
measured in the baseline intake interview.
The refinement that happened later in the process is an important part
of Rubicon’s story. As BTW and Rubicon embarked upon the second
stage of design which was instrument development, the comprehensive
intake was beginning to get very long. Rubicon wanted a lot of information about its clients, not an uncommon occurrence when an organization
begins to look critically at its information needs. While staff did not
want to cut out questions from the intake process, they also did not want
the intake to be a barrier to getting services. That led the group to refine
the design as a two-stage intake process. Intake A would serve as a kind of
screening tool, collecting basic information about needs and determining
eligibility for programs. Intake B would collect more in-depth information and would be the time to administer the more sensitive part of
the intake, for example, the psycho-social scales and questions about substance use. Rubicon’s basic conceptual design is shown in Appendix C.
Before moving to the next stage of development, it is important to
build in a decision-making checkpoint with an Executive Director or
Executive Management Team regarding approval of a conceptual design
for a client tracking system. The process of information gathering
becomes part of organizational life and it can affect the way services are
provided and the timing of service provision. It may also have important
resource implications for the organization. An organization’s leaders
must be committed to supporting the changes the new system will bring
about. Changes in routine can sometimes be hard for some staff members
and it is critically important that an organization’s leaders be supportive of the changes and speak to how the changes are connected to an
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organization’s vision and mission. Often staff members are worried
that changes will mean more work for them. It is important that
organizational leaders recognize that while efficiencies will be gained
with a new automated information-gathering system, new staffing needs
will also emerge and the organization will have to identify resources
to support those needs.

step two: instrument design process
The process of designing the information gathering instruments themselves is the most time-consuming step in the OASIS effort, both with
respect to the number of months it can take and the amount of staff
time devoted to the effort. It is the “roll up your sleeves and get to
work” stage. This step takes a minimum of nine months because it
involves the drafting and re-drafting of all client-level information
gathering tools in the organization’s client tracking system. Just developing a comprehensive intake tool or tools can take anywhere from six
to twelve meetings. BTW prepares drafts of instruments and facilitates
weekly or bi-weekly meetings with staff Working Groups to review the
drafts and solicit comments and advice. Between meetings, BTW makes
revisions and prepares materials for the next meeting. Staff members
on the Working Group are often asked to review materials in advance of
the meeting and be prepared to comment.
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In order to make the instrument development stage more efficient,
BTW sometimes divides the Working Group into smaller parts with
each group focused on developing a distinct set of tools. For example,
one group can work on the intake and follow-up interviews while
another works on the individual encounter tracking tools. This way
there can be progress on multiple instruments on parallel tracks. For
some of the groups in the REDF Portfolio, we work with the social
purpose enterprise staff in their own group because their temperaments
are often different from that of program staff. Enterprise staff tend to
be quick to make decisions and have little patience for a long iterative
review process. Program staff can often be much more deliberative,
wanting to thoughtfully consider every word and nuance.
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No matter which approach is taken, the instrument development stage
is usually the time when staff begin to get invested in and excited about
the new system. They begin to see concretely how information can change
and improve the way they do their work. And different staff members see
benefit in different ways. Some see how an automated tracking system
will reduce the amount of manual counting, coding and filing they do.
Some like the notion of a comprehensive on-line client file that lets
them know what may be happening with a client being served in another
part of the agency. Some look forward to being able to print out summary reports at the push of a button. And some, particularly managers,
appreciate that the system will provide concrete information that can be
used in supervision with staff. In the case of one smaller organization
with few formal reporting requirements, it was not until they were
almost through with all of the instrument development that staff fully
appreciated the potential power of what they were creating. At that
point, they decided to make significant additions and changes to the
overall design and scope of information gathered.

step three: pilot-testing
After the tools are in final draft form and have been reviewed and
approved by an Executive Director or Executive Management Team,
they are pilot-tested by staff with real clients and then refined as needed. This is a very important step! Even with the best thinking of staff and
consultants in the planning process, there is nothing like a real life
situation to let you know whether a tool will actually work. Pilot-testing
can help identify practical issues or resolve questions about implementation. It allows the organization to make important adjustments to the
wording of questions, the instructions for questions, the order or flow
of an interview, the length of an interview, and the overall design of a
tool. It is important that these final changes are made before database
automation begins because it can be an unnecessary expense to make
changes after automation is already underway.
3 . A U T O M AT I O N

There are two dimensions to OASIS automation. Simply put, they are:
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1) hardware; and 2) software. The first dimension concerns the actual
technological infrastructure and capacity of an organization. The second
dimension concerns the automation of all of the instruments developed as part of the organizational planning and design process and the
automation of reports that provide summary information to staff users.

hardware: technological infrastructure
Implementation and operation of a comprehensive automated client
tracking system that collects and provides real-time client information
requires an appropriate technology infrastructure. One of the unique
features of the OASIS project is an investment of significant resources
for building an appropriate technology infrastructure and developing
the management capacity to operate and sustain that technology into
the future.
The first step in building technology infrastructure is to determine the
expectations for the new system. Using Rubicon as the test case, the
database consultants provide a blueprint for technical architecture
needed to support comprehensive database automation. CompuMentor
takes the technical architecture and identifies the minimum technological requirements to operate such a database.
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CompuMentor conducts an assessment of an organization’s existing
technology capacity to identify the extent to which an organization is
capable of running a state-of-the-art tracking system. The assessment
covers a wide variety of technology-related subjects, including tangible
technology assets (servers, computers, network hardware), network
architectures (local and wide-area) and Internet connections. In addition to documenting assets and systems, CompuMentor also assesses
how agencies manage their technology. The management portion of the
assessment measures the capacity of an agency to sustain the operations
of its systems. CompuMentor assesses sustainability by measuring the
extent to which organizations engage in technology planning and
budgeting, how Information Technology staff and/or consultants are
supervised, whether adequate policies exist to govern staff technology
usage, and how technology support and training issues are addressed.

Increase organization’s
hardware and
software capacity in
order to effectively
operate OASIS
Assess organization’s
technological
infrastructure
and capacity

Identify and automate
reports to be
generated by
new system
Automation of all
new data collection
instruments

3

automation
6-9 MONTHS

Every organization has unique technology challenges. CompuMentor
staff works with each organization to develop a technology infrastructure-building project that will raise their capacity to the level required
for operating a comprehensive client tracking system. The technology
upgrades are done in a comprehensive manner, taking into account
the unique management, culture, business requirements, program
requirements, and strategic vision of each agency. The upgrades
are thorough and complete. They are meant to address all potential
technological barriers to the successful implementation of OASIS.
While execution of infrastructure-building projects differs with each
agency, in general, the infrastructure building is completed before
the database is ready for implementation. CompuMentor works with
organizations to purchase new computers and new servers and get
the network wiring in place so that the infrastructure backbone to run
the system is established and an agency is able to begin building its own
internal capacity for managing technology into the future.

software: building the database
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To begin the automation effort, database developers from Dayspring
Technologies or Third Strand (the two firms that automated the
systems) meet with the client organization. A joint meeting is generally
held between BTW, the database developers, and the Executive Director
and OASIS Project Manager from the client organization. The purpose
of this meeting is to discuss the scope of the OASIS project, the
contracting relationships, and the responsibilities of each of the parties.
Because the consultants overlap in the range of services offered, it is
important that the client organization clearly understand the different
roles that each consulting organization plays in the project.
After BTW finishes working with an organization on information and
instrument design, the content of this design is transferred to the
database developers through a set of paper instruments and other
accompanying documentation. Oftentimes, there is a meeting or two
between the client organization, BTW, and Dayspring/Third Strand to
ensure a smooth hand-off. Invariably, the database developers have
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detailed questions about how to automate the instruments.
Occasionally, these questions reveal a need to revise the instruments
and the client organization then determines the number and type of
revisions to make. Communication between the organization and the
database developer is either direct or through BTW, depending on the
organization’s preference.
While CompuMentor helps the client organization plan for and install
its hardware, the database consultants determine the systems requirements for the application. Dayspring/Third Strand’s work overlaps
with CompuMentor in the areas of software architecture and software
installation. The database developers consult with the client organization directly regarding the kinds of users that would need access to
the system and the locations from which the system would need to be
accessed. When remote locations need access, CompuMentor ensures
that proper networking is in place and the database developers ensure
that the application performs sufficiently over a remote connection.
With respect to software installation in general, CompuMentor installs
the operating system software while the database consultants install the
database and the custom application.
The design of the database application proceeds with a series of conversations between the database developer and the organization. These
conversations help develop an outline of all the features that will be
available through the database system. These features are carefully
organized around user roles—what tasks key users need to accomplish
and which tools will best serve them. Managers from each area of the
client organization review this outline to make sure all the features
needed by their employees are included. This process generates good
suggestions and promotes broader ownership of the database system
throughout an organization.
The work of developing the application falls into four primary areas:
importing legacy data (historical client information), data-entry functionality, reporting functionality and system administration tools. The
application is built in stages, allowing users to give feedback during
each stage. The online forms are implemented to match the paper
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instruments as literally as possible. Keeping the online forms and the
paper instruments in synch makes it possible for data to be collected
before automation and be easily entered into the system after automation is implemented. In addition to building the online forms,
the database developers build the infrastructure that surrounds the
instruments: indices, search pages, navigation, work cues and
summary views.
In general, the application is released for general use once legacy data
are imported and data-entry functionality is available. Reporting
functionality, which enables the user to compile and access the data in
pre-designed custom report layouts, are usually released at a later date.
Sometimes the paper instrument data collection gets ahead of the online system development. Because the total timeline for designing and
implementing OASIS takes many months, an organization occasionally
pushes ahead with data collection using only paper instruments, assuming
they can catch up on data entry once the system is online. This idea is
generally fine, but it does not account for adjustments to the paper
instruments based on feedback that arise once Dayspring/Third Strand
begin working with the instruments. When these situations arise, the
database developers, BTW and staff from the organization work together
to identify conventions for how to handle any data differences in order
to incorporate all of the data collected into the system.
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Prior to launching the system, staff from the organization are trained
to use and maintain the system. Dayspring/Third Strand typically
provides training to a limited number of staff from the organization,
and those staff then provide training to other staff. The database developers train program staff on the use of the application and technical
support staff are trained on how to maintain the system. The launch,
preceded by so many months of planning and preparation, is usually
received as a great milestone and is sometimes inaugurated with a party
or celebration. This initial launch, however, is not the end point. There
are typically bug fixes and requests for enhancements as the system is
used for real work.

RUBICON SAMPLE SCREENS

Periodically review
and refine system
to ensure ongoing
relevance
Implement new
instruments and
new processes for
information flow
Train staff in using
new system

4

implementation and beyond
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4 . I M P L E M E N TAT I O N A N D B E Y O N D

Implementing a new tracking system can be exciting for an organization.
It can be seen as a way for an organization to reinvent itself, or to codify all that it does. It can mark a new era of attending to client needs and
understanding the effectiveness of different programs and services. It
can also be a scary time for some. There are always some people in an
organization who are less comfortable with change and less comfortable
with technology even when it is very user-friendly. The first six months
of the implementation period are a time of transition, when everyone
is acclimating to a new way of doing and recording work and when the
technical bugs are being worked out as well.
So far, both the OASIS process and product have been transformative
for organizations. The time spent reflecting on expected outcomes,
client flow, service delivery and overall information needs that results
in the development of a customized, state-of-the-art client tracking
system is a unique experience for most staff of nonprofit agencies.
Day-to-day life in an organization changes and there is no going back.
There is, however, a need to continue moving forward. Dynamic
organizations do change over time. They add, delete, or modify their
programs and services and they identify new information needs. It is
important that a client tracking system reflect that dynamism. An
organization should plan to periodically update data collection and
data reporting mechanisms. This ensures that the information system
remains a vital and credible tool for decision making and planning.
5 . T H E O R G A N I Z AT I O N A L P E R S P E C T I V E

Perhaps no one can tell the story of the impact of OASIS better than
an organization that went through the process and is using its own
customized client tracking system today. We have included the story
of Rubicon Programs below.
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The Story of CICERO: Rubicon
Programs’ Development of a
Customized Client Tracking System
O R G A N I Z AT I O N O V E R V I E W

When Caesar crossed the Rubicon, he changed the course of history
irreversibly. Named after the same river, Richmond, California-based
Rubicon Programs Incorporated aims to encourage people to cross
their own personal Rubicons. Since 1973, Rubicon has built and operated
affordable housing and provided employment, job training, mental
health, and other supportive services to individuals who have mental health
disabilities, are homeless, or are otherwise economically disadvantaged.
The mission of Rubicon is to help people and communities build assets
to achieve greater independence. Rubicon provides an integrated continuum of social services that help people achieve greater independence
in their lives. Our goal is to provide clients with the tools they need to
become more self-sufficient. Our programs include housing and
homelessness services, employment services and job training, mental
health care and money management. In addition, Rubicon owns and
operates three social purpose enterprises, whose paid employees include
low-income and disabled adults: a bakery, a landscaping service, and a
homecare business for the elderly and disabled.
Rubicon has emerged as a leader in social entrepreneurship by successfully managing thriving social ventures while offering a comprehensive
range of integrated services. Rubicon employs 280 staff members
(including business enterprise staff of 145), with $14 million in

revenues for the fiscal year 2000-2001, of which half is from Rubicon’s
own social purpose enterprises.
W H AT L E D R U B I C O N T O WA N T A C O M P R E H E N S I V E
I N F O R M AT I O N S Y S T E M ?

Rubicon had reached a point where the time spent preparing reports
for various funders and for internal purposes necessitated a comprehensive re-engineering of the process through which information was
gathered and reported. With 80 active funds at any one time, and
reports necessary for all of these funding sources, report-generation
alone was an onerous task.
The irony for Rubicon was that although numerous reports were constantly being written, the fragmented nature of those reports left little
time for Rubicon to look at the “big picture.” For example, while we
could determine how many people had been served during a particular
time for a particular funder, comprehensive information about program and social impacts was difficult at best to obtain.
In addition to this challenge, the volume of persons we were serving
had increased to thousands per year. Hard-copy centralized client files
alone were inadequate to manage participant information. Compounding
this was the fact that the integrated nature of Rubicon’s services
encouraged and facilitated co-enrollment of participants in more than
one program. Effective coordination of staff services for each client
required a robust and versatile case management system. Staff could no
longer rely on a homemade database that was both idiosyncratic and
obsolete to manage caseloads, or to enter and access consumer information. We decided it was time to invest in developing a new program
evaluation/case management tracking system.

In 1997, finding itself stretched by the multiple, varied and expanding
social impact reporting requirements of funders, and challenged by
the need to manage information on program participants in a more
streamlined way, Rubicon took action. We embarked on a 3-year, partly
REDF-funded effort to completely redesign our social impact measurement processes and systems.
H O W D I D T H E P L A N N I N G P R O C E S S A F F E C T T H E O R G A N I Z AT I O N ?

Our most notable capacity gains have been in the areas of systems and
performance culture: the social impact system redesign has equipped
Rubicon with a new database, supported by improved information and
client flows. The increase in data transparency has enhanced Rubicon’s
ability to assess the suitability of our programs to meet participant needs.
We significantly re-tooled Rubicon’s direct services to make them more
integrated and to gather better information about who the organization
serves, how these individuals and families are served, and what the
outcomes of those services are. The new system has brought about
significant internal cultural changes. Any time a new program is implemented, lead staff engage in a process of “mapping” the flow of program participants with Rubicon’s in-house program evaluator. The new
program map traces participants’ possible co-enrollments with other
programs, data collection needs, and indicates which position(s) has
responsibility for carrying out quality assurance tasks.
The importance given to creating staff buy-in around the new system
has strengthened the social impact orientation throughout the organization. Having our new program evaluation/case management database
CICERO (Consumer Information Collection, Entry and Reporting
for Organizations) as a guiding force in the organization’s culture has

pushed Rubicon to strive to ensure improved integration of enterprises
and programs, and closer alignment of goals across the organization.
This is especially evident in the agency’s strategic planning, establishment
of annual operating goals and internal monitoring of achievements
towards these outcomes.
H O W H A S C I C E R O A N D T H E I N F O R M AT I O N C O N TA I N E D
T H E R E I N A F F E C T E D T H E O R G A N I Z AT I O N ?

Although significant time was necessary to re-tool how Rubicon did
business, the clear outcome was a significant improvement in the effectiveness and efficiency of our management. The way Rubicon manages
information has significantly changed due to the advent of CICERO.
Managers have much more accurate and timely information about services;
staff has greater access to consumer information and easier documentation requirements; consumers spend less time in repetitive “intake”
processes as they move from service to service within the organization.
Both the presence of CICERO and the actual content of the information
have had a significant effect on Rubicon. The presence of CICERO has
made funders more confident in Rubicon’s capacity to track and evaluate
outcomes for persons served. Further, almost all contracts and grants
reports are now based on data produced by CICERO. The depth of
information Rubicon produces is helping the agency identify to a much
greater extent—along with its funders—which performance measures to
use as indicators of program success.
The information in CICERO affects both the day-to-day operations of
programs and, increasingly, decisions about future directions. Staff
now know that if their work with clients is not in CICERO, it does not
count. Therefore, all client encounters, records of all outcomes (job

placements, housing placements, career advancements of clients, etc.)
are entered into CICERO in real time or very shortly thereafter.
Because of CICERO, managers now have easy access to information
about what services and outcomes are occurring in their programs, how
their individual staff are performing, and they can review program outcomes and determine where attention is needed.
WHAT HAVE BEEN THE KEY INGREDIENTS TO CICERO’S SUCCESS?

A key ingredient was the long-term commitment of senior management
to enter into and support a long-term, resource intensive process to
fundamentally make information and evaluation a central part of
Rubicon. Rubicon declared the first year of the CICERO effort “the
year of evaluation.” Working on the evaluation committees was deemed
to be an important, career advancing opportunity. Committees were
given significant authority to develop new ways of doing business and
“release time” from regular duties was given to team members. The
Executive Director played an ongoing cheerleader role to the project,
and one of the strongest senior managers was given the charge, authority
and time to make the process work. The concept of the database was
given star status, with a “name the database contest” for all staff members with a grand prize presented at the launch party.
From day one, management paid close attention to ensuring a collaborative process and one that would lead to actual behavioral change by
staff. This started by assembling internal multi-department teams and
hiring proven, REDF-recommended consultants to assist in the effort.
On an ongoing basis, time is dedicated to training new staff and to
upgrade training of existing staff as new features of CICERO are rolled
out. Within each program, a quality assurance person is identified and

trained to review data and ensure that they meet protocols for that
program’s data processing. In instances where that quality assurance
person is not a manager, the individual reports directly to the manager
if data quality is lacking, so that corrective efforts can be taken.
Ultimately, the success of CICERO rests on one critical feature: it
makes the work of line-staff easier. They no longer need to complete
repetitive forms with redundant information, and they easily benefit
from their data input by being able to retrieve participant data on a
real-time basis, in flexible report formats.
W H AT H AV E B E E N T H E O P P O R T U N I T I E S A N D C H A L L E N G E S
A S S O C I AT E D W I T H C I C E R O ’ S D E V E L O P M E N T ?

Having significantly improved information about what our clients
achieve has created numerous opportunities. Management can better
evaluate program and staff performance; can track follow-up with
clients; and Rubicon has garnered a reputation for being a cutting
edge organization in the area of MIS/evaluation.
The challenges are maintaining the positive momentum of keeping
CICERO vital and responding to both internal and external information
needs. When the agency develops goals and objectives for new programs,
these need to be tracked by CICERO. If CICERO cannot track a significant outcome, this capability needs to be incorporated into the system
and is put on the punch-list for the next phase of new features. Finally,
our ongoing challenge, but one well worth pursuing, is in continuing
to devote the appropriate level of organizational resources necessary to
maintain CICERO as a cutting edge information tool for our organization.
Rick Aubry Ph.D.
Executive Director

Jane Fischberg MPA
Director of Integrated Services

CHAPTER FOUR BUDGETING FOR OASIS

Now to the big question: how much does OASIS cost? While the OASIS
approach is certainly not the least expensive approach an organization
can take to improving its client tracking, it is important to keep in mind
that OASIS is a comprehensive process that results in a customized
product that builds a Social MIS infrastructure for the long-term.
For all of the stages of development combined, the cost per organization has ranged from $297,000 up to $638,000 over 2-3 years. The
cost tends to be lower for smaller organizations (estimated annual
budget of approximately $2.6 million) and higher for larger and more
complex organizations (estimated annual budget of approximately $14
million). The largest line item for every organization has been for
technology—to cover the cost of purchasing computers, servers, network wiring, and IT staffing.

OASIS BUDGETS: RANGE OF LINE ITEM COSTS
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From a low of...

To a high of...

Technology and IT Staffing

$ 126,000

$ 174,000

Consulting for Information Technology Needs

$

14,000

$ 14,000

Consulting for Organizational Planning & System Design

$

55,000

$ 153,000

Consulting for Database Automation

$

67,000

$ 157,000

Internal Staffing: Evaluation Analyst

$

20,000

$ 110,000

Internal Staffing: Information Technology

$

30,000

$ 30,000

Total

$ 312,000

$ 638,000

The costs displayed in The OASIS Budgets above show the range of
costs associated with OASIS development for REDF Portfolio members. Most, although not all of these costs were generously covered by
REDF and its group of core OASIS funders: the Charles and Helen
Schwab Foundation, The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, the
Surdna Foundation, the Phalarope Foundation, and the Penney Family
Fund. All of the nonprofit organizations understand that after the
system’s initial development and launch they are responsible for
identifying any ongoing resources necessary for maintaining the system. Thus far, this has been achieved by organizations doing strategic
budgeting and rethinking resource allocation assumptions. In effect,
maintaining a client tracking system becomes a cost of doing business
that has to be accounted for in an annual budgeting process.

CHAPTER FIVE LESSONS LEARNED

During the course of the last few years of our OASIS development
work, we have learned some important lessons about the process, the
players and the products. We outline these lessons below in the hope
that they are useful to other practitioners, investors and consultants
who are considering embarking on the OASIS journey.
1

Both the OASIS process and product impact organizations.
a. The planning involves intensive organizational reflection and
often results in rethinking and refining service delivery processes.
b. The product—an automated and integrated client information
system—changes the way information is gathered, reported and
used. It challenges management to use information in new ways.

2

OASIS requires a significant investment of organizational
resources, both human and financial.
a. For about a year, organizational staff spend about two hours
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every other week in OASIS Working Group meetings. While this
ensures both staff buy-in and a system that is built to end-user
specifications, the investment of staff time is significant and an
organization must be able and willing to support that investment.
b. Because OASIS is a comprehensive planning process that results
in a customized and automated product, it is expensive. The
most expensive portion of the effort is the hardware because,
with OASIS, no expense has been spared on technology. It is
possible that the investment in hardware could be scaled back
in future efforts.
3

Dedicated funding has been tremendously important in building
nonprofit capacity to gather and use social outcome information.
Before OASIS, many of the organizations in the REDF Portfolio
were interested in comprehensive social outcome tracking but
did not have the resources to develop an effective system. The
financial support from REDF and its collaborating funders has
been critical to this effort. The OASIS investment has demonstrated to the organizations that these funders are not simply
requiring the submission of evaluation data as a condition of
grantmaking, they are investing in organizational capacity for
the long-term, in the hopes that the information will inform
practice as well as future social investment.

4

Engaging key staff and consultants lays the groundwork for the
essential partnerships in the OASIS process.
a. Successful implementation of OASIS requires a nonprofit to
have both a vigilant OASIS Project Manager and an organized
OASIS Coordinator. A Project Manager who can mobilize the
staff in his or her organization and coordinate the three outside
consulting firms plays a crucial role in the success of OASIS.
b. Leveraging and integrating the talents of the different consulting
groups facilitates the development of a customized state-ofthe-art client tracking system. It is essential that the different
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consultants and technical assistance providers coordinate with each
other as well as with the nonprofit organization to ensure a seamless process across the different stages of OASIS development.
5

Organizations must be ready for OASIS. Based on the OASIS
experience of the last several years, we have developed an
Organizational Readiness Checklist. Nonprofit organizations
considering pursuing OASIS should first see if they meet the
requirements in this list.

O R G A N I Z AT I O N A L R E A D I N E S S C H E C K L I S T

Leadership—Executive Director and Management—is committed to OASIS
planning and product
Organization is relatively stable with respect to leadership and programs
Organization is able to commit staff time to organizational planning effort, at least
two staff members who have specific time dedicated and others who participate to
represent their programs/constituency
Within the organization there is a culture that values information about service
delivery and social impact
There are sufficient financial resources to devote to the effort, both for the
development stage and for future sustainability
Consulting partnerships are in place to assist in the different stages of
system development
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CHAPTER SIX CONCLUSION

Nonprofit organizations have responded to social outcome information
demands in a variety of ways. Some have pieced together program-based
evaluation efforts. Others have purchased off-the-shelf software to
track activities and program efforts. OASIS is one response to internal
and external demands for social outcome data. It is not for every
organization. We have shared our experience with OASIS not because
we think it is right for every organization or because it is the only way
to track social outcomes, but because it is a process that is unique and
effective for those organizations that are ready for such an undertaking.
What makes OASIS unique is that it is both a process and a product.
OASIS is explicitly about organizational change; it requires reflection
about an organization’s programs and services and their anticipated
outcomes. OASIS links that reflection with a process for determining
the information that will be useful to organizations, both with respect
to providing services and assessing the effectiveness of those services.
We designed and implemented OASIS at a particular moment in history.
The moment is defined by current technology and existing nonprofit
capacities. It may be that 10 years from now there will be other or better
defined social outcome tracking solutions in the nonprofit sector. We
hope that our work on OASIS makes a contribution to the nonprofit
sector’s ongoing pursuit of better information to inform better practice.

APPENDIX

A P P E N D I X A : O A S I S - I N V E N T O R Y O F C O N T R A C T 1 A N D D ATA
COLLECTION REQUIREMENTS

matrix template

Data Collected for Contract
(including process and
Contract/Funder

Program/Component

outcome objectives)
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1 Ensure this includes current contracts as well as any contracts pending.
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Forms Completed for
Contract (including

How much longer do

Level of Flexibility of

client intake, eligibility, Is report monthly?

you expect to have

Reporting Requirements

service use, etc.)

this requirement?

(None, Some, High)

Yearly? Quarterly?
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A P P E N D I X B : O A S I S - D ATA S Y S T E M D E V E L O P M E N T P R O J E C T

functional group interview protocol
I. Application
(a) What are the components of the programs?
(b) How is eligibility to participate in the programs assessed?
(c) Who is eligible for the programs?
(d) Does each of the programs have its own application process,
or is there one general one?
(e) What are the criteria for involvement?
(f) How are applicants identified/referred to each program or to
the overall program?
(g) How are referrals documented and tracked?
(h) What are the steps to apply to the programs?
(i) Which forms are used, and are they automated?
How are they administered?
(j) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the application process?
(k) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the application forms?
II. Enrollment
(a) Does each program have its own enrollment process,
or is there one general one, or is there both?
(b) When are, if any, the “program cycles”?
(c) Once an applicant is accepted, what are the steps in
the enrollment process?
(d) Which forms are used, and are they automated?
How are they administered?
(e) Which forms are required/optional?
(f) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the enrollment process?
(g) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the enrollment forms?
III. Services/Activities
58

(a) What is the range of services that is offered to the participant?
(b) How are the particular services/activities that a participant will
access determined?
(c) Which services/activities are required/optional?
(d) How are services received, documented and tracked?
(e) Which forms are used, and are they automated?
(f) Which forms are required/optional?
(g) Is there any quality assurance on services/activities,
and if so, how is this documented?

oasis • spring 2002

(h) Is there other case management that should be documented?
(i) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the services/activities
tracking process?
(j) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the forms used in the
services/activities tracking process?
IV. Exit
(a) Is there an automatic exit date, or a limit to how long a participant
can be active in programs?
(b) Is there a different exit process for each of the programs or
just one general one?
(c) Once an applicant completes the program, what are the steps
in the exit process?
(d) Which forms are used in the exit process, and are they automated?
How are they administered?
(e) Which exit forms are required/optional?
(f) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the exit process?
(g) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the exit forms?
V. Follow-up and Outcomes
(a) What kind of contact does the organization have with
program graduates?
(b) What outcomes are tracked on participants?
(c) At what time points are participants assessed for
changes/status updates?
(d) How are follow-ups administered? Who administers them?
(e) Which forms are used, and are they automated?
(f) Are there incentives for participating in the follow-ups?
(g) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the follow-up process?
(h) What are the strengths and weaknesses of the follow-up forms?
VI. Forms
These are the forms that we are currently aware of in the programs.
Are there other forms used that we are not aware of?
VII. How Information is Used
(a) How is the information that is collected used?
(b) Is the information fed back to the programs? To the Board?
(c) Is the information useful? In what ways?
In what ways is it not useful?
(d) Is the information accurate?
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APPENDIX C: BASIC CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
F O R C L I E N T I N F O R M AT I O N F L O W

rubicon programs

A
sign-in

REFERRED

interview a

group orientation

• Crisis intervention
if necessary

• Housing
• Vocational

INFO AND REFERRAL

outside community
services
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APPOINTMENT
SCHEDULED

B

interview b
• Referrals made

individual service
encounters

follow-up
interview

• Housing
• Vocational services
• Day treatment
• Money management

(six months after
Interview B)
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enterprise photographs
Page 1: Rubicon Landscape Services (Rubicon Programs, Inc.)
Page 8: Rubicon Bakery (Rubicon Programs, Inc.)
Page 9: Rubicon Landscape Services (Rubicon Programs, Inc.)
Page 17: Ashbury Images (Golden Gate Community, Inc.)
Page 21: Pedal Revolution (Golden Gate Community, Inc.)
Page 46: Industrial Maintenance Engineers (Community Vocational Enterprises, Inc.)
Page 49: Specialty Mill Products (Asian Neighborhood Design)
Page 53: Ballpark Concessions ( Juma Ventures)
This page: Rubicon Bakery (Rubicon Programs, Inc.)
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