Joint APHSA/Pennsylvania Evaluation of
Organizational Effectiveness
Component 1 Evaluation Findings 2012-2013

Submitted by Cindy Parry, Ph.D.
C. F. Parry Associates
March 2, 2014

Acknowledgments
The author would like to thank the following people for the many hours they have spent reviewing data
collection instruments and draft reports, and extend a special thanks to Leah Bartley and Rachel Winters
for their help in conducting the key informant interviews. Their insights have contributed immeasurably
to this evaluation. Special thanks also to Phil Basso from APHSA and Helen Cahalane from the University
of Pittsburgh, without whose vision and generous support this project would not have been possible.
Additional thanks to the numerous states, localities and Pennsylvania counties who are using the
Organizational Effectiveness model and tools and voluntarily participated in this evaluation to inform
ongoing continuous quality improvement efforts.
From APHSA:
Phil Basso; Deputy Executive Director for Strategic Communications and Organizational
Effectiveness
Robin O’Brien; Organizational Effectiveness Consultant
Jon Rubin; Organizational Effectiveness Consultant
Kathy Jones-Kelly; Organizational Effectiveness Consultant
Leah Bartley; Intern
From the Pennsylvania Child Welfare Resource Center:
Helen Cahalane; Principal Investigator, Child Welfare Education and Research Programs
Maryrose McCarthy; Director Pennsylvania Child Welfare Resource Center
Michael Byers; Assistant Director Pennsylvania Child Welfare Resource Center
Wendy Unger; Department Manager, Organizational Effectiveness
Jeanne Edwards; Program Development Specialist
Rachel Winters; Evaluation Coordinator
Jennifer Caruso; Practice Improvement Specialist
Kathleen Swain; Southeast Regional Team Supervisor
Jody Price; Northeast Regional Team Supervisor
Jayme Toczylousky; Practice Improvement Specialist
Christine Reese; Department Manager, Statewide Quality Improvement
Jennifer Zajac; Research and Evaluation Supervisor
David Zilka; Western Regional Team Supervisor
Kathy Williams; Executive Assistant

Contents
Executive Summary....................................................................................................................................... 5
Introduction .................................................................................................................................................. 9
Description of the Evaluation ..................................................................................................................... 10
Purpose and Goals .................................................................................................................................. 10
Design and Methodology ........................................................................................................................ 11
Findings ....................................................................................................................................................... 13
Response Rates ....................................................................................................................................... 13
Implementation of the OE work ............................................................................................................. 13
Model Completion .............................................................................................................................. 13
Main Focus of the Work ...................................................................................................................... 15
Characteristics of Respondents .............................................................................................................. 15
Role in the Organization ..................................................................................................................... 15
Role in the OE Work ............................................................................................................................ 16
Personal Involvement in OE Work ...................................................................................................... 17
Characteristics of the Organizations ....................................................................................................... 19
Drivers for Organizational Improvement Work .................................................................................. 19
Sponsorship:........................................................................................................................................ 21
Organizational Resources ................................................................................................................... 23
Organizational Readiness .................................................................................................................... 23
Team Composition and Functioning ................................................................................................... 25
Organizational Facilitators and Barriers.............................................................................................. 26
Strategies for Addressing Barriers: ..................................................................................................... 29
Satisfaction with the OE experience ....................................................................................................... 31
Satisfaction with facilitation ............................................................................................................... 31
Satisfaction with Models and Tools .................................................................................................... 34
Overall satisfaction with the OE experience ....................................................................................... 36
Achievement of Goals and Organizational Impacts ................................................................................ 37
Quick Wins .......................................................................................................................................... 37
Mid to Long Range Goals .................................................................................................................... 38
Client Outcomes.................................................................................................................................. 40

3

Impacts on Organizational Functioning .............................................................................................. 40
Key Informant Perspectives: ............................................................................................................... 40
Sustainability of Changes ........................................................................................................................ 44
Influences on Goal Attainment and Organizational Functioning............................................................ 46
Factors Affecting Organizational Capacities: ...................................................................................... 48
Factors Affecting OE Goal Attainment: ............................................................................................... 49
Factors Affecting Attainment of Client Outcome Goals: .................................................................... 51
Factors Affecting OE Institutionalization and Expansion of OE Work: ............................................... 51
Discussion.................................................................................................................................................... 57
Impacts of the OE Intervention:.............................................................................................................. 57
Contextual Predictors of Organizational Change .................................................................................... 58
Generalizability of the OE Models and Facilitation Processes: ............................................................... 59
Sustainability of OE Improvements ........................................................................................................ 59
Recommendations and Directions for Additional Research and Evaluation: ............................................. 60
References .................................................................................................................................................. 64
Appendix A: Pathway Model....................................................................................................................... 66
Appendix B: Surveys.................................................................................................................................... 67
Appendix C: Key Informant Interview Questions........................................................................................ 79

4

Executive Summary
Background: In 2012 APHSA and the University of Pittsburgh; School of Social Work, Pennsylvania Child
Welfare Resource Center (PACWRC) jointly sponsored an evaluation of the practices that are outlined in
the American Public Human Services (APHSA) OE model. The APHSA OE department has developed
models and tools to help agencies use OE strategies to leverage their strengths, close their gaps, and
improve their performance, performance capacity, and outcomes (APHSA, 2012). The goal is to help
organizations make continuous improvement a way of doing business, using a learning by doing
approach tailored to the needs of the organization. The client and OE group mutually set a scope of
work which may include jointly working through some or all of the phases of the central DAPIM™
(Define, Assess, Plan, Implement, and Monitor) model, as well as other OE activities or tools. The current
evaluation is focused on identifying elements of the APHSA OE practices that are associated with
achievement of targeted organizational outcomes, as a first step toward defining the processes
necessary to implement the model with fidelity.
The evaluation has three main components: a retrospective survey of APHSA and PACWRC client
agencies, key informant interviews, and a prospective pilot test of enhanced monitoring tools in a small
number of Pennsylvania counties. This report presents the findings from the retrospective survey and
key informant interviews.
The Respondents:









Surveys were e-mailed to potential participants in two groups; those who had worked with
APHSA facilitators and those in Pennsylvania who had worked with PACWRC facilitators. One
hundred and four responses were received for the APHSA sample and 75 surveys were received
from the PACWRC sample for a combined response rate was 48.2%. Responses were received
related to 37 projects; 19 from the APHSA sample and 18 from the PACWRC sample.
The largest percentage of survey respondents indicated their role in the work as “CI Team
member” (36.6%), followed by “member of a Charter Team or Work Group” (29.4%), “Sponsor”
(20.4%), and “project manager or lead” (3.8%).
Interviews: Twenty seven of thirty participants randomly selected from lists of potential key
informants (15 from the PACWRC list and 12 from the APHSA list) were interviewed for an
overall response rate of 90%.
Over 75 percent (75.2%) of those who responded indicated that they had done extra work
between facilitated OE meetings.
The majority of interviewees (19 of 27) indicated that their initial involvement was voluntary.
Eight respondents indicated that they were initially required or “volunteered” to participate in
the OE work. However, the majority (6 people) indicated that although were initially
“volunteered”, they came to see the process as valuable. One described this by saying “After
initially being “volunteered” for this process, I have come to love it, I really like the process and
DAPIM. It lets you look at how everything fits together...”
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The Work




The majority of survey respondents (61.5%) indicated completing all five levels of the DAPIM™
model; Define, Assess, Plan, Implement, and Monitor.
The most frequently cited organizational focus of the OE work was CQI, followed by “agency
processes and operations”.
Large percentages of survey respondents from both samples indicated an existing strategic or
organizational improvement plan, priorities of leadership or alignment with the organizational
mission and values as the main drivers for becoming involved in OE work. One key informant
described it by saying “It wasn’t because of a tragedy. (We) were sensing that (we) had room for
improvement”.

Organizational Support






The majority of respondents indicated having strong initial sponsorship and strong sponsorship
throughout the OE work.
Most survey respondents rated the level of resources devoted to the OE work at 8 out of a
possible 10.
Survey respondents commented on both organizational factors that facilitated the OE work and
those that presented barriers. With respect to facilitative factors, a major theme in the
responses was buy-in and commitment to the work. This included the commitment and support
of leadership (13 responses), staff commitment to the work (4 responses), and widespread buyin throughout the organization (3 responses). The barrier that was cited most frequently was
that staff lacked time for the OE work (13 responses). Interviewees commented that staff were
dealing with competing priorities and doing OE work in addition to other duties.
Interview participants were asked to discuss the strategies they would recommend for
overcoming barriers to implementing OE. In relation to buy-in, the most frequently mentioned
strategy was ensuring that participants had a voice in the process. In the words of one
respondent “It is the staff making the changes, and knowing they had something to do with the
changes being made is the most critical thing”.

Organizational Readiness


Most survey respondents rated their organizations’ initial readiness to do the OE work at 5 out
of a possible 10. The largest number of interview participants described varying degrees of
readiness within their agencies (twelve responses). Seven described their groups as unready to
begin the work; resistant to change and fearful of the workload required. Six described
themselves as “ready”.
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Satisfaction with the OE Process:






Survey respondents gave high ratings to the facilitators; rating key dimension of facilitation
between 8.1 and 8.9 out of a possible 10. Interview participants commented favorably on: the
facilitators’ ability to keep the group moving; talking “with” and not “at” people; letting the
group come to their own solutions; soliciting everyone’s views and drawing people in to the
process; summarizing ideas well; encouraging the groups to recognize strengths; managing
conflict; and promoting feelings of trust and safety. Key informants also appreciated the
facilitators’ knowledge of OE practices and tools, accountability and responsiveness,
interpersonal skills, knowledge of the work of the organization, and provision of a neutral thirdparty perspective.
Survey respondents who were trained as facilitators responded to questions regarding the OE
models and tools. All models and methods were rated as useful. The DAPIM™ model received
the highest rating with an average of 9.27, followed by “learning by doing” with a mean rating of
8.97. The readiness model was rated lowest on average at 7.74, although still perceived as very
useful by respondents. Mean ratings for tools were also strong; ranging from a low of 6.86 for
the “Strategic Playbook Guide” to a high of 9.08 for the “DAPIM™ Process Work Products
Guide”.
38.2 % of survey respondents rated themselves as “very satisfied” with the total OE experience.
Another 39.7% rated themselves as “satisfied”. Less than 5% rated themselves as either
“unsatisfied” or very unsatisfied”.

Achievement of Goals










Approximately, eighty eight percent of those who responded indicated that their organizations
had achieved Quick Wins. The majority respondents reported achieving at least 50 percent of
Quick Win goals.
A smaller percentage (27.4%) of respondents indicated completing 50 percent or more mid to
long range goals. For projects where outside facilitation of the work had been completed, the
percentage rose to 43.1%.
Approximately 59% of respondents indicated that their OE work was tied to client outcome
goals. These respondents were asked to rate the impact of their OE work on targeted client
outcomes on a scale from 1 “None” to 10 “Substantial”. The most frequent rating assigned by
these respondents was 8, indicating that most felt that their OE work had had a sizable impact
on client outcomes.
In addition to rating the achievement of specifically target goals, survey respondents were asked
to rate the impact of their OE work a number of aspects of organizational functioning generally.
Mean ratings ranged from 5.6 for “Collaboration with wider networks outside of the
organization” to 6.3 for “Collaboration among units and/or individuals within the organization”,
out of a maximum of 10.
Key informants discussed changes in several areas; including better alignment of agency
structures, policies, and procedures to increase capacity; a common understanding of the
7



agency mission; improvements in agency culture and climate, and workforce development. The
largest category of outcomes mentioned were those related to improvements in alignment of
agency structures and functions to better support the work of the organization.
98.1% of survey respondents indicated that their organizations had maintained the
improvements resulting from the OE project for periods of time ranging from two weeks to
three years, and another 92% maintained strong sponsorship for future work. Twenty five of 27
interview participants indicated that changes that were the initial focus of the work had been
sustained. One key informant described this by saying “Things become ingrained and are no
longer new, so it’s more of a practice”.

Influences on Goal Attainment and Organizational Change












Improvements in organizational functioning generally (e.g. culture, climate, and communication)
were significantly larger when existing capacity was greater, projects involved more of the
DAPIM™ levels, there was greater staff buy in, there were more resources devoted to the work
and there was a staff person designated as a lead with overall responsibility for the OE work.
Doing intersession work was significantly related to achievement of higher percentages of Quick
Wins, as were working through more of the DAPIM™ levels, higher ratings of resources devoted
to the OE work and higher ratings of initial organizational readiness.
Four variables were significantly related to achieving higher percentages of CI plan goals. These
were: greater satisfaction with facilitation received; working through a greater number of
DAPIM™ levels; higher ratings of resources devoted to the OE work; and higher ratings of initial
readiness for the OE work.
Three factors predicted higher levels of institutionalization and expansion of OE work. These
were working through a greater number of DAPIM™ levels; having staff assigned to facilitate OE
work as part of their regular job descriptions; and completing additional work between
facilitated sessions.
Ratings of attainment of client outcome goal were higher when participants reported
completing the monitoring phase of the DAPIM™ (t=2.70, p<.05), higher ratings of readiness
(t=3.34, p<.01), and having staff assigned to the OE work (t=2.19, p<.05). Having higher scores
on the organizational impact scale, indicating stronger organizational functioning, was also
positively related to higher ratings of client impacts (t=2.44, p<.05).
Comparisons of the APHSA and PACWRC samples showed that for the most part the same
predictors, or predictors measuring closely related constructs, were significantly related to
organizational outcomes in both samples. There were slight differences believed to be related to
differences in the way in which facilitation was structured. Work done between facilitated
sessions, perceptions of the quality of facilitation, and ratings of organizational readiness
appeared to be more important to goal attainment in the APHSA sample than in the PACWRC
sample. This was hypothesized to be related to the fact that APHSA facilitation typically takes
place over fewer, more concentrated sessions, as compared to facilitation in Pennsylvania
where the regionally based CWRC facilitators are available for more frequent, shorter meetings.
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Introduction
Since 2004 the Organizational Effectiveness (OE) unit of the American Public Human Services Association
(APHSA) has been providing targeted technical assistance to public child welfare agencies and others
wishing to improve their organizational performance, performance capacity, and outcomes. In this
approach, the client and OE facilitator mutually set a scope of work which may include some or all of the
phases of the APHSA DAPIM™ (Define, Assess, Plan, Implement, and Monitor) model, as well as use of
specific OE activities and tools (APHSA 2012). The DAPIM ™ model is a systematic approach to
continuous improvement that involves five stages. The first, “Define”, involves helping the organization
to identify focus areas, describe them in measurable terms, and set priorities. The “Assess” phase
focuses on the current state of the organization; helping to identify organizational strengths and gaps as
well as root causes for gaps and potential remedies. The “Plan” phase includes planning Quick Wins
(goals that can be reached or actions that can be implemented immediately and completed within 30
days) as well as mid-term and long term improvements. The “Implement phase”, involves teams within
the organization putting their plans into practice; at first with guidance from the facilitator and later,
independently. In the “Monitor” phase progress is monitored and strategies are adapted based on
emerging data and insights.
OE facilitators use a learning by doing approach with the goal of developing internal agency capacity and
making continuous improvement a way of doing business in the organization. Performing the OE work is
a collaborative process, typically involving a number of teams with specific roles in addition to the
facilitator. The three major groups are the Sponsor Team, the Continuous Improvement or CI Team, and
Charter Teams/Work Groups. The Sponsor Team consists of those people (usually in leadership roles)
who initiate the work and are responsible for defining a high level vision for the work, setting priorities
and conditions for success, and securing resources to support the work. The Continuous Improvement
team works with the facilitator, provides local content expertise, has hands on responsibility for the
continuous improvement work, and makes recommendations to the sponsor team. Charter Teams and
Work Groups are time-limited and more narrowly focused on specific areas of the work.
APHSA has implemented their OE practice in various forms with a number of clients nationally, and has
helped a small number of states to develop internal OE capacity by training local facilitators.
Pennsylvania was an early adopter of OE framework and one of the first states to develop an internal OE
function. In Pennsylvania OE work is generated at the county, regional, and statewide level through
stakeholder requests. These requests vary considerably in scope, duration and intensity. Examples range
from narrowly defined issues such as supporting counties to provide additional assistance to foster
parents to complete organizational restructuring. Often, the work scope evolves over time as the
underlying issues are revealed and buy-in increases. Organizational Effectiveness work can occur within
a larger initiative, such as the state’s CQI roll-out, as well as in partnership with other technical
assistance teams/efforts. The main OE facilitators are regionally-based teams consisting of Practice
Improvement and Resource Specialists. Pennsylvania’s team is program funded, which enables
stakeholders to engage in OE work without additional direct funding implications.
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The DAPIM™ model is designed to be flexible and it is not yet known what effects differences in the
scope, focus, and facilitation of the OE work might have on its effectiveness. In 2012 APHSA and the
University of Pittsburgh School of Social Work, Pennsylvania Child Welfare Resource Center (PACWRC),
jointly sponsored an evaluation focused on identifying elements of the model that are associated with
achievement of targeted organizational outcomes, as a first step toward defining the processes
necessary to implement the model with fidelity.
The evaluation has three main components: a retrospective survey of APHSA and PACWRC client
agencies, key informant interviews, and a prospective pilot test of enhanced monitoring tools in a small
number of Pennsylvania counties. This report presents the findings from the retrospective survey and
key informant interviews.

Description of the Evaluation
Purpose and Goals
The evaluation had two overarching goals:



To provide feedback for continuous improvement of OE team skills, the DAPIM™/OE model,
facilitation processes and tools, and
To identify elements of the model that are associated with achievement of targeted
organizational outcomes as a first step toward defining the processes necessary to implement
the model with fidelity.

For the survey and interview components of the study, a number of specific evaluation questions were
posed derived from the pathway (logic) model developed by the consultant and APHSA in March of
2011 (see Appendix A), and more recent discussions with representatives of the APHSA OE unit and the
PACWRC. These are listed below.
A. Implementation Questions
1. What are the key APHSA models, tools, templates, and facilitation techniques used by
facilitators?
2. What elements of the OE process do clients feel are most important in establishing a
strong working partnership with the facilitator (including mutual accountability, quality
of relationships, sense of safety, communication)?
3. What factors do clients see as most important in developing and sustaining strong
sponsorship for the intervention?
4. Which elements of the OE process do clients feel are most important and useful to them
in achieving their goals?
5. What characteristics of the organization have helped to support OE efforts?
6. What barriers have been encountered to implementing the OE process? What strategies
have been successful in overcoming them?
7. Where does the APHSA/DAPIM™ model need clarification/modification?
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B. Outcomes Questions
1. To what extent are the counties who go through the OE process successful in meeting
the organizational goals and achieving the outcomes they outline in their CI or OE plans?
(both short-term quick wins and longer range goals)
2. To what extent has the OE/DAPIM™ process been integrated into the agency, e.g.
expanded to set new goals or been applied to new areas?
3. What elements of the APHSA model are associated with achievement of the
organization’s desired outcomes? (e.g. completion of full DAPIM™, use of charters and
work products, use of intersession support)
4. Are differences in agency readiness associated with differences in achievement of
desired organizational outcomes?
5. Is a strong positive relationship with the facilitator associated with achievement of
desired organizational outcomes?
6. Is strong sponsorship related to achievement of desired organizational outcomes?
7. To what extent have positive organizational changes been maintained?

Design and Methodology
This portion of the evaluation utilized a mixed methods design consisting of a national level
retrospective survey and follow-up key informant interviews. The decision to include past as well as
current work was made to increase the number of organizations in the sample and include a broader
range of OE work implementing the DAPIM™ model in more varied configurations. While the need for
respondents to recall information from some months or years prior to completing the survey or
interview was an obvious limitation of this design, the number of current projects available for study
was limited to what could reasonably be undertaken by a relatively small number of facilitators,
particularly in the case of APHSA. Another potential issue was that some individuals had been involved
in more than one facilitated OE project. Since these experiences might have differed in important
respects, individuals were asked in the survey invitation to respond in reference to one named project.
Surveys were sent to a sample of organizational leaders and staff directly involved in, or directly affected
by, the OE work. Potential participants represented 22 past and present APHSA client organizations in 16
states; including groups in Pennsylvania that had received services directly from APHSA. In the
Pennsylvania sample participants were identified in 19 counties1 that had received OE services from the
PACWRC Practice Improvement Specialists. It was not necessary for an organization to have completed
their OE work, or to have gone through all phases of the DAPIM™ model, in order to participate in the
evaluation. The only requirement for inclusion in the study sample was that potential respondents had
been exposed to the DAPIM™ model and tools as currently outlined in the OE handbook
(operationalized as agencies that APHSA has worked with from 2008 to the present). Surveys were
conducted on-line between January 7, 2013 and February 8, 2013. One reminder was provided via email to those who did not respond within two weeks of receiving the initial invitation and web link.

1

Pennsylvania is a state supervised county administered Child Welfare system.
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There were two slightly different versions of the on-line survey (see Appendix B). Both covered the same
content. However, the PACWRC survey had one additional question regarding whether facilitation was
provided by PACWRC personnel only or PACWRC personnel along with APHSA facilitators. There were
also small differences in wording on questions related to respondent role in order to better reflect the
Pennsylvania PACWRC structure. Both surveys included questions suggested by the evaluation’s logic
model as well as previous research (e.g. Roth, Panzano, Crane-Ross, Massatti, Carstens, Seffrin, and
Chaney-Jones, 2005; and Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Freidman, and Wallace, 2005). Questions focused on
personal and organizational reasons for becoming involved in OE work; participant roles within the OE
project and the organization; structure of the project teams; the extent to which organizational
outcomes were achieved, organizational readiness for change; existing capacities; organizational culture
and climate; use of OE models, tools, and practices; monitoring of progress toward goals; and client
perceptions of the OE experience, including skills of the facilitator. Although OE work is conceptualized
as a way of doing business, the work also can have distinct areas of focus at different times. For
purposes of clarity survey respondents were asked to comment on a specific area of OE work.
Respondents who indicated that particular OE project had been completed were also asked questions
regarding the extent to which organizational changes were sustained.
Survey data analyses included basic descriptive analyses of respondent characteristics and content
analyses of responses to open ended questions. Factor analysis was used to construct scales measuring
satisfaction with facilitation, OE team functioning, existing organizational capacities, organizational
impacts, and sustained use of OE practices. These scales, as well as the number of DAPIM™ levels
completed, and select single survey items, such as the percentage of quick wins (short term objectives)
achieved, were used in multivariate regression analyses to assess the relative contribution of factors
hypothesized to be important to achieving and sustaining organizational improvements. Responses
received from the APHSA and CWRC samples were combined in the multiple regression analyses since
no statistically significant differences were observed with respect to key variables2 included in the
models.
Key informant interviews were conducted from March 26th through May 17th of 2013 with individuals
experienced in the implementation of the APHSA OE practice in their jurisdictions, for the purpose of
gaining richer, more detailed information regarding OE goals, practices, and outcomes. As with the
broader survey, questions were designed to obtain more information about factors that affected the
achievement of organizational outcomes; both positively and negatively, and to provide feedback for
the continuous improvement of APHSA models, tools and facilitation. Interview participants were asked
to respond to twelve questions and given an opportunity to add any final comments before the close of
the interview (see Appendix C for the interview questions). Ninety two potential participants were
nominated by APHSA and PACWRC. A final list of 30 names, 15 from APHSA and 15 from PACWRC were
randomly selected from this list by the evaluator and provided to the interviewers. Potential participants
2

These were: the extent of implementation of the APHSA DAPIM™ model, organizational resources devoted to the
work, organizational readiness and existing capacities, satisfaction with facilitation, achievement of targeted
organizational goals, general increases in organizational capacities or improvements in functioning, and
achievement of client outcome goals.
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were contacted by e-mail to schedule an interview and up to 3 attempts were made to contact each
person. If a potential participant refused the interview or could not be reached, another name was
drawn at random and provided to the interviewers. Interviews were conducted by a research assistant
from the University of Pittsburgh and a PH.D.-student intern from APHSA, using a protocol and series of
questions developed by the evaluator. Training was provided via conference call. Both interviewers
assisted in finalizing the interview questions and protocol and in developing an initial coding scheme for
the data. Final coding and content analysis was done by the evaluator. Interviews were not recorded.

Findings
Response Rates
Survey: A total of 387 surveys were e-mailed to potential participants; 219 who had worked with APHSA,
and 168 to participants from Pennsylvania counties. Of the 219 potential participants in the APHSA
sample, 3 opted out, 2 were no longer with their agencies, and valid e-mail addresses could not be
obtained for 2 people, leaving 212 potential respondents. One hundred and four responses were
received for a response rate of 49.1%. Of the 168 potential participants from the PACWRC sample, 2
opted out and valid e-mail addresses could not be obtained for another 7, leaving 159 potential
respondents. Seventy-five surveys were received for a response rate of 47.2%. The combined response
rate was 48.2%. Overall, responses were received related to 37 projects; 19 from the APHSA sample and
18 from the PACWRC sample.
Interviews: Twenty seven of thirty participants (15 from the PACWRC list and 12 from the APHSA list)
were interviewed for an overall response rate of 90%. Two did not respond to attempts to contact them
and contact information was no longer valid for a third.

Implementation of the OE work
Model Completion
In order to document the extent of model implementation both survey respondents and facilitators
were asked to indicate which phases of the DAPIM™ model were completed for a given project. In
addition, facilitators were asked to indicate how many hours they had spent facilitating each project.
As shown in Figure 1, the majority of survey respondents (61.5%) indicated completing all five levels of
the DAPIM™ model; Define, Assess, Plan, Implement, and Monitor. If only projects that had completed
their formal facilitation are considered, the percentage completing all five levels rises to 70.3%.
Distributions of phases completed did not differ significantly across the APHSA and PACWRC sample
(Χ2=5.872, d.f. = 4, n.s.).
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Figure 1: Number of DAPIM Phases Completed
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Facilitators were asked to identify the DAPIM™ levels they had facilitated for each of their projects to
provide a second perspective on model implementation. Like the survey respondents, they indicated
that the majority (51.4%) of these projects involved facilitation of all five DAPIM™ phases. The next
largest percentage were projects that included the Define, Assess, and Plan stages only (27.0%). Just
over sixteen percent (16.2%) involved the stages Define, Assess, Plan, and Implement. One project
included only the Define and Assess phases and one include Assess, Plan and Implement. Facilitator data
differed somewhat across samples. While facilitators for both samples reported large percentages of full
DAPIM™s, this percentage was higher in the PACWRC sample (42.1% for APHSA and 61.1% for PACWRC).
Facilitators did not differ significantly across samples in the number of hours they estimated spending
with each organization.
Although both survey respondents and facilitators agreed that the majority of projects involved all five
levels of the DAPIM™, there was less agreement with respect to the number of phases for individual
projects. Agreement between survey respondents and project facilitators was highest when all phases of
the DAPIM™ model were completed (63.3%). However, agreement was much lower for projects that did
not include all five phases, and there was virtually no correlation between number of levels assigned by
respondents and number indicated by facilitators (r=.019). This would be expected given that projects
could and did continue on through additional phases after formal facilitation had ended (referred to by
the APHSA OE department as “turning their own flywheel”). Discrepancies could also reflect a particular
individual’s frame of reference if he/she had not been involved throughout the work, or was unclear
about the phases completed when the work proceeded from one phase to the next without a formal
demarcation. Differences could also reflect individual respondents’ difficulty in remembering specifics,
which is a limitation in a retrospective survey.
Facilitators reported spending between 4 and 100 hours per project with a mean of 36.1. The modal, or
most frequent, response was 40 hours. There was no statistically significant difference in hours spent on
facilitation across the APHSA and PACWRC samples.
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Main Focus of the Work
Survey respondents indicated a range of issues as the main focus of their OE work. The most frequently
cited organizational focus was CQI (28.7%), followed by “agency processes and operations (14.5%). This
was true for both the APHSA and PACWRC samples as shown in figure 4 below. There were also some
differences between the two samples. For example, respondents in the APHSA sample cited building
internal OE capacity (14.6%), leadership development (6.3%) and client outcomes (3.1%), while these
options were not cited by anyone in the PACWRC sample. Respondents in the PACWRC sample were
more likely to cite agency culture and climate (16.2% vs. 5.2%) and policy development or improvement
(10.3% vs. 3.1%) than APHSA sample respondents. It should be noted that although the survey asked
respondents to indicate the main focus of their OE work, that it is possible for the work to touch on
more than one area and to evolve over time to include additional focus areas which may have made the
task of choosing the main focus for the work more difficult. This is particularly true for Pennsylvania
where the Practice Improvement Specialists have on-going relationships with the counties.

Figure 2: Main Focus of Organizations' OE Work
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Characteristics of Respondents
Role in the Organization
Participants played varied roles within their organizations as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Respondent's Role in the
Organization
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The distribution of respondents’ organizational roles differed between the APHSA sample and the
PACWRC sample (Χ2=21.107, d.f. =5, p<.001). A larger number of respondents in the PACWRC sample
indicated their role as “caseworker” (23 compared to 8 in the APHSA sample), while a larger number of
respondents in the APHSA sample (29 compared to 9 in the PACWRC sample) indicated their role as
“manager”.

Role in the OE Work
Survey: This question asked survey respondents indicate the role or roles that they played in the OE
work. As shown in Figure 4, “CI Team member” was chosen most frequently (36.6%), followed by
“member of a Charter Team or Work Group” (29.4%), “Sponsor” (20.4%), and “project manager or lead”
(3.8%). Nine responses (3.8%) were given to “other”. These included agency trainer (2), contract
administrator (1), facilitator (1), OE liaison (1), contracted provider (1), prior steering committee
member (1), and resource parent coordinator (1). One person did not indicate a project role.

Figure 4: Respondent Role(s) in the OE Work
3.8%
9.8%

20.4%

29.4%
36.6%

Sponsor

CI Team

Charter Team/Work Group
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Project manager/Lead

Other

A little over one quarter of respondents (26.2%) indicated having multiple roles in the OE work. Exactly
half (24 of 48 respondents) of those in sponsorship roles indicated one or more additional roles;
including CI team member (18 responses), Charter Team or Work Group Member (15 responses), and
project manager/lead (10 responses). One person indicated having an “other” role but did not specify
further. Of 15 CI Team members who were not in sponsorship roles, all indicated being part of a Charter
Team or Work Group; one also reported being a project manager/lead.
There were no statistically significant differences in the distribution of respondent roles between the
APHSA and PACWRC sample respondents, with the exception of the percentage of people in a project
management/lead role (Χ2=4.406, d.f. = 1, p<.05). This percentage was higher among the APHSA
respondents.
Approximately forty-six percent (46.1%) of respondents indicated that their organizations had staff
formally assigned to facilitate the OE work as part of their regular job description, and just over fifty
percent (50.3%) indicated that their organization had a staff member who had been assigned overall
responsibility for the OE project. The percentages indicating having staff assigned to facilitate the work
and the percentages assigned overall responsibility for the project differed significantly by sample
(Χ2=47.568, d.f.=1, p<.001 and Χ2=21.558, d.f.=1, p<.001, respectively). Higher percentages of
respondents in the APHSA sample reported staff being assigned to facilitate the OE work (68.8% vs.
14.5%) and being assigned overall responsibility for the project (65.6% vs. 29.0%). This difference could
be a function of differences in how consultation is structured and funded. In Pennsylvania the Practice
Improvement Specialists who provide OE facilitation are funded by the state as part of the PACWRC and
are typically able to have an on-going relationship with the counties in their regions. These counties may
perceive less need to assign internal staff to guide the OE work, since they are more easily able to draw
on the services of the PACWRC facilitators
Interviews: Of the 27 interview respondents thirteen were sponsors of the work, six were sponsors who
also had an additional role or roles (e.g. Continuous Improvement Team member, Charter Team
member and/or facilitator), and eight were CI team members.

Personal Involvement in OE Work
Both personal and organizational commitment have been put forth as important determinants of
organizational change (Basso, Cahalane, Rubin, & Kelley, 2013; Lehman, Greener & Simpson, 2002;
Fuller et al., 2007; Saldana, Chapman, Weiner, 2009). Weiner (2009) has theorized that the more
organizational members value the change, the more likely they will be to engage in the behavior needed
to implement it. To assess motivation to engage in a change process, survey and interview participants
were asked whether or not they had engaged in additional work outside of facilitated sessions, as well
as how they became involved in the OE work.
Over 75 percent (75.2%) of those who responded indicated that they had done extra work between
facilitated OE meetings. Percentages did not differ significantly across samples. Participants’ estimates
of the amount of extra time spent varied from as little as one hour total, to as much as 20 hours a week.
Approximately seven percent (7.3%) indicated that they were unsure of how much time they spent.
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Figure 5 shows that the majority of survey respondents indicated being appointed by a manager or
supervisor. Responses to this question did not differ significantly across the APHSA and PACWRC
samples.

Figure 5: How Respondent Became Involved
in OE Work
2.70%

12.80%

28.40%

56.10%

Volunteered

Appointed by Manager/Supervisor

Recruited by Co-worker

Sponsored Work

This pattern did differ in the key informant interview data. When asked how they became involved in
organizational effectiveness work, the majority of interviewees (19 of 27) indicated that their initial
involvement was voluntary. Eight respondents indicated that they were initially required or
“volunteered” to participate in the OE work. Of these eight, five were in a sponsorship role and three
were CI team members. Most (6) were required to participate by their agency, while one indicated being
required to participate by the state, and one did not specify.
Of those who were “volunteered” only one person did not report coming to value the process. He/she
described being pulled in by the agency director but never being fully engaged. A second did not discuss
his/her feeling about participating in the work. The majority (6 people) indicated that although were
initially “volunteered”, they came to see the process as valuable. Their comments included:






“After going through this process, I became interested in organizational effectiveness work, and
went on to receive a master’s degree in the field”.
“I was initially volunteered from the agency, but I
“After initially being “volunteered”
started to look into the process and do some digging.
It really changes the way you look at things”.
for this process, I have come to love
“After initially being “volunteered” for this process, I
it. I really like the process and
have come to love it. I really like the process and
DAPIM. It lets you look at how
DAPIM. It lets you look at how everything fits
everything fits together...”
together...”, and
“I struggled with the process at first. Because I am a
very linear person, I kept getting confused on the fly wheel and what letter we were on. By the
end of the project, I really got it and became interested in the project.”
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One person also described parallels to casework, remarking that “After years of experience as a
caseworker, this experience gave me a new perspective of what casework is and (how) I can influence
other caseworkers in the process. I feel that the caseworkers can use this experience to help engage
families, which will lead to cases being closed sooner and quicker reunification.”

Characteristics of the Organizations
The APHSA model considers an organization’s motivation for change, commitment to the change
process, readiness for change (e.g. resources, climate, and staff capacities), and alignment of resources
and capacities in support of the organization’s mission, goals, and strategies as key elements in
determining the likelihood that a change process will be undertaken, and that it will be undertaken
successfully. Participants in the current evaluation were asked to respond to a number of questions
related to these areas; including, reasons for undertaking OE work, strength of both initial and on-going
sponsorship, organizational readiness, and factors related to climate and capacities that supported or
hindered their change efforts.

Drivers for Organizational Improvement Work
Figure 6 shows the main reasons identified by survey respondents for their organizations’ becoming
involved in the OE process. As shown below, large percentages in both samples indicated an existing
strategic or organizational improvement plan (18.0% for APHSA and 21.4% for PACWRC), priorities of
leadership (24.0% for APHSA and 18.6% for PACWRC), or alignment with the organizational mission and
values (20.0% for APHSA and 15.7% for PACWRC) as the main drivers for becoming involved in OE work.
The two samples differed with respect to the parts played by data reports indicating an issue or
opportunity for improvement (8.0% for APHSA and 20.0% for PACWRC) and sanctions from courts or
regulators (7.0% for APHSA and 1.4% for PACWRC). A small number of respondents across both samples
(9) indicated an “other” driver. These included organizational redesign (3), changes in leadership (1), a
culture shift from compliance to quality focused priorities, and a desire to improve relationships
between resource families and staff (1). Three individuals who chose “other” did not know what the
main driver for the organization was. Differences observed in the use of data as a driver for
organizational change may reflect the fact that the Practice Improvement Specialists in Pennsylvania, by
virtue of their familiarity with the counties and the data available to them, are able to suggest the use of
various reports when helping counties define the OE work.
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Figure 6: Drivers of Organizational Improvement
Work
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Key informants discussed a variety of reasons for becoming involved in OE work, ranging from a broadly
focused desired to improve structure, capacity, and functioning throughout the agency, to more narrow
concerns with improvements to a specific program or function. While some spoke of one primary reason
for becoming involved, several cited multiple issues. One person described starting with one purpose in
mind that evolved into another with increased understanding of the issues. In his/her words “Our first
committee was on the adoption and termination of parental rights process. We were struggling with the
court process, and there was a need for consistency with the court process. So, that original group
morphed into working on the court process”. Input from OE facilitators indicated that it is common for
an agency to re-evaluate the focus of the OE work as the initial work to define the issues an agency is
experiencing and identify root causes that need to be addressed is completed.
Six of those interviewed described becoming involved in OE work because of sense that their work could
be done better. They mentioned such things as a concern with
continuous quality improvement, getting off the “let’s just get the
“It wasn’t because of a
work done treadmill” to be more efficient, doing more with fewer
tragedy. (We) were sensing
resources, and moving away from a "we’ve always done it that way”
that (we) had room for
approach. In the words of one respondent “It wasn’t because of a
improvement”
tragedy. (We) were sensing that (we) had room for improvement”. The
impetus for the work was described by two of those interviewed as coming from leadership, while two
others mentioned external drivers, specifically, a state requirement, and compliance with a settlement
agreement.
Five respondents described the desire to increase capacity and/or efficiency through re-organization of
agency structures, processes, or functions. For example, one respondent discussed restructuring an
intake unit to better handle the volume of cases coming in, another mentioned business process
reengineering related to case planning, and two discussed changes related to contracting for services.
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On a larger scale, two people described streamlining multiple specialty units into fewer units in order to
minimize the loss of knowledge when a new worker was assigned to a case. One of these respondents
described the concern by saying “Prior to this work … the agency was divided into multiple specialty
units [for example] foster care, placement, reunification, and families could have 3 or more separate
caseworkers working with them at one time. The new director at the time felt that both time and
information was lost with this format, so we changed into a two unit format; intake and on-going”.
Interviewees also discussed issues related to agency culture and climate. Four mentioned work focused
on issues with communications; both internally and, in one case, with the courts. In the words of one
participant “We need to have better communication within the agency. We have different units within
the agency, and each supervisor within the unit had their own way of doing things. We needed a
consistent way to communicate across the agency”. Other areas mentioned were teambuilding (2
responses) and conflict resolution (1 response).
A relatively large group of respondents cited reasons that went beyond a focus on achieving
improvements in agency capacity and functioning, to tie these improvements to better services and
outcome for clients (9 responses). Interviewees talked about such improvements to service delivery as:
implementing a practice model, implementing a program improvement plan, responding to a settlement
agreement, better family engagement, increased teaming with families and community partners,
additional resource development, providing training for foster parents, meeting visitation requirements,
and making it easier for families to access agency services. Others of those interviewed connected the
goals of the OE work to child and family outcomes. For example, one respondent’s agency focused on
improved interagency communication with the goal of reducing truancy. Another two respondents
mentioned wanting to improve permanency outcomes; specifically, fewer placements, less time in
foster care, and increases in terminations of parental rights (TPR) and adoptions. One participant
connected improvements in agency functions to better services to clients and family reunification;
saying “There wasn’t any orientation or training in place for foster parents besides those that were
required by regulation. Because of these missing pieces, we found that the foster families were not
engaging with biological parents, not participating in the Engaging Families Initiative, and were not fully
participating in the reunification process.”

Sponsorship:
As shown in Figures 7 and 8 the majority of respondents indicated having strong initial sponsorship and
strong sponsorship throughout the OE work.

21

Figure 7: Strength of Initial
Sponsorship
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Figure 8: Consistency of Sponsorship
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Statistically significant differences were observed between responses to the APHSA and PACWRC
surveys (Χ2=7.817, d.f. = 3, p<.05). Respondents from the APHSA sample were more likely to indicate
strong initial sponsorship for the OE work than PACWRC respondents (61.9% vs. 41.4%). There were no
statistically significant differences between groups with respect to consistency of sponsorship.
This finding may reflect differences in perspective associated with differences in the relative proportions
of those in leadership positions in the two samples. It is possible that these respondents, who are likely
to be sponsors of the work, perceive strength of sponsorship differently than caseworkers, at least
initially, due to their greater involvement early in the process. Caseworkers may be better positioned to
respond regarding continuing sponsorship as they become more involved in the work of the OE teams.
When asked to comment on what factors they thought were important to getting and maintaining
strong sponsorship, the most frequently mentioned area was clear and regular communication between
sponsors, continuous improvement teams, and other work groups (16 responses). Other themes
included:


True buy-in/commitment from leadership (13 responses)
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A good working relationship between leadership and staff characterized by openness to change
and transparency (11 responses)
Seeing results/progress (10 responses)
The need to educate leadership to understand and value the OE process (9 responses)
Tying OE work to the agency mission, vision, and values/priorities of leadership (7 responses)
The need for sponsors to be involved in the process and see how it works (6 responses)
Sufficient time to carry out the work (5 responses)
Engagement, commitment and accountability of work groups (4 responses)
A clear plan for the OE work (4 responses)
A clear vision for where the organization wants to be/desired future state (3 responses)
A good relationship with the facilitator (2 responses)
Accountability to external sources (2 responses)
Adequate funding (2 responses)
External consultation/support (2 responses)
Meeting regularly (1 response)
Continuity of key staff (1 response)
Champions within the organization (1 response)
Revamping work as needed (1 response)
Building OE into the performance evaluations of agency leaders (1 response)

Organizational Resources
Survey participants were asked to rate the level of resources devoted to OE work by their organizations
on a scale from 1 “None” to 10 “Substantial”. Ratings varied, ranging from a low of 2 to a high of 10 with
a mean rating of 6.76 and a standard deviation of 2.05. The most frequently assigned (modal) rating was
8. No statistically significant differences were observed between the APHSA and PACWRC samples.

Organizational Readiness
Survey respondents were asked to make a rating of organizational readiness for change at the time the
OE work first began, using a scale from 1 “Not at all ready” to 10 “Completely ready”. Ratings of
readiness to undertake OE work ranged from “1” to “10” with a mean rating of 5.18 and a standard
deviation of 2.27. The modal rating was 5.
In order to gain a more detailed picture of the effects of existing organizational strengths, participants
were asked to respond to a number of questions regarding the impacts of organizational climate,
resources, and capacities on the OE work. Each of the areas was rated on a scale from 1 to 10; with 1
being “significant gap” and 10 being “significant strength”. Mean ratings for these areas varied from a
low of 5.74 for “time available to 6.9 for “fit of OE work to existing policies and procedures”.
Figure 9 shows percentages of respondents choosing each rating by area.
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Figure 9: Ratings of Organizational Strengths
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Differences between the APHSA and PACWRC samples were not statistically significant, either for overall
ratings of readiness or ratings of specific strengths and gaps.
Interview respondents were also asked to discuss their organizations’ level of readiness to begin OE
work. Six of those interviewed described their agencies as ready to begin OE work. In the words of
interviewees “We were ready. We already had some of the groundwork laid…”, and “Staff were excited
to participate”. Another person described the agency as well prepared to begin OE work and attributed
it to having already done work with the Atlantic Coast Child Welfare Implementation Center and
meeting with APHSA to determine their readiness. A fourth described herself, as the administrator, and
the CQI group in the agency as “bought into the process”. One participant did not address the agency as
a whole but described being personally ready to undertake the work; saying that he/she had had
exposure to the concepts with prior implementation work and liked the structure and guidelines.
Most participants described varying degrees of readiness within their agencies (twelve responses). Some
described different levels of readiness among different units, functional areas, or agency partners (8
responses). In the words of one interviewee “Our agency was really split into two camps. One side was
24

“don’t change a thing, we’re doing fine,” and the other was “we can always do better. Another four
responses dealt with a mismatch between leadership and staffs’ readiness to begin OE work. These
were evenly split between leadership being more ready than staff; for example, “Leadership was very
motivated and had been struggling with these issues…. It would be over representing it to say the entire
organization was there”; and staff driving the process with little support from leadership. One
participant described the latter situation by saying “The leadership at the time didn’t understand,
maybe because we were one of the first agencies to do this, or it was just the leadership at the time,
what was required from them and what changes they needed to personally make. They really resisted a
lot.”
Finally, seven participants described their groups as unready to begin the work; resistant to change and
fearful of the workload required. For example, in the words of one participant “The agency was not
ready. The agency itself was in extreme chaos. We had new initiatives coming down from the state,
and workloads were unmanageable. The workers were very locked into the previous agency
organization and didn’t feel like it needed to change”. Others described fears about the work involved,
saying that they were: “nervous about how much had to happen” and “concerned about the amount of
work”.
Some participants went on to discuss what they would tell another group about what needs to be in
place to support beginning the OE work. Three of these comments dealt with the need to have
participation across all levels of the organization. For example: “I would really suggest that other
agencies follow our model and create a team that incorporates every position within an agency”.
Participants also emphasized the need to have open communication and for all members on an
implementation team to have a voice (3 responses). In the words of participants “People need to have
confidence that they can speak freely in these meetings, and the meeting attendees needs to
understand that everyone is able to speak freely and be willing to work through their disagreements”
and “There needs to be open input from the team. They (leadership) need to give up some of the
control to the team.” Others discussed the need to be open minded and patient with the process (3
responses); for example “I would tell other agencies that patience is an important part of this process.
They need to be willing to be patient with the process, and be open-minded that things can be done
differently”. Three people emphasized the importance of outside assistance. In the words of one
participant “…use the consultants, don’t do this alone. You really need outside assistance, and outside
people telling you this is the right thing to do”. Finally, two discussed the need for the sponsor group to
have and articulate a clear vision for change and one person talked about the importance of doing a
formal readiness assessment.

Team Composition and Functioning
Figure 10 shows percentages choosing each rating category for survey items related to OE team
composition and functioning. As with existing organizational strengths generally, each of these areas
was rated on a scale from 1 to 10; with 1 being “significant gap” and 10 being “significant strength”.
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Figure 10: Ratings of Team Composition and Functioning
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Mean ratings by area ranged from a low of 6.3 for “clarity of participant roles and responsibilities” to a
high of 7.1 for “having a designated improvement team leader”. No statistically significant differences
were observed between the APHSA and PACWRC samples.

Organizational Facilitators and Barriers
Survey respondents also offered comments on both organizational factors that facilitated the OE work
and those that presented barriers. With respect to facilitative factors, a major theme in the responses
was buy-in and commitment to the work. This included the commitment and support of leadership (13
responses), staff commitment to the work (4 responses), and widespread buy-in throughout the
organization (3 responses). Other facilitative factors mentioned were:









Openness to input/concerns: of leadership (4 responses) and of OE teams (2 responses)
Having enough time for the process (5 responses)
Communication between leadership and the OE team members, among OE team members, and
between the OE teams and other staff( 4 responses)
Having had previous experiences with OE work (4 responses)
Skilled and responsive facilitators (5 responses)
A perceived need to change based on issues the organization was facing (3 responses)
Skilled staff (2 responses)
Staff involvement in the process (2 responses)
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A learning culture where there was freedom to try things and make mistakes (2 responses)
Good planning and coordination by team leaders (2 responses)
Pinpointing of gaps (1 response)
Strength based approach (1 response)
Facilitator who knew the system and didn’t need time to get up to speed (1 response)
Having a monitoring plan (1 response)
Keeping the project small and focused (1 response)
Having staff assigned to the OE work (1 response)
Having clerical support (1 response)
Having training for staff in the OE model (1 response)
Creating and funding an OE unit (1 response)
Engaging external stakeholders (1 response)
Work between sessions (1 response)
Having the right people on teams (1 response)

The barrier that was cited most frequently was that staff lacked time for the OE work (13 responses).
Respondents commented that staff were dealing with competing priorities and doing OE work in
addition to other duties. Two of those surveyed described difficulty in getting people to meetings on a
consistent basis and one ascribed this to the issue of competing priorities. Other barriers were:





















lack of buy-in and resistance of staff to change (10 responses)
Personality conflicts and counterproductive behavior by individuals (4 responses)
Maintaining engagement of team members over the long term (3 responses)
Having the wrong people on the CI teams (3 responses)
No reliable way to monitor outcomes (2 responses)
Poor communication regarding OE work (2 responses)
Lack of experience with the model (2 responses)
geographic barriers; getting staff to meetings (2 responses)
Unclear expectations for participants (1 response)
Lack of funding for training materials (1 response)
Concern about explaining changes to clients (1 response)
Unilateral changes to plans by the sponsor team (1 response)
Diverse needs of counties in county administered systems (1 response)
Lack of child welfare experience in key leaders (1 response)
Support for the idea of OE but not for the actual changes (1 response)
Changes in personnel involved in the OE work (1 response)
Lack of understanding of OE among top leadership (1 response)
The OE process was too complicate and time consuming (1 response)
Supervisors lacked the skill to monitor the work (1 response)
No barriers (1 response)

27

Interview participants were also asked to comment on barriers they encountered in doing the OE work
and to describe any strategies they had use to overcome obstacles. Five respondents noted that they
had not encountered any significant barriers during the OE work. Those who described encountering
barriers echoed many of the comments from survey participants. One of the most frequently discussed
issues was resistance, both agency wide (2 responses) and from specific individuals or groups, including
leadership (14 responses). Participants described this resistance by saying, for example:



“the agency really didn’t see a need to change the structure of the organization”,
“In our sponsor group we struggled at first because our solicitor was not on the same page as
the rest of the group. The group had agreed upon a direction that we wanted to go, but the
solicitor’s focus was not the same as ours”,
 “we had some resistance from the older caseworkers; those that have been with the agency for
a long time”, and
 Our biggest gap was in the agency’s leadership. There were no clear goals set and the
leadership was not willing to buy-in to the structure of having a sponsor team, and
implementation team, and various work groups. They weren’t willing to say to the
implementation team “this is what you are in charge of,” or “this is what you make decisions
on.”
Although not necessarily labeling it as resistance, a number of participants also discussed difficulty with
getting consistent attendance at meetings (4 responses), in the words of one interviewee, “Districts
would send different people at different times to the meetings so time was spent getting those people
caught up previous consensus and accomplishments. Since these people were not decision makers,
anything discussed had to be taken back to the superintendents from the districts”. Another described
the issue by saying “originally staff wanted to keep putting the meetings off, which caused us to have
long breaks between meetings (3 months)”.
Another frequently mentioned barrier was time (7 responses). One participant described the process as
“time consuming”. Others discussed the issue in terms of balancing the work with the other demands of
the job; for example “there are always time issues; taking time away from the daily work to get this
done, the “push – pull”. The people here are busy, but you really have to prioritize it”.
Five interviewees noted issues with a lack of resources. Two discussed barriers related to budget cuts
and lack of funding. The other three discussed barriers in terms of staff capacity to facilitate the process,
monitor plans, and carry out a coaching intervention; for example, “people aren’t equipped to do the
facilitation”.
Turnover was cited as a barrier by 3 respondents. They described the issue in terms of effects on buy-in
from leadership, staff morale and loss of momentum. In the words of one participant, “The biggest
barrier was staff turnover from people who were very invested in the process. (We) lost a bit of
momentum as people were leaving. There were others who stepped into this role but they didn’t have
the same history”.
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Two people cited external events as barriers; specifically that “the public sector was attacked by the
governor” and the effects of a local scandal, and one cited internal issues with the payment of invoices.

Strategies for Addressing Barriers:
Interview participants were asked to discuss the strategies they would recommend for overcoming
barriers to implementing OE and to comment particularly on strategies they would recommend for
promoting widespread buy-in to the process. Major themes from this discussion are shown in Figure 11
below along with the number of responses for each.

Figure 11 Strategies for Overcoming Barriers: Themes from
Key Informant Interviews
Strategies for
Meeting Attendance,
5
Communication, 4

Other , 4

Voice, 12

Specific Role, 4

Effective Facilitation,
5

Right People on
Teams, 6

Early Successes, 9

Shared Vision, 7

Commitment of
Leadership, 9

In relation to buy-in, the most frequently mentioned area, with 12 responses, was ensuring that
participants had a voice in the process. In the words of one
respondent “It is the staff making the changes, and knowing
“We all had a say in the process. The
they had something to with the changes being made is the
participants need to feel it is their
most critical thing. Giving people a voice and letting them
recommendations and their solutions to
know that it is being heard. Everyone has to be on a level
make the necessary changes. Now our
ground. We have a series of rules and guidelines we ask
staff is bought in to the process.” “I think
people to adhere to while in the group. People can say
our momentum is maintained by the staff
whatever they want and we have to accept that”. Another
being a part of it, and not so much
described it by saying “We all had a say in the process. The
management saying this is going to be
participants need to feel it is their recommendations and
how this is going to be.”
their solutions to make the necessary changes. Now our staff
is bought in to the process. They have volunteered for the
next phase of the OE process, and continue to be a part of the
CI (continuous improvement) team. I think our momentum is maintained by the staff being a part of it,
and not so much management saying this is going to be how this is going to be”.
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A number of interviewees also recommended increasing investment by giving staff a specific role or task
(4 responses). In the words of one participant “To overcome this (lack of buy-in) we created (a CQI
team). We went to the general staff and asked for volunteers, someone from each unit; intake, ongoing, clerical, call center, even HR, which became our initial team. We wanted people to think outside
the box. We also had a member of the CQI team present at our bi-weekly staff meetings. The CQI
member would talk about what was happening, even if it was slow baby steps and a slow process”. The
same person also emphasized giving staff a voice by saying, “We have question and answer sessions.
When CQI members were stuck with a topic we approached staff for feedback. We encouraged staff to
talk to CQI members about their ideas. We informed them that their opinions count”.
Participants also felt that achieving early successes or “quick wins” was important to maintaining
motivation and interest (9 responses). Participants described the importance of quick wins by saying
that it “helps if the staff sees positive results; they have to know “what’s in it for me”, and “It lets the
staff celebrate and get excited over their achievements”. They also commented that achievement of
immediate results gave people the confidence to believe “that if we can make it work for those issues,
whatever they are, that by sticking with the process, we can also tackle the longer term/more
complicated issues”.
Commitment of the leadership was also viewed important in setting the tone for the work (9 responses).
In the words of one person in a sponsorship role “Follow
through with what you are doing. Be committed and
I would really suggest that agencies use
continue it, even when the going gets tough keep it
the OE facilitator to meet with leadership
going. You need to take a look at what you are doing
and explain the process and answer
and make a concerted effort to change yourself”.
questions. They need to have a critical
Another described the issues encountered when there
conversation with leadership about buy-in
was not consistent commitment and participation from
and explain the importance of goals”
leadership by saying “the biggest challenge that existed
with the contracting group was the change in leadership
and groups”. He/she went on to say that this led to “constant regrouping” and made it “difficult to
maintain motivation” because they weren’t making progress. Four participants talked about the
importance of outreach and education of key stakeholders, particularly decision makers, to help build
this commitment. In the words of participants “I think you have to promote buy-in from decision makers
in having them be a part of the initial stakeholder meetings”, and “I would really suggest that agencies
use the OE facilitator to meet with leadership and explain the process and answer questions. They need
to have a critical conversation with leadership about buy-in and explain the importance of goals”. One
person suggested delaying the start of the project if buy in was not in place, saying “If another agency
faced these issues (lack of support from leadership), I would advise them to wait to start the OE process.
I wouldn’t start it because other people are working hard and looking for change. All our work was poopoo’ed by the leadership. We became discouraged”.
Seven responses dealt with the need to have a shared vision. In the words of one participant “There has
to be a vision of wanting to be better”. Another commented that “People have to think it’s worthwhile”
and went on to say that they can’t be forced to do it, but have to see value in it.
30

A number of participants suggested made recommendations related to the structure and functioning of
OE teams and the logistics of accomplishing the work with limited resources. Participants recommended
giving thought to having the right people involved in the process from the beginning (6 responses).
Comments touched on the need for positive attitudes; for example “I think persistent and positive
people need to be in positions of influence within the agency to really promote buy-in with more
resistant staff members” and also the need to have the right mix of skills in the room. One person noted
that “When one of our group members has to leave for whatever reason we ask them to recruit for their
replacement”. Comments were also made regarding the role of effective facilitation in promoting buy in
through establishing trust, diffusing concerns about workload, and empowering participants (5
responses) and the importance of communication (4 responses). For example, one respondent
commented that how the facilitator approaches the meeting can promote or hinder buy in, saying “The
participants shouldn’t see the person and think they are coming in and telling us how to change the
organization”. Other interviewees talked about the importance of clear and frequent communication by
the sponsors as well as the facilitators, regarding the process, goals, and future priorities for the work.
They also noted that opportunities needed to occur to discuss how things were working, what people
wanted to happen, and what people were frustrated with.
Participants discussed various ways to address problems with meeting attendance; including setting
aside protected time for the process, stipends and mileage reimbursements to encourage meeting
attendance by foster parents, telephone reminders of upcoming meetings, and scheduling meetings
farther out and at set times (5 responses).
One participant discussed solving the resource issue associated with monitoring; noting that the agency
leadership assigned their Program Integrity Division to do the work, and allowed hiring of additional
staff. Other recommendations included building trust (1 response) and not to take anything personally
(1 response).
One last recommendation was to “Carve out enough time designated to do this work”. This participant
went on to say that when this happened “Staff felt like they had a protected time to work together on
what they came together for”.

Satisfaction with the OE experience
Satisfaction with facilitation
Survey participants were asked to rate their satisfaction with the facilitator or facilitators with whom
they worked on 18 key dimensions drawn from the APHSA Markers of Effective Facilitation (APHSA
2012). Each dimension was rated on a scale from 1 “Poor” to 10 “Excellent”. Respondents indicated a
high degree of satisfaction with the facilitators on all dimension, with mean ratings between 8 and 9 as
shown in Table 1 below.
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Table 1: Satisfaction with Facilitators
Facilitation Dimension

Mean
Rating

Meeting Facilitation
Structure meetings
Accurately summarize discussion, decisions, and next steps
Solicit participant feedback
Guide rather than control the group process
Encourage participation by all group members
Manage disruptions from participant and/or observer behavior
Create and maintain trusting relationships among group members
Obtain commitments
Knowledge of OE Strategies and Tools
Offer strategies, ideas, tools, and team activities
Help the group maintain a relationship/task balance
Maintain linkage between group activities and focus of OE work
Interpersonal Skills
Demonstrate respect for others’ ideas
Listen
Communicate clearly
Earn the trust of participants
Maintain objectivity/appropriate boundaries
Accountability
Be accountable for his/her own commitments
Knowledge of the Organization
Understand the work of the organization

8.43
8.58
8.49
8.54
8.40
8.13
8.08
8.27
8.34
8.10
8.12
8.84
8.77
8.67
8.33
8.54
8.88
8.84

Ratings of satisfaction with facilitation did not differ significantly by survey sample (APHSA or PACWRC).
Survey respondents were also asked to rank six areas; meeting facilitation skills, knowledge of OE
strategies and tools, accountability and responsiveness, interpersonal skills, trust and safety, and
knowledge of the work of the organization, according to what they felt had been most important in
establishing a strong working partnership with the OE facilitator. Percentages who ranked each area
number one are shown in Figure 12 below.
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Figure 12: Faciltation Areas Ranked Number 1 in
Importance By Respondents
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Interviews: Interviewees were also asked to rate their satisfaction with facilitation received from either
APHSA or PACWRC on a scale of 1 to 10, where 10 is “Highly satisfied” and 1 is “Not at all satisfied”. As
with the survey responses, ratings of satisfaction were very high. Ratings ranged from a low of 7 (1
respondent) to a high of 10 (14 respondents) with an average rating of 9.3 and a modal rating of 10.
Interview participants were also asked to comment on why they chose the number they assigned. The
largest number of comments (17 responses) dealt with facilitation skills .Within this broad area
participants commented on: the facilitators’ ability to keep the group moving; talking “with” and not
“at” people; letting the group come to their own solutions; soliciting everyone’s views and drawing
people in to the process; summarizing ideas well; encouraging the groups to recognize strengths;
managing conflict; and promoting feelings of trust and safety. In the words of participants, facilitators:
 “allow the group to own the problem as well as the solution”,
 “kept us focused, allowing us not to take the recommendations personally”,
 “were great at regrouping us and getting us back on track when the conversation would get a
little snarly”,
 “(were) able to keep processes going, meet timelines, (and) keep stakeholders at the table”, and
 “did a great job facilitating the meetings. They directed the dialogue and pulled people in from
the field. …The facilitators talked with people instead of talking at them. They acknowledged
people’s comments and kept us on task”,
Reasons given for satisfaction ratings also touched on knowledge of OE practices and tools (5
responses), accountability and responsiveness (7 responses), interpersonal skills (4 responses),
knowledge of the work of the organization (3 responses), and providing a neutral third-party perspective
(7 responses). Examples of comments in these areas include:
 “They were always accessible by phone, and if had to leave a message they got back to you right
away. There were times when we would request additional information or tools, and they
would never say “I don’t know, let me get back to you.”
 “I think it is critical to have an external person who can give a different perspective. Because of
their different perspective, they can speak to leadership”,
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 “They fit well with the group”, and
 “(it was) truly valuable to have the facilitator that understood our business and needs”.
One person summed up the facilitation experience by saying “Everything we know about successful
planning happened.”
Although ratings and comments were overwhelmingly positive, a number of people also offered
comments related to reasons why their ratings were not higher. Two described difficulties with engaging
their groups; for example “(they) did try to engage us, but it was difficult to push us along. We tended
to go off in tangents, and it was hard to pull us back in”. Another two commented that they would have
liked to have more of the facilitators’ time on site. One viewed it as a scheduling problem given the
facilitators’ travel schedules, and the other person stated that although the facilitator was available by
telephone, that more face to face time would have been helpful given the complexity of the project.
Finally, two people commented on issues with specific aspects of the process. One felt that the plans
produced were overly complicated and recommended focusing on two or three goals that were “smaller
and easier to accomplish”. The other described feeling that more time was needed to assess readiness
for the work; saying “The only reason I gave it an eight was because of the readiness for change
assessment … Looking back on the process now, I don’t feel like the readiness for change was assessed
adequately enough. I think there also should have been a more adequate assessment of the culture of
our organization. The OE team we worked with was excellent, and gave excellent suggestions for
change. However, the organizational climate at the time we began this process was resistant to change.
I think the OE work should have been paced differently…”
In response to a follow-up question regarding suggestions for improvement of facilitation, most
respondents (12 responses) did not have any suggestions for changes. Changes that were suggested
included a desire for more facilitation time (3 responses), more on-going support past the planning stage
to help with implementation and monitoring (3 responses), more frequent meetings at the beginning of
the process (1 response), a mini-training to bring new people up to speed and avoid repetition (1
response), implementation reviews at 6 months and one year (1 response), more time spent on
clarifying the vision with the sponsor team (1 response ) and a more thorough readiness assessment (1
response ).

Satisfaction with Models and Tools
Survey respondents who had been trained as facilitators were asked to rate the usefulness of the APHSA
models and tools that they had used and to make suggestions for improvements. Thirty one people
(17.3 % of respondents) indicated having been trained as facilitators. This group represented 5 states
and 9 different projects. The largest numbers of respondents were from the Pennsylvania PACWRC
leadership and OE teams (7 and 15, respectively), which is not unexpected given that Pennsylvania was
one of the first jurisdictions to undertake OE work with APHSA and to develop internal OE capacity.
Figure 13 shows rating of usefulness for key APHSA OE models and methods. Respondents were asked
to rate each model or method on a scale from 1 “Not at all useful” to 10 “Extremely useful” or to select
“Not applicable” if they had not used it. As shown below, all were rated as useful. The DAPIM™ model
received the highest rating with an average of 9.27, followed by “learning by doing” with a mean rating
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of 8.97. The readiness model was rated lowest on average at 7.74, although still perceived as very useful
by respondents.

Figure 13: Usefulness of Key OE Models and Methods
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Table 2 summarizes ratings for each of the APHSA OE tools. As with the models and methods
respondents were asked to rate each tool on a scale from 1 “Not at all useful” to 10 “Extremely useful”
or to select “Not applicable” if they had not used it. Mean ratings were strong; ranging from a low of
6.86 for the Strategic Playbook Guide” to a high of 9.08 for the “DAPIM™ Process Work Products Guide”.
All were rated by at least 15 of the 31 facilitators.
Table 2. Usefulness Ratings of APHSA Tools
Tool
DAPIM™ Process Work Products Guide
DAPIM™ Process Work Products Flywheel
Markers of Effectiveness: Success Factors for Internal Facilitators
Safety and Accountability Performance Matrix
OE Handbook
Tracking Quick Wins at – a -glance
Work product samples
Continuous Improvement Flowchart
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Mean
Rating
9.08
9.07
9.00
9.00
8.96
8.96
8.95
8.92

Number
Rating
25
27
27
25
28
26
22
26

Table 2 cont.
Tool

Mean
Rating

Number
Rating

Agenda Samples
Chartering Teams Template
Team activities designed to help with specific issues, and/or mini-DAPIMS
Communication Plan Template
Improvement Plan Goals and Action Steps At-a-Glance (Chart)
Continuous Improvement Plan Guide and Template
Preparation Checklist for Facilitators
Readiness Reflection Quick Tool
Organizational Assessment Reflective Thinking Guide
Fact Sheet: Sustainability Factors for CI Work
Roadmap for Change Template
Defining Roles Template
Capacity Building Guide
Organizational CI Assessment Tool
Case Study Template and Question Sets
Data Planning Template
Strategic Playbook Guide

8.85
8.83
8.81
8.75
8.68
8.63
8.38
8.33
8.21
8.16
7.89
7.82
7.82
7.67
7.67
7.19
6.86

26
29
27
28
28
27
26
21
24
19
19
22
17
18
15
16
22

While ratings were strong overall, there was some variability in average ratings of usefulness. It should
be noted that there are a variety of reasons why a tool may be perceived as less useful than another. For
example, some of these tools are intended for use in specific circumstances and may be rated as less
useful because they are used less often, while others may be seen as duplicating existing agency
documents, or as more complicated and less user friendly.

Overall satisfaction with the OE experience
As shown in Figure 14, most survey respondents indicated being “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the
OE experience provided by APHSA or PACWRC. Comparisons by survey sample did not indicate any
statistically significant differences in overall satisfaction for the two groups.

Figure 14 : Overall Satisfaction with the
OE Experience
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Key informants were also asked to comment on their satisfaction with the OE process. In addition to
high levels of satisfaction with facilitators described earlier,
interviewees saw the multi-agency knowledge and
“CWRC has a lot of resources at
resources brought by APHSA and PACWRC as a major
their disposal: surveys, worksheets,
advantage (11 responses). Participants remarked that it
exercises, they have a lot of
was very helpful to have someone involved who
knowledge. It really expands your
understood the players and the stakeholders at the table
world and the resources available”
and that the facilitators bring valuable skills to the process.
In the words of one of those interviewed “I think the
biggest advantage to having the CWRC facilitate the
organizational effectiveness work is their multi-agency knowledge”. Another commented “CWRC has a
lot of resources at their disposal: surveys, worksheets, exercises, they have a lot of knowledge. It really
expands your world and the resources available”. In the case of PACWRC in particular, participants
appreciated the local knowledge and ties that facilitators could bring to bear to help in their situations;
saying for example, “they are in the other counties, or know folks in other counties, so they can bring
that knowledge into the process. They have a wealth of knowledge for resources of child welfare in
general”. Those interviewed also mentioned the importance of having an outside facilitator who
remained neutral throughout the process (9 responses). Sample comments included “They are not part
of the organization, so they are not afraid to ask questions that need to be asked or clarify points that
need to be clarified”; and “I think it helps having someone neutral come into the agency and state the
goal of the process and stay focused on that goal”. Respondents also appreciated the ability of an
outside facilitator to keep the process on track (6 responses). In the words of participants “They keep
people in line and on target”, and “hold us accountable to our tasks”.
When asked if they saw any barriers to working with APHSA or PACWRC in the future, seven of those
who responded did not see any barriers. In the words of one respondent “(I) had a good experience
(and) would use them again”. Issues that were raised as possible barriers were: the possibility of getting
a bad facilitator (4 responses); cost (3 responses); difficulty scheduling time for consultation/availability
of facilitators (2); fear of airing dirty laundry to an outsider (2 responses); and resistant staff within the
organization (1 response).

Achievement of Goals and Organizational Impacts
Survey respondents were asked to answer questions regarding achievement of Quick Wins or short term
goals, mid to long range goals, client outcome goals, and broad organizational impacts resulting from
their OE work.

Quick Wins
Approximately, eighty eight percent of those who responded indicated that their organizations had
achieved Quick Wins. As shown in Figure 15, 35.9 percent reported achieving 75 to 100 percent of their
Quick Win goals. A smaller percentage (14.8%) reported achieving less than 25 percent of their Quick
Win goals. The majority respondents reported achieving at least 50 percent of Quick Wins. Percentages
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of Quick Wins achieved did not differ significantly between the APHSA sample and the PACWRC survey
sample.

Figure 15 : Percentage of
Quick Wins Achieved
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As indicated in Figure 16 over 90 percent (91.6) of respondents indicated that their level of Quick Win
attainment met or exceeded their expectations.

Figure 16: Expected Level of Quick Win
Achievement
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Mid to Long Range Goals
Ninety three percent of survey respondents reported that they had Continuous Improvement (CI) Plans
in place that included mid to long range goals for their organizations. Of these 88.5% reported having
procedures in place for monitoring performance in relation to plan goals, remedies, and activities.
As shown in Figure 17, a much smaller percentage (27.4%) of respondents indicated completing 50
percent or more mid to long range goals than reported achieving 50 percent or more of quick wins
(62%). As some projects were still in progress at the time of the survey, percentages are also shown for
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just those projects that respondents indicated had been completed. As might be expected for those
projects, the percentage where 50 percent or more of mid to long range goals has been achieved is
higher (43.1%).

Figure 17: Percentage of Mid to Long Range
Goals Achieved for All OE Work and Completed
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Percentages of mid to long range goals achieved did not differ significantly between the APHSA and
PACWRC respondents.
Although percentages of mid to long range goals were lower overall, the majority of those surveyed
indicated that the level of goal attainment they experienced met or exceeded their expectations. Figure
18 shows that 69% of respondents felt that the level of mid to long range goals achieved met their
expectations, and another 13.1% reported that goal attainment exceeded their expectations.

Figure 18: Expected Level of Achievement of Mid
to Long Range Goals
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Client Outcomes
Approximately 59% (58.9) of respondents indicated that their OE work was tied to client outcome goals.
These respondents were asked to rate the impact of their OE work on targeted client outcomes on a
scale from 1 “None” to 10 “Substantial”. The mean rating assigned was 6.1 with a standard deviation of
1.9. The modal rating assigned by these respondents was 8, indicating that most felt that their OE work
had had a sizable impact on client outcomes. Comparisons of the APHSA and PACWRC samples showed
no statistically significant differences in ratings of effects on client outcomes.

Impacts on Organizational Functioning
In addition to rating the achievement of specifically target goals, survey respondents were asked to rate
the impact of their OE work a number of aspects of organizational functioning generally. Each aspect
was rated on a scale from 1 “None” to 10 “Substantial”. Mean ratings ranged from 5.6 for “Collaboration
with wider networks outside of the organization” to 6.3 for “Collaboration among units and/or
individuals within the organization” and did not differ significantly across samples. Mean ratings for each
area are shown in Figure 19 below.

Figure 19: Mean Ratings Of Impact on Organizational
Functioning
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Key Informant Perspectives:
Key informants were asked to discuss the achievements connected with their OE projects in order to
provide a more in depth picture of the types of outcomes resulting from the work. A number of changes
were described in areas related to internal agency functioning, practice and client outcomes, and work
with external partners.
With respect to internal agency functioning, interviewees discussed changes in several areas; including
better alignment of agency structures, policies, and procedures to increase capacity; a common
understanding of the agency mission; improvements in agency culture and climate, and workforce
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development. The largest category of outcomes mentioned were those related to improvements in
alignment of agency structures and functions to better support the work of the organization.
Participants discussed outcomes that encompassed structural changes such as the restructuring of staff
roles, restructuring existing units, and creating new functions and teams (11 responses). Comments in
this area included:




“We created a (Continuous Quality Improvement) team, which rolled together every
organizational change. Every change, initiative, work plan, and new project goes through the
CQI team”.
“We now have work teams that decide how to implement new policies and bulletins”, and
“Our goal of reorganization of the intake unit was met. We hired more intake workers and
supervisors so we could now meet the demand of the calls coming in”.

A number of people also discussed improved alignment of policies, practices, procedures, and roles (8
responses). Responses in this area dealt with such things as creating new policies, manuals, and practice
models; clarification of staff roles; and streamlining or standardizing paperwork and business processes.
For example:


“There were duplications in the intakes, which inflated the numbers. We were able to decrease
the number of duplicated intakes, increase the number of workers, and more thoroughly assess
the cases that were coming in. We have also met goals concerning meeting with our social
service aides, developing a protocol with the clerical staff on what to do if the daily screener is
not available, and we have identified a backup screener. This process has helped us to serve
families and children by helping us to be able to respond to intake concerns”, and
 “Another issue that came up was changes in paperwork. So, we had secretaries come in and
take notes during monthly case meetings instead of expecting supervisors and caseworkers to
do that. Another goal from the (Quality Service Review) was concerning consistent expectations
for case closure, which also had a work group. That work group just presented their product to
supervisors last week which includes a process to close a case”.

Also in this area, participants reported improvements in planning, including increased use of data to
help identify and address gaps. They reported having a better understanding of organizational strengths
and needs and that they were determining priorities and developing action plans based on this
understanding. For example one participant reported that his/her agency needed “more work with
messaging and communication” and went on to say that they were “developing a good monitoring plan
that they revisit” Another reported that they “use data to make decisions” and “dig down to determine
what’s the root cause”.
Four respondents talked about an improved understanding of the agency mission, vision and values as
an important outcome. One interviewee described the realization that not everyone had the same view
of why they were doing what they were doing as “startling to us”. He/she went on to say that that
realization “got everyone talking” and led to a clearer perspective on what their roles were. Others
commented that an improved understanding of the agency mission has had positive effects on staff and
families, saying “I think this process has improved our work with families. It lets us focus on our mission
and what we’re here for, not what the person in the next cubicle is having for lunch”, and “I think that
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now since we have a clear vision it has led to better communication and a more thorough assessment of
cases”.
In the area of agency culture, several responses dealt with communications (9 responses) and
improvements in climate and attitudes within the agency (6 responses). Participants discussed changes
in communication ranging from gaining a common language to describe the issues and the work, to the
development of formalized communication plans and protocols. They also described the effects of
better communication within the agency and with clients. For example:






“It gave us a language to communicate with workers, and ourselves. It showed the senior staff
that there are better ways to do things”.
(The work) “formalized ways in which the way the leadership would treat each other,
communicate, (and) have difficult and courageous conversations, for purposes for moving
forward”,
“Now the previous person involved with that case will pass information onto the new person on
the case, which enables the new person to plan better, be more effective, and bring out honesty
in the families. People are reaching out to each other to make sure all the information is shared
within the agency”, and
“We really work with the foster families to involve the biological families in the child’s life. We
went from foster families having no communication with the biological families to foster families
having phone conversations with the biological families through a phone contact mentoring
program”.

Participants also talked about a new emphasis on accountability as well as an increased awareness of
the parallels between how management related to staff and staff related to families. In the words of
interviewees:





“It allowed us to communicate to workers that families want the same thing from them as they
want from management; transparency”,
“I think that by making the caseworkers feel more included
“It allowed us to communicate
in what we do, it models how we want them to work with
to workers that families want
their families”, and
the same thing from them as
“I think this process …really caused a paradigm shift within
they want from management;
the agency. The culture changed to become more family
transparency”
friendly and engaging”.

Several interviewees described greater empowerment of staff.
Changes ranged from responding to a request for a lounge where staff could eat lunch, to greater
inclusion in decision making on an on-going basis. One respondent talked about creating “the council”
which was described as including “voices in the agency of staff at every level” and intended to “share
ideas of what to do” and “strengthen communication”.
One final area of improved agency functioning discussed by interviewees was workforce development. A
number of people mentioned putting in place additional training for staff and foster parents (4
responses) and several commented on increases in knowledge, skill, and attitudes that allowed workers
to provide better services to families (4 responses). In the words of participants “We have better trained
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people who understand the separation and loss issues that are caused by a placement, and they can
better manage the child’s behavior that is caused by this change and loss” and “our caseworkers are
cross-trained into different roles, which makes them more versatile, and they can serve the family with a
wide spectrum of issues”.
In addition to improvements in agency capacity and functioning, interviewees described impacts of the
OE work on client services and outcomes, including reductions in placements, reductions in truancy,
more timely achievement of permanence, more timely provision of services, and keeping children in
placement closer to home (9 responses). In the words of one participant “The initial reorganization our
agency went through reduced the number of caseworkers a family may see to two instead of five or six.
Because of our changes, families experience less change”. Another stated “The response to a referral is
being done in a more timely manner”. He/she went on to attribute the change to a reduction in
caseload size due to increases in casework and supervisory staff, a change to split caseloads for
supervisors.
A third major area discussed by participants was improvement in work with external partners.
Comments encompassed two main areas: communication with agency stakeholders, and coordination
of processes. Six participants described improvements in communication with external providers,
attorneys, and community organizations; some of which were not the main focus of their OE work but
were described as an unexpected benefit. In the words of those interviewed:
o

o

o
o

“During this process we discovered that we had issues with communicating with our outside
providers…(We) started team meetings that include the outside agencies, the families and
the…caseworker so everyone was on the same page in regards to the families’ goals, which
eliminated the potential for the families to play the agencies off of each other”.
“Through this work with engaging non-custodial parents, we found that people have strong
opinions on the importance of having father involvement with a child. Because of this we
have created a work group with outside consultation from attorneys and the Fathers
Initiative. It causes us to be more transparent”.
“An unexpected change was that now we receive reports from the outside agencies for all
court meetings. This improves the exchange of information with the parent’s counsel.”
“I think an unexpected outcome was the change in the community’s opinion of child
welfare, and I don’t mean Jane Doe walking down the street. Community organizations
thought the child welfare was a catch-all for all sorts of family and child problems. This
process helped define what our job is for those community agencies”.

Interview respondents also commented on improved coordination with external partners; discussing the
building of a network through relationships formed at meetings, alignment of payment processes with
counties’ fiscal years, coordination of data systems, and shared report formats. For example:
o “We got everyone to agree on one standard doctor’s note for every agency, which meant
engaging the medical community. We also got all the districts to agree on a protocol of
school attendance for different age groups. We also got MDJ’s (Magisterial District Judge)
on board with the protocol”.
In addition to describing the outcomes of their OE work, interviewees were asked to rate the success of
their projects on a scale of 1 to 10, where 10 is “Highly successful” and 1 is “Not at all successful”.
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Overall, those interviewed rated the success of their work highly. Ratings ranged from a low of 3 (1
respondent) to a high of 10 (5 respondents) with an average rating of 9.5 and a modal rating of 8.

Sustainability of Changes
Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether or not outside facilitation of the OE project that was
the subject of the survey had ended, and if so, to complete additional questions regarding maintenance
of organizational improvements and institutionalization of the OE models and tools. Sixty four survey
respondents indicated that external facilitation of their OE projects had been completed. Completion
dates provided ranged from February of 2010 to October of 2013, corresponding to time periods from 2
weeks to three years with an average of 9 months. Twenty five of these 64 respondents did not indicate
a completion date.
Fifty two people provided additional data in response to follow up questions regarding organizational
changes; 46 from the APHSA sample and 18 from the PACWRC sample. These questions as well as the
percentage of people answering “Yes” are presented in Table 3 below.
Table 3 Sustained Change Following OE Facilitation
Since outside facilitation of your OE work ended, has your organization….
Maintained organization improvements resulting from the OE project?

Percent of “Yes”
Responses
98.1

Maintained strong leadership/sponsorship for future OE work?

92.3

Expanded the use the DAPIM™ model or other APHSA OE Tools and templates
into new areas within the organization?

74.5

Expanded the use the DAPIM™ model or other APHSA OE Tools and templates
to external organizations?

56.9

Adapted the APHSA model or tools?

70.0

Developed new OE tools or work products?

64.7

Developed a process for monitoring?

88.2

Continued to “turn the DAPIM™ flywheel” on your own?

66.7

Built internal OE capacity (e.g. dedicated OE staff, increased staff skill)?

78.4

Contracted for additional outside consultation?

26.0

As shown in Table 3, 98.1% of those responding indicated that their organizations had maintained the
improvements resulting from the OE project, and another 92% maintained strong sponsorship for future
work. From half to three quarters of respondents indicated expanding their use of OE models, processes
and tools and/or applying them to new areas of work. Twenty-six percent indicated that they had
contracted for additional outside consultation. Some differences were noted between the APHSA and
CWRC samples. Respondents from the APHSA sample were more likely to indicate that they had
expanded the use of the DAPIM™ model or other tools and templates to new areas within the
organization (Χ2=8.567, d.f. = 1, p<.01) and to external partners (Χ2=11.402, d.f. = 1, p<.001). They were
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also more likely to report that they had adapted the models and tools (Χ2=10.566, d.f. = 1, p<.001) or
had developed new tools or work products (Χ2=11.383, d.f. = 1, p<.001). These differences might reflect
differences in the perspectives of respondents. For example, the APHSA sample included respondents
who were sponsors of the work in states that later went on to build internal capacity, such as
Pennsylvania and Texas. It might be expected that in the course of this work models and tools might be
adapted or created. It should be noted that numbers of respondents who indicated completing projects
were small, particularly for the PACWRC sample where facilitators often work with a given county for
extended periods. Thus, differences should be interpreted cautiously as patterns of results could shift
with the availability of more data.
Interview participants were also asked if the outcomes they described had been sustained. Of the 27
people interviewed, 25 indicated that changes that were the initial focus of the work had been
sustained. However, one of the 25 reported that while initial changes were maintained, they struggled
with a subsequent project due to a change in leadership. Only one person indicated that changes had
not been maintained and one did not respond to this question.
Sixteen of the 27 interview participants also responded to a follow-up question regarding what they
would tell others was important for sustainability of OE improvements. Their responses encompassed
ingraining the OE model and processes into everyday practices, monitoring and adjusting the
improvement plan over time, use of outside OE expertise, and organizational commitment.
A number of interviewees discussed the importance of integrating the OE process into the way the
organization does business (4 responses). In the words of one
respondent “Things become ingrained and are no longer new, so it’s
“Things become ingrained
more of a practice. I think you really have to get people to see the
and are no longer new, so
benefits for themselves, then it will become a part of practice”.
it’s more of a practice.”
Participants also discussed the importance of monitoring their OE plans
and adjusting them to meet emerging understandings and needs (3 responses). For example,
interviewees commented “I would suggest that other agencies that want to do OE work constantly
reevaluate what’s working and what’s not. They need to look at and keep up with what’s new. They
need to come up with alternatives instead of doing the same things and coming up with the same
negative response” and “The most important thing is that you have to monitor the plan. Goals may
change or shift. What may have been a priority at the outset, may no longer be a priority. There has to
be a willingness to shift the plan with the needs of the agency”.
A third recommendation concerned the importance of using outside expertise (2 responses). One
participant stated that he/she felt that outside facilitation “can remove some of the close-mindedness
of agency staff while going through the change” and that continued support was important “. Another
emphasized the need for on-going access to technical assistance, saying “I think it takes a special skill to
keep this going, and small counties don’t have the skills to do this work”.
The most frequently cited theme in relation to sustainability was organizational commitment (13
responses), including initial buy-in (9 responses), continued engagement (3 responses) and commitment
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of resources (I response). Participants differed somewhat in their comments regarding initial buy in.
Some emphasized the importance of commitment from leadership (e.g. “I would recommend that
someone pursuing this work have commitment from the decision makers”). Others emphasized buy in
from staff (e.g. “Buy-in from the staff is the most important thing, otherwise staff just feel it’s one more
think they have to do.”) and still others emphasized buy in at all levels (e.g. “The administrator,
supervisors, and staff need to be committed to doing this.”). Participants also discussed the importance
of continued commitment by saying; for example, “I think you need to keep the workers enthused,
energized, and collaborative. There also has to be follow-up. If the staff doesn’t see anything
happening, they won’t do it”. One person talked about the importance of committing staff resources to
the OE work, saying “I think in order to really sustain change you need to keep at least one person
focused solely on this process”.

Influences on Goal Attainment and Organizational Functioning
Previous research has suggested a number of factors that may influence the attainment of
organizational goals and improvements in organizational functioning. These have compassed both
factors associated with participants, such as buy-in or commitment (e.g. Lehman, Greener and Simpson,
2002; Saldana, et. al., 2007), and factors associated with the organization itself, such as readiness for
change, resources available and a supportive climate and culture (e.g. Wiener, 2009; Fuller et. al. 2007;
Ortega Courteney, Joe, Rowan-Szal, and Simpson 2007; Glisson and Hemmelgarn, 1998). In the current
evaluation the survey included several items which asked respondents to rate elements, on a ten point
scale, pertaining to buy-in, leadership support, structure of project teams, organizational readiness for
change, existing capacities, organizational culture and climate, and the extent to which organizational
outcomes were achieved. These items were submitted to a principle components factor analysis in an
effort to develop scales for use in multivariate analyses of factors associated with achievement of OE
outcomes.
As a first step in constructing the scales, factorability of the data was tested (UCLA Statistical Consulting
Group). Results showed the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy to be .9, which was well
above the recommended minimum of .6, (UCLA Statistical Consulting Group) and the Bartlett’s test of
sphericity to be statistically significant (Χ2=5161.48, d.f. = 741, p<.001.). Communalities were all above .3
(see Table 4). Taken together these measures indicated the appropriateness of factor analyzing these
data.
Principle components factor analysis was chosen because the purpose of the analysis was to identify and
compute scores for a small number of scales describing individual and organizational factors affecting
OE outcomes. Eigenvalues for the first three factors explained 47.5%, 17.3% and 6.4% of the variance
respectively. A fourth factor also had an eigenvalue above 1 and explained another 2.7% of the variance.
Both three and four factor solutions were tested. One item, staff buy-in and participation, did not load
clearly on one factor and was excluded from the analysis. Ultimately, a four factor solution with a
Promax rotation was chosen due to a better fit to areas originally theorized as important to OE
outcomes. Factor loadings and communalities are shown in Table 4 below.
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Table 4: Factor Loadings and Communalities
Item
Climate (staff perceptions of the work environment)
Culture (organizational norms and expectations)
Capacity to carry out key organizational functions
Ability to respond to obstacles and disruptions
systematically and systemically
Alignment (clear and shared understanding, at all levels, of
the organization’s mission, vision, values, goals, policies,
and activities/operations)
Communication among units and/or individuals within the
organization
Collaboration among units and/or individuals within the
organization
Communication with wider networks outside of the
organization
Collaboration with wider networks outside of the
organization
Clarity of participant roles and responsibilities
Team composition (having the right people on teams)
Team leadership (having a designated improvement team
lead)
Participant accountability for commitments
Open communication among team members (including
the freedom to express doubts/disagreement)
Time available to devote to the OE process
Resources available to devote to the OE process (e.g.
funding, clerical support, IT, training, etc.)
Fit of OE work with existing organizational
policies/procedures
Previous organizational experience with implementing
new programs/initiatives
Organizational readiness for change
Organizational encouragement for learning (including
freedom to take risks/make mistakes)
Structure meetings
Offer strategies, ideas, tools, and team activities
Accurately summarize discussion, decisions, and next
steps
Solicit participant feedback
Guide rather than control the group process
Encourage participation by all group members
Manage disruptions from participant and/or observer
behavior
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Communality Component
1
2
3
.675
.829
.724
.843
.730
.723
.725
.743
.712

.737

.792

.884

.795

.915

.770

.949

.763

.957

4

.678
.717
.627

.720
.978
.800

.618
.620

.699
.793

.777
.680

.415 .671
.407 .671

.711

.415 .543

.688

.430

.478
.710

.434 .789
.345

.719
.812
.827

.853
.919
.937

.749
.827
.786
.780

.869
.957
.942
.850

.401

Table 4 cont.
Item
Create and maintain trusting relationships among group
members
Obtain commitments
Help the group maintain a relationship/task balance
Maintain linkage between group activities and focus of OE
work
Earn the trust of participants
Maintain objectivity/appropriate boundaries
Listen
Communicate clearly
Be accountable for his/her own commitments
Demonstrate respect for others’ ideas
Understand the work of the organization

Communality
.753

Component
.732

.801
.839
.819

.767
.843
.829

.709
.829
.838
.796
.751
.830
.811

.773
.949
.950
.891
.844
.918
.891

Composites were defined for each of the four factors and internal consistency was measured by
Chronbach’s alpha. All four were approximately normally distributed with means of zero, standard
deviations of 1, and measures of skewness and kurtosis less than plus or minus 1. All four composites
showed adequate internal consistency (see Table 5 below).
Table 5 Scales and Reliabilities
Scale
Facilitation
OE Team functioning
Existing Organizational Capacities
Organizational Impact

N of items
18
5
6
9

Chronbach’s alpha
.98
.88
.89
.96

Factors Affecting Organizational Capacities:
Multiple regression was used to test the relationships of number of variables thought to influence the
success of OE work to the organizational impact score. Predictor variables included in the final model
were DAPIM™ levels completed, OE team functioning, facilitation, existing organizational capacities,
having staff assigned to the OE work, having a designated lead for the OE work, ratings of staff buy in,
doing extra work between facilitated sessions, completing the monitoring phase of the DAPIM™,
sustained sponsorship of the project, and ratings of level of resources devoted to the work. To account
for the effects of multiple respondents from a given organization, estimates were corrected for intra
class correlation. Results indicated that the overall model was highly statistically significant (F= 819.27,
d.f. = 11, 13, p<.0001), explaining 59% of the variance in organizational impact. As shown in Table 6, five
predictors had a statistically significant effect. Improvements in organizational functioning were larger
when: existing capacity was greater (t=2.41, p=.05); projects involved more of the DAPIM™ levels
(t=2.85, p<.05); there was greater staff buy in (t=2.55, p<.05); there was a staff person designated as a
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lead with overall responsibility for the OE work (t=3.82, p=.01); and ratings for level of resources were
higher (t=2.49, p<.05).
Table 6: Predictors of Organizational Impact
Number
obs. =
110
F( 11,
13) = 819.27
Prob
F
= 0.0000
R-squared
= 0.5929
Root MSE
= .68432
(Std. Err. adjusted for 14 clusters in nproj2)
______________________________________________________________________________
Robust
Organizational
Impact
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
______________________________________________________________________________
Facilitation | -.0928145
.0458388
-2.02
0.064
-.1918431
.0062141
Team
|
Functioning |
.0636078
.1254813
0.51
0.621
-.2074781
.3346936
Existing
|
Capacity
|
.1751683
.0726718
2.41
0.031
.0181704
.3321661
Number DAPIM™|
Levels
|
.1353593
.0474318
2.85
0.014
.032889
.2378295
Buy in
|
.1615423
.0634529
2.55
0.024
.0244606
.2986241
Staff
|
Assigned
| -.0965276
.0823315
-1.17
0.262
-.2743941
.0813389
Staff Lead
|
.421728
.110314
3.82
0.002
.1834091
.6600469
Monitoring
| -.2369191
.1851339
-1.28
0.223
-.6368765
.1630383
Intersession |
Work
|
-.01507
.1113356
-0.14
0.894
-.255596
.225456
Sustained
|
Sponsorship | -.1411076
.0731261
-1.93
0.076
-.2990869
.0168718
Resource
|
Rating
|
.1173849
.0472217
2.49
0.027
.0153687
.2194012
Constant
| -2.271609
.1605648
-14.15
0.000
-2.618488
-1.92473
_____________|_________________________________________________________________

Factors Affecting OE Goal Attainment:
Total Sample:
Regression analyses for ordered categories were performed for percentage of Quick Wins (short term
goals) achieved and percentage of CI plan goals achieved. For both analyses predictor variables tested
were those that showed statistically significant bivariate correlations with percentages of goals
achieved. These results are shown in Tables7 and 8 below.
Both models were statistically significant (Wald χ2 = 439.44, p<.0001 for Quick Wins; and Wald χ2 =
480.09, p<.0001 for CI Plan goals), and explained 11% and 24% of the variance in the achievement of OE
goals respectively. As shown in table 7 doing intersession work was significantly related to achievement
of higher percentages of Quick Wins (z= 2.08, p<.05). Other predictors associated with reporting higher
percentages of Quick Wins achieved were: completing more phases of the DAPIM™ model (z= 3.11,
p=.01); higher ratings of resources devoted to the OE work (z= 2.48, p<.05); and higher ratings of
organizational readiness (z= 2.17, p<.05).
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Table 7: Predictors of Percentage of Quick Wins Achieved
Ordered Logistic Regression

Number
obs.
Wald chi2(8)
Probability
Pseudo R2

Log pseudolikelihood = -117.97872

=
=
=
=

99
439.44
0.0000
0.1109

(Std. Err. adjusted for 13 clusters in nproj2)
______________________________________________________________________________
Quick Wins
Robust
Percent
Coef.
Std. Err.
z
P>|z|
[95% Conf. Interval]
______________________________________________________________________________
Facilitation | -.1752887
.1858669
-0.94
0.346
-.5395811
.1890038
Team
|
Functioning |
.0704503
.2746019
0.26
0.798
-.4677596
.6086602
Buy in
| -.0204304
.0935378
-0.22
0.827
-.2037612
.1629004
Intersession |
Work
|
.9940727
.4783729
2.08
0.038
.056479
1.931666
Sustained
|
Sponsorship | -.1412298
.4691684
-0.30
0.763
-1.060783
.7783234
Number DAPIM™|
Levels
|
.4862623
.1564361
3.11
0.002
.1796532
.7928715
Resource
|
Rating
|
.2460279
.0993865
2.48
0.013
.0512339
.4408218
Readiness
|
Rating
|
.1615125
.0744189
2.17
0.030
.0156542
.3073708
_____________|_________________________________________________________________

Table 8 below shows that four variables were significantly related to achieving higher reported
percentages of CI plan goals: greater satisfaction with facilitation received (z= -2.94, p<.01); working
through a greater number of DAPIM™ levels (z= 3.81, p<.0001); higher ratings of resources devoted to
the OE work (z= 5.10, p<.0001); and higher ratings of initial readiness for the OE work (z= 4.29, p<.0001).
Table 8: Predictors of Percentage of CI Plan Goals Achieved
Ordered Logistic Regression

Number
obs. =
104
Wald chi2(9) = 480.09
Probability=
0.0000
Log pseudolikelihood = -86.39375
Psuedo R2
= 0.2363
(Std. Err. adjusted for 14 clusters in nproj2)
______________________________________________________________________________
CI Plan Goals
Percent
Coef.
Std. Err.
z
P>|z|
[95% Conf. Interval]
______________________________________________________________________________
Facilitation | -.5361122
.1824597
-2.94
0.003
-.8937266
-.1784977
Team
|
Functioning | -.1255966
.2122195
-0.59
0.554
-.5415391
.2903459
Number DAPIM™|
Levels
|
.7686366
.2016451
3.81
0.000
.3734194
1.163854
Staff lead
|
.2442197
.5764301
0.42
0.672
-.8855626
1.374002
Buy in
|
.0001968
.2193984
0.00
0.999
-.4298162
.4302097
Intersession |
Work
| -.0727857
.6353515
-0.11
0.909
-1.318052
1.17248
Sustained
|
Sponsorship |
-.213775
.2202261
-0.97
0.332
-.6454103
.2178603
Resource
|
Rating
|
.4138144
.0811078
5.10
0.000
.254846
.5727827
Readiness
|
Rating
|
.3433314
.0801159
4.29
0.000
.1863072
.5003557
_____________|_________________________________________________________________
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Factors Affecting Attainment of Client Outcome Goals:
Survey respondents representing 25 different projects in 11 states indicated that their projects were
tied to client outcome goals. These respondents were then asked to rate the impact of the OE work on
targeted goals on a scale of 1 “none” to 10 “substantial”. Predictor variables tested were those that
showed statistically significant bivariate correlations with ratings of achievement of client outcomes:
having completed the monitoring phase of DAPIM™, ratings of readiness to undertake the OE work,
having staff assigned to facilitate OE work as part of their job description, doing additional work
between facilitated sessions, and scores on the organizational impacts scale. Survey procedures in
STATA were used to correct for intraclass correlation introduced by responses from multiple
representatives from a given project.
As shown in Table 9 below, the overall model was statistically significant (F=22.3, p<.0001) and
explained approximately 37% of the variance in ratings of successful client goal attainment. Statistically
significant relationships were observed for four of the predictor variables tested. Having completed the
monitoring phase of the DAPIM™ was associated with higher ratings of impact on client outcome goals
(t=2.70, p<.05), as were higher ratings of readiness (t=3.34, p<.01), and having staff assigned to the OE
work (t=2.19, p<.05). Having higher scores on the organizational impact scale, indicating stronger
organizational functioning, was also positively related to higher ratings of client impacts (t=2.44, p<.05).

Table 9: Predictors of Ratings of Client Outcomes Goal Attainment
Number of Strata = 1
Number of PSUs = 25

Number
obs. =
71
F( 5,
20)
= 22.30
Prob F
= 0.0001
R-squared
= 0.3672
________________________________________________________________________________
Sustained Use
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
________________________________________________________________________________
Monitoring
|
.9076239
.3366642
2.70
0.013
.2127832
1.602465
Readiness
|
.2367337
.0709256
3.34
0.003
.0903505
.3831169
Staff
|
Assigned
|
.9461725
.4327259
2.19
0.039
.0530702
1.839275
Intersession |
Work
| -.3768448
.3511919
-1.07
0.294
-1.101669
.3479798
Organizational|
Impact
|
.6084362
.249654
2.44
0.023
.0931756
1.123697
Constant
|
3.993056
.3702494
10.78 0.000
3.228899
4.75721
________________________________________________________________________________

Factors Affecting OE Institutionalization and Expansion of OE Work:
Sustained use of OE for those projects whose formal facilitation had ended was measured by a
composite score for the seven items measuring institutionalization and expansion of the OE work. These
were:
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Expanded the use the DAPIM™ model or other APHSA OE Tools and templates into new areas
within the organization
Expanded the use the DAPIM™ model or other APHSA OE Tools and templates to external
organizations
Adapted the APHSA model or tools
Developed new OE tools or work products
Developed a process for monitoring
Continued to “turn the DAPIM™ flywheel” on your own
Built internal OE capacity

Composite scores were computed using Rasch modeling. Although the number of responses was small,
(N=51) fit statistics fell within acceptable ranges and the total scale achieved an internal consistency
reliability (Chronbach’s alpha) of .82. Variables showing significant bivariate correlations with the
composite score were entered into a multiple regression equation. Results of this analysis are shown in
Table 10. The overall model was statistically significant (F = 16.43, p<.0001) and explained 67% of the
variance in sustained usage scores. Three factors predicted higher levels institutionalization and
expansion of OE work. These were working through a greater number of DAPIM™ levels (t= 2.13, p<.05);
having staff assigned to facilitate OE work as part of their regular job descriptions (t= 4.12, p=.001); and
completing additional work between facilitated sessions (t= 2.40, p<.05).
Table 10: Predictors of Sustained Use and Expansion of OE
Number of Strata =1
Number of PSUs =18

Number
obs. =
42
F( 8,
10)
= 16.43
Prob
F
= 0.0001
R-squared
= 0.6717
_______________________________________________________________________________
Sustained Use
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
_______________________________________________________________________________
Organizational|
Impacts
|
.038786
.2925166
0.13
0.896
-.5783701
.655942
Sustained
|
Sponsorship
|
.2661757
.9773498
0.27
0.789
-1.795852
2.328204
Team
|
Functioning
|
.1022817
.1604724
0.64
0.532
-.2362854
.4408488
Existing
|
Capacity
|
.222164
.2583433
0.86
0.402
-.3228927
.7672207
Number DAPIM™ |
Levels
|
.5375995
.2523004
2.13
0.048
.0052923
1.069907
Staff
|
Assigned
|
1.879046
.4559277
4.12
0.001
.9171227
2.84097
Intersession |
Work
|
.780326
.3255858
2.40
0.028
.0934
1.467252
Quick Wins
|
> 50%
|
.2628527
.2984574
0.88
0.391
-.3668374
.8925427
Constant
| -3.082705
.4829755
-6.38
0.000
-4.101695
-2.063716
________________________________________________________________________________
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APHSA and PACWRC Models
Where numbers permitted, analyses were conducted separately for the APHSA and PACWRC samples in
an effort to investigate any potential differences between the model as implemented by APHSA, which
was on a fee for service basis and tended to consist of fewer but longer meetings, and the PACWRC
adaptation of the model in which facilitators were available to the counties for more frequent, but
typically shorter, meetings. In discussion with the model developers and facilitators, it was hypothesized
that in the APHSA sample where facilitation occurred in fewer, more concentrated and lengthy sessions,
that having staff assigned to the project, having a staff person with overall responsibility to lead the
project, and doing work between facilitated session might be more important in the achievement of
positive results. Results of these analyses are shown below for organizational impacts, quick win goal
attainment and CI plan goal attainment. Too few projects had been completed, or involved client goals,
to allow for separate analyses of these outcomes.
Since the analyses of the individual sample data are based on fewer responses than the overall analysis,
not all of the predictors from the overall models could be tested simultaneously, although all were
tested for inclusion over a series of analyses. It is possible that with larger sample sizes and the ability to
include more variables in these models, the pattern of significant predictors could change. Thus, these
results should be viewed as suggestive of differences only until the analyses can be replicated with
larger samples.
Organizational Impacts
Tables 11 and 12 show factors that predicted impacts on organizational capacity and functioning for
APHSA facilitated work and PACWRC facilitated work, respectively.
In the combined analysis, improvements in organizational functioning were significantly larger when
existing capacity was greater, projects involved more of the DAPIM™ levels, there was greater staff buy
in, and there was a staff person designated as a lead with overall responsibility for the OE work. Quality
of facilitation approached, but did not reach statistical significance. Results of the separately analyses of
the APHSA and PACWRC samples mirrored the importance of existing resources and capacities, a greater
degree of model implementation, greater buy-in from agency personnel and having a staff person with
overall responsibility for leading the work.
As shown in Table 11, in the analysis of the APHSA facilitated sample data, greater improvements in
organizational capacities and functioning were associated with greater existing capacities (z=2.88,
p<.01); greater buy-in (z=4.30, p<.0001); having a staff member designated as project lead (z=2.70,
p<.05); and completing the monitoring phase of the DAPIM™ process (z=2.20, p<.05). As in the overall
analysis, quality of facilitation approached, but did not reach, statistical significance. This analysis
differed from the overall analysis with respect to the DAPIM process; having completed the monitoring
phase of the model explained more of the variance than the related but slightly different measure,
“number of DAPIM levels completed”.
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Table 11: Predictors of Organizational Impact, APHSA Facilitated Projects
Linear regression

Number of obs =
71
F( 5,
17) =
27.60
Prob > F
= 0.0000
R-squared
= 0.6094
Root MSE
= .62329
(Std. Err. adjusted for 18 clusters in numproj)
------------------------------------------------------------------------------Organizational|
Robust
Impacts
|
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
------------ -+---------------------------------------------------------------Facilitation | -.1710257
.0964951
-1.77
0.094
-.3746126
.0325613
Existing
|
Capacity
|
.2208884
.0765738
2.88
0.010
.0593318
.382445
Buy in
|
.2228988
.051883
4.30
0.000
.1134354
.3323623
Staff lead
|
.3669388
.1356688
2.70
0.015
.0807027
.6531749
Monitoring
|
-.352327
.160511
-2.20
0.042
-.6909757
-.0136784
Constant
| -1.321441
.3570849
-3.70
0.002
-2.074825
-.5680579
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

As shown in Table 12, in the analysis of data from the PACWRC sample the number of DAPIM levels
completed, greater staff buy in and higher ratings of resources devoted to the work were statistically
significant predictors of organizational impacts (z=2.15, p<.05; z=2.44, p<.05; and z=3.03, p<.01,
respectively) . Having a staff person designated as a lead for the OE work approached but did not reach
statistical significance.

Table 12: Predictors of Organizational Impact, PACWRC Facilitated Projects
Linear regression

Number of obs =
40
F( 6,
14) =
26.49
Prob > F
= 0.0000
R-squared
= 0.6129
Root MSE
= .74253
(Std. Err. adjusted for 15 clusters in numproj)
------------------------------------------------------------------------------Organizational|
Robust
Impacts
|
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------Facilitation | -.0134433
.1494494
-0.09
0.930
-.3339804
.3070939
Number DAPIM™ |
Levels
|
.24436
.1137466
2.15
0.050
.0003979
.4883221
Buy in
|
.1602077
.0656109
2.44
0.028
.0194863
.3009292
Staff lead
|
.2896546
.1361007
2.13
0.052
-.0022524
.5815616
Resource
|
Rating
|
.2024355
.0668515
3.03
0.009
.0590533
.3458176
Readiness
|
Rating
| -.0427577
.0589084
-0.73
0.480
-.1691037
.0835883
Constant
|
-3.21836
.5082766
-6.33
0.000
-4.308505
-2.128215
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Quick Wins
Tables 13 and 14 show the results of separate analyses of factors contributing to the achievement of
Quick Wins or short-term organizational goals.
Table 13: Predictors of Percentage of Quick Wins Achieved, APHSA Facilitated Projects
Ordered logistic regression

Number of obs
Wald chi2(3)
Prob > chi2
Pseudo R2

Log pseudolikelihood = -91.331153

=
=
=
=

76
17.06
0.0007
0.0740

(Std. Err. adjusted for 19 clusters in numproj)
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------Quick Wins
|
Robust
Percentage
|
Coef.
Std. Err.
z
P>|z|
[95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------Intersession |
Work
|
1.253283
.6115167
2.05
0.040
.0547326
2.451834
Monitoring
|
.970198
.4623275
2.10
0.036
.0640527
1.876343
Resource
|
Rating
|
.2286539
.100038
2.29
0.022
.032583
.4247247
-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Table 14: Predictors of Percentage of Quick Wins Achieved, PACWRC Facilitated Projects
Ordered logistic regression

Log pseudolikelihood =

Number of obs
Wald chi2(4)
Prob > chi2
Pseudo R2

-42.86204

=
=
=
=

35
10.01
0.0402
0.1094

(Std. Err. adjusted for 15 clusters in numproj)
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------Quick Wins
|
Robust
Percentage
|
Coef.
Std. Err.
z
P>|z|
[95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------Team
|
Functioning |
-.457564
.3800726
-1.20
0.229
-1.202493
.2873646
Intersession |
Work
|
.6567088
.919821
0.71
0.475
-1.146107
2.459525
Monitoring
|
1.438364
.6835573
2.10
0.035
.0986163
2.778112
Resource
|
Rating
|
.4332814
.2304415
1.88
0.060
-.0183756
.8849383
-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

As in the combined analysis, doing extra work between facilitated sessions, completing the monitoring
phase of the DAPIM ™ model, and higher ratings of resources devoted to the OE work were statistically
significant predictors of Quick Win achievement in the separate analysis of APHSA facilitated work (z
=2.05, p<.05; z=2.10, p<.05; and z=2.29, p<.05, respectively). In the analysis of the PACWRC data, only
monitoring was statistically significant (z=2.10, p<.05). Ratings of resources devoted to the work
approached, but did not achieve, statistical significance which may be a function of the smaller sample
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size. In contrast to the APHSA analysis, intersession work did not predict greater attainment of Quick
Wins. Although purely speculative at this time, this difference could be explainable as a result of the
greater contact that the PACWRC facilitators are able to have with agency teams.
Mid to Long Term CI Plan Goals
In the combined analysis four factors were significantly associated with achievement of a greater
percentage of mid to long-range CI Plan goals: greater perceived quality of facilitation, completion of
more levels of the DAPIM ™ model, higher ratings of resources devoted to the OE work and higher
ratings of organizational readiness to begin OE work.
Tables 15 and 16 show the results of separate analyses of the predictors of CI plan goals for the APHSA
and PACWRC samples. As shown in table 15 below, the same four factors that were statistically
significant predictors of CI Plan goal attainment in the combined analysis were also statistically
significant for the APHSA sample. Higher ratings of perceived quality of facilitation, more DAPIM™ levels
completed, higher ratings of resources devoted to OE work, and higher ratings of organizational
readiness were all predictive of greater achievement of CI Plan goals (z=-3.77, p<.0001; z=3.46, p<.001;
z=2.25, p<.05; and z=3.71, p<.0001, respectively). Having a designated staff lead for the OE work
approached, but did not reach, statistical significance.

Table 15: Predictors of Percentage of CI Plan Goals Achieved, APHSA Facilitated Projects
Ordered logistic regression

Number of obs
=
69
Wald chi2(7)
=
44.37
Prob > chi2
=
0.0000
Log pseudolikelihood = -46.351699
Pseudo R2
=
0.3702
(Std. Err. adjusted for 18 clusters in numproj)
------------------------------------------------------------------------------CI Plan Goals |
Robust
Percent
|
Coef.
Std. Err.
z
P>|z|
[95% Conf. Interval]
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------Facilitation |
-1.05382
.2794367
-3.77
0.000
-1.601506
-.5061342
Number DAPIM™ |
Levels
|
1.229127
.355082
3.46
0.001
.5331791
1.925075
Staff lead
|
1.672792
.8714043
1.92
0.055
-.0351294
3.380713
Buy in
| -.4799734
.2917146
-1.65
0.100
-1.051723
.0917767
Intersession |
Work
| -.9833257
1.019786
-0.96
0.335
-2.982069
1.015417
Resource
|
Rating
|
.6698057
.2979048
2.25
0.025
.085923
1.253688
Readiness
|
Rating
|
.6397948
.1723237
3.71
0.000
.3020465
.9775431
--------------+----------------------------------------------------------------
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As shown in Table 16, two factors, more DAPIM™ levels completed and higher ratings of resources
devoted to OE work, were predictive of greater CI plan goal attainment in the PACWRC sample (z=-2.60,
p<.01 and z=2.92, p<.01, respectively). Having a designated project lead from the agency, although
tested, was not associated strongly with the achievement of CI Plan goals and was not included in the
final model.
Table 16: Predictors of Percentage of CI Plan Goals Achieved, PACWRC Facilitated Projects
Ordered logistic regression

Number of obs
=
35
Wald chi2(4)
=
14.95
Prob > chi2
=
0.0048
Log pseudolikelihood = -31.996056
Pseudo R2
=
0.1599
(Std. Err. adjusted for 14 clusters in numproj)
------------------------------------------------------------------------------CI Plan Goals |
Robust
Percent
|
Coef.
Std. Err.
z
P>|z|
[95% Conf. Interval]
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------Facilitation | -.1502226
.5078623
-0.30
0.767
-1.145614
.8451693
Existing
|
Capacity
| -.7351736
.5557534
-1.32
0.186
-1.82443
.3540831
Number DAPIM™ |
Levels
|
.8670255
.3330545
2.60
0.009
.2142506
1.5198
Resource
|
Rating
|
.5094329
.174594
2.92
0.004
.167235
.8516308
--------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

In many cases the same predictors, or predictors measuring closely related constructs, were significantly
related to organizational outcomes in both samples. Specifically, improvements in overall organizational
capacities and functioning were predicted in both samples by buy-in, having a staff person designated as
a project lead, more extensive involvement with the DAPIM™ process (completing more levels of the
DAPIM process or completing the monitoring phase), and greater existing capacity or readiness to begin
OE work. In both samples completing the monitoring phase of DAPIM™ predicted percentage of Quick
Wins achieved, while number of DAPIM™ levels completed and ratings of resources predicted the
percentage of CI Plan goals achieved. Ratings of resources devoted to the work were also strongly
related to the achievement of Quick Wins in both samples, although this relationship did not reach the
.05 level in the smaller PACWRC sample. Completion of intersession work was significantly related to
Quick Wins, and ratings of facilitation and organizational readiness significantly predicted achievement
of CI Plan goals, in the APHSA sample only.

Discussion
Impacts of the OE Intervention:
The results of the multivariate analyses suggest that going through the DAPIM™ process, and
particularly the monitoring phase, assists organizations to achieve improvements regardless of where
they stand on other factors that contribute to successful organizational change, such as existing
resources and capacities, organizational readiness, strength of sponsorship/leadership support, or level
of resources devoted to the work. This was true both in the combined analysis and the separate
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analyses of the APHSA and CWRC samples. The OE work appeared to result in positive organizational
changes, both in terms of specific goals outlined in participating agencies’ continuous improvement
plans and more generalized improvements in agency culture and climate, capacities, and functioning.
The majority of survey respondents reported achieving at least 50 percent of Quick Win/short-term
goals, and also reported achieving longer term organizational goals, although at a lower rate. Lower
percentages of mid to long range goals achieved may have reflected the fact that in several
organizations the work was still in progress. Rather than representing a lack of progress, findings may
reflect that more time is needed to see results; an explanation reinforced by the fact that the majority of
those surveyed indicated that their level of mid to long term goal attainment met or exceeded their
expectations. The finding may also reflect the fact that facilitators encourage organizations to set mid to
long term goals that are aspirational in nature and are not within easy reach (Phil Basso, e-mail message
to the author, March 13, 2014).
The range of outcomes reported suggest that this type of organizational intervention supports
improvements in core implementation drivers that have been identified as best practices in a review of
implementation evaluation literature by Fixsen, Blasé, Naoom, and Duda (Fixsen, Blasé, Naoom, and
Duda, 2013). Fixsen et.al. describe the importance of drivers related to the organization, which they
define as “mechanisms to create and sustain hospitable organizational and system environments for
effective services” (p.2). They also identify core implementation drivers related to staff competency and
leadership. Survey respondents and key informants in the current evaluation report outcomes that
touch on drivers within all three areas. Participants reported increased organizational capacities in a
broad range of areas, including better alignment of agency structures, policies, and procedures to
increase capacity; a common understanding of the agency mission; improvements in agency culture and
climate, and workforce development. The largest category of outcomes mentioned were those related
to improvements in alignment of agency structures and functions to better support the work of the
organization. A small number of interviewees also described improved coordination with external
partners.
Projects across several states included goals related to child and family outcomes. Interviewees
described impacts from these projects that included reductions in placements, reductions in truancy,
more timely achievement of permanence, more timely provision of services, and keeping children in
placement closer to home.

Contextual Predictors of Organizational Change
In addition to the importance of engaging more fully in the OE work, findings from this evaluation
mirrored findings in the child welfare, implementation science, and organizational development
literature regarding other variables important to organizational change: namely, the importance of
commitment; involvement of stakeholders in the process; dedication of sufficient resources, including
staff time; and alignment of structures and processes within the organization to support change and
sustainability (Fixsen et. al. 2005; Basso, et.al, 2013). Survey responses and key informant interviews in
this evaluation supported the importance of widespread buy-in and commitment, staff having a voice in
the decisions being made, alignment of organizational structures and functions, improvements in
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culture and climate, workforce development, greater organizational readiness/initial capacity for
change, and greater satisfaction with the facilitation received. Although the multivariate analyses
suggest that organizations at varying levels of readiness and with varying resources can benefit from
engaging in OE activities, higher levels of resources devoted to the work, including dedicated staff,
appeared to be important to achieving both short term and longer range goals. It was noteworthy that
staff time was mentioned frequently by respondents. Several emphasized the importance of allowing
sufficient time for the process, or discussed insufficient time as a significant barrier to achieving
organizational improvements

Generalizability of the OE Models and Facilitation Processes:
Comparisons of the level of implementation of the DAPIM™ model showed no statistically significant
differences between the APHSA and PACWRC samples, suggesting that this core element of the OE
practice was implemented with fidelity by internal PACWRC facilitators. As an early adopter of the
APHSA practices, Pennsylvania received initial training from APHSA facilitators. Since then the PACWRC
has instituted a program of on-going professional development of facilitators involving training,
technical assistance and transfer of learning, all of which may have contributed to the observed
similarity in levels of implementation of the model. Moreover, there were no statistically significant
differences between samples in the number of hours facilitators estimated spending with their OE client
organizations, satisfaction with the facilitation process, or the organizational and client outcomes
achieved. Although more research is needed to explore the full range of local implementation of the
APHSA model and processes, taken together these findings suggest that the APHSA OE practices can be
implemented successfully by organizations wishing to develop internal capacity.
Although no differences were observed in relation to levels of the DAPIM™ model completed or overall
time spent in facilitation, some differences were observed in the degree to which client organizations
formally assigned staff to carry out or to lead the OE work. As mentioned previously, this was
significantly more frequent in the APHSA sample and may represent differences in the perceived
availability of the facilitator. However, it should be noted that separate analyses of the two samples
suggest that having an internal lead contributed to improvements in organizational capacities and
functioning in both samples. Interestingly, doing work between facilitated sessions appeared to be
more important to the achievement of Quick Win goals in the APHSA sample than in the PACWRC
sample, which may be related to the scheduling of facilitated sessions. More work needs to be done to
understand the impact of how teams are structured and responsibility for OE work is assigned across a
broader range of local implementations of the APHSA model.

Sustainability of OE Improvements
One of the major goals for APHSA and the PACWRC in undertaking organizational effectiveness work is
to build capacity, helping organizations integrate OE practices into how they do business going forward.
OE work, while it might begin with a discrete focus on specific issue, is not intended to be a “project”
but a part of a cycle of continuous improvement and evolving understandings. This is challenging for a
retrospective evaluation design, since it can be difficult for respondents to distinguish between
maintenance of earlier changes and new iterations of OE work. However, two major themes emerged
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from both the survey and key informant data: 1) the importance of the DAPIM™ facilitation, particularly
work around monitoring, and 2) the importance of organizational commitment to the OE process. Key
informants expanded on both of these themes, emphasizing not just the importance of monitoring
progress, but also the need to adjust plans as new insights emerge, as well as the importance of broad
based buy-in and commitment to the process across the organization. Interestingly, the only barrier
discussed to sustained use of OE practices concerned the effect of changes in leadership and the
problems posed for continuing the OE work when an initial champion is no longer at the agency.

Recommendations and Directions for Additional Research and
Evaluation:
One of the overarching goals of this evaluation was to inform continuous improvement of the APHSA
and PACWRC OE practice. The current evaluation is a first step in that process. Findings of the current
evaluation suggest a few key areas that might benefit from additional work in the future. These areas, as
well as additional questions to be considered in future evaluations are discussed below.

1. Develop and evaluate additional approaches to monitoring:
Carrying through OE support to the level of monitoring CI plan progress and outcomes appears to be
important to meeting OE goals and improving organizational functioning. However, according to OE
facilitators, there are few tools available to them to monitor organizational progress beyond Quick
Wins. Phase two of the current evaluation involves a pilot of the Goal Attainment Scaling method for
developing customized and behaviorally anchored scales for monitoring progress toward agency
goals. Feedback from this pilot will inform the development of future monitoring tools, and if
successful, should be repeated with a larger group of sites and a comparison group that does not
use the GAS process. However, regardless of findings in relation to this particular approach, it is
recommended that attention be given to developing additional tools for monitoring mid to long
range organizational goals. In addition to a wider range of tools, greater specificity is needed in
future evaluations regarding what is meant by the term “monitoring” (e.g. checklists for relatively
discrete Quick Win tasks versus using data to monitor progress long term toward a CSFR standard).

2. Continue to explore issues of model adaptation and fidelity
The APHSA OE practice is intended to be somewhat flexible. However, it is not yet well understood
what effects on organizational outcomes might be observed when jurisdictions use their own APHSA
trained facilitators and begin to adapt and internalize the process, or what happens when local
facilitators take the process a step further, training facilitators in the agencies they work with. The
current evaluation began the process of identifying key components of the APHSA practice.
Comparisons of predictors of success between APHSA facilitated work and PACWRC facilitated work
with counties pointed to several common elements that were associated with successful outcomes
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for both. It also identified a few differences (e.g. in the importance of intersession work) that may
be related to variations in the way in which facilitation is provided and funded across the two
entities. In this study attainment of organizational goals was similar for APHSA and PACWRC
facilitated work, suggesting that the process is fairly robust and generalizable. However, ideally
these results should be replicated across additional states and organizations. The experience of
other jurisdictions may be different from that of Pennsylvania, and more work is needed to more
fully describe and test the effects of variations in local implementations.

3. Evaluate the role of organizational readiness for change using a structured tool
Readiness is an important concept in organizational change. APHSA has a readiness self-assessment
which yields detailed qualitative data regarding organizational capacities. However, facilitators
report that it is not always used as a part of the initial assessment process, which is designed to be
highly flexible and client driven. The current tool also does not yield a quantitative score that could
be used for research purposes. In this evaluation readiness was related to both achievement of
longer term OE goals, and goals involving children and families. However, engaging in the OE
process also enabled organizations to make improvements and reach their goals from various levels
of readiness as their starting point. Based on these findings, use of a structured tool to address
readiness and identify the status of various capacities/drivers for change in the organization and
their relationship to successful achievement of outcomes may be warranted. There may be certain
capacities that will emerge as key to successful implementation of OE work generally, and others
that are important in certain settings, for certain problems or for organizations at varying stages of
readiness. Additional work in this area is recommended either to modify the existing APHSA tool for
use in further research and/or identify other suitable readiness measures. It might also be
productive to investigate whether or not a formal readiness assessment should be recommended as
a necessary precursor to implementation of the APHSA model.

4. Further evaluate the role of resources
In this study the level of resources devoted to the OE work was a predictor of successful
achievement of both short and longer term organizational goals. If resources are defined more
broadly to include dedicated staff time, they also relate to overall increases in capacity and
organizational functioning and achievement of client goals. As with readiness, however, systems
with varying levels of resources as their starting point were able to benefit from the OE process and
more resources should not be directly equated with greater attainment of organizational goals.
More research could be done to determine whether or not there is a minimum level of resources
necessary for success and what types of resources are necessary (e.g. funding, dedicated staff time,
clerical or IT support). The impacts of budget and staff cuts, and the timing of those cuts, on
achievement of goals and sustainability of OE practices could also be studied.
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5. Evaluate different strategies for team composition
Having the right people on teams was cited by both survey respondent and key informants as a
facilitator of achieving successful organizational improvements. A number of research questions
might be pursued in this area, including:
 What are the characteristics of those who take leadership roles in the work?
 What, if any, differences are seen when team members are recruited for specific skills
versus teams composed of volunteers?
 What are the effects of having different proportions of line staff versus
managers/administrators on teams? Are mixed or homogeneous work groups more
effective?
 Are outcomes improved when an organization has dedicated QA staff?

6. Evaluate reasons for becoming involved in the OE work
Organizations have a variety of reasons for becoming involved in OE work. The range of these was
described in the current study. However, in future evaluation efforts it might be instructive to
systematically explore differences in outcomes associated with dimensions such as “specific issue or
problem” vs. “generalized desire to improve performance”, or voluntarily undertaken vs. required or
recommended by an external body. It might also be instructive to compare organizations that
maintain the same focus for the OE work throughout the DAPIM™ process to those that shift their
focus based on an evolving understanding of the issues. There are a number of conceptual
frameworks that describe organizational change in terms of a series of stages based on where the
organization is in terms of taking action (e.g. Prochaska, Prochaska and Levesque, 2001). It might
also be useful to examine impacts on the achievement of goals, or differences in the relative
importance of predictive factors such as buy-in or facilitation, for organizations at different points in
relation to a model of “stages of change”.

7. Consider a prospective study of sustainability factors and capacity building
One of the APHSA’s goals has been to help organizations develop their own internal capacity for OE
work. The ultimate goal is for organizations to make the OE practice a sustained and integral part of
how they do business, and to enable them to build on improvements to create a cycle of continuous
quality improvement. As noted earlier, a retrospective study is not the best vehicle for
understanding this process as it can be difficult to remember clearly how the OE work changed over
time. Moreover, the relatively small number of organizations in which an end point for a specific OE
“project” could be identified limited the range of outcomes observed (e.g. all except one
organization indicated that their changes had been maintained). Questions related to sustainability
of OE practices through changes in funding or administrative priorities; the factors that are
important in sustaining organizational improvements; and/or the range of outcomes attained with
repeated “turns of the flywheel” where OE processes and tools are applied beyond the initial scope
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of the work, might be better answered by a prospective study in which a group of organizations is
followed as the work moves forward.

8. Explore the contribution of organizational improvements to child and family outcomes
It is assumed that better functioning organizations will provide more hospitable environments
conducive to quality casework, which in turn will lead to better outcomes for children and families.
A number of organizations in the current study made that link in their continuous improvement
plans, and key informants discussed the effects of organizational improvements on casework and
the experiences of children and families in their systems. Thus, another direction for future research
is to investigate the linkage between organizational improvement and child welfare outcomes more
systematically. The PACWRC environment offers one opportunity to study this linkage through the
Quality Service Review (QSR) and Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) processes. The QSR
provides performance data to the counties which is used to inform local improvement plans. These
plans may also be used by the Practice improvement specialists as a springboard to help identify
ways in which OE work can eliminate organizational barriers and foster improvement in target areas.
As more counties participate in the QSR process, it may be possible to measure changes in the QSR
indicators associated with OE work.

9. Consider a follow-up survey of facilitators to get more in-depth information regarding the
usefulness of APHSA’s OE tools.
While ratings of the usefulness of the OE tools were strong overall, some were still rated lower than
others. It would be helpful to APHSA’s ongoing CQI efforts to more fully understand to what extent
these ratings indicate a need to improve the tool versus simply that the tool is more specialized and
used less often.
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Appendix A: Pathway Model
Pathway Model Overview: Major Activites and Outcomes
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Improved
individual and
family
outcomes and
experiences

Appendix B: Surveys

OE Utilization and Satisfaction Survey
Introduction
The American Public Human Services Association (APHSA) is teaming with the Pennsylvania Child
Welfare Resource Center and C.F. Parry Associates to evaluate the APHSA organizational effectiveness
DAPIM™ model and tools. As a part of the evaluation we are asking your help in providing feedback
about your OE experience. By completing this survey you will help APHSA’s on-going efforts to develop
and refine OE services and tools, and make a contribution to the field’s understanding of how OE work
supports successful achievement of organizational goals. All of your responses will be kept strictly
confidential. Responses will be reported as group summaries of numeric ratings and themes from open
ended comments. Specific comments may be reported anonymously to illustrate key themes; however,
only if the context of the comment does not make the source identifiable.

Instructions
Please answer the following based on your experience in relation to Organizational Effectiveness (OE)
work conducted by the American Public Human Services Association (APHSA) around
__________________________. Please do not answer based on any additional OE work conducted by in
house or other facilitators.

Section 1 Project Background:
1. Which phases of the APHSA DAPIM™ model has your organization completed in this work?
(check all that apply)
___ a. Define priority improvements in operational terms
___ b. Assess observable, measurable strengths and gaps. Identify root causes and general remedies
for priority gaps.
___ c. Plan quick wins, mid-term, and longer-term improvements.
___ d. Implement action plans while managing communication and capacity.
___ e. Monitor progress, impact, and lessons learned for accountability and on-going adjustments
2. What is/was the main focus of the improvement work (choose one)
a. Strategic planning
b. Agency culture and climate
c. Workforce capacity/retention
d. Staff development and training
e. Policy development/improvement
f. Leadership development
g. Implementation of a practice model or Evidence Based Practice (e.g. Youth and Parent
Engagement, Alternative Response)
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h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

Client outcomes
Agency processes and operations
Development of internal OE capacity
Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI)
Other (please specify): _____________________________________________________

3. Which of the following was the major driver in choosing this focus? (Choose one)
a. An existing strategic or continuous improvement plan
b. Priorities of leadership
c. Environmental changes like a shift in client population, changes in law or regulations,
new funding opportunities, or major funding decreases;
d. Data reports that raised concerns or identified opportunities for improvement
e. Sanctions from courts or regulators that needed to be remedied
f. Alignment with organizational mission/values
g. Feasibility given time and resources
h. Expectation of widespread benefit
i. Other (please specify):_____________________________________________________
4. What is/was your role in this OE project? (check all that apply)
a. Sponsor/Sponsor Team member
b. Member of Continuous Improvement (CI) or OE team
c. Member of Charter Team or work group
d. Project manager or team leader
e. Other (please specify)____________________________________
5. What is your role in the organization (Choose one)
a. Executive/Director
b. Manager
c. Supervisor
d. Caseworker
e. Administrative
f. Fiscal
g. Other (please specify)____________________________________
6. How did you come to participate in the OE work? (Choose one)
a. Voluntarily applied
b. Appointed by a supervisor or manager
c. Recruited by a co-worker
d. Other (please specify)____________________________________
7. During the time that the external facilitator was involved with the OE work, did you do
additional OE work outside of facilitated meetings?
a. Yes
b. No
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8. If yes, approximately how many hours did you spend? _______
9. Does your organization have any staff members who are formally assigned to facilitate OE work
as part of their regular job description?
a. Yes
b. No
10. Do you have a staff member who has overall responsibility for your OE project?
a. Yes
b. No

Progress toward Desired Future State
11. Has your project achieved any Quick Wins (changes that can be implemented immediately and
completed within 30 to 60 days)?
a. Yes
b. No (if no, skip to q14)
12. Approximately what percentage of the “Quick Wins” that your project identified have you been
able to achieve?
a. Less than 25%
b. 25 to 50%
c. 50 to 75%
d. 75 to 100%
13. Is this level of Quick Win attainment…
a. Much Less than Expected
b. Less than Expected
c. As Expected
d. Better than Expected
e. Much Better than Expected
14. Is there a plan for your OE work that includes mid-range and/or long term OE
goals/remedies/activities?
a. Yes
b. No (if no skip to q17)
15. Approximately what percentage of mid to long range OE goals has your organization attained
to date?
a. Less than 25%
b. 25 to 50%
c. 50 to 75%
d. 75 to 100%
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16. Is this level of goal attainment
a. Much Less than Expected
b. Less than Expected
c. As Expected
d. Better than Expected
e. Much Better than Expected
17. Did/Does your OE work have procedures in place for monitoring performance in relation to
plan goals/remedies/activities?
a. Yes
b. No
18. Is your OE project tied to any client outcome goals?
a. Yes
b. No (if no skip to q20)

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

f.
g.
h.

19. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “None” and 10 is “Substantial”, please rate the impact your OE
project has had on targeted client outcome goals.
None 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Substantial
20. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “None” and 10 is “Substantial”, please rate the impact your OE
project has had on
None
Substantial
Climate (staff perceptions of the work
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
environment)
Culture (organizational norms and
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
expectations)
Capacity to carry out key organizational
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
functions
Ability to respond to obstacles and
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
disruptions systematically and systemically
Alignment (clear and shared
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
understanding, at all levels, of the
organization’s mission, vision, values,
goals, policies, and activities/operations)
Communication among units and/or
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
individuals within the organization
Collaboration among units and/or
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
individuals within the organization
Communication with wider networks
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
outside of the organization

i. Collaboration with wider networks outside
of the organization

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

21. Please provide examples of specific impacts of this OE work:
______________________________________________________________________________
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______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
22. Has your organization completed its most recent APHSA facilitated OE project?
a. Yes
b. No (If no, skip to question 25)
23. Date APHSA OE project ended: __/__/____ (if applicable)
24. Since outside facilitation of your OE work ended, has your organization…
a. Maintained organization improvements resulting from the OE
project?
b. Maintained strong leadership/sponsorship for future OE work?
c. Expanded the use the DAPIM model or other APHSA OE Tools
and templates into new areas within the organization?
d. Expanded the use the DAPIM model or other APHSA OE Tools
and templates to external organizations?
e. Adapted the APHSA model or tools?
f. Developed new OE tools or work products?
g. Developed a process for monitoring?
h. Continued to “turn the DAPIM flywheel” on your own?
i. Built internal OE capacity (e.g. dedicated OE staff, increased
staff skill)?
j. Contracted for additional outside consultation?

____ Yes

____ No

____ Yes
____ Yes

____ No
____ No

____ Yes

____ No

____ Yes
____ Yes
____ Yes
____ Yes
____ Yes

____ No
____ No
____ No
____ No
____ No

____ Yes

____ No

Organizational Context
25. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “Not At All Ready” and 10 is “Completely Ready”, please rate
your organization’s readiness to undertake this organizational improvement project when it
first began.
Not At All Ready 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Completely Ready
26. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “None” and 10 is “Substantial”, please rate the level of
resources devoted to your organizational effectiveness project by the organization (e.g. staff
time, clerical support, IT support, funding, etc.).
None 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Substantial
27. How would you characterize the initial level of sponsorship/leadership support for this project?
a. Strong
b. Moderate
c. Weak
d. Never in place or evident
28. How would you characterize the consistency of sponsorship/leadership support for this
project?
a. Consistent throughout
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b.
c.
d.
e.

Tapering off over time
Increasing over time
Intermittent
Never in place or evident

29. What factors do you see as most important for developing and maintaining strong
sponsorship/leadership support for OE work?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
30. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “Major gap” and 10 is “Significant strength”, please rate how
the following have affected the implementation of your OE project
Major
Significant
Gap
Strength
a. Staff buy-in and participation
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
b. Clarity of participant roles and
responsibilities

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

c. Team composition (having the right
people on teams)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

d. Team leadership (having a designated
improvement team lead)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

e. Participant accountability for
commitments

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

f.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

g. Time available to devote to the OE
process

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

h. Resources available to devote to the OE
process (e.g. funding, clerical support, IT,
training, etc.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

i.

Fit of OE work with existing
organizational policies/procedures

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

j.

Previous organizational experience with
implementing new programs/initiatives

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

k. Organizational readiness for change

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

l.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Open communication among team
members (including the freedom to
express doubts/disagreement)

Organizational encouragement for
learning (including freedom to take
risks/make mistakes)
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31. Please describe any additional organizational characteristics that were particularly helpful in
implementing your OE project:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
32. Please describe significant organizational barriers to implementation (if any) and strategies
used to address them:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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Facilitation
In this section please rate the skills of the APHSA facilitator who worked on your OE project. If your
project had more than one facilitator from APHSA, please complete question 34 for the second
facilitator.
33. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”, please rate the APHSA facilitator’s
ability to
Poor
Excellent
a. Structure meetings (e.g. help set agendas, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ground rules and boundaries; clarify
participants’ roles)
b. Offer strategies, ideas, tools, and team
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
activities appropriate to the group’s needs
c. Accurately summarize discussion,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
decisions, and next steps
d. Solicit participant feedback
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
e. Guide rather than control the group
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
process
f. Encourage participation by all group
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
members
g. Manage disruptions from participant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
and/or observer behavior
h. Create and maintain trusting relationships 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
among group members
i. Obtain commitments
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
j. Help the group maintain a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
relationship/task balance
k. Maintain linkage between group activities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
and the agreed upon focus of OE work
l. Earn the trust of participants
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
m. Maintain objectivity/appropriate
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
boundaries
n. Listen
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o. Communicate clearly
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
p. Be accountable for his/her own
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
commitments
q. Demonstrate respect for others’ ideas
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
r. Understand the work of the organization
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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34. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”, please rate the second APHSA
facilitator’s ability to
Poor
Excellent
a. Structure meetings (e.g. help set agendas, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ground rules and boundaries; clarify
participants’ roles)
b. Offer strategies, ideas, tools, and team
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
activities appropriate to the group’s needs
c. Accurately summarize discussion,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
decisions, and next steps
d. Solicit participant feedback
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
e. Guide rather than control the group
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
process
f. Encourage participation by all group
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
members
g. Manage disruptions from participant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
and/or observer behavior
h. Create and maintain trusting relationships 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
among group members
i. Obtain commitments
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
j. Help the group maintain a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
relationship/task balance
k. Maintain linkage between group activities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
and the agreed upon focus of OE work
l. Earn the trust of participants
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
m. Maintain objectivity/appropriate
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
boundaries
n. Listen
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o. Communicate clearly
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
p. Be accountable for his/her own
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
commitments
q. Demonstrate respect for others’ ideas
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
r. Understand the work of the organization
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
35. Please rank the following areas based on what has been most important in establishing a
strong working partnership with the OE facilitator(s). Choose 1 for the factor that has been
most import, 2 for the next most important, etc. Choose 6 for the factor that has been least
important.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Meeting facilitation skills
Knowledge of OE strategies and tools
Accountability and responsiveness
Interpersonal skills
Trust and safety
Knowledge of the work of the organization
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1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

36. Comments/suggestions to improve facilitation:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
37. Have you been trained in facilitation using the APHSA models and tools?
a. Yes
b. No (skip to question 42)
38. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “Not At All Useful” and 10 is “Extremely Useful”, please rate the
following key models and methods used in the APHSA OE framework. If you did not use the
model or method, choose NA for “not applicable”.
Not At All
a. DAPIMTM model, which identifies the
1
steps of systematic continuous
improvement (Define, Assess, Plan,
Implement, Monitor)
b. Organizational System model, which
1
identifies how strategy, resources,
performance capacity, performance
actions, system outputs, and
feedback interrelate to drive positive
outcomes for clients and continuous
improvement in organizational
functioning.
c. Pyramid of Influence model, which
1
identifies strategic support functions
build capacity and credibility through
Operations, Key Processes, Structure
and Culture, and Strategy work as
well as organizational roles and the
work typically done at each level of
the organization.
d. Learning by Doing, through concrete
1
experience and structured reflection
e. Readiness model, which identifies
1
indicators of organizational
preparedness for OE work

Extremely
10
N/A

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

N/A

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

N/A

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

N/A

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

N/A

39. Comments/suggestions to improve key models and/or methods:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
76

40. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is “Not At All Useful” and 10 is “Extremely Useful”, please rate the
following tools and templates. If you did not use the tool or template, choose NA for “not
applicable”.
Not At All
Extremely
a. OE Handbook
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
b. Organizational Assessment
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Reflective Thinking Guide
c. Strategic Playbook Guide
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
d. Defining Roles Template
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
e. Roadmap for Change Template
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
f. Readiness Reflection Quick Tool
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
g. Continuous Improvement Plan
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Guide and Template
h. Improvement Plan Goals and
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Action Steps At-a-Glance
(Chart)
i. Chartering Teams Template
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
j. Capacity Building Guide
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
k. Communication Plan Template
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
l. Data Planning Template
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
m. Organizational CI Assessment
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Tool
n. Tracking Quick Wins at – a -glance
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
o. Preparation Checklist for
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Facilitators
p. Markers of Effectiveness:
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Success Factors for Internal
Facilitators
q. “Continuous Improvement
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Flowchart” (diagrams the
various roles and teams
involved with a typical
DAPIMTM)
r. DAPIM™ Process Work
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Products Guide
s. Fact Sheet: Sustainability
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Factors for CI Work
t. Safety and Accountability
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Performance Matrix
u. Case Study Template and
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Question Sets
v. Agenda Samples
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
w. Work product samples
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
x. DAPIM™ Process Work
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
Products Flywheel
y. Team activities designed to
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N/A
help with specific issues, and/or
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mini-DAPIMS
41. Comments/suggestions to improve tools and/or templates:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
42. Have you participated in any OE Team Activities?
a. Yes
b. No
43. If so, which Team Activities were most useful for you?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
44. Comments/suggestions to improve Team Activities
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
45. Overall, how satisfied are you with the APHSA OE experience?
a. Very satisfied
b. Satisfied
c. Neutral
d. Unsatisfied
e. Very unsatisfied

Thank you for completing this survey.
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Appendix C: Key Informant Interview Questions
1) How did you become involved in organizational effectiveness (OE) work?
2) What led your organization to undertake organizational effectiveness work?
Probes: What conditions within the agency were you trying to address? What were the major factors
driving the need for change?
3) How would you describe your organization’s readiness begin this work?
Probes: What resources did you have already? (i.e.. previous experience with organizational
development or implementing agency initiatives, skilled or enthusiastic staff, supportive leadership,
monetary resources, open and effective communications, positive climate/culture, strong
supporting functions such as training or IT). What resources were not in place? Were you able to
develop or secure these resources? What would you tell someone who was considering this type of
process about what needs to be in place to position an organization to achieve its goals?
4) What were the outcomes of working with (APHSA or CWRC) for your organization?
Probes: What areas did you see improvements in? (i.e. increased communication, improved climate
and culture, increased capacities such as new staff knowledge or skills, new or better aligned
policies or procedures, new staff, partnerships?) Can you give me some examples? Was the extent
of improvement about what you expected? Better? Worse? Were there unexpected improvements
in other areas that you didn’t initially target? Do you see any impacts of the OE work on children and
families you serve? Did you see differences in the level of attainment of different types of goals?
What kind of progress were you able to make toward mid and long range goals? Was this progress
what you expected? (if they were involved in multiple projects- Were there differences in how
successful your projects were? Why do you think X project was more successful that Y project?
4.b. Were these outcomes sustained?
Probes: Which outcomes were sustained? What do you see as most important for sustaining
organizational improvements over the long haul? What would you tell someone who wanted to do
OE work but was concerned about keeping it going in the face of change (i.e. staff turnover, new
leadership, funding changes)?
4.c. What factors do you see as critical to promoting participant buy-in?
Probes: Are there things that should be done prior to beginning the work to prepare the ground?
Are there things that should be done to maintain momentum? Extend the reach of the work to
involve others?
4.d. On a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 is “Highly successful” and 1 is “Not at all successful”, how
successful do you feel your organization has been in accomplishing its goals?
5) Did your organization run into any significant barriers in doing OE work?
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Probe: If so, what were they? What strategies did you employ to overcome them? What advice
would you give a group facing a similar challenge?
6) On a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 is “Highly satisfied” and 1 is “Not at all satisfied”, how satisfied
were you with the (APHSA or CWRC) OE facilitation process? Why did you choose (insert number
they gave)?
6.a. What changes would you suggest?
What would it take for you to move (one number up)? to a 10? Did your organization make any
modifications to the OE models processes and/or tools that you found especially effective? What if
anything, would you see as a barrier to using outside consultation (from APHSA or CWRC) again?
6.b. Would you recommend (APHSA or CWRC) to other organizations to facilitate organizational
effectiveness work?
7) Do you see OE practices and tools becoming a sustained part of the way your organization
does business going forward?
Probes: What OE process and/or tools are you using now? Does your organization have any plans to
build on what has been done thus far? Was capacity building planned for explicitly as part of the OE
effort? Have you extended OE work beyond the original scope into new areas of work? Different
parts of the organization? To partner organizations?
8) Is there anything you would like to add that we have not already talked about?
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