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Executive Summary 
Measuring Success in Coordinated Planning for Children and Families: An Assessment of Local Plan Outcomes

Senate Bill 555 (1999), ORS 417.797, requires the Oregon Progress Board to determine if the comprehensive planning process that it mandates has led to measurable success for families and children.  This report fulfills that requirement by assessing the outcomes achieved by local comprehensive plans that coordinate the delivery of some state services to Oregon families and children. It also evaluates whether counties have a foundation on which they can build their measurement capacity in the future.

Senate Bill 555 requires each county to develop a single, coordinated plan to guide the delivery of a broad range of services. The Oregon Commission on Children and Families oversees the effort through a partnership called Partners for Children and Families.  Since 1999, fiscal challenges and technical difficulties have caused project deadlines to be delayed by about a year. Each county submitted its first data reports on January 1, 2005.  Data collection began six months prior to that deadline, so only a partial year of performance information was available for this assessment. 

A review of county planning documents revealed that counties demonstrated their highest success at identifying local priorities and articulating strategies to address them. Counties were less successful at identifying measures to track their progress and reporting data for each of their priorities. Local plans listed 135 intermediate outcomes with targets and six months of data. Of those, 78 percent showed some success. However, the majority of priorities contained no data by which to measure progress.  Of the 335 priorities in the local plans, only 42 percent had associated data collection plans, and 40 percent included data.

The Progress Board fielded a survey of local mandated and voluntary partners to explore how meaningful the planning and measurement process was for them. Results indicated that nearly 80 percent of the mandated partners and about 50 percent of the voluntary partners felt the effort had improved services to children and families. But only 45 percent and about 30 percent, respectively, believed that the measurement aspect of the process was meaningful.
The Progress Board concludes that local partners have probably made some progress in achieving intermediate outcome targets (although data limitations make it impossible to definitively judge success); intermediate outcome measures in the local plans do not address many of the plans’ locally-defined priorities; the future capacity of counties to measure the success of their plans is at risk; and the measurement aspect of the local, comprehensive planning process is not yet meaningful to most local partners. 

The Progress Board recommends that state partners: 1) refocus efforts to successfully accomplish ORS 417.797(1) from Senate Bill 555, which would require the use of outcome data and other information from local plans; 2) step up efforts to assure system-wide accountability for publicly funded services to children and families; 3) streamline reporting requirements using one automated database of cost and results measures across programs; 4) consult with local partners to implement these recommendations; and 5) provide adequate resources, training and technical assistance to help counties measure and report results accurately and with auditable data.
Measuring Success in Coordinated Planning for Children and Families: An Assessment of Local Plan Outcomes

Introduction

This report assesses the outcomes achieved by local comprehensive plans that coordinate the delivery of some state services to Oregon families and children. It also evaluates whether counties have a foundation on which they can build their measurement capacity in the future.
The performance targets that are the basis of this report are included in the comprehensive plans required by Senate Bill 555, which when passed in 1999 called for an unprecedented level of unified planning and measurement at the local level among several state agencies and their county partners.  The agencies required to participate are the Criminal Justice Commission, the Department of Human Services, the Commission on Children and Families, the Department of Education, and the Oregon Youth Authority.
Senate Bill 555 (ORS 417.797) also required the Oregon Progress Board to determine if the comprehensive planning process has led to measurable success for families and children (see Appendix A). This report fulfills that requirement.

Background
Senate Bill 555 required each county to develop a single, coordinated plan to guide the delivery of a broad range of services aimed at: 

1) Preparing children to enter school ready to learn

2) Helping all children succeed in school

3) Building healthy families and communities

4) Preventing alcohol and drug abuse, and

5) Preventing juvenile crime

The Oregon Commission on Children and Families oversees the planning and coordination process, which is known as Partners for Children and Families.  The process required each county to submit their comprehensive plans in three phases.  In Phase I, each county took stock of its various service delivery approaches to identify gaps and duplications, activities, and evaluation methods. In Phase II, local stakeholders developed a list of priority goals for their county, strategies to achieve them, and outcome measures to monitor the progress of their strategies.  In Phase III, local plans were implemented and measured.  Phase III also requires they be updated biennially.    
Since 1999, fiscal challenges and technical difficulties have caused project deadlines to be delayed by about a year. Each county submitted its first data reports on January 1, 2005.  Data collection began six months prior to that deadline, so only a partial year of performance information was available for this assessment. 

Definition of Terms
This report uses the terms “input,” “output,” “outcome,” and “target” to describe different types and aspects of performance measures.  Refer to Appendix B for a list of common definitions adopted by the State of Oregon for performance measurement.

Context
Traditionally, planning for and delivery of state services intended to protect and improve the lives of Oregon’s children and families has been done at the state level. The goal of Senate Bill 555 is to break with that tradition by prompting local stakeholders and providers to collaboratively identify their own priorities, map out existing services and gaps, and establish more effective and efficient comprehensive strategies to achieve successful outcomes.  It required a more sophisticated approach to social and preventative services, but additional resources generally have not been available to meet the demands of this new comprehensive challenge.  The Progress Board recognizes this difficulty, especially the challenge of measuring outcomes at the local level when the capacity to collect and report data is stretched.
 
In the past, programs were evaluated based on a description of their activities and the number of outputs each one produced.  Senate Bill 555 requires that local plans articulate how a program will help achieve a high-level outcome.  It calls for intermediate outcomes to be set and tracked against pre-determined targets.  To do that, data must be collected, analyzed, and communicated.  All aspects of Senate Bill 555 require new skills, expertise, and a commitment of time that has strained human and financial resources at the local level.
Objectives

Because only six months of data are available for evaluation, identifying outright successes in this review will not be possible. Therefore, the Progress Board has two objectives for this report:

1) Using the data that is available to roughly determine success in meeting 2004 targets as articulated in the comprehensive plans

2) Assessing the future capacity of counties to report on outcomes by gauging the degree to which they have the necessary data and systems to measure the successes that might be achieved by the local plans in the next two years.

Assumption
The Progress Board believes the legislature’s intent was to have counties track data against pre-established targets for all significant local plan priorities.
Method
Progress Board staff reviewed local planning and measurement documents for each county, focusing primarily on whether they contained measurable targets and data to determine success.  Staff also surveyed county and non-governmental partners to determine their perceptions of the value of comprehensive local planning and measurement.

Document Analysis

For this review, the Oregon Commission on Children and Families (OCCF) provided documents that had been submitted by the local Commissions on Children and Families over the course of five years.
  Documents reviewed included:

1) Updated executive summaries of local plans
2) Logic models
3) Data collection plans, and

4) Performance reports based on data
From these documents, the Progress Board tried to align local priorities with strategies and performance measures with data.  Making those alignments proved to be a challenge. For example, a priority listed in the executive summary might not be included in the subsequent logic model, which is a diagram of how a county’s priorities, strategies, and measures align. See Appendix D for a logic model diagram.  
Other challenges included the relationships among measures for alcohol and drug prevention, juvenile arrests, juvenile recidivism, and the Oregon Youth Authority bed cap.  Some counties chose to combine outcomes and some developed measures for each.  For this analysis, the Progress Board combined the three juvenile crime outcomes and gave credit to a county if it provided documentation for any one of the three.
The data collection plans were problematic if they provided no sources for the data or when they confused who was to retrieve the data from various entities with who was to provide the actual data collected.  For example, some plans identified an agency that had volunteered to take responsibility for retrieving data needed to measure outcomes. Those plans, however, sometimes did not identify the entities from which the data would be retrieved. About one-third of the counties did not adequately source their data.
Finally, because the plans were developed at the local level, each is unique and reflects the partners’ interpretations of what format and content best suited their needs. 
The first level of analysis sought to determine whether the counties’ local plan priorities were translated into:

1) Strategies

2) Logic models
3) Measures (outputs or intermediate outcomes)

4) Data collection plans, and

5) Actual data
The second level of analysis focused on intermediate outcome data. Were data reported for each intermediate outcome? Did each intermediate outcome have a target? Did the data indicate success in achieving the desired target? (Targets define success; if they are not present, success cannot be determined.)
The third level of analysis tried to determine if the counties addressed the required high-level outcome areas with data from an identified source.  The state-required priority areas are:
1) Early childhood development
2) Alcohol, tobacco, and other drug prevention among 8th graders, and
3) Juvenile arrests/recidivism/Oregon Youth Authority bed cap
Partner Surveys
The Progress Board distributed a statewide survey to test perceptions of the value of the local comprehensive planning and measurement process.  The on-line survey consisted of 20 questions to solicit information about the benefits and challenges of the collaborative process and any additional benefits that have consequently accrued to Oregon’s children and families.

Respondents included county commissioners, directors of the Commission for Children and families, juvenile crime prevention coordinators, early childhood team leaders, alcohol and drug prevention coordinators, Juvenile Department directors, County Health Department administrators, Service Delivery Area administrators, and Community Mental Health directors, and other non-governmental partners.  
Reviewers separated survey responses into two groups for analysis:  those required by Senate Bill 555 to participate in the planning process and those who participate voluntarily.

Findings
County Priorities, Measures, and Levels of Success

Counties demonstrated their highest success at identifying local priorities and articulating strategies to address them. On average, counties identified nine local priorities, with a high of 19 and a low of four. However, state guidance subsequently required measures and data on three state-identified priorities only. Documents revealed that most counties chose not to report data for the remaining locally-identified priorities. Of all 335 priorities listed in the 36 local plans:
· 85 percent had associated strategies

· 55 percent had associated logic models

· 56 percent had associated measures

· 42 percent had associated data collection plans, and

· 40 percent had data reported
The analysis of the intermediate outcomes found that counties on average listed nine in their plans.  The highest number of intermediate outcomes for an individual county was 26 and the lowest was three.  Of all the intermediate outcomes in the plans:
· 76 percent had targets

· 42 percent had data

· 33 percent showed some progress (to the extent possible with six months of data)

Seventy-eight percent of intermediate outcomes with data and targets showed some success. Setting targets by which to measure success is a difficult process.  If the targets are too high, they might never be met. If they are too low, they might give a false impression that a strategy is more successful than it really is. The 78 percent success rate among the counties for their intermediate outcomes suggests progress, but we cannot judge at this point whether this result is meaningful.

Please see Appendix D for raw data by county.

State-Required Priorities
Counties were encouraged to set local priorities based on county-specific mapping and analysis. The state also required them to include strategies and measurement of progress toward three state-defined high-level outcome areas, which are:

1) Early childhood development

2) Alcohol, tobacco, and other drug prevention among 8th graders

3) Juvenile arrests/Juvenile recidivism/Oregon Youth Authority bed cap
The Progress Board’s analysis of the 36 local plans documented whether for each of the three state-defined priority areas, the counties presented 1) a logic model 2) a data collection plan 3) data, and 4) data sources.  That means each plan should have included a total of 12 measurement elements.  Findings showed that: 

· 42 percent (15 counties) met the requirement for all 12 elements

· 56 percent (20 counties) lacked between one and four of the 12 elements, and

· 3 percent (one county) lacked between five and eight of the 12 elements

A total of 35 of the 36 counties either met the requirements or lacked just a handful of elements.  Please see Appendix E for raw data by county.

Survey Results
The Progress Board fielded a survey in July of 2005 to determine if the planning and measurement processes have been meaningful to both the mandated and voluntary partners.  Every mandated partner received an invitation to take the survey.  Of those 200 invitations, 120 partners responded (60 percent response rate).  An additional 88 surveys were distributed to voluntary partners, and 34 of them responded (43 percent response rate).  Of the total respondents, about 60 percent were from rural counties.

Response rates to individual questions varied.  Almost all respondents answered questions about the planning phase, but that rate fell significantly for questions about the measurement phase.  Among mandated partners, more respondents skipped questions about the measurement phase than answered them.

Overall, the mandated partners rated both processes more positively than the voluntary partners did.  Almost 80 percent of mandated partners surveyed reported their comprehensive plan helps to coordinate and improve services, compared to about 50 percent of voluntary partners. 
Both groups rated the planning process more positively than the measurement process.  Those who responded to the survey were more involved in the planning phase than in the measurement phase, which appears to have negatively affected the response rate for the measurement questions.
The Progress Board analyzed the survey by separating the positive and negative responses.  Unless otherwise noted, the following percentages represent the proportion of responses that were moderately to extensively positive. 

Findings about the planning process from the 102 mandated partners who responded to the survey show that:

· 79 percent believe the planning process helps improve service coordination

· 74 percent believe it helps create positive outcomes for children and families
· 71 percent use the plan occasionally or frequently
· 63 percent believe it helps to mobilize their communities

· 57 percent believe it has helped them leverage resources, and

· 53 percent believe it has brought additional benefits

Findings about the planning process from the 34 voluntary partners who responded to the survey included that:

· 52 percent use the plan occasionally or frequently
· 49 percent believe it helps mobilize their communities

· 49 percent believe it helps improve service coordination

· 48 percent believe it helps create positive outcomes for children and families
· 39 percent believe it has brought additional benefits, and

· 35 percent believe it has helped them leverage resources
More mandated partners who responded to the survey skipped questions about the measurement process than answered them.  Of the 44 mandated partners who did respond, the findings show that:

· 45 percent believe the measurement process helps monitor progress

· 42 percent believe it helps improve service

· 41 percent believe it  helps measure effectiveness, and

· 30 percent believe it has brought additional benefits

Like their mandated counterparts, the voluntary partners were less involved with and less positive about the measurement process.  Only 18 of the 34 respondents answered the questions about measurement.
· 28 percent believe the measurement process helps monitor progress

· 22 percent believe it helps measure effectiveness

· 17 percent believe it helps improve service, and
· 6 percent believe it has brought additional benefits

See Appendix G for a side-by-side percentage comparison of the mandated and voluntary partners’ responses.
Respondents provided valuable commentary in the survey about the hits and misses of the local planning and measurement process.  In response to the question asking for the two most important benefits, respondents cited the:

· Collaborative nature of the planning process

· Availability of data for grant requests

· Increased communication among partners

· Clarity of goals and targets

· Identification of gaps in existing services

· Creation of cross-disciplinary projects

· Placement of prioritized information in a single, community-generated document

In response to a question asking for the two biggest challenges of the process, respondents cited:

· Data

· State funding needed to achieve goals

· Communication
· Development of meaningful measures

· Skills

· Politics

· Leadership

· Uncertainty of commitment from the state

· Staff expertise

See Appendix G for the complete survey results and comments.
Conclusions and Recommendations
The Progress Board set out to accomplish two goals in this evaluation:  to determine if success had been made toward targets identified in local plans, and to assess the capacity for counties to measure outcomes in the future.

Conclusions
Senate Bill 555 created an opportunity for counties to collaboratively evaluate their priorities, identify gaps in services, and plan strategically to address them. So far, it appears the comprehensive approach to delivering services to children and families is an improvement over the isolated methods that pre-dated this bill. However, challenges remain. Specifically:
Local plans show some progress in achieving intermediate outcome targets, but due to limited data and the nature of the targets, we cannot judge at the present time whether the data are meaningful. Identifying ambitious but realistic targets is essential to determining success. The Progress Board did not evaluate the substance of the targets, but only whether successes could be identified based on information provided.
Intermediate outcomes in the local plans do not measure many of the locally-defined priorities. The legislation called for a locally-driven planning process (ORS 417.775). When the state required accountability for state-defined priorities (early childhood, drug and alcohol use and juvenile crime), counties generally opted out of measuring their remaining locally-defined priorities. 
The future capacity of counties to measure the success of their plans is at risk. Collaboratively aligning high-level outcomes, strategies, and data to measure performance is challenging for local partners. Fiscal constraints, the length of time between planning and implementation, and the availability of data to measure progress were cited as significant impediments.
The measurement aspect of the local, comprehensive planning process is not meaningful to many local partners. The Board believes that local partners are less likely to engage fully in measuring the results of their local plans if they do not see the practical benefits of doing so. 
Recommendations
The Progress Board recommends that:
1. State partners refocus efforts to successfully accomplish ORS 417.797(1) from Senate Bill 555, which would require the use outcome data and other information from local plans.
The importance and practicality of outcome data for policy makers, funders and providers may not be clearly understood by many at the local level who must contribute time and effort to make the measurement process work. 
ORS 417.797(1) states that “each state agency or other entity that is responsible for a component of the local coordinated comprehensive plan shall ensure that a biennial evaluation of the plan component is conducted according to a consistent framework. The program evaluation shall include” [partial list]: (a) An identified goal and associated Oregon benchmarks;…(c) 
a target population and a description of local service systems that may be used in identifying, screening, recruiting and serving the target population; (d) specific interim indicators that measure progress…; (e) baseline data about the incidence of risk and asset and support factors with the goal of measuring change over time, including an assessment of local need…”
Items (a), (c), (d) and (e) are all components of local, comprehensive plans. If state partners completed the mandated biennial evaluations using information from local plans, including “interim indicators” or intermediate outcome data, measurement of outcomes could become more meaningful to local partners. They would know their data and efforts are being used by state partners, which are often their funding agencies. Because of the required “consistent framework,” coordination and measurement at the local level could be reinforced by coordination and evaluation at the state level.
2. State partners step up efforts to assure system-wide accountability for publicly funded services to children and families.
The current system of accountability still relies on silo-specific program reporting for early childhood, alcohol/tobacco/drug, juvenile crime prevention and other programs serving children and families. Senate Bill 555 attempts to “add up” how publicly-funded providers are doing across silos for children and families in each county. Recommendation #1 focuses on the responsibility of state partners to make that happen and can serve as the basis for enabling system-wide accountability at both the state and local levels.

3. State partners streamline reporting requirements using one automated database of cost and results measures across programs.
The database should leverage data already produced by partner programs and allow local and state partners to generate automated reports for multiple planning and reporting purposes. 
4. State partners consult with local partners to implement these recommendations.
Local partners have valuable insights based on their unique experience with the existing silo-based system and based on those insights, can help develop approaches to best achieve accountability system-wide (across silos).  Several counties have initiated community-based systems on their own; those efforts need to be integrated into any new system efforts at the state level.
5. Adequate resources, training and technical assistance be made available to help counties measure and report results accurately and with auditable data
Some counties remain challenged to collaboratively define measures and gather/source/report data that show how well they are progressing towards the goals of their local comprehensive plans. Special attention could be given to those counties whose plans lacked the required elements for the state-defined priorities of early childhood, teen substance abuse and juvenile crime (Appendix F, page 24). 

Appendix A
Progress Board Related Oregon Revised Statute Sections from Senate Bill 555 

ORS 417.797(3)

The Oregon Progress Board shall conduct a review of the outcomes achieved by local coordinated comprehensive plans in accordance with ORS 417.735 (3) (c) for the purpose of identifying success in achieving targets specified in local plans. The Oregon Progress Board shall coordinate the review with the evaluations conducted according to subsection (1) of this section. 
ORS 417.735 (3) 
The state commission [State Commission on Children and Families] shall:
(c)  
In consultation with other agencies, identify high-level and intermediate outcomes relating to children and families and monitor the progress of local coordinated comprehensive plans in meeting intermediate outcome targets;
ORS 417.797(1)

Each state agency or other entity that is responsible for a component of the local coordinated comprehensive plan shall ensure that a biennial evaluation of the plan component is conducted according to a consistent framework. The program evaluation shall include:

(a) 
An identified goal and associated Oregon benchmarks;

(b) 
Proven practices of effectiveness and related Oregon data; 

(c) 
A target population and a description of local service systems that may be used in Identifying, screening, recruiting and serving the target population;

(d)
Specific interim indicators that measure progress in addressing risk contributors or developing core supports and competencies and specific tools to measure the indicators;

(e) 
Baseline data about the incidence of risk and asset and support factors with the goal of measuring change over time, including an assessment of local need;

(f) 
Measures of fiscal accountability;

(g) 
Identified roles and responsibilities for state agencies and local partners and performance indicators to measure effectiveness in agreed-upon roles; and

(h) 
Measures of the change in coordination among service providers and programs as a result of the local plan, including increases in access to services.

Source: http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/417.html

Appendix B

Senate Bill 555 Common Language

Source: Coordinated Planning for Children and Families, Phase II Planning Manual, page 12

http://www.oregon.gov/OCCF/Documents/PhaseIIInstructions/Manualrev319.doc 

In order to examine outcomes consistently across all counties, all state agency partners need to use a common framework and language.  The Governor has adopted federally-recommended language
 in his 2001 Budget, and each of the state agencies will gradually make the transition from its own language to the new common language.  The new language is similar in many ways to terms used in Building Results (Pratt et al, 1998), which has been used by the Oregon Commission on Children and Families.

The following definitions of key terms, and a table with examples of each term found at the end of this section, should help planners become comfortable with the new common language.

Goals:  Overall statements of well being, used to organize high-level outcomes into categories.  For example, OCCF uses four goals from Building Results -- strong nurturing families, healthy thriving children, positive youth development, and caring communities.  One high-level outcome might fall under more than one of these goals; for example, increasing immunization rates among two-year olds might be seen as related to two OCCF goals -- strong nurturing families and healthy thriving children.

Outcomes:  An outcome is an event or condition of importance that is, at least partially, the result of a service or product provided.  Two types of outcomes can occur. 
High-level outcomes:  A high-level outcome is a desired result in societal health or well being, measured as some percentage of the population achieving the desired result.  Oregon Benchmarks are considered high-level outcomes.  For example, the high-level outcome “improve readiness to learn” is a key Oregon Benchmark and is measured as the percentage of children entering school ready to learn.  High-level outcomes frequently are long-term measures, in that it may take many years to demonstrate progress.

Intermediate outcomes:  Measures of progress toward a high-level outcome.  Intermediate outcomes (known as “performance outcomes” in Building Results) “should be strongly and empirically connected to wellness goals and Benchmarks.  Such outcomes define the intermediate or interim steps needed to achieve these goals and [high-level outcomes]” (Pratt et al, 1997).  They offer a measure of effectiveness of an activity or an entire program that is performed by one or more agencies, either in terms of quantity (amount, frequency) or quality.  Intermediate outcomes may be circumstances (e.g. homelessness), behavior (e.g. drug use), skills or knowledge (e.g. math level), or attitudes (e.g. perception that agency is effective).  Customer satisfaction measures are considered intermediate outcomes.

Continuing with the example above, the intermediate outcome of “percentage of families where an adult regularly reads and talks with a child” is believed to lead to the high-level outcome of “improved readiness to learn.”

Intermediate measures generally are a shorter-term measure of progress towards achieving high-level outcomes.  Intermediate outcomes may also be a high-level outcome for a subset of a population.  For example, if a county focuses supports and services around a particular group of fifteen year-olds with the intention of reducing juvenile crime for this population, then the juvenile crime rate for this particular group could be an intermediate outcome.  This is true even though reduction of juvenile crime for the overall population is a high-level outcome.

Outputs:  The amount or frequency of an agency’s product or service.  Outputs contribute directly to achievement of an intermediate outcome.  The output of “the number of adult mentors in high schools” is believed to impact the intermediate outcome of “the percentage of high school students who have a relationship with an adult mentor,” which in turn contributes to increasing high school graduation.  Outputs are defined similarly in Building Results.

Comparing the above terms from the perspective of an agency’s degree of control and responsibility, outputs are completely under the control of the agency, intermediate outcomes may or may not be within the control of the agency, and high-level outcomes are beyond the control of a single agency.

Targets:  The desired value of an output or outcome at a particular point in time.  Targets will change over time, as communities become more productive and effective.  As stated in Building Results, “targets are especially important to quantify outputs and outcomes.  For example, a teen sexuality education and peer support program may set targets to quantify exactly what activities the program will do with whom (outputs) and what is the intended result (outcome), such as (a) 50 high-risk girls will participate in a year-long, weekly sexuality education and peer support program (output target); and (b) as a result, at least 90% will avoid pregnancy through abstention or reliable use of contraception (outcome target).  Stating targets enables programs to more fully monitor their activities and outcomes.”
Appendix C
Summary of External Reviews: Measurement Issues in Senate Bill 555

“Achieving Better Social Outcomes in New Zealand through Collaboration:  Perspectives from the United States,” Lynne Dovey, June 2002

Lynne Dovey cited the comprehensive planning process and outcome measurement intended by Senate Bill 555 as one of two case studies in her thesis, which she submitted while working toward her Master of Business Administration degree at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Senate Bill 555 was Dovey’s case study of a top-down, legislative approach to collaboration and measurement of outcomes. Dovey outlined the process each county must engage in to develop a performance measurement framework, which is necessary to determine if the comprehensive plans are achieving their intended outcomes. The Oregon measurement process begins with a logic model that systematically outlines the high-level outcomes to be achieved, the strategies to achieve them, the inputs needed to carry out the strategies, and the intermediate outcomes that gauge progress along the way.

Dovey identified the following challenges to good measurement:  gaining understanding and finding common language to help local groups through the logic model process, identifying ambitious but realistic targets, maintaining the focus and resources needed to shepherd the process through the years it takes to build a performance measurement system, and balancing the big picture with single issues. 
“Report on HSRI Involvement in SB555 and Assessment of County Phase II Plans,” Human Services Research Institute (HSRI), November 2002

The Progress Board contracted with HSRI in late 2000 to help with the measurement-related challenges of Senate Bill 555. Mady Kimmich worked extensively with state and local partners to enhance the quality of the local plans and the outcome data which would measure their success. This report includes a section that looks specifically at what is known as “Step 8” submissions from the counties to the state Commission on Children and Families. Step 8 is that portion of the planning guidance issued to counties in 2001 that deals with measurement. It called for logic models (aligning measures with high-level outcomes, county priorities and strategies), measures with targets and data collection plans. 

The analysis reveals that while counties generally were able to articulate their current status and set priorities, they were less prepared to identify outcomes of their strategies that could be quantified. Only 36 percent of the counties reviewed in the HSRI report had submitted targets by which to measure their outcomes. Of those counties that provided targets, only 19 percent used standards that were rated as “ambitious yet realistic.”
Kimmich noted in her findings that “measurement activities clearly take counties into areas unfamiliar to them, pushing them to learn about data and to begin to manage information in ways they have not done before.” Kimmich emphasized the need for substantial support, primarily through technical advice, technology and resources, as well as a commitment by policymakers to a long-term investment in comprehensive planning and measurement.

“Summary of the Review of Oregon Counties’ Phase II Plans,” RMC Research Corp., December 2002

The Oregon Commission on Children and Families contracted with RMC Research Corp. in 2002 to evaluate the Oregon Early Childhood System of Services and Supports. As part of that contract, researchers Audrey J. Block and Chandra Lewis examined Phase II plans submitted by Oregon counties as required by Senate Bill 555. Phase II plans include each county’s comprehensive priorities, strategies, and indicators to measure outcomes. Block and Lewis did not evaluate Step 8 submissions.

In their Phase II analysis, Block and Lewis did not identify any positive overall trends, opting instead to highlight individual counties whose submissions provided good examples of strategic planning, logical reasoning, and effective communication.  They were able, however, to spot some overall tendencies that had the potential to undermine the goal of comprehensive planning.  Those tendencies included setting two many priorities, providing too few details about strategies, failing to link priorities, strategies and outcomes with identified needs; and failing to base strategies on adequate research.

“Audit of Oregon’s Programs for Children and Families:  Evaluation of Local Coordinated Comprehensive Planning,” Joint Legislative Audit Committee, Report No. 02-2, December 2002

Senate Bill 555 directed the Legislative Audit Committee to conduct a performance audit of the comprehensive process required by the bill to integrate planning of all program services related to early childhood, alcohol and drug, and juveniles.  The audit included a review of the planning processes of four counties of varying population and diverse geographic location. The counties were Clackamas, Klamath, Malheur and Wallowa. The general objective of the audit was to identify examples of effective comprehensive planning and recommend improvements to this “work in progress.”

The audit found that state and local officials were engaged in comprehensive planning at a level consistent with the intent of Senate Bill 555; plans varied in quality; the process led to increased flexibility, but only after considerable effort; and, data and reporting issues were a challenge.

A significant recommendation in the audit was for the Legislative Assembly to consider the local priorities of the comprehensive plans and subsequent outcomes before making policy decisions and budget allocations that relate to services for children and families.  The report also warned of the difficulties ahead in maintaining momentum for comprehensive planning, which will depend on local perceptions of the value of the time-intensive process, support by state leaders, and dedicated resources.
“Measuring Success in Coordinated Planning for Children and Families: An Early Look at Juvenile Crime Prevention Measurement Issues,” Oregon Progress Board, November 2001

At the time of this review, the Oregon Juvenile Crime Prevention Program (JCP) was jointly sponsored by the Oregon Criminal Justice Commission and the Oregon Youth Authority, which are two of the five state agencies whose planning processes were unified under Senate Bill 555.  The Progress Board examined JCP’s documents in 2001, because more than any other service system, it had a demonstrated commitment to outcome-based management. This report previewed issues and challenges of measuring performance at the county level that likely were to emerge as the comprehensive planning process mandated by Senate Bill 555 went forward.

The Progress Board findings were based on a comparative analysis of JCP county level reports. The report examined whether counties addressed required high-level outcomes, included intermediate outcomes that contribute to the high-level outcomes, addressed known risk factors for juvenile crime and reported progress against outcome or outcome targets.

The Board concluded that no county had achieved a “fully functioning” performance measurement framework. Barriers to success included inadequate data support, evolving expectations from the state and unfamiliar terms and concepts. The most common weakness was the lack of alignment of high-level outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and outputs. Without proper linkages, counties were unable to show how program activities affected outcomes they were trying to achieve. Recommendations included technical assistance and training.

Appendix D

Sample Logic Model Diagram

 

Appendix E

County Priorities, Measures, and Levels of Success

	 
	PRIORITIES
	INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME (IO’s) & OUTPUT MEASURES

	County
	Total # 
	# with Strategies
	# with Logic Models
	# with Measures
	# with Data Coll. Plans
	# with data
	# of IO's  in logic models 
	#  of IO's with targets
	# of IO's  with data 
	# of IO's  with success*
	% of IO's with  success
	# OP's with data

	Baker
	8
	8
	4
	4
	1
	3
	8
	8
	3
	2
	67%
	5

	Benton
	18
	18
	6
	6
	5
	3
	18
	16
	3
	3
	100%
	4

	Clackamas
	7
	7
	5
	7
	5
	5
	6
	6
	2
	2
	100%
	6

	Clatsop
	5
	5
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3
	3
	7
	7
	100%
	9

	Columbia
	5
	5
	3
	3
	3
	2
	4
	4
	2
	2
	100%
	3

	Coos
	18
	15
	15
	15
	0
	4
	5
	5
	1
	No target
	n/a
	9

	Crook
	14
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	8
	8
	4
	4
	100%
	9

	Curry
	5
	5
	4
	4
	3
	3
	5
	5
	4
	3
	75%
	12

	Deschutes
	11
	5
	5
	5
	1
	5
	13
	13
	6
	6
	100%
	9

	Douglas
	14
	10
	3
	3
	3
	1
	6
	1
	1
	0
	0%
	2

	Gilliam
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	3
	4
	5
	3
	2
	67%
	12

	Grant
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	2
	7
	4
	3
	2
	67%
	2

	Harney
	8
	8
	5
	5
	5
	4
	5
	5
	3
	3
	100%
	6

	Hood River
	4
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	2
	2
	100%
	3

	Jackson
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	14
	13
	17
	14
	82%
	22

	Jefferson
	11
	11
	5
	5
	3
	4
	4
	4
	6
	6
	100%
	7

	Josephine
	6
	3
	5
	4
	1
	2
	4
	4
	2
	1
	50%
	3

	Klamath
	7
	7
	6
	6
	6
	4
	7
	6
	2
	1
	50%
	9

	Lake 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	4
	3
	3
	3
	0
	0%
	3

	Lane
	16
	16
	3
	3
	3
	3
	11
	9
	8
	5
	63%
	8

	Lincoln
	9
	9
	7
	6
	2
	3
	26
	26
	0
	0
	0%
	5

	Linn
	13
	13
	5
	5
	1
	4
	3
	3
	2
	2
	100%
	2

	Malheur 
	10
	10
	6
	8
	2
	3
	13
	6
	3
	3
	100%
	6

	Marion
	13
	13
	5
	5
	5
	2
	15
	1
	5
	1
	20%
	7

	Morrow
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	2
	5
	4
	4
	4
	100%
	10

	Multnomah
	19
	8
	6
	8
	8
	2
	15
	13
	2
	2
	100%
	1

	Polk
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	7
	7
	6
	6
	100%
	17

	Sherman
	19
	8
	8
	8
	8
	5
	6
	4
	3
	2
	67%
	6

	Tillamook
	16
	16
	8
	8
	4
	5
	22
	8
	3
	3
	100%
	4

	Umatilla
	9
	9
	4
	4
	4
	3
	10
	2
	2
	1
	50%
	5

	Union
	9
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	10
	1
	4
	0
	0%
	11

	Wallowa
	13
	13
	6
	6
	6
	2
	18
	18
	2
	2
	100%
	5

	Wasco
	7
	7
	4
	4
	4
	3
	7
	6
	6
	4
	100%
	4

	Washington
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	9
	9
	7
	7
	100%
	11

	Wheeler
	5
	5
	4
	4
	4
	2
	8
	7
	4
	3
	75%
	7

	Yamhill
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	n/a
	9
	4
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Total
	335
	285
	184
	188
	142
	115
	320
	244
	135
	105
	 
	249

	# of Co's
	36
	36
	36
	36
	36
	35
	36
	36
	35
	34
	 
	35

	Average
	9
	8
	5
	5
	4
	3
	9
	7
	4
	3
	 
	7

	Percents
	100%
	85%
	55%
	56%
	42%
	34%
	100%
	76%
	42%
	33%
	 
	78% 

	% of IO’s with data and targets showing success
	78%
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix F

Required High-Level Outcomes
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Appendix G
Percentage Comparison of Survey Responses
SECTION I: DEMOGRAPHICS

Appendix H
Summary of Survey Results and Comments

1. Do you work in a rural or urban county?

(Urban counties are: Benton, Clackamas, Columbia, Deschutes, Jackson, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington and Yamhill.)

	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Urban
	36
	35.3%
	14
	41.2%

	Rural
	58
	56.9%
	19
	55.9%

	Other
	10
	9.8%
	1
	2.9%

	Total Respondents
	102 (0 skipped)
	34 (0 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Tribe 
· We are a statewide organization serving both urban and rural counties. 
· Frontier Rural (rural)
· state 
· I work for DHS 
· A mix--Urban Fringe 
· Malheur (rural)
· Frontier (rural)
· Wallowa County, identified as "Frontier" (rural)
· Statewide 
Survey II:
· Statewide


2. Which of the following best describe your role? 

(Please check all that apply.)
	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	County Commissioner
	12
	11.8%
	0
	0%

	Commission for Children and Families Director
	23
	22.5%
	0
	0%

	Juvenile Crime Prevention Coordinator
	5
	4.9%
	0
	0%

	Early Childhood Team Leader
	9
	8.8%
	0
	0%

	Alcohol and Drug Prevention Coordinator
	19
	18.6%
	1
	2.9%

	Juvenile Department Director
	21
	20.6%
	0
	0%

	County Health Department Administrator
	N/A
	N/A
	7
	20.6%

	Service Delivery Area Administrator
	N/A
	N/A
	9
	26.5%

	Community Mental Health Director
	N/A
	N/A
	8
	23.5%

	Other
	20
	19.6%
	10
	29.4%

	Comment
	20
	19.6%
	N/A
	N/A

	Total Respondents
	102 (0 skipped)
	34 (0 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

·  was administrative assistant for last three 1/2 years 
· College Childhood Education Director 
· Non-profit alcohol and drug prevention program director. 
· CCF employee 
· CCF Staff 
· Mentoring Program Director 
· Public Health Director 
· Child Care Resource and Referral program 
· Detention Program Manager 
· administrator 
· ccf staff 
· Staff to Clackamas Co. Commission for Children and Families 
· Commission on Children & Families Staff 
· I participate on the state Early Childhood Team, and am the lead in our office for early childhood behavioral health projects. 
· coordinator family community development programs OSU 
· CCF Commission member 
· Executive Director of ATOD Prevention Org. 
· Interim for Josephine County 
· Full time volunteer 
· Commission on Children and Families
Survey II:
· Nonprofit admin 

· Head Start 

· Non-profit providing substance abuse prevention training and advocacy 

· Prevention Specialist with youth and family serving non-profit 

· CASA 

· Former Deschutes Co. MH Director 

· Non Profit Provider 

· Public Health Director 

· H&HS Director 

· Partner


3. How long have you been working in this position?

	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	≤1 year
	15
	14.9%
	5
	14.7%

	> 1 to 5 yrs
	44
	43.5%
	19
	55.9%

	6 to 10 yrs
	22
	21.8%
	5
	14.7%

	> 10 yrs
	20
	19.8%
	5
	14.7%

	Total Respondents
	101 (1skipped)
	34 (0 skipped)


4. To what extent are you involved with or familiar with the local, comprehensive planning process for children and families (SB555) in your county?  


	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	57
	58.2%
	15
	45.5%

	Moderately
	40
	40.8%
	12
	36.4%

	Very little
	2
	2%
	5
	15.2%

	None
	1
	1%
	0
	0%

	Unsure
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	Comments
	8
	8.2%
	5
	15.2%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Summary

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:
· I have been involved since Phase II in the planning process 
· I am the Board liaison for CCF and attend all their meetings 
· I'm less involved with the early intervention portion of the plan 
· While I have received some of the planning information I believe that our local CCF staff would be the only Fold with extensive Knowledge of the process 
· used to be the CCF director 
· Had SICA experience prior to working in this county 
· Updates have been completed with little to no input from primary community partners and reports submitted without consultation with me to confirm or to gather data regarding juvenile justice matters 
· We are an integral part of the planning process as well as the implementation oversight.
Survey II:
· Attended some meetings in past 4 months 

· The Deschutes Co. SB555 process was very comprehensive and included sections for mental health, A/D, DD, and was for all age groups 

· Varies by county - were in both Washington & Mult 

· I have 3 counties, and my involvement varies 

· CCF member & Exec Comm


SECTION II: LOCAL, COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS
5. How often do you use or refer to information in your county's plan?


	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Frequently
	34
	34.7%
	4
	12.1%

	Occasionally
	36
	36.7%
	13
	39.4%

	Infrequently
	21
	21.4%
	9
	27.3%

	None
	6
	6.1%
	7
	21.2%

	Unsure
	2
	2%
	0
	0%

	Comments
	8
	8.2%
	1
	3%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· We use the plan to direct funding for each of the grant streams 
· reviewing program coverage and effectiveness of our programs 
· use it for grants, other requests for data 
· We use it and our partners use it in all grant writing process We also use it to see how far we have come, where we have fallen short, or where we need to correct our direction or focus
Survey II: 

· We incorporated the plan in our annual MH Plan as well as in fund raising and legislative efforts to build our new res. psychiatric facility

	Negative
	Survey I:

· I work in the underage drinking area--on rare occasion I look at a county plan. My basic feeling is there is way too much planning and way too little action. 
· I have utilized information from the local plans once or twice. 
· It's not useful information to our department 
Survey II:

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· not applicable
Survey II:

· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


6.  How is your county’s plan communicated?
	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Website
	29
	29.6%
	8
	24.2%

	Hardcopies for partners
	85
	86.7%
	26
	78.8%

	Hardcopies for the count commissioners
	54
	55.1%
	13
	39.4%

	Hardcopies for the community at large
	44
	44.9%
	13
	39.4%

	Presentations
	34
	34.7%
	15
	45.5%

	Media
	22
	22.4%
	7
	21.2%

	Other
	16
	16.3%
	5
	15.2%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· I have seen pieces of plans in hard copy. 
Survey II: 

· Information emailed to requestors 
· Emailed in draft form 
· Annual Reports to Community 
· It is our guiding force -- the guide for all funding and activity activities. 
· Our commission system also has 3 community coalitions that work individually with over 600 people. We also distribute at town hall meetings, coalition meetings and at community fairs.

	Negative
	Survey I:
· unsure 
· unknown 
· don't know 
Survey II:

· Have never seen Mult. County's plan (this is where our office is) I am familiar with the plan in other counties that I work in regularly 

· Don't know 

· Not sure 

· Never heard of it. 
· Unknown-I don't believe I have ever seen it.

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:
· libraries 
· I am not involved in a local community. I only see things from the state perspective 
· These are the ones I know of, the others may also be true 
· I have seen pieces of plans in hard copy. 
· I am not sure about deliveries to others, only am familiar with commissioners awareness 
· summary materials 
· L.P.S.C.C. 
· not applicable 
Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


7. To what extent do you believe the local, comprehensive planning process helps to create positive outcomes for children and families?
	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	27
	27.6%
	5
	15.2%

	Moderately
	45
	45.9%
	11
	33.3%

	Very little
	22
	22.4%
	12
	36.4%

	None
	2
	2%
	0
	0%

	Unsure
	3
	3.1%
	5
	15.2%

	Comments
	19
	19.4%
	5
	15.2%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· It gets all partners together and helps people to all understand what are needs are in the community 
· Outcomes for the children & families receiving services funded through the plan are improved, but for children and families not connected to those services I am unsure of the impact. By coordinating our efforts, we are able to focus and achieve positive results 
· goods source for seeking grants to create positive outcomes 
· The poor economy in our county has had a huge impact on families. Through the comprehensive planning process, we are able to address the priorities of the county, with time/resource limits.
Survey II: 

· I think it has the potential, but we (partners) were already working together on issues for children and families.

	Negative
	Survey I:

· The plan could be extremely helpful but we experienced some difficulties in developing an authentic plan for our county. 
· There doesn't seem to be much community "buy-in."
· One of those ideas that is good in theory but disappointing in practice. 
· It is difficult to know-I don't think that comprehensive planning has truly been accomplished.
· Goals are not reviewed regularly to review the impact or progress being made to meet the goals 
· Money is still in silos with many being afraid to share what they have for the benefit of all.

· There is not enough money for implementation 
· anecdotally, very difficult to measure county level impacts - particularly in times of limited resources 
· The current comprehensive Planning process is too complex and cannot easily adapt to changes. e.g. Economic, personnel, community participants. A local planning process is a must, but one est. by the s 
· No Measurement 
· I think the report is to long and I really don't think it has proven a true measurement of success
· It would be more effective if all local partners were required to participate and not have their own process. 
· Not our basic planning system!
Survey II:

· I don't see that the plan is very connected to work happening in counties 

· More in Wash Cty, Less in Mult 

· The planning process isn't the issue; the issue is a lack of resources in almost every arena. It's unrealistic to expect positive outcomes for many families without resources! 

· Have not seen plan 

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:
· in many cases service is only provided by CCF which makes us very effective in delivering these services 
Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


8. To what extent do you believe the local, comprehensive planning process helps to mobilize your communities?

	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	21
	21.4%
	3
	9.1%

	Moderately
	41
	41.8%
	13
	39.4%

	Very little
	28
	28.6%
	11
	33.3%

	None
	4
	4.1%
	2
	6.1%

	Unsure
	6
	6.1%
	4
	12.1%

	Comments
	13
	13.3%
	4
	12.1%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· we are active in all of Linn County 
· It's an agreed upon plan by many partners. It's the planning guide that all the partners refer to. 
· staff works diligently to keep community awareness and coordination a focus 
· The Commission is the lead agency for mobilizing prevention services to children and families. 
Survey II: 

· In our county, we have had a task force created as a result of the planning process. That group (not connected to CCF) has continued to work on issues and achieve some positive outcomes.
· We would do the work whether or not we had SB555

	Negative
	Survey I:

·  In a large county like ours this process does not work at all- planning needs to be driven by local needs not state mandates for one size fits all and the subject matter for the plan is way to broad. 
· See comment above. 
· Leaders not bought into it 
Survey II:

·  I wish I had been aware. I might have something to offer. 

· Have not seen plan 

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:
· During planning process public did not show up at public hearings held in a variety of locations 
· The current process does little to mobilize the community. Prior to SB 555, our Juvenile Department held town hall meetings in the communities of Yamhill County to both share the status of juv. crime 
· Again, some partners choose to ignore the process and the value it could bring to our county.
· In some communities--such as Hood River--it really works well. In others, not so well. When planning takes a long time (as the SB 555 process has) you lose interest and momentum. 
· The comprehensive planning process is the only mechanism for community mobilization and systems analysis at the local level. 
· Using a planning process with all partners at the table increases our understanding of one another’s missions and goals. It helps us see that we are all part of one another’s plan
Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I: None
Survey II: None


9. To what extent do you believe the local, comprehensive planning process helps to improve services coordination among community groups, government agencies, private providers and other parties?
 
	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	32
	32.7%
	4
	12.1%

	Moderately
	45
	45.9%
	12
	36.4%

	Very little
	20
	20.4%
	12
	36.4%

	None
	3
	3.1%
	3
	9.1%

	Unsure
	1
	1%
	3
	9.1%

	Comments
	17
	17.3%
	5
	15.2%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· By looking at the system as a whole, services and community efforts/priorities can be directed so all partners are working towards the same goals.
· This is the way we do business. Collaboratively
· When interagency planning works, it is great. When there are turf issues that are not overtly dismantled, power as usual wins out. 
· Comprehensive planning draws people together to look seriously at the community needs. By providing data, community groups become aware of the problems faced by the families. 
· It has gotten all partners together and I believe that my county has a great collaborative partnership with all partners involved and all partners needed are at the table 
· Yamhill Co has had a history of strong coordination. The Comp Planning process is duplicative in many instances, but does serve to educate the few community lay people involved. Unfortunately, it is 
· The conversation and consensus- building of the planning process is important as a point of discussion and as an education tool for what "is" and what "could be".
· Because partners meet often and take a gap analysis approach to planning, I believe the planning process helps provide more services and assures a variety of services. 
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

· Fragmentation flourishes! 
· The process of creating the document doesn't dramatically improve coordination. Use of the plan does---IF partners choose to use it. We have some who refuse to use it and do their own process. 
·  We will always have improvements to make in coordination but this process has not helped it is a waste of energy and time. 
· Ditto. 
· In some counties (usually the small, rural counties) it works well; in others it’s just a lot of meetings and makes things more complex than they already are. 
· I believe this process to be very valuable. But the process has sometimes felt scattered with the directions from the State CCF. It has been confusing and frustrating to all that participate.
Survey II:

· Have not seen plan  

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· critical factor especially with budget cuts 
· We all work very hard to coordinate, but communication is a challenge. Often, with short time lines, and reduced resources (including staff time), it's easier to just take care of it. 
· with the limited resources available 
Survey II:
· It truly depends upon the CCF and whether or not they are respected and effective in bringing people together for true collaboration 

· Meetings of partners involving service delivery issues are ongoing process of doing every day business 

· More in Wa Cty than Mult 

· It is rare that it is referenced in the committees that I attend; coordination happens without it.

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


10. To what extent do you believe the local, comprehensive planning process leverage scarce resources for children and families in your county?
 
	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	23
	23.5%
	2
	6.1%

	Moderately
	33
	33.7%
	9
	27.3%

	Very little
	35
	35.7%
	15
	45.5%

	None
	5
	5.1%
	3
	9.1%

	Unsure
	4
	4.1%
	4
	12.1%

	Comments
	21
	21.4%
	3
	9.1%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

·  The comprehensive plan gives us a planning framework to base resource development upon. Basically, we know what we want, have planned it out, and are ready to apply for implementation funds. 
· Has helped to point gaps in services that were then filled by collaboration between community partners. 
· The Comp. Plan is the tangible piece of evidence used to show community collaboration and identified needs to potential funders. 
· The planning and plan itself gives credibility to requests for funds so it does assist others in obtaining resources. 
· Comprehensive planning has yielded several key groups that focus on and coordinate efforts towards critical needs. Many grants require leadership that reflects a cross section of the population. In Curry, those groups include Early Childhood Team, Drug Free Communities Coalition, and Uniting People. They provide the infrastructure that leads to positive results.
· Plan and process keeps spotlight on needs & issues, current data...and provides a context for seeking resources; has been helpful in seeking/securing a number of federal and state grants.
· The community partners will assess existing resources based on the information attained in the planning process and make sure that the resources are being used for identified community prioritized evidence-based practices. The planning process helps to avoid duplication and overlaps of precious resources. It also is a tool for the community to "offer up" additional resources when the "mapping" shows what's working and what the potential is if there were more resources. Another important piece that the community identifies is the factor that a service may exist but the capacity is not nearly what is needed by referral agencies and consumers.
· Local partnerships help create a focus and communities work together to create possibilities for children and families 
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

· The plan is viewed as a task that must be done in order to receive state funds as opposed to a plan developed by local communities to provide a roadmap to fill unmet needs. If the state trusted local communities to leverage funds as identified by the local community more funds could be used for direct service to those in need and not for administrative and reporting requirements.
· I don't believe that the comp planning process has served to leverage resources as much as restrictions on the funding itself, which have required the leveraging of other funds
· Citizens volunteering to serve on CCF often fund the programs that make them feel good as opposed to those needed and identified in the plan. 
· Funders often establish criteria for the use of resources.
· I believe we could get much more out of the program if it was run at the local level only and the State did not take a cut. 
· The process itself does not leverage any resources. The good will and community-mindedness of community partners does result in collaborative funding.
· I suspect that funding has been raised from using it, but most local folk know it's a huge document and doesn't focus us on priorities. 
· I doubt that happens, but I'm not really in a position to judge. 
· Because the partners are still very protective of their own budgets and the way they do business it is my opinion that they have not really bought into the process. It is still seen as just another state driven. 
· While our health department tries to help with services we have a shortage of resources due to state budget cuts. 
Survey II:

· In the counties I work in regularly I can see no clear connections between the plan and resources that are available in the counties 

· It does not seem to drive funding decisions in our county. It was an unfunded mandate for us to participate in the process.

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Individual programs have been developed but not as a result of a plan that leverages resources but this is not a result of the plan. 
· Over 12 million dollars in a county of 20,000 in the last 7 years.
· see above 
Survey II:
· Many times the plans are excellent, and they may help focus resources, but I'm not sure we move to the next step of leveraging them...to raise more funds 

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


11. Do you believe there are additional benefits of the local, comprehensive planning process?

	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Yes
	52
	53.1%
	13
	39.4%

	No
	20
	20.4%
	7
	21.2%

	Unsure
	27
	27.6%
	12
	36.4%

	Please Specify
	35
	35.7%
	11
	33.3%

	Total Respondents
	98 (4 skipped)
	33 (1 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· It does help us focus. We've been able to move forward on the poverty issue, because it's in our comprehensive plan. 
· good will in community 
· Serves as a resource guide, gives long term goal focus. 
·  The process keeps us connected as an early childhood committee and community 
· Networking, collaboration, community mobilization 
· Advocates issues with political officials
· It helps in our planning process because our advisory committee is extremely aware of our children’s needs. 
· personal relationships that lead to partnerships 
· focus resources, set priorities, align various partner plans, grant writing 
· Better planning and coordination 
· Networking with other professionals that you might not normally work closely with; building relationships; understanding programs/services in the community 
· I believe setting goals is the first step in accomplishing change. 
· An additional benefit of the comprehensive planning process is getting partners to collectively have the planning discussion. It truly is amazing what an educational tool the process becomes. 
· good overview of status of children/families in the county, provides easy to access needs data in a number of areas in a single document 
· communication, shared knowledge, opportunity to reduce duplication, possibility of comprehensive array of services, opportunity for shared training, co-location of services, 
· communication tool for community awareness 
· Service providers, grant writers, commissioners and other groups often come together at one table to better plan and utilize services, avoids duplication. Groups are more aware of priorities set by t 
· We now look at the data much more extensively than was ever done in the past and focus our resources on those areas we most feel the need to impact. 
· I believe some participants locally have become aware of the local plans/planning required in the comp planning process. As they become aware they are better able to contribute to the planning process 
· Better prepared for funding decisions and grant writing. A place to start community conversations and setting direction. 
· Gives people an opportunity to participate in human service work who normally would not. Gives people an opportunity to educate themselves about what's going on throughout the county. 
· Public awareness, focused efforts, youth participation, 
· Points our opportunities for collaboration and gaps within services. 
· It could be a tool to involve the community at large in the planning of programming and activities that are for them..... 
· The Comp. plan is repeatedly used to illustrate identified needs, existing services and activities, and gaps in service. It is a working tool used daily. 
· Helps inventory resources 
· This is the only venue for all children/family partners to come to the table, get to know each other, build partnerships and coordinate planning and look at the 
· Reducing barriers, understanding one anothers regulations, boundaries and using other agencies and organizations who may not have those restrictions. More collaborators means more open doors to resources 
· bringing all players to the table for dialogue is extremely important
Survey II: 

· The comp. planning process not only brings groups together, it allows for a forum for a variety of issues 

· Increased communication. Often can improve relationships. 

· we can use stats in grant apps 

· Education of the public and community groups. Greater attention is placed on issues affecting the lives of children and families. Increases collaboration b/w groups. 

· Our planning process led to year around meetings and collaboration among community partners. We didn't just get together to put the plan together. 

· brings partners together, raises awareness 

· For some communities that didn't work closely together it may have brought them a bit closer in there working relationships. The counties I work with have always worked very closely together. 

· It does bring the partners together to plan, and is a catalyst for collaborative efforts 

· I refer to the statistics that were compiled during the planning process. However, these statistics are not updated and disseminated on an annual basis. 

· stimulation of community business support and collaboration on children's issues and needs 

· Good information sharing

	Negative
	Survey I:

· I believe a locally driven planning process is very beneficial, this process has just been meeting state mandates. 
· Not the way it is being run now. 
· While there are very significant benefits to inter-agency and community-based planning, the particular process around the 555 plan is more often than not, a hindrance to these benefits. 
· It is extremely difficult to affect positive change with inconsistent state dollars. Without a consistent funding source for a long period of time, we are always trying to re-invent the wheel. 
Survey II:

· None

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· When it works, there can be a lot of benefits--increased collaboration, community level problem solving. There are lots of potential benefits, but the proof is in the implementation. 
· To be truly coordinated in delivery of services rather than just on paper is a value to everyone; from getting grants, eliminating duplication, more effective service deliver. 
Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


SECTION III: MEASURING PROGRESS 

12. To what extent are you involved in or familiar with the measurement aspect of your county's local comprehensive plan?
	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	4
	9.1%
	0
	0%

	Moderately
	23
	52.3%
	7
	38.9%

	Very little
	12
	27.3%
	6
	33.3%

	None
	4
	9.1%
	5
	27.8%

	Unsure
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	Comments
	4
	9.1%
	1
	5.6%

	Total Respondents
	44 (58 skipped)
	18 (16 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

·  None
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

·  None 
Survey II:

· None

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· not applicable 
· using best practices and reporting outcomes are required 
· I am familiar with the Juvenile Crime Prevention and Alcohol and Drug Prevention measurements, but not the other planning process measurements. 
· I have worked on the annual reports
Survey II:
· Have not seen measurement tool

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


13.  To what extent do you believe the measurement aspects of this planning process help to measure effectiveness of state-funded programs? 


	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	3
	6.8%
	0
	0%

	Moderately
	15
	34.1%
	4
	22.2%

	Very little
	16
	36.4%
	8
	44.4%

	None
	1
	2.3%
	1
	5.6%

	Unsure
	9
	20.5%
	5
	27.8%

	Comments
	3
	6.8%
	3
	16.7%

	Total Respondents
	44 (58 skipped)
	18 (16 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

·  None
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

·  None 
Survey II:

· They could be useful but only if the measurements in the plan actually correspond to the work begin done in the county and only if those writing the plan understand evaluation protocols and theory 

· The claims made sometimes far exceed the data

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Prevention efforts are difficult to measure for effectiveness. Annual Surveys may provide some limited info. In the context of Juv. Crime Prev., we can now start to measure recidivism of programs whic 
· Outcomes measures address short term progress but do little to define what success looks like. They are not necessarily tied to the essential needs of the community, as defined by the local community 
· People give voice to it but very little is recognized in terms of progress and planning.
Survey II:
· As it relates to Healthy Start

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


14. To what extent do you believe the measurement aspects of this planning process help to monitor progress in meeting the plan's intermediate outcome targets?

	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	3
	6.8%
	0
	0%

	Moderately
	17
	38.6%
	5
	27.8%

	Very little
	15
	34.1%
	5
	27.8%

	None
	1
	2.3%
	2
	11.1%

	Unsure
	9
	20.5%
	6
	33.3%

	Comments
	3
	6.8%
	0
	0%

	Total Respondents
	44 (58 skipped)
	18 (16 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

·  None
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

·  The measurements may be somewhat effective in measuring the progress of intermediate targets, but the creation of the targets are often a shot in the dark task. I do believe the Fed. Gov. is beginning 
· Outcomes measures do fairly well at measuring progress but rarely to you see outcome measures unmet, which to me says they may be set low to meet state's expectations. 
· This is not discussed with community partners. 
Survey II:

· None

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


15. To what extent do you believe the measurement aspects of this planning process help to improve services to children and families?

	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Extensively
	3
	7%
	0
	0%

	Moderately
	15
	34.9%
	3
	16.7%

	Very little
	13
	30.2%
	10
	55.6%

	None
	5
	11.6%
	0
	0

	Unsure
	6
	14%
	5
	27.8%

	Comments
	5
	11.6%
	0
	0%

	Total Respondents
	43 (59 skipped)
	18 (16 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

·  Required measurements help to hold funding recipients accountable in that they are more apt to monitor the quality of the programs that are funded in order to keep getting future funding. If the progr 
· Helps provide needs assessment 
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

· None 
Survey II:

· None

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Measurements often take expessive time that should be given to children and families 
· If measurement is to be effective, one must understand the community pressures to do things otherwise and how to deal with that. 
· I think that programs monitor progress through measurements but to my knowledge this is not in coordination with the plan.
Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


16. Do you believe there are additional benefits of the measurement aspects of your county’s comprehensive planning process? 


	Response
	Survey I
	Survey II

	
	Total
	Percent
	Total
	Percent

	Yes
	13
	30.2%
	1
	5.6%

	No
	13
	30.2%
	8
	44.4%

	Unsure
	17
	39.5%
	9
	50.0%

	Please Specify
	9
	20.9%
	0
	0%

	Total Respondents
	43 (59 skipped)
	18 (16 skipped)


	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· Helps us decide on funding previous programs 
· Allows you to see where you need to concentrate 
· Helps develop shared goals 
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

· Again, I believe measurement can focus organizational effort- this plan has not. 
· Once again, there are a lot of potential benefits. More attention needs to be paid to the skills and tasks needed to reap those benefits. 
· There could be, but not the way it’s designed now. 
· I think there could be if there was a an effort to have community partners meet to review measurements 
· Many in the system know the measurements for their area so it is a common thread. However, there is not enough cohesion among the service providers to all do what they do best without worry of funding 
Survey II:

· None

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Documentation for legislative purposes. 
Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


SECTION IV: GENERAL COMMENTS

17. Please summarize the two most important benefits of your local comprehensive plan for children and families.  

General Comments
	Comments
	Summary

	Positive
	Survey I:

· Bringing people together to discuss resources 

· 1. To have a discussion prior to setting the goals and at yearly reviews helps the community agencies to stay in the same river, hopefully towards the same ocean. 2. Data info helps with grants.

· There is coordination of services and thinking about how and to whom services should be delivered.

· Communication and good will between the partners. The creation and plan of a more seamless vision for the county.

· This plan helps to target needs in each individual community and guide partners to work toward meeting those needs. It has helped funders realize the funding they are allocating will assist a measurable goal.

· 1.Information Sharing 2.Discussion 

· Plan identified gaps in existing services. Many organizations / community members were involved in the community mapping phase which was essential in future collaboration efforts. 

· The local comprehensive plans help to create cross-disciplinary projects. They contribute to the development of a system. They help to put the village back together again. 

· It brings people together to share/learn information regarding local resources/needs. It provides people with input into the development of local programming 

· Increased meaningful discussions between partners and current local data
· Becomes a focus for multiple agencies to plan 

· It identifies priorities arrived at by involved stakeholders. It provides a reference point to distribute dollars in the community

· 1) Places information into a single, broad context for the community to use. 2) Helps in communicating needs in our community 

Survey II:
· Collaboration of Partners. Community Participation. 
· Service Coordination & Increases awareness of efforts by others 
· Stronger relationships in some areas. 
· It's an annual reminder of priorities 2. It raises awareness of needs and resources. 
· Compiled all local plans into one document. 2. Allowed conversations about what was important to the community.

	Negative
	Survey I:

· To be honest...it seems to be a document that sits on a shelf gathering dust.
· No important benefits
· I think the plan in "theory" is o.k. but I don't think it works as it was intended. I don't know how much money went into this plan, but I think it was very poorly done. I have worked with consulting companies over the years and have had better results than what was produced here. 
Survey II:

· I am not aware of the elements of the plan. 
· Unable to do this as I have not seen plan 

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Bringing all parties to the table is a good idea. Once again, without good management of the process, there will be little or no benefit. There is a lot of potential for efficiencies and better service to the public. 

· There are few services available. Services and money does not roll over the mountain to the coast

· Coordination and communication between providers and various involved parties and the community 

· People who make the money decisions have an idea about what is happening in the communities and the needs if they refer to it. Data on a variety of issues is presented. 

· I am not sure there are any benefits that have resulted from the plan. I am not sure that it is not a process that we went through to meet requirements of the State. 

· Logic models help frame SOME programs more clearly. Fosters additional communication among folks who might not communicate as frequently otherwise 

· The biggest benefit to local comprehensive plan is having input from the communities to include their concerns in our comprehensive plan. 

· 1:Identify needs of children and families 2:Identify services to address needs 

Survey II:

	Suggestions
	Survey I: None

Survey II: None


18. Please summarize the two most important challenges in your local comprehensive plan for children and families 
General Comments
	Comments
	Response

	Positive
	Survey I:

· None
Survey II: 

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:

· lack of resources
· 1. The lack of skills and abilities to ensure that you will move quickly from planning to action, to manage meetings and to insist on using data and evidence. There must be someone who can effectively keep the group focused on the problems and the progress that must be made to resolve them. 2. Community politics and the desire to fund favored programs whether they are particularly effective or not. 3. The extreme complexity in urban areas of layers of government and hundreds of non-profits all working in the same arena.
· What good is our prevention efforts if when some one needs and wants treatment there are no beds available.
· State Funding levels do not meet the costs involved in accomplishing the goals presented in the Comprehensive plan. Our plan requires intensive work with our Hispanic community, I require more funding to maintain staff for this aspect of the plan. 
· 1. Prevention practitioners are not qualified. For example, Certified Prevention Specialist credentials. Little knowledge of how to do and implement best practice in schools
· Data and demographics are constantly changing. Resources come and go and it is difficult to maintain consistency.
· Poor definition of goals. Lack of understanding how to improve the quality of services.
· Funding and funding 
· Time consuming to create and measure outcomes. 
· The first challenge is knowing it exists. The second is knowing where to look for it to learn more about it. 
· Attempting to follow the comp planning process as it is developed and modified over a 5-6 year period when system changes occur in a 1-2 year timeframe. The local comp plan has been outdated before it goes to print. Attempting to report local efforts to the state and the public in a concise and easy to understand way. The comp planning process seems to be center to this concept
· There is way too much time spent on comprehensive planning. Not enough flexibility in a comprehensive plan to meet changing needs and concerns in a community. 
· For this planning process to be of value in this large county, MUCH MORE buy-in from leaders of multiple systems would be required. Either voluntary or involuntary TEETH are needed! Improved local cross-jurisdictional leadership and leadership succession - and planning structure - needed for success. 
· It appears that the whole process is a lot of meeting and planning, with no funding attached. People in this county are already pushed to their limits with service delivery and to take time out for meetings that really do not produce anything tangible is sometimes a waste of time. 
· Lack of funding for programs. Uncertainty of future dollars and commitment at state level. 
· There is no regular contact to keep moving people toward the outcomes and learning what services are actually doing. For things to be comprehensive, it must include all players and all resources. The silo effect of resources is discouraging. The OYA cap is a ridiculous outcome measure. The money for the agency is set by the Legislature and the facility cannot take more than it can provide for. It is a dollars and cents issue not a measure of effectiveness. 
· Not broad enough; for example, no attention to working parents through employer services 
Survey II:

· Funding stream bariers..ie federal level Respective program barriers

· In Mult Cty - too many different agendas and funding streams In Mult & Wa Cty - not enough funding be effective in prevention 

· Lack of resources 2. Many families are not served at all. 

· See above 

· Lack of adequate staff 

· Too large for most people to understand and comprehend. 2. No resources put into the report due to budget reductions.

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Getting all potential partners on the same page in the vision. (Politics are huge when it comes to the limited resources available now, so some members aren't willing to work as well for the whole without a larger piece of the pie.) Communication is always a challenge and can be improved.
· Clarification of juvenile crime prevention e.g. target population, and where these resources should be invested; coordination between the Department of Community Justice and local Commission.
· Dealing with the commission director, and dealing with the commission director.
· 1. Having data that is measurable using the same tools and having everyone use the tool in the same way. 3. Using innovative systems and tools but having documented measurable results that mean something.
· not applicable
· Measurement of Outcomes. 
· 1: Regular review of progress. 2: Accountability of partners 
· 1) Insuring the community understands the need. 2) funding 
· Coordination/leadership from lead agency 
· Making the planning process as well as the final product relevant. Also, aligning plan requirements from each domain, i.e. juvenile crime prevention, to match with the comprehensive plan requirements.
Survey II:
· None

	Suggestions
	Survey I:

· None

Survey II: 
· None


19. What additional skills or assistance do you need in your county to measure progress towards targets in your county plan?  
General Comments
	Comments
	Summary

	Positive
	Survey I:

· Skills are fine. Implementation is sometimes challenging. 

Survey II:

· None

	Negative
	Survey I:
· Scrap the whole plan and start over. 

· All skills needed are accessible in the community, but those having the needed skills are not invited to participate.
· I don't think we need to spend any more time for measuring targets, we need to spend time working with our different communities.
Survey II:
·  None

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:
· We measure progress fine. We need to be able to put programs in place that will create the progress.
· More help and more people to help with the input of data into the MDS system 

· 1. Training and mentorship on how to move a public agenda. 2. Meeting management 3. Implementation skills 
· Assistance creating Measurement tools and SB267 
Survey II:
· Adequate staff and data gathering instruments. 

· Nothing besides the resources and time needed to do so - we have the resources here.

	Suggestions
	Survey I:
· Outreach to employers

· Develop limited and standardized output and outcome measurements that would be used by each of the individual planning bodies within the comp plan. Develop these in collaboration with involved parties and attempt to reconcile the progress board goals/measurements with SB 555 and SB 267 efforts and measurements so as not to create duplicate and/or useless data gathering in the part of local service providers. Randomly select a couple of programs from each of the individual plan fields to conduct a controlled research study to determine effectiveness relative to established standard goals/objectives 

· Perhaps a regional workshop with members of various CCF and training sessions. This may be difficult because the groups are volunteers. Additional dollars to distribute would certainly be welcome. 
· Adequate and stable funding for services to children and family. Our director and staff spend numerous valuable hours at state meetings on funding. 

· Consistency among agencies regarding tracking 

· Funding directed at child care to supplement the costs involved. Training, information, support for parents and grandparents raising children. 

· External oversight and measurement.
· Quarterly meetings to discuss progress or additional needs.
Survey II:

· None


20. Any other comments, thoughts or suggestions you would like to offer? 

General Comments
	Comments
	Summary

	Positive
	Survey I:

· Thank you for working to try to assist our rural families. This work is so important to the future of our children. Funding spent wisely on children and families in never wasted. Many programs require seed money and assistance to continue proven programs. 

· CCF and Comprehensive plan are very valuable tools in our large rural, poverty riddled county. 

· The idea for the plan is good. If it could be made into a reality with all the necessary resources and true collaboration by community and state agencies, children and families would benefit tremendously.

Survey II:

	Negative
	Survey I:

· Please get the state out of the business of mandating one size fits all bureaucratic planning that has just taken planning resources away from our community not contributed to it. Although I was not the juvenile director at the time we started I have been with the Department during the whole time of this legislation and is has not contributed one thing to the improvement of our community. Also the funds that were suppose to come with the planning mandate have been dramatically cut but the same requirements apply and now the legislature was considering cutting them again. Let’s get rid of this planning effort and try to get something in place that is designed to work for our jurisdiction. 

· The SB 555 planning system has not worked in this large county. Our system is still hugely fragmented and chaotic. It looks exactly like the "before" diagram in an early powerpoint presentation - showing complex and confused linkages. THE STATE SYSTEM HAS NOT BEEN INTEGRATED TO REDUCE THE CHAOS EITHER! Big pieces - such as education & social services have not been integrated. Number & complexity of programs has not been reduced at state level. 

· For the small amount of money that commissions have to work with it is a waste of time for all of the processes that is required to go through. For the amount of talented people that we pull together and asked to serve on these commissions it could be a better use of their time to be working with the communities to help children and families instead of sitting in a room working on the process and paperwork that I doubt anyone ever reads. 

Survey II:
· I've had very little involvement. The sense I have had is the process has little meaning or seriousness. 
· For the past few years, the plan has been busy work, created in isolation, then presented to community partners as an exercise in bureaucracy. Locally, each county's partners have traditionally worked together to set priorities and pool resources and leverage funds wherever possible. Rural counties can accomplish all this without legislation, because it's the right thing to do. 
· I started to fill this out as I kept receiving reminders to do so. However, as someone who is only recently in this community and has only had a temporary "acting" job, I am not very informed of this process yet. Hopefully, our regular SDA manager, Marge Reinhart, will have received your survey and completed it more thoroughly. I apologize. 

	Comments/?’s
	Survey I:

· Thank you for asking the questions. 

· The original agreement on Juvenile Crime Prevention (and funding) placed this squarely with local juvenile departments yet the shift to the Commission on Children and Families seems to muddy the waters and creates added layers of complexity in managing an ever decreasing resource from the state. 

· My position has me seeing this work in a different light that these questions ask. I do believe the process is a good one --- the extent is unclear to me. 

· I believe the most important thing is a certainty on whether or not the program and funding will continue. This could allow funding for long term programs in stages to be put in place. I believe the volunteers who serve on the commission in my own county are committed to working very hard to distribute dollars for programs. I think one shortfall our local CCF has is that not enough people in the county know they exist and just how hard they work. 

Survey II:

· Extending the net with the planning process to include non-profits may have roped me in. Youth suicide prevention is an important local issue. 
· 

	Suggestions
	Survey I:
· In my opinion, the Commission on Children and Families should be redefined as an advisory board that should report its findings to each county's boards of commissioners. The commissioners should then be responsible to determine what agency should deliver services. The CCF puts itself in conflict by also being a service provider. 

· I would look at what the state of Washington has done in this arena. It appears to me that they are more action-based and use evidence more visibly. 

· Give us more money and more people and employees to make our jobs more effective

· We need qualified personnel delivering prevention services. Certified Prevention Specialists. 

· If you want to know how something like this should be handled in the future go to the people that are actually in the trenches. 

Survey II:
· Many of the things we are trying to accomplish take YEARS to get a good measure of success. Yet, the legislature and government program offices want to see results in two years. We either have to come up with better, more visible short term results or educate the public and legislature about a realistic timeframe in which to see results. 


Priority





Increase adult supports for youth





Team adult mentors with youth





Strategy





Number of adults who volunteer to be mentors





Outputs





Intermediate Outcome





Percent of youth who have a close relationship with an adult





Reduce juvenile arrests








High-Level Outcomes





Reduce teen drug use





Reduce teen pregnancy
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� Several external assessments of Oregon’s Partners for Children and Families local planning process affirmed the need for additional technical assistance, training and resources for counties. See Appendix C for summaries of those assessments.


� ORS 417.797(3) states that the Progress Board shall coordinate this review with the biennial evaluations required by ORS 417.797(1) of state agencies responsible for a component of the local coordinated comprehensive plan. The Progress Board requested copies of those evaluations from partner agencies. 


� Some relevant documents were initially overlooked by OCCF and were submitted to the Progress Board later by regional OCCF staff members who were in closer contact with the counties.


� The State Department of Administrative Services and the Legislative Fiscal Office have also adopted this language (from the Government Accounting Standards Board) defining performance measurement terms.  
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Sheet1

				LM = Logic Model; DCP = Data Collection Plan; OYA = Oregon Youth Authority

				Early Childhood								8th Grade ATOD								Juvenile  Arrests								Juvenile Recidivism								OYA Bed Cap								Community/Systems

		County		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce

		Harney		PS		PS		1 OP
1 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		2 OP 2IO		OK		JCP		JCP		1 OP		OK		JR		JR		2 OP
1 IO		OK		OYA Bed Cap		OYA Bed Cap				CEO-JJC

		Hood River		RTL		RTL		2 OP
1 IO		Most not in DCP		PS & PYD		PS & PYD		1OP
1IO mentoring		Not in DCP		PS & PYD		PS & PYD		1 OP
1 IO		Not in DCP		PYD		PYD		1 IO (Teen Court)		Not in DCP								CEO-JJC

		Jackson		CA/N		CA/N		3 OP
2 IO		Some not in DCP		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		10 OP
6 IO		Some not in DCP		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		9 OP
9 IO		Some not in DCP		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		See Arr		See Arr		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		See Arr		See Arr		Syst Integ		Syst Integ

		Jefferson		HV
RTL		HV
RTL		1 OP
1 IO (HV)		OK		8th Gr Alc.		8th Gr Alc.		3 OP
2 IO		Most not in DCP						2 OP
2 IO		No DCP		JR				1 OP
1 IO		No DCP		OYA Bed Cap						CEO-JJC

		Josephine		RTL
ECD				2 OP 1 IO		OK		HTY		HTY		1 OP 1 IO		OK		JC/R								JC/R																ICC

		Klamath		CM		CM		2 OP
3 IO		Some not in DCP		JCPa		JCPa		1 OP
1 IO		OK		JCPa		JCPa		See ATOD		See ATOD		JCPb		JCPb		2 OP
1 IO		1 OP not in DCP		JCPb		JCPb		2 OP		OK		Com Mob		Com Mob		2 OP
1 IO		IO not in DCP

		Lake		CM		CM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		HTY		HTY		1 OP
1 IO		OK		JA		JA		1 IO		OK		JA		JA		See Arr		OK								CEO-JJC

		Lane		CM				3 OP
2 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		5 OP
2 IO		OK		EI				1 OP
2 IO		OK		EI		EI		2 OP
1 IO		OK

		Lincoln		CC				1 OP		OK		ATOD		ATOD		3 OP		OK										CS				1 OP

		Linn		PE		PE		1 OP
1 IO		OK		LS				1 OP
1 IO				EI				1 OP
1 IO				EI				See Arr				EI				See Arr

		Malheur		CA/N								HTY						OK		HTY		CRT				OK		HTY		CRT		See JC		only for CRT		HTY						CEO-JJC		CE		EST		4 OP 1 IO		OK

		Marion		PC		PC		2 OP
2 IO		OK		YE		YE		2 OP
3 IO		OK						See
ATOD								See
ATOD				See
ATOD				2 OP
3 IO				Vol.		PI		2 OP
3 IO		OK

		Morrow		CM		CM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		6 OP
2 IO		OK		WS		WS		2 OP
1 IO		OK						See Arr										CEO-JJC

		Multnomah		RTL		RTL
CC		1 OP
2 IO		OK		FS		FS		6 OP
4 IO		OK		EI						OK		EI						OK		EI

		Polk		HV,
CASA		HV,
CASA		4 OP
2 IO		OK		PYA		PYA		3 OP
2 IO		OK		PYA		PYA		2 OP
1 IO		OK						2 OP
1 IO		OK						See
recidivism
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Sheet1

				LM = Logic Model; DCP = Data Collection Plan; OYA = Oregon Youth Authority

				Early Childhood								8th Grade ATOD								Juvenile  Arrests								Juvenile Recidivism								OYA Bed Cap								Community/Systems

		County		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce

		Tillamook						2OP
1 IO		OK		PYD		PYD		See Arr		OK		PYD		PYD		2 OP
2 OI		OK		PYD		PYD		See Arr		OK		PYD		PYD		See Arr		OK

		Umatilla		CM, RTL		CM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		ASP		ASP		3 OP
2 IO		OK		JA		JA		3 OP
2 IO		OK		JA		JA		See Arr		OK								CEO-JJC

		Union		CA/N		CA/N		2 OP
2 IO		OK		EI		EI		2 OP
2 IO		OK		EI		EI		3 OP
1 IO		OK		EI				3 OP
1 IO		OK		JC OYA		OYA				CEO-JJC

		Wallowa		RTL,
CC		RTL,
CC		3 OP
3 IO		OK		LS		LS		2 OP
2 IO		OK		LS		LS		See
ATOD		OK		SR		SR		2 OP
2 IO		OK								CEO-JJC		Syst Integ		Syst Integ				OK

		Wasco		PE		HV		2 OP
2 IO		OK		MM,
ASP		MM,
ASP		1 OP
2 IO		OK						1 OP
2 IO								1 OP
2 IO				OYA Bed Cap		OYA Bed Cap				CEO-JJC

		Washington		PE,
 ECE		PE,
ECE		3 OP
2 IO		OK		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		2 OP
3 IO		OK		SS,
IS		SS,
IS		3 OP
1 IO		OK		SS,
IS		SS,
IS		3 OP
1 IO		OK		SS,
IS		SS,
IS		See recidivism (1 IO)		OK

		Wheeler		HV		HV		1 OP
1 IO		OK		MM		MM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		Mentoring		Mentoring		3 OP
2 IO		OK																CEO-JJC		ISC		ISC		3 OP
2 IO		OK

		Yamhill		HV,
Imm		HV,
Imm		No report		OK		S&T,
PNC		S&T,
PNC		No report		OK		CS		CS		No report		OK		CS		CS		No report				CS		CS		No report				MM,
CPT		MM,
CPT

		# counties		36		32		34		28		36		31		31		26		33		30		30		26		All juvenile crime categories combined under arrests																14		11		7		8

		% of counties		100%		89%		94%		78%		100%		86%		86%		72%		92%		83%		83%		72%		All juvenile crime categories combined under arrests																39%		31%		19%		22%

		# Deficiencies				0		1-4		5-8		9-12		0:		Clackamas, Deschutes, Harney, Lake, Lane, Marion, Morrow, Polk, Sherman, Tillamook, Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, Washington, Wheeler

		# counties				15		20		1		0

		% counties				42%		56%		3%		0%		1-4:		Baker, Benton, Clatsop, Columbia, Crook, Curry, Douglas, Gilliam, Grant, Hood River, Jackson, Jefferson, Josephine, Klamath, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Multnomah, Wasco, Yamhill

														5-8:		Coos
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Appendix E

				LM = Logic Model; DCP = Data Collection Plan; OYA = Oregon Youth Authority

				Early Childhood								8th Grade ATOD								Juvenile  Arrests								Juvenile Recidivism								OYA Bed Cap								Community/Systems

		County		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce		LM		DCP		Data		Srce

		Baker		EI				3OP 2IO				MH, ATOD		MH		2OP 1IO						MH		see ATOD		CEOJCC		MH, EI, ATOD		MH				OK		MH		MH				CEOJCC		Pov., ATOD

		Benton		EC		EC		1OP
1 IO		IO-OK		ATOD		ATOD						JJ		JJ						JJ		JJ		2 OP
1 IO		IO-OK		JJ		JJ		1 OP
1 IO		IO-OK

		Clackamas		EC		EC		1 OP
1 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		1 OP		OK		JC		JC		1 OP
1 IO		OK		JC		JC		1 OP		OK		JC		JC		See JA & JR		See JA & JR		Com Mob.		Com Mob.		2 OP		OK

		Clatsop		PE		PE		1 OP
1 IO		not specific		ATOD				1 OP		Not in DCP		PE		PE		1 OP
1 IO		Not in DCP		PE		PE		1 OP		Not in DCP		PE		PE		"Maintained"		Not in DCP						2 OP

		Columbia		EC		EC		Wait'g for ODE		not specific		ATOD		ATOD		2 OP
1 IO		OK		JC		JC		1 OP
1 IO		OK		JC		JC		See Arr		See Arr		JC		JC		See Arr		See Arr		JC		JC		See Arr		See Arr

		Coos		CM, CC				6 OP		No DCP						2 OP		No DCP		JA								JR				1 OP
1 IO		No DCP		OYA Bed Cap

		Crook		CA		CA		2 OP
1 IO		IO-OK		8th Grade Alc.		8th Grade Alc.		2 OP
1 IO		Not in DCP		JCP		JCP		2 OP
1 IO		IO not in DCP		JR		JR		3 OP
1 IO		OK		OYA Bed Cap						CEO-JJC

		Curry		EC		EC		5 OP
2 IO		OK		ATOD				3 OP
1 IO		No DCP		Mentoring		Mentoring		4 OP
1 IO		Most OK		Mentoring		Mentoring		See Arr		See Arr		Mentoring		Mentoring		See Arr		See Arr		MM		MM

		Deschutes		EC		EC		1 OP
1 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		2 OP
1 IO		Srced in Narrat		JA		JA		2 OP		Srced in Narrat		OYA Bed Use		OYA Bed Use		2 OP
2 IO		Srced in Narrat		OYA Bed Cap		OYA Bed Use		2 OP
2 IO		Srced in Narrat

		Douglas		EC		EC		2 OP
1 IO		OK		HTY		HTY				OK		HTY		HTY				OK		HTY		HTY				OK		HTY		HTY				OK

		Gilliam		EC		EC		4 OP				ATOD		ATOD				OK		JC		JC		6 OP
1 IO		OK		JC		JC		6 OP
1 IO		OK		OYA Bed Cap						CEO-JJC		Vol.		Vol.

		Grant		CM		CM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		1 IO		OK		JA		JA				OK		JR		JR				OK		OYA Bed Cap		OYA Bed Cap				CEO-JJC

		Harney		PS		PS		1 OP
1 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		2 OP 2IO		OK		JCP		JCP		1 OP		OK		JR		JR		2 OP
1 IO		OK		OYA Bed Cap		OYA Bed Cap				CEO-JJC

		Hood River		RTL		RTL		2 OP
1 IO		Most not in DCP		PS & PYD		PS & PYD		1OP
1IO mentoring		Not in DCP		PS & PYD		PS & PYD		1 OP
1 IO		Not in DCP		PYD		PYD		1 IO (Teen Court)		Not in DCP								CEO-JJC

		Jackson		CA/N		CA/N		3 OP
2 IO		Some not in DCP		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		10 OP
6 IO		Some not in DCP		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		9 OP
9 IO		Some not in DCP		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		See Arr		See Arr		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		See Arr		See Arr		Syst Integ		Syst Integ

		Jefferson		HV
RTL		HV
RTL		1 OP
1 IO (HV)		OK		8th Gr Alc.		8th Gr Alc.		3 OP
2 IO		Most not in DCP						2 OP
2 IO		No DCP		JR				1 OP
1 IO		No DCP		OYA Bed Cap						CEO-JJC

		Josephine		RTL
ECD				2 OP 1 IO		OK		HTY		HTY		1 OP 1 IO		OK		JC/R								JC/R																ICC

		Klamath		CM		CM		2 OP
3 IO		Some not in DCP		JCPa		JCPa		1 OP
1 IO		OK		JCPa		JCPa		See ATOD		See ATOD		JCPb		JCPb		2 OP
1 IO		1 OP not in DCP		JCPb		JCPb		2 OP		OK		Com Mob		Com Mob		2 OP
1 IO		IO not in DCP

		Lake		CM		CM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		HTY		HTY		1 OP
1 IO		OK		JA		JA		1 IO		OK		JA		JA		See Arr		OK								CEO-JJC

		Lane		CM				3 OP
2 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		5 OP
2 IO		OK		EI				1 OP
2 IO		OK		EI		EI		2 OP
1 IO		OK

		Lincoln		CC				1 OP		OK		ATOD		ATOD		3 OP		OK										CS				1 OP

		Linn		PE		PE		1 OP
1 IO		OK		LS				1 OP
1 IO				EI				1 OP
1 IO				EI				See Arr				EI				See Arr

		Malheur		CA/N								HTY						OK		HTY		CRT				OK		HTY		CRT		See JC		only for CRT		HTY						CEO-JJC		CE		EST		4 OP 1 IO		OK

		Marion		PC		PC		2 OP
2 IO		OK		YE		YE		2 OP
3 IO		OK						See
ATOD								See
ATOD				See
ATOD				2 OP
3 IO				Vol.		PI		2 OP
3 IO		OK

		Morrow		CM		CM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		ATOD		ATOD		6 OP
2 IO		OK		WS		WS		2 OP
1 IO		OK						See Arr										CEO-JJC

		Multnomah		RTL		RTL
CC		1 OP
2 IO		OK		FS		FS		6 OP
4 IO		OK		EI						OK		EI						OK		EI

		Polk		HV,
CASA		HV,
CASA		4 OP
2 IO		OK		PYA		PYA		3 OP
2 IO		OK		PYA		PYA		2 OP
1 IO		OK						2 OP
1 IO		OK						See
recidivism

		Sherman		RTL		RTL				OK		ATOD		ATOD				OK		JC		JC				OK		JC		JC		See JA		CEOFC		JC		JC		See JA		CEO-JJC		CE		CE				OK

		Tillamook						2OP
1 IO		OK		PYD		PYD		See Arr		OK		PYD		PYD		2 OP
2 OI		OK		PYD		PYD		See Arr		OK		PYD		PYD		See Arr		OK

		Umatilla		CM, RTL		CM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		ASP		ASP		3 OP
2 IO		OK		JA		JA		3 OP
2 IO		OK		JA		JA		See Arr		OK								CEO-JJC

		Union		CA/N		CA/N		2 OP
2 IO		OK		EI		EI		2 OP
2 IO		OK		EI		EI		3 OP
1 IO		OK		EI				3 OP
1 IO		OK		JC OYA		OYA				CEO-JJC

		Wallowa		RTL,
CC		RTL,
CC		3 OP
3 IO		OK		LS		LS		2 OP
2 IO		OK		LS		LS		See
ATOD		OK		SR		SR		2 OP
2 IO		OK								CEO-JJC		Syst Integ		Syst Integ				OK

		Wasco		PE		HV		2 OP
2 IO		OK		MM,
ASP		MM,
ASP		1 OP
2 IO		OK						1 OP
2 IO								1 OP
2 IO				OYA Bed Cap		OYA Bed Cap				CEO-JJC

		Washington		PE,
 ECE		PE,
ECE		3 OP
2 IO		OK		Men-toring, LS, PI		Men-toring, LS, PI		2 OP
3 IO		OK		SS,
IS		SS,
IS		3 OP
1 IO		OK		SS,
IS		SS,
IS		3 OP
1 IO		OK		SS,
IS		SS,
IS		See recidivism (1 IO)		OK

		Wheeler		HV		HV		1 OP
1 IO		OK		MM		MM		2 OP
1 IO		OK		Mentoring		Mentoring		3 OP
2 IO		OK																CEO-JJC		ISC		ISC		3 OP
2 IO		OK

		Yamhill		HV,
Imm		HV,
Imm		No report		OK		S&T,
PNC		S&T,
PNC		No report		OK		CS		CS		No report		OK		CS		CS		No report				CS		CS		No report				MM,
CPT		MM,
CPT

		# counties		36		32		34		28		36		31		31		26		33		30		30		26		All juvenile crime categories combined under arrests																14		11		7		8

		% of counties		100%		89%		94%		78%		100%		86%		86%		72%		92%		83%		83%		72%		All juvenile crime categories combined under arrests																39%		31%		19%		22%

		# Deficiencies				0		1-4		5-8		9-12		0:		Clackamas, Deschutes, Harney, Lake, Lane, Marion, Morrow, Polk, Sherman, Tillamook, Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, Washington, Wheeler

		# counties				15		20		1		0

		% counties				42%		56%		3%		0%		1-4:		Baker, Benton, Clatsop, Columbia, Crook, Curry, Douglas, Gilliam, Grant, Hood River, Jackson, Jefferson, Josephine, Klamath, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Multnomah, Wasco, Yamhill

														5-8:		Coos

				Clackamas						1-4 Deficiencies										5-8 deficiencies								9-12 deficiencies

				Deschutes						Baker										Coos

				Harney						Benton

				Lake						Clatsop

				Lane						Columbia

				Marion						Crook

				Morrow						Curry

				Polk						Douglas

				Sherman						Gilliam

				Tillamook						Grant

				Umatilla						Hood River

				Union						Jackson

				Wallowa						Jefferson

				Washington						Josephine

				Wheeler						Klamath

										Lincoln

										Linn

										Malheur

										Multnomah

										Wasco

										Yamhill



&L&"Arial,Bold"&12Appendix E. Required High-Level Outcomes

&L&8"OK" means it is addressed in a data collection plan
Grey boxes indicate a lack of necessary information.
Community Systems measures were optional, therefore not counted.




