Washington State
Family Policy Council

+POLICY -
-1
"

A FAMILY, COMMUNITY & STATE PARTNERSHIP

WORKING
DRAFT

Working Paper
January 1, 2002

Field Guide

Reviewing Community Efforts

Compiled for Washington’s
Community Public Health and Safety Networks
Family Policy Agencies
And
Partners

Chapter 70.190 RCW
Section 110, “Program Review”






TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ettt ettt e e ettt e s et et e s sabeeesataesesabaeeessbbeeesastessesabesassssbeeesastaesesarees 2
A STATE AND LOCAL PARTNERSHIP ...ttt ettt sttt 3
A REVIEW REQUIRED BY LAW .....iiiiitiiiiii ettt e ettt e e s e s st bae e e e e e e s sabbsae e e e e st saabbbaeeeeeessasbbbbeeeeesssasneres 3
UNDERSTANDING WHAT IS EXPECTED ..uvvvtiiiieiiiiititieeeeeesieitirreeseeessesinsresssesssasssssssssesssssssssssssessssssssssssesensins 3
ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES .......o oottt ettt sttt st savaa e s s saba e e 5
ROLE OF THE FAMILY POLICY COUNCIL ...vvviiiiiiiititiiii e e eeiittie e e e s s ettt e s e e s s ettt ae e s e e s s esasbbaassesssesasbbanssesssees 5
ROLE OF FPC MEMBER AGENCIES ......ccuttttiiiieeiiiitiietie s s seitbettessesssessbesasssesssassstbasssesssassbbasssessssssssrasssasssains 5
ROLE OF COMMUNITY PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY NETWORKS.....uttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieesssiiriiin e e s sesssrsnesesssens 5
MEETING LEGAL CRITERIA ...ttt e e e e tae e s s ebae e s s e tb e e e s enbee e e sbeneesnsbeeeennes 7
DISCUSSING DECATEGORIZATION ... ..ottt ettt e ettt see e e bae e s svae e s s eraeessnrraeeens 8
IF DECATEGORIZATION IS RECOMMENDED .. .uttttiiiietiiiititiieseeesiesittesssesssassssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssesssassnnnes 8
IF DECATEGORIATION IS NOT RECOMMENDED.......cciititttiiiiieeiiiiiiiietee s s s eiibbrseeessssssbbasesssessssbbssaessesssessnsses 9
APPROVAL OF RECOMMENDATIONS ..vtttiiiiiiiiitttttetteesieistresesessssisssssessssssiisssssssssessimsssssssssessimssssssssesssanssnes 9
USING OUTCOME DATA IN YOUR REVIEW. ...ttt 10
DECIDING WHICH CHANGES TO IMEASURE .......uvviiiittee e s itieee e ette e s sttee e s stveeesstaessssaeaessabeeesstseessnssessssnnenas 10
IMEASURING RESULTS ..iiiiiiiittttiitie e i ieittreeeeeessesatbeeeeesesssaabbsaeessesssastasasessesssabasbeseseessasssbbesseaessasstranesesssains 11
MAINTAINING REASONABLE EXPECTATIONS ...uuvtiiiieeeiiiitieiiiesessietieteeesesssetsssesssesssesssssesssesssssssssssssessssins 11
USING DATA IN FUTURE REVIEWS ..ottt ettt e ettt et e s e e s sttt et s e e s s aabbbastsesssesasbbaaseessssssbbanaeesas 11
REVIEWING COMMUNITY EFFORTS: ASTEP BY STEP GUIDE..........coooviiiieeeeeee e, 12
STRATEGIES FOR CONDUCTING A SUCCESSFUL REVIEW......coooc i 16
FOR FURTHER ASSISTANCE ... oottt ettt ettt ettt e st te e st e e s sabe e e s sbae e s sbaeeessarenas 18
SAMPLE MODEL PROCESS FOR REVIEW OF COMMUNITY EFFORTS ... 19
ADDITIONAL REVIEW MODEL SUGGESTIONS ...ttt 32
SELF-GOVERNANCE DIALOGUE. ... uttiiiiiiiiiiitititie e e et iiiibree s s e et s sitabbae s s e e s s e sabbbaaaseessssbbbabaeaeesssabbbbeeesesssassbares 32
THE STARK COUNTY EXPERIENCE ....vvviiiiitiieeetiee e eittee e s ettt e e e etee e e eaaee e s sateeessntaesesnseesssssbasesassessesnensssssrenenas 32
SUMMARY OF INFORMATION-GATHERING TOOLS ......ccvviieietirieiteee e s etteeeeetee s e seaeeessssteessssanessssseessssreesssnns 33
CHAPTER 70.190 (SECTION 005), RCW: PURPOSE ........cccoiiiiiiiiini et 35
CHAPTER 70.190 (SECTION 110), RCW: REVIEW......ccocot it 36
THE REVISED CODE OF WASHINGTON .....coiiiiiiiiiie ettt sttt s sstae s svan e s s srbae e snes 36
FAMILY POLICY PRINCIPLES.......cotoe ettt ettt ettt s s st e e s st e s sbtae s s saranas 37

APPENDIX: SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF A DECATEGORIZATION REVIEW...........cccccovnenn. 37



Introduction

Many Community Public Health and Safety Networks across the state have requested a Field Guide to
help them through the complex process of Reviewing Community Efforts, as required by Chapter
70.190.110 of the Revised Code of Washington. This guide is a work-in-progress, intended both to assist
Networks in conducting these reviews and to spark constructive discussion about how the process can be

improved.

This “working guide” includes one model of an actual review process that was used by Clallam County
Community Network in the summer of 2000. This sample model, developed by a professional evaluator
working closely with the Network, focuses on a single service for a specific small population. It is
offered as a successful example of one certain type of analysis and not as the definitive model of how to
conduct a review. Suggestions for other approaches can be found in these pages as well, along with
background information, step-by-step instructions and practical strategies for success.

We fully expect that many changes will be made to this Field Guide in the future as we all learn more—
through experience—about conducting effective reviews.



A State and Local Partnership

In 1992, as a step toward improving state services for children and families, Washington lawmakers
officially established the Family Policy Council. This inter-agency Council consists of two Senators,
two Representatives, four directors of state agencies involved with children and families, the
Superintendent of Public Instruction and a representative from the Governor’s Office. FPC member
agencies include the Department of Social and Health Services, the Department of Health, the
Employment Security Department and the Office of Community Development.

The Family Policy Council is charged with making social programs and policies more responsive to the
needs of modern families. It is specifically directed to coordinate efforts between agencies while
moving toward a community-based approach to family services.

As part of this shift toward locally based services, the Council oversees the work of more than 50
Community Public Health and Safety Networks across the state. Washington’s Community Networks
were established by the Legislature in 1994 as a way to give our communities a larger role in tackling
their own social problems. Founded on the concept of local-level collaboration, Networks function
essentially as community versions of the Family Policy Council.

A Review Required By Law

One specific task assigned to Networks is the periodic review of state- and federally funded programs

and services. Networks are asked to determine whether or not these programs might be made more

effective through:

e Local management of a program

e “Decategorization” of a program, either by rule (removing strict categorical regulations to improve
integration of services) or by funding (allowing funds now allocated in strict program categories to
be used wherever most urgently needed)

When a Network undertakes a Review of Community Efforts it must address these two issues according
to detailed criteria set forth in Chapter 70.190.110 of the Revised Code of Washington—although it may
address other issues as well.

Reviewing all programs funded with state and federal dollars is an enormous and daunting task. Due to
both limited budgets and the sweeping scope of the work, the Council and Networks will need to
proceed in measured, strategic phases. Reviews of Community Efforts will take place first in
communities that can demonstrate they are ready to take on this type of work and where FPC member
agencies are able to offer support.

Understanding What is Expected

The purpose of a formal review is to determine how well programs and service are working together to
help improve the lives of children and families. Even when individual programs are yielding good
results, the combined effect of all programs may fall short of community goals. Valid, reliable data
should be used to measure both program-level outcomes and community-wide results. For more
complete information see Using Outcome Data in Your Review, page 11.



The review process should engage service providers, professionals, customers and the public in an
honest discussion of policies and of ways of doing business that will lead to crucial improvements in the
lives of their neighbors and friends. The focus should be on people and their experiences with the
programs, not on the technical issues of program administration.

Each Review of Community Efforts must consider specific criteria (integration and coordination of
services, responsiveness to the customer, cost effectiveness, etc.) set forth in Chapter 70.190 RCW. For
a complete list of these requirements and how they affect your review see Meeting Legal Criteria, page
8.

While Chapter 70.190.110 RCW includes a detailed list of programs and services, this list should be
seen as a guideline and not as the standard for review. Networks should start by selecting a focus
population, then identifying some specific set of services needed and used by that group. Networks are
not necessarily expected to review all these related programs and services at once. The initial review
will likely concentrate on a single program that is clearly defined by its purpose, its funding and its
reporting requirements. Subsequent reviews would focus on other related programs and services. If a
Network chooses to review more than one program simultaneously, it should take special care to
understand each program individually—perhaps by including an expert on each program early in the
process—before moving on to review the constellation of programs as a whole.

Once a review is completed, the Network will submit a report to the Family Policy Council that includes
the explicit recommendations required by lawmakers. The Council, in consultation with FPC member
agencies, will ultimately decide which of these recommendations should be forwarded to the Legislature
or Governor for further consideration.

Comprehensive Reviews of Community Efforts are distinct from the smaller-scale Proposals to
Facilitate Services that Networks are asked to submit annually under Chapter 70.190.030 RCW.
Proposals submitted under Section 030 are less formal, smaller in scale and based on a Network’s
experience with the local programs and services it has supported in the previous year.



Roles and Responsibilities

A Review of Community Efforts is the joint responsibility of individual Networks, the Family Policy
Council and FPC member agencies. While each administrative partner has a specific role in the process,
all partners will have to cooperate in order to complete a successful review. Networks and member
agencies will need to work together on a Memorandum of Understanding (M.O.U.) that details the roles
and duties of all the major parties involved in a specific review.

Role of the Family Policy Council
Basic responsibilities of the Council and FPC staff will include:

e Prompt and careful review of Network submissions (proposed models, M.O.U.s, recommendations
for change, etc.)

e Providing a clear explanation for why a submission has not been accepted

e Forwarding approved final recommendations to the Legislature or Governor

Role of FPC Member Agencies
Basic responsibilities of FPC member agencies will include, as needed:

e Communicating clearly to affected staff and contractors that the agency supports this review and
welcomes its eventual recommendations

Designating a “point person” to serve as a liaison with the Network through the review process
Releasing pertinent data from available data sets

Providing technical assistance in interpreting that data

Releasing recent agency reports or materials related to the goals of the review

Responding to surveys or questionnaires developed for the review

Inviting service customers and/or their families to participate in the review

Reviewing final report/recommendations and forwarding comments to the FPC

Role of Community Public Health and Safety Networks
Individual Networks will shoulder the bulk of the work. Their responsibilities will include:

e Funding or acquiring funds to cover financial costs (hiring a qualified coordinator, collecting
additional data, hosting events, etc.)

e Active participation of board members

e Designing a model for the review



Communicating clearly with the Council and member agencies
Notifying the public of proposed recommendations and providing an opportunity for public response

Answering questions from the Legislature regarding recommendations forwarded by the Family
Policy Council

Following up on recommendations that come out of the review
Monitoring data to see if changes are taking place



Meeting Legal Criteria

While the law does not dictate how individual Networks should conduct Reviews of Community Efforts,
Chapter 70.190 RCW does include a list of specific criteria that must be considered by Networks in the
course of each review.

e Would local management result in greater community support for the program under review?

e Isthe program already integrated and coordinated with other programs designed to produce similar
outcomes?

e Are programs and services responsive to the customer?

e Are individual problems treated in the context of the family?

e Does the program assure adequate follow-up? Could follow-up be improved through
decategorization?

e Are staff members trained in crossing traditional program categories in order to supply needed

services?

Does the program deliver intended outcomes?

Is outcome data used to improve the program?

Would decategorization of the program benefit the community?

Would decategorization help the community meet its goals of reducing problem behaviors and/or

out-of-home placement of children?

Can the community develop the local capacity to provide the service?

e Do eligibility criteria, spending restrictions and reporting requirements of categorical programs
hinder the effective use of resources?

e Isit possible to use program resources flexibly?

e Are recommendations resulting from your review likely to result in a more cost-effective program or
community effort?

Each Network will need to determine how it should evaluate these issues. One way to start is by asking
“What factors would indicate that programs and services are fully integrated and coordinated with each
other? That a program has adequate follow-up? That our staff members are cross-trained? ”

In the sample Review Model developed for Clallam Community Network (included in this Field Guide),
legislative criteria were sorted under five basic headings: Program Planning, Responsiveness,
Coordination and Integration, Outcomes Orientation and Funding Considerations. Questionnaires and
interview/summary forms were developed for all five headings, each with questions and ratings
designed to address legislative concerns.

Many Networks may find this model useful in gathering the information they need to meet the required
criteria. Others may prefer to develop their own approach by discussing the list of criteria—and what
factors should be examined in order to rate local programs—uwith program representatives and review
committee members.



Discussing Decategorization

Nearly all programs under review will be affected in some way by strict categorical regulations
concerning funding or rules. In some cases these constraints may actually be beneficial. Even where
change is desirable, there may already be means in place to waive or partially waive categorical
requirements. In other cases, however, reviews may conclude that decategorization is a desirable step
toward improving programs and services.

The concept of potential decategorization will undoubtedly—and understandably—raise some sensitive
issues for service professionals, advocacy groups and others who have worked hard to secure dedicated
funding and programs for specific populations. It’s important not to assume that the real objections have
to do with protecting job security or defending personal turf. A careful hearing will often yield valid,
sincere concerns that should be acknowledged and addressed by all of the parties involved.

Discussions of categorical funding and regulations should focus on the problems faced by families and

children, not on changes in “ownership” among programs designed to serve them. These discussions

should always be guided by Family Policy Principles and the legislative purpose of our Family Policy

Partnership:

e To empower communities to support and respond to the needs of families and children;

e To make services more responsive through greater coordination and flexibility in the use of funds by
state and local service agencies.

The purpose of your review is to determine whether or not these principles are well served by existing
categorical funding and rules and—if not—what changes should be made to better achieve these goals.

If Decategorization is Recommended

In order to recommend decategorization, the review team must convincingly argue that categorization—
either by rule or by funding—hinders the effectiveness of a program or service and that decategorization
would improve this situation. Their final report must contain a proposal for the use of decategorized
funds, a proposed method for measuring the effects of the change and an estimation of the time period
needed for testing decategorization results. It should also recommend how rapidly decategorization
should take place and how decategorized funds should be distributed in the community.

Any recommendation for the decategorization of programs or services is legally required to be based on
the following criteria:

Programs or services are already integrated with other programs and with community goals

An identified local organization could develop the capacity to deliver services after decategorization
Program goals would receive greater community support after decategorization

Adequate follow-up is built into the system so that positive change is lasting

Decategorization would help the community in achieving its goals

Networks will also want to consider whether or not decategorization would help programs to:
e Treat the problems of the individual in the context of the family
e Offer a broad spectrum of services



e Be flexible in the use of program resources
e Use staff who are trained in working across traditional program boundaries in order to better serve
families and children

If Decategoriation is Not Recommended

Where decategorization is not recommended, the final report should present evidence that current
categorical requirements do not impede the effectiveness of a program or service. Your review may
conclude that changes other than decategorization are more important in achieving Network goals. If so,
the report should include recommendations for improving the coordination and integration of all
programs and services, regardless of how they are funded.

Approval of Recommendations

If the Family Policy Council finds the argument for decategorization or other changes to be sound, the
Council will forward the Network’s recommendation to the Legislature or the Governor for appropriate
action.



Using Outcome Data in Your Review

The purpose of gathering outcome data is to measure the desirable changes brought about by a specific
program or constellation of programs. These changes or outcomes are defined as improvements in
attitudes, skills, behavior, knowledge or status—in individual customers or in the community as a
whole—that help children and families to thrive.

“Direct outcomes” are measured in order to determine whether or not a single program is achieving a
specific result. For example, the intent of a parenting class is to improve the knowledge and skills of the
parents who are enrolled. By measuring (through testing or surveys) the knowledge and skills of
enrollees before they begin the class and again after completion, reviewers can determine whether or not
the program is achieving that particular goal. Direct outcome data also provides useful information for
changing and improving individual programs and services.

“Indirect outcomes” are measured to determine the overall effectiveness of a collective system of
services. For example, if the goal of the overall system is to reduce out-of-home placements for
children, the rates of out-of-home placements would be tracked over an extended period of time.
Networks and their partners would monitor this type of data to learn how families are doing and to focus
community efforts where rates have not improved.

In monitoring indirect outcomes, it is important to understand that results can be affected by a very wide
range of factors. Population changes, economic conditions, changes in law or procedures and the
elimination of programs are only a few of the elements that may affect the rates you are trying to track—
even when specific programs are improving direct outcomes. Nevertheless, community efforts should
be scrutinized (within the full context of factors) when rates do not improve.

Deciding Which Changes to Measure

The changes or outcomes you measure in your review should reflect both the specific purpose of an
individual program (improving skills, expanding knowledge, increasing employment, etc.) and its
broader community goals. One useful way to establish the relationship between direct and indirect
changes is to outline the links, step by step, in an exercise known as a “so/that chain.”

A parenting program strives to:

Provide child-development information and training in parenting skills

So that parents increase child-development knowledge and parenting skills
So that parents are better prepared to raise their children

So that parents do not mistreat their children

So that child abuse and neglect are reduced

A “so/that chain” helps focus the review on outcomes that customers can reasonably be expected to
achieve and that ultimately contribute to the larger goals of the community.

Reviewers should not be tempted to measure only those changes that are easily accomplished in the
hope that favorable data will reflect well on a program or service. It is only by asking hard questions
and collecting valid data that we can learn what works, what doesn’t, and how programs can be
improved.



Measuring Results

Once you have chosen the change(s) you want to measure, there are two primary requirements for
meaningful data collection:

e Data must be valid
The data you collect must accurately assess the change(s) you’ve chosen to measure. If you are
measuring a change in knowledge, for example, that knowledge must be measured both before and
after the delivery of services.

e Measuring tools (including people) must be reliable
Even the most valid measuring tool is useless if it is not applied in a reliable and consistent manner.
If more than one person will be collecting data, detailed instructions must be developed and tested
carefully to ensure that data-collecting procedures are easy to understand and follow. Data
collection must be performed in the same manner every time, no matter who does the collecting.

Maintaining Reasonable Expectations

It is unreasonable to hold a single program accountable for the wholesale improvement of indirect
outcomes throughout the community, or to expect unrealistically high rates of positive change.
Individual programs can and should be willing to measure the direct outcomes of the activities they
provide and to use that data to improve and strengthen their programs and services.

Using Data in Future Reviews

At this point no Network has valid and reliable outcome data about every program, and certainly not the
kinds of data that would be credible for comparing and contrasting the effectiveness of different
programs, as directed by RCW 70.190. The development of meaningful data is an essential step toward
improving local programs and discovering what works best in your own community.



Reviewing Community Efforts

A Step by Step Guide

It’s important for Networks to realize that there is no single “right” way to conduct an effective review.
Each community is shaped by its own unique set of factors—relationships, cultures, successes and
failures, readiness to collaborate—and each review will need to be tailored accordingly. There are,
however, some basic steps that all Networks should find useful in completing a review.

1. Assess community readiness
Successful reviews are built on a foundation of openness, trust and respect. The network and its
partners should talk frankly with each other about how ready they are to:

Agree on the desired results of programs and services

Monitor program results in a constructive manner

Refrain from defensive responses

Work together in managing resources

Fully use the strengths of partners from different backgrounds and disciplines to improve the
lives of families and children

The community may not be ready to proceed with a formal review of its efforts until these planks are
in place.

2. Assess the Network’s own readiness
Each Network must make an honest assessment of whether or not it is prepared to lead the
community through a formal review. Networks should first evaluate their own:

organizational capabilities
prior experience with collaborative work



e knowledge of neighborhood needs and potential
e success in attracting wide support from local governments, agencies and funding sources
o ability to take on a demanding new project while still meeting current commitments

3. Narrow the field of potential focus populations
Choose a few well-defined populations for whom you have great passion, concern and interest. You
will probably want to concentrate on populations that need and use multiple services.

Gather information on each potential participant group by talking to experienced professionals and
to group members themselves. Among the things you will need to determine:

e Important goals for each population that the current system may not be achieving

e Level of interest and commitment among those who would be involved in the review

e Whether the review would be more credible to all involved if coordinated by Network staff or by
a professional coordinator

Make sure everyone understands that a final focus population and relevant programs have not yet
been chosen for review and promise to let all contacts know when a decision is finally made. Follow
through by providing timely feedback to everyone who has helped.

4. Select a single, well-defined population and one or more programs used by that group as the
focus of your review.
You will also need to identify—at this point or later in the process—other related support programs
used by the focus population. This information will be helpful both for rating coordination between
programs and in developing a model for your review.

5. Recruit a review committee
In consultation with the Network, this committee will execute the remaining steps of the review
process. Members may include Network volunteers, program/service providers, program/service
users and advocates, community residents or other interested parties.

6. Adopt or develop a model for your review

This model should specify:

e the specific program(s) you expect to review

e the process you plan to use

e the roles of each participant

e what factors will be studied to assess current integration of community efforts (coordination,
flexibility, follow-up, etc.)

e what data will be studied to assess program/service results

e how and when you will involve customers, professionals, network volunteers and members of
the public

e what actions you may need from FPC member agencies

e an approximate timeline for the review

A sample of one type of model and suggestions for developing others are included in this Field
Guide, beginning on page 20.



7.

8.

10.

11.

12.

Circulate the proposed model for comment
Send your proposed model to providers, funders, advocates and other potentially affected parties for
review and suggestions

Submit your proposed model to the FPC for review. Be sure to include:

e Any requests for assistance from FPC member agencies

e Names of local staffers from FPC member agencies who are willing to help with your review.

e A draft Memorandum of Understanding (M.O.U.) that clarifies the roles and responsibilities of
the Network, FPC member agencies and their local employees or contractors.

Adjust the model as necessary

Based on community and FPC feedback, make changes to the model in order to:
e make the best possible use of available data

e maximize community support for the review.

Submit the adjusted model and M.O.U to FPC for final approval

Conduct the Review

Report findings/recommendations to the FPC and other participants
Recommendations that do not require FPC approval include:

e Changes to service delivery

e Changes in focus of programs/services

e Changes to structure of programs/services

Recommendations that must be approved by the FPC:
e Local-level management of programs/services funded by state or federal dollars

e Decategorization (either by rule or by funding) of programs /services funded by state or federal
dollars

If decategorization is recommended in your report, be sure to address all criteria listed in Chapter
70.190.110.

If decategorization is not recommended, include suggestions for improving coordination between
reviewed programs and services (regardless of how they are funded).

Create a follow-up process



Develop a process for following up on recommended changes and to support community partners as
they work to bring change about. This could mean recruiting a follow-up team or creating a stronger
role for network representatives in the program’s advisory board.

13. Follow through on recommendations
Request periodic progress reports from the follow-up team or representatives and track ongoing rates
of problem behaviors to determine whether or not goals are being met.



Strategies for Conducting a Successful Review

Start small. Early reviews should concentrate on one program or a small constellation of programs and
services used by a specific population. Expand the review strategically when you’re ready to take the
next step. (What programs are aimed at your focus population but seldom used by them? What
programs are used by those “at risk” of joining your focus group?)

Decide where you are headed. Some Networks may choose to focus on the formal system of agency
programs in the belief that more effective programs alone will reduce problem behaviors. Other
Networks may want to eventually examine both formal and informal systems of support (neighborhoods,
religious communities, extended families, volunteers, etc.), in the belief that reduction goals will be met
by improving both official agency services and the customer’s everyday life. This decision should be
made early on. A Network choosing the second option will want to ensure the active involvement of
customers and neighborhoods right from the very beginning, even if the initial review focuses on a
formal program.

Be clear about what you’re reviewing. Make sure everyone involved understands the purpose of the
review and how it relates to your Network’s mission. While specific criteria are listed in Chapter
70.190.110, it is possible to include additional criteria in your review. (You may want, for example, to
evaluate how well local programs and services have achieved their desired results.) Limit additions to
one or two themes that are logically linked to your current work. Wherever practical, include affected
parties in decisions about what to add.

Clearly identify the population at the center of your work. The programs and services you are
reviewing should be focused on a single, well-defined population. You will probably want to choose a
group that needs and uses more than one kind of family support.

Know why you are choosing a specific cluster of programs and services to review.

Is your Network still building trust in the community? You may want to start with programs managed
by long-standing partners with whom you have worked well before. Is your Network focused on
prevention? You might consider reviewing intervention/interdiction-type programs with the aim of
improving effectiveness and reducing financial costs (potentially freeing up funds for prevention-end
programs and services). If your Network has good local data on the effectiveness of such programs,
however, a review of prevention-based programs may make perfect sense.

Develop an in-depth understanding of each program separately before reviewing a cluster of
programs as a system. Reviewers must have a thorough understanding of each program’s objectives
and constraints in order to fairly evaluate them according to legal criteria. You may choose to review
one program at a time, then consider all reviewed programs as an inter-related system (as in the Sample
Model Process for Review found on page 20.) Alternatively, you might invite experts to share their in-
depth understanding of individual programs during a coordinated review of multiple programs (as in the
Self Governance Dialogue process referenced on page 33.)

Develop a shared vision. Since collaborative governance is consensual, any member may choose to
leave at any given time. A firm belief in a shared purpose helps keep everyone moving forward.



Build credibility at every step. Gather credible information using reliable methods. Be sure to
consider both the experience of lay citizens and the scientific analysis of social service professionals.

Document everything. Maintain a written record of all participants, processes, substantive findings and
conclusions, recommendations and agreements.

Formalize changing relationships as they emerge. As relationships develop and deepen during the
review process, new ways of doing business are likely to emerge. Document and formalize these
organizational changes (a new parent policy council, a new Memorandum of Understanding, etc.),
making sure that all parties agree.

Lead without ego. Facilitators, staff and key leaders will need to employ “purposeful humility”
throughout the entire review process. Social services professionals must be willing to listen and work
with lay citizens who bring other views to the table. Everyone needs to remember that we’re all in this
for the same reason: to help children and families to thrive.



For Further Assistance

For further assistance or more information about Reviewing Community Efforts contact:
Laura Porter, Staff Director
Family Policy Council
PO Box 45015
Olympia WA 98504-5015

Phone: (360) 902-7880
FAX: (360) 902-785



Sample Model Process for Review of Community Efforts

Prepared by Katherine A. Carlson, Ph.D., June 2001

This model format was piloted in a review of the Consolidated Juvenile Services program in Clallam
County by the Clallam County Community Network. It is designed to help a Network gain detailed
understanding of a single program, or to evaluate a cluster of programs and services offered to a certain
population by reviewing those programs one at a time.

PURPOSE

The common parameters for all program reviews are outlined in the characteristics found by the
Legislature to be associated with successful programs as stated in the RCW. Overall, these encompass
and reinforce the Family Policy Principles and, like these, primarily concern the processes of service
delivery. As such, the purpose of program review by the community networks is to examine the means
rather than the ends of services.

The categorical review is explicitly charged to focus on process or service delivery, with this review also
to be guided by the parameters of effective programs. An additional charge associated with the review
of categorical funding is to determine the extent to which service delivery (and by extension, outcomes)
would be improved if funding were decategorized or there were other programmatic changes. In this,
the operational consequences of current categorical funding procedures are clearly the intended focus,
with findings about these to be considered in regard to community interests and possible alternatives.
The network is to utilize the results of the categorical funding review to recommend ways in which
program processes and/or funding could be improved to better accord with the principles found to be
associated with successful programs.

APPROACH

The focus of the review is to be a single program or agency service from the list of those identified in
the legislation. The review process is envisioned as a collaboration between the network and the
program. It is recommended that a committee of 3-5 network members be appointed to conduct the
review. The committee would report the results of the review and any recommendations to the full
network board for adoption and any necessary actions. The process for conducting a review of
categorical funding includes several sequential steps: 1) Program Information; 2) Program Interview; 3)
Committee Review Summary; and, 4) Network Discussion, Adoption, and Actions. The schedule for
the review must allow for sufficient time for all steps, and should be coordinated with representatives of
the program under review to ensure full attention to their completion.

1. Program Information

The first step of the review is the completion of the Program Information Questionnaire. The contents
of the questionnaire cover the stated concerns of the Legislature and encompass the principles of the
effective programs. These questions are to be answered by program directors or their representatives.
One to two weeks should be allowed for the agency to respond and return the completed questionnaire.
The written responses should be brief, but with sufficient detail to explain key program features and



characteristics. The questionnaire includes five topical sections. Each section is divided into several
sub-sections with specific questions. These questions are designed to elicit a full presentation of
information and issues that are most relevant to the review. They are to serve as guidelines for
responses, with information added as needed to better characterize the program and its processes.

Documents that describe the program and review its activities are to be included with the competed
questionnaire. These should include any program contracts and statements of work with funding
sources; the proceedings of site visits and formal reviews; routine reports of activities and outcomes;
forms used for data collection and reporting; and other documents pertaining to the program, its funding,
and its operation. The completed questionnaire and attachments are to be sent to the network members
charged with conduct of the review.

Estimated time for completion: 12-16 hours for program staff.

2. Program Interview

The second step of the review is an interview with program representatives. This should be scheduled at
least one week after members of the network committee have received the completed Program
Information Questionnaire and materials. The interview format follows the Program Information
Questionnaire, and is intended to be an opportunity for clarification and expansion of the information
provided by the program. The network members charged with conduct of the review should read and
consider the completed Program Information Questionnaire and attachments prior to the interview and
come to the interview prepared with questions and issues needing further discussion. The Review
Summary Form (below) may be used to help focus this process but should not be finalized until after the
interview.

Estimated time for completion: 1.5 — 2 hours as a group.

3. Committee Review Summary

The third step in the review is the completion of the Review Summary Form by the network committee.
This should be done as a group, with members collaborating to complete a single consensus form. This
process may involve further consultation with program representatives and members are encouraged to
involve program administrators in discussions of proposed network actions. The completed Review
Summary Form is to be sent to the full network membership for discussion, amendment, adoption and
action. A copy should also be sent to the program director.

Estimated time for completion: 1.5 — 2 hours as a group; 1-2 hours for each committee member
individually.

4. Network Discussion, Adoption, and Actions

The committee’s Review Summary Form will be submitted to the full network membership for
discussion and adoption. An invitation to attend the network meeting where this is on the agenda should
be provided to program representatives. Any additions to the committee’s review and proposed network
actions would be considered at this time, and the full membership should agree to a plan and a timeline
for their pursuit as applicable. These should include plans for monitoring progress. Program
representatives should be included in the discussion and are expected to contribute to considerations of
proposed actions.



A record of the review process, including a copy of the Program Information Questionnaire and
the final Review Summary Form should be forwarded to the Family Policy Council.



MODEL PROGRAM INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS

FOCUS OF REVIEW

(Specify the focus of the review, clearly identifying the program to be reviewed by the title and
funding source. Note any needs to include information on other programs which share resources
or management activities).

The first step of the review is the completion of the Program Information Questionnaire (attached).
These questions are to be answered by program directors or their representatives. Responses should be
brief, with sufficient detail to explain key program features and characteristics. All responses should be
typed. There will be opportunity to expand on written responses during the follow-up interview with
network members.

The questionnaire includes five topical sections. Each section is divided into several sub-sections with
specific questions. These questions are designed to elicit a full presentation of information and issues
that are most relevant to the review. Use them as guidelines for responses, adding information as
needed to better characterize the program and its processes. Be specific in your responses; avoid
generalizations and jargon. Try to phrase your answers so that a community representative could
understand and draw conclusions about the information provided.

Please include the following documents with your completed questionnaire
3. Materials that describe the program and its activities, such as an application, a current contract, a
Statement of Work, etc.
Documents prepared for purpose of review or evaluation reports.

Forms used for data collection and reporting
3. Other documents pertaining to the program, its funding, and its operation.

Provide a copy of the completed questionnaire and all attachments for each member of the
network taking part in the review.

PROGRAM PLANNING

Needs Assessment: Are program services indicated by the findings of current community needs
assessments? If so, briefly identify the source of the assessment(s) and how the results support these
services. What are the identified needs the program is meeting?




Research-Based: Are program services supported by current research knowledge on effective
programs for children and families? If so, briefly summarize the major elements of the research support
for this program approach. If not, what is the rationale for expecting the program will be effective?

Community Involvement: To what extent were community representatives involved in planning for
these services? Is there any provision for continuing community review of program activities? Does
this include any involvement of representatives from the community’s cultural groups? Briefly describe
the procedures and approaches you use to involve the community.

Inclusion in Comprehensive Plan: Are these services or aspects of these services incorporated in the
community’s comprehensive plans for services for children and families? To what extent is the program
or its services covered in the most current plan of the community network? Identify or describe the
applicable plans.

COORDINATION AND INTEGRATION OF SERVICES

Other_Agency Programs: Describe how this program is related to other services provided by your
agency. Are children and/or families in this program also involved in other agency services or
programs, and if so, is their involvement coordinated or case managed? What steps are taken to bring
together services, and how effective are these? For example, do you use shared staffing, combined
programs, staff teams, etc. to provide seamless services?

Other_Community-Based Services: Describe how this program is coordinated with other services
provided in your community and the extent to which it is part of a system of services for
children/families. Note if this includes joint planning with other agencies, participation on boards or
standing committees, other review processes, and involvement in any cooperative program initiatives.
Are participants in this program referred to other community services and if so, is their participation in
these monitored by your program staff? Are these program services blended or combined in any way
with those of other agencies or providers?

Services for Families: Does the program include services for families, either directly or by referral?
Briefly describe how families are involved with program services, and identify typical connections made
for families with other agency and community services.

RESPONSIVENESS

Need Based: Briefly summarize how the program attempts to provide individualized services
responsive to the needs of participants. Is program participation predicated on a structured,
individualized assessment process to identify risk and protective factors and service needs? Are
program services designed to address each child’s or family’s specific identified needs? Are interim or
progress assessments done throughout program involvement to ensure needs continue to be addressed?

Flexible: Describe the range of variability that occurs among participants and program services. How
does the program accommaodate participants with different or changing needs? Can program services be
customized or are they standardized? To what extent do services adjust to mee