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Texas Evaluation Network
 Evaluation involves assessing the strength and 

weaknesses of programs, policies, personnel, products 
and organizations to improve their effectiveness. 

 http://www.texasevaluationnetwork.org/

 mailto:texasevalnetwork@gmail.com

http://www.texasevaluationnetwork.org/


Texas Evaluation Network
 Promoting and advocating evaluation

 Building evaluation capacity

 Providing professional development opportunities for 
Texas evaluators

 Establishing a venue for networking and the exchange 
of theoretical, methodological, and practical 
knowledge related to the field of evaluation.



What I will cover (to update)
 Key aspects of evaluation 

 Process evaluation

 Outcome evaluation

 Methodologies

 How the key aspects are related to level of evidence

 What to look for in an evaluator/what your evaluator 
need to know



GAA Rider 31: 
TJJD program evaluation

 Providing in-depth consultative technical assistance on program 
design, implementation, and evaluation

 Assist in developing program logic models for new and existing 
programs

 Following current research on juvenile justice program design, 
implementation, and evaluation

 Disseminate best practice to juvenile probation departments

 Identify and measure program specific outcomes



Quoted in How to build a successful mentoring program. National Mentoring Partnership, p.164



Did the program work?
 Will this program work?

 Why do we think it will work?

 How will it work?

 For whom will it work?

 What is the goal of the program? What is a good 
result?

 What is a successful program? What does successful 
mean?



Key aspects of program evaluations
 Process evaluation – looking at the implementation of 

a program

 Outcome evaluation- looking at the results of a 
program and evaluate the results against something 
(e.g. control group’s or comparison group’s results)

 Research approaches/ methodologies for process 
evaluation and outcome evaluations



Process Evaluation
Focuses on questions like:

Was the program implemented as intended?

Were all planned program activities 
performed?

How is the program/activities being 
perceived? What is the perceived outcome?



Process evaluation–
how to measure the process
Measure program outputs

Outputs can most often be counted or 
expressed as a percentage 

How many participants were served in the 
program?

How many attended each 
activity/session?

How many staff were involved?



Process evaluation–
how to measure the process
Measure program outputs

 Were the same staff members involved  
throughout the program(staff turnover)?

 What was the cost of the program? Cost for 
different components, activities, and staff 
categories ?What was the cost per unit? 

 Did changes had to be made to the program 
during implementation? Why?



Process evaluation–
how to measure the process
 Measure perceived effects and outcomes

 Ask the participants what they think the effect and 
outcomes are for them

 Methodologies:
 Surveys—satisfaction surveys with Likert-scale responses (strongly 

agree - strongly disagree)

 Interviews

 Focus groups

 On-going “reflection” meetings



Example: Perceived Procedural Justice 



Benefits of Process Evaluation
 Develop understanding of what was done correctly 

when the program was first launched

 Evaluate fidelity to the model– implementing a 
program as the model program.

 Gain understanding of what elements were 
difficult to implement or had to be changed with 
the program

 Provide understanding of why the program was 
successful or not as part of the outcome 
evaluation.



Example: Activities and Outputs



Outcome Evaluation
 Measures change or makes comparison

 Often expressed in terms of improvement, increase or 
reduction

 Helps answer what benefits did the program provide? 

 Example of outcomes:

 Improved self-esteem

 Reduction in risky health behaviors

 Improved reading level



Performance Measures
Outputs Outcomes

 Number of individuals that 
received services in disaster 
preparedness

 Number of disadvantaged 
individuals receiving job 
placement services

 Number of economically 
disadvantaged students or 
students with 
special/exceptional needs 
who start in a CNCS-
supported education program

 Number of children 
demonstrating gains in 
school readiness in terms of 
social and/or emotional 
development

 Number of students that 
participated in the mentoring 
or tutoring who 
demonstrated improved 
academic engagement 
(behaviors)



Outcome Evaluation and Evidence
How can we know the 

change(improvement, reduction) 
occurred because of the program?

What would the change have been 
without the program?



Outcome evaluation lingo:
 Comparing apples to apples

 Calculate a treatment effect

 Rule out alternative explanations 

 Control for other factors

 See statistically significant differences

 Randomize treatment and control group

 CREATING COMPARABLE COMPARISON 
GROUP



Outcome Evaluation and Evidence
What change would have occurred in the 

program participants if they had not been 
in the program.

We want to compare the result to if we had 
done nothing.

Best option to use a control group for 
comparison that did not participate in the 
program.



Outcome Evaluation: 
Experimental research design

TREATEMENT/PROGRAM GROUP

 CONTROL GROUP

Random assignment to treatment and 
control group makes the two groups equal

The sizes of the groups matter

Compare average effect



Outcome Evaluation:
Experimental research design
With random assignment (e.g. coin 

flipping) the differences between the 
groups are removed. The groups are “apples 
and apples”.

The only difference between the groups is 
participation in the program.

The difference in outcome between the two 
groups is because of the program. 



Outcome evaluation: 
Quasi-experimental design
 When random assignment to treatment and control 

group is not possible

 COMPARISON GROUP

 Find a comparison group as equal as possible to 
treatment/program group

 Use statistical matching to make the two groups 
more alike

 Use statistical modeling to control for differences 
between the groups



Outcome Evaluation:
Quasi-experimental design
Statistical modeling/multivariate analysis: A 

method to control for other 
factors/differences between the treatment 
and control group.

Adding the factors/variables known to 
matter for the outcome into the statistical 
model to “control” for them/ remove their 
effect. 

What other factors affect reading level?



Outcome Evaluation:
With a comparison group
 Example: matching for comparison group for Broward 

County Mental Health Court



Outcome evaluation:
Pre- and post test
 BEFORE AND AFTER : PRE and POST Test

 Measures change in the same individuals over time

 Use a survey measuring self-esteem before and after a 
Girls Circle program

 Use an established assessment measuring reading 
ability before and after tutoring

 Valuable research approach, but can not tell us what 
the change would have been without the program



Problem Statement: Youth on probation supervision have a violent re-offense rate of 30% demonstrating a need for a cognitive behavioral intervention program that 

addresses youth who experience difficulties with interpersonal relationships and prosocial behavior

Goal: To reduce recidivism by modifying the anti-social behavior of chronically aggressive youth through skill streaming, anger control and moral reasoning training 

Target Population:

 Ages 12-17

 Youth on probation

 Identified as 

chronically aggressive 

through relevant 

assessments

 Identified as accepting

of anti-social behavior 

through relevant 

assessments

Resources:

 ART-trained group 

facilitators  

 Assessment personnel 

(e.g. trained probation 

officers or case 

managers) 

 Program materials 

 Space for groups of 8-12 

youth to meet

 Evaluation checklist

 Budget

Activities:

30 one-hour program sessions delivered 

3 times per week over 10 weeks (1 hr. 

per component)

 10 one-hour sessions, delivered 

1 time per week over 10 weeks 

on Structured Learning Training:

o Modeling

o Role playing

o Performance feedback

o Transfer training

 10 one-hour sessions, delivered 

1 time per week over 10 weeks 

on Anger Control Training:

o Identifying 

triggers/cues

o Using 

reminders/reducers

o Self-evaluation

 10 one-hour sessions, delivered 

1 time per week over 10 weeks 

on Moral Reasoning:

o Moral dilemma 

exposure

Outputs:

Participants will attend at least # of the 

30 program sessions  

 # of Structured Learning 

Trainings given and 

attendance rate

 # of Anger Control Trainings

given and attendance rate

 # of Moral Reasoning sessions 

given and attendance rate

Outcomes:

 At least XX% of participants 

will abstain from 

recidivating within 18 

months of the date of 

program completion

 At least XX% of participants 

will have significant 

improvements in parent- and 

teacher-reported scores on 

the Social Skills Rating 

System (SSRS)

 At least XX% of participants 

will have significant 

improvements on parent-

reported scores on the Child 

and Adolescent Disruptive 

Behavior Inventory 2.3 

(CADBI)

 At least XX% of participants 

will report significant 

improvement on the HIT 

instrument

Date Created/Modified:



Finding an evaluator resources:

 Texas Evaluation Network

 American Evaluation Association:

 Find an evaluator

 RFP for evaluators resource:

 http://publicprofit.net/site/uploads/Public_Profit_

Eval_RFP_Guide_2015.pdf

http://publicprofit.net/site/uploads/Public_Profit_Eval_RFP_Guide_2015.pdf
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