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Evaluation Coaching Support

— Intensive coaching with 3 focus counties:
Madera, Los Angeles, Tulare

— Peer cluster on-line evaluation webinars

— Available by email to both groups:

amy.dandrade@sjsu.edu
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The evaluation work plan
Examples: Focus county plans
Experiences and lessons learned



The Logic Model

“.. a simple diagram that communicates
the rationale for why a program will work.”

- Linkages Toolkit



INPUTS OUTPUTS OUTCOMES

Program |2 Activities Participation/ Short || Medium |5| Long-

resources term
What we What we Who we What results we obtain
invest do reach




Two Approaches to Evaluation

Qutcome Lvaluation:

Using empirical data to assess the
impacts or outcomes of programs

PIvocess Lvaluation:

Using empirical data to assess the
delivery of programs



Typical process evaluation questions

Were program activities accomplished?
How well were activities executed?

Did the right group participate or receive the
activity?

Did enough people from the right group participate
or receive the activity?

What got in the way?



Beginning to think about data

 What kinds of data could we use?

— Quantitative data (numbers)
* Administrative data
* Special reports
* Forms

* Surveys

—Cualitative data (words)

* Interview’s
e Observations



Common Issues and Lessons Learned

* Creating a logic model takes time

* All counties felt implementation not as
strong as desired

* All counties selected a process evaluation for
their focus

* No county had ready data to quantify
implementation

* Recurring concerns about outcomes



Evaluation Element Options

@ Implementation Tracking

@ Process Investigation
@ Case Studies
@Outcomes Option

@ Dissemination
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: offered no
Team coordinated case dutlicative
Case plans P Families Increased
and casework better able to case
DPSS staff 1 casew Greater tor able case
CWS staff DPSS staff knowledge service case plan CWS /
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Implementation Tracking




INPUTS

ACTIVITIES

Linkages
Team

DPSS staff
CWS staff

Service
providers

Families

CFPIC

Development of
coordinated case
plan

DPSS staff
attends TDMs

Regular
communication
between DPSS

and CWS workers

Training for CWS
staff on Linkages

Identification of

shared families

Interview DPSS staff to find
out why they aren’t attending
TDMis.

Process Investigation
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Case Studies

help? What was
the process or
mechanism by
which it helped?
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Outcomes Option

What percentage
became
employed?



Findings

Holland study on cohabitation, domestic violence and reunification

= Cohabitation was associated with a greater likelihood of reunification when IPV was not
present.

= Cohabitation was not associated with reunification when IPV was present.

= Inamultivariate analysis controlling for ethnicity, incarceration, and drug use, odds of
reunification were reduced (marginally statistically significant) for those with IPV and
cohabitating compared to those with no IPV who were not cohabitating.

= Other variables in the multivariate model associated with a lowered likelihood of reunification
were incarceration and drug use.
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Camarena study on fathers’ service use, cohabitation and reunification

= Fathers’ service use was positively associated with mothers’ reunification when parents were
cohabitating.

= Fathers’ service use was not associated with mothers’ reunification when parents were not
cohabitating (though the reunification rate was higher when fathers were partially or fully
compliant than when they were not compliant).
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The Evaluation Work Plan

Task Person Estimated Time Frame Progress and
Responsible Time Involved Next Steps



INPUTS

| OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES

Investment Activities Participants Short Term Medium A Medium B | MediumC Long
Term
1. Training for CWS | [x% of] CWS staff a. CWS staff a. Staff can operate 3. Improved a. Fewer delays
Linkages Team staff on TW receive 1 hour training _»understand the ! more effectively __y{ communication % in process due to
annually or biannually basics of the TW with other division at transition miscommunicati
Community provided by IT staff, program points for the on between
service providers facilitators, program Linkages case divisions
specialists, managers. b. Staff more aware
CWS staff of resourcesand — b. CWS and TW A.Improved
processes of other collaboration }rate of
TW staff ——f\ division increases successful
2. Development of ) [ At detention or c. Case plans are not | c. Families case closure
Families Coordinated Cas occasionally juris-dispo. | b. Case plans dey’ V duplicative ——® better able to - CWS
TW and CWS staff meet | and monitored by complete cas - TW
CFPIC and TA with family to create 4 workers from both d. Case plans better | plan
support single case plan. divisions =richerand | fit family needs requirements
shared information
IT from both ’ — on families and e. Greater
divisions 3. On-going case TW and CWS workers service requirmnts availability/fewer b. Families L— B. Improved
communication c9mmunicaf:e monthly | waitlists due to - Parents more J better able to (decreased)
W via p.hone, in:person; more resources T3 ikely to receiv7/ resolve issues rate
.ema|l to sha'r.e relevant ' c. Case plans option supports for that causes need | of re-entryto
info on families t draw from f. More options t needs?— for supervision/ | CWSorTW
™ / knowledge and draw from for intervention for families
4.TW worker TW worker attends resources of both servicesand with
attends TDM TDMs at detention an divisions supports successful
prior to child’s return & case closure
home 'g. More cost

\ d. Eligible cases

identified earlier \

e. Families learn
about teamwork and

shared resources

involved

effective services
can be selected

Y
h. Eligible families
receive Linkages
services

—

s i Families feel

\

[to Linkages
activities 2-4]

\

™ C. Cost savings

supported

Implementation Tracking




I [mplementation tracking: Be ableto track % of Linkages cases receiving primary Linkages activities, and how that changes over time.
Task Person Responsible Estimated Time Time Frame STEPS/PROGRESS
Involved
1. Create spreadsheet of Linkages cases with columns Debbie and Amy 14 hours March Interns have addad
for each primary Linkages activity columns and are
®* Coordinated case plan completed :”"enﬂy ' A
*  W2W sttending TDM recording/catching up
with dzta entry [Task 2a)
®  Communication with C\W caseworker occurred
2. Track and record data in spreadshest Dzbbies to send universal
a. Deve|op system for regu|ar data entry a. Debbisand Amy a. 1-2 hours Begins in March tra:king logs and sxcel
b. Record/Catch up data entryfor past year b. Debbie/zgency b. 3-5 hours and ongoing spraadshest strippad of
staff identifiersto Amy
(3/5/15).
Debbiz and Amy to tzalk
3/23/15 2PM ra plan to
capture/track datz with
relztive 2zss (3/5/15).
3. Summarize and report results
2. Summarize reports quarter[y a. Debbie a. 1-2 hours/,gu;[ Begins in Apl’ll and
b. Summarize trends over time b. Debbie b. 2hoursfyr on-going
c. Debbie 15 min for

c. Reportresults 2t team meeting

team meeting;
1 hour annual
meeting?

Implementation Tracking




INPUTS OUTPUTS OUTCOMES
1 2 3 4 Intermediate 5 6 7
Investment Activities- Short Term Intermediate | Intermediate | Long Term
Participants
1. Ongoing training on Increased staff Increased number of Families feel they
ET workers Linkages knowledge on plans for Linkages are active Families more likely
One-time training, _{ importance of N| families where family Y> partners to buy in to plan and
Eligibility Workers with internal trainer collaboration and is involved participate in needed
and parent engaging families, and v Families feel services
Social workers participant. knowledge of Linkages supported
program
Supervisors
=
Exec team ifying linkgd families_§ More families receive _§ [to Activities #3-6]
Linkages services
Stakeholders . Single coordinated Case plans do not
plan satisfying both _{ Agency staff learn of L duplicate services—
CFPIC agencies’ requiremen requirements of other Y mental health, drug i Families better Increased
agency and alcohol l}able to complete safety,
UCDavis case plan ‘permanency
Case plans do not have/| requirements Families ar® more and well-being
Fresno Academy \ too many things on 4 likely to resolve of children
for parents to issues that hinder (increi
Court M parenting and reunif S p a r ke d by
employment 9
Community/emplojers Service reguirements \ More
better fit family needs re&se
Child Abuse Council Agency staff share / suPPo OUtreaCh Of

Agencies

Families, Parents,
Youth

communication between
vorkers for case

5. Ongoing regular informal

information on family

eeds and strengths

draw from knowledge
and resources of both

Greater
availability/fewer

v aitlists due to more
recourses

<y

meetings
and potential cases
Held monthly

divisions.

More options to draw
from for services and
supports

/

Families more
likely to receive
supports for their
needs

Process Investigation

CW case
worker to
W2W case
manager



A, Process evaluation: Understand why CWS/W2W communicationfalters or doesn’t occur during case {and thus Linkages activities don’t occur)

Task Person Responsible Estimated Time Involved | Time Frame STEPS/PROGRESS
1. Outline how processis supposed to a. Amy a. 1-3 hours Elizabeth sent PPG, Amy will
happen February draft (2/20/15).
a. Agencywrites brief description
OR

b. Knowledgeable staff personis
interviewed and results

summarized.
1. Learn whyitdoesn’thappen a. Amywith edits a. 1-2 hours February-March | Amyto draft phone survey
a. Designphone survey protocol fromT&E b. 5-7 hours protocol; T&E to review and
b. Interviewthe 30 CW case b. Alyson, Amyor c. 1-2 hours edit (2/20/15).
workerswho didn’t/don’t agency intern/staff
connectwith Cesar (or some c. Alyson, Amyor Terry or Elizabeth to decide
smaller group, say 10) agency intern/staff whetheragency staff should
c. Summarize results conduct interviews
(2/20/15).
2. Summarize lessons learned Alyson and Amy with 1-2 hours April

edits/input from T&E

Process Investigation




INPUTS OUTPUTS OUTCOMES
1 2 3 4 Intermediate 5 6 7
Investment Activities- Short Term Intermediate | Intermediate | Long Term
Participants
1. Ongoing training on Increased staff Increased number of Families feel they
ET workers Linkages knowledge on plans for Linkages are active Families more likely
One-time training, _{ importance of N| families where family Y> partners to buy in to plan and
Eligibility Workers with internal trainer collaboration and is involved participate in needed
and parent engaging families, and v Families feel services
Social workers participant. knowledge of Linkages supported
program
Supervisors
Exec team 2. Identifying linked families_§ More families receive _3 [to Activities #3-6]
Linkages services
Stakeholders 3. Single coordinated case Case plans do not
plan satisfying both _{ Agency staff learn of L duplicate services—
CFPIC agencies’ requirements. requirements of other Y mental health, drug i Families better Increased
CWS and W2W agency and alcohol l}able to complete safety,
UCDayis develop at Linkages case plan ¥ permanency
staffing meeting Case plans do not have/| requirements Families ard more and well-being
Fresno Academy too many things on 4 likely to resolve of children
them for parents to issues that hinder (increase
Court do/don’t overwhelm parenting and reunification)
4. Tandem monthly visits by employment
Community/employers | wW2w and CWS Service requirements More families
e better fit family needs are self-
Child Abuse Council Agency sFaffshare . / upporting
information on family =
: - - needs and strengths Families more
Agencies 5. Ongoing regular informal Greater /‘ likely to receive
communication betweeZ ava.ilgbility/fewer Irsul:!ports for their
Families, Parents, workers for case b Agency staff learn of and flwaitilsts due to more needs
Youth consultation draw from knowledge TECONSES

f

and resources of both

6. Linkages committee k
meetings to discuss curreft

and potential cases

divisions.

Held monthly

More options to draw
from for services and
supports

/

How did Linkages

Case Studies

help? What did

the process look
like?



1. Case Studies: Understand and describe why and how Linkages activities, when received, make a difference for families.

Task PersonResponsible Estimated Time Time Frame | STEPS/PROGRESS
Involved
1. Determine appropriate stakeholders a. T&E withhelp a. 1hour February T&E/team to identify cases and appropriate
a. Select2-3 families forcase fromothersand b. 1 hour parties to interview (2/20/15).
studies Amy
b. Determine appropriate
stakeholders tointerview
2. Learn whattheyreceived and howit a. Amywith a. 1-2 hours March Amy to draft questions (2/20/15).
helpedthem edit/feedbackfrom | b. 5-7 hours
a. Draftinterview questionsfor T&E c. 2-3 hours Terry or Elizabeth to decide whether
each stakeholder b. Agencyintern, Amy agency staff should conduct interviews
Conductinterviews or Alyson (2/20/15).h
c. Summarize results c. Agencyintern, Amy
or Alyson
3. Draftthe case study/ story Amy 2-3 hours April

Case Studies




INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES

1 Investment 2 Activities/Participants Short Term Medium A Medium B Medium C Long Term
DFCS staff 1. Early determination for FP cases that Users (DCFS and DPSS Users are, infact, [to Activity #2-
(CBL/Support Staff, | there is CalWQRKS case associated 1y, Staff, FP agency staff) to —TPusingit. —» Communication
SCSW, CSW, Unit DCFS clerk; DCFS worker; LEADER the FCS — FPP automated Sparked]
Clerk) system; system have bona fide
See Footnote* for Process. accesstoit.
DPSS staff (GAIN FP

Liaison, FP GSS, FP
GSW

FCS—-FPP
automated system

2.Communication between DCFS and
DPSS/GAIN sparked
CBL, FP, DCFS 800, GN 2016,
LEADER, FCS-FPP
See Footnote? for Process.

[to Activities #3-4 -
MCPC meeting
attendance/
communication]

LEADER
GEARS
FPagencies

Client Family

3. FP GSW worker attends the MCPC

meeting OR comparable communication
Initial within 15 days of firstvisitby
FPagency to family, meetings
(and/or communication) every 75
days thereafter; Attended by CWS

and DPSS reps, family members3 T

Members?

Business
Information
Systems —DCFS
and DPSS

Research Section -
DCFS and DPSS

4 Communication updates by each party

GSWs share information
on family needs and
strengths

CSWs, FP agency staff,
GSWs learn of and draw
from knowledge and
resources of both
divisions.

N
CSWs, FP agency staff,
GSWs discuss and
coordinate reguiremen

CSWs, FPagency staff, Y better fitfamily needs\

W resolve any existing —

Service reguirements

Greater
availability/fewer
waitlists due to more

recourses /
More options to draw

from for services and
supports

Service plans are
streamlined /avoid
duplication/avoid
overburdening

Families more likelyto

sanctions/ accept
DPSS services referrals

Families more likely to
receive supports for
needs

Families betterable to
complete case plan
reguirements

P Families more likely
participate in Welfare-
to-Work

Families better
able to resolve

issues hindering
parenting and/or
employment

Family gains work
experience and
work skills

7‘sufficient

Fewer families
experience a re-referral
to DCFS

More families self-

Outcomes Option




1.

[Outcome evaluation: Identify relevant W2W outcomes of cases receiving Linkages

Task Person Responsible Estimated Time Time Frame PROGRESS and NEXT STEPS
Involved
1. Identifyrelevantoutcomes available a-c. Gloria, Hilda and a-c. | hour March Call scheduled for Monday
a. List outcomeswanted Amy March 23.
b. Identifytime framerelevant
c. Determine whetheravailablein
databases
2. Draw randomsample of Linkages cases a. Gloria, Hilda and a. 1hour March-April Call scheduled for Monday
a. Determine sample number, source, Amy b. 1-2 hours March 23.
entryyear b. JennyZog?
b. Draw sample
3. Gatherdata to examine outcomes JennyZog? 3-5 hours April
4. Summarize results Amy with GH&D 3 hours April

Outcomes Option




V. Disseminate Findings: Share results and lessons learned with stakeholders

Task Person Responsible Estimated Time Time Frame STEPS/PROGRESS
Involved
1. Synthesize all summariesintoa single Amy and Alyson 5-10 hours April-May
report
2. Create1-2 page execsummaryandPPT Amy and Alyson 5 hours April-May
3. Share with program stakeholders Whole team 1-2 hours May

a. LinkagesConvening
b. Countyadmin

Dissemination




Experiences and lessons learned

Amy’s lessons:
* Distance is challenging
* Work in process

* Helpful to get the concrete details down

County feedback?

 Overwhelming or reassuring?



Evaluation Work Plan Resources

Developing an Effective Evaluation Plan. Atlanta, Georgia: Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Chronic
Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and
Health; Division of Nutrition, Physical Activity, and Obesity, 2011.
http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/downloads/CDC-Evaluation-Workbook-

508.pdf

Examples of Evaluation Plans. The Community Tool Box, Evaluating
Community Programs and Initiatives. University of Kansas.

http://ctb.ku.edu/en/table-of-
contents/evaluate/evaluation/evaluation-plan/examples



http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/downloads/CDC-Evaluation-Workbook-508.pdf

Questions

amy.dandrade@sjsu.edu

SAN JOSE STATE
UNIVERSITY



