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'r . - .~ FOREWORD . -. > .

i
In Odtober 1978 the Program,Evaluation Section oﬁ/C;e ‘Pennsylvania
. . 4 *

¢

Bureau of Vocational Rehabiiitation was awirded a three-year~federal‘

ty &
contract entltled "Comprehen51ve State VR Program Polldy §ystems through

Model Evaluatlon/Management'Informatlon Snpport Unzt" The goal\of this *
/ @

- -'

24
contract was to develop moﬁel\state program evaluation unit dimetisions.

under a variety of cgrcumstances, as a prglude to, ‘and providing, models
., —— . N » 2

, for later nationwide.implementaifon of luation-capacity.
N - rd . . . 12

This document was wr1tten not’ from a conceptual p01nt of view but

LI - .

rather as a pract1cal day to day view, of what happened and haw it happgﬁéd

Y
-

v R

It is our hope ‘that this report wlll assgst other agencies tq enhance their -
. y < . -

current actlvltles and develop new evaluation capacltles.,

- -

If'additlonal 1nformatloh is de51red on any aspect*of\thls contract,
please contact Mr. Harry W. GulSe, Admlnlstrator, program‘Evaluation
! . -
Sectlon, Byredu of Vocatlonal Rehabllltatlon, 1318 Labor and Industry

N

Bui' 1ng, Harrisburg,apennsyluania 17120. Telephvne: (717) 787-7312.°
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I. Introduction N

£

- .

Based upon-national competitive bidding, Pénnéquania, on

d - -

October 1, 1978, was awarded a three-year contract entitled "Compre-

‘

hensive .State VR Program and Policy Systems through Model EvaluationA
. a - :

Management Information Support Unit." ’ P

’ " . . <
.+ Critéria for the six states awargé€d the contract are as follows;:

»

1. _One,agencf for the visually impaired’g Mississippi Blind

4

/ Agency - : .
. - 9 1 -
2. 'Five general dr_ combined (general or blind) agencies in the
- i . v
v, following categories:w b

. [N

»

> under $10 million) - Delaware and Oregon

- B. Two medium-sized states.(Section 110 budget for Fiscal

-

Year 1978 - between $10 méllion and $25 million) -

Virginia and Michigan ‘
C. One large-sized state (Section 110 bydget for Fiscal
Year 1978‘::over $25 million) - fehnsylvéniq

—  The legislative authority for developing this contract comes

s

from Section 401.of the Rehabiljitation-Act of 1973 which mandates the
\ , . N . i 4 .

A3

.* Secretary of Health, Education and Welfdre to measure and evaluate
[ ’ .
« . . . ¥ .
the impact of all programs authorized by this Act in order to determine

A - N

]

their effectiveness in. achieving statéd goals in general and their impact

on programs.

A. Two Bmall states (Section 110 budget for Fiscal\Year 1878 -
. L ] . ' "

.y




II. PURPOSES AND O?JECTIVES OF THE CONTRACT

A.. PURPOSE ~ 0 -

To design and implement a comprehensive model evaluation management

information and policy support unit within six state vocational .

—_— 1 U]

rehabilitation (VR) agencies. The model unﬁts wili use evaluation data- -

-

.to support the processe$ of management policy and decision making, = °

budgeting, program planning and development and program operations

through direct linkages with the VR units responsible for those functions.
- L= -

These goals Wlll be accomplished through the staffing of an evaluation

unit with the ability to meet the objectives of: A) utilizing €xisting

R . - . NPT .
Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) directives and instruments;

’ .

~ * . ., s L} N
B) field testing and developing new RSA &valuationr instruments and

evaluation .progesses; C) developing additional evaluation capacity in

.

the state agency program evaluation unit té'go beyond traditional

reporting particularly with'regard to measuring client change resulting

from the pPOVlsion of rehabilitation services, and D) the capacity to
respond, through development of relevant-processes and projects,"”

- H f o °
including rev1sions to information systems to evaludtion needs parti—

-

cular to the state agency. To accomplish these ‘goals it is expected
the eyaLuaticn unit, in connection with other administrative and

program units, will develop the capability to assess management policy

and information meeds and provide evalpation data in a form and context

. ) . s
appropriate to the identified needs. : .

The goal of RSA in this contract is to develop. model state evaluation

unit dimensions under a variety of circumstances, as a prelude to, and

-

providing models foy later nationwide implementation gf evaluation

«
)

capacity _The project is expected to demonstrate that given sufficient

resources, state agencies, regardless of s1ze, can develop effecfive
. 4

*

»




L

. )
.

evaluation systems. Model evaluation units wi%&bhe established for

- gach.of.the following administrative structures: A) one agency for the

visually ﬁmﬁaired; B) one umbrella agency, and C) three general agencies -

on the.basis of size: émali, medium, and large. Penﬁsylvania was
oy
awarded theﬂlarge‘state contract im October 1978. °
. * : . ‘ k -
B.. PROJECT OBJECTIVES ne : ‘ :

2 4

'1. . To develop a model of a comprehensive pnoéram and policy system.linked
by.appropriate evaluation data which is suitahle for various types

of state VR evaluation units. -~ =+ . > p
b, . N ' . ‘ , - J
A. To develop a strong ewaluation unit that is capable of assessing

management infqimation needg-and:provide information to hanaggw

ment, The,infofmatipn'pﬁgvided needs to relate to the efficiency

+ . ,-
of agency administrative processes, the achievement of agency

. -

objectives, and the effects services have on clients.

* B.: To put the state agency pregram evaluation unit in an organi-
v “f' -
zational (administrative) position so it is directly ‘responsible

. and reports directly té/the agency administrator.

*C. To employ in the modeX unit, personnel ablé‘to: 1) conceptualize
~ * ’ -

.

agency,infofma;ion needs, plans and meagurable onectives and

uge. them in evaluation stud&esi 2) conduct evaluation surveys and .
other studies; 3) work with-data processiné; 4) analyze data;'
+5) creéte ébaluat;pp reﬁortsfof great utility, and 6) work in

pre-planned areas with agency personnel to assure the development
and ‘dissemination of evaluation information. T

-

D.* To éonduct studies ©of.particular interest, to individual states

beyond data required for Federal reporting purposes. {

-E. - To develop a conceptual framework for program evaluation within

the VRﬁégency. _Central to program and project evaluation_ is a

T /

-




s

. [N

-
N \

two-year évaluation.plan for the state Agericy which is updéfeddéj ,
- v

. annually. a . \ R

° -

To. achieve an evaluation unit that is open-endig)and flexible.

N -

This will epcduraggothe‘integration and/or development of new

h N . .
evaluation technology. St
o 3

2. . To field test and gvaluate the effectiveness for state VR agency -

- ' . -
management of the revised standards for evaluation, and the facilities
information's&steﬁl The impIémentaEion of the faciéities infor- ' =~

mation system will be for the purpose of evaluating its effective-

ness in potentially assisting and managing resources related tq

N - Z

all medical and_vocatioﬁal_facilitiesﬁwithin the state from whom

,

there is a certain level of purchase of service.
’ , 8, .

To build new evaluation capacity which can be generalizéd. to other

states® such as the development of indicators of intermediate and
<
N - 3
end-process client outcomes, with related measures,, to describe

[y

client -change resulting from the provision of rehabi;itatlon
. P3 2
services (cOmpetency based client outcome evaluation). _ To- implemént
into the -state VR program new developments in evaluation capacity
- . i L] - -~ ‘

such _as the rehabilitaffbn,indicators, weiéh;g@ case closure, cost-
- * '] -

2 e
. - -

benefit analysis and functional assessment scales, and other related’

.

projects. . 3 ‘
To develop linkages for an’'internal (withingthg'aéency) andyan
! d & S

. 7 ] ] ( :
external (between state agenciesy communi§ation, dissemination and

Y

.

utilization network. o , ' .
. ) . .

A. ~ To provide a pre-planned level of technical consultafion on’
N ' N t

'
-
’ . !

evaluation topics. This will be for five purposes: a

-~ . .

1. ‘To determine program and informatiorn needs andvspeéfﬁl
7 '

study requireménts By examination of the péhabilitatiou
. v .
. . , SN

v

~




¥

Rl

process and consultation with agency personnel.
2. To conduct special studies (e.g., needs of the severely

disabled, effectiveness of rehabilitation services).and
- >

by-bringing these to administrative attention to help e

-improve the agency's services .impact. !
' -

3. To revise, as needed, and based upon

K 1

thorough study,

. the state agency irformation system to support the program

“evaluatiqn,/glanning, development, budgeting, program

implementation and monitoring procesées.
L ~ e
) 4, To have central- and regional offices' staffs fully aware =

of fhe,utility and potential of the model evaluation unit
\ through reporting of plans and progress. ' ’

. 5. To bring, within two years, the degree of competency in

b}

program evaluation units to the plannéd level.

-

5."To develop an evaluation plan for the model unit for the purpose

L of guiding and monitoring the degree to which the objecfives Qf .
~ - ‘ ‘-( Fy
the program evaluation unit and contractual objectives and tasks
) . R
are met. )

é. To estimate the manpower arnd budget neéds of a‘model égaluatiou
unit within the state agency, to indicate the state's ability aha
interest in ma%p;aining the model.unit beyond the contract period,

" and to indicate the ggjectives and other requigement; of the model
unit yith a task {mplemen%afion andlti&etable plan which will be

- regulérLy tracked by the &tate VR agency administr@tgr._ .

» -
-

L]

3 r. -

1




A. OVERVIEW ) ‘

Capacity) was the most fruitful in terms of assisting Pennsylvania BVR.

III. CONTRACT TASKS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

@

>

e

The three years of MEU activity were marked By satisfaction and

' ~
frustration. For Pennsylvania, Task 6 (Development of New Evaluation 3

Pl

The entire Program Evaluation'Section benefitted from the organized
g ‘
response necessary to respond to RFP's, dellverébles ~ad hoc MEU

’ ; e .

\]
infermation requests, and devglbgment and reflnement of contract products
This document was written not from a conceptué{/901nt of view bpt
4 “
rather a practical day—to—day view of what happened and how it happened.

The staff persens most involved did the writing. As_a result, this/ -

PR YN

N - e

effort is straigh:\fofzard_and to the point., . . ... .. e "

—_—ty

As you review this i;;zjjg’port the sat1sfac€10nJ/and dlsaﬁfolnt-

. W -
OvergQI the threakyear contract had a very

>

ments will Hg' ' very c

. Ed . \
B. ' CONTRAQT TASKS ~ - )
\‘l ', . 1 « 0y
Thekc ntract activities center arogz cnumerous tasks. These tasks

are maﬁd%ted objectives that wete developed*snd implemented to produce

products that are necessary in the utilization of program evaluatlon (PE)

1
<

The tasks relate to the following PE work activities: Ol "

>

1. One task wad-concerned with field testing of proposed Federal

Eva%yatlon Standards to be implemefited on a.natlonal basis on ° .
\

October 1, 1982, The Federal Evaluation Standards will measurex ’

3
i the efficiency® effectlveness, and impact of the rehabllltatlon
8 . . ’ -
-y program. 4
. . \

. A * ,

2[ Three tasks were primarily concektmed with conceptpalization .

ol the functions in our PE Section, monitoring aéd aspects of © .- A

3 » .
. .
.
- .
¢ . i
'
0

6 - , . s




M

‘

’

managing the project.

. <

»

.and techniques of PE. Also development of PE organization

and

o - s

bersonneL capable of: ’

.

-

objectives . - ,
. )
*

E. Conduct PE surveys and other studies

2
‘Analyze -data ,

~

-

system

‘Create PE reports of great utility

~

- 3. ,Two tasks relate to refinemént and "development of methods

. Work knowledgeably with data processing and information

_A. Interpréting'Agency information needs, plans and measurable

;>

5. The task of project evaluation subjects each task to qualitative - -

3

4

.A. Needs sensing : e -
B. ' Product development % : ) ~
) 19
C. Dissemination -

reviews utilizing various resources. _ .

. !

4., One task deals with Improvement and developmeént of dissemination

Work,}n,pre—plaﬁned areas with Agency personnel to assure

**  development, ‘dissemination and utilization of PE information

a . LN a

LAEEN

. - .. 1
and utilization techniques using the following as guidelines: -
’ A3

. ) .,

Utilization ) ) NN ; .

E. Capacity building . . e

.

.

+

. - .
The following have been. utilized to assist in the development |

.

and implementation of these taskés

A4 - -

A. Rehabilitation Services Administration
B. Federal Regional Office .
C. Private contractors

Other states . . .




-

. . LT
ST St . ;:
E. Rehabilitation Reseérgh Instituteé' " ) ’
F. ?esearch gnd Train@ng‘Centers : il ' .
T G. BVR field staff . o SN '
C. -PRODUETS AT COMPLETION OF THE THREE-YEAR CONTRACT - Y

[

1. Case Review Studies - Caénge;}ew Process is an individual case

\ r - »

review concerned with the case service patterns within the

® . :
rehabilitation process and provides information for use in program

o
[}

y monitoring. C
This system was developed and is undergoing further refinement at

both the administrative and technical levels. : .

-
.

~

2. Annual Plap for Case Reviews - This plan defines and details fumctions
and‘resﬁ§nsibilities for conduéting case reviews‘auring a ene-year
: A LA

e W
.-

period. S ‘
3. Client Follow-up Stuéiés - '. . : R . ‘ .’
A. Current Federal Proéfam‘Evaluatign StaAZards - retentibn of client
', Lo ) ¢ .‘
péngfits . W ; N

& .

B. Current Federal Program Evaluation Standards' - Client's satis-
< .

q b

faction with PA-BVR services °

] s ] .

C. Life Satisfaction Survey - Client's sdtisfaction with PA-BVR

«

'sérvices/client's satisfaction with life

W.> Similar Benefits - Design of a computerized system and procedures -  *

for idéntifying and reporting the estimated dollars-savedhthrough
- - " - “

the use~of non-BVR resources as they relatesfo our clients.
o <& , .

. .
v . -~

5. Tgchnical‘Assistance°Cenfer - Thi's Center has been developed and

is being maintained by the Program Evaluation Section, to assist ’
*+ A . .
PA-BVR personnel at all levels with technical assistance and.
.’. - *

information needs as they relate to all phases of vocatfonal rehabi-

.

litation in the ‘deliyery of services to clients.

: .
o . . .

I



7. Facility Data Base System - This involves the development of a

*' ‘-
. »..- . ' & ' .t
Ly ‘ A ) —
6. Profile Analysis Technique - This management tool which 1s currently
' “o'X '

béiné‘qsed by our Disfrict, Regional, and Central Office staff to

monitdor the delivery of services to clients is being- refined and’

2 . T °

expanded from an outcome'variab%g profiie to a process, referral, ,

Xy -
N v
- + « .

4

and outcome variable profile.

computerized reporting syq%em on all PA-BVR-clients receiving®

services in ﬁeﬂabiiitation facilities. Currently there is no

information system to measure the performance of facilities as it
[ . . .

relates to oUr clients. . y

\ o

8. Program Evaluation Section Organization Handbook - A major review
I U .

of the Program Evalyation Section has been completed with the

development of a'ha?dbook that outlines organization, functions
- e )

. v

and~éssignments. This management tool will be used by the

Administrator of Evaluation to monitor the activities within his °

.

)

Section. . ’ ’

9. .Management Information

System - The System has the following
T - B

2 g
- .

functions:

A. Assessment to determine information needs .
B. . To determine if appropriate audience is receiving appropriate
information L

-

c. To q§termine”if infermation is utilized and how '&

D. To determine methodology to be used in developing M.I.S. . .

- 1. A review and assessment of Central Office utilization of
\\%§;*

PE Section products has been completed. .
' 2, Two other phases involving District and Regional Office
*staff utiliquion of products will be .gompleted in the
\ .
final year. The final product will be a directory of
. ..

g .
- . -y
L 17
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?e

',equilibrium.

[\

( .
technical assistance available from the PE Section.

»

10. Development of Program Evaluation Plans - Since all special projects

now have a _program evaludtion component, the PE Section ha\\designed

¥

a pre-plan for .the PaCilities and Grants Section s new pro;ects on

“ ~
.

Client Assistance and Independent Living.

.

. Each year of the three-year contract period has_resulted-in the

. . . . , - .

continuous refinement and improvement df the products.a‘Products T ‘
) ' v H "’ ~ N
,developed and implemented prior to the contract were: 7

LI . ~ : ’
1. Case Review Process .

2, Follow-up Studjes
3. Pro¥ile Analysis -

T e ‘ $
D. PA MEU ‘DEVELOPMENT PHILOSOPHY

In‘developing a Model %nitg one of our,preliminary concerns was -
%"o},
to structure this Unit in such a manner that it would have the greatest

R

possible impact on the Agency s policy-making, planning, and program

operations. The RFP required that the Unit look particularly at the

"direct linkages" it had with the sections resporsible for each of

.

. these funetions within *he Agency.

In‘attempting to situate the Mod7l

Unit within the Agency's organization and to develop a '"model" structure,

€

it seemed important to consider the~characteristics Oft}he State Agency

t -~ -

in" terms of its Qrganizational structure and hierarchy The Pennsylvania

-

Agency was awarded this contract in the category of a large agency

(Section,410 fund over $25 million) and, with ith size, the Agency

posseSses the characteristics\of a large bureaucracy The literature

on*organizational theory and structure’ (Porter, et al 1975) suggests

that a large organization attempts to maintain its existing ‘state of
a

Although we would argue that the Pennsylvania Agency is

remarkably fluid and dynamic for its size, it must necessarily possess -

10




\e

>
.

- .
o
- N 4 e

some degree of this charactgﬁistic.. Even though change could have

been initiated in the organization through revolutionary methods, the ~ .-
¢ ) : ‘
existing Program Evaluation Unit as well as the prevailing management

philosophy showed a clear’preference for.an evolutionary style of .
impact. This lsgically requires thgt(the éourcqs initiating change
be present over some significant degree of time:. Therefore, durability
/ﬁgs‘considered.to be a key élement in establisﬁing ‘this Unit and
k . <
structgring its functions sq they;YPuld continue after the contract
'.period. ’ \ B
In reviewing the RFP, Li was clear'that the‘fedéral government
contradt, and in fact

\

' required a commitment from the Agency that it would do so. Despite ‘

intended for the Unit to continue after the

this condition ta the contract award, as a result-of economic changes

x /> .
_Ehat have octurred recently, there now appears to be some threat to

the continuation ®f Program Evaluation both at the state and national

$ > '
levels. As Taylor (1979) indicated in his brief review of the develop-

ment of Program Evaluation, this area is relatively new for rehabilitation
agencies. Although the 1966 Amendments to the Rehabilitation Act are

prébably the first precursors of program evaluation in vocational
. ' R . . . .
‘rehabilitation, the 1973 Amendments clearly established this function
. : ’ i

within. most agenciest However, problems with the fedenal PrograT

Standards, the ambiguity of mandating legisIation as well as %he defen- .
.#‘ .‘0 . . \(-_ %
' siveness of many managers across the country, has led to continuing .
® M ’ . »«———‘—;’
resjstence to its’operation. The latest legiélation no longer specifically
- -. £ R
identifies program eyaluétiqﬁ as a required component of VR operations
v ' ‘
and leaves its ﬁIEce ambiguous. When cogﬂined with the austerity of low ‘.
» - - ‘ ” M “
State budgets at this time and the fore?ast for even greater cutbacks

. : L. A .
in the future, the utility and cost-eff%ctiveness of program evaluation

-

. e »7

; .
. . E . 0 ’ r v
. 1 § b ) \ .
£

oL {
- R .
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‘ré- - . . . « o - ’ 1
within, state agencies is being closefy scrutinized, Duratéon or . ]

\ - .
. e by aas ' . , o
even survivability becomes a germane issue for all proéram evaluation.
. N ¢ ' -
and i$ especially relevant for a model unit. However, this crisis .- .
1 < R !
L S

also offers exciting opportunities for the model to clearly prove

.- N -

its utility and to demonstrate an ability to improve operations and

. make them more efficient in such pivdtaé?times\ 2

From «ghe beginning it was felt that the Model Unit's ‘impact.and
chances of its work being durable would be sﬁbstantialiy increased
if it could be closely tied to thé ex1st1ng Brogram Evaluat%:n Section.

Several other factors were desigped to 1nsure the Unlt s impact

and durability. If a unit is to be accepted within an existing organi-

-

., zation it should immediately begin'to produce work that is of importance

to the agency's recognized concerns and needs. In this‘inStancé,
several projects-were selectgd that requiited field studies,.aﬁd he Unit's

Case Service Evaluators were 1mmed}ately put to work on them so thig

products were available within several menths after the contract's 1n1t1—
- -~ \
ation. 1In addltlon,‘selectlng‘a Unit staff experienced in our Program:

- . ¢ . .
Evaluation techniques and Agency operations was also useful in moving .

A -

rapidly to an operational capacity. L, L.

. ) . .
Our experiences 'in constructing the Model Evaluation Unit suggest °
by PO . . A ' .
that' this process was cqnsiderably more difficult and time consuming than
! N . Y

had been previously thought. Ih partic,lar, the need to focus on 'the

* . N -
design and structural characteristics of the Unit, both to inchease its

durability and to experimentally find the best organizational 'structure,
required more conceptualization, orgQgizational support, and participant’ -

commitment and flexibility thah was anticipated. The payoff to both
part1c1pants and the organization, however, was s1gn1f1cantly greater )

than 1mag1ned. The long-term issue of durablllty and contlnulng 1mpact

. Ve X

12
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric

. "~ %" ‘ r o
N .

appears:to be a necessary consideration in the 6rigi_nal design of
the Model Evaluation Unit if it, in ."Eact, is*to endure.
- Wé have, step by step, developed meariingful' produc“cs that can

be used by ma;fagement and field personnel;, Our c¢dmmitment was to

- } - ) . N
develop preducts that could be utilized by, our Agency and other agencies
. ' -\ . - . e b
our size. ) . . -~

»

Thé success of this object.:i.ve can be measured by our Agency's -

utilization of 6ur develope,‘d products. ) ‘ R _
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. = IV. METHODOLOGY' e . e
i ’ o - . L :'j :z\J’ S ) .

- CONTRACT TASKS - : S .

ThlS section dlscusses the ma]or areas of contract work as requlred <o
,? L] ’ P3 .
by the federal contract. , Each activity,(Task)owill be discussed in terms
. PR Q . N

~ N P D4 * N
= -

of'requirements of the‘contract and accomplishments. .,‘ o .
~ ) . 2 , *
1. ORGANIZATION PLANNING AND'MONITORING ) ) 3, ¢
we. ¥ - “ ¢

.

%ﬁgu{rements.- This Task reqplred the artlculatlon and refinement of

) . .
a conceptuial framewogk (work plan and structure) for the Program EvaluatlonW

Section's functioning. Pegular reportang of contract work.and scheduled »

- .
meetlngs with other State Model Unlts and= federal coﬁtract officials were

_‘ 8 2.
.

necessary to fulflll thls Task obllgatlon. . : : ’ S

-

- ¢ '/ -

- Accompllshments - Organlzatlon - A graphle descngpt;on of the Agency

.
\

organization prior te the contract (Appendlx l) and the Progradn Evaluatlon

Weg“\ i ’

Section as structured for thé coﬁiraot*ms—shown in (Appendlx 2) /(?~ ’

P ’

" Appendix 3 displays structure of organlzatlon as it now exists. Theiappenf

dices emphasize the relative positiop'andlformal llnkages,of thé Program
B » P e ‘° T - @ . K
Evaluation Unit within the .entirg Agency‘organizatibnal~s?ructure.
, . % 40 ¢ Ve -
"Although the Program Evaluation ﬁnit onganization was, shown as a

e LN S

separately functlonlng act1v1ty within theﬂpresent Prdgram Evaluatlon Unit

~ e ~ 4

] £

" organlzatlon, it did, in practlce, functlon in an 1ntegrated manner with

. J - 3

the ex1st1ng Program Evaluatlon Unlt. The 1nterrelatlonsh1p was further
- ; » ¢.‘

. =

enhanced by the fact that the preSent ‘Administ¥ator of Program Evaluatlog .

0 4

Py

, was des1gnated as the PPO]eCt Managen o{/the Model Unlt gnd has-d1rect

a%cess to 1ntérnal and external linkagesg. ”\ ; -

. 2 -
The ‘coptract .era structure had the advantage of giving special emphas1s

-
-

to grant activities while providing cehtra%ized management and budget
1] ‘. o ¢
control. ) T . ) .

3 “ .
— .

. .
R . .
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-\ ’ Planning and Monitoring ~_This‘segment of activity has allowed Pennsyl-
} . N - . - M )

vania to refine and thereby enhance its abilities in organiz%tiongl aspects.
. . . ‘ ’ .

We‘rapidly,discovered that one can use all types of paradigns and orgami-

4 ¢
. . - - .o
.

.zational tables;. howeverr, if there is no real communication links the "best .«
» . [ . \ . 2
P - paradigm will fail. As a result, our organizational structure and plan

(conceptnel framework ) shas not changed drastically, but rather has been
inproved in effectiveness. Of utmost importance to the’ Program Evaluation

’
- ) Section is support of Bureau activities in a timely and reliable manner.
. 3, » .

This is nurtured through 1nterpersonal relat;onshlps and constant communi-
) ﬁ'cation and feedback. The Pnpgram %veluatlon Section strives to ma;ntaln a
:, high level of efficieney and effeetinenese thrdugh the abo;é stated mediums.
R . € O -
The fulffllm;nt of a working conceptual, framework is demonstrated in part .
\t ) ln:the article which'is provided in MEU News, No. }, June l98l'(Appendix 4),
g X "Durability of Units." . -‘ p T . ) B N
( . The preparat;on of. the Monthly Progress Reports and Ad;ieory Commlttee
Reports¢Was timely and *xseful in recapping in a contlnuous way MEU work
1 i a_e:tivi‘ty. Bi-monthly and ld&isory Committee meetlngs.were attended with the >

b ‘Pi-mbnthly planning sessions encompassing sharing of ideas’and planning -

}strategies. These;meetings revealed the diversity ‘of the MEU's and the
- d ’ ~ « ‘ z’ ki
& N -
- likelihood that .2 concensus on many matters may not always be possible.

s
-

v . -Section meetings on _a regular basis have allowed the monﬂéoring of our
LI | . *
‘/zmganlzatlonal’functlon to beBccurate and timely,. Interaction between
. s % "'.,‘? -~
Section staff 1s at a, high l&vel and most cordlal thereby allowing adequate

14
channels of communication to be sustained. This behavior emanates to atl

' o be st

levels of the Central Office and field reéulfing in a most‘satisfactory

method to operate. ’ . . . .
\ i ~ - . L) ‘

.4

The Ogeraf;onal Tracklng System (OTS) for the MEU was developed over a

. A ~,
]

. - -~ U

P N - V4 -/-' LI
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perlod of months and resulted in increased awareness by staff of MEU resbon-

sibilitles and facilitated timely planning (Appendix 5). Methods of the

’ .
0TS were condue%ed with initial efforts toward constructing cri’lcal path

analysis to form a well coordinated system to track and monitor MEU activities.

Four critical items for planning purposes were developed in the contract

- L)
period: 1) an "Organizational, Functions, and ‘Assignment Handbook"

(Appendix 6); 2) a utilization plan for Case Service Evaluators (Appendix 7);
3) a document describing thé }rogram Evaluation Section's goals and objectives.
(Appendix 8); and 4) a contract budgetary and fiscal system (Appendix 9).

g .

//, ‘Discussion'l Ehe'fi;st year resulted 4in plaﬁning and writing'the.concep-
. - .
\tual framework. Chan%es were necessary in years two and threé due to external
%elafe of contract requirements and changes in thinking about how the Unit .
should function. A now retired;MEU staff member did outstanding worg in for-
. - ° . a

mulafiqg organizational strategies to assist staff members who provide input

%, .to the fun¢tions of the iﬁter-Unit and"field contacts we make?k Pennsyl-
vania Program Evaluation Section consists of highly creative afd flexible

individuals Who adjust well to changes in &he.design and operatﬁon of work

~ o
’

directed by the conceptual framework., i LI .

Pennsylvania enhanced its organizatioha; skills by partigépating;in the ’

. ——

1

contract., More emphasis was placed on adequate needs sensing} plannlng,
~ -~ . ' '

approprlate 1mplemeatat10n and fq}low-up/feedbaek The contract requlred"
. .

n .

staff members to work tqgetﬂer more closely to accompllsh varlous goals. The
4 } -

result was an increase in work productivity, creatiVity, andvéndividual and

. . . 7
group satisfaction, J hd ’
. - - ’ ‘ ¢
Advisory Committee establishment came well after the comtract had cofh-
- [] - .
menced worK and initial planning had been completed. As a result, the impact
of this group was not as beneficial as if they had been forfied prior to the
\—;—/ i
hal ~
- - , 5
~16 24 L 4
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letting of the contract. All.Advisory Committee and Monthly Ppogress

-

'~ . Reports were completed in a timely manner.

[ 4

2. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE - C

Requirements - Basic technical assistange (TA) was to be supplied by

[N

N West Virginia Research and Trainiﬁg Center (RET), Berkéley~Planning Associ-
3

ates (BPA), Walker and Associates/National Association of Rehabilitation .

.
.

Facilities (WA/NARF). and private consultants.

«

. . AN ,
RET was to offer TA in pretesting of stanaard;?and Facilities Information
y . . . ‘ )
~  System (discussed later), to define efforts to develop. new evaluation capa-

&= -

city, to describe efforts to disseminaté and utilize products, and ‘revisions

S -
-

of &valuation plan: el « . )

BPA was to supply TA in the area of field testing of performance, pro-
I

ceduralqand project standards (discussed later).

. . * WA/NARF was to provide TA in the field testing oﬁkthe Facilities Infor-

. .
» - . -—
Y

mation System. \

Accompliéﬁments - The work of BPA and WA/NARF are discussed’ later in

P this sggtlon. .

-~
”

. v
We have utilized the services of RET for TA. Several Program Evaluation
Ta 5
- - [ <
» Section meetings were held in late Fiscal Year 1979 to determine how best .to
\ . A .

use RET. As a result, Fiscal Year 1980 resulted in several visits as rout-

* 1lihed in Appendix 10. RET visits in Fiscal Year 1981 were made by:
*Pr. Nan Brenzel in‘her role as coordinator of various activities; Dr. Dave -

. .

. A . . 3 . - 3 : 3 .
Mol;?aro, Training Specialist, assistance in the art of gfissemination and
S

B 11’ “, . . : >
- utilization; Dr. Don MacLaughin, Research Instructor, asé&stanchln areas of
; 3P
. 1
EDP utilization; Dr. Meng-Shu Tseng, Research Associate, assistance in

statistical analysis; Myra Harris, Graduate Assistant, assistane in utili-
o A - . .
zation of cross tabulations for Standards 6-and 9; and Dave Whipp, Audio

o]
\

. ) o O

) ' ' 37




Visual Specialist, who proddded_a slide tape on the functions of our Section.

Additionally, Elizabeth Par of the Institute for Information Studies was

- 4.

-~ .

contracted by R6T to traif our MEU in the establishment and use of filihg-

systems. s N

14 . .

-—
3

%:cause of heavy ¢on'tract-related work, we were no%,alyays able to
- : . P

utilize RET appropriately. 'Howeggr, we now know the types of assistance

= ey -

they can provide and desire to utilize thém more effectivély {n the, coming
: ) - . v "_ \
years hgcause of their specializatjon in the fiel¥ of Program Evaluation.

- R » .
<

Unfortunately the coordinating contract was’ awarded well into the

-

contract and as a résult, Pennsylvania could not benefit completely from
. [

b
3 - S

< the sources available through .RET. c S L
. ’ N ’ . ’ ——
. Discussion - This Task required work wét?ﬂR&T, Walker. and AsSociates
iy B ‘ N ’ . - P i . N
(WA), National Associatior of Rehabilitation Facilities™(NARF), and Berkeley
< * i — .

. » _ A
Planning Associates (BPA). Penngylvania viewed these bodies as definjte .

providers of needed information and assistance. Pennsylvania approached each
¢ ' .

in a manner that would hopefully lesd to a conducive and meaningfuf working

] N

‘relationship. All of the above were not involved in the first year of

’ t- ’ R
-

- . .

contract work due-to iite awarding of contracts by the Rehabilitation Services

Administration (RSA). As a result, Pennsylvania was left in a frustrating -

r

. situation in the first year withxfentract requirements but a‘lack of TQ;
The first year was spent in p%?qngéé ménf "what if" situétiongfin order for
Pennsylvania to beléeéponsive in thé three years‘éllowed to fulfiii'the V

contract. égé,- Pennsylvania féels the organization did the best fhe;ﬁtquld

—— . A4

under the circumstances. Linda Barrett got the BPA work gifito.a very good
. . ; : W

start. J. Mark Rogers succefded(her and tried to get as much input<as

a

possible, from the states. BaVically, the TA provided was substantial and-

helpful as well &s the, effort. WA- - Initial- contacts were enthusiastic and ’

oy,
.

~

e
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optimistic. However, when NARF got the contract for the field test of

. “Vocational /Medical Facilities Reporting System (Task 5) it was unclear

>

r
to Pennsylvania who would provide TA between WA and NARF. When Pennsyl-

vania decided not to conduct field tests because o%'léck of federal OMB
approval of the forms, e received little guidance. Slowly that segment
of the contract lost its optimism. It abpears to Pennsylvania that WA's

- -

By ! i . -
use as a contractor rather than a sub-grantee may have provided more leader-

“ship to accomplish the Task. RET - Because the coordinating contractor

L)

t

.

started functioning only in the second year, Pennsylvania did much of the
1 b ‘
planning in the first year. As a result, second and third year coordination

by RE&T was helpful but would have “been mere so if awarded before tﬁe first

3

year. We received good TA from RET on: computer software training, and

ORI

utilization of Morgsaifitown EDP facility, and the development of a Pennsyl-

vania slide tape show.

3. WORKING RELATIONSHIPS WITH ASSOCIATED ORGANIZATIONS, CONTRACTORS
UNIVERSITY RESOURCES AND USE OF CONSULTANTS !

\Requirements ~ Establishment of continuing working relatidnships with

the following organizations was encouraged: University of Michigan Reéional
R .
_Rehabilitation Research Instltute (RRRI), Arkansas Research and Training

Lenter, West Virginia Re}earch and Tralnlng Center (RET), Abtqgssoc1ates,

"

and other selected consultants to assist in areas c¢f contract work.

R v

Accomplishments - Contact has been established with all of the following:

Arkandas R&T; West Virginia R&T;.Univereity of Michigan; Research Utilization

Laboratory at ICD; Abt Associates; San:Diego State University;®Walker and

Assoeiates; Berkeley Plagg}ng‘Associe;es; other MEU states; National Associ-
' 3

ation of Rehabilitation Fatilities; Pennsylvania Association of Rehabilita-

.

tion Facilities; Human Inte ectioﬁ Research Institute (HIRI); Oklahoma

‘e

Rehdhilitatiog/igd.Ménagemeht Program; National Rehéb%litation Information

’




Centér,(NARIC); Project SHARE; Oklahoma State Clearing House on Training
\/ Materjials; and various contacts with the RehaPilitation Services Admnni-
stration. Consultants utilized were: Stanley Portny of Stanley Portny

Assocf@tes,~lnc.; John Muthard, University of Plo@?da’RRI; David Sigman

r°4

‘and Paul Games, Pennsylvania State University. These contributors

are cited throughout this document for their assistance.

t“ :
Technical assistance in dissemination and utilization strategies was

provided by Muthard, Sigman, Portny, NARIC, Oklahoma State, RUL-ICR, and a

HIRI.
Ihitial contact was made with Linda Barrett of BPA in October of

y
1978. Discussion with}BPA indicated that RSA had not yet awarded their -

e ¢

. . contract. s

"Miss Linda Barrett spoke with the Model Units' staff at a bi-monthly
project meeting held in January 1979, regarding plans for the field testing
- .
og'the Revised VR PEBgram Evaluation Standards. Inh March of 1999 a meeting

. was held with Linda éarrett and the PA Evaluation sgaff, discussing ‘issues

and plans for the field testing of the Revised VRYProgram Evaluation Stan-

o

dards. °

Initial: contact was made with Bruce Maloof representing Abt Associates

N

) N . DM o N
in October 1978. At that time, it was learned that Abt Associates planned

& to meet with the Model Units in Spring of 1979. In June 1979, our Prinoﬁpal

Iy

Investigator met with the Model Units to provide input on the RSA Information

System by participating in an Invitationéi Symposium sponsored by "Abt .
- Associates. Our State Agency was present at a RSA Region III Program'ﬁvalu-

ation Forum to hear Charleg Cole's (Abt Associates) presentation.

t -
.

5y
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.Throughout the three years of the contract, contact has been maintained
€ . . ‘. a

with Walker and Associates and/or Natipmal Association of Rehabilitation

Facilities (NARF).- ‘ B

. . . N s ’ .

The initial contact with Walker and Associates was at the first project

. oy « méeting in October 1978. A subsequent meeting was held in April 1979. At

RE
i
¢ v

" this meeting a discussién of préliminary plans and issues related to the

e
o N ?

Py

field test of the Facilities Information System was conducted.

. ) Further contact was limited until January 1980. At that time a meeting

.

was held with representatives of NARF (contractor for the.field test),

Walker and Associates, state rehabilita%ion facilities, the Pennsylvarfia

B

Association of Rehabilitation Facilities (PARF), and the Bureau. At this -
meeting severél,programmatic areas were discussed. These areas included:

1) number of facilities; 2) types .of facilitiesj 3) training; 4) dates of

field tests, and other topics.

:

) Training wés conducted on two separate occasions. Once in May and

once in Jhne 1980. The field test started in July 1980. However, since
. . ~
the forms to be used dﬁfing the field test had not begg apprévéd by OMB, .
> .
yé chose not to participate. o
N T Since that time, very little(contact has been ﬁaintainea. One subse- -
*

o . quent meeting was held in February 1981. At that meeting, the results of

A
the field test were d}scussed.

. °

LT 9
Y .

gk +  Discussion ’ . , ¢
: Zisceussion

-

Univeprsity of Michigan Regional Rehabilitation Research Instityte

. _(RRRI) - Contact was made and several discussions were held, however, it
. ¢ 0 - " - .
. became clear that collection, design of instruments and analysis techniques
- i 3 - 4 - o 3 "
were, in most cases, similar to Pennsylvania's present efforts.
. PO ¥

- 5

. " A Arkansas Research and Training Center - Contact resulted in contracting

with David Sigman to assist us in.several dissemination -and ytilization

: S . ' N R T
strateglies. . . Lo .
P TTATEBICS . :

£
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West Virginia Research and Training Center (RET) - Utilization occurred

> -

here in several technical areas (EDP, filing, disiemination and utilization). § .

Abt Associates - Contacts with Abt made it appear they wanted our input,

however, it was clear that formalized channels were not available for input

and feedback was almost non-existent. This factor was probably due to
changing personnel at Abt.

ICD - A field visit was conducted and discussion of dissemination and

utilization (DEU) strategies, techniques, and operation of their library.
) <
‘ occupied the visit. . ) .
)

N

San Diego State University — Coordination with the institution occurred

on the Case Review Schedule Train}ng. ’ ’ . !

Walker and Associates, Berkeley Planning Associates, and National Asso-

ciation of Rehabilitation Facilities - discussed later/

"HIRI - Utilization of Thomas Backer in DU skills.

*

NARIC - Continued assistance in the development and enhancement of our

vocational rehabi}itatipn library. T, .

v

Project SHARE, Rockville, Maryland - Site visit to view their DEU
13 .
activities.

Oklahoma State Clearing House in Training Miterials - Utilization to

- -

enhance our vocational rehabilitation library." g

Consultants utilized through the contract were Einda'Barrett, Stanley

Portny, Paul Games, David Sigman and John Muthard. We are very pleased with K

4

‘the wark completed with these individuals.

Stanley Portny - Utilized in areas of D&U, nschnical wr%t%ng, assistance
g : k]

in final report and gxeéutive summary formatting, development of conceptual
. B " .« " .' "
— framework and other program evaluation strategies utilized in the.three years

of the contract.
» . N

S T} :




John Muthard, University of Florida RRI - Assisted in molding DE&U

strategies. -
’

Paul Games,’ Pennsylvania State University - Worked with staff on further

development of our Profile Analysingechnique (PAT).
. : / .
Daviﬂ Sigman - Assisted in formatting and design of final report appen-

" dices and executiye summaries cover pag<¥.

4. [EVALUATION OF FIELD'TESTING OF THE NEW PROGRAM EVALUATION STANDARDS

'Requirements - Field test the above Standards, completion of independent~
* B .
analysis and critical review of Berkeley Planning Associates final.report on

Standards work. ' .

~ Accomplishments - The activities of this Task required that Model Units

4

work with a Federal Contractor (BPA) who was to be responsible for providing
technical iréction and coordination in the field\;esting of the New Prograﬁ
Evaluation Standards. Since no federal contract was awarded for:this Task
during the first year, the primary work by PA MEU for the first year involved
_ bPlanning, conceptuai analysis, and ré&iew of all federal ljterature ("The

VR Program Evaluation Btandards: ‘Final Report", and "}rojects Stan@gpds |
for RSA Discretionary Programs: Final Report") and all Berkeley Planning
Associates (BPA) working papers én the subject,

‘ Several presentations were made by BPA at the bi-monthly meeting to the
Principal Inqestigétﬁ; and Projec£ Manager in ggticiﬁation that this firm
would eventually be awarded the federal contract. &lso in anticipation of

this cgﬁiract, meetings were held with our Model Unit's staff and Linda

Barrett of BPA to discuss an approach to the Standards Contract. Pennsyl-

s

¥
vania familiarized the firm with Its current technigges and methoddlogies
in approaching the collection of d%ta for the Standards and with our data

] -
analysis and processing capacity. In this meeting, Miss Barrett discussed

- h Y
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Y

both the Program Evaluation Standards and Project Standards with Pennsyl-

'
‘

vania staff presenting a detailed analysis of possible problems in data

collection and analysis, and electronic data processing implications of

‘;éach of the projected New Standards. Since a Casé ngiew Process was

%
énticipated as part of the requirements for the New Program Standards, a

2

j?imilar meeting was held#vith a representative of San Diego State.Univep-

P

%sity, Jim Tunstall, in anticipation that their Case Review System would be

field testing in our State.

- i

The Program Performance Standards' data collection efforts involved

t

,collecting supplehentary R-300 type information on a sample of.100 clients

\

recently accepted for BVR services and a sepabraté sample of 502 recently

| closed clients, The latter group was also mailed a closure survey and the

two hundred sfxty one 26 closures received a six-month follow-up survey.

In addition, a separate sample of one hundred two 26 closurgs from the first

\

uarter of 1979 was mailed a one-year follow-up survey. Thehonly delay

xperienced by our State in the implementation of these activities was in
g"ceiving the one-year follow-up survey questionnaire from West Virgipia
RET. Our State completed tﬁﬁs,data collection activity by the middle of

May 1980, submittal deadline. The only data collection activity not com-
[ 4 N 1 .

pleted at that time was the six-month follow-up survey which-was due for

" submittal to Berkeley Planning Associates on November 15, 1980.

The data collection efforts for the Program Procedural étandards

evolved into a two-phase activity. The first phase required the training

and application of the San Diego State Case Review Schedule to 120 closed
cases in -our State. In addition, the BPA timeliness assessments of the

same cases were.completed. This phase was completed in February 1980 and

.

— ; &
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. ’ ) -
the compliance analysis was presented to our State in May 1980. Reﬁ}ocessing
Lo ® ! ‘
the data to respond to the Procedural Standardst data collection effort
. ' é . !
requiréd the trainipg and app,ication of BPA's R+300 verifjications instrument.
° e

-

This @ctivity was.completed during May 1980. Dath processing preparations

. . v
werg completed and the original soufce documents were mailed to BPA.

, Pre-test assessments have been conducted at every stage of th training
’ : ) ‘

and data collection effort to date. In addition to collecting the data for

o

the Performance and Procedural Standards and condycting an internal anaﬁysis

A

of the information we gathered, we monitored the expenditure of time across.
specified activities related to the‘pre—test. '

The Project Standards' data collection effort involved the identification

LY

and cooperation of nine projects located in the Model Evaluation Units States.

Our State had two of the nine discretionary projects: 1) Skills Training and

Enhanced Placement and 2) Extended Evaluation Training ﬁroject for the
. . ) .
Severely Disabled. A Model Unit person had liaison responsibilities for form

LY

completion. To date, our two projects have completed the Project Planning,

Progress Reporting, and Evaluation Outcome forms, as appropriate. The Project

rrasss

Checklist was completed by a member of our Evaluation Unit. Based on pre-test

\ .
assessment telephone interviews cchducted by BPA, the instruments were revised
and reformatted pfior to application in the 100-project sample, in which

Peﬁhsylvamia has two more dis;retionéry projects.
. R ' . .
-+ On July 31, 1980, "Pennsylvania's quepen&ent Analysis of Data for the

-

Proposed Evaluation Standards" was submitted to our RSA Project Officer and

. i
<

Contracting Officer, At the end of November 1980, we received BPA's analysis

= Iy

. . B
of the Standards. At that timg.we compared their analysis to our State's

]

analysis. In Degember i980, Mark Rogers,|from BPA, visited Pennsylvani‘"to
: .

discuss our reaction to BPA's analysis of |the Standards. In May 1981, BPA

. -
-

¢ ‘ t ' 53:3 ~.
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disseminated a "Report on the Pretest of the Revised Vocational Rehabilita-
j‘ - . -
. : . tion Program Standards." We reviewed that report and on June-26, 1981,

»

dlssemlnated our-comments, entitled "PA Critical Review of the BPA PrOg€9m

»
Standards Report" (Appendlx 11). In addltlon, we tabulated the results of

»

L

the Six<Month Follow-Up Survey for the data that was submitted to Berkeley

Planning Associates on November 15, 1980 (Appendix 12). Our final activity

’

in this field testing of the Program Evaluation Standards will Ze to review
. -~
. o R
BPA's training and guidgkxe‘materials! which will be used to facilitate
. “ \
implementation of the §tanderds by users of the Program Evaluation Standards
\

System.

Discussion - The major activities of field testing the Program Evalu-

ation Standards and the Project Evaluation Standards centered around -the
[ 4

v : - -
T q ,
Performance Evaluation Standards, The players involwved in the Performance

“

Standards field test for Pennsylvania included BPA, R&T and the Pennsylvania

MEU. OJerall, our State participation in the field test of the Performance

O} .
Evaluation Standards was aryexhaustive undertaking. We gave this field
i ANY !

'testiné our best shot and,/hoped ~that the other MEU's'did the same. Since
the impact of what comes out of this field test willojive with all of .us

for years to come, we didn't want any state agency to/;say that Pennsylvania

4 -

was involved in an activity that failed. : s

£

The field test of the Procedural Standards was divided between the San

Dlego Case Rev1ew Instrument and their staff and the R-300 Verlflcatlon

»
Y

Review; with Linda Barrett frgm BPA.

The field test of the Pr‘ject Standards was an activity that didn't take

.

much time because we felt that these Project Standards were néw and would

have to go through many revisions before they became law. We just d;d what

- 4
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what was expected of us. v . S -~ ’ d’/‘

v
.

If any of these Program Standards can ac¢t as_an ag§nt to iﬁprove aggncy

-
. . -—
- -

performance, these field test a2tivities hgva been worth‘{he effort.

~

5. . ADMINISTRATIVE MONITORING ANé\ORGANIZATfON OF THE PROGRAM EVALUATION UNIT

Section meetings on a regular basis have allowed the monitoring of our

v

organizational function to be accurate and timely. Ihté$ac£!hn between .

N £

.. . » , . .0 .
section staff is at a high level and most cordial thereby allowing adequate
< ~ .

. ! v * ﬁ ‘
channels of communication to be sustained. This® behavior emanates to all

£l

levels of the Central Office and field resuiting in a most sqﬁisfactoqy.
. L ) ° Q
mefthod to operate. . _ ‘ ¢

The Operational Tracking System (0TS) for the MEU wa§(4eveloped over a
period of months and resulted in increased awareness by staff of MEU respon-
sibilities and facilitated timely planning, see Appendikvs. Methods of the

OTS were conducted with initial efforts of coﬁstructing gritical‘path analysis

to form a well coordinated system to track dnd monitor MEU activities.

~ N '
kY IS .
Three critical areas for planning purposes were developed in the con-

« tract period: 1) an "Organizational, Functions, and AssignEEéf/Handbook",
. 8

] e s
see Appendix 63 2) a utilization plan for case service-evaluators, "see
’ B - .

©

- Appendix 7; and. 3) a document describing the Program Evaluation Section's goals
. =2 . P LN -

¥ N - -
" and objectives, see Appendix 8. o - ) <
a 6. FIELD TESTING OF THE FACILITIES INFORMATION SYSTEM ! .

-

Reéuirement - This Task involved field testing in each of the six Model

» - @
-

. : 7 . .
. Evaluation States in 1980. Independent analysis of data generated and an. -
y . . . n

éctual review of the Walker and Associate§/National-As§ociation'of Rehabili-

- - L}

tation Facilities Comparative'Analysis'was to be performed by Pennsylvania.

l Mccomplishment - The purpose of this Task was to-engage in activities

>

o

’ 'neceﬁsgry to field test the VQcati%hal/Medical Facilities Reporting System

deigned by Walker and Associates. As in previous Tasks, the activities

» 1,.*'
L . - . A

gl

s .
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involved required that the MEU work with a Federal Contractor, who was to
. .. , o
be responsible for providing ‘technical direction and coordination in the

-

field testing of this System. S

The federal contract for the field test was,to have been awarded during
2 ! . —_

the first year Qf our contract, However,'fhe awarding of, the contract did

N

-

not %§Cur until the second years Because of thls delay, only conceptual

' © Id

" analyszs plannlng and review of the approprlate literature was done during

-1

- ’

\ i .

the first year. > ’ Eﬂ
(é‘ .

In order to malntaln appropplate 1

(‘

Agency, the details of this work weré;

v

ﬁes of responsibility within f§;:
o -

erformed by the Facilities and Grants
. -

anagement Section. This was done under the direction of th3 MEU. A

T e

roﬁgh review of the System, agd its potential uses, was conducted by the ¥

e, s
@y . ¢

FGM Section and a cqnjoint analysis;zgg conducted with the MEU. The results

‘of that anaiysis suggested the following problem areas:

4 . . B .
5 * -« .

1. The recording method does not separate program services if the

ELS — ® .‘r - - & E)

Y .
client spends time in mare than one area.. For instance, most clients

¢ . «

! . . ’ -
receive vocational evaluation upon entering a vocational facility

. program. However, they spend most of their time in vocational

training and adﬁﬁsfmgnt. From looking.af the report instructions,
- " -

‘v

&>

. Pl . - a

it appears that the* shortér program, evaluation, would not be

3
.

“recorded, The review of data over a périog of time would imply
& . .

that clients.are put into program% without prior evaluation ser-
vices. This situatioh would also“lead to statistical nonsenbe when
the number of clients receiving evaluation services and the diag—

nostic dollars speht in. facilities are compared. The number of

’ clients would be xtreméi?%iow compared to the dollars spent.

°

2. There needs to bdl soine space for recording state licensing status,

14

) ' &
}s well ag'accreditation status.

~—

4
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.
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3. \Thgre was a general concern that facilities will be hostile to the

S widespread implementation of this report format_unless it is con-

- . . currently linked to a MIS endorsed by the facilities. 'Our particu-

lar State has the smallest minority of clients, so we doubt that

. »
\ -

S 1. facilities will be willing to keep the kind of records necessary to
. . “

complete the reporting form.
‘-

"4, From our current experience, few facilities have the data base.“to

-~

. % supply the information. Therefore, reliability measures may need

~

to-be added to assure that superflous numbers are not used as data.
. .

The MEU and FGM Sections met with a representative of Walker and Asso-
ciates in anticipation that the award of the contragt would be made to their
- o . . ‘ o -
company. In this meeting, we received ’an overview of the Reporting System.

°.

Our analysis of possible problem areas in the collection and analysis of the

.

data was also‘presented"

In Fepruary 1980, a pre-planning meeting was held with representatives

. \

ofsWalker and Associateé, NARF (Contractor), PARF, Facilities, and the State

Agenoy. The meeting was held to determine the breadth and scope of the '

\

field test.

. . i

,° Working with PARF, after the meefing a list of facilities to be used,

with alternates, was developed." The facilities selected were queried to

@ - 4 . <4

ascertain their feelifigs about participating in the field test. Once the

. 4

facilities were selected, training dates and sites were arranged. Training

was conducted ‘at two sites: Harrisburé in May 1980, and Pittsburgh in

o % - ~

»¢ June' 1980.°

N .

The field test began July 1, 2980. How?ver, because :the forms used in

v . the’field test were ;;Yer approved by OMB, we deEided that it was not in our,
?Rgst iﬁté?est to pértieipate.~'8ipce we did not par;iéipate, PAR% handled the
field test activities for Pennéylvania.' -

' - '29 .
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Due to a limited response by the facilities agreed wpan_ by the State

Agency and PARP PARF decided to select some addltlonal fac;lltles who were

not on the original list. [This was done despite objections from our Agency.

The field test was conducted from July 1 through December 31, 1980. At

—

the completion of the field test,\an analysis was prepared and submitted.

A copy of the analysis is presented in Appendix 13. ¢

The main objective of the field test was the debelopment of a system

designed to meet the information needs of facilities, state agencies, and the

s .
federal government. However, since we feel that the system developed meets

1

the information needs of only the federal government, we are in the process

-
e

of geveloping‘dur own system.

At the present time, we are working with the Facilities and Grants Manage-

——
v

3 , .

ment Section to ldentify all facilities with whom we have a working .agreement.
-

At the same time, we are developing a coding system-that will identify each

facility by type. Eventually each client in a facility will be -identified

L
by facility. ) o <

]

Discussion - The purpose of tfie Facilities Information System (FIS) was
to provide information to facilities, state agencies, and the federaly govern-
ment concerning activities of facilities. After reviewing the forms to be

used and the appropriate literature and after the field test, we concluded

that the information would benefit only the federal government.
\

The field testing of the FIS was to have begun durirng the first year of-=

o

our contract. However, due to delays on the part of RSA in awarding the \

contract, the field test did net start until the-end of the second year

(July 1980). . This created problems for the states in that money budgeted (/

for the first year could not be used. This money was lost to us because’ it \

could not be carried over into the second and/or third year gf our centract. ;

1
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At first, the quality and quantity of technical assistance

was
AN

~

very good; however, as.the project continued it began to diminish. Until

the contract for the field test was awarged to NARQ, Walker and

.

~

N Associates was keeping us updated as to events taking placé and any

revisions being made. ’ . \ i
Once the field test was completed, several conclusions were reached

AN

-

L ]
—

. concerning the FIS. They are:
1. The 90-=day follow-up 'is not applidable to medical facilities.

This is because once a client leaves the facility, no further °

’ ' contact is maintained. )
: . "\
This is due to the fact

L

that facilities with small VR populatigns do not keep.the type

The data collected may not be valid.

of information required. Also, the staff requirements are

® suchthat it does ot allow for the collection of the informa-

s

tion. 1
3. The informa&&on collected does not meet the needs of the facili-
" ties and the State Agency. k4 A~

4, The coding used on the forms is not consistent with current

. 0y
« A

FENUER.

RSA coding.

7. DEVELOPMENT OF NEW EVALUATIQN CAPACITY

.

\ \ Y
ng;}rements - New types of capacity consistent with, and built

e

on, existimrg capacity was to be developed.

(4

ment of Bureau activitiés was encouraged.

-

Continued refinement and enhance-

“

’

-

[3

Introduction -'Ogs of the primary areas emphasized in the initial

s

federal request for proposals, "Develapment of ‘a Model Evaluation/Manage-

ment Information Support Unit"y was to "build new evaluation capacities which
” . ¢ 4

-

,




‘ M - -
many rehabilitationxagencies or settings across the country. .o
2, - }
{ The development of this plan rests upon review of the literaturg.in e

- N

v —

° ‘

" could be generalized in other states..." and "implement into the State Voca-
tional Rehabilitation Program new d@velopments in the VR capacit®...". It -is,
- - * . e

our intention "to emphasize areas#of basic 3nd,applied research whiéh bofh‘\ :
meet the specialized needs of this Agency and simultaneously involve the

. . -
application or development of techniques which should be generalizeable to

=

program eva;uaiion meetings with consultants and recognized experts in the |
field and particularly upon a series of rieed assessmént§_which have been
conducted continuously over the past several years but more intensively since
the advent of this project with Bureau personnel. The fundameqtal methods

for these assessments have been intensive contact with key administrators at

. .

both the State, Regiohal, and District level in order to determine their

y

perceived needs in an ongoing framework. As needs- were recognized at these ™ |
) -

levels or generated by specialized new programs or administrative require- ,

~
Y

“ments, programs have typically been designed‘to meet the informational or
' ‘ . %
L]
management requirements generated by them. The development of this project
- . ﬁ

and the articulations‘of a conceptual framewonk have allowed this process to

be enhanced through the statement of a logically constructed system which . .

~ ———
»

s ~
identified areas in which new needs can be anticipated or forecasted before
they arise as perceived problem areas. As work has proceeded and- as certain

‘ specializgs prq?la&!}mvé aﬁf;en, it has been possible to specify the neéds

for the Agency's ??@éarch in evaluation more specifically.
Particularly germane was the establishment of a coordinating contractor
- and advisory comhmittee which had been projected for the first year of the

roject's operation; however, only started in the sécond year. Since these s
proj % € .-

&

groups are federally funded and their role in the original RFP specifies

-

o
(>
~

SRR !
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. ) . :_'*i \
i " that they shall have direct input into all evaluation development, their ~ N
impact and diréction was late. I «
PO ¢ .

A flexible and open-ended evalua%ion capacity was developed; able to

integrate new knowledge and techniques ifito the current°systgm so that the

. best possible information is available for management support, policy and

~

program development and evaluation. The development of evaluation capacity

T

involves two brimary emphases: the development of staff capacity and the
development of proéram capacity. Such activities are inextricably related
to the developmen% of the capacity of this staff itself and contingent

:upon the specific training and-skills which have been acquired by individual
¢ Py ¢ -
staff ,members. )

‘It was determined that certain 'principles should be emphasized through-

< Cey L3 4

> M"out«‘_the projéct to guide us in the activities selected for emphasis.  These

EY A . -
» include: - °

r V t ‘

1. Ageﬁcycneeds are related to evaluation objectives. .
: 2. Quality is assured ih evaluation data.

3. New evaluation program areas will be devglopeduP ; ) <.

<
+ ©

. . . .
4. Evaluation progrdms will have nationwide implication with a

v
% .
-

potehtial for use by all states. ’ )

-

5. Evaluation’ programs will-be consistént with and built upon -

*
o

.existifg evaluation capacity.

6. “Evaluation programs~will be flexigle to allow for' changes In

L3

o 3 _
. *_ In reviewing those areas origindlly projected for development,‘it was
bl . P N .

. 1f9uﬂd that the studies suggested met the principles outlined and we intend

. laws, policy, and continuous ‘updating of the evaluation programs,.

-~

. . 4 i .
D to continue. as originally projectéd. Thes? studies are shown schematically

and broken down into the development of increased capacity of present evalu-

S
°

® fion programs (Appendix-14#) and the development of new evaluation capacity
e ' % ) T N
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(Appendix 15). In the followin% pages, @ brief ébefview of each study is

given and, in certain instances, supporting detail or methodology is pro-

¢

vided in attached Appendices as noted.
Discussion - Great satisfaction was derivéd from working on this Task.

The development and refinement of the products in this Task were completed
LY . . . .
in a well-planned manner. Before any activity was undertaken, needs sensing

4

was conducted. This thoughtful first step was a direct result of dissemin-
ation and utilization training received by several staff members from

Thomas Backer, early in the contract.

As a result, the activities completed wére generally welcomed by admini-

°

, .

strators,. Central Office, and field staff. In particular, we are pleased

with the expansion of our Similar Benefits Pilot Project and the Case Review
» .

Process. Streamlining the '"request for information procedure" was viewed as

very positive also. Another extremely successful activity was development

‘of the Technical Assistance Center.which is widely utilized.
Intangibles are the skills and training acquired by the staff as they

-

functioned in duties necessary for success. Contacts with consultants and
>
Ay
other professionals presented new stimuli and created a real learning environ’-

Cee v

ment for staff members. -

a. SECTIONAL ORGANIZATION ‘

.

This Task was planned and developed through the three years of the con-

tract. Initially placement of the Program Evaluation Section, on an organi-
zational chart, appeared to be very important. However, we found that con-

-~

tract work enhanced our ability to communicate in an effective manner with
all levels of the Bureau. Contract work helped us realize that interpersonal

dynamics were more important than physical location of a unit or section to

° v -

the Director. Our final functioning as a Section culminated in the "Program

-

Evaluation Section - BVR - Organization, Functioﬁ§¢ and Assignment Handbook",
o w W . ,\

-

which has sections included in Appendix 6.

: 34 : 42 ' _ ,
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b. DEFINED TERMS PROJECT : . ' -

v

*As the contract work activity progressed, it became apparent that con-

solidation of all terms used in day-to-day'MEU functioning would be helpful,

-

'As a result, a now retired MEU staff member %houldered the responsibility of

-

organizing terms used, defining them, using group input, and developing the
? -
final product as a "Glossary of Evaluation Terms", which is included in the
. R ] N

"Programf Evaluation Section - BVR - Organization, Functions, and Assignment
Hafidbook" {See Appendix 6).
2 c. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CENTER °

The Program Evaluation Technical Assistance Center was established as
. . H
the result of Pennsylvania BVR receiving this federal contract which mandated

-

that & library dealing with program evaluation be developed. Q@owever, as the

work progressed it became appareni that thore was a need for a more extensive

s ~

library which would serve our entire Bureau. As a result, the Program Evalu-.
v 4 .

ation Section Library has approximately 2,100 holdings covering many areas
of vocational rehabilitation including hew rehabilitation trends, current

legisldtion, specific disabilities, assistive devices, etc. Since its incep-
tion in January«1979, the library has disseminated ovér.l 600 articles and

»

books to the staff of the Pennsylvanla BVR for.their use. It has proven to

be a useful soruce of 1nformatlon for our staff and a means by which they

>
L)

can obtain,current information in the fleld of rehabilitation. Appendix 16

+
N oo

glves detalls on the methodology used®to eatablish the library, the services

»
.

it provides and the means by which material is disseminatod to the users of

the library. .

d. "STAFF TRAINING™ ° . ~

]

Staff training of the MEU was conducted in a variety of ways. During

the first two years emphasis was on individual 2hd group training.. A needs .
=‘ . *

assessment of training for staff was conducted by West Virginia Research and
‘ ARt X

. R ) .
Training Center; however, its dissemination by RET wqafﬁot timely. As a .
g . . . ot . i

- . 35 ) e
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result, Pennsy%yania, basically, for the first two years guided its own
training and the third and final year resulted in some utilization of the
RET training needs, assessment. These delays can be tracked to the late

; .

awarding of the coordinating coniract. -

Courses taken by members of the unit were:

’ . ' 1. "Easytrieve" for retrieval of information

° -

2. "Quantitative Methods ih Statistics"
3. ,”Statistical\Ana}jsis System"

4, MIntrodyction to Public Administration''. .
’ K i. T . ;
5. "Proposal and Grant Writing" .
| . - . - '
6. Several MBO Programs .

~

. - 7. "Similar Benefits" conducted by National Parale%Fl Institute
- 8.~ National Institute of Justice Workshop on Program Evaluation n
R Several types Esigrouﬁ ira;ning presentations were arranged;
’ 1. "Technical Writiné" . - ’ '
2. "Prog;ém‘EValuation Filing" -

) 3. "The San-Diego Cage Review Schedule" .
{ % co A
4, {'Time Management for Secretaries"

} .,

5,. "Facilities Information System"

Additionally; the Region III Program Evaluation Forum allowed individuals

to gain a variety of training experiences in the twice-a-year sessions.

4 ¢

at

i§ Pennsylvania was eager to utilize training-.available, however, in many
. 1

-

‘ . cases geography and contractiﬁelated work schedules did allow us to- use
N , v ' B P . i N
“training fundg in larger manner. ’ N : : : I

‘e

A Péﬂ%sylvania MEU staff 'member also maintained a listing of current

. f
Soel

training available to membeps. .The listing was circulated and updated on a
g . - .

regular basis,’see Appendix 17. . -

. . . .
[ i,
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e. CLIENT AS§ISTANCE PROJECT EVALUATION PLAN DEVELOPED

%

The Program Evaluation Section developed the ?ennsylvania Client

Assistance Project (CAP) evaluation plan. This plan was developed with

assistance from the Facilities and Grants Management Section, field offices

. and CAP staff (See Appendix 18). ‘. -
*’ -

L.

The Pennsylvania ﬂQU submitted regular reports on new evaluation capa-

~
¢

city in a timely fashion. These reports reflected the pfogress of our

developing and refining of products. The Appendices for this section=tfeflect
the development and refinement of Pennsylvania Program Evaluation Section

3 . . ’ -
capacity work.

f. REVIEW AND IMPROVEMBNT OF PENNSYLVANIA BVR MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
SYSTEM - 0 '

During the three years of the contract, considerable effort was focused

on improvement of the Bureau's Management Information System. To this end,

-
[

several new/revised Beports and procedures for requesting information were

dewvsloped. .

.

An indepth discussion of. this sﬁbject canjbe found in Section VII. The

new procedures, while being developed because of our contract, have become .

2 a
-~

an internal-part of-our . Section's operating procedures apd will continue

after the end of the contract. .

-

B g. FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION CLIENTS -

The general purposes of +the surveys are to establish criteria for evalu-

r
~

ation program effectiveness and for increaging program accouhtability."The

.

!

.evaluation objectives were to insure that clients closed rehabilitated

retain the benefits obtained from the rehabBilitation process and to insure -

that the client is satisfied with vocational rehabilitation services as

-

developed with the counselor. See Appendix 19. . : ~ s

- The methodolpgy used to see if the clients retained benefits was a five
. r e N :

)
A

e




. Two major areas showed satisfaction

$160.83 we feel that we have achieyed the above goal to some degree.

-~

percent stratified random sample from each district office's Status 26

EY

-~ '
. f

closures. A questionnaire was geveloped and'mailed to the selected cliients
: v ' < .
along withsa business reply envelope. Three weeks later a follow-up post-
Yo - b -
card was mailed to those clients who did not return the questionnaire, and ,
* ] S

three weeks after the mailing of the postcard-a follow-up letter, a

o —

questionnaire and business reply envelope were mailed. When a questionnaire

is returned, a thank you letter is sent to the person and if the person

-

requests further services, his questionnaire is forwarded to the district

~
-

office in his area. The above methodology is used for. our client satis-

factiop survey except for the fact that we not only sample rehabilitated

-

cases but also non-rehabilitated cases (Statuses 28 and 30).
The results of previdus surveys» indicate that all clients wﬁose cases

were closed Status 26, pehabiﬁita;ed, received some rehabilitéfion services

o’

.\ . RIS . .
and may, have been immeasurably aided, even though circumstances existed -

which prevented the attainment of a suitable occupation for a period of one
. ) - , »
year. The findings showed that 85 percent of the clients closed Status 26,

rehabilitated, in Fiscal Year 1979;@a£e presently employed. Another goal of

BVR is to insure that successfully closed cases represent a wage gain and a

"+ wage achievement sufficient for a reductiop in economic dependency. Basically,

it déiermfnes{if job earnings allow a client to be free from other forms of
o B ! -

financial support. Since the average earnings at time of follow-up were

9

In our client satisfaction Survey, the overall clients' feelings of .the

services VR provided them showed satisfaction of 85 percent acros$ the State.

v

under 75 percent, statewide: 1) the

« o~ -
.

results of medical services received by our clients showed satisfaction of
‘ . 4

74 percent ahd 2) the benefits from thgining received'by our clients showed_

satisfaction of 65 percent.' This couldfindicate that the quality of services
4 -

o
‘ 4
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provided by our supplieps or vendors to our clients is not the best quality.

A third area that needed revision was the helpfulness of a counselor in

- v

providing placement services.

’ . R
The conclusion that can be reachéd is that BVR counselors should con-
S '

~

sider the market availability and a client's potential when ¢riting an

IWRP so the training isn't provided for an occupation that is either

o

obsolete or filled to its capacity. Another area of reform is utilézation

of vendors by counselqrsi

P

. . To date, the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation’is currently developing

a Job Bank placement system to help placement counselors in the district

offices place severely handicapped cligﬁts. In the a;ea‘of qu?dity of
. o, \“ . ' "
services by vendor, we are currently evaluating workshdps and réhabilitatien

- . o .
centers, business schodls, and other various training imstitutions.

The information from former clients is. evaluated tof determine utiliza-
v g’"'v ..
tion by our Bureau for changes that might result in more effective services
A -

S w

to clients. Recentl fielt that they

-
ur survey showed that many c%}eqts

b} ¢ .

needed more placement) services. As a result of paét syrveys, the placement’.

. o

program was strengthened to meet theg&lienx“need. . .
. Y

*, , y - ,
For Fiscal Year 1979 annual surveys we will cross-Jalidate‘information

~
< A
A

‘on the questipnnaire as submitted bx the client, to information on our cof- "~

puter file. An example of’ this cross-validation would be'if a previous

’ / s ® or . -
client stated he received a particular service as stated on ‘the questionnaire,
N . .‘ , o«

) P . -

we would then check to see if the counselor noted this seryice on dur com- -

a-" ~

¥

puter file and vice versa. Y ., .

The other area\Bf egpansign will be the cross-tabulation 'of jtems on-

- ty

our cémputer file to specific questions on the follow-up(survgys (See~ ?:
Appendix 20). We have completed these cross-tabulations of ifemaeusing a

P N ., n A
* software package, "Statistical Analysis Systems" (SAS) and”the théhnical
r . ‘ ¢

. v .
. ~ « ¢ . s
. i ‘—""ﬂ‘ .
' ‘. . 39' . - v
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.

assistance of Myra Harris from the West Virginia Reseqpcﬁ and Training
. ’ o .
Center at Morgantown, West Virginia. ' .

Basedgupon the gbove study and the field testing of the New Program
‘ P

Evaluation Standards, our State Agency has developed a new follow-up

survey that we began using in Mafch 1981 (See Appendix 21). ™

-

“h. SIMILAR BENEFITS (

An area which was investigated by the Pfogram Evaluation Unit (MEU)

of tHe Pennsylvania Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation (BVR) was the area

of similar bénefits (those client rehabilitative services which can be
obtained from sources other than the Vocational Rehabilitation (VR)
Agency). VR has traditionally relied on the resources of other agencies to

& . [
assist in thé rehabilitation of the disabled, but it was the Rehabilitation
$ ! . ’

Act of 1973 which emphasized the need for VR agencies to be more accountable

in terms of identifyiné and utilizing Similar benefits, and listed specific

¢

‘services to be sought from other‘agencies°before being provided by VR. ' As =~

. 1
A <

a result, similar benefits has become increasiﬂkly important to VR agencies.

. 2
! s .

v ! v ) e 5
The purpose of similar benefits is, of course, to maximize the total

W .

* amount of rehaBilitetion services available to' handicapped individuals by

o . v
encouraging and assisting VR clients to seek and obtain other services to which

+ 3 (o3
i .

+ - h - .
they are -entitled before utilizing VR services. VR tries to match the complex .

4

o

s ~ .

and iqdigidﬁalized needs of each client with an equally complex array of épecial-

. o) . ISR . .
ized services. TPus, appropriate sérvices are mobilized for the client and the

° P .
' a
’ L4

best'use of community sé&rvices qcﬁieved. A byaproduct.of'this'activity is the

- s
-

2 . \ .
development of mutual understanding and respect among service prowiders.
: ) : . i

- M - 'S

The possible-bénefits of similar benefit utilization are:
_E
4

District Office Level - ) .

- o

* <. .
1. . Increase counselor awareness of availability of similar benefits and

1

the.need to scrutinize each for the client.

i

.




‘ N .

2. Identify the numbér of clients who utiiize similar benefits. . .
3. Identify the ;a;egofy of services, in which similar behefits were .
. \ .
used. - ) . : - .
4. Accentuate the need gor counselérs to maintain effective liaison i
with agencies and previders;—— . B )
5. 'Allow case service monies to be u?ilized to %P eYen %peater degree.
6. Decrease thé return oflcaé; service monies Rreviéusly authorized.
- 7. Encourage district offices to seek out, obtéin,/%ng utilize similar
benefit providers on an ongoing basis. ; l
8. Encouéage better coordination:of district office detivities and
communications through the development and maintenanée of a similar
‘ T
benefits dir;étory. ‘ ‘ ' . T
, Ceéhtral Office Level . " K ) :'
. 1., Determine the impacf on case serwvice funzs of similar benefits on
v : :
. " a district, regional, and statewide basis. .
i 2. Identification of the number of client c¢ases and types of "services
o that have utilized sim{iar benefits. . . o
3. Assist in iaent%fying are;§~in procedures that need clarification,

. &L
or modific;atign by field staff with pr,:lor action by Training, =
NPolicies and Procedures,lor Case Service Sections. ‘ ’ ) .

. . %

4. Development of expérti;e in monitoring and eventual refinement of)

. e
~ similar bepefits procedures: a$‘i 05 ’qo
"‘—5. Build a data base t6 be used by Case Eygluat;rs to revigw similar °
g benefgts cases. ' ’
~ . , * -
s. Provide greater emphasis for copt;huance of liaison work in cooper- -
,§§  'ative agreements. ) -

) 7. Collecting anq‘asseﬁbling thewdata as proof of similar bgpefit o

utilization that can be used as justification,of accountability to,
. . (,a . . ]

the istate governmdnt and external agencies.

. R o~ '
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The need to make use of and document similar benefits has alway? been

_acknowledged by BVR. For example, BVR.has long worked with mental bealth

-~

—_

and mental retardation agencié% to obtain services for clients, and BVR

regulations require that state grants, Basic Educational Opportunity Grants

(BEOG), and other sources of training costs be considered and utilized for

eligible clients. The client ccase files contained documentation of similar
. . ®
benefits usage from the better-known sources (e.g., BEOG) but there has
s~
_hever been a uniform. definition of similar benefits a directory of available

¢

similar benefits for use by counselors, nor any collection.of similar benefits
\

&

4

.
[

data. Thus there was no way of proving #r disprovihg,s%ar benefits usage.

It became increasingly evident that there was a need fo formal’ process to

record, collect, analyze, evaluate, and diSSeminate similar benefits infor-

{
mation if the BVR was to achieve its ultimate goal for similar benefits, that

p of their optimum use, So the Pennsylvania MEU undertook the task of developing

a formaliqﬁd structure in the hope that it would assist in establishing

~line for future worksin -this area, . - '’ .

. N 2
- N .

-~ . s . .
esigned.has the following major objectives:

- T

o oL

Sy o M

'Imﬁle?entation of a,statgggde similar benefits system *

. ¢

.o 3. Collection of data op snmilar ﬁEths via the teleprocessing units
. - \w

This task anOlWGS two phases The first phase .is to collect data

. l h

when' the case is.closed,v;a the teleprocessing unit on the following:

-

L ¢ . . 4
A. Identify clients': cases that use similar benefits "
& B. Identify'services in which similar jbenefits are usedw .
. ' < e 4

The second phase is a pilot study in one district office that will

collect the follow1ng datdftw'the teleprocesSing unit when similar

<

benefits are being provided:

N ] . »

: — As~ Identify clients' tases in which Similar benefits are used

-
.

" “B. Identify the,sources of similar benefits utilized -

.‘ . . 8.

.
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_and éffectiveness. Sixth, we would then utilize tR€ir increaged

P T . .
T S A AR P T O .- v

c. Idénfify the services in which similar benefits are used

N : . . i . . . . i
D. Identify cost benefits resulting from similar benefits utili-
hqx%

v

N zation
4. Analysis of the data collected

.A complete review of our similar benefits activity is included in
)
. Appendix 22. o ' ES \

b

i. PROFILE ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE - B

This is a technique which features a variety of techniques to conduct

s/

appraisals of the functioning of the vocational réhabilitation process.
‘The st;tistical and p;;gho%ogical methods of eipressing normal“distril
bution are jointly chaired by hoth psychology and statistical textbooks..
) .
The normal curve distribﬁtidﬁ is .a method of comparing data through the use

of .standard ‘'scores so that valid comparisons can be made of data that follow
\
-the normal curve distribution parameters . . - i} ) .

<

Historically, the normal curve distribution and standard curves have
T

-

oy . .
been used by educators to grade and make comparisons of student achjevement.

The' military alsslused these methods through the use of stanines in World

g

War II to test and measure military ‘personnel achievement.

The Pennsylvania General Agency of the Bureau of yécational Rehabilita-

[N )
N -

tionhas chosen this method of making comparisoaf‘to meet several needs of

the'Burggu:s program of serving handicapped clients. . . e
. ° [y
First, we were searching for a method to equate the rehabilitation per-

“ 4 .

formance of our district offices. Sedond, we were .looking for a measure to

v, .
«

evaluate our performance of our district offices. Third, we were looking fer
a measure to evaluate our performance with other states and ‘the nation (as
i L ‘ ‘ ‘ JR
reqiired by the nine Federal Evaluation Standards).
> .

g ' i et ' . S .
¥or a method to show the gﬁpengths and weaknesses of our program. Fifth, we wepe .

s

Fourth, we_were looking

[
searching for a method and procedure that would increase our evaluation capacity
kﬁowled e fo
‘ A N

. . & o 4 .
. . ‘ us . ’ ‘51 ' *
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o~y

-

- . \
AN
make recommendations for program improvements and accomplishments.

\,
Y

Profile Analysis'Technique shows on a wisual profile where\a state,

-

region, or district ranks in program accomplishments.

N

Profile Analysis Technique, in the opinion of the author, has the same

potential for program evaluation as the original census data tabulaflng 3

. N R < 2

machine had for today's computers. It is & technique that is in it's 1nfancy

* but has the poubntlal tdé be used in any effective research for any type of

- . ¢

program. If the terms‘are defined and the proper research procedures are

’

followed the Proflle Analysis Technlque can be utilized productlvely b%

¥
% A\
any corporation, government, or person. < \\

Al ‘ .

Profile Analysis Technique has been greatly expanded under developing\\\\

new evaluation capacity of our federal contract.
: /
A model profile is gurrently being developed, which will update our

current output variable profile and'develop two new profiles. A process

. 4
rofile is being developed which examjnes the impact that selected process ¢
pr¢ p j p . l P

variables have in the success or failure of a case. A referral profile is

also be1ng deVeloped which wghl expand our knowledge of which referral source

variables are most productive. Consultatlon work on predictor factors is

scheduled with Pennsylvania State Un1vers1ty

I3

The three profiles, when developed, wnll be combined into a slngle evalu-

ation profile of Bureau progress. ) ,

The'attacheo appendices give you both the write-ups and the graphic

tables of the past, present, and proposed future profiles for the Pennsyl- .
. " .

vania General Agency (See Appendix 23).

o

j. CASE REVIEW PROCESS - f’\

We in Pennsylvania feel that in developing a comprehensiver program. evalu-
ation plan a Case Review Process should be one program methodology in evall-
. ‘ . ) .

ation activities. A Case Review Process has the capability of‘identifying R

~

> - »




-
Fune

. ) .y
base line case service patterns, tﬁereby generating information for the
. 1n1t€atlon or improvement of decision making in pollcy‘agd procedure,

P )

—_— The extent and degree of th structure and &ctivities of the Case
Review Process is contlngent upoh the personnel allocated by the'“state to

evaluatlon and the needs of the state as seen by top management and other

-~ o, A ¢
inputs. kad ‘ j .

-

Because of the proposed Federal Evaluation Standards, which are currently

being fleld ested by the Model Evaluation Unit, each state in the codntry

i will probably have to. deveLop its own Case Review Process or utilize an
existing process developed by someone else. ; N
- - i
- The Pennsylvania Case Review Protess had been in existence prior to

+

the contract. However, the c?ntract offeredfis the opportunity to refine and

| - .
/s 4 further develop this type of program evaluation capacity.

f [ 4
. A complete. description of how the Case Review Process evolved is.in-
g ,‘ s

cluded in Appendix 24, / ) .

k. DISSEMINATION AND UTILIZATION : N

Requirements - Ibés activity is divided into internal and external

segments. Internal requirements revolve around development of several

. .
methodologies to increase communication of the Section. These include a

« ¢

Technical A$sistance Centerp, distribution system, eénéultation, training, *

‘ L

and expansion of dissemination and utilization techniques. The external plan

includes joint activities /with other MEU's or the coordinating contractor.

- These acdivities include training, consultation, development of users list,

o
[

and promotional activities. . T
f - 2 _ < B

A
Accomplishments - This Task has benefittéd from technical assistance

+

provided by a varied group of experts, As a result, the art of dlssemlnatlon

1

— and measurlng actual utilization has received heightened awareness in the

Y

Program Eyaluation Seotion's a"'!tivities.gi

- o\ ’ - ’ »

- ‘ . ©y5 : 53 .
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> :
An internal dissemination and utilization (D&U) plan was developed,

-

early in the contract to guide our efforts (See Appendix 25).

v

We adopted and modifiea the Backer Mpdel, Appendix 26, utilizing needs

-

sensing as a first step in any type of process. The selection of-material,

A computerized list of users of program evaluation was mobilized early

S fh the contract with the assistance of Arkansas RET. As a result, break
B -~ ‘ LIRS tAC

outs of different segments of users were identified for future utilization.
> ¥
Several innovativé vehicles are now utilized within the Program Evalu-

L4
ation Section for internal D&U including:

Y

contractor. However, the dissemination of MEU work was not as effectibe as

it could have been since the coordinating coptract was not awarded until the

LY

' . —

Pennsylvania MEU partlcipated in the preparation of the "MEU Newslettef"

13 a L4 -

+, and "Manuscript of Special Observed ActiVity" artlcles. Ihe tlﬁles of the

articles are: '"Case Review Process" by Harry Guise, "Evakggtion Section

Library" by Leah Kuhns; "fThe Model Evaluation Progect in ﬁA” by BilL Jenkins,

. o
"A Project Manager s, View" by Hanry Guise; "The Durability of a- Model

@%& 4 " S .

of the MEU's and.West Virginia Research and Training Center, the coordinating.

second year of the contract.” . . , =

“ -

“

to selected audiences was also an early activity in our variety of activigies.

N\

~ -
1, Rreparation of a brochure describing Pﬁ functions to be disseminated
: ito’Bureau employees (See Appendix 2.7):h
t ¢%~ A bi-weekl& newsletter disSeminatea to all PE staff (See Appendix.;é).
1‘3. Operation of the Technical Assistance Center (See Appendix 16).
4: Distribution of the "Rehab B;ief" with insert'(See Appendix 29).
Additionally, presentations were made at regionai district and state-
, wide meetings by MEU staff and articles. appeared in the Bureau's officiai e
publlcation eﬁtitled "Success " 'Q , * :
.' ‘ é;ternal - A fine external D&U plan was developed thrlugh collaboratien

,. =




S

s

Evaluatlon Unit" gz Don Hossler;‘"Grante~Contracts, Budgetarily Speaking"

\
by Harold SeitzeT; \E§per1ences and Impressions of a Case ServzceiEvaluator"

by Paul Saupp, and’ "Sgcretary Reflects on MEU in PA" by Zelda Peters (See B o

* 3 .
t e

Appendlx 30). vy ; P

EJ

Addltlonally, great detail was given to plannlng for the National

i \ N .
Conference held June 30 -,July 2, 1981 (See Appendlx 31). N

Pennsylvanla also e?iectlvely par%;c;pated in the Region III Program. ‘ '%
|

2

. Evaluation Forums to collect and disseminate information.

. States Conference held Seﬁtember 16-17, 19814(See Appendix 32).

/

»~ h .

Plénning for more than a year culminated in a Pehnsylvania Sister

~

A, epecial‘cover was designed for all internal and external D&U packages

durihg the contract period (See Appendix :33).

Discussion - Dissemination and utilizatioh activities for the three-year

1

)

1

chtraét were divided into two segments - internal and external. Several
S ’ ’

staff members Sbtained training in the strgtegies.involJEd. Once again

Tom Backer's blan, alluded to earlier in-this document, was utilized in all’

D§U activities. ) .

Internal - This act1v1ty was extremely satlsfylng in terms of technlques

A —— ~ -

learned.ang qtlllzed by staff members. Techniques used in the "Rghab Brief"

and, ”Evaluetion Update" are netewdbthy ‘Addltlonally, the Task 6 products

—. e o o i

tract. The entire first year, in terms ef BEU, suffered because’ of a lack -

e

—E
listed earlier are evidence of the utilization of a basic D&U strategy

.

- -

External - A problem developed because of the late award of a coordin-

. (A’ ,
ating contract,. As a result, Pennsylvanie began developing a D&U list of
. . . - .~ - . ‘ :'W'
possible tsers for dissemination purposes during and at the end of the con-

s

. .- . .
’ - % — ¢
- .

of direction. Areas developed by R&T; such as MSOA and MEU Newsletter

(mentioned earlier) were beneficial in helping D&U_'‘catch/up" with contract

activity.

[ L7 ’ e

o
i




Overall, DEU worked well for Pennsylvania as it scrambled to utilize

L
3

such techniques.
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. V.  PROJECT EVALUATION ! - . -

3
Fhe simportangce of goal setting i's important in any system

in order to faé&litqte appropriate program evaluation. Measure—

. ment of achievement of project objebtivéé is critical to a fair
o ' ‘ < b ”‘¢ 'n .

appraisal of what has occurred.

. - [N
. \

As a result, Pennsylvania has utilized consultant Stanley
N ° . j . .

“' ., 'Portny to cdmblete an independent evaluation of our three years

- v ,

.’of contract activity. Mr. Po%tny relied on our Monthly Progress

LY . ’

. ;Repprts, Advisory Reports,, deliverables, annual reports and our

v . -

responses to the federal contract proposal. .

<>
.

The "following is the evaluation based on Berkeley }lanqiﬁé -

Associates' Project Standards for RSA discretionary programs.

\
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e
1
.
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. PROJECT REPORTING: PLANNING ‘ , . £ 3

- . R
r . -
- < A COmprgnensive §tate VR Program and Policy §ysten Through a Model
Title of Project: Evaluatlon/Management Informatién Support Unit
Address ‘Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation
vt 1318 Labor ana Indus}try Bldg. : : .
. - Harrisburg, Pa. 17120 o ;o }'
- * Telephone: _ 717-787-7312 . \
wFunding Agency:- - Rehabilitation Services Administration ]
® 4, ~ : N
<, Address: ‘ Washington, D(C oo N . ~ .
: +, .
’ ) Telephone: * w
’ ys Grant. Number: (HEW"05‘78‘4’009 . Y .
'l Monitoring Officer':’i Dr. James E. Taylor ) Telephone:
. ' o §
Name and Position of Person Completing this Form: ‘ Stanley -E, Portny.
, d COnsu}.tant
- \' Date: - S '
; Name and Position, of Person Reviewing this Form:: ) - .
, - . oo , . -
. . < ‘ﬁ%q N
- Date: . . .
N y ) 3 ]
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PROJECT REFORTING FORM: TLANNING . Project: BVR Model Evaluation Unit
STD. { LINE NO. . 7 g
NO: - St .
PROBLEM INFORMATION B
. None direct . .
i 1.10 01%  Prior related study: irectly related K TN
L1 Abbreviated study findings? - N ) ' . [ ..
’ A . ’ /r ) ) / .
- @
» v >
¢ .
L “ . .
W .
any N - - . =
qu. 02: Prior related study: ’ e : - )
’ . . ' [N * 4
1.11 Abbreviated study findings: . N
, * o 4 l :
. . . ’ . _—
. 3 - B
’ N . . .
s . [ . ‘. * rd .o
-t TARGET POPULATION INFORMATION
7 . -
Primary Target Group(s): . . Target Population Size:s -~ !
[ N M .
. Al Ut " . R 1 .
' 1.20 Type of Disabgflity: 1.21 Disability Code No.:~ > 4 1.22 National:. 1.23 local:
h .
A1l / 2 All -
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) PROIECT REPORTING FORM: PLANNING, continued  { .

sTD. | LINE KO, y .
*0. : - €.
TARGET I‘SI’ULATION INFORMATION, continucd v : .
1 1.24 Sourcels) of above srtormation:
, . T ’
. N T -% -
LN ¢ ‘ . o
1.30 Additional infornation or coments: RSA has been-spénsoring-a program of national VR evaluation activities for almost
~ 14 3 A R
| ten years. Experience had shown that, in addition to developing information for the national program office,
N [ . » (R
. it was highly desirable to create a mechanism for translating this information into formats relevant to and .
| ' ugable by state agencies amd to help gtat_:_e__agenci'gg' to establish procedures for using the information in
¢ -
[ " program operations. ‘- - :
. | ” :
LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION ’ .
P.L 93-112, as amended by P.L. 93~516 o , . *
¥ . 0

2 2,10 and P.L. 95-602 S u

Relevant Acts P - ReJevant Regulations -
' - . - - e A - J -n ¢ - N ;
i N4 = y . : :

t 2.20 Pruject mission with respect %o legislative intent: To develop 8 model for a comprehensive program and policy system in a State
VR agenoy which effectively uses evaluation information; to develop a viable mechanism for field testing
proposed national evaluation and hanagement svstems and to transfer information the development -and
implementation of this modgl to other state VR agencies. ) -

2.211 Potential impact ‘on RSA progran: Results of this project will enable Pa. BVR to allocate scarce resources more

_ efficiently and, thereby,. to provide high-quality services—to-greater num i i —_—
‘management of caseloads and the.making of service delivery decisions, thereby i i ity
of services; to.enable more.comprehensive and responsive program planning and, thereby, to enable more

| accurate assessménts _of target grc;up needs and the development of tﬁggwgddxgmng_thgm;._hy__mvmmg
——more accurate-and. timely information of progrdm performance. to assist Pa, BVR-to comply with state and
federal program objectives; and_to. facilitate impraved coordination with and use of other related programs
J .o . . . L _ :
. I ST T T T T B
S |
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I'ROJECT REPORTING FORM: PLANNING, continued

»

- ‘*\

S8
z 0 R
han - "

° o) [ LINE Mo, COALS AND OBJECTIVES "DATE(S) To
3' v N 3.10 COALS '3,20 OBJECTIVLS * 3.2t MLASURES 3.22  Br_ACHIEVED
N y - N K3 s K3
o - . i ol; To develop a model of a (see attached ‘pages) . {8ee attached pages) Not included since this
i . " comprehensive program and . . ' evaluation is being pre-
i policy system whifh effectively , Co pared at the completion
{ uses evaluation inforpation. ~ . . of the project.
’ , m
— | ' ‘, - 7y
| : y —_— * o,
. -, 02¢ To field test the revésed (see,attachedgggggg) (see attached pages) Not included since thig
"\ ‘ VR standards and<$o, evaluate, . - . evaluation is being pre-
v T their effectiveness for VR ) : pared at the completion
K ; | state agency management - - ) of the Project
o - i . )
"y ! - N oY “ + . . ‘
- . 5 _ - . LI
| | RIS e e L . .
T ! 03: " T6 field test the Facilities (Bee attached pages) , (see attached Pages) Not included since this
o o — * ’ Reporting System and to B . evaluation is being pre-
. ! evaluate its effectivess for s pared at the completion
o | > VR state agency management, . ) ‘ ofe the project.
! N ’ * .
' L «? . ~ % . w '
‘ R 04: f To build and develop new (see attached pages) (see attached Pages) Not included since this
. . . evaluation capacities . . ‘evaluation is being pre~
. . ) - v, -pared at the~comp1etiyn
N ¢ ¢ T . of the project.
- . - o » -
. e e ¢ o ' <.
. » . . ! ‘ . . .- - » ,
¥ a . : ) . . .
053 Tq develop internal . " {(see attached -pages) (see attached pages) Not included since this
) . (within the state V& . i evaluation 1s belng pre-
* agency) communication, L - Ppared at the completion
dissemination and -, toee : / of the project
¥ . ) utilizationﬂnetworkgu . . T o [ . .
- r——— ‘ - “ . > * - - -
. . 0 . . "Q' »
.- . 06 To develop external = - (see attached pagéa)___———A——{aee~attached“pigéﬁ)_Not included since this
. - . TAbetween state .VR "agencies) T . o . evaluation 1is being pre-
- . ) .- commﬁn%cation, digsemination v pared at the complerion
W e R - 7 .and utilization networks, . * .of the project.
; . . . " N . ’ (ATTACH ADDITIONAL PAGES AS NELDED) : .o ) .
:) - -~ ‘ ‘ ' . P
¢ , - .
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LINE NO,
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I‘ROJECI' REPORTN(‘ FORM; PLANNING, contlnued

e - [ S, ‘ R

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ‘ 'rf -

4 DATE(S) TO
3. m COALS . 3.20 OBJECTBH‘S > 3.21 MI:ASURFS - 3.22 BT ACBIEVED

v . o

07: To deg‘g_lgg plang fér~

_1gg:_asiashgd_naznal____,___ (see attached pages) Nn:.;ncludéﬁ_slnce this
] contijiuing the Modal
Unit after the termlnatlon

evaluation is being pre-
pared ats the completion
of the three—year contract of the project
period¢ , o
‘e

.

-

.

(ATTACH ADDITIONAL IAGES AS NLIDFD)




v

Objeétives: . -

3. To employ in the MEU personnel who are dble to: (a) con-’

o - o
. € ) . R -

5 ; .

%
To develop a model df a comprehensive prograa‘%nd policy system .
which effectively uses evaluation information.x' ‘

' . . .

M N
N ®

1. To dgvelép a strong evaluation unit that is able to assess
management information needs and provide information to '
management. o
Measures: See Goal 01, Objective 3; Goal 04, Objectives

~ 1,2,3,4; Goal 05,.0bjective 2., ° &

2., To insure that the eval@ition unit is in an organizational
position which affords, it ready access to the Director and .
other top agency ?dministrators. - A

-

L . |

. s
Measure: Organizational location of the MEU.

ceptudlize agency information needs, plans and measurable
objectives and use’ them in evaluation studies; (b) conduct ’
evaluation surveys and other studies; (c) work with data
processing; (d), analyze data; (e) create evaluation reports

which are clearly written, @asily understandable and of

potential utility in agency decision making; and - (f) work

with agency personnel to assure the development and dis-
imingtion of evaluation information. ’

' 2. staff positioﬁ descriptions. . ) ‘//

-, 3. Staff capabilities, -
. . s % .

4. To conduct special” studies. and projects of interest to Pa,
BVR, in addition to those specifically required for federal
reporting purpoges.

"Measures: 1. Number of special projects and, studies con-
ducted for Pa. BVR during the past three years.

T e 2. Number of routine reports periodically,
e generated for Pa. BVR.

< - . B - : >
5. To develop a-conceptual framework for program evaluatYon

within the VR agency. ] , .

« '

o

Measures: 1. Submission of preliminary conceptual framework., ,

2. Submission of revised conceptual framework.

55 ‘ -




- ’ .
-

Gogl 02: To field test the Rev1sed VR Standards and to evaluate their
effectiveness for VR state agency management. .

. . Objectives: _ Y
» ‘s -~ o
. 1. To complete plans for f1e1d testing the New VR’ Standards
in Pa. BVR. PR
) ., Measures: ,1. Establishmént of contact and working
- . relationship with the federal, contractor
\. . . > : (Berkeley Planning Assoc1ates) e,
. TN . ? ) '
" 2. .Completion of preliminary activities required
¢ - s> ;% . L for the field test.

' pg. . Cooe ot > Part1c1pat10n in training requlred for the
7 . : ° . field test. .
* v ” ' - ‘ h L ’ 4
‘ . ‘ ' ~ 4. Preparation of a‘report detall:gglPa. BVR
5 i N 2 plans for tRe field test.

-

2. To conduct the field test of the Revised VR ,Standards. !
' ) . < g
= Measures: 1. Conduct of closure survey.

Y
.

2. Conduct of follow-up surveys. ~

- d ' " 3. Accumulation of required'progfam data.

- -

f ‘ E ' 4, Analysis of the t%suits of the field. test.

5, Collection of data for the New VR Project
- . Standards from projects-selected to participate

. , ’ in the field test, . o &,
< -, . . T ' + K ‘ v
s Y 37 To prepare reports om the results of the field test.
. .\ Measures: 1. Preparation of a ‘report on the results of them‘ B

X . . Pa. BVR field test of the VR program and projecly
— S : .« - standards. o

e . > 2. Preparatlon of an independent analy Fof the
‘ - Revised VR Standards, based upon BPA{re orts
s ) . \ . descrlblng their assessment of the ﬁ1e1 ‘test.
vy . Y, ¢

) Goal 03: To field test the Fac111t1es Reportlng System and to GValuate its

Te T . effectiveness for VR state agency management. g‘ ¢

) ?%, J ) - £ - ‘
Objectives: \ -
- % , .

, 1. To complete plans for field test1ng the Fac11h§1es Reportlng
< : System, ¢ . ? -
Yy ' : L * A
g ' ) a g

' : " 1 a ,
X ] . -
. . - 1 A
o b7

. -
B « D \ -~
N . °
>
s Py Enc| ’ '
- bt P e .




-t 3 |
¢ (’ . . - . A - |
. . -0 . L} .
. Measures: .- Establishment of contact and working - )
S relationships with the federal Qontractoq
A . NARF and Walker~ and Associates. et "3
M }4'\ - : 2" Completion of preliminary activities requ1red
. L : for the field test. .
. 4 ) r—r -
ot . .
, 3. Part1c1pation in training required for the
’ ) field test.
! ¢ r R /_ e 7 T '
- ) - o ‘ ~ \‘
) . ' 2, To coordinate the field-test of-tne FRS. s < )
\/ N . . -
) Measures: 1. Collection of data from parti%ipating facilities.
] ‘ " . " ‘. , - B . - -~ -
: * 2. Analysis of results. .
’ N b Lt
3. To prepare a report on the results of the fielditest. S
3 . *Measure: 1. Preparation of a comprehens1v@/r:port on the
, Y ‘ Pa. BVR field test of the FRS. e ,
- ) "
‘ Goal 04: To build and develop ne% evaluation capacities. 2o oo
.. Objectives: . -
= - [ ' ’ -
g t. To develop plans for new evaluation capacity in, Pa. BVR.,
¢ i Measures: 1. Completion-of plans for new evaluatibn profects.
' . - . <%
\ ' 2. Completion of plans for staff training activities.
‘ 2. To conduct prOJects entailing ‘the development of new evaluation ’
- . capacities. . - . 6‘ :
‘ _ -~
. ’ Measures: 1. Number of projects conducted. B
. ° - 2 2. New c?pacities developed through the proJects. -
’ ¥ R .
T " . 3. To have Model Evaluation Unit %:aff attend selected Staff trainmg
programs. g [’ 7
. Measures: 1. Number of/staff attending staff training programs.
oo oo . ’ . . . c .
2. Subject areas in which staff re eived training.
) ’ , 4. To prepare a report describing the new evalu tion capacities .
developed -in Pa. BVR., B
~ ' ¢ < - :
) - ‘“Measuter 1. Comple\;on of Teport. - s A
. ~ o, ) ‘. 2.
' goal @54  To develop internal communicatipn, dissemination and utilization
. . networks. . -
. “/ } . _ -
* Objectives: ’ ' ° j—
I. To-assess the cﬁrrent communication networks within Pa. BVR.
o) . - ) ' 4
:‘ zi’ .
. . ~,
- ) 57 oy . .
Qo 4 N

T - e




..

Goal 06:

9,

y

Goal 07:

»

: - T
Measure: Conduct of studyéaf current MIS and agency
decision-making practices,

2. To-prepa;e plans for improving the current agency MIS. , “\)

Measure: Completion of plans for improvement of the
Pa. BVR MIS. p\ .

©r

3. To prepare-plans for improving the dissemination and
utilization of the results of gvaluation activities.
[qua V—_—

) Measure: Completion of plans for®the systematic .dis-
-, semination ofAths,zesults of evaluation studies.

4. To prepare reports describing Pa. BVR plans and activities
related to the internal dissemination of agency evaluation
activities. =~ - .

.~

Measure: Completion of report. /N\\\. .

To develop external communication, dissemination and utilization
networks.

- « -

Objectives: \\ .
g

1. To develop a comprehensive plan for the external dis-
semination and utilization of the results of the MEU project.
- & ‘\

. <

Measure: Completion of the pfzh.

«

2. To develop articles for publlcatloﬂ in natlonal periodicals
and ‘journals.

-

o

Measures: 1. Numbex of articles sdbmitted/published.
A~ # re

) 2. Subject areas addressed in articles.

‘ v

3. To coordinate and/or participate in conferences at which

information regarding the MEU project is discussed. -

. - N . L
Measures: |. Number of -conferences attended .at which
. presentations about Pa. BVR MEU activities
. , were made. o ‘o @

2, -Organizations sponsoring the conferences
attended. - -

’ ’ A

To develop ilans for contlnulng the MEU after the termination

of the thr

Objactives: o -

9ear contract perlod

- ©

.

1. To create permanent positions in Pa. BVR for all MEU staff.

7 ]

Measure: Number of MEU staff who have permanent JOb
slots. . .

. . . . f L]

e

¢




g

.

2. To develop ﬁians for the continued act1v1ty of the MEU
after contract termlnatlon.

.

\
-, Measures: . Organizational location of the MEU "
- " (Program Evaluation: Section)
2. Numbet of projects planned, -
3. Subject areas of projects planned.
& | ’
N -
. " .
N
\‘ q

IS . R »
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Y
PROJECT RCPORTING FORM: PLANNING, continucd

STOD.

NO.

LINE RO,

4.10° LIMITATIONS 10 ACIHIEVEHENT

.

Difficulty in recruiting qualified staff

4.11 MCTIODS OF ADDRLSSING LIMITATION
.

Train exXisting staff, recruit qualified people from

01:
I hiri ¢ A ) .
‘ 1 L3 :) < 3
hirine oolicw . gources of @xpertise.
1 1 r4 -
02: Delays resulting from administrative procedures Initiate necessary paperwork immediately, clpsely mopitor
‘associated with hiring, purchase of required administrative process, limit.gfurchases and acquisitions
. N . ‘
" _equipment and other gtart-up actiyidses. to essentials. J
- ~
. .
03: Timely awarding by RSA of other .contracts Build flexibility into time schedules which depend upon
. * 1’ . . e N
_xequired to support MEU activities _other federal contractors, develop close working group
: among MEU states. ) .
. . ’ .
04: Difficulty in changing the organizational Establish effective informed communication channels.
location of the Program Evaluationjzéction. //””—-_—’/
. J (
v ] - —
cpps . . » . . - .. . .
0s: Difficulty in getting Pa. BVR managers and Involve managers and administrators in design and .
., \ - . R D
administrators to change their exiting analysis of evaluation acfivities, select studies and
_pazngzng_hj_infnxmhtion,uae. - projects pfirelevance ta their needs
: | i ' .
06:
b3 ’ ‘ .
- ¢ 1
. ) . - - )
v ' - N
. (ATTACH AUDITIONAL PAGES AS NEEDID) T ¢
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A

PLANNING, continucd

.

~ PROJECT REPORTING FORM: .
LINE NO. .
. . . A » .
- ”i> STACE_INI ORMAT ION
D 5.11 -
S.10 JoB THILL LILLIS $.12 QUALILICATIONS 5.13 RELSPONSIRILITIES
Administrator } aried experience in gervice Direct staff of Prograw Evaluation
- elivery of vocational rehabili- :
tationj supervisory experience Section
" Program Analyst . 2 Knowledge of analysis and measure- , Assist in collection, preparation,
) , .0 ment techniques’ in evaluation analysis & presentation of appropriate
———— ) evaluation work. i
’ ’ - -
Management Apalyst ] Knowledge of EDP & Program Prepare reports of requested information;
' ) ) Evaluation structure.and manage- implement new reporting requirements &
’ «. ment procedures coordinate activities of MIS-EDP work.
2 : .
" Statistician 2 Background in statistical work Accumulate & analyze statistics; track
* . , q A .
. . . budget funds & construct appropriate
’ e . statigtical forms
. Agminigglg;jyg_Agnigggnt 1 Undexstanding and experience of Maiatain and control technical”assistance
B administrative and management . .. . ODeratiogj_gggﬂgg&g_;ggggggﬁ_ﬁ_main;ains .
' ¢ - 3 3 ' -
. s t f flow of t
functions of PE Unit control of flow of information in Unit
. Clerk/Stenographer - 2 Ability to'perform satisfactory ' Type regular reports; assist in the control

Tlerk/Typist office-related functions

.

*

%, of records & distribution; certain jobs
" require communicational & informational

s » ¥
recording. ‘

_.
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PHOULCT WLPOKTING FORM: 'PLANNING, continudd = ° , -
S\;‘/D{ LiINe N0 -+, ‘ . B
',' "] oo.t0 | PROJECT mLSECN ABSTRACT To develop a model progrem- and p olicy system to field test the Revised VR Standards
6 K
& . {and the Facilities Reportxngsﬁygtem and to dxa‘semlnate the resul;s of this project to other state VR
A\
N _agencies and rehabilitation programs. : - : i -
/ . » ’\ -
’ i - M a - e
" » ’ ~
. ) . X . N .
v B -
¥ . - .
o = »
6.1 MWMM1|csblg) (1) That an evaluation unif can effectively provide information to
agency staff that w111 mprove the quality of policy and program decxsxons and, thereby, of the services
provided; (2) that federal reporting and evaluation systems can be effectively field tested in a State
[ R [} ‘e .
i VR agency. ) N
. - g =
N »
6.20 it collection or record—keeping p Pa. BVR MEU Operational Tracking System, studies of the effectiveness of
P JBWMMMIMLKQM@M&MMLWMe PES.
¢
Ve
L L 3 . T
- N 3 = ~
6.30 Analysss and resdles; Monthly progregs reports, quarterly reports to Project Advisory Committee, annual and
o R s‘ Al v s
1 final reports to RSA, presentations at conferences, articles prepared for publication.
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PROJECT RCPORTING FORM; PLANNING, <ontinued
:;”' LINC KO, 7.10 DLTAILED WORK_PLAN , ' -
“TASh oi; __ Planning and Organization _ October l%ZQ - September 1981
7 Title 7.11 Start-up apd un‘:n\mn
. . .
7.12 esctiption of task.  Establish liaison with Project Officer; revise project plan and schedule ag needed;
attend bi-monthly meetings with Project Officer and staff from other MEU's; establish and maintain
. . . ° . s
contact with Advisory Committee; submit monthly progress reports,
ra EY
/ By L 13
7.13  Stuff required: . 7.14 Tash result{s) or deliverable(s):Revised work plan and
' s
‘ schedule; monthly progress reports
7,10 v . L .
TASK 02: Technical Assistauce . October 1980 ~ September 1981 *
Tutle & 7.11 Start-up and duration '
. ¢ -
- * 712 Description of task. To plan for and utilize technical assistance to be provided by the Coordinating
Contractor (West Virginia Bgaga:chlgnd Training Centexr) _
- -
7.13 Staff required: ) 7.14 Tash result(s) or delivevable(s): Provision of TA -to Pa. BVR
. ? . ° - I E" 'E E '
;00"  Working relationships with Associated ’ ~
TASK 3. Organizations, Contractors & University Resources _
- Title 7.11  Start-up and duration
7.12 Lescription of tash: Establish contact with contractor and other resources working in the area of VR
i ’ *
oy . . 0 . *e -
_program planning_and evaluation, including Berkeley Planning Associates, Walker & .Associates, Abt .
e
) { MMMMMWMWnaL_
' ' Association of Rehabilit:at:ion Facilities, ICD-RUL N - .
7.43  Staff required: 7.14 Tast result(s) or deliverable(s):_Established lines of
R -. —-- _Communication and woxking relatigpshipsg.
- -
- * O (ATTAGH ADDITIONAL PAGES AS NLIDED)
¥ - . B
. /
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. ;.
. ¢
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PROJCCT RCPORTING FORM: PLANNING, continued

ST [LINC MO} o NCTALLED WORK PLAX
Tash o1: Administrative Monitoring & Orgamzation . October 1979 - September 1981
7 - Titic of MEU 7.11 Stavt-up and duration .

\
7.12 tesciiption of task:__ Prepare and revise/update an Evaluation Plan (Conceptual Framework for Evaluation in

Pa. BYR); prepare and update an Operational Tracking System
7.13 Staff required: 7.14 Task result(s) or deliyerable(s): Revised Conceptual Framework,
P
' ) . Revised Operational Tracking System .
- N L
7.10 . .
TASK 02: Field Testing of the New VR Standards ~
Title 7.11 Start-up and Juration -

BN
' . e

T . .
7.12 Description of task:__ Plan for,’ conduct and analyze the results of a field test of the Revised VR

)

+
Standards developed by BPA :

. R -~
e » >
- - [ .
7.13 - Staff required: , 7.14 Task result(s) or deliverable(s): Analysis of field tes!’of
‘ . : S e ‘ - New VR Standards - -
. 710 Field Testing of the.Facilities . '
. TASK 03: Reporting. System _
' Title - 7.11 Start-up and duration -
4 . b

7.12 wescription of tash: Plan for, conduit/coordinate and analyze the results of a field test of the

- ’ New Facilities Reporting System ) -
.‘Y
. /s
. . N
7.13  Staff required: _—em— ' ’ 7.14 Tash result(s) or deliverable(s): Analysis of field test of
. o Facilitieg Reporting System,
3 - N N
. . . A
- .
. 4 4
. 3 o
(NTTALI AYIITIONAL PAGHS AS N_llrm'")
ey } . — —— - . s 3 ‘ .
\ - ’ ‘ .
/e . . o .
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PROJECT RCPORTING FORM: PLANKING, continucd .
st“‘ LINC O DETATLED WOKK PLAN .
Tash 1. Development of New Evaluation Capacity
.7 Title 7.11 Stavt-up and duration .
Y
7.12 besuription of tash: _Design new evaluation systems, procedures, methodologies; conduct evaluation studies;
. develop staff cgpabilities; develop library and other information resources.
> 2 N
. _ —
7.13 Stuff requared: 7.14 Task result(s) or deliverable(s): New evaluation 8ystems and
) Lo procedures; report On new evaluation capacity
i - 7'10 . » . . . . o, B
Task 02; Digsemination and Utilization .
¢ Title d 7.11 Start-up and duration
7.12, Description of task:: Improve the {nternal communication networks for dissemination of evaluation infor-
. ¢ ) . ) - .
mation in Pa., BVR; prepare articles for publication in nationmal periodicals; participate 1n national
- []
A canferences and other meetings at which MEU project work is discussed. -
7.134 staff required . 7.14 Thsk résult(s) or deliverable(s): Articlesy, conferences, report
q N ’ - . ) . » . ‘
. ° on plans for internal and external dissemination
’ .
' 7.10 . .
TASK 03: Program Evaluation
Title 7.11 Start-up and duration - .
A ) . . .
“ 7.12 Dbescription of tash: Prepare an evaluation of the success of the MEU project
» . .
» R
. J— _
4
N L)
.. 7.13  Staff required: 7.14 Task result(s) or deliverable{s): Report on eVBluati-g!_l_ of
i . T * _MEU project.
. j ; _
. . .
) Y
. (ATTACH ADDYTIONAL PAGES AN D) ‘; ' . ¢
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PROJECT RCPORTING FORM:  PLANNING, continued

STD. | LINC NO, j p G 0 T
Yo. 7.10 DETAILED WOKK PLAN ‘ ~
Tasy 01; / Yearly Reportg ‘3,
7 . Titfe 7.11 Start-up and duration \
N .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'[ - i 0
/‘ 7
«
7.13  Staff required: 2 L 7.14, Task result(s), or deliverable(s): Agnual reports
- s i

' ) ) s ” f - ’ <
“1.10 . ’
TAsk 02: .2 ) B . . '

- Title ¥ 7.11 Start-up and duration N

. °
. L

. \ ‘
7.12 fesciption of tash Prepare annual reports for RSA which detail th je rogres
) L -ALL Q...PIQJQG&E_P rogress

° T

7.12 Description of tash:

: p——
7.13 _Staff required: . 7.14  Task result(s) or deliverable(s);
. " . » . ‘ ' - B < v
' 1
1.10 . . ’
TASK 03: . e
Title 7.11  Sgart-up and duration -
7.12 Description of task: .
) i ‘£
. " 3
7.13  Staff required: . \ 7.04  Tash result(s) or deliverable(s):
- : - — -
- N -
- . ‘
- .
. (NTYACH ADDTTIONAL PAGES AS NEFDIN) * .
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PROJECT RLIORTING I0RM: PLANNING, continued ¢ ) 5
s™. |[LINE NO, N . N . .
NO - )
' PROCRAM PLAN CIIARY .
! - ¥ . N
7 7.20 X . .

,

See Pa. BVR proposals and OTS for details. It should be noted that the time schedules
originally submitted were substantially modified during the course of the contract.’
Therefore, since this entire evaluation is being completed at ttﬁgend of the three-year
project period, it was felt that detailed presentation of the or¥ginal schedules and
the associated modifications would be of little value nfow.

+ .
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PRUSLCT RCPORTING FORM: PLANNING, cont inued

.

3" LINE RO.[ i izarioy awm DISSEMINATION g . \
910 InrrRIN mu.ﬁ\.\ls_«_m_cq»ﬂcﬁ 22 PRIMARY: AIENCL(S H.11 MFDIA ) N B :
9 -~ , : R [
. RsA * : . Telephone As needed N
. . Meetings . Bi-monthly
\ & : Progress Reports Monthly
e . . . . 4 Task Reports As specified , .
k ) , - Annual&zporta‘ End.of year 1, Zear 2.‘
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Progress Reports K

Publications/articles

) Quarterly

As sgcified

%

‘ Conference . « Third year °
¢ .
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¢
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’ 3 *
Lo, \ .
B 4 hd v
9.21 MEDIA - 3 oz o soeow,
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» Task Reports . As specified Fh
Final Report - ,September 198) .
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R Articles .. . As they .6ccur
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15 15.10 VR PROGRAM GOAL SLRVED ,’xs.n ALTS & REGS. §5.12 pescrintion ¢f impacts (positive a(i ncgative) * N .
. 1. Efficiency o, Higher ,quality information and improved use enables better -
. . A g
decisio\és;regarding the allocation wof scarce resources. *
. r3 .
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16.10

16.10

¥

" oL AND OMLILCTIVI. ATTAINMENT

- T - 7 P . g
. . ; \

Goal 01: To develop a model of a compyehengive program and policy system which
effeqtively uses evaluation information to ianagement, Develop a strong evaluation'unit that is able to

assess management information needs and provide informatiom—£o management.- - 1

\ See Goal 01, ObJectlve 3; Goal 04, ObJectwes 1,2,3,4; '
..( . . . N . M

Heasures und degice of swecess:

1o.11

I s S ‘ . Y.
7 Goal 05, Objecrive 2 > ,
N ce . H et s, . ) . N
| L &
K] N .. A4 E . . v R = » P
Achicvemcnt 902 Inaufe that the Evaluation Unit ig in an organizational pogition whlg ffords ready
% e -

. to the D1rector and other top agency administrators.

Y e H\.nﬁlrn and degres of suckess: MMMO;—OMES_W nrral I
A}
= npe:atwas.‘lm.e.mus..to_thﬁ_numnmmm ion 1i
AN worklng_relatlonshlps have been established thh all other key PA BVR managers. )
> . -, 4 . ., I . d =
-_ R . - ., \'
. , . ' ~ L 4 ad
Aducvu-cnt 103 Employ qua11f1ed staff in the MEU . > .
16.11 Measurcs and degree of success:The PES currentlx 1ncludes 6 grofess;__n 1ls gng_s__aqgg ;t staff. Pro-
N,
fesgyonal staff have baclgLround in-VR counsehng, Com) p uters, Accountlﬁgd Statlat;gg, )
) « . : ¢ \ : ) %
. - e i : P a . -
e ' ‘ T . . gz e -
° - > s B ') - N i -
A..hicvc-cm 04 Conduct specxaI studles and,&rmecta for PA BVR, in addition to’those teuuugg for ggdg al ___‘ (‘“\9 K
- . reportmg purposes. ¥
16.1 Hoqsmc.nn\l dogret of success: The PESghas conducted many and varied evaluation pro;_e_e_tg.dqg_x_n_g the ¥
. three Yyears of*the MEU projec~t. For details, see the deliverables in the Final Report under P
S . Task 7 - Development of New, Evaluatxon Capacity and in the appendxces. SR _88 :
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s ) JeURc L aLIVERING TURNZ  OUTCOMR, cunt jnued ' s . . . “
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. A T8 JUINE WL . - . \ - .
) (03L AND OHJICTIVI. AITAINMENT . . ’ .
¥ 1o 16.10 Achsevement W) Develop a conceptual framework for program evaluation within the agency - . :
N i . .
) ’ lo.11 Measures and degree of success: A preliminary version of the conceptual framework was submitted in the .
I ¢ ~ . 3 Dy N
— e pee = =- . . M P - P = L ' o 2. . . —
- ¢ original proposal; a&nd subsequent revisions were submitted to RSA, as requiréd in the térms of
’ » . i : *
the contyact. . . s — ) .
¢ w A »
A - . - - v ) »
‘. . * . . . . [
S Y 16.10 Achicvement 802 - - . . . . . '
- By A B
A e , o . + . ‘“ 5 A ©
Ny ) . %:‘gi 1u.11 Measures and degree of sucvess: ) B N
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: 16.30 | Achicvement 203 =~ ] 5 . 0 \ ° . -
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e e 16.11 Heasures und degree of success: N .
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‘' 16,11 Measurc and degrav of success: £ : . * e . .
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- TR W T . . - . -
; COAL AND OIILCTIVE. ATTAIRMENT Goal 02: Field test-the :evued VR standards and evaluate then: effectweness for ;
A BVR management, - -
1o 16.10 Achievest® tul J.ng._.the._nen_SlB_s.tandax.ds_m.?.a BYR.
- 10.11 - Measures and degree of success: Working relatxonsmgs were established ‘with BPA staff; PES. staff were !
\a t
B e e o - ' ’ -
. ‘trained in the techniques for collecting f1e1d test! information; follow—up questlonnalres were
T e 2\
t * redesigned; and a4 report descnbmg PA BVR plans for the f1e1d test was‘pregared. : :
; . - v
b o -~ - -
16,10 Acl\icwncnt 102 Conduct the f1e1d test of the revxsed VR standards - .
5 . L v . N - [2 ! . i ‘.
. - Q“ . 16,11 Measures a'nd degrev of suecess:The closure and follow-up surveys were’ cod:glet_e_dfegui'red program data S
. e . - ; .
/ - were colle’cte‘h f181d test rﬁLLt.ﬁ_m . viga¢ project standards
. ¢ e ~J
- . mcﬂl&n:gd_ﬁm_nmm aelenmd_fox_tha_metestf : i \
i . - ' ‘ & N2
- ' 3 - e ‘ ) . . )
[ . - . : L . , 2 >
§ . " 16.10 | * Achicvesent #93 Prepare reports 6n.£he results of the field test. .' ' -
1 A .

16.10

16,11 H«-asurcs und dc,.ruc of suuccss.Morts descnblng PA BVR's anusis of the__figld gest as well as gh
L

. .. . field test data and f1nd1ngs wefe prepared. ’ ’{ \ 2 \
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. SRR e ryTvRrvy A Goal 03: Field test the Facilities Reporting System and evaluate its effectiveness for
: - - 3L AD ORACTIV, ATTAINIENT PA VR managment. ! . )
o, Is 16.10 Achievenent 4l @_plete “plans for field testing the Facilities Reportmg System
A . A . L 4 ’
20, Jo.11 Heasures and degvee of suvcess: Fagilities were selected to part1c1pate, but OMB approval. was never
' - ¥ . -
.« - - mgiygd_f_o_r_t;hg_ﬁ&ﬁ_m_mé. Iherefo_;g, PA BYR degigeg not to participate in the field test. -.
- « - i “ . « ' ) s = ” .58
w . hd - > . ° N hd
v . — . . - .
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st S W K Goal 06: Derlop .external dissemination end utxhzatxox\ network.
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VIS EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY OF‘THE MODEL EVALUATION UNIT
.- AND ITS INIERFACE ‘WITH OTHER PROGRAM UyITS

Lo s ' ® - 2

TEe:Prggnam Evaluatlon Section (PES) interfaces in multiple-ways

R

e

-

with the Central Office sections and the district field dfficesl This

e . ®

spirit “of cooperation has always been present and has- been enhanced with

~
.

:the development of the Model Eva uatlon Unit. . —

L

Interactions and activities increased with the development. of threé

! s eas S ‘
new activities: S % .
‘\‘ -- ‘e - RS

1. Technical Assistance, Center (TAC) =-. The Progpam Evaluation

. .

—

L3

Tecnnical Assistance Center Qas established as a result of .

Pennsylvania BVR receiving this federa; contract, which mandated
" ° . N s - - ) -
that ‘a library dealing with program evaluation be developed. -,
" - , - N _.I » /
However, as the work progressed it bec Te apparent that’ there

. -

"" ./ 2 . N
Assistande Center has approximatély R,100 holdings covering many

- (3 ; 3 (3 ’ . * / . . . *
areas of vocational rehabilitat including new, rehabilitation <
) ' ’ . .

e

-

" . ' * e N
« trends, current legisl&tiony ifi i it3 assistive -
¥ o . kN
.. 4 * ' . ’\\.‘ *'P
devices, etc. Since its incéption tn/iangar ,the. library
<

has disseninated over 1,600 articies and books;to the staff of
the Pennsylvania BVR for their use.. It has proven to be a
- l “
usefui source of 1nformatlon for our staff and a means by whlch
_.they can obtaln Lurrent 1nformatlon in the field of rehabilitation.

[

Appendlx 16 glVes detalls on the methodolog used to Sstabllsh

-

i ;
the, Program Bva}gatlon Teéchnical Assistance Qenter, the serv1ce:g'
” 4 = - . =
g ° 3 - > .::*. ’
. 3t provides, and the means by which materia; is disseminated

.to the users. . .

Prbgram Evaluation Section Goals and Objectives Manual - The purpose;
— 3 . .

»
>

.
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. ' "~ .of developing this manual’'was to give top management, or any .

- . . [N

e>'<logen0us éource the ‘knowledge ‘of what' our Program Evaluation
- Section, evaluates and how we measure quentitat'ively our .
objectives. This manual, (Appendix 8) is at descriptipn of N

.’ . - \

.
‘o
3

c'u‘rre'_nt dctivitiies conduc.ted’ in the Program Evaluation Section.

- t. ‘ ) . ! ‘ »

~. The goals and ohjectives stated in.this manual reflect work .
r L ) - . .
- . which involves liaison with Central Office/field office staff, s
'/ B federal/state agencies, and other ex‘ﬁernaI sources. -
\. ’ . l ‘ &
T .
. 3. Program Evaluatlon Sectlon Brochure - The Program' Evaluatlon
- Sectlon brochure (Appendlx 27) was_-“developed for use by the ‘
" , \ ' Lt , P .
N , Bureau staff describing how Central Office and district field
; ices ‘can use.the Program’ Evaluayion Section as a supportive:
* PR - N :
* e agent. .THe PES .brochure describes.the following: s
| 1. What-is Program Evaluation? . E
S T ‘ A ' -
e “ .7 «2., Who does it? ' . . ,
. | h‘i* . .
L ‘ ~ 3. Why do ii,?\a % ‘ <
. [ . LG
’ . “ . . B '?"-\-\.‘n - { .
\ . 4. How is it done? . e N
, 5., E:Xamples of what Program Evalu\atlon does, ‘.
@ 6. Examples of questlons or problems Progr -
. - * /‘ "’ - ’ .
L T ‘h(-ilp"w:l.th. . | ) S . RN
: . ‘ R N
\ ‘ The following interactipns and activities have otcurred or are .- -
. continuing with the following Central Office Séctions:
i -3 . ' 0 . “) . L
EDPR Sec\_‘ty}&' n - Kin’taip a direct linkage- for information requests "‘\\:\
L that requlre;: computer programmng. The Program Evaluation *
- ' Sectlogl and the EDP Sect:.on act as suppor‘clve \eetlons to the ;o
Centr’al Office and field offices. g - —
. fra_ -t . . , ¥
i - # 2. Grants arid Facillties Management’ Section - Developed € program .

evaluatlon pl‘an for 't:he Cllent Ass:.stance PrOJect, assisted in

-




>/

v
. . ’ 7 .
o e - - ’ -

T in the questionnaire design for the collection of data\for the

Comprehen51ve Rehabllltatlon Center Projedt developed a program

fl

.' evaluatlon plan for denters for the Independent Living Project

- ‘ ) >

.and prov1ded the r@ﬁabllbtatlon speclallsts with various types

3
~ o [y ~
> b

, of lnformatlon.&~ . ) .

«

3.’ Publlc Informaﬁlon Section - Write 1nformatlonal artlcles, prov1de

,e

statlstlcalwdata on -our overall program, and provide this Sectlon

'\., . . * >

‘i'gtlon from our Program Evaluation Technlcal Asslstance

[ A

program;jon Slmllar Benefits Utilization and the CdsSe Review

>"' .

L Proce§s We used the Training Section to produce transparencles
A

for our oral prpséntatlons at various meetings.

L}

5.- Med'ical-Section 1'Suppl§'statistical data on request, e.g. clients

y i ’ - '
with spinal cord injuries. : : -

-

\ .
.6, Legal Section - Provided information on the'consultants used ﬁydk“

. ! ¢ N ‘w’gr‘

the Program Evaluatlon Seotlon. Also utilized this Section for

' ' Vo o -

z rd
questions coﬂﬁerning‘"Confidentiality of Information" release
~ . R v . -

:by our Agency to external audiences. o : -

. e
E [

7§$ Affirmatfvej?ction Section J\Supp}y statlstical daxa on request
concernlng demographlc characterlstlcs such as sex ' race, \age, ‘
and Span1§h surnam by counties. - '~ B .
‘ Spec;al PrOJects Section - Provzde statistical data on the Veterans
d Lo ' ¢ y

'Program,'No-Fault Insurance Program, Aging Program, and the Drug

and Alcohol Program. Completed a Program Evaluation Assessment’
AN B

-

of the Aglng, Drug and Alcohol Programs annually, .

9, Budget Sectien -~ Asslstoln the development of the RSA-1 Report

Program Flnanclal-Plan and State Budget. Work witih®the Purchasing

‘ -
-

\ L. .

Y

e

v, . -s

4y
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Offlcer in the ordering of suppllesx\llbrary books and

.o r
pergodlcals for the Program Evaluatlon Technlcal Asslstance -
. - — ) : ’ I b .
. - Center. ' ,' o . S '
< .o .“:}. . . N ) t. ' \§ )
. 10. SyStems Development Section - Provide information for the_ -
y v IS v % R b . . : ) - . .’ L. a R R 4
. . . Workers' Compensation Program, Placement'Program Skills**
‘ * b Tﬂalnlng and Enhanced Placement Program, Deaf gpd Hard—of- -
.Y s - :‘* \ “
Hbamng Program, Cm and’ Public Welfare oPrograms, Mental

RN
—

%lth and Mental Retardatlon Program, Johnstown Center

T

vr%inlng Program for Employers, and we also aid the Psydhologlcal

“

' Consultant *
® . ' o
11,

A

Fiscal Section ‘- Regular interaction for<budgetary control
) ~, ~ and work: - i

. ¢
12, icy

.
-
.
-

Policy and Procedures Section » Development of new forms (BVR-104)
R ) " and development of dissemination-techniques.

'13. Case Service Section,- Assist in the development of the
f . !

E

sl

deflnltLon of severely disabled and 1nformatlonal requests
from the dlstrlct offices.

Peride information and analysis
* .

of similar beneflts ‘use by dlstrlet fleld offides!.

HHHHHHH \ =
/rProv1é S

.
detalled analysls and recommendatlons follow1ng all case reviews. ]
-~ N 3

-

. N
* Momitors the numbern of,delinqu!nt annuai caseload\rev1ews, which
. .

DL, \ “~
R v
f . L
1s part of. the fny",process. : . i
N . ’ - L. f ¥ ;
Tt eamy

+

As51stant Dlrector-of Central Office Operatlons -~ P ovlded linklng

[

L o @
*
references for development of the Consumer Advlsory

omm1ttee.
Utilized tthe Follow up Surveys for 1nput to thls Commgttee.

F 4

-
-

In

ﬁevél, )
many contacts are made at’ distnict field office level,} with ‘the

.

3¢

addition to tnese 1nteractlons at the Central Offlce

-
o 1

Program Evaluation -Section responding directly to 'spe
. — oA

ific
. . b ‘\
requests for information and data. RN /
. - ( . .
Y *
88, \_-1:1:3

L7
p
-
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é - 4 . i .ot . :N ' ¢ . A * -
;‘ e P . . .
. Discussion - Which of’the above were mpst successful apd why?
A

The Technical Assistance Center had a decided impact on our field

'
‘.

* counselors and s@pervisors. -The TAC ‘used field input in determining

[
the types of acquisitions needed for(whe Center. .The acquisitions
R . . ' /
purchased<were books and periodical's that provided the necgssary .

-

. ) .

. -information to the appropriate users. Another activity that was’ |

Al .
éxtremely,advantageou§'in the effectivenssand efficiency of our MEU
;- L 4
interface with other sections within Central Office was the
o . !

f

and thek%

f

control for all informational requests submitté& by Central, regional

4 ~ .
and district office personnel, and externaﬂ sources - ]
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NII: MODEL EVALUATION UNIT CAPABILITY OF PROVIDING INFORMATION
RELEVANT 76 INTERNAL 'STATE AGENCY PROGRAM
PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKING,

7
\ >

s The'maln objectlve was_to determlne if information currently being -

.

prov1ded was meetlng the needs of decision makers. Conslderable effort
. ;f‘ N -

-~

was spent ‘reviewing thetAgency s Management Informatlon System. Initially,
AN
the Unlt prdduced all routine Federal, State, and Aéwncy reports. We also

-

. -

. conducted a number of special programmatlc studles. - ' !

v - -

ES

The intention_of our review was to assess the information needs of
. i [ N, . »
top managers within'our'Central Office. We concentrated on those reports

produced within eur Unit. However, those reports progduced by our EDP

.

‘Section were also touched upon. This review was conducted during the

4

first and' second years of our contract. . X

s (
“° A preliminary format of an analySis of informatlon requirements
H e 3 ‘ o ) .
was déveloped and is presented.in Appendix- 34. Fromwxhis, a data require-.

3 . N . .
‘ment analysis was-conducted. The results of the analyS1s have been

integrated into a sygtem design w;icn shows® the flo of information within
the entire AgenCy.- It also'ident}fiesvspeéific Enf rmation needs, aa
well as information redundancy which existed. A'sig i;icant number of
overlaps in data gemeration or availaBility were iden ified. )

N

* Each report generated by the Progrém Evaluatlon Section was reviewed.

A .

Appengax 3&‘shows a flow diagam of the process used to analyze'each

report. A format for this analysls 1s 1ncluded‘1n Appendlx 36 The °

oV
dLssemlnatlon and utlllzatlon of the reports Was also reviewed uslng the

- X4 - ~

process outlined. in Appendlx 37.‘,To obtain the neceSsary detall on the

speC1f1c needs and‘uses of the MIS the format descrlbed in Appendlx 3B .
i /

, vas employed 'This process has'been quite productive and has yielded the

data necessary to make substantlal revisions to our current system."Among

’

.the revisions made were: o . .- oo '
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< * . °
Discussion - Which of the above were most successful and why?

~ . J . -

A - c i

i The Technical Assistance Center had a decided impact on our field ) .. .
. 4 . ! . . .' s ° ‘ . . : .‘
PR . counselors and supervisors. The TAC gsed-field input in determining; | .

- LI ‘. .

the types of acquL51tlons needed for the Center.” The acquisitibns ’ .

T e &

) purchased were books and periodlcals that prov1ded “the necessary

C— information to the approprrate users. Another act1v1ty that was :

.
. v .

o extremely advantageous in the effectlvenss and efflclency of our MEU

and their’ 1nterface w1tn other sectlons w1th1n Central Office was the

P -
.
A *

. control for all informational requests submitted by €entral, regional,”

.
»

. r
and district office personnel, and externgl sourcess
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- ﬂsoverlaps in'data generatlon or avallablllty were‘ldenta?led

a

’ the pevisions made were:
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VII. MONEL EbALUATION UNITLCAPABILITY OF‘PROVIDING INFORMAIION
*° RELEVANT TO- INTERNAL STATE® AGEN&Y PROGRAM :
PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKING .

Bl 4

- -

>

- -

\

-
»

The main oB]ectlve was to determlne if Lnformatlon cufrently being Lt

provided was meeting the needs of decision makers, Consldegable effort

4 -

Wwas spent revlewlng the Agency s Management Informatlon Systém.'

. . - e

Inltlally,

'Ne also

\

the Un1t produced all routlne Federal State, and Agency reports.u
* “ ’
conducted a number’pf special programmatlc stu

Y

dies.
4
“The lntentlon of our rev1ew was to assess the 1nformation néeds of

b

-
.
g I

.

4-4\’1'

:

Ne concentrated on those report

Doy quint®

top managers within our Central Offlce.
¥ 9 v P

However, those reports prodhced by our EDP e

4

-produced withih our ‘Unit.

-

® Section were also touched upon. *This reviéw was conducted during the ™
. * . ¢ N

[ -

c e =

. 2 , ®
~first and second years of our contract.

.
- o

-3

>

-

00&

4 .Q £ ° .

»
\

A preliminary format of an, analysls of 1nformatlon requlgements
. & .g LY

u@;a 5% \.

“'was developed and. 1s presented in Appendlx 34.q g;&m €h1§ a’ data PGQUlDe‘

4

’

6~b — \

" The results of the analysls have been

C

s

ment analysis was chducted

¢ ‘w‘.

stem des1gn wh1ch ‘shows the flow of 1nformatlon withln

.

iIt also 1dent1f1es SpelelC anformatlon.nébds, as

1ntegrated 1nto a sy

¢
¢
{
(

D

"the entire Agency. s

-

well as informationeredundancy whlch'ex1sted. £ slgnlflcant number of -

l A .

rgq

- -
.
*

~
e - v

T g
. Each report geﬂerated by the Program Bvaluatlon Sectlod was revlewed

o

.4,.

Appendlx 35 shows,a flow dlagram of »the process used to analyze each

3 -

A format for thi

-~

report.

- 4

L

sx%nalysls is 1ncluded 1n “Appendix 36 -The

d1ssem1natlon and ut; 1zatlon.of the reports was als /revlewed Uslng the

. 5

rocess outlined in Apkendix 37.i TO’obtaln ther nece, sary detall on the
3

'

esc 1bed in Append;x 38

speclflc needs and‘usés f’the MiS the format d

T

Was employed. Thls process ha

o /'.




. ° Ve LT 4 . . . -

‘ -\ -1, Redhctxon in the number of reports produced (from seven to ive).)
:.. - . . T
7 . I s - ’ - )

R . 2. Reduqtlon of the frequency (monthly to quarterly) L »

-» . A

N 3. ‘Modlflcdtlon of four reports. % .
',_ N _' ul_ Reduction oL one report (from teén paéés to five paéea). ]
< . ¥ . Even though we made'these revisions, we fguﬁd that the informational
needs of our éentral Office wére still heing éettf b
y Co | During our review, it was deemed necessé;y to;compile’a list’ of all
K available data reports. Appendlu 39 is, a.copy}of this comprehenslve\llst N

- show1ng (1) computer run nuibers, €2) tritle of run, (3) frequency of run,

.

- . >

e

(W) product di'ssemina¥tion, and (5)‘dlstrlbution'frequencyu
N At this time, we are proceeding_with phaseatuo of our analysis

4& . ~ -
of the MIS. This phase is similar in method fo phase one. However, a

f3 » wider base is involved as we move toward the level of’ field opeprations.

-

) ! -

"? ) During this phase, our Regional’andTDistrict Office Administrators.will be .
intqrviewed. Thé procedure for these interviews and data analysis are

L R S . & ‘. ~ay
P presented in Appendlx 40. It is ant1c1pated that. the results ”when .

7. analyzed will result in a more str@amllned and eff1c1ent MIS: R

’Whlle phase one and phase two involve only data dissemination from .

r

il“ the Program Evaluation Se,ction “and/or EDP, in order to make a comprehensive
- : L “ 5T . , -
f'\J review of all data servites, phase three will involve data that is

S >
~ . oy , - .

A .“ dissey%nated by othen-Sections of the Bureau. Although formal planning.

} ‘ has‘noﬁ been,developed, it is anticipated that a plan will be developed

shortly The plan will include a collection of all data reports that are

prepared and d1ssem1nated by other sectlons of the Bureau. This collection.

AN s .
/, ////jaﬂﬂfprov1de a ‘description of th//sources of 1nformatlon and utilization

/ N e f
- y. =~ -of data preSented. ﬂe,fggl that t is’listﬁgill be,oﬁlgreat help to manage-

& £
X

"ment in contgctlng'the approprlate ources of'data: This will also be . .

] - -

a

-

L ]

‘o

L N . . .

g helpful to management in making work asélgnments.. o, .




< ] - e Toe, A
‘ VT As part of the first phase of analyzing the MIS, the Prognmﬁ T

. TEvaluation Section formalized a procedure for the request of information.

< o During the second phaSe, this process was refined with revisions bein"_

-

* 7 ' “pade to appropriate documents. A flow diagram of the request process is
presehtéd in Appendix 41, and a narrative description in Appendix 42. v

. N . ) ca ’
At.tﬁi same time,a log was set up to maintain a contPol, record, and ° -
: . Shaih

. ' -

.description of all requests (See Appendix u43).

‘. To facilitdte better maﬁigéffal control of the flow of information N

D) ' =

from the Program Evaluation Section and/or EDP Section, a.neﬁ review of

request” procedures has been developed and implemented. The procedures
NI - g -

. Fe . . . )
to besfollowed in proce531ng\a requesf for information are outlined in
'3 5

o

Appendix 44. A flow diagram of the process is Appendix 45. The guide~ °

e

. lines used to determine feasihility of a request are presented in ¢
* . . : B
Appendix 46. . A revised log book used té maintain control oflpequestg - e

_ has Peen developed and is presentéd in, Appemdix 47,
: ~ 3 . .

.
N . .

-~ 1In addifién to the procedures developed for the request of information '
- _ -~ . - ) N , ‘A N R o
g from,our Cenjral Office and from other agencies,”a procedure has beeny
LY . .,

developed for our distfict offices. These-prqgedurés dre outlined in

. L

a

= . Appendix 48. * - ) . "/p’ P 4

1

The following cemments were yeceived from various administra%ofg/
~ - ~ 3

. N ‘
«

decision makers' in the Bureau ocncerning the support they received from
e AN .“ R
& . . iy - . . .
¢ the Program Evaluation Section. Please refer to the organizational ghart,

- - , -

-~ (Appendix 6) for each-individualfs locat%Pn within the organization.

®

. 1. Ken Fleming, Coordinagor,fJob Placement Program, Systems Develop-,
N S . RN R _} , , Yy

4

ment:Section: "Let me just outline ,three of the'most recent

-
v

. - ¢
areas ﬁg;re we have called upgn the service of oqur Bureau's

7

""" Program Evaluation staff. ° 8 - ™ I
¥ . - '
~—— "Our agency wagégrantéd a two yggf I & E grant, named the
. ~ ' ~
L L2 ¥ L
R g L1y ' :
¢ . <

L %




»

. ’ T . -~ o
and Enhanced Placement Grant (S.T.E.P.), to '[

v ' v

~ introduce within our Agéncy some addi%idnal'innovativgaplacement

f

techniques. WE‘cailqd upon the Program Evaluation é;aff, in

] P

> - ? 8 .A . . ' p
preparing the S.T.E.P, grant, principally 1n<£hree areas. We

4

asked their assistance, and recg%ﬁéd their assistance in regard

‘ L]

to data collection,; data comparisén, charts and grapﬂs....

1

-
v

"And we called ﬁpon the Program Evaluation Section to assist

us in designing a format for the reporting of pIacement counselor

EY

the designs suggested to us by our Program Evaluation staff.

LIS <

"One of the more recent uses of program evaluation in our .
1 - ’ . . z \-‘
placément program was.in the area of a’case review -that we:

~ *

requested. We met with the Program Evaluation staff and asked

their assistance in determining the appropriﬁteness of voc%%iodal
. . . - I

- goals in a random sample of case files.. .. - S
N . » - ) B

",..We then utilized the results of the ‘evaluatiion. in

-

. A ) "s '
designing some placement program modifications to assist us i

' Hetter utilizing our EDP capacitiés to match available clients
. ’ v ° .

.

to existing jdbﬂgrdefs%"

", 2. David Williams, Administrator, Planning Branch: "...I believe °

.
©

i‘(% . P . ‘ <
that the Séction has a major role in the future of the Bureau.
Iy .. i . - - ) .:a h ‘

This is a Section that we depend upon to advise us ¢f several
. o N ‘/ .
important aspects of the program as they occur. ‘The Evaluation
. R 3 . .' .
Section, in providing us with this information, also enables’'us
: ¢ ) H

to project what we would like to see occur in the future.

N <
. Personally, I find_mygelf becoming more and more dependent uﬁ%n

the Evaluation-Section for detailed information regarding what

the Bureau is doing.
PN .

l




LT . . ~ -
. ", ..The Evaluation Section measures the overdll rehabili- \

tation program does thlskpy collecting, analy21ng, developlng 0/

- : : product 1nformatlon, ﬁlssemlnates 1nformat10n of -the Agency 3 ‘

/ ' program to the appropriate‘people. ) ..
» s . } , L] . ~ R
‘ "...The Section monitors the‘ﬁseational rehabilitation .

a e ~ . .

o

Y - ‘process, quantitatively” and éualitatively, for achievement of
» _\ RN - .

— -t
s >

goals and priorities. If'éoﬁagcts case review studies on,

.Y \ “ 3 -

spe01¥1c target operatlons in the rehabllltateon ppocess. It Lt - s
T ay fooosi o~ .
) . “ggaxpclts input from all organlzatlonal levels to develop
. “@
° L eedures for -internal utlllzatlon. Through needs assessment

. q? and utlllzathn of existing reports, it develops a Management

’

- | "Information System. The s¥tion provides meamingful information,

- ~ '
y .

- ) . « ® - . . . - ’ . -
to management to assist other Central Office-S§éctions develop ~ -
4 ) toe ) '
s 7 . information and assess informational néeds which they may havé. ‘

It continuously builds and refines methods and techniques for

4

program evaluation. Finally, the Section develops evaluation

¢ . B S S
. et -

.. ‘( 4 plans for special projects being condugted by other sections." " -

3. James Diffendal, Rehaﬁilitation Specialgst, Facilities and

Grants Hanegement Section: "Although the facilitiee ené Grants E i ?
4 : .

Management Section of the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation ’ :t

. }3 has used the Program Evaluation Section on many projects in -

- y *

[N
. -

the past, the Program Evaluation Section was utilized extensively

. d - -
.

- - ’ in the collection of data on operating CAP projects, which was
then utilized to submit a CAP grant to RSAqby the Bureau and the o,

: : ) o L Lo
.o Office of the Visually Handicapped. The grant's submission to ™
/4 , . ) C e
g RSA, however,' was not apQroved when it was f;rst,presented .,
~ . ¢ ; . . . . “, . S ~
because the Program Evaluation component of the grant gas . N ©
4 - .

o

proposed to be carried out by an outside source. RSX‘suggested

. I t . e’ .o “/q
* -

n"' ’

’
¥
Pl
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gy, et
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' 7 j
that, A order to saye dollars we uffl:oe ur i ternal Program

Evalya 1on Sectlon. The Program Evaluataon Section d1d dealgn

l

f

:

eth instruments and méthods of data éollection and the'gﬁant

u was approved for funding. Wi houthhe ‘development of thase

compéred s?ccessfully for C7P fu ¢&ng.

" component of'tha CAP grant

the” Program Evaluatlon Secvlon +then

.

+

n

1nstruments, 1t is safe to say tha#’the'bureau would not have -

Z

Prlor ‘to the serv1ce

I3

held a conference between the BVR administrative staff land our
) f

\

Philadelphia and Rosemont offices, and \the CAP staff themselves,

I4

\ to review and explain all the responsibilities of the parties

. in the collection of the data for this g ant be successful..

[

The administrators of the’ Buréau felt

’

very good about this explan-

ation aa they felt now that they\could understand the CAP grant

K -

in full. The Program Evaluatign individugls have been very

- \ \ .
helpful overall, and we think that tmey will be important in the

suecess of this grant."
“+
‘Marlln Kester, Rebabllltatlon Special

for referral of work-injured persons.

developing.a more formal/relatlonshlp grew. Afte

' ’
,

»

\

1st Sysfgmé DevelOpment

However,\due to the volume °

!

initial

meefinés«betﬁean the Bureauxgireotor?, the possib 1ity of a.
5 ;

. o
.computerized referral exchange pilot
' A

/

! Program Evaluatlon Section a\51sted in thé ‘prelimi

t

\project was p oposed. The
.’\

ry' design

° -
and presentatlon of the pllO prOJect to.not only h;’\xspective

|

4
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- Al [ -—
" . . .

~ - i

®

Soanst”

Bureau directors, but personnel from the fifteen BVRidistrict

.

.- 7 offices who would gventually receive referrals f#om #he project.

This innovative approach to the referral of Worker's Compensation

- . ’

1

recipients has been in place pow for 14 months. Thgi?rdgram
- - ! ; °
Evaluation Section has been monitoring the project ‘through .

.

5..

~

L N

quarterly statistical review§ and reports. We have found it - ‘
’nécessary to make changes in our initial program and reporting .-

system during this, time based upon these reviews.. Curreptly, the
- [ . . : .
4 Al

Prograﬁ‘ﬁvaluation Section is assisting me in a review of the
totaIﬂpfoject's impact in the BVR program. The;Program Evaluation

Section provides me with ;import;ant staff support. functions.as the .

» coordinator of Pennsylvania's BVR Worker's Comppnsafioﬁ Referral

Prbject."
Lucy Shumaker, Rehabildtation Specialist, Policy and Procedures

*on .
Sect®n: ~ ; . .

"0ften a gép‘exisfs.between the generalities of a mandate
: . ko .
and. the specifics ;equired for field application. This divergence -,
becamg,particulaﬂiy apparent when the Bureau addressed similar
. § T — .
benefits implementation. To bridge this gap, we in Policy and
; 3 . ‘ ‘

3 * e

Procedures‘éalled upon the gxpertisé”gf the Program Evalgifion

s
Séétigh. Vﬁat we were looking for.was to identify a procedural
sﬁg_}iqg/bo}bt. Through the Program Evaluation unit a case
;ésieﬁjﬂas‘;onductéd and, from “these findings; interim guidelines o
-were}degeléped. These guidelines provided our field personnel,

-~

1 0
_with,a uniform definition of similar bepefits, the specific types .
1 '

'Y

of rgéources togpe considered, as well as a method of recording - -,

- { N N 3 s + ’ . . . . .
resource crediting.. The application of these interim guidelines .
/ - «

was.thegtgvaluated through another-

S

“
LI

ST
Lt o sion o Rty L o7
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v oys N e, - . .
this cooperative effort that the Bureau's'general policy regarding

. -

*. similar benefits utili%ation could be refined into meaningful

p(ocedures. The results of our joint endeavor then became the -.

final procedures now established ‘in the Bureau's Case Services

o

Manual. I would.like™to point out, too, that through this'Program

~

Evaluation Systema we are able to track the ongoing application

. &

of the final procedures.

Py

In 'this manner, we can more readily

accomodate further revisions as need may arise.”

Adolph’ Latz, Assistant Director, Field Operations:
. :

a . . a

6. "The Program

Evaluation.Section at our Central Office has been requested to

.

supply both management and operatiomal information: We've asked -

P
q -

them to provide ‘us with daga related to similar benefits in two

- -

ol & . P
ways: first, to determine the costs of similar benefits, and

. - - N

secondly, the number of clients that were involved in similar

/ - -
‘ o' . . .

benefits programs as a client of the ‘Agency. District Office's

4

have made-several requests for operational ;Eformation; they've
- ¢ » N
made requests concernlng the number and costs in training cases,

N '

* particularly those at technical and trade schéols. Also, we've
asked the Program Evaluation Section to develop impact information
They have provided for us -

~ T *‘@ ' ) ' » o

this information in summary form, which was pelpful in making
-

« ..on ceilings for certain expenditures.
-~ - l

decisions, as well as implementing operatiofial procedures."
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VIFL, NATIONAL DISSEMINATION AND UTILIZATION
2 ACTIVITIESDURING THE THIRD YEAR

The joint external DEU plan was completed in April 1980. Information

.
. Y

3
sources, kinds of infqrmatiqn, and audience identification. and analysis,
P { " s . S - : o
' | ‘ b -
as well as vehicles of dissemination were included. The major methods used

~

& Wwere presentations at meetings, the ""Manuscript of Special Obsebved °
o - * " B -

<Activity', "MEU Newsletter", national -conference, and Sister States Confeb-

C b
© ence. |

. > 'C,'
' . Y ‘

Pennsylvania has submitted articles ¢o various publications coordin-
T Lt ‘ ) Co ]
ated by the coordinating contractor ('"Manuscript of Speecial Observéd

' i - '. ‘ . o‘ . .
Activity", "MEU Newsletter', and "MSOA"), AQPendix 30. Par§1c1paglon in
° : : - 2 : - .

the Federal Region III Program Evaluation Forum held twice in Rehoboth
g ‘ .

« z

Beach allows MEU and noh-MEU states to discuss issues of interest in program
” 4

evaluation. ‘ ° ., .

» . »

¢ o . o , -
A Pennsi}yania MEU staff member_ gave & presentation at the St. Louis

National Con¥ention of the -American Personnel and Gui@ance Association,

fe

(See Appendi* 49), : - . :
i

L aSevefal presentations.wgre gdven at the National Conference held in

¢

cottsdale, Arizona, on Juné‘éO-JulyAQ, f981 by Pennéylvania personnel,

The topics wérg_gentered oﬁ’how management utilizedﬁgrogram evaluation

(See Appendix 31). R e )

‘ ) - S o -
Planning for the Sister States Conference began in September 1980,

and progressed eﬁcepfiona;ly,well culminating in the September 15-16

- ~

.

. conference. The Sister States Conference was held in Harrisburg and the

- < e W e
s oA

foliowing,states participated: New York, Florida, Ohid, Illinois, %qxas;

Califbrnia,'gﬁd North éafolina (sée-Appendix'SQ?? - . R
f/ Pennsylvania is very iﬁterested';n external D&Y activities for yﬁei )
, . S ) X , ‘ ..
third year and beyond: It”%s‘our hope that RSA will allow funding for DEU
. activities on a national basis at the conglusigﬁ of the contraét.'

-

L]
-

N ' 98, « .' T
. e 125,

o
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TATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION -
DEVELOPEB WITH THE USE OF A - .o
T INFORMATION SUPPORT UNIT L.

- IX. PRESENTATIONAL DIMENSIONS OF
-* AGENCY PRQGRAM AND POLICY SYSTE
MODEL BVALUATION BNIT/MANAGEM

.~ " 7 If a Model Evaluation Unit is
' ‘ e e AN
policy making, planning and program pperations and be accepted within .

o hébg impact on t@g ﬁféncy's' - -

‘.

the Agency as being important to the Agency'§ concerns and needs,
1~ . é\
meaningful information that has utilifarian value must be provided by )

the Evaluation Unit. Amount ahd contept of information will vary

. depending upon Agency size.-

Within the Agency organization, the head of Evaluation should be N\

L > .
.

. NS
an Administrator. T?}S will allow input and coordination between the -

Unit and the rest of the Agency staff. Communication can be enbanced

—
-

since an Admimistrator will have input into Agency decisions and policy,
, ;

. - ’
which will result in better evaluation visibility.

. " N

.

In keeping with the above statements,-our durability has increased

.
’ 3 .

. “since we pravide the follonigg typeg of evaluations and reports within K
. ) . ~
our Agency:\ .

“

1. Coh&s;t a comprehensive annual evaluation of program effectiveness

in achieving the service goals and prioritiés of the Agency.

-~

i N
Examples dre as follows: ‘ . . -
A, Conduc‘ folldw-up services, of previous VR clients.

.B. -Preparé and disseminate a profile ‘analysis report on a

S . - ¢
\’,} -~ < ¢ ! . » — .
oo : . "statewide amd district office level to measure-a goal
o0 _ §
P A achievement. , - ’ -

" [ ) : ' /. .

*  ¢. Conduct case review studies on specific %arget operations.

oo [ Rk .
- L - . KN ‘\ .
5 . '2. Develop annual plans whﬁch outline the major évaluations and studies
5; o - i . . . ‘ ,Yg ¢ o -

: o to be undertaken, condurlted,-'br completed in the comingdyear. ' ’

. - »

A , B

' . . Exampled of this.are: s

A; Develop an evaluatib@ plan for special prbjects~%or other ,

-

~1 |




N . . @ . 3
.

i
sections and the fleld offlces as requested. {
L\

- B. Deﬁelop an evaluation plan for case review proces% and q;iii-

v

. 1
'

. |zation of Case Review Evaluators.

. . v

3. To nespond to informational requests from central office/field

-

offikte staff'and other Federal;,state, and local a eﬁcié$.
; N :

5. To fqrecast resource needs, survey needs for ghort and long rdnge

program objectives.

As a resylt of Evaluation staff experienced in ev luation technigues

i ' "
and Agency operation, we were requested to do special jstudips that did

impacf on Agenicy policy and plenhing. Some of those tudids and the

~
I3

>

L4 .

impact are lisjted below: \ .

-

1. 'Determine resou)ces utllized in college and trade school tralnlng
that[offset Agency'costs. "

. The ’evaluation technlque used was the cpse eview probess and

IR Y ° 'b

i vthe flndlngs wefé given-to ;he Agency Directdr and f%e Executlve'

State Board.

- -

"t Our study‘§rovided meaningful information to pelicy

i
' 0
.

" peinforce the decision to m®dify allowable cost

- v

. clients. . . v -
- ! . ’ P : * : . :
. 2. Determine if existing agency policy on homemaker

<

and implemented b§ the field-peﬁngne&*\\\'
3

¢
)

* " findidgs were given to the Plannin Branch.

Our review resulted in modificatio of existing.procedures of
‘ \ M ’
prov1d1ng homemaker™ stv1ces to-cllents.

3. Determlne utliﬂzatlon of similar beneflts. o

. . - L. 1

100 .




000
Ry

oo,

A

‘ 4, . Developed many reportsj

‘position on tpe'orgas'

2. ‘pyaluatgon staff sho

'sections in central office and field personnel.

pilot study 1n one.distric

LR - ’ ' '

in carrying out this aéslgnment, we worked closely with other o
A 2 ! :

We started a™ A

f é . (

offlce and developed prdcedures for
- 1 R .
ufillzatlon-of dimilar ben fits. : - o
», . -
The pilot study resulted in the

a

GEVelopmeht ofaﬁgeney procedures - ’

¢ -~ .
-y

and for statew1de 1mplementat10n after the pilot study is .

- [ [ .

completeg

oy ! . .

) . 4 ! [}

e
- --ﬁ~

fize the fol}owing poifts.,

’
’

+

‘ d know eval atlon technlques, agency. oper- . -

ation and field case/service pro edure. “ L

¢!

The Eva;uation head ;should have n admlnrstratlve position in the

[
égency. . !

’

It is felt that'

a ﬁecessity:

A

-

" the follow;ng Sklll and capabllltles for staff are’ -

( Co

\

s, €
' - » 1, Skllls .and capabilities of stdfflto do evaluatlons. )
A N * 2. Encouragé the utilization of; new trategles and methods. \
* . L ; - v
5, ' Develop research of new meas: es; of impact on client needs to « ‘
* . ' ) 1, ’ ’ /)\ ’ J
- 1nclude qualltatlve prospe\ﬁuvesxand ]udgments of clientsg and v
g t- «c~,v, ‘ oy, ‘ . . *
, ® M ) N H § § ! - °
- counselors.: f\/ S T i s . .
. H 1 ¢
,‘ ‘B, Develgp measures o] come that would.allow comparison across L

s e

programs.
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\\ *
4“/’ \
X. CONc\;QsION's, y AP

s\ L e
\ . ? . .

A. The organizational sposition of the\gvaluationvbnit is not as -

~
i
14

Evaluatjon.Unit. ~

(2]

important as the Evaluation Unit's abi%ity to’provide'ﬁeaningful
information to the appropriate‘people.\\\ o\ “

~ . . N . .-
Ideally, the héad o0f the Evaludtion,Unit should be on ah adminis-

-

frative level position that would result in do::unlcatlon w@th

9
N s ° >

other admlnlstrators and 1nvolvement in decision making processes.
0 \

Define‘goals and speciﬁdcally, define objec‘cives.\\\~ ‘

Tﬂe Evaluation Unit should be made up of the follow1ng p031tlons
~ - '
1) a stafistician who has advanted knowledge and sophlstlpatlgn
“ >, :

» -

in analysis; 2) a management analysr wvho has the capaoilifiesfof

e
.&

worklng with other staff and is famlllar w1th EDP; and 3) a prOgnam

k] - .

analy§t who has a background in field operatlons. The numb o of h

N 3

A £BEse people would depend upon the act1v1t1es of the EVa}ua ion Unlt
Communlcatlon networks and work relatlonshlps which must be de eloped. ’

! - . \
A.- here shoulld be‘levels of communlcatlon establlshed begweéé the*
! . °

- sections in Central Office and thevaaluation Unit.

4, ’ .
‘. ° ~ - - A

-

.

4
B.  Working relatlonshlps should 1nclude such act1v1t}es as_ dlssemlnatldﬁp

o,
) -»f

of approprlate 1nformatlon,‘1nput and utlllzatlon-as a resource.

. ' .
- .o
4‘ ’

C. Through:conducting needs assessments the MEU should bé able to

s
- >
- -

determifie specifically how each section,within qpe Agency could
¥ ’ n
benefit from the information prOV1ded to them, * ° ' \

3
- . ®

( D. If the head of the sectlon is 1n an admlnlstratlve capa01ty, he

'l dr she would have access to admlnlstratlve meetipgg,that could be
-~ - . > PR .

‘utglized to -describe evaluatioﬁifunctiohs.‘
. ;- .‘ , ’ - R ° _\
Types of information which the Model Evaluatien’ Unit should attempt to

i -

~ . 103,

*

o «

FY]

~

-




Al

KRS

G5, Popnd

%

- . y.
_ data. "We also_ have aireft/agcess to an onllne computer terminal from wplch

provide.

.

A.- Types of informatién that we shoul prov1de T beIieVe ane deflned

- w5
.o N

in our ob]ectlves. More spec1f1call¥ We colild state xn thls

v
. . 7 \\,-v

. section examples of our o%]ectlves; fOr exampl@: to develop
i R - .

annual plans for.major evaluatlons and studies.-

~

’ P - .
. LA .

‘! |
G B »Othfr spec1f1c examples could pertaln to our ob]eqtives such as

i , v "
<
- N ‘
. 4
* \

similar beneflts veportlngf

f

° S~ .

y, //éources of fumding.
A. No response.
5. Data processing requirements for the

“™Th Proéram Evaluation Section sho h_have,access to all data files.

1 - I - ® ~ .
' | : ’

- . “ ’,‘ ‘&’ ra
Nseal record, and vendor file.// P

'] ’ . - . . ‘ -

The Program ’Evaluation Sectlon should also have access to*computer
- - .. ¢ «
@

software capabilitiés in order to generate data from the abové files. In

-

.

. L

Pennsylvania we have access‘to “two computer software=packages to retrievé

. !
- I - ——

data. These are Pansophic- EasytrleVe, which is a versatlle, easy-to-use
{ L . '

information ;etrieval and data management system, and “the Statistical

. ’ y . . . : ‘

Analysis System (SAS), which enables us to statistically analyze existing
» L ) . g ,

- . - . °

. : o e : ¢ e S . ol
we can get current client, opunsel?r, and dlstrlct gnformatlon. In
v 6 ) * .
%ddition, we also have regular computer programmeatreports,whiéh we receive

on a monthly, quarterly, annuaL? or adshoc basis.

‘
-

a

:
x
ﬁ |
‘C. Another example would be t Q\a nual plan for case review evaluatlons
!

i, . . . A . . . ‘
These flles should include: cliepit's statistical record (RSA-300),_ollent's

f
)
-,
|
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. ' P ’ ;o WORKIIJG RbL’ATlONSﬂIPS AS A FACTOR N
i - - A lN THE DU IAB LIT'Y OF PROGRAM EVALUATION T
o K ® Dénlld E. Hossler o
L oo NN Pennly u;’ia Buréau of Vocational Rehnbiliutlon \ ' -
' H
{ . .
. § - .. . -\ o
7 ~ . i ' . The Program Evaluation Section (PES) first heard of
s 5 ° L the existence of CAPs through a “Rehab Brief”
’ . . S ; disseminated by the University of Florida's Rehabilita--
. - N tich Research Institute on November 16, 1979. As a
BRI ' result, the PES contacted. the Rehabilitation Services”
. J & Administration in Washfngton. DC, to access a listing A
: ~, ‘ of operating CAPs. Phohe contact ‘was, initiated with ‘
g IR - v . . . .= 15-20 CAPs asking for tHeir annual reports and forms *
- One of the keys to.the durabih/ty of an arganizational used. The responses flowkd into the PES and were log-
e T unit is‘ its: ability to relate 6 other .unjts of the ged into_the Techmcal Assistance, Center for future-
¢ organization in a successful manner, The Pesinsylvania/ use.. ' .
’ ' . model evaluation unit (PA MEU) has expan ed its rela- ) ’ T .,
' tionships with other central, regxonal an dlstnct of "~ - 1In Apr}l of 1980 the Grants and Facilities Manage-
fice units throughout the State since the Ainception of ment Sectiori (GAFMS) began gathering information to
o the contract. A major role of the Program Evaluation request Federal funds for dstablishment of a PA CAP,
" Section prior to the awarding of the contract was sup- with a pilot study in 2 disgfict offices and one office for
- port activities to the entire Bureau. Contract work has ¢  the visually handlcap ed. Information was .
heightened this involvement. Examples of suoh on- .disseminated from the T.A.C. to GAFMS in support of
. going relatlonshlps are: > ~ . the proposal. 2 %,
X v
1. Case Review Process - This requires mnut from - The PES asslsted in the di;velopm,ent of the evalua” *
v literally all segments of each"organlzahonal unit of the tion plan with presentation: grto district; regional, and
', " Bureau. This input assists in the determinationof sub- - central offices, and to the CAP staff. The purposes of -
. jects for case reviews, e.g. homerhaker'closyres, ° the meeting were; {1) to di velop an awareness and
' suitability-of choice of vocational.objective, alcoholic understanding of the role Jf;partxclpants in the project;see.,
. case rgviews, etc. Additionally, top management’s - {2) to, increase understa ding of the evaluation plan .
utilization of review caniresult in-pglicy modification sysfem and purpgsé; (3 to initiate a uniform procedure
and can create an inter-active environment, , at the onset with ar awareness that modifications or
- . ‘ .. ™ - "deletions could be instituteqd when necessary; and (4) to
2. Federal Standards - Compilation and analgsis of elicit input for any preliminary revisions to.the evalua- -
statewide data for this purpose requires cooperation tion pla before it became operational on February 1, ‘
and consultation from the district offices and manage- 1981

ment at all levels, . -
Topical areas prese ed y the PES at the meetmgs -
3. Facilities Information System (FIS) - Thls workac:| ° rpevolved around a/genefal overview of program

N tivity involves reldtionships with tHe Facilities & evaluation, discussion of JAP program objectives and
Grants Managemerit Section in order t develop ~and . how they are measu ed, rdview of aH forms to be utiliz-
implemenh system. LT © . ed and their flow Varjous andio-visual techniques .-

. *

were used to prompte scussion and comment. s

" 4, Technical Assistance Center ('l‘.A.C } - The col)ec~

tion ofjournals, periodicals, books and other literature - _Further PES ac vity )iln the CAP will ;m_,glve o
" has enhanced our capability to provide sound informa-  monitoring of progréss, collecting data, measuring out-
tion to Bureau staff. In just over one year, almost 200 comes, analyzing data, and disseminaton. Frequent _
’ requests for information wére filled. Requeses are. .PES meetings are planned with Bu:eau field, central .

received from all 16 district offices and all sectiohs of ~ - oﬂ'ce and CAP
the central office. The range of requests is for informa. - . cL
tlon on everything from disabilities “and’ program A high ‘priorit, of the PES, in support of Bureau ac
evaluation.to management, cdunseling, and job ‘place- ., tivities, is‘timely, and reliable assistance. The Federal

ment v . Lot é "o contract has all wed th PES to enhance its ablhty to - "
v S r provide a variety of acti 'tle's in a meaningful manner ;

A speclﬁc example: of Pennsy'ivamas program - to fhe Bdreau o Vocatlon lRehabxltahon. ' ety
ev:luahon supﬂorhve role in ‘our agency is recent . o
—work on_an evaluation plan for the newly emetgmg s If you desire. more ln rmat.lon on thls t9plc. .
Client Asslstance Pro;ect (CAP) SN . : telephone the wrlter‘at (717) 87:5123. - Y
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12.67 . j COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
. . ! . - -
. i S April 25, 1980 - : "
! 2 .
. ..‘ ‘l‘ .
OTS for Conceptual Framewor
- .
5 T - _"‘ ’
Dr. Jenkins . _ .
T - { .
‘. . R . \

\

Dick Cohen y/ Voo | ..

ﬁnclésed is. the 1nformatlon comp:.led and updated to comply
request for operational track.mg systems to facilitate the
of g conceptual framework due on May 31, 1980.

Don'.Hossler 6‘* N, ) %

ith the
evelopment

The contents enclosed are as gollows: R : R
4 ) RS
‘ = . Y e, ) N .
! . 1. Original memorafida to initiate development of OTS: (O (‘
\\ h ‘ ) . ’ . \:." ol EREN
2, JIndex e , e
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‘COMMONWEA!.TH OF PENNSYLVANIA

. _ Janudry 28, 1980

' SUBJECT:

Operational Tracking System (OTS)
:“ . "s‘
H . -~ ) . - = ~

vo: ~ All Project Staff (Evaluation and Facilities & Grants)

. N
- )

) ) . . ‘ .
o . FROM:*  Harry W/}Go;se, Admj, ;§zrator of Evaluation Unit . 1
i Per: Dxdkycohenlbdﬁ/ ossler v e

As ‘you are probably .aware, during the contract organizational and planning meetings in i
- . November 1979, we were agsigned the responsibilfty for the Ope:atlonal “Tracking System (QTS)
: . that will accompany the conceptual ‘ftamework deliverable due in May of 1980.

;i
Many of you may have already established an OTS for your assigned pxojects or at least have
formulated a visualization of the sequence of key activities and dates related to your!

proJéct. . : . . , \
n ~. 3 . - \

Since we are now four months intq the second contract year, it appears appropriate that an

- 0TS for each project be formally established and detailed to the extent possible. Cpmplei

tion of an 0Ts fos each project will also serve to standardize the OTS format, coordinate, .
v, contract ‘activities and facilitate the preparation of the May 1980 deliverable (revised con-
i ceptual framework and operational tracklng gystem.) You can expect to be contacted in April
1980 for an updating prior to submission of the OTS 1n May. . .
. , * f£dch task c63rd1nator wlll have primary respon51b111ty for planning and managlng each proJecE
. within hi3 task. Attached herewith is .a separate OTsaform for each proJect assigned to you.
. Contract deliverables have been entered. Also entered are other estimated product completion
-dates (Tgsk 2 and. 6) #s established by the November 1979 planp1ng and organization meeting.
- . Mr. Guise has reviewed the a551gnments requ1r1ng tracking systems and' some changes, deletions
. and/or additjons may nge been made. All projects under six have been included, even though
’ they may have a low p 1or1ty, since it is anticipated that work %ill be stdrted on these
+ projects sometime thi year. , * " ) ‘
, i s . . N . . N .

To assist in standardizifg the entries, a completed sample OTS is provided.

2

L M + f, . L N
‘Pleasg return your project OTS to Don Hossler, Room 1318, no later than February25, 19§0.

74 '3'33 m{/%
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OPERATIONAL TR}'xcxmc SYSTEMS - 1-28-80

Each task coordmator will be res.ponsxble for plannmg and md
his task. o N

3
0
,‘

TASK COORDINATORS: 1 - Jenkms, 2 —<Chopak' 3 - Jenkins; 4 -
7~ Dick & Don, 8 - Jenkms & Guise; 9 - Jenkms, 10 - Guxse

N g

The followmg progects should have an QTS completed and a co y

aging of each project within

.8
I3

- L
hopak; 5 -~ Worley; 6 ~ Harr;yi‘

o

returrfed to Don Hossler by

>

’ Febru‘a\r:y 25, 1980: Y . . .
TASK . PROJECT " L PRIMARY ACTORS. ]
r N » ‘ . -
2 ' Needs Assessment . _Guise
-« < . K4 N {Y"_ 1 ;
2 2 Rehab. Lib., & Res. Inf. Chopak, Kuhns i
. Activities < d .
3 Conceptual ,Fragpework : Jenkifis —_— .,
3 T 0.T. Systems . Cohen
4 Standards/Testifg +  ‘Chopak, .
. {
5 . Facilities Repor.:ting/"res‘t":ing -~  Worley, Lingle ,,'< . ;
e - . ) . : s
6 N Case Review - v LR . Guise, Hossler .
6, P.A.T. - o . Schildt . Coe
6" . MIS, ; ) Lingle ) ) N
. * 2
6 ‘Evaluation Se'cti:on . e
Organizational Cohen, Hossler
’ Client~ Satisfaction Studies Grib -
. Similar Bengfii:s Guise, Hossler .-
. ] s
. Life Satisfaction . -Chopak
¢ Facilities Data Base Worley, Lingle .
: Weighted Case’ Closure ‘ Grib ' ' T
' Comparison by Disability . Chopak, Gril: o~
Defined Terms Project tohen - " N S
o 7 Dsu . ) Cohen, Hossler
' ~Yearly Report ' . Je.nkins s
Lo~ X ' e !
. ‘ - -
- ‘ o - :
' : . v o
. ‘ . s
-; L . - , : ",a - < . ‘.
t - - ) ¢ . . . . ol i
f!f 2”.; 7 'l 4 4 , S
1 .
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1980 YEAR
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- 1
PAGE of 2

o\ ' * 6 "
COORDINATOR(S) Buige

X

\ . .
PRODUCT Federal Regional § Udy of Evaluation System

" e, ) i .
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N i MODEL EVALUATION[MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SUPPORT UNIT ;

oy

; will require a sub tantial commite
ment. Further divection is neces-‘

= { '| sdry frod the Federal level fér PA
to initiate spe ific work agreements | .
and staff comm tment . .

X
Y, g D yr

\ . . - 1980 "YEAR .
: T2
5. TASK__ 10 PROJECT__ Federal- Regional Study - PAGE of 2
N 4 . . L L N -
COORDINATOR(S) Guise , ¥ PRODUCT __Federal Regional Study of Evaluation System
~ . ’ YIONTH
oL, . 0 D J S - PO u | g 3 A s
‘ ACTIVITY . |1 3 4 6 |7 8 9 10 | 11 12
oL - R
. ‘ N - N . } B / -
' : /
- . - ~
- e - Activities not been pursuved further [ <y
o g than an initial meeting in March . . :
] 1980. This acnvzty as not origin- i X
- - . | ally contracted,in first year and *

LEGEND: ©» Contfiict Deliverable’

a A= Ag'ency Initiated Product
- . . . Activity Period

L %Qﬁa Completion Date No Product Invoived .

!
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THOUGHTS ON DEVELOPMENT OP A—EBECEPTUAL FRAMBWORK LT A
FOR{A PROGRAM EVALUATION SECTION - . . ‘
s for this contract required the development of a
“Model" Program Evaluation and Management Information Support Unit. -In «
"Model" ;ould appeaf to have at least.two levels -
'ght be\considered.to\te an iceal or exemplary
! ' ~ o L
W%ié was clearl§ one aspect of the Eehabilitation
's intentions since the unlts\were to serve as
les that "given-sufficient r sources, State "Agencies, regardless 2f “
size|, can. develop effective evaluation capacity" (OHDS, 1978, P. 6) 2 :
However, a model also hds a theoretical or scientific level of meaning 4
‘ation of the under%ying structube of .-

;ht be conceptual, ideal, or real. 1In

*

ﬁ"_manipulatable'structure relative to

. A
b explicit the implications of alter-. - |
. v » .

4w

7

Brodbeck also agrees-that.a model, has the v1rture of

e P e f —— = .

N

bel g easy to maqlpu;ate 80 that it “may. help the discovery of priﬂciples C

.

& . . by Wthh it works, 1f these are noﬁ already known" (1968,,P 58Q) This

» L p

"Model" descrlblng models ‘as “two theorles whose laws are structunally similar

,._ -

5 fb each Sther. Although the contract s exXcursion 1nto the area of-model

D

¢
-

- bulldlng would probably be closer to- the process of creatlng an, analOgy

than model bulldlng wm@hln thls,preclse deflnlt;on, Brodbeck's isolation

[y

/
" of the.essentlal cnltep;a fox a model's adequacy is useful for us since

"he describes isomorphism as.a model's essential characteristics. "Isomorphism
A o - . [N
\ .

requires two conditions.. First, there must be a one %0 one-corrgspondence

et
ut
-3

4 .
r .o LT .
elationships of the dissue or system - .
;Z) X -l . : ) :
ﬁ{ . unde ,study, a model can provzde a gplearer understanding of these relation- . .
:. 4 . - - S o . . .




) Vo . - ¥ =
A -between the elements of the mqdel and the elements of the thing of which ‘ . h
A ';it‘;sT:fm;del:.:—éeoond,.certainyrelationshins are preserved" (1968, P. 580;
c "The quality of isomorphism or correspondence between the’model'and that
which it seeks‘to describe“becomés.a test of adequaoy ot the researcher's
efforts. huch of our -effort has,been direoted toward creéting'anL T a ’ :
édequate description or our "Model" of the acthhl operations of en on-going ° -
evaluation unit. . ' .. - ”“@.*;% | ,
. In'ancattempt to descyribe more adequtely the criteria whieh;are s .
) necessary to evalnate'the adequacy. of a‘'model, we find that the work of
Davis ahd Sglgsin is useful. Bnilding on the work of several other authors, /
they suggest the follo&ing criterie:: ‘ ) Cow '. o .
A. .The model, above all should be practical. , o .
B. The parts of the model should be manipulable. P - ;
. r
= B él Economy of ude should.be a primary consideratiohv .
- " D. Ease of cgmmunication is important. Y ’ . o T " .
. N . @o .
> -, E. The model should be comprehenslve. .
F. \Synergism - the forces‘of factors working together - is‘importanf‘§ .
é . to ' ¢onsider. : L. ; ‘ ’ o e e B ‘
S G. The modelishould lendfitself’to intervening in;;hases.p - ‘ T - >
H. ,Differential irfvestment int&orking;hith the components of the model '
L SN ‘should be possible. : " _ . < o \f d‘; <
. : ) . . ' LR =
. I. The model should call attention to how the change process influ-/fiﬁ -
' ' ences the rest of the' system. Ty _ ] .
.. - . : . . - B
Jf The mo?el should be Elexible and versatile enough to appl; W o~
b . difterent organizational systems. . - T '_ ’ c
:' ) K;. The’model should provide a basis for‘a suhse;hent evaldation of- )
E, the effectiveneSs of;change."‘_ - _ L
?l L.‘tThe model should recognjze the‘humanness of.the participants, ¢
involided. - (1975, P, 634)’.-‘ ) . )
2 0 | ) .
-
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Generally, .the process of model buildi: is recursive so that theve is
PR
: constant feedback'into the model as it 1s,eval ated and a dynamic quality

.. .

is thus attained insuring that’ the model will b »

constantly refined and

n

.
" . Py

made more adequate or isomorphic. ‘ . - .
. l. i

As. Wildavsky pOints our I‘An advantage of formal analysis... if that

. o

- ~
'lt does n6t depend entirely on learning from experience... by creating
o “1 ’.- ) '\., $ H
modei abstracting relatronships from the area“*of ‘the univeyse fhey wish

- R Vo N . .
to control, evaluatorséggk to substitute manipulation of/)heir model for
g - L - ' N

efforts in the WOrld. By refjecting alterh tiveséghe1r°models tell them

will work out badly (or not as qu@ Aas others? these analysts, save scarce

s
.

‘resources and protect the public agajﬁ t lesﬁ worthy actions" (1978\ P. 92).

- : ,‘ v

We now recognize model constructiqn and model description as an essential

- °

-

°
portion of "the contract! s work . The RFP contrlbuted to the process.. of
» ! ? 1]
model articulation by specifically requiring a continuing series of

-

deliverables'on the conceptual framework and evaluation plan. In doing so,

* &
.

. it prov1ded both a focus for many of the, activities as well as setting

parameters for them and has facilitated the chtinuing development of
B . \
' . E N .
-the model.\ e . ] :
' ' ° ' ’ 4 M ’ . 0
CONCEPTS OF PROGRAM EVALUATION ~ ’ .o : '

‘,

-~ .-

The Rehabilitation Services Admlnistration suggests that "the process-

N
.

ofrmeasuring, analyzing, and.reporting program accomplishment relative

i . . .

N L3
_ to the program goals is evaluation. Others' conceive of evaluation in a

’ -

somewhat broader sense suggesting that, "the evaluation of a rehabilitation

program seeks to determine the effectiveness of the programriﬁ terms of its

.

predetermined objectives. Both concepts indicate a clear focus on the

identification of goals.or objectives against which the program can be

-

~

159 -
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. h M.
1 - measured. Thls may “include such questlons as whether a program- meets its.

» .
objectlves at all to what degree the o6bjectives are met, and how effici-.

.
ently this is conducted across immediate, 1ntermed1ate and ultimate points.
v

o It is also apparent that not only~must ijectlves be 1dent1f1ed but that

RS 12 ™ © o 6 g g gy 7,
o Al TN

s
13

e
#

P El

5 " a relat;ve value needs to be assigned to each 1n order' to make the most

s
~ . M .

g s effectlve determination of goal attainment ) e '

- . \

-

<

- L

The 10th Institute on Rehabllltatlon Services (Baptlsta, 1972) out-

lined a systematic plan for program evaluatlon as:

-

g ' A. To determine agency ‘goals,
R B. To determine the effectiveness of agency service delivery..
S ‘ e
- ,° A )
C.  To determine vocational rehabilitation program needs.

-

~ "D. Tq_insure effigiency in program management.
g . —~ ' : T

. - ., .o ” . N v
In addition to providing an initial statement on the purpose and-

7
f

A o ‘ - . 3 B
T o conceptual orienQation to program evaluators in a practical and straight-

T + forwWard format, the documents of this Instltute also gave a basic outline
e~

*~  for conductlng local evaluations which 1ncluded

<, . . \
13 3 1 .K

S . . A ,Spell'out~objectives for, the program being.evaluatea.

S S B Qeﬂec;—obéectives—te—be—e¥aiuaxed-and determine statistical

a

D ‘ o ' :_' analysis. . ) . ) .

’ C. 'Construct;(or select) evaludtich instruments.“ .
N ) - . .

- S D: Se;ect samples. g , ' \
v ' E. Determine the‘boints ar'which testing is to’take placei —
- . Conduct statistical analysis. s | ’

F
4
. G. .Develop conclusions and recommendations.

Proceeding fromfthe identification of program goals and objectives

there are several dgnglons that need to be made before an evaluatlon pro-

-

: gram can be undertaken. These decisions determlne the process, scope and

AT -~
et

methodology of themsvaluatlon process. Evalua ion may be either

.

-

® ' f 4.‘191‘

et e, .3, 5 - s . . k]
LN v - AL X ked . o~ (T’T“ ‘. .3 . ‘

i
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N . LS . N (\
conceptual or empirical. rConceptual evaluation is a process of logically
R . ¢« J .
or rationally analyzing a problem area and determining the parameters,_

Structure, or implications at an abstract or theoretical level in order ’

to provide Information to managers. Empirical evaluation involves the’

\ *

coklection of information or data usually through observations or special

A

studies within an area in order to gather igformation which bears on -
5 ) - .

o
\

the isgues at hand, - - - : -

» v LY -

. \ .
After'determination'is made as to the nature of information-‘required

. + ' 4 - — -
for a program in terms of its conceptual or empirical base, consideration

needs to be undertaken as to whether the assessment will oceur at the

N 4

contextual or experimental level. Contextual evaluation mgde%s holistically ..

L ‘ - .

examine particular program operations and attempt to‘explainshow a program

~ -

has developed, what ié’d , and how it can be altered. It focuses on

.

action programs which j P

treats as ongding social realities by directly
studying theinAeveryday activities, partiéﬁlarly as outcomes emerge,from
‘ . 'i‘ ¢ . ) N ’ !
continuing interactions among program actors. Exper@mental'approaches tend
L3 . v
<

to deal with’ programs in terms of a generallzable analysls leading to

. Ty -
cause and effect statements.' These tend to focus on discreet and.lsolatable
g

c fagtors within the program in an attempt to show that dlrect relationship °

L _‘::-w" s

. L

~ between input process ‘and oufcome.
£l .

- A

L 4 . * i " . . N
The purpose of evaluation also'needs to be considéred in terms of .

» < .y en e
[N N &

. the utlllzatlon of the evaluatlon s, product .Program eyaluatioﬁs may be

.

eithep summative or formative. A summative evaluation,attempts-to'provide

° -

dlrect statements regardlng whether a program works or does«not work. It_

loeks essentlally at the overall outcome or 1mpact of a program and attempts

i .

to evaluate‘theﬂtota; merits or worth of, its‘products: The processlof
. : , - F . ) C . L

o <
e h

formative evaluation is/goncerned with identification ahd,descrjption of,
= . _ ‘ T e " ) C- . 5

", the processes within a program and the analysis of ways in which the
T T T e . ' .t » ‘e
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s ~ in a more comprehensive manner.
. .improve the-general effecti
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regarding co

LN
' A

. * -
s »

be improved or the functions involv

- .

veness of a program rather than to make
S :

v ~

<,

. F .
'summatiJ%vevalﬁation,
. . . ,\ N "

Foriative evaluations usually seek to

ntindation or termination as is the case in the

éﬁ in the program described
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The Evaluation Scct(on saff mcmchL Mb«gncd evaluation pnojects does not 5unoaon
lezu.pat ﬁwxc,tcmw of the eva,tua,ami* process

eyele oceur n vang ying degrees of ®eded. cmf)'hcuu atsufceessive Levels 06 agency

maiiagement and btaff. This pa/utcupa.twn of odzu@ncy Ata“ and mandgement u i

pamcwtad. y a“cc,tcd in the functional a/:ea,s of needs Aenung, u/toaza,aon and
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THE EVALUATION PROCESS CYCLE RELATIVE TO SUCCESSIVE LEVELS OF .
AGENCY MANAGEMENT AND STAFF . ,
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‘ In onder to more cleanly Uescnibe how the Cvaluation PrOCeAS .
Cycle nelates Ao the fumctioning of Lhe Evaluation Section staff, the five  *
. v . . B ? [ : .
('\ steps have been portrayed 4in a cyelical manncr as shown in the following
= Ddagram: ) o : ® ) ' -
.\ - |
oo T Needs ™ < .
Sensing NS, i

Lo\, o ,

. s ° . -
¥ . ° o . . /. .o
. ¢ N . ) P’LOduct . .
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’ _ The Evalhzation Seotéon L oilganézed relative to.that evaludtion paocés& cyele ' T
s0 that each prineipat Af.a“ n;gmbm berfor