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Facilitator notes: This presentation provides an overview of the different evaluation
designsthat can be usedto conduct a program evaluation.




Learning objectives

By the end of this presentation, you will be able to:

« Explain evaluation design

* Describe the differences between types of evaluation
designs

+ |dentify the key elements of each type of evaluation
design

« Understand the key considerations in selecting a design
for conducting an evaluation of your AmenCorps program
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Facilitator notes: For this presentation, we have identified anumber of learning
objectives.

By the end of this presentation, you will be able to:

- Explain evaluation design

- Describe the differences between types of evaluation designs

- Identify the key elements of each type of evaluation design

- Understand the key considerationsin selectinga design for conducting an evaluation
of your AmeriCorps program



Overview of presentation

* What is evaluation design?
» CNCS's evaluation continuum

« How to select an appropriate evaluation design for your
program

+ Key elements of each type of evaluation design
« Evaluation resources and tools
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Facilitator notes: This presentation will cover the following:

-What is evaluation design?

-CNCS’s evaluation continuum

-How to selectan appropriate evaluation design foryour program
-Key elements of each type of evaluation design

-Evaluation resources and tools

To facilitate your understanding of the information presented, we also provide afew
exercisesthatwe’ll be doingat various points during the presentation.



What is evaluation?

« Evaluation is the use of research methods to assess a
program’'s design, implementation, outcomes, or impacts.

« Evaluation looks at the results of your investment of time,
expertise, resources, and energy, and compares those
results with what you said you wanted to achieve in your
program’s logic model.
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Facilitator Notes: Evaluationis the use of research methodsto assess a program’s
design, implementation, and/or outcomes. Every evaluationis essentially aresearch
or discovery project. Evaluation looks at the results of your investment of time,
expertise, resources and energy, and compares those results with what you said you
wanted to achieve in your program’s logicmodel. Your research may be about
determining how effective your program or interventionis overall, which parts of it
are workingwell, and which components need adjustment.

For more information on logicmodels, CNCS grantees should referto the module,
“How to Develop a Program Logic Model” located on the Knowledge Network.



Performance measurement and program
evaluation

Performance Measurement | Program Evaluation

= Ongoing monitoring and = |In-depth research activity
reporting of program conducted periodically or on
accomplishments and an ad-hoc basis

progress = Answers questions or tests
- Explains what level of hypotheses about program
performance is achieved by  processes and/or outcomes

the program « Used to assess whether or

not a program works as
expected and why (e.g., did
the program cause the
observed changes?)
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EFacilitator notes: Before we discuss evaluation design, we first want to provide you with a brief overview of performance measurement and
program evaluation and, in particular, how these activities differ from one another. While both performance measurement and program
evaluation are considered measurement activities, the two activities serve different purposes.

Some of you may already know what performance measurement is because it’s an activity that you should already be doing in your program.
Performance measurement is the ongoing monitoring and reporting of program accomplishments and progress toward its pre-established goals.
For many programs, this includes collecting data on the specific activities carried out and the direct products and services produced by your
program’s activities (outputs and outcomes). Performance measurement data help you understand what level of performance is achieved by the
program/intervention.

Program evaluation, on the other hand, is an in-depth research activity that answers specific questions or tests hypotheses about program
processes and/or program outcomes. The results enable you toarrive at a judgment of whether the intervention or a specific component of the
intervention works or does not work as expected, and also what adjustments may be needed to improve the program. A key difference between
per‘fcl)rmance measurement and program evaluation is that program evaluation helps you understand and explain why you're seeing the program
results.

Logic models can be used as a tool in both performance measurement and evaluation. Logic models can help you plan your perfor mance

measurement activities by identifying whicﬁ components of your program (resources, activities, outputs, outcomes) toinclude in your

performance measurement. Logic models also can help you identify indicators and measures of progress or performance that align with program

components. Logic models also can inform program evaluation by helping you make informed decisions about what to evaluate, when to evaluate

and how you will evaluate. Your logic model can be used as a tool to help you focus your evaluation with respect to the follo wing:

- Identify questions you want or need answered about your program

- Identify which aspects of your program to evaluate (e.g., will you evaluate a subset or all of your AmeriCorps activities?; will you evaluate
your program’s short-term outcomes?)

- Determine the appropriate evaluation design (e.g., will you use a process or an impact evaluation design, or a combination of both?)

- Identify what information to collect

- Identify measures and data collection methods

- Determine an appropriate timeframe for your evaluation

It is important to keep in mind that performance measurement and program evaluation are not mutually exclusive. Grantees already engaged in
performance measurement activities can build on that work as they plan for a program evaluation. For example, let’s say your program is already
collecting data to monitor and report onyour program'’s progress toward achieving its expected outcomes for program benefidaries. If your
program decides to conduct an evaluation, it may be that you continue to collect the SAME outcomes data, but use it to answer specific questions
about your program and perhaps collect the same data from a comparison group that does not participate in your program.

Grantees who want to learn more about program evaluation can refer to the Knowledge Network webpage.
https://www.nationalserviceresources.gov/evaluation-americorps

Grantees who want to learn more about performance measurement can refer to the Knowledge Network webpage.
https://www.nationalserviceresources.gov/npm/ac



Building Evidence of Effectiveness
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Facilitators Notes: This diagram illustrates CNCS’s overall developmental approach. It shows that evidence falls along a
continuum with the understanding that identifying an evidence-based program model requires organizational capacities that
correspond to an organization’s life cycle. The key building blocks for generating evidence are shown in the diagram. The first
step is identifying a strong program design by gathering evidence that supports the intervention to be used. During this initial
process, it is helpful to develop a logic model which clearly communicates the central model of your program. We will discuss
logic models in more detail later in this presentation. Italso is recommended that the program be piloted during this initial step
to ensure its effective implementation prior to expanding the program more widely.

Once a strong program design has been identified, the second building block is ensuring the effective full implementation of the
program. Efforts should be made to document program processes, ensure fidelity tothe central program model, evaluate
program quality and efficiency, and establish continuous process improvement protocols. Much of these activities can be
supported through the identification and regular monitoring of performance measures.

The next level in the continuum is assessing the program’s outcomes. This process involves developing indicators for measuring
outcomes, possibly conducting one of the less rigorous outcome evaluation designs, such as a single group pre-post design to
measure program outcomes, and conducting a thorough process evaluation. We will discuss what these types of evaluation
designs entail later in this presentation.

One step further in the continuum is obtaining evidence of positive program outcomes by examining the linkages between
program activities and outcomes. Programs at this level of the continuum will have performed multiple pre- and post-
evaluations and conducted outcome evaluations using an independent evaluator.

Finally, the highest level of evidence allows a program to make the claim of being evidence-based by attaining strong evidence
of positive program outcomes. At this level, programs have established the causal linkage between program activities and
intended outcomes/impacts. Programs at this level have completed multiple independent evaluations using strong study
designs, such as a quasi-experimental evaluation using a comparison group or an experimental, random assignment design
study. Many of these programs also have measured the cost effectiveness of their program compared to other interventions
addressing the same need.

Based on this understanding of a continuum of evidence, a strong program design, sound performance measures, and the
identification of measureable program outcomes are a fundamental starting point for building evidence of effectiveness.
Consequently, attempts to generate experimental evidence before earlier developmental work has been completed is not
recommended and may result in wasting valuable resources. As an agency, CNCS continues to develop a funding strategy that
will create a portfolio of programs reflecting a range of evidence levels (e.g., strong, moderate, preliminary) that are appropriate
to the program’s life cycle and investment of public dollars. CNCS sees value in infusing evaluative thinking and knowledge into
every phase of a program’s life cycle — program development, implementation, improvement, and replication/scaling.



What is evaluation design?

« Evaluation design is the structure that provides
information to answer questions you have about your
program. Evaluation design means thinking about:

— Why conduct an evaluation

— What to measure

— Who to include in the evaluation (e.g. all beneficiaries or a sample)
— When and how often data will be collected

— What methods will be used to collect data

— Whether comparison with another group is appropriate and feasible

« The evaluation design you choose depends on what
kinds of questions your evaluation is meant to answer.
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Facilitator Notes: Now that we have provided a clear understanding of CNCS’s
developmental approach to evaluation, we will turn our attention to discussing what
is evaluation design. If the results of your evaluation are to be reliable, you have to
give the evaluation astructure that will tell you what you want to know. That
structure is the evaluation’sdesign, and it includes why the evaluationis being
conducted, what will be measured, who will participate in the evaluation, whenand
how data will be collected, what methods will be usedto collect the data, and
whethera comparison group isappropriate and how feasibleitis to identify one. The
evaluation design you choose depends on what kinds of questions yourevaluationis
meant to answer. We will talk more about how research questions determine the
evaluation design laterin the presentation.




Ak

Key considerations in selecting a design

The appropriate design will largely depend upon:
* Your program model
* The primary purpose or goal of the evaluation
* The specific question(s) the evaluation will address
* Resources available for the evaluation

« Funder evaluation requirements

NATIOMAL&T

COMMUNITY

AmerilCorps Senier Carps Sacial Innavation Pund Valuntesr Generation Fund  SEREV [CE sedwds

Facilitators Notes: The appropriate design for evaluating a program will largely
depend upon certain considerations. Most important to selecting an appropriate
evaluation designisa clear and detailed understanding of your program model. Also,
itisimportantto have a clear understanding of what is the primary purpose or goal of
the evaluation. Forexample, doyou wantto focus on the process of program
implementation (whatyour program doesand how well youdo it) or on the
outcomes achieved (what difference did your program make), or both? Also, the
specificevaluation questions you wantthe evaluationto answer will help determine
which type of evaluation design you should choose. Anotherimportant consideration
is the resources available forthe evaluation, such as staff time, outside expertise, and
funding. Finally, the evaluation requirements laid out by your funder, such as CNCS,
are also a key considerationinwhich design you select. We are goingto discuss each
of these key considerationsin more detail next.




Program logic model

« A program logic model is a detailed visual representation
of a program and its theory of change.

+ [t communicates how a program works by depicting the
intended relationships among program components.
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Facilitator notes: The first consideration is selecting an evaluation design that aligns with your program model. As
you begin to plan for an evaluation of a program orintervention, it isessentialthatthere be a clearand
comprehensive mapping of the program or intervention itself. Thus, a useful first step in planning an evaluation
should be to clarify and confirm your program’s operations or processes and intended outcomes by developinga
logic model. If your program has already developed a logic model,then you might only need to review the existing
model and possibly update or refine it to reflect your current program operations and goals.

Let’s talk about whata program logic model is:

A program logic model is a detailed visual representation of your program and its theory of change that

communicates how your program works, the resources you have to operate your program, the activitiesyou carry

out, and the outcomes you hope to achieve. Your program logic model should clearly communicate how your
program works by depicting the intended relationshipsamong program components. Key program components
consist of:

- Inputs orresources - which are considered essential for a program’s activities to occur. They may include any
combination of human, financial, organizational,and community-based resources that are available to a
program and used to carry out a program’s activities.

- Activities —which are the specificactions that make up your program or intervention. They reflect processes,
tools, events, and other actions that areused to bringabout your program’s desired changes or results.

- Outputs —what a program’s specific activities will create or produce, providing evidence of service delivery
(e.g., the number of beneficiaries served or the number of children improving reading scores).

- Outcomes -the specific changes that may result from a program’s activities or intervention. A program’s
outcomes fall alonga continuum, ranging from short-to long-term results (e.g., an increasein knowledge of
healthy food choices, a decreasein delinquency rates, or anincrease in literacy).

Logic models are typically readfrom left to right, employing an if-then sequence among key components. A
generic example is shownhere. It reads, if your program has theseinputs or resources, then it cancarry out these
activities.|f your program carries out these activities, then it can produce these outputs. If your program has
produced these outputs, then it will achieve these outcomes.

In addition, we can think of a logic model as essentially having two “sides.” The process side focuses on a
program’s implementation or its planned work —inputs/resources, activities, and outputs (direct products). The
outcomes side ofthe logic model describesthe expectedsequence of changesthat the program is to accomplish,
which can be short-term, medium-term, and/or long-term changes. The outcomesside reflects what difference
the program intends to make.
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Eacilitator Notes: On this slide, we present an example logic model for a hypothetical literacy program. Logic models come in many different f orms
and for this example, we use CNCS’s NOFO template for a program logic model.

This hypothetical program is designed to address the low literacy rates of elementary school students in California. In this example program, a
school district in California is implementing a literacy program in several of their elementary schools. The program involves AmeriCorps members
delivering one-on-one tutoring using research-based interventions for elementary school students who are not reading at pre-established targets.
Once students are scoring on benchmark, they are graduated from the tutoring program.

The logic model we present here is a visual summary of this program. We'll read through the logic model together, starting from the left column
and moving progressively to the right.

On tl&e left side, we begin with the program’s investments, referred to as inputs or resources. For this literacy program, this indudes
-Funding

-Program staff

-AmeriCorps members

-Non-AmeriCorps volunteers

-Research for identifying evidence-based literacy interventions to be used

Moving to the next column, if this program has these inputs, then it can carry out its planned activity which in this case is:
- One-on-one tutoring to students scoring below expected benchmarks on assessment tests

This activity will create or produce the following output, which refers to the product or evidence that the activity was carried out:
-# students receiving tutoring assistance

The next column refers to the short-term outcomes of the program. These are the immediate changes that are expected to result from program
services and activities. In the short-term, this hypothetical program expects to see an increase in the number of students scoring at or above
benchmark on literacy assessments, as well as improved student self-efficacy.

Moving to the medium-term outcomes column, these outcomes reflect changes in behavior or action that that are expected to occur after short-
term outcomes have been achieved. The medium-term outcome for this hypothetical program is an increase in the number of students reading on
grade-level.

The last column refers to long-term outcomes. If students are able to read on grade-level, the expected long-term outcome for this program is
that students will be able to maintain grade-level proficiency in reading.

We will use this example logic model throughout our presentation.

For a more detailed explanation of logic models, CNCS grantees should refer to the module, “How to Develop a Program Logic Mo del” located on
the Knowledge Network.
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Define purpose and scope

Each evaluation should have a primary purpose
around which it can be designed and planned.

* Why is the evaluation being done?
* What do you want to learn?
« How will the results be used? By whom?
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Facilitator notes: Once your program has a clear understanding of its program’s operations,
processes, and intended outcomes throughthe development of a logic model, a second
consideration is the type of evaluation you want to complete on your program. Just as your
program needs to have a specific purpose and scope, so does your evaluation. Thus, an
important consideration in determining your evaluation design is defining the purpose and
scope of your evaluation. Each evaluation should have a primary purpose around which it can
be designed and planned, although it may have several other purposes. The stated purpose of
the evaluationdrives the expectations and sets the boundaries for what the evaluation can
and cannot deliver.

In defining the purpose of the study, it is helpful to identify why the evaluation is being done,
what you want to learn from the evaluation findings, and how the information collected and
reported by the study will actually be used and by whom. For example, are program staff
trying to understand how to operate the program more efficiently or identify barriers or
constraints to implementation? Or does your program need to produce evidence thatitis
meeting its intended outcomes? Will the results be used by program staff to make changesto
the program’simplementation? Could the results be used to generate interest from other
funders? In general, defining a specific purpose for your evaluation will allow you to set
parametersaround the design you use, data you collect and methods you will use.

Questions about why your evaluation is being done and how the information will be used
should be discussed among a variety of program staff, and any other individuals who may be
involved in the evaluation to ensure there is consensus as to what the evaluation will
accomplish.

11



Selecting research questions
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Facilitator notes: A third consideration in selecting an evaluation design is which research
guestions you want the evaluationto address. Turning back now to a logic model, on this
slide we present an example of how your logic model canbe used to help you focus your
evaluation by narrowing in on the primary question or questions you want to address.

The graphic above provides an example of the types of questions that may be asked of each
component in alogic model:

- Questions relatedto inputs ask, “Are resources adequate toimplement the program?”

- Questions related to activities ask, “Are activities delivered as intended?”

- Questions related to outputs ask, “How many, how much was produced?”

- Questions related to outcomes ask, “What changes occurred as a result of the program?”

As you can see at the bottom of this graphic, in order toanswer each of these questions,
indicators (i.e., the evidence or information that represents the phenomenon in question)
and their data sources will need to be identified. When developing research questions based
on your program’slogic model, ensure that questions are statedin a waythatis clear and
measurable in order for them to be answerable.

Once you identify the questions you want to answer, this information will guide your
selection of the type of evaluation design-- process or outcomes-- required to answer your
questions.

12



Resource considerations

Consider what resources are available to carry out
the evaluation:

« Staff time

* Funding

* QOutside evaluation expertise

It is not necessary to evaluate your entire program.

« Evaluation can be narrow or broad depending on
questions to be answered

« Evaluation is not a one-time activity but a sernes of
activities over time that align with the life cycle of your
program
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Facilitator Notes: A fourth considerationin selecting an evaluation designis what
resources (staff time, funding, evaluation expertise) are available to carry out the
evaluation. Because most programs have limited resources that can be put towards
an evaluation, itis importantto note that itis not necessary to evaluate every aspect
of your program all at once as depictedinyour logic model. Your evaluation can have
a narrow focus (e.g., only address questions about one of your program’s service
activities and desired outcomes) or it can have a broader focus (e.g., address
guestions about each of your program’s service activities and desired outcomes),
dependingonthe informationyou hope to gainfrom your evaluation and the
resources you have available.

Itis important to note that evaluationis not a one-time activity. Program evaluation
should be thought of as part of a series of activities overtime that align with the life
cycle of your program. Ultimately a series of evaluations will build upon one another
and generate more knowledge and evidence of your program’s effectiveness over
time. Facilitator may want to refer back to slide 6 to reiterate that CNCS sees value in
infusing evaluative thinking and knowledge into every phase of a program’s life cycle —
program development, implementation, improvement, and replication/scaling.

We noted also that your funders’ evaluation requirements are another consideration
in selectingan evaluation design. We will discuss CNCS’ evaluation design
requirementsforlarge and small granteestowards the end of this presentation.

13



Basic types of evaluation designs

The two “sides” of a program’s logic model align
with the two types of evaluation designs: Process
and Outcome.

L
AmerilCorps Senier Carps Sacial Innavation Pund Valuntesr Generation Fund SRV

Facilitator notes: Now that we’ve presented the key considerationsin selectingan
evaluation design, we will discuss some of the different types of evaluation designsin
more detail.

First, please recall that a logic model essentially hastwo “sides,” a process and an
outcomes side. Similarto what is reflected in the logic model, a process evaluation
focuses on answering questions about your program’s inputs, activities, and outputs,
while an outcome evaluation answers questions about what changes occurred as a
result of your program, as measured by yourshort, medium, and long-term
outcomes. Process or implementation evaluations answer questions such as “What
didyou do and how well didyou do it?” while outcome evaluations answer questions
such as “What difference did your program make?” Next, we are goingto discuss each
of these designs starting with the process evaluation.

14



Process evaluation

Goals:
* Documents what the program is doing

« Documents to what extent and how consistently the
program has been implemented as intended

* Informs changes or improvements in the program's
operations

Common features:

« [Does not require a comparison group

* Includes qualitative and quantitative data collection
« [Does not require advanced statistical methods
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Facilitators Notes: A process evaluation can be used to document what a program is
doingand to what extentand how consistently the program demonstrates fidelity to
the program’s logicmodel. The results of a process evaluation are most often used to
change or improve the program.

Process evaluations are able to addressresearch questions about why a projectis or
is not successful, which can be very helpful for program staff and stakeholders
because the results are useful forimproving program practices. To answer the types
of research questions associated with a process evaluation generally acomparison
group is not necessary. The collection of both qualitative and quantitative data
through interviews, surveys, and program administrative datais usually preferred.
Additionally, process evaluations mostly rely on simple descriptive statistics (means,
frequencies, etc.) and do not require advanced statistical methods.

Itis also worth notingthat the results of process evaluations are usually not
generalizable, meaningthatthey can not be appliedto similar program models being
implementedinlocations otherthan those participatingin the evaluation.

15



Examples of process evaluation

guestions

* |5 the program being implemented as designed or
planned?

— Is the program being implemented the same way at each site?

— Is the program reaching the intended target population with the
appropriate services at the planned rate and "dosage"?

» Are there any components of the program that are not
working well? Why or why not?

« Are program beneficiaries generally satisfied with the
program? Why or why not?

» Are the resources adequate for the successful
implementation of the program?

AmerilCorps Senier Carps Sacial Innavation Pund WValunteer Generntion Fumnd

Facilitators Notes: Process evaluations can be used to answer one or more of a
number of questions about a program, including, but not limited to:
°|s the program beingimplemented as designed or planned?
—Is the program beingimplemented the same way at each site?
—Is the program reaching the intended target population with the appropriate
services at the planned rate and "dosage"?
*Are there any components of the program that are not workingwell? Why or
why not?
*Are program beneficiaries generally satisfied with the program? Why or why not?
*Are the resources adequate for the successful implementation of the program?

16



Examples of methods and data cnllectmﬁ**

tools for process evaluation

Data Sources:
* Program and school level administrative data

+ Site visits to the schools to examine the fidelity of
program implementation

— Dbservations of literacy intervention with indimidual students
— Interviews with school staff and administration

— Focus groups with teachers and students

Analysis:
« Thematic identification
« Confirmation of findings across sources

COMML
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Facilitator Notes: The program will explore these research questions by examiningthe
followingtypes of data: Program and school level administrative dataand site visitsto
the schools to examine the fidelity of programimplementation. The site visits will
consistent of observations of literacy intervention with individual students, interviews
with school staff and administration, and several focus groups with teachers and
students.

For the analysis, information gathered through these various sources will be
compared across sources to identify themes that may emerge based on the
consistency of responses. Information gathered throughinterviews and focus groups
can sometimes be confirmed through the use of other quantitative datasources, such
as administrative records. Forexample, ateacher may commentin a focus group that
theirschool struggled with implementingthe program because so many of their
families regularly move duringthe school year due to employmentissues, so students
don’t end up receivingthe full intervention. Otherteachers and the school principal
also point out this same barrier to implementation. Administrative records showing
large numbers of students transferringinto and out of the school during the school
year can be used to confirm theirpoint.

17



Group exercise #1: Designing a process
evaluation for a literacy program

Ak

Research question:

* |s the literacy program being implemented consistent with
the program'’s logic model and theory of change?

Design considerations:

« What to measure

« Who to include in the evaluation

« When and how often data will be collected

« What methods will be used to collect data
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Facilitator Notes: To show how a process evaluation might be designed, we offera
facilitated group exercise usingthe literacy program presented earlier.

As explained previously, aschool district in Californiais implementinga literacy
program using an existing model. The program wants to know, “Is the literacy
program beingimplemented consistent with the program’s logic model and theory of
change?” We will develop togetherabasic example of a general approach to
designinga process evaluation toanswer this question.

First, we should turn back to the logic model of the program (Handout #1). We want
to think about the program and what are our major design considerations:

* What to measure

* Whoto includeinthe evaluation

* When and how often data will be collected

* What methodswill be used to collect data

18



Group exercise #1: Designing a process

evaluation for a literacy program

Crosswalk for Process Evaluation of a Literacy Progam
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Facilitator notes: For this exercise, we provide you with a crosswalk thatcan be created to help you think through
the process of determining the major design considerations for the given research question. We encourage all of
you to participateand provide your input as we design a process evaluation for this program together.

The first column begins the research question under study. The main research question for the process evaluation
concerns whether the literacy program is beingimplemented as designed.

Moving to the next column, what might be some potentialindicators for assessing fidelity to the program model?
Below are possible responses:

- memberuse of program curriculum during tutoring sessions

- the duration of sessions

- studentattendance ratesat sessions

Next, who or from what sources might we be able to obtain thisinformation?
Possible responsesinclude:

- AmeriCorps members

- Evaluator

Depending on the audience’sresponseson the indicators, other possibilitiesinclude teachers, parents, school
administrators, etc.

Moving to the next column, when and who would collect this information?
Possible responsesinclude:

- Membertutoringlogs quarterly
- Quarterly observation by the evaluator using structured observation protocols

Once the data have been gathered, what approaches would you use to analyze the data?

Possible responsesinclude:

- Simple descriptive statistics can be generated from the quantitative data such asfrequencies on the use of the
curriculum and averageson the duration of workshop and participant attendancerates.

- Qualitative datathathave been collected may be thematically coded and analyzed.

Taken together, analysesofall the collected data are then used to assessthe extent to which the program was
implemented as designed.
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of a literacy program

Crosswalk for Process Evaluation of a Literacy Program
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Facilitator notes: This slide is only intended to be an example for the facilitator who
may or may notelect to present this to the audience. The group exercise will likely
yield a different set of indicators, data sources, timing of data collection, and methods
for data analysis than the examples listed here.




Optional exercise #1: Designing a process

evaluation for a literacy program

Crosswalk for Process Evaluation of a Literacy Progam
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Eacilitator notes: (Optional facilitated or group exercise)

For this next exercise, we are going to divide up into small groups and develop a process evaluationfor a literacy program. We will be using the
same literacy program, but focus on a different research question. Again we provide you with a crosswalk to help you think through the process of
determining the major design considerations for the given research question. In considering your approach to this research question onthe
satisfaction of program benefidaries, it is important to consider who are the beneficiaries of the literacy program (Students, parents, teachers,
schools). These different groups should be kept in mind when filling out the crosswalk. Similar to our earlier exercise, we’d like for you to fill out
this crosswalk for a process evaluation of the literacy program. Once everyone has completed the exercise, we will share the various answers that
the groups came up with.

(Asking the whole group now) What are some possible ways to assess the satisfaction levels of each group of program beneficiaries?

The first column begins the research question under study. The main research question for the process evaluation concerns whether program
beneficiaries are satisfied with the literacy program.

Moving to the next column, what might be some potential indicators for assessing program satisfaction by beneficiary group (students, parents,
teachers, schools)?

Below are possible responses:

- Satisfaction levels

- Continued student attendance

Next, who or from what sources might we be able to obtain this information?
Possible responses indude:

- Parents

- Teachers

- School administrators

- AmeriCorps members

Moving to the next column, when and who would collect this information?

Possible responses indude:

- Parent survey sent home with students by the schools at the end of tutoring

- Focus groups with teachers at the end of each semester facilitated by the evaluator

- Interviews with school administrators at the end of the school year conducted by the evaluator
- Member tutoring logs quarterly

Once the data have been gathered, what approaches would you use to analyze the data?

Possible responses indude:

- Simple descriptive statistics can be generated from the quantitative survey data such as average satisfaction levels and participant attendance
rates.

- Qualitative data that have been collected may be thematically coded and analyzed.

Taken together, analyses of all the collected data are then used to assess beneficiary satisfaction with the program.
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of a literacy program

Crosswalk for Process Evaluation of a Literacy Program
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Facilitator notes: This slide is only intended to be an example for the facilitator who
may or may notelect to present this to the audience. The group exercise will likely
yield a different set of indicators, data sources, timing of data collection, and methods
for data analysis than the examples listed here.
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QOutcome evaluation

Goals:
+ |dentifies the results or effects of a program

+ Measures program beneficiaries' changes in knowledge,
attitude(s), and/or behavior(s) that result from a program

Common Features:

« May include a comparison group (impact evaluation)
« Typically requires quantiative data

« Often requires advanced statistical methods
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Facilitators Notes: An outcome or impact evaluation can be used to determine the
results or effects of a program. These types of evaluations generally measure changes
in program beneficiaries'knowledge, attitudes, or behaviors thought to result from
the program. Outcome or impact evaluations are bestimplemented afteraprogram
has had sufficient time to mature and is no longerundergoing refinement of its
central model.

More rigorous outcome evaluations, such as quasi-experimental and experimental
designstudies, include a comparison group against which to measure changes in
program beneficiaries. These types of outcome evaluation designs are referred to as
impact evaluations. The use of a comparison group providesadditional evidence that
observed changes in program beneficiaries were due to the program or intervention.
Thus, impact evaluations are betterable to measure or estimate the impact of the
program on beneficiaries. These types of studies typically require quantitative data
collection and often employ advanced statistical methods foranalyzing data.
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What is a comparison or control group?

* A group of individuals not participating in the program or
receiving the intervention

* Necessary to determine if the program, rather than some
other factor, is causing observed changes

« "‘Comparison group” is associated with a quasi-
experimental design and “control group” is associated
with an experimental design
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Facilitator Notes: As previously explained, the more rigorous outcome evaluations,
such as quasi-experimental and experimental design studies, include acomparison or
control group, which is a group of individuals that eitherreceive a different
interventionthanthe one beingevaluated orno intervention atall. A comparison or
control group is necessary for deriving an estimate of the program’s impact by
comparing the amount of change or improvement between comparison/control
groups and those who participated inthe program. The term comparison group is
associated with a quasi-experimental design and the term control group is used when
the evaluation employs an experimental design.

Itis important to note that a comparison group is not just individuals who do not
participate in the program. It’s importantto be thoughtful inyour selection of a
comparison group to ensure that they are as similaras possible to those individuals
enrolledinyourprogram. This is key to ensuring that evaluation findings are
unbiased, valid, and reliable. Including a comparison group enablesyou to answer
specificquestions related to causality — such as, what would have happenedto
peopleiftheydid not receive the intervention your program offers (i.e., whetherthe
observed changes can be attributed to your intervention). In most cases, you will
want an experienced evaluatorto use statistical matching to ensure that your
comparison group is as similaras possible to the group of program beneficiariesin
your evaluation.

We will discuss how comparison and control groups are differentlaterinthe
presentation.
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Outcome evaluation questions

+ Are there differences in outcomes for program
beneficiaries compared to those not in the program?

+ Did all types of program beneficiaries benefit from the
program or only specific subgroups?

+ [Did the program change beneficiaries’ knowledge,
attitude, behavior, or condition?

NIT
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Facilitators Notes: Outcome evaluations can be used to answerone or more of a

number of questions about a program, including, but not limited to:

Are there differencesin outcomes for program beneficiaries compared to those
not in the program?

Did all types of program beneficiaries benefit fromthe program or only specific
subgroups?

Did the program change beneficiaries’ knowledge, attitude, behavior, or
condition?
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Outcome evaluation designs

- Non-Experimental design
- Single group post design
— Single group pre-post design
— Retrospective study designs

* Quasi-Experimental design

« Experimental design (Randomized Controlled
Trial)

NITY
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Facilitators Notes: As mentioned earlier, underthe umbrella of outcome evaluation
are a number of more specificdesigns. The main differences between quasi-
experimental and experimental design studies, which are required for large grantees,
and non-experimental design studies, which are acceptable designs for small
grantees, is the use of a comparison group. Because of theiruse of a comparison
group, only quasi-experimental and experimental evaluations can be considered
impact evaluations because they provide more reliable evidence that changes in
outcomes are due to the program itself. Next, we will discuss each of these types of

designs.
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+ Single group post design

— Examines program beneficiaries after they receive program
senices

+ Single group pre-post design

— Provides a comparison of program beneficiaries before and after
they receive program services

+ Retrospective study designs

— Ask previous program beneficiaries to provide opinion on the
effects of the program semvices they received

* Member surveys

— Survey members on their program experiences and opinions of the
results of their semvice

i far
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Facilitators Notes:We are goingto begin our discussion with a presentation on several less rigorous outcome
evaluation designs called non-experimental evaluations. We later will discuss quasi-experimentaland
experimental designs.

Although these approachesare available andmay be suitable for a program in its initial stages of evaluation
activity, CNCS does not recognize these designs as fulfilling the outcome evaluation requirement for large
grantees. Some examples of these types of designsinclude the single group post design, which examines program
beneficiariesafter they receive program services, and the single group pre-post design, which examines program
beneficiaries both before and after they receive program services. In these designs, no comparison group is used
against which to measure change over time. The retrospective study design is another less rigorous evaluation
design, in which previous program beneficiaries are asked to provide their opinion on the effects of the program
services they received.

A vehicle which is commonly employed by AmeriCorps programsis membersurveys,in which AmeriCorps
members are asked questions on their service experiences and satisfaction levels. Members may also be asked to
provide an opinion on the results of the program services they helped deliver. While member surveys may be
useful for making decisions about program improvement andcan even be a valuable source of dataforuseina
process evaluation,member surveys are not considered to be an outcome evaluation design and are not suitable
for estimating program impacts on service beneficiaries.

While these designsare generally easierto complete, are low cost, and often do not require additional evaluation
expertise outside of the program, they tend to produce less reliable results because they offer lots of
opportunities tointroducebias (i.e., otherinfluences) into study findings. Most importantly, these types of
designs cannot produce results which can be considered attributable to the program. For example, an education
program may find that students participating in a tutoring program experienced increasesin theirliteracy skills
based on measurestaken at the beginningand end of the school year.However, most childrenshould experience
normal increases in their literacy skills over time whether anintervention is provided or not because learningis a
naturally, cumulative process. Only when children in the program are comparedto either an existing education
benchmark or a comparison/control group will we be ableto estimate whether the program actually produced
greater gains in literacy than what would normally have occurred without the intervention.

Optional Facilitator Notes: A pre-post evaluation design is different than conducting a pre-post test for
performance measurement. A pre-post testfor performance measurement would generally compare outputs or
performance measures before and after the intervention, whereas an evaluation would be more focused on
measuring changes in outcomes further along the causal chain, such aschangesin behavior.
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Quasi-Experimental and Experimental
Designs

Quasi-experimental design (QED)

* Form comparison group from a similar population of
program participants (e.g., similar participants from
another program, extra applicants, etc)

Experimental design (Randomized Controlled
Trial- RCT)

« Randomly assign new eligible applicants to either receive
intervention/program or alternative/delayed services
{control group)
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Facilitators Notes: Next we are going to discuss the two evaluation designs required to be
completed by large grantees, quasi-experimental and experimental design.

Itis not uncommon for people to confuse quasi-experimental and experimental designs
because both types of designs include a comparison (or non-program) group against which to
measure the outcomes of program beneficiaries. Quasi-experimental designs employ various
methods to identify a similar group tothe program participants. Experimental designs or
Randomized Controlled Trials employ random assignment techniques to determine which
program applicants will receive program services and which will receive some alternative
intervention or no intervention. The control group in an experimental design may receive no
services or alternative or delayed services. The use of random assighment in experimental
designs createsasequal groups as possible by ensuring that there are no differences on
average betweenthe programand control groups. The process of randomly assigning
program applicants for experimental design studies is complex and generally requires specific
tailoring to each program’s unique application and intake process. For this reason, random
assignment is best conducted using a professional evaluator with experience completing
these types of evaluations.

For quasi-experimental evaluation designs, statistical matching and/or propensity scoring is
recommended to ensure that the program and comparison groups are as similar as possible
when outcomes are compared. In the matching process, one or more comparison group
members is identified and matched with a program beneficiary based on similar observable
characteristics. This matching process enables a comparison of outcomes among program
beneficiaries and comparison group members who are similar toone another. This often
requires collecting a range of demographic data prior toor at the time of programentryin
order to complete the matching process. Also, the proper matching of cases can be very
complex, soit is best conducted by a professional evaluator with experience completing these
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types of evaluations.
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Quasi-Experimental and Experimental
Designs

= (Can be challenging to identify = Most rigorous design option, so

a similar comparison group results tend to be more highly
regarded
» Because program and g
comparison groups are = Dften requires increased
different, results are program recruitment

considered less rigorous - -
9 = Applicant acceptance is

= Dften less labor intensive and randomly determined
expensive than experimental

S Can be maore labor intensive

and expensive
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Facilitator notes: There areseveralimportant differences between quasi-experimental and experimental
evaluations. While quasi-experimental designs do not require the random assignment of program applicants, an
important disadvantages of these types of evaluations isthat itcan be quite challenging for programs to identify a
comparison group that is reasonably similar to program beneficiaries. Importantly, because the program and
comparison groups are different andthere are multiple approachesavailable for attempting to equate the study
groups in the analysis process, the results of these types of studies are considered less rigorous and therefore can
be more questionable. An importantadvantage of quasi-experimental evaluations, however, isthat they can be
less labor intensive and expensive because there is less need for intensive monitoring as with experimental
evaluations.

There also are several benefits and challenges to experimental evaluations. Experimental designs are the most
rigorous option available, so the findings from these studies are generally highly regarded and relied upon. There
are several drawbacks, however, to experimental designs. They often requirethat a program increase its
recruitment efforts to be able to have enough qualified applicants to form a control group. Because applicant
acceptance israndomly determined, program staff may be dissatisfied with theirlack ofinput into the program
selection process.These types of designs can be more labor intensive and expensive because of the need for
regular monitoring of study beneficiaries to ensure that applicants who are assigned to the program group
actually participant in the program as intended and that applicants who are assigned to the control group do not
receive program servicesor services from another similar program.

Optional Facilitator notes: If someone asks, “Isn’t random assignment unethnical ?” Answer: Generally,random
assignmentis an ethical and fair way to accept applicantsinto a program. When a program has more applicants
thancanbe served atanyone time,random assignment isactually a very fair way to ensurethat everyone hasan
equal chance of being accepted to the program. Many evaluations are able to address concerns about the random
assignment process by: 1) staggering treatment to ensure thatall eligible applicants ultimately participatein the
program; 2) using blocked randomization to ensure the required mix of program participants are accepted to the
program (by age, grade, gender, etc.); and/or 3) allowing a small numberof exceptionsto the randomization
process due to the special circumstances of a few individual applicants.

In specificinstances, it may be impractical or unethical to userandom assignment to identify program
participants. For example, ifindividuals are court mandated to serve in a program, it would be unethical for the
program not to serve every eligible applicant. In other cases, programs may be required to serve certain types of
applicants that should not participate in the random assignment process. For example, many schools arerequired
to serve special needs students or lose critical funding. Therefore, these students should not participate in the
random assignment process. However, when a program is overprescribed (i.e., has more applicantsthan can be
served at one time)random assignment or a lottery system isone of the fairest ways to determine which
applicants are accepted to the program.
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Group exercise #2: Designing an outcome ***

evaluation of a literacy program

Research question:

« What impact does the literacy intervention program have
on student reading levels relative to a comparison group
of students?

Design considerations:

* What to measure

* Who to include in the evaluation

« When and how often data will be collected
« What methods will be used to collect data

NITY

Ls
AmerilCorps Senier Carps Sacial Innavation Pund Valuntesr Generation Fund  SEREV [CE sedwds

Facilitators Notes: To provide furtherclarity on quasi-experimental and experimental
studies, we are going to conduct a group exercise in which we will ask you to divide
up intosmall groups and develop an outcomes design for the literacy program. We
will designate some groups to develop aquasi-experimental design study and others
to develop an experimental design study. Both types of designs should focus on
answeringthe research question, “What impact does the literacy intervention
program have on studentreadinglevels relative toacomparison group of students?”

As with designingthe process evaluation for this program, we wantto thinkabout our
major design considerations:

* What to measure

* Who to include inthe evaluation

* When and how often data will be collected

* What methods will be used to collect data

30



Group exercise #2: Designing an outcome ***

evaluation for a literacy program

Crosswalk for Cutcome Evaluation of a Literacy Program
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Eacilitator notes: For this exercise, we will now work together to determining the major design considerations for this research
question. We encourage everyone to participate and provide your input as we design an outcome evaluation for this program
together.

The first column lists the research question under study. The main research question for the outcome evaluation asks what
impact the literacy program has on students’ reading levels relative to a comparison group.

Moving to the next column, what might be some potential indicators for assessing fidelity tothe program model?
Below is a possible response:
- student literacy assessment tests

Next, who or from what sources might we be able to obtain this information?

Possible responses include:

- Students enrolled in the program and students enrolled in a similar school that does not deliver the literacy program

- Within the same program, students receiving one-on-one tutoring and students receiving a different small group
interventions

The main difference between a quasi-experimental design study and an experimental design study is the type of comparison
group that is identified for evaluation, with the experimental design using a control group and the QED using a statistically
matched comparison group.

Once the intervention and comparison groups have been identified, we ask when and who would collect this information? Most

likely, the evaluator will collect the data at two time points (pre- and post-intervention). What are possible time points for

collecting these data?

Possible responses includes:

- Atthe beginning of the semester before the program begins and at the end of the semester after students in the one-on-
one tutoring group have received several months of tutoring

- Atthe beginning of the school year before the program begins and at the end of the school year

Finally, after the data have been gathered, how will the data be analyzed?

Below is a possible response:

- Statistical tests (in this case, difference-in-differences methods) can be used to compare program students with their
matched comparison group by subtracting the average outcome (gain) in the comparison group from the average outcome
(gain) in the intervention group.

Such analyses may show that, on average, students participating in the one-on-one tutoring program have higher rates of
increase in reading improvement and reach benchmark reading levels at higher rates than students at schools without a similar
literacy intervention.
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Example crosswalk for an outcome

evaluation of a literacy program

Crosswalk for Cutcome Evaluation of a Literacy Program
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Facilitator notes: This slide is only intended to be an example for the facilitator who
may or may notelect to present this to the audience. The group exercise will likely
yield a different set of outcomes of interest and their measurement, data sources,

timing of data collection, and methods for data analysis than the examples listed here.
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Optional exercise #2: Designing an o

evaluation for a literacy program

Crosswalk for Cutcome Evaluation of a Literacy Program
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Eacilitator notes: (Optional small group exercise)

For this next exercise, we are going to divide up into small groups and develop an outcome evaluation for the same literacy
program, but focus on a different research question. Please use the handout of this same slide as you work together in your
group. Forthis exercise, the main research question for the outcome evaluation asks whatimpact the literacy program has on
students’ self-efficacy relative to a comparison group. Self-efficacy refers to students’ beliefs in their ability to succeed. We
predict that students who receive reading assistance from the tutoring program will experience a greater increase in self-
efficacy than students who do not participate in the program. The outcome of interest is student self-efficacy.

Once everyone has completed the exercise, we will share the various answers that the groups came up with.

(Asking the whole group now) What might be some potential indicators for assessing student self-efficacy?
Below is a possible response:
- self-efficacy questionnaire for children (there are existing, evidence-based instruments for measuring children’s self-efficacy)

Moving to the next column, who or from what sources might we be able to obtain this information?
Possible responses include:
- Students enrolled in the program and students enrolled in a similar school that does not deliver the literacy program

The main difference between a quasi-experimental design study and an experimental design study is the type of comparison
group that is identified for evaluation, with the experimental design using a control group and the QED using a statistically
matched comparison group.

Once the intervention and comparison groups have been identified, the evaluator will collect the data attwo time points (pre-

and post-intervention). What are possible time points for collecting these data?

Possible responses includes:

- Atthe beginning of the semester before the program begins and at the end of the semester after students in the one-on-
one tutoring group have received several months of tutoring

- Atthe beginning of the school year before the program begins and at the end of the school year

Finally, after the data have been gathered, how will the data be analyzed?

Below is a possible response:

- Statistical tests (in this case, difference-in-differences methods) can be used to compare program students with their
matched comparison group by subtracting the average outcome (gain) in the comparison group from the average outcome
(gain) in the intervention group.

Such analyses may show that, on average, students participating in the one-on-one tutoring program have higher rates of
increase in self-efficacy than students at schools without a similar literacy intervention.
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Example crosswalk for an outcome

evaluation of a literacy program

Crosswalk for Qutcome Evaluation of a Literacy Program
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Facilitator notes: This slide is only intended to be an example for the facilitator who
may or may notelect to present this to the audience. The group exercise will likely
yield a different set of outcomes of interest and their measurement, data sources,

timing of data collection, and methods for data analysis than the examples listed here.
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Evaluation designs and CNCS’s

requirements

Meet Requirements

Evaluation Study Designs Large Grantess Small Grantess)
EAF Programs
Process Design Mo Yes

[Men-Experimental Design Studies)

Cutcome Design Mo Yec
[(Men-Experimental Design Studies)

Cutcome (Impact) Design
(Guasi-Experimental® or Experimental

Design Studies) Yes Yes

* Fulfills CNCS evalation design requirment fior lagne. necompeie Erambes if & neasonabie compeaisson
Eroup is identified andappropsaie mahdhing propersity Soonng & wsed in theanabpsis.
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Facilitator Notes: Now that we have presented on the different evaluation designs, we
want to conclude this presentation by discussing the evaluation designs as they
pertainto CNCS’ evaluation requirements. Itisimportant to note that CNCS has
different evaluation requirementsforlarge and small recompeting granteesin terms
of which evaluation design they may use to assess their programs. Large granteesare
those receivingannual CNCS funds of $500,000 or more. Small grantees are those
receiving annual CNCS funds of less than $500,000. You should note which type of
designis required foryour program.
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Resources

CNCS’s Knowledge Network

— https:/'www nationalserviceresources_gowevaluation-
americorps
» The American Evaluation Association

— http:ffwww eval org
* The Evaluation Center
— http/fwww wmich. edu/evalctr/
* |nnovation Network's Point K Learning Center

— http:/fwwwi.innonet.org

» Digital Resources for Evaluators

— httpodfwww resourcesdevaluators.info/Communities OfEvaluators.
html
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Facilitator notes: Here we provide a list of resources on evaluation design that you
may find helpful.
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Questions and Answers

MITY
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Facilitator notes: Does anyone have any questions?
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