The Family Center Demonstration
Project Evaluation: An Interim
Report to the 1994 Legislature

KEITH H. FUKUMOTO

Researcher

Report No. 12, 1993

Legislative Reference Bureau
State Capitol
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813



FOREWOQORD

This report has been prepared in rasponse 1o Act 322, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990,
as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of Hawail 1992 and Act 356, Session Laws of MHawali
1993, which requires the Legislative Referance Bureau, in consultation with the Department of
Human Servicaes, to monitor and evaluate the Family Center Demonstration Project.

Among other things, this study attempts to (1) assess the impact of the family centers
upon the communities served, (2} discuss legisiation that may faciitate the continuation or
gxpansion, or both, of the democnstration project, and (3) describe one process by which
family centers could be aliccated resources.

The Bureau has no particular expertise with respect 1o family support and education
programs, and program evaluation. As such, the Bureau is sinceraly appreciative of tha time,
thought, and knowledge contributed o this study by:

. Conroy Chow, Planning Officer, Department of Human Services;

. Dan Watanabe, Executive Director; Masona Mendelson, Sanior Planner: and
Banks Lowman, Planner, Hawaii Community Services Council;

. Kathleen Wilson, Associate Professor, University of Hawaii-Manog;

. Marion Higa, State Auditor, Office of the Auditor;

. Michae! Heim, Evaluation Specialist, Department of Education; and

. All the individuais who responded to the Bureau's surveys about the

demanstration project and the family centers.
Tha generous assistance and cooperaticn of these individuals contributed substantially toward
the preparation of this report and made its timely compietion possible.
Samue! B. K. Chang

Director

December 18993
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Monitor, Evaluate, and Report

Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990, as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of
Hawaii 1992 and Act 356, Session Laws of Hawaii 1893,1 which is included in this report as
Appendix A2 requires the Legisiative Reference Bureau (Bureau), in consuitation with the
Department of Human Services, to monitor and evaluate the Family Center Demonstration
Project (demonstration project or project). The Bureau is also required to submit preliminary
and final evaluation reports on its findings to the Legisiature at lsast twenty days prior o the
convening of the Regular Sessions of 1894 and 1995, respectively.

The preliminary and final evaluation reports prepared by the Bureau are to include:

(1) A descriptive summary of the operation of the family centers, including:

(A} The services provided and a copy of the service plan deveioped by the
centers;

(B} The number of recipients of services at the family centers;
(Cy The aliocation of funds;
(D)  Staffing information; and

(E} The role and responsibility of the family centers’ community liaison
committees;

{2y An assessment of the impact of the family centers upon the communities served,
(3) The composition and role of the family centers;

{4y Recommendations regarding the continuance of the demanstration project and
plans for the implementation of other project sites;

{5) Recommaendaticns regarding the process by which family centers ars allocated
resources;

() A projectad budget for the expenditures required to continue or expand the
demonstration groject; and
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(7y Proposais for legisiation necessary to facilitate the continuation or expansion of
the demaonstration project.

Timeframe

This study covers the period up to June 30, 1893, Additicnally, this study covers oniy
those mandates ¢ontained in Act 328, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990, as amended by Act 188,
Session Laws of Hawaii 1982.3 The mandates contained in Act 358, Session Laws of Hawaii
1993,4 are not covered in this study since insufficient time has passed since the approval of
Act 356 to make a fair evaluation of the demonstration project possible.

Scope and Structure of this Study

This study builds upon previous evaluations of the demonstration project conducted by
the Hawaii Community Services Council (HCSC) and is not intended to confirm or refute the
findings and recommendations of the HCSC or its independent evaluators. The purpose of
this study is not to duplicate any of the work previously or presently being performed by the
HCSC: rather, its purpose is to build upon the knowledge created by the previous evaluations
in order to increase the depth and breadth of this knowledge and, conseguentiy, peopie’s
understanding of the demonstration project.

Activities such as the development of descriptive summaries of the operations,
compositions, and roles of the family centers have been and are presently being performed by
the HCSC and are not duplicated in this study. According to the most recent evaluation of the
demonstration project conducted by the HCSC (July 23, 1983),% the project has not developed
a consistent method for coltecting, reporting, and analyzing project data. The Bursau does
not believe that duplicating the efforts of the HCSC to develop a consistent method for
collecting, reporting, and analyzing project data will appreciably increase people's
understanding of the demonstration project. Readers inlerested in these kinds of summaries
should refer to the abovementioned evaluation and the initial evaluation of the demonstration
project (November 1961).6

Among other things, this study attempts to (1) assess the impact of the family centers
upon the communities served, (2) discuss legisiation that may facilitate the continuation or
axpansion, or both, of the demonstration project, and (3) describe one process by which
family centers could be allocated resources. Among many other things, this study doses not
describe those activities undertaken by the family centers to faciiitate access to exisiing
human services and, consequently, does not assess whether the family centers were
successful or unsuccessful in facilitating access to these services. The Bureau had nsither
the time nor the resources needed to describe these activities and assess their impacts.
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This study does not {1} make any specific recommendations concerning the
continuation {(versus, prasumably, the discontinuation) of the demonstration project and pians
for the implemaeantation of other project sites, or (2) estimate the expendilures required to
continue or expand, or both, the demonsiration oroject. The Bureau believes that making
specific recommendations concerning the discontinuation of the demonstration project would
be premature at this time uniess there is clear gvidence that the project is harming people,
communities, or the State’s human services system. The Bureau also believaes that
gstimating the expenditures rsquired to continue or expand, or both, the demonstration
project is infsasibie at this time since the project has not developed a consistent method for
collecting, reporting, and analyzing these kinds of data.”

including this introductory chaptar, this study consists of eleven chapters. Chapter 2
describes the structure of the Family Center Demonstraticn Project, and the functions of the
Governor's Family Center Advisory Commitiee, a family cenier, a community liaisen
commiites, and the Project Director's Office.

Chnapter 3 provides a foundation for describing what ifypes and kinds of data the
Legislature appears tc need for pelicy and decision making purposes, and for describing the
capabilities and timitations of these data. Chaptér 4 applies the previous considerations {0
the specifics of the demonstration groject, and describes the capabilities and limitations of
program avaluaion.

Chapter 5 describes and explains some of the mitigating factors that the Legislature
may wish to consider when it evaluates the cutcomes of the demcnsiration project. it also
describes and explains some of the policy decisions that the Legislature may wish to address
when if reviews the davelopment and implemeantation of the project.

Chapter 6 describes the capabilities and limitations of surveys, and discusses the
advantages and disadvantagaes of diffarent survey types. It also describes the methodology of
this study, which makes extensive use of surveys, with respect to the foregoing capabilities
and limitations, and advantages and disadvantages.

Chapier 7 examines the pianning of the demonstration proiect to assist the
Legislature, the Department of Human Services, and the Hawall Community Services Council
in clarifying the purposes of the project, the implementing activilies of the project, and the
problem statement for the proiact, in ordser [o assist ali three In determining whether or not the
purposes and specific implamenting activities of the project are addressing the causes of
probiems, or the symptoms of more deep-seated problems. Chapter 8 examinegs the planning
of the demonstration project to assist the Legislature in clarifying the purpcses and short-term
and long-term objectives of the project with respect to desired outcomes. it also describes
one view concerning the purposes and shortterm and long-term objsctives of the
demonstration project, and one “vision” for the future of the State's human services system
and the project, to provide the Legislature with two methods and starting points for expressing
its own views concerning these purposes and objectives. Chapter 9 examines how valuable

L
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government agencies, social service providers, businesses, charitable foundations, and others
perceive the democnstration project to be. [t alsc examines the perceived impact of the
demonstration project from the state level and community level. Chapter 10 identifies the
value added through the creation of the family centers, the value that would be denied
through the discontinuation of the demonstration proisct, and those policy decisions that can
be made by the Legislature to ensure that the project is given every reasonable opportunity to
attain its maximum potential. Chapter 11 discusses, in a guestion and answer format, those
issues that may be of greatest interest to iegislators.

Comments Regarding the Prefiminary Draft of this Report

On December 1, 1993, the Bureau transmitted to the Department of Human Services
and the Hawali Community Services Council a preliminary draft of this report. The Bureau
asked that these agencies make any comments, cite any errors, state any objections, or
suggest any revisions ta the draft. The Bureau's transmittal letters, and the responses of the
Department of Human Services and the Hawaii Community Services Council to the draft, are
included in this report as Appendices R and S, respectively. When deemed appropriate by
the Bureau, revisions to the draft were made and the agencies' comments and suggestions
incorporated into this report.

in the interest of accuracy and fairness, and to facilitate the external review process,
the Bureau submitted early rough drafts of this study to those individuals who were quoted
extensively in this report. These individuals were allowed to rephrase their comments as they
Saw appropriate.

Endnotes

1. 1980 Haw. Sess. Laws, Act 329; 1992 Haw. Sess. Laws, Act 188; 1993 Haw. Sess. Laws, Act 356,

2. Act 329, Session Laws of Hawali 1990, as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of Hawait 1992 and Act 356,
Session Laws of Hawait 1953:

{1} Establishes a five-year demonstration project, known as the Family Center Demonstration
Project, 10 be concucted by the Department of Human Sarvices (DHS), effective July 1,
1980 to June 30. 1995, and makes the DHS responsible for the planning, implementation,
and establishment of family centers under the demonstration project;

{2 Defines the term "family” 10 mean the family as an enduring personal support system with
the functicns of nurturing, caring for. and educating children, youths. adulis, and the
glderly;

3 Establishes the Family Center Council-also known as the Governor's Family Center
Advisory Committes {(GFCACfor the purpose of planning and implementing the
establishment and development of the demonstration project; and requires the GFCAC to
be appointed by the Governor and 1o consist of representatives from the pubitic and private
Sectors of the cormmunity,
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Requires the GFCAC to develop a plan to make the demonstration project permanent; and
requires the plan to focus on the implémentation of a permanent family center project in
1995 and to address and maks recommendations on:

)

(E)

{H)

e,

The continuance of the family center project:

The development of an administrative structure promoting family center concepts;
The development of a funding structure promoting collaboration and integraticn
between agencies, both public and private, and with the different sectors of the
community;

The incorparation of training companents and community action;

The provision of technical assistance {0 communities, agencies. and interested
community members relating to the development of family centers;

The development of an evaluation and assessment component that includes, but is
nat limited to, the review, assessment, and development of project methodalogy
and process, and the evaluation of project results and accomplishments;

The development of a process by which family centers are allocated resources:

The development of a process by which family center sites are selected; and

The preparation of 2 projectad budget for the expenditures required 1o continue of
expand the family center project;

Specifies that the purpose of the demonstration project is ¢ coordinate the provision of
core services to famiies at community-based centers to develop each community’s
capacity to identify and resolve #ts probiems:

Requires each family center to be:

(A

(B}

Responsive (o #s community and involve #S participants as equal panners in
program development and execution; and

Advised by a community laison committee, which is to be composed of community
meambers;

Aequires each family center 1o offer an array of services tailored 10 the specific nesds of
its constituenis; requires these services to be developed pursuant (o family support
principles, which direct that services must:

(A}

Be offered at convenient times in accessible locations;
Buid on strengths, rather than search for deficits:
involve participants and the community i planning and implementation,

Show respect for participants;
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(9

{E}

{H)

THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

Serve the best interesis of children;
Sirengthen families:

Ba presented in cocrdination with other agencies and services w1 the community;
and

Focus on community strengthening and development;

and prohibits any single service from overshadowing the others. and requires these
services to be provided in a coordinated manner,

Requires the family centers, with input from parent constituents, to develop a service plan,
using a systems management approach, for the provision of services. makes the staff of
each family center responsible for ensuring that all components of the service plan are
carried out; and aliows the staff of family centers to intervene in & given situation to carry
out the service pian by

(A)
(B)
(©

Ly

Accompanying parems to appointments with other agencies,;
Advocating on behalf of parents;
Reminding parents of appointments with other agencies; and

Providing short-term counseling o parents concerning referrals for services;

Requires each family center {0 consider the following services, activities, and components
when developinig 1S Core Services:

(A

E)

(G

(H}

Enhancerment of parenting skills, including community- or neighborhood-wide
events and activities that promete family relationships in & positive and enjoyable
manner;

infant and child stimudation activities to maximize child growth and development;

Cutreach services targeted at communily organizations, families, youths, and
others 10 ensure cOrmimunily awareness, acceplance, and participation;

Heaith care, family planning, counseling, and other services 1o avoid unwanted
pregnancies;

Assessment and treatment planning for developmental problems of the parent or
the child;

Temporary developmental child care for the offspring of parenis receiving services
Gr-site;

Peer support activities, including recreational and social activities.

Educational services, such as post-high schod! classes and inshruction. to those
arempiing 10 earn general squivalency dipfomas: and
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(11}
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{1} Job preparation and skill development services o assist young parents in
preparing for, securing. and mainfaining empioyment;

Allows the Director of Human Services. after conferring with the GFCAC., to:

{A) Enter into agreements with the federal government, state departments and
agencies. and the counties;

(B} Enter into assistance agreements with private persons, groups. institutions, or
COFpOrations:

{C) Purchase services regquired or appropriate from any private persons, groups,
ingtitutions, or corporations,

(D} Allocate and expend any rescurcas available for the purposes of the demonstration
project: and

(E} Do all things necessary 1o accomplish the purposes and provisions of the
demonstration project;

Specifies that an evaluation component shall be required for the family ceniers. requires
the evaluation comgonent to include:

{A) Descriptive data on client status;

=1 Program utilization data;

(C} Profiles of participants;

{Dy intervention pians;

(E} Participant and community satisfaction ratings;

(F Information pertaining to the lessons learned from operating under family center
concepts; and

Gy informnation periaining 10 whether the family certer project has changed the human
services systemn, why each change occurred. and. if applicable. why expected
changes did not occur;

and allows the DHS 1o utilize a portion of the funds avalable for the demonstration project
to conduct evaluations of the family centers:

Specifies that g raining and fechnical assistance component shall be required for the
family centers; requires the training and technical assistance componemnt 10 include:

(A} Conducting training sessions for family center directors, staff, and community
lialson committee members 1o promote Strengthening families within the

community:

5 Conducting community developrment sessions for local communidies,
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(Cs Conducting community forums 10 describe the asset model and philosophy of
famnily centers to private businesses. government agencies., and nonprofit
agencies:

{0y Providing technical assistance o community groups relating {0 the development of

community capacity 10 address community problems through family centers;

{E) Providing technical assistance 10 apphcanis for family centers in addressing
collaboration with existing services within the community; and

5 Conducting periodic sessions with family center directors 1o address on-going
networking requirements and share solutions in addressing communiy prablems:

and allows the DHS 1o wiilize a portion of the funds available 10 conduct training sessicns
and provide technical assistance in developing and promoting family centers; and

Fepeals the demonstiration projéct on July 1, 1995,

.
—
(%]

-

3. Act 188. Session Laws of Hawall 1992, amends Act 328, Session Laws of Hawali 1990, by:
{1) Extending the repeal date of the demonstration project fram July 1. 1992, to July 1. 1993,

{2} Repealing provisions (imiting the demonstration project to one family center located on the
island of Cahy;

{3 Adding provisions authrizing the establishrent of more than one family center;

{4} Changing the name of the "Family Support Center Demonstration Project” to the "Family
Center Demonstration Project™

Changing the name of the "Community Family Support Center BEoard” 1o the "Commiunity
Lialson Commitiee";

s
(%3}
e

{6) Adding a provision specitying that services offered by a family center are (o be developed
pursuant ta family support principies, which, among other things, direct that services must
focus on community strengthening and developmant;

{7 Adding a provision specifying that enhancement of parenting skiils {with respect to the
services, activities, and components thal constitiie a family center’s core services)
inciudes community- and neighborhood-wide avents and activities that promote family
retationships in a posiive and enjoyable manner;

{8} Allowing the DHS 1o utilize a portion of the furnds avaliable for the demonstration project
rather than only a portion of those funds appropriated by Act 329, 10 conduct evaluations
of the family centers;

& Adding provisions:

{A} Specifying that & raining and techinical assistance companent shall be required for
thre famiy centors,
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(B} Describing the minimum content of the fraining and iechnical assistance
componeant; and

{Cy Allowing the DHS 1o utilize a portion of the funds availabie for the demonstration
project t0 conduct tramning sessions and provide tachnical assistance in developing
and promoting family centers;

and

{10} Repeaiing the provision requirng the establishment of two family literacy programs.

Act 356, Session Laws of Hawaii 1993, amends Act 329, Session Laws of Hawail 1930, as amended by Act
188. Session Laws of Hawaii 1992, by:

(1} Extending the repeal date of the demonstration project from July 1, 19393, to July 1, 1995;

{2} Adding provisions requiring the GFCAC to develop a plan to make the demonstration
project permanent, and specifying the minimum contents of the pian;

3 Specitying that the evaluation component of the demonstration project is to include,
aimong other things:

{A} information pertaining to the lessons tearned from operating under family center
concepts, and

(B} information pertaining o whether the family center project has changed the human
services systern, why each change occurred, and, ¥ applicable. why expected
changes did not occur;

{4 Repealing provisions requiring the DHS to monitor and evaiuate the demonstration
project, and report its findings o the Legistature: and

(5j Agding provisions:
{A) Requiring the Bureau to monitor and evaluate the demonsiration project, and
submit preliminary and final evaluation reports on its findings to the Legislature at

teast twenty days prior to the convening of the Regular Sessions of 1894 and 1895,
respectively; and

(B} Specifying the minimum contents of the evaluation reports to the Legislature.
Hawali Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of
Evaluation: July 1990 - December 16827 (Draft Final Report) July 23, 1963), pp. 2, and 115-118.

Hawaii Community Services Councll, "The Family Center System:  An Evaluation and Report on
Accomplishmenis, Period of Evaluation: July 1890 - October 19917 {November 1991}, 101 pp.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of
Evaluation: July 1930 - Decemnber 19927 (Draft Final Report) (July 23, 1993), pp. 2, and 115-118.



Chapter 2
STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS

Purpose

The purpose of the following discussion is to briefly describe the structure of the
Family Center Demonstration Project, and the functions of the Governor's Family Center
Advisory Commitiee, a family center, a community hkaison committee, and the Project
Director's Offica. This discussion is not intended to provide an exhaustive description of the
foregoing structure and functions, but to provide a basic level of understanding of the
demonstration project and its various componants.

Family Center Demonstration Project

According to the Hawaii Community Services Councii (HCSC), the following is the
current structure of the Family Center Demonstration Project.!

The current structure of the [family center demonstration]
project, also known as the "Family Center System," includes the
following components:

Four community-pased Family Centers, located in West Hawail,
Molokai, Windward Oahu, and the Kalihi neighborhood of Honolulu.
Each {[family] center is administered through a private human
service agency (lead agency) and supported by a community liaison
committee [emphasis added] (CLLC), which incliudes local leaders and
genter participants. A fifth Family Center is scheduled to open
in Hanalei, Kauai, during fiscal 1993/94.

The Project Director's 0Office, located in the offices of the
Hawal'i Community Services Council in Hernolulu, houses the Project
Director and Administrative Staff for the project. The Director's
Office acts as the central coordinating body For the project and
also conducts training, evaluation, and community education.

The Governor's Family Center Advisory Council consists of
volunteers, appointed by the UCovernor, who represent various
sectors in the community, including business, non-profits, human

services, education, health, and the military. The Advisory
Council serves as a de facto non-profit board of governors for the
nrojeet.

The Hawai'i Community Services Council acts as the administrating
agency for the project and provides the physical space for the
Director's Office.
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Governor's Family Center Advisory Commitiee

According to The Family Center Plan,? the purpose of the Govarnor's Family Center
Advisary Committes (GFCAC) is 1o maximize and coordinate the availability of resourcas that
enable families 1o deveiop social and economic self-sufficiency. The GFCAC oversees the
work of the family centers by establishing and administering policies that govern (1) the
administrative and programmatic staff and (2) the family centers. The GFCAC is a palicy
making body that guides the purposes, functions, goals, and activities of the family centers.

The GFCAC is appcinted by the Governor and consists of representatives from the
public and private sectors of the community and from all islands.®

In arder to achigve its mission, the GFCAC:

(1)

(4)

(5)

(6)

{7

(8)

{9)

(10)

{1

(12)

Plans, implements, and maintainsg a statewide system of family centers;
Sets standards that guide the family centers' program activities;

Develops statewide family strengthening policies with input from the family
centers;

Monitors the familty centers' activities to ensure the maintenance of desired
programmatic standards;

Develops appropriate evaluation designs and coordinates or assists in the
evaluation of the family ¢enters’ programs;

Provides technical assistance and training for the family centers’ staff and
voluniears,

Develops necessary resources o support the networks of the family centers’
activities, inciuding applying for, receiving, and channeling funds;

Coordinates the family centers' network;

Provides a ciearinghouse of information on and models of family strengthening
programs;

Disseminates information on family strengthening;

Advocates and identifies culturally appropriate resources that may enhance
family functioning,; and

Creates public awareness of the GFCAC and its mission.

i
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Family Centers

Performance Standards. Although:

(1)

(2)

the Bureau belisves that "what" things a family center does or accomplished are not as
important as "how" it does or accoemplished these things.4 The Bureau believes that the
amount of emphasis given to the former data may have unintentionally cbhscured the purpose
of the demonstration project and made it more difficult to inform the public about what is
being tested within the project. It was difficult even for the Bureau to see a family center and,
consequently, the demonstration project as something cther than just another human services
provider and demonstration program until A Guide to Performance Standards for Family

The Family Center Plan alsc describes the purpose, composition, and functions

of a family center; and

The two previous evaluations of the demonstration project also described the
services provided and activities conducted by each family center during the

previous fiscal years;

Centers® was developed. These performance standards are:

i1.

Programs, activities, and services are accessible to the
community they serve. Programs reflect and build on the
culture, values and beliefs of the participants.

a. Programs demonstrate an understanding of the cultural,
linguistle and soclo-economic backgrounds of the
families served.

b. Staff and participants learn about the values and
beliefs of the parficipants.

c. Programs, activities, and services are easily
accessible in terms of location, hours, etc.

4. Program environment and content reflect and respond to
community issues, rescurces, and needs.

e. Mechanisms are in place to ensure that leadership and
staff reflect the backgrounds of participants.

"

Staff are prepared to learn about and incorporate
culfure, language, and sccic-economic styles.

An entire family can access services and acfivities through

the organization.
a. There is evidence that all family members are
incorporated into programs.

B, There is evidence that programs are "family friendly.”



III.

IV.

VI.
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Contact with families is friendly, timely, and
supportive,

Wnere there is a site, the atmosphere is clean and
welcoming.

Staff are prepared to integrate all members of families
into programs.

Programs reflect a belief that families who are confident
and competent are likely to ralise heaithy and productive
children,

d.

There are tools in place that indicate to what extent
families are managing their responsibilities.

Programs are in place to help families manage their
responsibilities,

Starf are prepared to help familles manage their own
responsibilities,

Families play an important role in program decisions.

a.

There are gpecific structures in place to provide
families with opportunities for input and decision-~
making.

Program decisions evidence the input of families and
participants.

Staff members are prepared Lo involve families in
declislion-making.

Staff recognize and build on the strengths of each parent
and family,

.

All

Programs are designed t¢ promote the perception that
seeking help is a way of building strength.

Programs encourage families to seek support and
information both within and outside of the programs.

Staff are prepared to identify and bulld on the
strengths of families who have multiple problems.

staff participate in the development of programs,

activities, and services,

a.

Principies of family strengthening and community
capacity bullding are incorporated in staff training.

Training is ongoing.

i3



VII.

VIIT.

IX.
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c. Staff meets regularly tc  discuss/contribute to
operations and planning.

d. Staff are supported to make decisions about their work
and try different apprcaches.

Program stafl and participants are pariners--each one
bringing skills and perspectives to the partnership.

&. There is evidence that staff and participants respect
gach other.

b, Staff are prepared to work with participants as
partners.

c. Staff work together to model partnering,

Programs help families become resources for each other, both
in the program and in the greater community.

a. There are mechanisms in place Lo encourage families to
become resources for each other.

b. There 13 evidence that families acting as resources
affect the quality of the program.

c. Staff are prepared to help families become resocurces
for each other.

Programs provide families with opportunities teo Jointly
advocate for changes in the community,

a. There are mechanisms to help families develop advocacy
skills,
b. There is evidence that family driven advocacy has led

to the development of the community's capacity.

c. Staff are prepared to provide opportunities for family
driven advocacy.

Educational opportunitiss for life management skills and
parent education are in place.

&. There are mechanisms in place to incorporate
educational activities,

b. There is evidence that 1ife management skills
{budgeting, job interviewing, sexzuality, goal setting,
family stress} are addressed in programs.

c. Parent skill development programs are in place.



XIIL.

XIII.
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d. There are collaborative efforts wilth other programs to
assure appropriate information and coordination of
programs.

a. Specific program models and curricula are in place.

L

. Staff are prepared to provide parent training and life
s5till management skill development.

Programs serve as a bridge between families and other
resources.

a. Formal and informal agreements are in place with other
organizations to collaboratively provide programs and
services,

b. Follow-up procedures are in place to track the ocutcomes
of providing information and referral.

c, Staff refer participants to other agencies.

d. Other organizations regulariy refer participants to
programs.
e. In formal relationships, other organizations respond to

feedback by making changes in policies and procedures.
f. Staff are prepared to collaborate with other agencies.

Families woluntarily participate in programs,
Yyp

a. Mechanisms are ln place Lo catalyze volunteerism,

L. Special outreach strategies are used to attract target
populations,

c. Staff are prepared Lo encourage and ensure
volunteerism.

Program 1is regularly evaluated by leadership, staff,
participants, and community.

2. Lasy~to-understand goals and ocutcomes are determined
and continuously improved by all stakehclders.

b. Principles of family strengthening are svidenced in the
evaluation process.

e, Families are involved in the evaluation process.
d. Pregram planning and flexipvility is a product of the

evaluation process.

oy
(821
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a. Evaluation is based on the collection and analysis of
process and outcomre data.

f. Celebrations and recognition of accomplishments and
strengths are consistently incorporated into programs
and activities.

g. Staff are prepared to evaluate programs themselves and

assist participants in evaluating programs,

lL.ead Agencies, Family Centers, and Locations.

Lead Agency
Family Center
Location

Parents and Children Together {PACT)
Kuhio Park Terrace (KPT) Family Center
Located in the KPT low-income housing complex.

Molckai Genaral Hospital
Molokai Family Center
Located in a storefront office in Kaunakakai, Molokai.

Kualoa-Heeia Ecumenical Youth (KEY) Project
KEY Project Family Center
Located in the KEY Project community center in Kaneohe, Hawail.

Waest Hawaii Family Support Services
Wast Hawaii Family Center
Located in a storefront space in the Kona Coast Shopping Center in Kailua-
Kona, Hawali,
(Kau Satellite Center, located in a community ¢center in Naalehu, Hawaii.)

Community Liaison Commitiees

According to The Family Center Plan ® the purpose of a community liaison committes
{CLC) is o be a liaison betweaen a community and a family canier g0 that the family centar
remains sensitive to the assets and needs of the families within that specific locaie. ACLC is
comgprised of persons representing the community at large, as well as the community’s
organizations. A CLC may:

{17 Assist the family center staff in assessing both the assels and nesds of the
families in the community;
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Advise the family center staff on program directions that address the needs and
buiid on the assets of the familieg in the community; and

Advocate on behalf of the community (o the family center s¢ that the family
cenier's programs are relevant and responsive 1o families in the community.

Oftice of the Director

According to The Family Center Plan,” the responsibilities of the Project Director's

Office ars 10:

{1

{2)

{3)

{4)

(7)

Staff the GFCAC, which sets policy and standards for the family centers;

Develop a long-range plan for family strengthening that includes a recommended
role for the family centers, and work with the HCSC in develoging this plan;

Develop a neighbor island outreach that defines a naighbor siand family center
strategy,

Convene subcommittees as necessary to define the following areas for the
demonsiration prgject

(Ay  Future funding;

(B} Site daveiopment;

(Cy Evaiuation model; and

{Dy  Future role and responsibilities for "coordinating”™ family centers;

Assist the family centars by establishing regular training and probiem-solving
SE5SI0NS,

Educate the community on the "asset” model approach to famities, and on family
rnesds and strategies for masting these needs;

Promotie opportunities, such as forums, for increasing collaboration amon
agencies, organizations, and other sectors interested in family suppori;

Develop a legislative strategy and advocate on behalf of the demonsiration
oroject and family needs;

s
i
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{9y Coordinate evaluation data collections from the family centers and document the
farnily centers’ processes for evaluation and future planning,; and

(10  Develop the budget for the demonstration project.

Endnotes

Hawali Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Bemonstration Project. Period of
Evaluation: July 1930 - December 1992" (Draft Finai Report) (July 23, 1993}, pp. 142-143.

Hawail Community Sarvices Council, "The Family Center Plan:  The Final Report of the Family Center
Pianning Committee” {August 1990}, pp. 4-5.

imerview with Linga Harris, Director, The Family Center {Hawail Community Services Council), November 24,
1993. The Bureau notes that Harris was appointed to the foregoing post on September 20, 19493, and that the
scope of this study extends only untif June 30, 1993.

Refer 10 Appendix B for a listing of the members of the Governor's Family Center Advisory Commities.
See:

( Hawali Community Servicas Councit, "The Family Center System: An Evaluation and Report on
Accomplishments. Period of Evaluation: July 1990 - October 1891 {November 1891), 101 pp.
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for detailed descriptions of the specific services provided and activities conducted by each family center.
According to the Hawail Community Services Council:

¥ we accept thal the purpose of the project is 1o reduce fragmentation of services, then all of the other
activities and intentions of the project can be seen as sirategies. as means io that end,

Consider the exampie of a toy lending Hbrary. (f it is successiul. this service satisties the purpose of
"meeting unmet needs” {i.e., the need of families for age-appropriate, low-cost toys). Howsver, mesting
this particufar need is not the end of the process. The nead for toys was not. in iisell, the reason that the
demonstration project was created. The {oy lending lbrary 18 a "hook” to tring in young families, who
then interact with the Family Center staff. articulate other needs. receive support. and learn how 1o find
resources in the community. Mesting the need for (oys s thereby beginning o satisly a broader purpose
of reducing the fragmentation and coniusion of the service delivery system,

Most of the individuai activities of the Family Centers and Director’'s Gffice could be seen in Hght of how
they do or do not reduce fragmentation within the service delivery system. The next step in the evaluation
process then becomeas exploring exactly how a particular activity satisfies the project intent. How does a
tatk with the [Kuhio Park Terrace] Friendly Store cashisr turn into a way 10 reduce fragmentation in
services? How does an &8 Iinformation and Beferral] Coordinalor's answer o g question help to reduce
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the ragmentation?

These are the "how 10" guestions which many people are logking 1o the Family Center Demonstration
Project 1o answer, i fact, answering these "how 107 questions 1$ at the heart of what He project must
demoenstrate, ie., how s speciic activities satisty #s broader intent. Much work remains (¢ be done on
Hurninaling this connaction. including a reassessment of what kind of data the project coilects and uses.
The data discussed in Section 1 [of the evalualion report] reveals the activities of the Family Center
System [Demonstration Project], but it does not reveal how thesg activities fransiate inio a less
fragmented human services delivery system.

The radical part of the restatement of purpose 10 focus on Fagmentation of services is that it shifis the
emphasis of the project off of families and communities and places it on the service delivery system. The
methods chosen for reforming service delivery are community-driven and focus on the weli-being of
families, Dut the ktent st operates at the level o service delivery. That is a big shift from the way most
of the project has been cperating. which is 1o meet the neads of families and communities first and then
see how what has been done affedis the service delivery systam.

The point here 5 not that mesting family needs is not a legitimate part of the growect's intent-it i5. The
point is that meeting needs S not enough. [t must e clear how meeting those needs TS info a larger
strategy. The comments of the various customers in Section 2 [of the evaluation report] make # guite
clear that reducing the fragmentad nature of services s a comman priority among all visions of the project.
The project must demonstrate how IS approach can change the larger "system™

it is important o recognize that individual Family Centars and fead zgencies made their own statements of
intent in their initial proposais. These siaiements and the broader project intent should De in accord with
one another, if not identical. in refining the statement of project intent, i1 s important 10 pay atlention 1o
these other statemants of intent and not 1o go "over the head” of the Family Centers and Director's Office
where the project’s intent is carried out.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of
Evaluation: July 1890 - December 1982" (Draft Final Reporty (July 23, 1933}, pp. 136-138.

Hawai! Community Services Council. "A Guide (o Performance Standards for Family Centers” fundate), pp. 5

"A Guide to Performance Standards for Family Centers” is a revised version of "Qualily Standards for Family
Ceniers”, aisc developed by the Hawall Community Services Council,

The lalter gocumen! exisied only in drak form and had not been validated by the family centers when the
Bureau began this study in May 1993, interview with Maeona Mendelson, Senior Planner. Decislons/impact,

Hawail Community Services Council, November 8, 1933,

Hawait Community Services Council. "The Family Canter Plan. The Final Report of the Family Center
Planning Committes” (August 1880, p. 8.

Harris inferview, November 24, 1943,
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Chapter 3

CAUSATION, OBSERVATIONAL
AND EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate the complexities of designing and
conducting research and evaluation studies that are useful, feasible, proper, and accurate.’
Put simply, it is easier to talk about designing and conducting research and evaluation studies
than it is to actually design and conduct these studies. Loosely paraphrasing Max Michael,
Thomas Boyce, and Allen Wilcox, authors of Biomedical Bestiary: An Epidemiofogic Guide to
Flaws and Fallacies in the Medical Literature 2 however, a good researcher can see the flaws
in research and evaluation studies but is not hopelessly paralyzed by them. Flaws are an
inherent part of research and evaiuation studiss, and unflawed studies are as improbable as
germ-free handshakes. The challenge to researchers is to know what these flaws are, and
how to contain the damage they do.

In this particular case the discussion revolves around a hypothetical community's
program to reduce the incidence of curfew viclations. While the community's program to
reduce the incidence of curfew violations may be hypothetical, the concepts upon which this
discussion is based have their rocis in epidemiology--or the study of the distribution and
determinants of diseases and injurfes in human populations.

This chapter is based substantialiy on the work of Judith Mausner and Anita Bahn,
authors of Epidemiofogy: An Introductory Text.3

While researchers may differ as to whether epidemioclogy is a "deficits-based”
approach to research and evaluation and therefore incompatible with the "assets-based”
approach of the demonstration project, the Bureau does not believe that such a discussion
would be timely or appropriate. Only the Legisiature can extend the enabling iegisiation for
tha demonstration project beyond its June 30, 1985 repeal date, and only legislators know
what types and kinds of data they need and want about the project. The Bureau believes that
the most important question for researchers and legislators to discuss at this time is "what
types and kinds of data does the Legisiature need and want for policy and decision making
purposes?”  This chapter attempts to provide legisiators with a foundation for describing
these types of data, and to provide rssearchers with a foundation for describing the
capabilities and limitations of these data.

Reliabilily and Validity
Some error s invoived in any type of measurement. Measuremant error occurs
systematically or randomiy and both types of error limit the certainty to which a community's

nrogress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations? can be measured. For tha purposes
of this discussion, the term "incidence” is defined as the number of curfew viclations dividsd
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by the number of children at risk, in a one-year period. Additionally, the term "children at
risk” is defined as children between eleven ysars of age and sixtesn years of age.®> Overly
simplified, instruments are considered (o be "reliable” if measurement error is slight and
consistent when measuring a community’'s progress in reducing the incidence of curfew
viclations. For exampie, if researchers allempied 1o measure the incidence of curfew
violations simply by surveying children at risk about the freguency of behaviors relating to
curfew violations in a one year pericd, the study's reliability might be questioned because of
the distinct possibility that the children might either exaggerate the frequency of these
behaviors to gain notoriety with researchers, or withhoid information out of fear of being
disciplined by authority figures.

Generally, instruments are considered to be "valid” if they measure what they are
designed to measure, in this case, a community's progress in reducing the incidence of
curfew violations. Attempting 10 measure the incidence of curfew violations by counting the
number of citations issued by police officers for curfew violations in a one-year period might
be of questionable validity because some police officers may be more fervent about issuing
citations for curfew violations than others, and it I8 not possibie for police officers io
apprehend every child who violates curfew. Furthermore, citations may be issued erroneously
and thus are not undisputable evidence that a curfew vigiation occurred,

The Concept of Causality

Netwithstanding concerns about the reliability and validity of measurement
instruments, the central issue in evaiuating a hypothetical community's program to reducs the
incidence of curfew violations is one of "causality”, /ie., did the community's program itself
actually cause a reduction in the incidence of curfew violations? While a causal association is
the "holy grail” of researchers, the establishment of such an association is elusive and often
fraught with controversy.® There are, in addition to causal associations, two other kinds of
associations that frequently and effectively pass themselves off as causal associations, they
are: artificial associations and indirect associations.

Artificial (Spuricus) Association. An artificial association is an association where a
community's program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations is associated with the
community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations due 1o chance
occurrence {random fluctuation} or some bias {systematic srror} in study methods, e.g., only
surveying children who attend private schoois.

indirect Association. An indirect association s an association where a community's
program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations is associated with {he community's
progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations only because both variables are
related to some underlying condition, e.g., a change in the curfew law (1) exempting sixteen
and seventeen year olds from curfew requirements, or {2} relaxing the curfew hour until 2:00
a.m., thereby reducing the likelihood of viciating the law.
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Causal Association. A causal association is an asscciation where community progress
in reducing the incidence of curfew violations follows directly from the implemeniation of a
community program to reduce the incidence of curfew viclations.

Establishmeni of Causal Associations

As previously discussed, the establishment of a causal association is elusive and often
fraught with controversy., Fiva criteria that are widely used by ressarchers 10 evaluate the
likelihood that an asscciation is causal are;  strength of association, consistency of
association, temporal correctness, specificity of association, and coherence with existing
information.

Strength of Association. Strength of association dictates that community progress in
reducing the incidence of curfew violations should be greatest for those communities making
an "all out” effort to reduce the incidence of curfew violations and smallest for those
communities making absolutely no effort to reduce the incidence of curfew viclations. The
likelihood of a causal association is strengthened if increasing leveis of community effort to
reduce the incidence of curfew viciations correspond to increasing levels of community
progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations.  Realistically, however, thse
opportunity to experiment with people, whether children or adults, in a rigidly controiled
environment rarely presents itself because of moral and ethical issuss. While natural
axperiments are more common, they are relatively difficuit to control singe very little can be
done to affect their design defore or after they begin.”

Congistency of Association. Consistency of association dictates that the association
betwsen a community's program o reducs the incidence of curfew violations and the
community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew viclations must be consistent under
other circumstances, with other study populations, and with different study methods. The
more often the association appears under diverse circumstances, the more likely the
association is to be causal in nature. On a cautionary note, systematic error occurring in
multiple studies, e.g.. not making allowances for exceptions in cases of necessity or when
permission 1o viclate curfew has been granted by a judge of the Family Court,8 can produce
an apparent but spurious consistency.

Temporal Correciness. Temporal corraciness dictates that a community's progress in
reducing the incidence of curfew violations should be preceded by the community's
implementation of a program 1o reduce the incidence of curfew violations. On a cautionary
note, temporal correciness should be consgistent with any necessary period of induction and
latency, e.g., the minirnum time needed to learn and utilize new parenting skills.

Specificity of Association. Specificity of association dictates that there should be a
one-fo-one relationship belween a community’s program o raduce the incidence of curfew
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violations and the community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations. The
problems with this criterion, however, are that a community’s progress in reducing the
incidence of curfew viclations can also be caused by the singular effect of several other
ocngoing community programs, such as neighborhced watch programs, or by the cumufative
effect of several other ongoing community pregrams. In the former instance, a community's
other programs act independently of one another {0 cause a change in the community’s
progress in reducing the incidence of curfew viciations since each program is sufficient by
itseif to reduce the incidance of curfew violations. In the latter instance, a community's other
programs act collectively to cause a change in the community's progress in reducing the
incidence of curfew violations since no single program is sufficient by itself to raduce the
incidence of curfew violations.

Coherence with Existing information. Coherence with existing information dictates
that a community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations should be
consistent with current knowledge about curfew violations and the community's program to
reduce the incidence of curfew violations. On a cautionary note, "paradigms”, re., the
general theoretical assumptions and laws and technigues for their application that the
members of & particular scientific community adopt, may cause findings that cannot be
incorporated into the existing body of knowledge to be regarded at the cutset with exireme
skepticism. For example, a program that finds gainful employment for persistent curfew
violaiors may be regarded at the ouiset with extreme skepticiem by members of the law
enforcement community who believe that curfew violations stem from a lack of respect for
parenis and the law, as opposed t¢ boredom or poor parenting skills, or both.

Observational and Experimental Studies

There are two kinds of studies: observational and experimental. Generally speaking,
the two types of studies differ in that differences bsetween communities are "observed” in the
former instance and "created" experimentally in the latter. Each kind of study has its own
advantages and disadvantages, as well as methodological limitations. Choice of methodology
is often influenced by factors that, for various reasons, are beyond the conirol of researchers,
e.g., the hasty and less than dasired implementation of a pilot project by state officials to
meet a legisiative deadline.

Observational Studies. There are two major types of observational studies:
retrospective and prospective.

A retrospective study might choose to observe communities achieving a higher than
average reduction in the incidence of curfew violations and communities achieving a lower
than average reduction and then determining if the two groups differ in the proportion of
communities that have implemented a specific program aimed at reducing the incidence of
curfew violations.
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Some of the advantages of a retrospective study, as compared to a prospective one,
are that the retrospective study (17 is refatively inexpansive 1o carry out, (2) requires a smaller
number of communities, (3) yields relatively quick resuits, and (4} is more suitabie for the
study of rare evenis. Some of the disadvantages of a retrospective study are that (1) neaded
information about past curfew violations may not be available or may be Inaccurately
recorded, (2) information supplied by informants may be biased, (3) selecting demographic
variables and then matching communities with one ancther according to these variables is
probiematic, and {4) the calculation of incidence is usually not possible since data concerning
tha size of the population at risk are cftentimes unavaiiable.

A prospective study might choose to observe communities that are implementing a
program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations and communities that are not
implementing a program (ccilsctively calied a conort), and then foliow the cohort over time o
determine if there are differsnces in community progress in reducing the incidence of curfew
viciations.

Some of the advantages of a prospective study are that the prospective study (1}
defines the cohort in relation to the presance or absence of a program {¢ raduce the incidence
of curfew viclations bafore the study begins, (2) permiis the calculation of incidence since
data concerning the size of the popuiation at risk can be collected before the study begins or
during the course of the study, and (3) permits the observation of multiple outcemes. Some
of the disadvantages of a prospective study, as compared {0 a retrospective one, are that (1)
a bias in the ascertainment of curfew violations may cccur, {2} larger numbers of communities
are required, (3} a relatively long follow-up period may be ngeded, (4) communities may drop
out of the study over time or choose 1o implement a program 1o reduce the incidence of
curfew violations, (8} diagnostic criteria and study methods may change substantially cver
time, and {6) prospective studies are relatively expensive.

A historical prospective study--a variation on the prospective study--might choose o
observe communities that had implemented a program to reduce the incidence of curfew
viplations and communities that had not implemented a program, and then follow the cohort
over time to determine if there were differences in community progress in reducing the
incidence of curiew viclations.

On a cautionary nolg, it may be difficult to establish a causal relationship using an
ohservational study singcs very little can be done o affect the design of the study pefore or
aftar it begins.

Experimental Studies. The essence of an experiment is the intentional manipulation of
a system that is under the control of a researcher. This manipulation creates an independent
variable whose effect is then determinad through measurement of a subsaguent event in the
system. This subsequent event constitutes the dependent variable.
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An experimantal study might randomly select several communities in which a program
te reduce the incidence of curfew violations is fo be implemented (the experimental
population), and an equal number of demographically-similar communities in which a program
is not to be implemented (the referance population}, in order {0 measurs community progress
in reducing the incidence of curfew violations. The independent variable is a community’s
program fo reduce the incidence of curfew violations, and the dependent variabie is the
community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations. The advantages and
disadvantages of an experimental study are simiiar to those of a prospective study except that
a true experiment, in comparison to natural experiment, is relatively easy to control since
miuch can be done to affect the trus experiment’s design before it begins. It may be difficult,
however, to apply the results of an experimental study to other communities if the
communities that participated in the experimant are not rapresentative of the communities to
which the resuits will be applied.

Endnotes

1. See Hawaii. Department of Education, "System for Program Evaluation in the Department of Education”™ {July
1984). p. 12, regarding standards tor evaluations of educational programs, projects, and materials.

2. Max Michasel, W. Thomas Boyce, and Afien J. Wilcox, Biomedical Bestiary: An Epidemiclogic Guide o Flaws
and Fallagies in the Medical Literature {Massachusetis: Little, Brown and Company, 1984), p. xiv.

3. Judith Mausner and Anita Bahn, Epidemiology:  An introductory Text {(Pennsylvania: W.B. Saunders
Company, 1874), 377 pp.

4. State faw prohibits a chifd under sixtean years of age, except in case of necessity or when permitted to do so
in writing by a judge of the Family Court, from going or remaining on any public street, highway, public place,
or private place held open to the public afier 10:00 p.m. and before 4:00 a.m., if the ¢child is unaccompanied
by either a parent or guardian, or an agult person duly authorized by a parent or guardian to accompany the
child.

Hawali Rev. Siat., sac. 577-16. See also Hawai Rev. Stat, secs. 571-11{2), 577-16.5, 57718, 577-19, and
577-20.

5 incidence = [Number of curfew violations/number of children at risk) in a one-year period

5. Consiger, for example, the ongoing debate over the health risks of secondhand cigarette smoke and
electromagnatic radiation.

7. The accidental exposure of pregnant women and their fetuses to heptachior-contaminated milk in Hawaii
hetween 1981 and 1982, however ragic and regretiable, craated the basis of a natural experiment that would

sever have been condoned by researchers because of moral and ethical issues.

8. See Hawail Rev. Siat., sec. 577-16.
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Chapter 4
RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

The purpose of this chapter ig 1o lliustrate some of the capabiliies and lmitations of
research and svaluation. Program evaluation--defined as the systematic description of a
program and an assessmant of the program's value--is not g general problem-solving method
and will not turn management intc a technology, make all programs effective and efficiant,
and make decision-making and policy developmant straightforward.

While researchers may differ as to whether a particular model of program evaluation is
compatible with the "assets-based” approach of the demonstration project, the Bureau does
not believe that such a discussion would be timely or appropriate. As previcusly discussad in
Chapter 3, only the Legisiature can extend the enabling legisiation for the demonstration
proiect beyond its June 30, 1995 repeal date, and only legisiators know what types and kinds
of data they need and want about the project. Like the one before it, this chapter attempis to
provide legislators with a foundation for describing these types and kinds of data, and to
provide researchers with a foundation for describing the capabifities and limitations of
program svaluation.

In this particular case the discussion revolves around the context-input-process-
product (CIPP) model of program evaluation formulated by Daniel Stufflebeam and his
associates, the sequential approach to evaluation information development formulatad by the
state Department of Education, and the five-tier appreach formulated by Heather Weiss.

This chapter is based substantially on the works of Stephen Isaac and William
Michael, authors of Handbook in Research and Evaluation (2nd ed.) ! the Evaluation Saction of
the Department of Education, which wrote System for Program Evaluation in the Department of
Education,? and Francine Jacobs, coeditor of Evaluating Family Programs 2

Research versus Evaluation
According to Stephen isaac and William Michael:4

Research, having 1ts origin in science, is oriented toward the
development of theories and its most familiar paradigm is the
experimental methed, In which hypotheses are logiecally derived
from theory and put to a test under controlled conditions.
Evaiuation, on the other hand, has come the way of technology
rather than science. [fs accent is nof on theory building but on

product delivery or mission accomplishment. its essence ls to
provide feedback leading to a successful outcome defined in
practical, concrete terms., . . . Its general steps are: (1)

setting objectives; {2) designing the means to achieve these
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objectives; and (3) constructing a feedback mechanism to determine
progress toward, and attainment of, the objectives, its basic
paradigm, in computer language, is:

input --=w- > processing —---- > output

Paradozically, this is a sequence that actually is designed in
reverse order. First, it is determined what the system must
accomplish  {output); second, all the intermediate steps to
accomplish this outcome must be programmed (processing); and,
lastly, all the necessary ingredients to be fed into the system

£

must be determined {input).

In distinguishing evaluation  from  research, [Daniel]
Stufflebeam has sald, "The purpose of evaluation 1s to improve,
not to prove.”

The statement to improve suggests that a judgment must be
made regarding what constitutes worth or wvalue. In other words,
the term evaluation typlecally is asscciated with how 2ffective or
ineffective, how adequate or inadequate, how good or bad, how
valuable or invaluable, and how appropriate or inappropriate a
given action, process, or product is in terms of the perceptions
of the individual who makes use of information provided by an
evaluator.

To paraghrase lsaac and Michasl,® the purpose of research is o create nesw
knowledge and search for truth, while the purpose of evaluation is to determine whether or
not a particular mission was accomplished or a particular product was delivered. The
outcomes of research are generalizable conclusions, while the outcomes of evaluation are
specific decisions. The value of research is its explanatory and predictive power, while the
vaiue of evaluation is its ability to determine worth and sccial utility. The impetus for research
are curiosity and ignorance, while the impetus for evaluation are needs and goals. The
conceptual basis of research are cause and effect relationships, while the conceptual basis
for evaluation are means-ends processes. The key event in research is hypothesis testing,
while the key event in svaluation is assessing the attainment of an objective.

The Basics of Program Evaluation
While program evaluation can be a complex process involving many components and
considerations, Isaac and Michael® state that the heart of program evaluation lies in a simple

three-step sequence:!

Objectives «---- > Means ---- > Measures

AW
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According to Isacc and Michael,” (1) the objectives of a program should be clearly and
specifically stated in measurable or observable terms, (2) the various procedurss, strategies,
and activities that will be implemented to attain each objective shouid be planned, and (3) the
measures Dy which the attainment of each objective will be deferminad should be selected or
developed.

The CIPP Evaluation Modet

Although there are many different modeis of program evaluation, including Jacob's
Five-Tiered Approach (which is the model currently being used by the demonstration project),
the following discussion is based substantiaily on the work of Isaac and Michael® and
concerns the context-input-process-product or CIPP evaluation moede! formulated by Daniel
Stufflebeam and his associates. This discussion should not be construed as an expression of
approval or disapproval for any particular model of program evaluation, inciuding the CIPP
model or Jacob's Five-Tiered Approach.

Types of Decisions Served by the Model. Evaluations serve four types of decisions in
the CIPP model: (1) planning decisicns; (2) structuring decisions; (3) implementing decisions;
and {4) recycling decisions. Planning decisions, which are served by context evaluations, are
decisions that determine the selection of program goals and objectives.  Structuring
decisions, which are served by input evaluations, are decisions that determine the optimal
strategies and procedural designs for achieving the obiectives that have been derived from
planning decisions. Implementing decisions, which are servad by process evaluations, are
decisions that provide the means for carrying out and improving upon the execution of already
selected designs, methods, or strategies. Recycling decisions, which are served by product
evaluations, are decisions that determine whether an activity or program shculd be continued,
changed, or terminated.

While planning and recycling decisions are directed toward attaining program goais
and objsctives (f.e., ends}, structuring and implementing decisions are directed toward the
means for attaining these goals and objectives. Additionally, while planning decisicns and
structuring decisions relate to intentions, implementing decisions and recycling decisions
relate to actualities.

Types of Evaluations Comprising the Model. The four types of decisions in the CIPP
model are served, respectively, by four kinds of evaluations: (1) context evaluations; (2) input
evaluations: {3} process evaluations (aiso referred to as formative evaluations), and (4)
product evaluations (also referred to as summative evaiuations). A context evaluation
provides information about the extent to which discrepancies exist between "what is" and
"what is desired” (or "what should be”) in relation to certain value expectations, areas of
concern, difficulties, and opportunities, /.e., needs, so that program goals and objectives can
be determined. An input evaluation provides information about the strong points and weak
points of alternative strategies and designs for attaining specified program objectives, A
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process evaluation provides information for monitoring a certain procedure or strategy as the
procedure or sirategy is being implemented sc that its strong points can be preserved and its
weak points eliminated. A product evaluation provides information to determing the extent to
which program objectives aré being achieved and whether the strategies, procedures, or
methods being implemented 1o attain these objectives should be terminated, modified, or
continued in their present form.

Decision-Making in the Change Process. A context evaluation should be used to
decide upon the setling to be served, the goals associated with meeting needs or using
opportunities, and the cbjectives associated with soiving probiems, e.g., for planning needed
changses. An input evaluation should be used to select sources of support, solution
strategies, and procedural designs, e.g., for structuring change activities. A process
avaluation should be used to implement and refine program design and procedure, e.g., for
effecting process control. A product evaluation should be used to decide to continue,
tarminate, modify, or refocus a change activity and to link the activity to other major phases of
the change process, e.g., for recycling change activities.

Decision-Making and Accountability. Based on the CIPP model, decisions concerning
the selection of program objectives shouid be supporied by a record of program objectives
and the bases for their choice. Additionally, decisions concerning the selection of solution
strategies and procedural designs should be supported by a record of chosen strategies and
designs and the reasons for their selection. Furthermore, decisions concerning the
implementation of solution strategies and procedural designs should be supported by a record
of the actual processes being implementad. Finally, decisions concerning the termination,
continuation, modification, or installation of an activity or program should be supported by a
record of attainments and recycling decisions.

Data Requirements for Accountability. Based on the CIPP model, context evaluations
should provide information about what program cbjectives were chosen, why these objectives
were chosen, and why certain procedural designs were chosen.  Additionally, input
evaiuations should provide information about whether or not certain program obisctives wereg
adopted, what procedural designs were chosen, and why these procedural designs were
chosen. Furthermore, process svaluations should provide information about whether or not
cartain program objectives were adopted and whether or not certain procedural designs were
implemented. Finally, product evaluations shouid provide information about whether or not
certain program objectives wera achieved and the effects of certain procedurai designs.

The CIPP model allows four questions to be answered: {1} which program objectives
should be pursued; (2) which strategies or procedures should be tried; (3) how adequately are
these strategies or procedures working; and {(4) how effectively are program goals and
objectives being accomplished?

29



THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

Criticisms of Deficiencies in Program Evaluations
According o the Department of Education:®

Criticisms of defliciencies in program evaluations gensrally
center con one of two issues. The persuasiveness of the evaluation
may be seen as lacking, (due to guestionable objsectivity,
credibiiity, or Independénce Ifrom bias of those conducting the
evaluation or due to technical limitations in evaluation design or
measures). The utility of the evaluation may be seen as lacking
in terms of meeting the practical but diverse information needs of
practitioner, administrator, and poiicy-making groups. .

in our judgment, there are two fundamental problems that are
the source of most other problems in program evaluation: 1)
inadequate program management, and 2) unrealistic expectations of
program evaluation.

Program management should involve five {5} key functions:
planning, crganizing, staffing, direeting, and controlling
lcitation deleted}. Evaluation is part of the control function.
Both the feasibility and utility of program evaluation, howsver,
is strongly conditicned by the adeguacy witn which all program
management functions are performed. Where program planning, for
example, has not clearly ldentified a program's intended target
group, major activities and expected cuteomes, evaluation of
program "effectiveness" would be neither feasible nor useful. In
our view, many problems attributed to program evaluation stem from
inadequaclies in the performance of other managenment functions.

Unrealistic expectations of program evaluation sesm to stenm
mainly from inconsistent use and understanding of "evaluation' as
well as from an oversimplified view of the real-world context in
which program evaluation actually occurs. There are, for example,
many groups who might be interested in the results cof a given
program evaluation: policy-makers, program funding agent, progranm
managers, program staff, program participants and beneficiaries,
competing program groups, special interest groups, etc. Program
evaluation takes place within a social-political context of
competition, compromise, and accommodation among groups with
diverse intarests. 1t seems unlikely that any one program
evaluation could ever satisfly the information needs of all such
groups simultaneocusly,

In our view, =zome problems attributed to program evaluation
stem from unreallistic sxpectations of program evaluation., It is
not & general problem-solving method. Even given the adequate
performance of all other program management functions, evaluation
will not work as a "guiek fiz" that will turn management into a
technology, make all programs effective and efficient, and make
decision-making and policy development straightforward. & more
realistic goal for program evaluation within the department is to
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provide objective and credible information about the performance
of programs for the purpose of informing managerial and policy-
level decision-making.

Description and Valuation

According to the Department of Education,’? a program evaluation includes two basic
components regardless of the specific evaluation modei employed: (1) a description of the
program; and (2) an assessment of the program’s value.

According to the Department of Education,'? information about each of the following
topics is needed to adequately describe a program: (1) needs assessment, rationale, or
statement of a praoblem that serves to justify the program; (2) program goals; (3) target group
definition; {(4) outcome objectives or pianned measures of program effectiveness; (5) major
program activities planned; (6) indicators or measures of program activity implementation;
(7) target group identification and recruitment procedures, if applicable; {(8) planned sites,
facilities, organization, staffing, and program administration; {8) planned operating budgst; (3)
major program activities actually implemented; {10} target group actually served; (11 sites,
facilities, organization, staffing, and program administration actually used or implemenied;
(12} program expenditures, actual sources of funding; (13) extent ¢f actual program
implamentation: and (14} extent to which outcome objectives or measures of effectiveness
were satisfied.

According to the Department of Education,’? the interpretation of descriptive
information to judge a program’s value is central to the conduct of any program evaluation.
Program evaluation--defined as the systematic description of a program and an assessment of
the program's value--is not limited in scope to only assessments of the worth of program
outcomas. An evaluation of a program could be used 10 assess cne or more of the following
areas: (1) the merit of the program’s purposs; {2) the quality of the program’s plans; (3) the
extent to which the program's plans are being carried out; and (4) the worth of the program’s
outcomes. Possibie bases for judging the value of program outcomes, for example, inciude
{1) reduction of identified needs of the program's target group, (2) achievernent of important
program outcome objectives, (3) mesting other agreed upon standards or norms, and (4)
achisving outcomes supsrior to those of similar programs.

Although the achievement of program ouicome objectives is probably the most
frequently used basis for assessing program sffectiveness, the Department of Education
warns that the achievement of program outcome objectives should not be arbitrarily used as
the basis for judging program effectiveness uniess this is justified as an appropriate vaiue
criteria. According to the Department of Education: 3

.. Ideally, program outcoms objectives or measures of
effectiveness should clearly relate to the most important target

£ad
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group needs, and major program activities should clearly be
directed toward ameliorating those needs. Where these conditions
obtain [are prevalent], program outcome objectives can serve as a
reasonably valid basis from which the value of program outcomes or
effectiveness can be assessed.

Effectiveness and Efficiency

According to the Department of Education, 4 "[i]f the value assessment of program
outcomes is based on the achievement of important cutcome cbjectives, then program
effectiveness is the extent to which program cutcome objectives have been attained. . . . [and
program] efficiency is the extent o which program strategies are selected from among those
[stratagies] availabie such as to maximize [the] attainmant of cutcome objectives relative to
program costs.” Program efficiency, unlike program effectivensss, is concerned with
answering questions like (1) ¢can the same cutcomes be obtained at less cost, and (2) can
greater outcomas be cobtained at the same cost? [t should be noted that cost-effectiveness
analysis is dependent on the identification of identical or very similar cutcomes since
nonidentical or greatly dissimilar outcomes cannot be compared to one ancther uniess there
is an agreement that one cutcome is intrinsically superior t¢ ancther ocutcome and this
superiority can be quantified in some way, €.g., twice as good, three times as good, four
times as good, efc.

Program Plans and Ouicome Objectives
According to the Department of Education:

. . . . IPlrogram plans must delineate the program's intended
target group, =expected scope and level of major activities
implementaticon, and specify outcome objectives or measures of
effectiveness. It iz simply impossible to adeqguately evaluate a3
program if its expected target group, intended scope and level aof

implementaticn, or outcome obisciives are unclear. Cne major
program requirement for evaluation, then, amounts Lo good program
planning.

#* & %
.« . . Program outcome objsetlves should specify Lhe amount of
change expected or the final status expected, in measurable or

observable terms, among the program’s target group on variables
relevant to target group needs. Statements of oubtcome objectives
and cheir measurement are inseparable., An “oulcome chiective" for
which measurement cannoct be feasibly coperationaliced at present is
not an ocubtcome objective,

Lok
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A well-defined ocutcome objective contains six elements that answer
the questions:

. Who?
. Learns cr does wnat?
. lWhen?

. Under what conditions?
. At what performance lavel?
. How will performance be measured?

It may be noted that objectives of the form, "To provide...."
[sic}, are typically process objectives, not cutcome objsctives.
Process obiectives cannot functionally repiace outcome
obiectives for the purpose of assessing program effectiveness.

#* # ®

Where program planning or management of the most basic kinds are

lacking, one should ask the fundamental question, "Is it
worthwhile to attempt an evaluation of program ocutcomes for thi
program?". Resources might be more productively used to improve

program planning and management,

The Department of Education cautions that in cases whare program moniforing or
management information systems have not been installed, gttempts at "short-cut” summative
evaluation will iikely be lengthy, costly, and unsafisfactory becauss program devalopment
functions will be transferred to anc become embedded in evaluation processes. In such
cases, svaluation resources will need to be expended on (1} the development of basic
indicators of program implementation and outcomes, (2) the development, instaliation, and
cperation of new data coillection and reporting systems, and (3) the analysis and inferpretation
of preliminary and possibly fragmentary and unverified dala.

Evaluability Assessment

According to the Department of Education,'® an impact evaluation of a program may
be a useless and cosily effort and a waste of evaluation resources if one of more of the
following conditions s present:

{1y Agreed upon or measurable objsctives are tacking:

{2y The fogic linking intended program inputs and activities 1o intended outcomes i3
nonexistant or implausible;

{31 Actual program activities are differant from those specified by the intended logic;
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(4) Indicators of program implamentation or performance are lacking or are 100
gxpensive 1o obtain with availakle evaiuation resources;

(8} Program modification is unlikely for political or ideological reasens; or

(6) Mo practical management or ooficy uses for already available program evaiuation
information can be identified.

After (1} documenting an intended program, (2} documenting measures of program
petformance, {(3) decumenting program activities underway in the field, (4} assessing the
plausibility and measurability of current program design, and (5) formulating possible
aiternatives or options for policymakers and program managers, a determinaticn should be
made as to whether or not a program 13 evaluable and, if the program is not evaluable,
whether or not additional rescurces shouid ba aliocated to conduct further evaluations of the
program af that time. In addition (o saving evaluation rasources, this svaluability assessment
serves the function of providing information for program improvement and focusing program
managers’ attention on the elements of program design and implementaticn likely to be
crucial for program success. Despite ocur wishes and intentions, not all programs are
evaluable and not all programs should be evaluated,

Jacot's Five-Tier Approach to Evaluation

According to Jacobs: 17

The Five-Tiered Approach organizes evaluation activities at
five levels, each requiring greater efforts abt data collection and
tabulation, increased precision in program definition, and a

greater commitment tc the evaluation process. At each level,
corresponding sets of purpcoses and audiences are presented [table
number deleted]. fithough these tL{iers appear In seguence,

programs can and should engage in several levels of evalualion at
the same Utime and should return €0 previous levels when
appropriate.

it should be noted that there is no intrinsic value in ascending to the fifth tier of
evaluation. A program could temporarily or leave parmanently its evaluation sfiorts at, for
example, the third tier {and decide that no greater effort should be expended on evaluation
activities) if the information needs of is major stakeholdars (e.g., the funders of orogram
efforis) are being satlisfied. If, however, a program intends on conducting a tier 4 or tier 8
evaluation at some time in the future, then the program should be planned and designed with
this intent in mind. Crucial decisions made early in the life of a program may determine iis
strategies and designs for many years, if not its duration,
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In reality the selection of an evaluation mode! for the Family Center Demcnsiration
Projact, and the level of evaluation {tier) to be underiaxen should depend on the kinds of
information that will be nesded by the Legislature, the Goverrior, and DHS to determine
whather changes along the lines of the prosjct should be made in the current hiuman sarvices
system.  Because of their impcriance o both the imagined and real success of the
damonsiration proiect, these kinds of infgrmation should be specified i the enabling
legislation for the project or, as a last resort, determinaed by the implementing agencies,

The evaluation modsl currentiy being utilized by the demonstration project is an
actaptation of the five-tiered approach formulated by Jacobs. The five tiers ars designated:
preimplamentation (tier 1), accountadility (tier 2), program clarification (tier 3), progress
towards outcomes (tier 4}, and program impact {ter 5).18

The adapted five-tier approach has served as the basis for two complete evaluations of
the demonstration project.'9 The Bureau notes that substantial time and effort has been
expended by the demonstration project o

{1y  Cotlect accountability (tier 2} and program clarification (tier 3) data requested by
the Legisiature through Act 328, Session Laws of Hawali 18980,20

{2y  Develop guality standards for family centers;
{3} Define cutcome objectives, in addition 10 process objectives;

{4y Coltect and compile research instruments for measuring the outcome objectivas;
and

(8} Establish individual and collective research programs for the family centers using
the instruments.

These are substantial accomplishmenis for any program, sspscially one reputing to be a
"demonstration project” and placad under the statf and time constraints described earlier in
this report.

Preimplementation. The purposes of a tier 1 evaluation ars to document the need for
the program within the community, demonstrate the fit between community needs and the
proposed program, and provide data describing the community. The audiences for such an
evaluation inciude potential funders of program efforts and interested community groups.
Evaluation activities include detalling the basic characteristics of the prop0sed program,
conducting community nseds assessments to support the establishment of the program, and
revising the generic program to coordinate with the assessed neads. The types of data
collected include statistics that describe the popuiations and needs for service, intarviews
with leaders and other interestad parties on the type of program activities that are nesded (0
improve community situations, and interviews or survey data from prospective participants.
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According to Jacob's:??

Programs should resist the short-sighted impulse to "take the
money and run," for it is likely that af some peint in a program's
natural life, information from <this initial tier will be

requested. This material will offer modest protection for the

rogram from the scomebtimes poor memories and shifting loyalties of
prog p Y

funders; It also allews for the broadest range of future
evaluation options by providing the necessary baseline data.

Accountability. The purposes of a tier 2 evaluation are to document the utilization,
entrenchment, and advancement of the program, justify current expenditures, increase
expenditures, and build & constituency. The audiences for such an evaluation include
funders, community leaders, other program providers, the media, and interestad government
agencies. Evaluation activities include describing accurately program participants and
sarvices provided, and providing accurate cost information per unit of service. The types of
data collected include client-specific monitoring data, and case studies based on interviews
with program participants indicating participants’ needs and responses and case studies of
reactions to the program.

According to Jacebs:22

. . . Evaluation at this tier does not require documentation of
success in attaining the c¢lient-related {participant-related]
goals and objectives detailed at Level One [tier 1]. HNor does it
demand that program staff use the information collected to modify
the program in dramatic ways, although presumably, utilization
figures and case material will raise issues to be addressed
regarding service delivery, Second tier evaluation simply
documents what exists--client [participant] characteristies,
service/intervention descriptions and costs--and it may be the
correct place to stop to allow newly organized programs "to catch
their breaths",

Program Clarification. The purpose of g tier 3 evaluation s to provide information 1o
program staff t¢ improve the program. The audiences for such an evaluation include program
staff and program participants.  Evaluation activities include guestioning pasic program
assumptions (e.g., what kinds of services for whom and by whom?}, and clarifying and
refining the program’s mission, goals, objectives, and strategies. The types of data collected
include interviews with staff, observation of program activities and staff processes, compiling
previcusly colflected staff and service data, interviewing participants on desired benefits of the
program, and determining program participant satisfaction with the program.
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According to Jacobs:23

Program goals and objectives should be scrutinized . . . [at
this levell. Walker and Mitchell [chapter number deleted]! offer a
typology of program cbjectives as a starting point for this
examination, They suggest that programs organize objectives as
follows: process objectives (what staff will do--how members will
behave-~to reach program goals); product objectives (what staff
will develop, such as curricula or Iimplementation reports, to
support these intentions); outcome objectives {how participants
will change in the short term); and impact objectives (what
differences these changes will make in the long term).

* * *

Programs must push toward consensus on both their broad-
ranging goals and more specific objectives; philosophical biases
and interprofessional competitions may surface and must be
addressed.  Through this sometimes painful process much of the
growth in programs occurs, and an opportunity for this discussion
should be built into each program's annual schedule.

Progress Towards Outcomes. The purposes of a tier 4 evaluation are to provide
information to staff to improve the program, and document program seffectiveness. The
audiences for such an evaluation include staff membaers, funders, program participants, and
other programs in the State and across the nation. Evaiuation activities inciude examining
outcomes (short-term), deriving measurable indicators of success for a majority of the
outcomes stated, deciding on data analysis procedures, assessing differential effectiveness
among individual program participants, and assessing community awareness among
individual program participants.  The types of data collected include interview material
regarding an individual program participant's progress towards the program’'s goals,
standardized test scores for participants (where applicable), participant-specific information
from criterion-refarenced instruments, participant satisfaction data, and evidence of support or
resistance, or both, {0 the program in the community.

According to Jacobs:24

. . . 1alt Level {tier] Four, the evaluation landscape shifts
dramatically. First, there 1s a move toward objective measursment
of program effects. Second, accountability for client
[participant} progress (or lack of 1it; as distinct from
accountability for service provision {as at Level [tier] Two) is
emphasized. Third, activities are staff and rescurce intensive:
Staff members are required to help formulate measurable indicators
of success, collect varicus new types of data, and maintain
written documentation of the units of service delivered. Programs
often enlist professional evaluators to help design and implement
these evaluations, since the demands for data collection training
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Program Impact. The purposes of a ter 5 evaluation are © (1) contribute to
knowledgs development, individual development, sommunity retations, organizational theory,
or the refinement of evaiuation practices, or any comoination therect, (2) producs evidence of
diffgrential efiectiveness among alternative program appreachnes, and (3) suggest program
madels worthy of replication. The audiences for such an evaiuation inciude (1) academic,
ressarch, and professional communities, (2) policymakers at federal, state, and county levels,
(3) the genseral pubiic, through the media, (4} potential program directors who may wish to
replicate within their context, and (&) funders. Evaluation activities include (1) delineating
specific impact objectives that are 10 be achigved, presumably through the accretion of short-
term obisctives' success, {2) identifying measures that can assess enduring or lifestyle
changes, or both, among participants and commumities, and (3) developing evaluation plans
that reflect common understandings among sevaluators, program personnsl, and contractors
(if differant from the program). The types of data collected include (1) quantifiable participant-
specific data, including standardized test results coliscted over time (longitudinal participant
dataj, (2) control group data or comparison group standards, {3) qualitative participant data,
inciuding record reviews, participant interviews, efc., and (4} cost-effectiveness information
necessary for planning or advising. or both, on program raplication.

According to Jacobs: 28

At thig final program-impact fLier both the program and its
evaluator have commitfed themselves to an experimental or gquasi-
experimental methodology, seeking to identify and measure long-
and/or short-term impacts on children or families using random
assignment or comparison groups or standards.  These evaluations
are often multivear efforts, with intensgive and complex data
collection and Ureabtment reguirements. While occcasisonally these
evaluations provide direct feedback and information to programs,
more often they are externally directed, meant to contribute more
breadly o developmental theory and c¢linical or evaluation
practice. Only a fraction of family support programs atbt present
conduct such evaluabtions, which seems appropriate 6iven the nature
of these programs and the demands of these evaluabtions,

Commentary. The fivedisred approach formulated by Jacobs and adapted for use by
the demonstration project appears 10 be a reasonable and appropriate responss o the myriad
of prebiems created by seemingly unreasonable demands for immegiate proof of program
impacts. The problem, however, is that the five-tered approach may not be sufficiently
compatible with a desire 1o produte resuits within a short period of time--such as the State's
two year pudget cycle. For example, the (1) delinasation of specific impact cbiactives that are

ot
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to be achieved, presumably through the accretion of short-term objectives’ success, (2)
identification of measures that can assess enduring or lifesiyie changes, or both, among
participants and communities, and {3) development of evaluation plans that reflect common
understandings among evaluators, program parsonnel, and contractors {if different from the
program) are activities that occcur relatively late in the development of a program.

Furthermaors, it is difficult to envision how key legisiators could be persuaded 1o defer
the evaluation of program impacis until a program is "proud of itself” and ready to be
avaluated during times of fiscal austerity and deep budget cuts. The five-tiered appreocach may
be more suitable in sifuations wherg decision makers agree beforghand that immediate proof
of program impacts is not necessary, or where state moneys ¢o not constitute the majority or
a critical ievel of program funding. While it might be argued that the naeds of elected officials
should not dictate the evaluation of a program, e.g., how and when 1o evaluate program
impacts, the practical reality is that the interests and concerns of the Legisiature should
receive priority over other interasts and demands if state moneys constitute the majority or a
critical level of program funding.

Demands for immediate proof of program impacts based solely on preliminary data
may be counterproductive. Conclusions extractad from an inadequate data base may mislead
decision makers intc making premature dacisions about a program. Conversely, the Bureau
belleves that a program cannot expect to survive in a highly competitive funding environment
it decision makers are denied access 1o the foregoing kinds of data for very long. Preliminary
data should pe collected and used solely 1o determine whethar the early impacts of a program
are generally positive or generally negative; no decisions about a program shouid be based on
thase kinds of data unless there is avidence of harm to individuals or the program spacifically
requests a change to its enabling legislation.

The challenge for the Legisiature in this area is to refrain from making prematurse
decisions based on preliminary data, while encouraging pregrams 1o disseminate these kinds
of data to the Legisiaturs.

Although Donaid Campbeli has stated that no program should be evaluated uniil if is
"proud” 2€ the Bureau believes that the ultimate challenge is to evaluate a program in such a
way that it can become proud.

Endnotes

Stephen isaac and Williarn Michael, Handbook in Research and Evaluation {2nd ed., San Diege. California
EGITS Publishers, 1981}, 234 pp.

ety

2. Hawagll Cepartment of Education, "System for Program Evaluation in the Department of Education” {July
1984y, 70 pp.

3. Francing Jacobs, "The Five-Tiered Approach o Evatuation: Context and tmplemnentation.” Evaluating Family
4 H
Pn}g{ams, gds. Heather Weiss and Francine Jacobs (New York, Aldine de Gruvier, 1888). pp. 3768

39



16.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

7.

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

Stephen Isaac and William Michael, Handbook in Research and Evaluation (2nd ed., San Diego. California:
EJITS Publishers, 18811 p. 2.

ioid, p. 3.
hid. p. 4.
hid., p. 4.
ioid.. pp. 6, and 10-14.

Hawai, Department of Education. "System for Program Evaluation in the Department of Education” (July
1984, pp. 34

ibid.. p- 6.
ibid.. pp. 6-7.
hic.. pp. 8-9.
Ioid.. pp. 8-9.
Ibid.. p. 11
ibid.. pp. 206-22.
g, p. 49,

Francine Jacobs, "The Five-Tiered Approach to Evaluation: Context and Implementation”, Evaluating Family
Programs, eds. Heather Weiss and Francine Jacobs {New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1388), p. 50,

Hawaii Community Services Councl, "The Family Center System: An Evaluation and Report on
Accomplishments, Pericd of Evaluation: July 1930 - Gotcher 19817 (November 1891}, p. 97-101.

Hawath Community Services Council, "The Family Cemter System:  An Evaluation and Heport on
Accomplishments, Period of Evaluation: July 1980 - October 1981" (November 19971}, 101 pp.

Hawail Community Services Councll, "The Family Center Systernn  An Evaluation and Report on
Accomplishments, Supplement 1. Period of Evaluation: August 1981 - March 1982" (May 18923, 28 op.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "The Family Center Demonstration Project A Second Year Status
Report, Tctober 1891 - Dacember 19827 (March 1893}, 8 pD.

Hawail Community Services Councll, "An Evaluation of the Farnily Center Demonstration Project, Period of
Evaluation: July 1990 - Becemper 1992° (Draft Final Report) Luly 28, 1993), 150 op.

1980 Haw. Sess. Laws. Act 328,

Francing Jacobs, "The Five-Tiered Approach 1o Evaluation: Context and Implementation”, Evaluating Family
Programs, eds. Heather Weiss and Francing Jacobs (New York: Aldine de Gruyter. 1988}, p. 51.

ibid.. p. 56.

40



23.

24.

25.

26.

ibid.. pp. 57-58.
ioid..
‘bid..

Ioig,

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION



Chapter 5
PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION

The purpose of this chapter is to (1) briefly describe and explain just two of the factors
that appear to have adversely affected the implementation of the Family Center
Demonstration Project, and {2) briefly describe and explain some of the policy issues that are
related to these factors. 1t is not the purpose of this chapter 1o criticize or defend the actions
of the proiect’s implementing agencies. Rather, this chapter attempts to {1) describe and
explain some of the mitigating factors that the Legislature may wish 1o consider when it
evaluates the outcomes of the demonsiration project, and (2) describe and explain some of
the policy decisions that the Legislature may wish {o address when it reviews ths
development and implementation of the project.

Too Little Time

The implementation of the demonstration project--from the passage of Act 328,
Session Laws of Hawait 1980, to the establishment of the first family centers--appeared o
have been so rushed that neither the Department of Human Services (DHS) nor the Hawaii
Community Services Council (HCSC) had sufficient time or resources to develop a complete,
or reasonabily complete, action pian for the project. A complete action plan wouid have
inciuded the foliowing components: (1) needs assessment, rationale, or statement of a
problem that served to justify the project; (2) project goals; (3)target group definition;
(4} outcome objectives or planned measures of oroject effectiveness; (8) major project
activities planned,; (6) indicators or measures of project activity implementation; (7) target
group identification and recruitment procedures, if applicable; (8) planned sites, facilities,
organization, staffing, and project administration; and (9) planned operating budget.

The DHS' and HCSC? stated that (1) the intent of the Family Center Plan3 was 1o allow
maximum flexibility and experimentation during the implementation phase of the
demonstration project, and (2) rigid specification of target group, outcome objectives, program
activities, staffing, etc., were deliberately avoided to allow the flexibility necessary to mesh
family center programs with identified community needs. Mevertheless, the early
development of at least a tentative statement of the purpese of a demonsiration project and
sstablishment of outcoms cbjectives are necessary 10 any implemantation strategy--including
one intended to adapt 1o identified community needs. (The Bureau agrees, howaver, that
rigid specification of program activities and staffing would have besn neither necessary nor
desirable given the desire to mesh family centar programs with identified community needs )

The reasons for at least tentatively defining the purpcse of the demaonstration proisct

and establishing outcome objectives are 1o (1) provide a plan for the ongoing deveicoment
and implementation of the project and, consequently, the family centers,* (2} ensure that the
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sutcome objactives of the project are consistent with the expectations of the Legislature and
DHSE, and (3) ensure that the project ramains accountable to the Legisiature®

According to the DHS,E the cutcomes of the demonsiration project are not what the
department expected. The DHS had envisioned that the demonstration project wouid
interface with and help to link the department's existing programs, e.g., JOBS, child
carelearly childhood services, early and pericdic diagnosis and treatment, child welfare
services, and adult services.” |f the outcome objectives for the demonstration project had
been ientatively identified early in the groject, this probiem might have besan averted. As it
stands now, the DHS and, consequently, the Governor may not be "in the market" for the
product that the demonstration project s attempting to "sell”. The ability of the
demanstration project to survive without the support of the Governor and DHS may be
questionable 8

Although it could be argued that few--if any--action plans are ever complete when the
plans must be implementad and that the implementation of the demonsiration project was
typical of many state-funded programs, it should be noted that the implementation of
suboptimal action plans can be expected o resull in negative consequences at a later time.
The Kind and severity of these consequances would depend on the components that were
agither missing from the action plan or not completely developed at the timea the plan was
impiemented. For exampie, the iack of outcome cbjectives or planned measures of project
affectiveness can be expected to interfers with both process evaluations (also referred to as
formative avaluaticns) and product evaluations {(also referred to as summative evaluations).

In addition to making it impractical to conduct process and product evaluations, the
lack of outcome objectives or pianned measures of project effectiveness could allow
statistically significant changes in community, family, and individual variabies to go
unmeasured. If the changas in these variables followed a sigmgeidal or "S” shaped curve over
time--rising siowly on the left (TIME 1}, rapidly in the middie (TIME 2), and slowly again on the
right (TIME 3}, an evaluation based on "before and after” comparisons during TIME 3 might
miss some or alf of the large changes that occcurred in these variables from TIME 1 to TIME 2.
An evaluation conducted exclusively during TIME 3 might report that a smalt but statistically
insignificant amount of change occurred in these variables during TIME 3 when, in fact, a
large, statistically significant amount of change occurred in these variables from TIME 1 to
TIME 3.

Although the implementation of an incompliete action plan is typically an agency-
controiied dscision, fiscal and pobtical consigerations sometimes make it impractical for an
agency to defer the mplementation of an action plan untit the plan is complete.
Understandably, some agencias might be unwiliing to allow scarce oparating moneys 10 lagse
at the end of the fiscal biennium because the action plan for a proiect was nat ready to be
impiemented, and therefore have o report this lack of action to the Lagislature. Because
competition for operating moneys is 30 intense in the human services arena, some agencies
may be unwilling (o appear o falter before the Legislature and other agencias.
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The hasty implementation of the action pian for the demonstration project was
apparently caused, at least partially, by the following conditions: (1) the project was originally
authorized for only two years and a status report (presumably a formative evaluation) and a
final report {(presumably a summative evaluation) were 1o be submitted to the Legislature at
least twenty days prior to the convening of the Regular Session of 1991 and the Regular
Session of 1992, respectively; (2) funding for the project was guaranteed for only one year,
i.e., fiscal year 1990-1991, and unexpended moneys would have lapsed to the general fund on
June 30, 1991; and (3) the release of funds for the project was delayed for nearly five months,
ie., until December 24, 1990, requiring the HCSC to pay for the initial planning and
implementation of the project out of its own budget.9

The tack of resources to compiete the action plan for the demonstration project once
the project was implemented was apparently caused, at least partially, by the decision to fund
four family centers on three islands instead of one family center on the istand of Oahu as
authorized by Act 329, Session Laws of Hawali 1990. Although the DHS asserts that a key
legistative committee gave the department its consent to expand the scope of the
demonstration project beyond one family center,'0 the Bureau could find nothing in Act 329
(H.B. No. 2281, H.D. 2, S.D. 2, C.D. 1), or the standing committee reports accompanying
H.B. No. 2281, H.D. 2, S.D. 2, C.D. 1, to corroborate the department’s assertion. The
Bureau’'s analysis is supported by the fact that Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992 (which
did not take effect until June 12, 1992), amended Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990, by
(1) repealing provisions limiting the demonstration proiect to one family center located on the
island of Oahu, and (2) adding provisions authorizing the establishment of more than one
family center.

The financial impact of expanding the demonstration project to include three additional
family centers becomes more apparent in light of the fact that "The Family Center Pian: The
Fina! Report of the Family Center Planning Committee"!! envisioned the hiring of two
planners at a cost of $681,000 (including fringe benefits) and one administrative assistant (o
assist the director of the demonstration project. Although one planner was supposed to be
assigned to work with family centers on the neighbor isiands, the staff of the demonstration
proiect was eventually reduced to just the project director and the administrative assistant.
While some peopie might prefer that the DHS and HCSC spend the State's limited human
services budget on direct services rather than planning, it should be understood that good
planning is crucial to the successful implementation of any project. While good planning is
not a guarantee against the failure of a project, poor planning or no planning certainly
increases the chance that a project may fail.

Because the demonstration project was required to submit a formative svaluation to
the legisiature at least twenty days prior 1o the convening of the Regular Session of 1991, the
DHS and HCSC would have had no more than six months from the start of the 1990-1997
fiscal year to plan, implement, and evaluate the implementation and progress of the proiect.
it the HCSC had not paid for the initial planning and implementation of the demonstration
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project, the DHS and HCSC would have had no time to do any of this work. In fact, there
would have been no demonstration project (o speak of when the Regular Session of 1891
convened.

Additionally, because the demaonstration project was required to submit a summative
evaluation 1o the legislature at ieast twenty days prior to the convening of the Regular Sessicn
of 1992, the DHS and HCSC would have had no more than eighteen months from the start of
the 1990-1991 fiscal year 10 plan, implemeant, and evaluate the cutcome of the project. [f the
HCSC had not paid for the initial planning and implementation of the demonstration project,
the DHS and MCSC would have had no more than twelve months from the start of the
1990-1391 fiscal year to plan, implement, and evaluate the ouicome of the project. At best,
there would have bpean very little to evaluats.

Although the latest research shows that it takes between five o eight years to
determine the outcomes and impacts of family strengthening programs,’2 the fact that the
demonsiration project was initially authorized for only two yesars and required to submit a
surmmative evaluation to the Legislature prior to the convening of the Regular Session of 1992
raises the following guestion: "What was the purpose of the project?” If the purpose of the
demonstration project was simply to establish family centers throughout the State, then the
decision to initially authcrize the project for only two years may seem reasonable.  |If,
however, the purposs of the demonstration project was to develop the basis for community-
based management of the human services system, /e., the human services equivalent of
school/community-based management of SCBM, then the decision to initially authorize the
project for only fwo years seems less reasonable. According to Department of Ecucation
records,'3 approximately two vears of intensive up-front planning went intc SCBM before the
first school (Waialae Efementary) submitted its "Letter of Intent” to the Superintendent of
Education to participate in the program.

Although it could pe argued that the hasty implementation of the action plan for the
demonstration project did not prevent either the DHS or HCSC from completing or making
necessary changes to the plan, crucial decisions made sarly in the life of the demonstration
project have essentiaily determined the project’s strategies and designs for the duration of its
life. For example, because the demonstration project was initially authorized for oniy two
years, the DHS and HCSC decided that existing human services providers would have to
implement the project in the beginning. According to the DHS' and HCSC, 15 there were
insufficient time and resources o develop "grass roots” crganizations that could establish
farnily centers that were independent of existing human services providers. As &
consequence of this decision, all four family centers were initially established as separate
programs or components of existing human services providers. This dependence on existing
human services providers, as ocpposed 10 "grass roots” organizations, again brings up the
question: "What was the purpose of the project?”

if tha purpose cf the demonstration project was 1o create a management system that
would empower ordinary people 10 make decisions concerning the budget, services,

o
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persornnel, and facilities of human services providers in their communities, then the proiject’s
exclusive reliance on existing human services providers could jecpardize the sxtent to which
these decisions are considered 0 be objective by human services providers who are not
closely ailied to a family center. Funds for human services programs are limited and
compstition among human services providers for these limited funds is understandably
strong. If the scope of the demonstration project is expanded to include those human
services provided by the Department of Heaith (DOH) and Department of Education {(DOE},
then the project’s exclusive refiance on exising human services providers could jgopardize
the extent to which these dacisions are considered {0 be objective by human services
providers who are not closely allied to the DHS. Although all family centers are directly
funded by the HCSC, the moneys for the demonstration project are routed through the DHS.

if, on the other hand, the purpose of the demaonstration project was to iest different
mathods of service delivery that enhance support o individuals and families in need of health
and human services, then (1} the implementation of the project with only one continuous
source of funding, /e., state general funds appropriated to the DHS, (2} the project's
exclusive reliance on existing human services providers, and (3) the lack of similar outcome
objectives among family centers, may make it difficult for the DHS and HCSC to devaiop,
test, and compare different methods of service delivery. According to the HCSC: 19

Difficulties in realizing this intent [i.e., developing new and
collaborative f{unding sources for family support programs to
integrate policy and program planning across the full spectrum of
family needs] were partly due te the way the demonstration project
was initiated. The legislative initiative that gave birth to the
centers pre-dated the type of planning that would have heen
necessary to get the funding strategy secured. The deciszion to
implement the project with only one funding scurce (DHS) has made
it difficult to educate the decision-makers (legislature, other
state departments] on just what is being tested within the
project. {[Emphasis added]

On the positive side, the on-going commitment to the project by
key staff in DHS and the accessibility to the administration has
¥ept the project alive despite the fact that the intent of the
oroject - to demeonstrate the viability of a new service dellvery

system - has not always been easily communicated or understood
within the human services and health care community. [Emphasis
added |

# % #

Further exploration of the best way to start new centers should
also be included in the next phase. The lead agency model had the
tremendous advantage of starting from the strengths of competent
local agencies. However, the use of an BFP [reguest-for-proposall
process tied both agencies and funders into traditicnal roles of
heipee and helper rather than intoe & partnership where boeth
parfies worked ‘together on the experimentation necessary to
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implement the project's principles. [Emphasis added]
Recommendationg for dealing with the funding concerns of the
existing centers are made within the Family Center Evaluation and
are not discussed in this status paper.

The implementation of the demonstration project with only one continucus source of
funding could make it difficult for the DHS and HCSC to integrate the ongoing programs of
trie DHE, as well as the DOH and BOE, into the project. Although representatives from these
thiree agencies sit on the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committeg, neither the ongoing
programs of the DHE, nor the DOH or DOE, appear 10 have developed any substantial, long-
term financial stake in the success or failure of the demonstration project.’” For the most part
the demonstration project appears (0 be a program of the DHS Planning Gffice and, to a
lassor extent, the HCSC. Quite poessibly, the on-going commitmant to the demonstration
project by key staff in the DHS and the accessibility to the administration may not be enough
to sustain the proiect through the next administration or additional budge: raductions or
restrictions causad by slow or no sconomic growth. Uniess the human services and health
care communities are ailowed or, as the case may be, forced to develop a substantial, long-
term financial stake in the success or failure of the demonstration project, the devalopment of
rriethods of service delivery involving multiple agencies and programs may be problamatic.

On August 6, 1993, the DHS applied to the United States Department of Health and
Human Services for a $1,500,000, three-year Family Resource and Support Program (FRSP)
grant.’® (On December 15, 19893, the Bursau was informed that the DHS grant application
had not been funded by the United States Department of Heaith and Human Services. 19
Although this grant application was not funded, the Bureau believes that the issues raised in
the following discussion are stiil relevant 1o this study. This discussion can be used by the
Legisiature, DHS, and HCSC to ciarify the role of the demonstration project with respect to
other DHS programs.) The purpose of the grant, which was 10 be administered by the Self-
Sufficiency and Support Services Division of the DHS in partnership with the Maternal Child
Health and Pubiic Health Nursing Branches of the DOH, was to "offer sustained assistance to
families that promote parental competencies and behaviors that will lead to healthy and
positive personal developmeant of both parents and children™.

According to the grant application:20

The obiectives for the Family Resource and Support Program for the
State of Hawail are aimed at providing comprehensive services to
families, from az holistic point of view. These services are
intended to encompass a broad view of services needed to assist
families to be strong. Such services are indispensable Lo proper
family functioning and offer {amilies the prospect of Iimproved
quality of 1life and in many cases the nope of being self-
sufficient.

Program objectives specified under this application are as
& N .
follows:
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. To develop and provide educaticnal and support services
provided to  assist  parents  in  acgulring parenting,
nurturing, and other skills designed to empower parents in
dealing with their children and the world around them.

. To promote voluntary parental participation so that parents
do not have to ldentify themselves as being "problematic or
dysfunctional™ to recelve services.

. To assess the early developmental needs of chiidren and to
identify types of support services needed.

. To provide continucus health preventlion services such as
immunization.

. To provide culturally and soclally relevant services to
famillies,

. To erhance services to pregnant women and families of
nawborns to reduce stress, enhance family functioning,
promote cohild development, and minimize the incidence of
abuse and negiect within a multi-cultural environment.

. To provide outreac vices Lo parents to ensure that they
are aware of Famil and Support (FRS) Services.

. To provide community eferral services in the areas of
health care, : ith, employabill davelopment,

education, and

. To  make child care and  early
programning available, as well ag int
the areas of: nutrition education; |
training; peer  counseling  and ¢ 1
substance abuse counseiing and treatmen
referral for primary hezlth and mental health service

To make FES Services available through convenlent, easi
ceessinle centeéers, within defined geographic communitl
ithout regard to race sex, ethnicity, or income cri teri

5w

. 1o create a supportive network for parents to enhance their
child-rearing capabilities and to compensate o
isolation and vulnerability of ; ‘amili t
them into contact with parents |

The oniy mention of the demonstration project anywhere in the grant agplication stated
that:?

The Family Centers FProgram [demonstration project] has broad
statutory aubthority for i famzly centers to be funded around ths
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state as a means of testing approaches that might be used in each
community. Current Family Center Services are focused on offering
fathering c¢lasses, toy and car seat lending, vrespite care
outreach, parenting c¢lassses, child care, nurturing programs,
selling food at reduced costs, youth drop-in recreational center,
alternative learning center, affer schocol enrichment, family

literacy program, and extensive information and referral.

There was no meniion of how the demonstration project and the FRSP would have interfaced
withh one another. In addition, the development and implementation of the FRSP appeared to
ensura that the two programs would have been developed and implemented independantiy of
one ancthar. For example, the FRSP wouid have used a service dalivery task force (rather
than the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committes) to "review community negeds and o
develop a range of services thal could be provided through a community-based, center
environment”. The FRSP would alsc have used service dehivary focus groups {rather than the
Community Liaison Committees) 10 "sxamineg the combination of Family Support Services that
should be made available within the Family Support Center environment”,

According to the grant appiication 22
Tiwo piilot program copmunities will be selected to placse Family

ryi I community  Will i :
gad area, and a sscond communibty will be from a middie

Although it is impossible to determine whether or not there wouid have been a substantial
duplication of effort betwean the demonstration project and the FRSP, this grant appiication
raises guestions about (1} the commitment of the DHS (0 seeing the project througn 10 118
logical completion (which may not be Juna 30, 1883). and (2) the feasibility of extending the
project o authorizing the expenditure of funds for the FRSP in the future. In any eavent, the
DS should explain how 1t intanded to interface the two programs and, if not, which of the
two programs was highser in priority. Arguably, current antitlement program deficits would
have made it infeasibie 1 fund both programs if there was a substantial duplication of effort.

The demonstration projact's exclusiva reliance on existing human services providars

could make it difficult for the DHS and HCSC to determine if an cutcome was caused by a
farmily center or the lead agerncy for the family center, or both, 1 an culcome was caused by
both a family center and the lead agency for the family center, then the DHS and HCSC
would have o determing (1) whather or not the oulcome could reascrably have been caused
by sitner the family center or the lead agsency for the family center acting alone, /g, in the
total absence of the other, and (2} how much of the outcome was caused by the family center
and how much of the outcome was caused by the lead agency for the family center.
Arguably, an sxisting human services provider could girect all or a specific segment of 18
ientele to a family center through the provider's association with the family center and

B
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unintentionally cause a desired outcome 10 occur with greater frequency or intensity. if the
DHS and HCSC are unable to discarn (1) the cause or causes of an cutcome, and (2} how
much of the gutcome was caused by a family center and the lead agency for the family
center, then testing different methods of service delivery may not be possible.

Arguably, the purpose and short-term and iong-term objectives of sach family center
should be similar 1o the purpose and shori-term and long-term objectives of the demonstration
project if each family center is supposed to be a component of the project. Similarly, the
purpose and short-term and long-term objectives of one family center should be similar to the
purpose and short-term and long-term objectives of another family center if the demonstration
oroiect (s supposed to compare the effectiveness of one family center with another. Although
"similar” does not mean "identical”, { becomes increasingly difficult to view each family
center as g componant of the demonstration proiect and to compare the effectiveness of one
family center with another as the purpose and short-term and long-term objectives of the
family centers and the demonstration project become increasingly dissimitar. Uniess similar
outcome objectives can be devsloped for the demonstration project and ali family centers, #
may be difficuit for the DHS and HCSC to compars the effectiveness of one family center with
gnother.

Although the DHS23 and HCSC?4 stated that the purpose of the demonstration project
was not to test one family center against anothser family center, but to test a family center
within the context of its community, the Bursau notes that:

(1} State-funded programs exist to carry out existing state objectives and policies,
and thal accountability t0 the Legislature meansg that matters of concern to its
seventy-six members are being addressed for the benefit of society as a whole,
not just individual cormmunities; 25 and

(2)  The evaluation mode! discussed in The Family Center System: An Evaluation
and Beport on Accomplishments, Period of Evaluation: July 1990 - October
1991,26 and An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of
Evaluation: July 1990 - December 1992,27 recognizes that prograrms selected for
replication need to be cosi-effective, not just effective, inexpensive, or well liked
by their constitusnts.

To demonstrate that {1) existing state objectives and policies are being carried out,
and {2} a program is cost-effective and worthy of replication, & common set of objectives for
ali farmily centers would be required. If a program is not carrying out existing state objectives
and policies, and accountability to the Legisiature does not mean that matters of concern to
its members are being addressed for the benefit of sociely &8 a whole, then what s the
iustification for spending state funds on a program?28
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According to Kathleen Wilson, chair of the Family Center Planning Committee,
membper of tha Governor's Family Center Advisory Commities (GFCAC), and chair of the
gvaluation task force of the GFCAC:28

. . . The center was tTo be evaluated within the context of
community. The changes in inter-organizatioral interactlion among
service delivery agencles within the communlity were Lo be eéxamined
to see if the center did create new channels of system
interaction, and help significantly to amend the lack of quality
interaction among service providers and their contact with
families. 5o system change was envisioned to be looked abt within
the context of a community. The ides was to lock for patterns
across community, bubt nobt  te suggest  that a particular
intervention strategy was "the" advocated strategy of the project,
Organizational transformation of DHS [the Department of Human
Services], DOE [the Department of Education], Hawaii Housing
Authority and all the other organizations that families rely on in
order to meet thelr needs was To be gtudied within the context of
specific site locations. Resistance and adaptation of these
crganizaticons to family's efforts to contact them was to be
studied with particular attention to the role of the Family Center
service provider in the process of interaction/connection.

The evaluation model statss that the purpose of a Tier 5 Program Impact Tier
svaiuation is:

1Y ITle contribute  to  knowledge  development, individual
development, community relations, organizstion theory, and/or
to the refinement of the evaluatlion practices

2} [Tle produce evidence of differential effectiveness among
alternative program approaches {emphasis added)

3} [Tlo suggest program models worthy of replication (emphasis
added)

The evaiuation modei, which is an adapiation of the "Five-Tier Approach to Evaluation”
daveloped by Francine Jacobs, 0 specifies that the following types of data shouid be collected
at the program impact tier:

standardized

1} [Qluantifiable client-specific data, inclu
it 1 participant

di
test results collscted over time {longitudin
data)

2} [Clontrol group data or comparison group standards

3} [Qjualitative participant data, including record reviews,
participant reviews, sic,

(431
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4y [Clost-effectiveness information necessary for planning/
advising on program replication (emphasis added)

if the purpose of the demonstration project was not to test one family center against
another family center, but to test a family center within the context of its community, then the
rationale for "{producing] evidence of differential effectiveness among alternative program
approaches” and "[suggesting] program models worthy of replication” becomes less clear. If
these purposes are not relevant to the evaluation modei for the demonstration project, then
the collection of "cost-effectiveness information necessary for planning/advising on program
replication” may not be relevant to the mode! either.

The coliection of cost-effectiveness information appears to suggest that family centers
should be compared with one another rather than fested within the context of their
communities. [f the family centers are to be tested within the context of their communities,
then it may be more appropriate for the demonstration project to collect cost-benefit
information to prigritize the use of family center resources rather than collecting cost-
effactiveness information necessary for planning/advising on program replication.31

Thers is no "correct” answer as to whether or not family centers should be compared
against one another. The enabling legisiation for the demonstration proiect does not clearly
spell out the purpose of the project or its desired outcomes. The DHS and HCSC cannot be
criticized for choosing not to compare family centers against one another any more than
anyone can be criticized for suggesting that they should be compared. The truth of the
matter is that any cne of the following "tracks" for the demcnstration project can be
legitimately inferred from the enabling legistation:32

. Track No. 1: Family Centers are analogous to (DBG [community
development block grant] programs, so few or no common oukbcome
indicators are needed.

. Track No. 2: Family Centers are really about improving the
character of community and service delivery process, and so
appropriate indicators really have more Lo do with measures of
satisfaction, efficlency, and community functioning than with
ultimate reduction in social pathology.

. Track No. 3: VUltimately, "accountability™ to the Legislaturs
and the taxpayers implies that problems of concern to them, at
& goeletal level, are belng addressed. 5o we do nsed to agree
upen cgertain common cobjectives--~i.e., measurable reduction in
social pathology or increase in soclial well-being--which can be
identified with unifeorm indicators.

There are some good reasons for not testing one family center against another family
center. These include:

[
AW
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The chilling effect that competition would have on cooperation and collaboration;

The moral and ethical issues concerning experimentaiicn with families and
children already at risk;

The need to standardize the kinds of services that are offered by family centers;
The infeasibility of affecting and evaluating measurable changss in social
pathology or weli-Deing within the relatively brief authorization period for the

demonstration project; and

The loss of community "ownership” and empowerment to the Legislature, DHS,
and HCSC.

There are also some good reasons for testing family centers against one another. For
exampile, testing one family center against another family center could:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(€)

Provide an incentive for centers 1o becoms even more effective, innovative, and
cost-Cconscious;

improve the external validity or "generalizability” (representativeness) of
research and evaluation findings to other communities;

Provide the raticnale for continuing the demonstration project o compare the
cost-effectiveness of the current human services system and a community-based
human services system;

Provide an incentive for communities to become even more active in supporting
and institutionatizing their centers;

Provide an incentive for centers to keep better records of program participation
and donations, contributions, and in-kind support; and

Provide an incentive for the DHS, DOH, DOE, and DLIR to interface their
ongoing programs with the centers.

Arguably, testing family centers solely within the context of their communities may not
yield the kinds of data needed to persuade the Legislature, the Governor, and DHS 1o affect
changes in the current human services system. While testing family centers solely within the
context of their communities is not "wrong™ or "useless”, it may be difficuit for the DHS and
HCSC to justify the further expenditure of moneys on the demonstration project when
gntitiement programs are currently operating at a deficit. Much depends on the kinds of data
that will be needed {0 persuade the Legislature, the Governor, and DHS to affect changes in
the currant human ssrvices system; unfortunately, thess kinds of data were not specified in
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the enabling legisiation for the demonstration project and none of the impilementing agsncies
appear io have made any dsterminations of their own.

in any event, competition between family centars i not something that should be
automatically avoided. According to David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, authors of Reinventing
Government. Fow the Entreprensurial Spirit is Transforming the Public Sector. competition
between individuais sets individual against individual and undermines morale. Compstition
between teams or organizations builds morale and encourages creativity.33

No Foundation for Change
According to the Department of Education:34

Four years ago, S3Superintendent Toguchi began to create a
foundation for SCBM, He often refers to these initiatives as
#pillars™ which support educational reforn. They are: 1) a
school improvement process and plan  In  every school; 2)
partnerships and community involvement: 3) an increased level of
ataff development; ¥} pursuing increased {lexibility for schools;
and 5) accountability. These initiatives provide a foundation for
SCBM to serve as a catalyst to bring about meaningful change.

Another major initiative which iliustrates the department's
commitment to this change 1s Project Ke fu Hou., It is a planning
effort designed to "move the Department of Education towards a new

generation of organization, {(This includes not only)
decentralization of...and the shared use of
authority...but...provide{s for) new concepts of networking,
integration, vision framevorks, knowledge bases, and

accountablility [sic]."

Uniike the DOE, the DHS coes not appear (o have established and the legisiation does
not appear to have authorized those initiatives that would provide a foundation for the
demonsiration project o serve as a catalyst to bring about meaningful change in the way that
human sarvices are currently deliverad.

Section 296C-2, Hawali Revised Statutes, requires the Department of Education
through the Board of Education and the Superintendent of Education to formulate policies,
including criteria and procedures to determing which schools shall participate in the systam,
o initiate a school/commurity-based managament system in the public schogls. No similar
mandate appears to exist for the DHS to formulate policies to initiate a method of managing
human services that would (1) ¢iffusse decision-making to involve or secure the input of those
persons directly affected by the decision o be made at the community level, and {2)
encourage community-initiated methods for achieving the human services goals established
statewide by the Board of Human Services. Additionally, nc mandate appears to exist for (1)
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the DHS to establish a common set of human services goals that all communities would be
responsible for fulfilling, and (2) other state agencies to waive applicable policies, rules, or
proceduras when raquested {0 do so by a community unlass the agency can justify a denial to
the Governor.

Summary

Too Little Time. The implementation of the demonstration projeci--from the passage of
the enabling legislation, to the astablishnment of the first family centers--appeared t¢ have
bean so rushad that neither the DHS nor the HCSC had sufficient time or resources 1o
devalop a complste or reasonably compiste action plan for the project.

The hasty implementation of the action plan for the demonstraiion proiect was
apparently caused, at least partially, by the following conditions: (1) the project was originally
authorized for only two years; (2} funding for the project was guaranteed for only one year;
and (3} the release of funds for the project was delayed for nearly five months. The lack of
resourcas (0 compleie the action plan for the demonstration project once the project was
implementad was apparently caused, at ieast partially, by the decision to fund four family
canters on three islands instead of one family center on the island of Oahu as authorized by
the enabling legislation.

The initial two-year authorization period for the demonstration project appeared to be
too short given the broad scope of the project or, conversely, the scope of the proiect
appeared to be too broad given the initial two-year authorization period for the project. The
latast research shows that it takes between five to sight years to determine the outcomes and
impacts of family strengthening programs.

Because of insufficient time and resources to develop "grass roots” organizations that
could establish famity centers that wers independent of existing human services providers, all
four family centers were initially established as separate programs or components of existing
human services providers.

The outcomes of the demonsiration project are not what the DHS expected. [ the
cutcome objectives for the damonstration project had been tentatively identified early in the
proiect, this probiem might have besn averied. As it stands now, the DHS and, consequently,
the Governor may not be "in the market” for the preduct that the demonstration project is
attempting to "seli”.

Although the DHS and HCSC stats that the purpose of the demonstration project was
nat to test one family center against another family center, but to test & family center within
the context of s community, the Bureau suggests that family centers should be compared
against one another if for no other reason to ascertain the relative advantages and
diszdvantages of the respective approaches.  According 10 the chairperson of the Family
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Center Planning Committee, changes in inter-organizational interaction among service
providers within a community weére (¢ be examined 10 sge if a family center Crealad new
channels of system interaction, and heiped significantly to amend the lack of quality
interaction among service provicers and their contact with famities. There is, however, no
"correct” answer regarding this particular point since the enabling legislation for the
demonstration project does not cleariy speil ocut the purpose of the project or its desired
outcomes.

While festing family centers sclely within the context of their communities is nct
"wrong" or "useless”, it may be difficult for the BHS and HCSC 1o justify the further
expenditure of moneys on the demonstration project when entitiement programs are currently
operating at a deficit. Much depends on the kinds of data that will be needed to persuade the
Legisiature, the Governor, and DHS o affect changes in the current human servicss system;
unfortunately, these kinds of data were not specified in the enabling legislation for the
demonstration project, and none of the implementing agencies appear to have made any
determinations of their own.

The Bureau suggests that the Legislature clarify the purpose or purposaes of the
demonstration project with respect (¢ the project’'s expected outcomes. The Bureau also
suggests that the Legisiaturs:

(1) Conform the purpcse or purposes of future demonstration projects to the
expected authorization periods for these projects or, conversely, conform the
expected authorization periods for these projects o their purpose or purposes,
and

(2} PRequire all new programs established by the Legislature or the Governor, to
establish and subrmit tentative gutcome objectives 1o ihe Legislature at least
twenty days prior to the convening of the Rsgular Session following the
program's creation.

No Foundation for Change. The DHS does not appear to have established and the
legisiation does not appear (0 have authorized those initiatives that would provide a
foundation for the demonstration project {0 serve as a catalyst to bring about meaningful
change in the way that human services are currently delivered.

if the demonstration project is to serve as a catalyst for change in the way that human
services are delivered, then the Bursau suggests that the Lsgisiature reguire the DHS to
formulate policies to initiate a method of managing human services that would {1} diffuse
decision-making to involve or secure the input of those persons directly affected by the
decision to be made at the community level, and (2) encourage community-initiated methods
for achigving the human service goals established statewide by the Board of Human Services.
in addition, the Bureau suggests that the Legislature reguirs {1} the DHS to establish a
common sat of human services goals that all communities would be rasponsible for fulfilling,
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and (2) other state agencies to waive applicable policies, rules, or procedures when requested
to do so by a community unless the agency can justify a denial to the Governor.

Related Policy Issues. On August 6, 1993, the DHS appiied to the United States
Depariment of Hesglth and Human Services for a Family Resource and Support Program
(FRSP) grant to "offer sustained assistance to families that promote parental competencies
and behaviors that will lead to healthy and positive perscnal development of both parents and
children”. Although this grant application was not funded, the Bureau notes that there was no
mention of how the demonstration proiect and the FRSP would have interfaced with one
another.

Although it is impossibie to determine whether or not there would have been a
substantial duplication of effort between the demonstration project and the FRSP, the Bureau
suggests that the Legislature ask the DHS to explain how the department intended to
interface the two programs and, if not, which of the two programs was higher in priority.

Endnotes

1. Interview with Conroy Chow, Planning Officer, Planning Office, Department of Human Services, November 1,
1993

2. interview with Maecna Mendeison, Senior Planner, Decisions/impact, Hawaili Community Services Council,
November 8, 1993,

3. Hawaii Community Services Council, "The Family Center Pian: The Final Report of the Family Center
Planning Committee” {August 1990}, 53 pp.

4. A plan should be a dynamic document that changes in response 10 its environment; a plan should not be
static or fixed.

Generally, a plan provides the basis for orderly change, and the demonstration project will be constantly
changing to accommodate the needs and wants of, for example, the family centers. A plan would help to
ensure that these changing needs and wants are accommodated in a orderly manner.  Similarly, family
centers will be constantly changing to accommodate the neads and wants of their communities. Again, plansg
would help to ensure that these changing needs and wants are accommodated in a orderly manner. Neither
the demonsiration project nor the family centers should be crificized if their plans change; rather. they should
be encouraged (o change their plans in an orderly manner.

5 For example, although School/Community-Based Managerent or SCBM is intended (o empower people by
aliowing greater schooklevel fiexibility in areas such as budget, curriculum, instruction, personnel, and
faciitias, the schools participating in SCBM are accouniable for those objectives reflected in the Cepartment
of Education's Foundation Program for the Public Schools of Hawaii and any accountability measures
astablished by the Board of Education in the future. Hawail, Board of Education, "School/{Community-Based
tAanagement implementation Guidelines” (November 30, 1389 revised April 6, 1991}, p. 7.

School/Community-Based Management {SCBM) is & school management system that ermpowers people by
allowing greater schoollevel flexibility in areas such as budget, curriculum, instruction, personnel, and
facilites. The concept is based on the beligt that the most effective decisions are those made closest io the
point of iis implemantation. Persons expected o implement decisions perform best when they feel cwnership
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and responsibility for decisions made.  This generally means that they have shared in making thosae
decisions. It acknowiledges that a school's community, defined as the principal, teachers. support staff,
parents, students, and other community members, has a right and an obligation 1o actively participate in open
dialogue where issues are presented. defined, discussed, and resoived. SCBM requires the collaborative
involvement of the identified role groups and for them (o be a part of a shared decision-making process.
Hawail, Departiment of Education, "SchooliCommunity-Based Management Status Report” {danuary 1991,

ot

Section 296C-2, Hawali Revised Statutes, defines "schoolicommunity-based management systam”™ as a
method of educational management that {1} diffuses educational decision-making to involve or secure the
input of those directly affected by the decision o be made at the school fevel, and (2) encourages schod!
initiated methods for achieving educational goals established statewide by the Board of Education.

SCBM allows schools the flexibility (0 determine how the foregoing goals and objectives should be
accomplished, SCBM doss not aliow schools to disregard or change these goals and objectives. This
approach o program implementation allows greater schooltevel flexibility while ensuring schoolklevel
accountability for the laws enacted by the United States Congress and the state Legistature, and the rufes
adopted by the Urnited Siates Depariment of Education and the Stale Board of Education.  Like e
demonstration project, SCBM is accountable to a higher authority.

Arguably, accountability in the human services system means abiding by congressional and legisiative
dictaies regarding mandaied and prohibited services, in addition 1o adapting 16 dentified community neads,
Although these "top-down" dictates tend 10 run contrary to the concept of community-based management of
the human services system, the Bureau believes that these dictates are occasionally needed to ensure that
the rights and privileges of minority groups are protected from the indifference or desires of the majority. |If
communities acted in the best interest of alf of the people {including mingrity groups; ait ¢f the time (rather
than just in times of crisisy, then there would be no need for such "top-down” dictates as federat and state civil
rights laws, or basic health services and reguired health benetits.

For example. if the federai government did not dictate the provigion of certain basic heafth services for low-
income individuals and famifies through Medicaid, would all the states stiff provide these services 1o these
individuals and families? Would they stil provide these services during times of fiscal austerity? Wouid there
he a need for the federal government to become involved in health care reform at the state level? if the state
Leqgisiature did not dictate that mutual benefit societies had 1o provide coverage for child health supervision
services, newborn adoptess, in vitrg fertilization. and mammogram screening, would all mutual benefit
societies still provide these benefits 1o their members? {See sections 432:1-602 5, -602.6, -604, and -605,
Hawaii Revised Statuies.; Would all mutual benefit societies still provide these benetits during times of fiscal
austerity? Would there be a need for the state Legisiature to become involved in health care reform in the
private sector?

while the United States Congress and the state legisiatures are partly responsible for the problems that
currently beset the nation’'s human services systems. the Bureau believes that the solution I8 not 1o take away
ihe authority of these instinitions 16 make "top-down” decisions; rather, the Bureau believes that the solution
is to enswre that the United States Cangress and the state legislatures make better “top-down” decisions,
£ 4., decisions that do not Fagment services 1o families. To loosely paraphrase Thomas Jeffersen. if we think
that the United States Congress and the state legislatures are not enlightenad enough 10 exercise thelr
control with a wholesome discretion, then the remedy is not 1o take this discretion away from them. but 10
inform thelr discretion by education.

Chow inferview, November 1, 1993,

The DHS stated thal # was reluctant (o exert undue pressurs on the demonstration profect 1o carry out these

58



10.

11

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION

activities because of the problems that such a heavy-handed approach might generate. The DHS also agreed
with the Bureau thal family centers need t0 demonstrate that (1) existing state objectives and policies are
being carried oy, and {2) a orogram is cost-effective and worthy of replication. The DHS stated again,
however, that i was reluctant 10 exer! undue pressure on the demonstration project 10 carry ouf these
activities because of the problems that such an approach mught generate. Ibid.

Aithough the Legislature could assert itself with the Governor by overriding the Governor's veto of
appropriations and statutory changes relating 1o the demonstration project, no Legislature in recent memory
has ever overridden a governor's veto or reconvened to contemplate such a drastic action.

Mendelson interview. November 8, 1893,
Chow interview, November 1, 1983,

Hawaii Community Services Councll, "The Family Center Pian.  The Final Heport of the Farnily Center
Planning Committee” (August 1990}, p. 32.

Written comments on questionnaire #1 {planning) received from Kathleen Wiison. Associate Professor,
Department of Urban and Regional Planning, University of Hawaii-Manoa.

Hawaii, Department of Education, "School/Community-Basaed Management {SCBM)  Hawail's Story (A
Chronology)” (Revised July 1993, pp. 1.2,

Chow interview, November 1, 1993.
Mendsaison interview, November 8, 1993.

Hawail Community Services Councll, "The Family Center Demonstration Project: A Second Year Status
Report, October 1991 - December 1892 (March 1993), p. 7.

One desirable outcome of the demonstration project might be to have all the major human services agencies
in the State, i e, the DHS, DOH. DOE. and Department of Labor and Industriat Relation {DLIR}, agree on (1) a
comimon set of outcome objectives for all human services programs, and {2) the commingling of agency funds
to aftain these objectives. Once such an agreement is reached, the DHS, DOH, DOE. and DLIR could ask
the Legislature and the Governor for the authority to "decategorize” and commingle agency funds to attain
the foregoing objectives, i e., to institute "lump-sum” budgeting.

Cuite possibly, the development of substantial, long-ferm financial stakes in the success or failure of the
demonstration project will occur only if (13 the BHS, DOH, DOE, and DUIR agree on a common set of outcome
obiectives for ail human services programs, and the cormmingling of agency funds to aftain these objectives,
and {2} the Governor and the Legislature authorize the decategorization and commingling of agency funds to
attain these objectives. As jong as DHS. DOH, DOE. and DLIR funds remain categorical and unmingled,
these human services agencies will be able 1o move their funds 1o other demonstration projects or agency
programs without substantial personnel and programmatic costs should the Family Center Demonstration
Project falier or fail. To loosely paraphrase Benjamin Franklin, if the DHS, DOH, DOE, and DLIR know that
they will suffer together should the demonstration project falter or fall, then these human services agencies
will band together and do their best to ensure that the project succeeds.

Hawaii, Department of Human Services., "Lefier fram Garry Kemp. Division Administrator of the Seif-
Sufliciency and Support Services Division of the Department of Human Services to 'Ms. Taylor' of the Family
Resource and Support Program of the United States Department of Health and Human Services” {August 8.
1893}, 30 oo
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Refer to Appendix R,

Hawaii, Depariment of Human Services, "Letter from Garry Kemp, Division Administrator of the Self-
Sufficiency and Support Services Division of the Department of Human Services to 'Ms. Taylor' of the Family
Resource and Support Program of the United States Department of Health and Human Services” {August 6.
1893), 30 pp.

thid.

ibid,

Chow interview, November 1, 1993.

Mendelson interview, November 8. 1993

For instance, the larger purposes of SCBM are 1o (1) improve student and schoot performance, (2) improve
the quality of classroom instruction, and (3} strengthen citizen interest in and support for schools. Telephone
interview with Arthur Kaneshiro, Director, Schoo/Community-Based Management. Department of Education,
November 1, 1993,

Hawaii Community Services Council, "The Family Center System:  An Evaluation and Report on
Accomplishments, Period of Evaluation: July 1990 - October 1991”7 {(November 1391}, p. 101.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of
Evaluation: July 1990 - December 1992" (Draft Final Report) {July 23, 1993). Appendix B.

One key legistator interviewed by the Hawaii Community Services Council (HCSC) in the course of its July
1990 to December 1932 evaluation of the demonstration project told the interviewer:

[DJidn't want the product and doesn't think it's realistic or necessary. [Clustomer by coercion, not by
choice.

[Slees the product as mostly &R [information and referral], academic, redundant. [M]ore important to
fund direct services which are being cut. [Slystems change not a priority.

- * *

IN]o feedback yet on whether it's doing what it is supposed to. [Blut doesn't necessarily support what it's
supposed to do (f understood correctly) 50 might not be a satisfied customer anyway.

lhid., p. 128.
Ancther key legisiator told the interviewer:
[iio knowiladge of the project: geals, methods, or anything[.]

[Nlot "in the market” for anything. just funds it out of political considerations for other legislators who push
for itf.}

iNjo feedback or input other than from legislators who support # (some from local districts with FO's
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ifamily centers] and some others who support the concept anywhere){ ]

[Elxpects DMS [the Department of Human Services] to determine if it's useful and they want it as part of
their budget] ]

{Lleaves judgments on quality and outcome to the subject committees|.]
ibid.. p. 126.

Letter from Kathieen Wilson, Associate Professor, Department of Urban and Regional Planning, University of
Hawaii-Manoa to Keith Fukumoto, October 5, 1933, 5 pp.

Francine Jacobs. "The Five-Tiered Approach to Evaluation: Context and Implementation”, Evaluating Family
Programs, ed. Heather Weiss and Francine Jacobs (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1988), pp. 37-68.

The Bureau was able o verify that the evaluation model for the demonstration project is an adaptation of the
"Five-Tier Approach to Evaluation developed by Francine Jacobs. The subtle Dut important differences that
exist between the two models tend io suggest that the evaluation model for the demonstration project was
adapted specifically for the project.

"Cost-benefit analyses” compare the financial costs of a program to the financial benefits of that program.
"Cost-effectiveness analyses” are conducted on more than one program for the sake of comparison. Heather
Weiss and Francine Jacobs eds.. Evaiualing Family Programs (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1988},
pp. 523-524

See Kar! White, "Cost Analysis in Family Support Programs”, Evalualing Family Programs. ed. Heather
Weiss and Francine Jacobs (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1988), pp. 429-443.

"Memorandum from John Knox, President of Community Resources, Inc. to Mae Mendelson, Cliff O'Donnell,
and Kathy Wilson, staff and members of the HCSC Evaluation Resource Team (ERT)" (March 13, 1993), 4 pp.
The ERT is not directly involved with the ptanning or evaluation of the demonstration project.

David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, Reinventing Government: How the Entreprensurial Spirit is Transforming
the Public Sector (Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1992), p. 80.

Hawaii, Department of Education, "School/Community-Based Management Status Report” (January 19913,
p. 3
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Chapter 6
SURVEYS AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is t¢ (1) describe the capabilities and limitations of
surveys, (2) discuss the advantages and disadvantages of different survey types, and (3)
describe the methodoiogy of this study, which makes extensive use of surveys, with respect
to the foregoing capabilities and limitations, and advantages and disadvantages.

This chapter is based substantially on the work of Stephen isaac and William Michael,
authors of Handbook in Research and Evaluation (2nd ed. ).

The Nature of Surveys
According to Isaac and Michael:?

With the exception of survevs based on a search of records,
surveys are dependent on direct communication with persons having
characteristies, behaviors, attitudes, and  other relevant
information appropriate for a specific investigation. This makes
them reactive in nature; that 1is, they directly involve the
respondent in the assessment process by eliciting a reaction.
Although direct interactions are often the most cost-effective,
efficient, and credible means of collecting data, because the
regpondents are usually in the best position to speak for
themselves and '"tell it like it is," reactive methods run many
risks of generating misleading information. Among these risiks are
the following:

1. Surveys only tap respondents who are accessible and
cocperative,
2. Surveys often make the respondent feel special or

unnatural and thus preduce responses that are artificial
or slanted.

3. Surveys arouse "response sets" such as acquiescence or a
proneness to agree with positive statements or guestions.

g, Surveys are vulnerable to over-rater or under-rater
nias--the tendency for some respondents to  give
consistently high or low ratings.

5. In the case of interviews, blased reactions can be
elicited because of characteristics of the interviewer or
respondent, or the combination, that elicit an unduly
favorable or unfavorable pattern of responses.
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Types of Surveys--Their Advantages and Disadvantages

According to Isaac and Michae!,3 thers are five types of surveys: record surveys,
maiied guestionnaires, telephone surveys, group interviews, and individual interviews.

Record Surveys. The advantages of conducting record surveys are that {1} records
are nonreactive, {2) record surveys are inexpensive to conduct, (3) records often aliow
historical compariscns 10 be made and frend analyses {0 be conducted, and (4} records
provide an excellent baseline for making comparisons if they are accurate and up-to-date.
The disadvantages are that (1) records may contain confidential information, (2) records are
often incomplete, inaccurate, and out-of-date, (3) changing rules for keeping records often
makes year-ic-year comparisons invalid, (4} records can be misleading unless a
knowledgeable person can explain how the records were compiled, (&) the purposs of keeping
records is usually unrelated to the purpese of conducting record surveys, and (6) records
contain factual data only--there is no input on values or attitudas.

Mailed Questionnaires. The advantages of utilizing mailed guestionnairas are that
they (1} are inexpensive to use, (2) are wideranging, (3) can be well designed, simple, and
clear, {4y are self-administering, and {5) can be made anonymous. The disadvantages are
that {1} a low response rate can occur, aspecially with less educated and olger addressees,
resulting in a nonrepresentative return, (2) there is no assurance that the guestions were
understood, and (3} there is no assurance that the addressee was the person who answerad
the questionnaire.

Telephong Surveys. The advantages of conducting telephone surveys are that they (1)
are less costly to conduct than face-to-face interviews, (2) can be conducted during the
daytime or evening, (3} permit unlimited callbacks, (4) aliow a respondent to feel at ease in
the respondent’s own home and tend to make the respondent more candid, and (5) make off-
isiand surveys feasible. The disadvantages are that they {1) cannot access people with
uniisied teleghone numbers, which can run as high as twenty-five per cent in some areas, (2}
cannot access people without telephones, particularly people with lower incomes, {3) can be
viewed as intruding into the privacy of people’s homes and can be confused with a disguised
sales pitch, and (4) rule out many face-to-face advantages, including impressions of a
respondent’s gestures and facial expressions.

Group interviews. The advantages of conducting group interviews are that they (1) are
more efficient and economical to conduct than one-to-one interviews (2) reftect group behavior
and consensus in terms of results, (3) reveal group interaction patterns, and (4) can stimuiate
the productivity of other persens, as with brainstorming. The disadvantages are that they (1)
may intimidate and suppress individual differences, (2} foster conformity, (3} intensify group
ioyalties and can rigidly polarize opinions, and {4) are vuinerable to manipulation by an
influential and skiflful member.
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individual Interviews. The advantages of conducting individua! interviews are that thay
(1) are personalized, (2) permit in-depth, free responses, (3} are flexibie and adaptable, and
(4) allow imprassicns of a respondent’s gestures, tone of voice, facial expressions, etc. The
disadvantages are that they (1) are expensive and time-consuming to conduct, (2) may
intimidate or annoy respondents with a racial, ethnic, or socic-economic background that is
different from the racial, ethnic, or socio-economic background of the interviewsr, (3) are open
to cvert manipulation or the subtle biases of the interviewer, (4) are vulnerable to personality
conflicts, (5) require skilled and trained interviewers, and (8) may be difficult to summarize in
terms of findings.

The Methodology of this Study

Time and Personnel Limitations. This siudy was conducted over a period of six
months by one individual working alone. The Bureau does not have any particular expertise
with respect to the evaluation of programs such as the Family Center Demonstration Project.
Funds were not available to hire independent evaluators who have the necessary skills,
knowledga, and ability to conduct this kind of study.

Mailed Questionnaires. The Bureau used eight mailed questionnaires, which are
included in this report as Appendices C, D, E, F, G, H, 1, and J, 10 generale the data for this
study. Table 1 describes which questionnaires, e.g.. #1 and #7, were mailed to which
surveyees, e.g., the Governer's Family Center Advisory Committee (GFCAC). Table 1 also
describes the number of questionnaires that were mailed to the GFCAC, e.g.. (21), and the
number of questionnaires that were refurned to the Bureau either partially or fully completed,

e.g.. (11}

A total of 194 questionnaires were mailed to the surveyees listed in Appendix B. A
total of 125 questionnaires were returnad 10 the Bureau either partially or fully completed,
One person expressly indicated that she did not wish 1o respond to the questionnaires.
Among other things, the person stated that:*

[{Tlhis guestionnaire . . . 13 not directed te the "real"
people--local people who SHOULD be involved in the CLC [community
liaison committee]--people who probably do not have college
educations and wnho indeed might be functicnally illiterate but

wise in thelr assessment of community needs and dynamics.,  The
gquestionnaire is full of hybolic [sie]l distinctions that do not
address the reality of . . . 1ife [on this islandl.

Data from guestionnaires returned to the Bureau after close of business on
Ssptember 27, 1993, are not inciuded in this study unless these data updated existing
financiai information on the demonstration project and the family centers.
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Likert Scales. Data obtained from Likert scales, e.g., "1" {(strongly disagree} to "5"
{strongly agree), were scored in the mannar that they were received {{e., as single whoie
numbers) unless a person gave wo responses 10 a statement, e.g.. "3" {(neutral} and "4"
(agree). In cases like this oneg, the Bureau computed the arithmetic mean of the two values,
e.g., "3.5", and then rounded the mean value to the nsarést whole number. e.g9., "4".
Altnough "Do Not Know" responses were arbitrarily assigned a value of "0" for the purposes
of this study, this particular response was not used to compute any of the descriptive
statistics used in this study. A response of "Do Not Know” (0} is ne closer to a rasponse of
"Strongly Disagree” (1) than it is {0 a response of "Strongly Agree” (5), even though zero is
arithmetically closer to one than it is to five.

Open-Ended Questions. Data cobtained from open-ended questions, a.g., why 3
person's knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is” differs from the
parson's opinion about what the purpose "should be”, weare handled in the following manner.

(1) If there was any numerical difference between the twc opiniens and the person
explained why there was a difference, then the person’s explanation was
recorded.

{2y If there was no difference between the two opinions, but the person wrole a
commaent in the space designated for the abovementioned explanation, then the
person's explanation was omitted.

(3) If there was a difference between the two opinions and the person wrote a
comment in the space designated for the abovementioned explanation, but did
not address the question being asked, then the nonresponsive explanation was
omittad.

Data obtained from questicns that asked for a "yes" or "no" response and an
explanation, e.g., "are services to families fragmented? Why or why not?", ware handled in
the foliowing manner.

(1) if a person responded ambigucusly, e.g., "sometimes”, "depends”, or "ves and
no", then both the person’s response and expiansaticn were classified as being
nonspecific.

(£} If a person did not make a "yes” or "no” response, but stated an opinion that
could have been reascnably inferpreted as being a "yes” or "no” response, e.q.,
"services 1o families are fragmented because funding is categorical” or "services
to families are not fragmented because the family center works”, then the
parson’s {inferpreted)} response and explanation were classified accordingly.
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If a person responded "yes" or "ng", but the person's explanation did not
address the question being askad, then the person's response was recorded, but
the accompanying nonrespensive explanation was omitied.

Muitiple and "Run-On” Explanations. Multiple expianations obtained from open-ended
questions, e.g., "services to families are fragmentad because funding is categorical, services
are crisis-griented, there is insufficient communication between agencies, agencies do not
have enough staff, and access to services is difficult”, were handled in the following manner.

(1)

2

(4)

If a person's explanation could be dissected into smaller pieces and stiil make
reasonable sense to a knowledgeable reader, then it was separated accordingly.
For example, the explanation "services to families are fragmented because
funding is categorical, services are crisis-oriented, there is insufficient
communication between agencies, agencies do not have enough staff, and
access to services is difficult”, could be dissected into the following pieces.

(A)  "[Slervices to families are fragmented because funding is categorical . . .".

(B} “[Slervices to families are fragmented because ... services are crisis-
oriented . ",
{C) "[Slervices to families are fragmented because ... there is insufficient

communication between agencies . . .~

(D} "{Slervices to families are fragmented because . . . agencies do not have
anough staff . . ",

(E) "[Slervices to families are fragmented because . .. access to services is
defficuit”.

It a person's explanation could not be dissected and still make reasonable
sense, then i was not separated, 2.g., "the impact and effactiveness of service
is difficult to assess because longitudinal, community-leval siudies need to be
conducted and peopls at risk are constantly moving in and out of communities™.

If a person's explanation "ran-on” and stopped addressing the question being
asked, then the nonresponsive portion of the person’s explanation that "ran-on”
was omitted.

If a person’s explanation consisied of;

(A} A general statement, e.g., "services to families are not fragmented
because the family center works™, and
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{BY Several specific statements expanding on the general statement, e.g., "the
staff of the family center are always wiiling to help you”, "the staff of the
family center are always able to find the information you need”, and "the
family center helps people to help themselves™;

then the specific statements were recorded, and the general statement was
omitted.

Categorization of Explanations. The categorization of the explanations to open-ended
questions was handled in the following manner.

(1) The explanations were separated into not more than five categories (not
including an "other" category), whenever possible.>

(2) Each category consists of not iess than five explanations, whenever possible.6

(3} Similar categories were used for all related open-ended guestions, whenever
possible.”

(4) An existing category consisting of less than five explanations was combined with
a new category or another existing category to create a broader catsgory,
whenever possible.

Mean Difference. The mean difference between what "is" and what "shouid be" was
computed by summing the absciute values of the differences between what "is” and what
"should be" and then dividing this sum by the number of compiete response sets, ie., the
number of response sets not containing "Do Not Know" responses or missing data.8

The mean difference describes the magnitude of the differences between what "is"
and what! "should be". Consequently, this statistic is helpful in identifying areas that may
warrant closer examination when the ranges, medians, and means of both distributions are
identical or nearly identical, as they are in examples 3 and 4. The mean difference in
example 3 indicates that there is a small difference between what "is" and what "should be"
and, consequently, good congruence between what "is" and what "should be". The mean
differance in example 4 indicates that there is a large difference between what "is" and what
"should be" and, conseguently, poor congruence between what "is" and what "shouid be”.

The mean difference does not describe the direction of the differences. Consequently.
this statistic is not helpful in determining i, for example, an implementing activity should be
receiving more or less emphasis than it s currently being afforded by the demonstration
project. The means of what "is" and what "should be"” in example 1 indicate that an
implementing activity should be receiving more emphasis. The means of what "is" and what
"should be" in example 2 indicate that an implementing activity shouid be receiving less
emphasis. In both examples, however, the maan difference is equal to 2.00.
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The mean difference does not describe the homogeneity or heterogeneity of the
differences. Consequently, this statistic is not heipful in determining whether, for example, ali
of the members of the GFCAC believe that an implementing activity should be receiving more
emphasis than is currently being afforded by the demonstration projgct, or only some of the
members believe that it shouid be receiving more emphasis. The differences in exampie 1
indicate that all of the members believe that an implementing activity should be receiving
more emphasis. The differences in example 4 indicate that only one-half of the members
pelieve that an implementing activity should be receiving more empnasis; the other one-half of
the members believe that it should be receiving less emphasis. in both examples, however,
the mean difference is equal to 2.00.

Again, this statistic is helpful in identifying areas warranting closer examination; it is
not definitive by itself.

Example 1
What "is" 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
What "should be" 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5§
Difference 2o 2 2 2 2 2 -2
Absoiute value of difference +2 +2 42 +2 #2 +2 +2 2
Range of what "is". none
Range of what "shouid be": none
Mean of what "is": 3.00
Mean of what "should be”: 5.00
Median of what "is": 3.00
Meadian of what "should te™. 5.00
Mean difference: 2.00
Number of complete response sets: 8

Example 2
What "is" 5 5 5 § 5 5 5 5§
What "shouid be" 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Difference +2 +2 +2 +2 +2 +2 +2 +2
Absolute value of difference +2 +2 +2 42 42 +2 +2 +2

Range of what "is": none

Range of what "should be™ none
Mean of what "is": 5.00

Mean of what "should be™: 3.00
Median of what "is": 5.00

Median of what "should be™: 3.00
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Mean difference: 2.00
Mumber of complete response sais: 8

Example 3

What "ig”

What "shouid beg”

Ditference -
Absociute value of difference +

NN O W
[ T ow BN SH N
(S e SN Y
O O B
O
[ T T N N
o O B
+ +

Ny PN WO

Range of what "is": 3-5

Range of what "should be™ 3-5
Mean of what "is"; 4.0C

Mean of what "should be": 4.00
Median of what "is": 4.00

Median of what "shouid ba": 4.00
Mean difference; 0.50

Mumber of complete response sets; 8

Example 4

What "is" 3
What "should be" 5
Difference -2
Absoiute vatueg of difference + 2

Hange of what "is". 3-6

Range of what "should ba": 3-5
Mean of what "is". 4.0

Mean of what "should be”: 4.00
Median of what "is": 4.00

Median of what "should be": 4.00
Mean difference; 2.00

Mumber of complete response sets: &

Coding. All questionnaires were marked with an alghanumeric code, e.g., GFCAC 12,
DHS 1, HCSC 2. LA 4, FC 3, WH 2, KEY 3, KPT 17, and MO 2, to faciiitate the compilation
and analysis of the data, and provide qualitative information on the representativensss of the
survey results. According to tha data, one community liaison committee appears to be
substantially underrepresentad in the survey results 9 Consequently, all results concerning
the community flalson committess (CLCs) should be viewsd with caution.
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Quotations.  Becauss of the manner in which data obtained from oper-ended
questions were handled, the Bureau utilized quotation marks, ellipses, and brackels to
indicate where explanatory material was added or deleted. Al references to specific family
centers, e.g., the Kuhio Park Tarrace Friendly Store, islands or parts of islands, e.g., West
Hawail, and persons were intentionally deleted since the purpose of this study was 10 examine
the family centers as a whole rather than individually. The Bureau did not have sufficient time
or personnel resources to conduct individual evaluations of sach family center, and funds
wers not gvailable to hire independent evaluators who have the necessary skills, knowledgs,
and ability to conduct this kind of study.

The use of direct quotations zlso serves 10 Hlustrate the need for trainad and neutral
language translators, interviewers, and franscribers 10 assist in the conduct of future
avaluations of the demonsiration project and the family centers. The one individual assigned
to conduct this study is fluent only in the English language--some members of the CLCs
appear to be fluent in languages other than English. This study used written questionnaires
to communicate and elicit ideas--some members of the CLCs appear to comprehend these
ideas and communicate their ideas best through speech rather than in writing. (The Bureau
believes that its limited skills, knowledge, and abilities may become a source of substantial
systematic and random error when it begins to survey more of the people who use the family
centers.) This study relied on the cooperation of the family centers to assist, or find peopie
who could assist, some mambers of the CLCs in completing their guestionnaires--the Bureau
was unable to provide incontrovertibly trained and neutral people to assist these members in
completing their questionnaires.

Parents and Children Together (PACT). Because PACT--the lead agency for the Kuhio
Park Terrace (KPT) Family Center--is a conscrtium of eieven different agencies, the Bureau
surveyed the representativas of these eleven agencies'®and created one responsa set for the
entire consortium.

Data cbtained from Likert scales were averaged and then rounded 1o the nearest
whole number. Data obtained from questions that asked for a "yes” or "ng” response and an
axpianation were first categorized according to "ves”, "no”, and "not specific” responses.
Next, the most frequent response was chosen as the overall responss for the consortium,
Finally, all explanations corresponding te this cverall response were recorded. Data that did
not correspend 10 this response were omitted unless there was a tie between the number of
responses (0 a guestion. In the case of a tie, both responses and the sxpianations
corresponding 1o these responses were recorded. Although this practice would result in two
responses being recorded instead of one, ties were not frequent and did not appear 10 have 8
substantial effect on the overall resulis of this study.

Data obtained from open-ended gquestions, &.g., why a person's xnowiedge about what
the purpcse of the demaonstration project “is” differs from the person’s opinion about what the
purposs "should be”, were handled in the manner described above, as if an explanation was
coming from one person rather than sleven persons. In other words, the decision 10 include
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or exclude these explanations from this report was not dependsant on the existence of any
numerical difference between the two opinions for the entire consortium.

Summary

One community liaison committes was substantially underrepresented in the survey
results. Conseqguently, all results concerning the community Haison committees should be
viewed with caution.

There is a need for trained and neutral language translators, interviewers, and
transcribers to assist in the conduct of future evaluations. Some members of the CLCs
appear to be fluent in languages other than English; some members of the CLCs appear to
comprehend these ideas and communicate their ideas best through speech rather than in
writing, and the Bureau was unable to provide incontrovertibly trained and neutral peopie 10
assist these members in compieting their questionnaires.

The Bureau believes that its limited skilis, knowledge, and abiiities may become 3
source of substantial systematic and random error when it begins to survey more of the
people who use the family centers. The Bureau suggests that the Legislature consider the
possibility of requiring the Department of Human Services (DHS), rather than the Bureau, to
conduct the final evaluation of the demonstration proigct and the family centers. |[f the
Legisiature is concerned about the ability of the DHS or the Hawaii Community Services
Council (HCSC) to objectively conduct the foregoing evaluation, then the Bureau suggests
that the Legislature consider the possibility of:

(1}  Appropriating funds for another executive branch agency with an expertise in
program evaluation, e.g., the Department of Education or the Social Science
Research institute of the University of Hawaii, to conduct the evaiuation;

(2} Appropriating funds for a legislative committee or agency to hire a public or
private agency with an expertise in program evaiuation, e.g., the Pacific
Regional Education Laboratory or the Social Science Research Institute of the
University of Hawaii, to conduct the evaluation; or

(3) Prohibiting the Department of Human Services' Planning Office or the HCSC
from overseeing or administering any contract relating to the final evaluation of
the demonstration proiect, and requiring some other office or agency within or
administrativaly attached 10 the DHS to oversee this coniract.
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Endnotes

Stephen Isaac and Willlam Micheal, Handbpook in Research and Evaluation £2nd ed.. San Diego, California;
EdiTS Publishers, 1381), 234 pp.

Ibid.. p. 128.

ibid.. pp. 130-132.

The identity of this person is not refevant to this study and has been intentionally left out of this report.
Practically speaking. most people can keep track of seven to ten categories with no problem.

This was an arbitrary number, however, the five explanations guideline appeared to keep the overall number
of categories 1o less than seven and the characteristics of the explanations classified as "other” somewhat
heterogensous.

For example: Are services to families fragmented? s there a tack of coordination and communication among
those who provide services? Do consumers in general and families (in particular) find it difficult 10 access
services and information? Is access to services and information across agencies difficult? 1s access to
services and information between fund sources and providers difficuit? Is the impact and effectiveness of
service difficult to assess? Is there difficully in assessing the real needs of families? Are leverage funding
and more innovative muitiple funding streams needed? Why or why not?

Mean djfferenee a What "iS” - What "Shouid be‘“
Number of complete responsea sets

The identity of this community llaison commitiee is not reievant to this study and has been intentionally ieft
out of this report.

Lui Fateafine, Jr., Chaney and Brooks Property Management, Kuhio Park Terrace Homes; Dennis Dobies.
Department of Education, Linapuri School;, Geraldine Ichimura, Department of Education, Dole intermediate
School; Amy Ebesu, Department of Health. Public Health Nursing Branch: Enele Alalamua. Family Service
Center; Teresa Vast, Kailua, Hawaii; Janet Morse, Hawaii Literacy; John White, Mawaii Foodbank, Inc.. Mike
Hee, Hawaii Housing Authority; Pete Kessinger. Honolulu Community College; and Ron Higashi, Susannah-
Wesley Comimunity Centar.

This brought the total number of questionnaires mailed oul for this study 10 205, and the tolat number of
partially or fully completed gquestionnaires returned ¢ the Bureau to 1386.

73



Chapter 7
PURPOSES, ACTIVITIES, AND PROBLEMS

Purposes and Implementing Activities

"The purpose of this Act is to establish the family center
demonstration project, with family centers to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the community-based family center concept and to

test different models of service delivery.” {Act 329, Session
Laws of Hawaii 1990, as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaiil
1992. )1

"The purpose of the family center demonstration project shall
be to coordinate the provision of core services to families at
community-based centers to develop each community's capacity to
identify and resolve its problems." {fct 329, Sessicn Laws of
Hawaii 1990, as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992.)2

"The 1990 state legislature established a two-year family
support/resource center demonstration project (HB 2281) to test
the effectiveness of a community-based family support center
concept and to implement different models of service delivery.”
(The Family Center Plan: The Final Report of the Family Center
Planning Committee.)3

"The purpose of these centers was to ccordinate the provision of
core services to families at a community based center in order to
develop a community's capacity to identify and resolve its
problems and fully utilize its assets." (The Family Center Plan:
The Final Report of the Family Center Planning Committee.)4

"The purpose of a center is to strengthen and build on the ability
of family members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of
their family life and the life of the community by offering a
range of community identified activities, services, training
opportunities and information in accessible and supportive
settings." {Request for Proposal: The Family Center
Demonstration Project, 1990-1992.)°

"The primary goal of The Family Center Demonstration Project is to
implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service
delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families
by (1) facilitating access to existing services through
community-based centers, (2} identifying and meeting unmet needs
of families at the community level, (3) educating the community on
how to support families, (i) developing new and collaborative
funding sources for family prevention programs, and (5) creating a
method for program accountability that is system-wide and includes
statewide community planning and needs assessment, staff and
volunteer training, and measurement of progress and outcomes
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across family center programs." (The Family Center System: 4n
Evaluation and Report on Accomplishments, Period of Evaluabtion:
July 1990 - October 1591.)6

"Tne Family Center system, created by Aet 329 of the 1990 Hawai'i
State Legislature, is a two-year demonstration project designed to
test the effectiveness of a community-based family centered model
of service delivery." (The Family Center System: An Evaluation
and Report on Accomplishments, Period of Evaluation: July 1990 -
October 1991.)7

"The intent of the Family Center Demonstration Project is to test
different methods of service delivery based on a set of nationally
and localily accepted core principles that, when implemented, will
enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and
human services." (The Family Center Demonstration Project: A
Second Year Status Report, October 1991 - December 1992.)

"The purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Prolect is to
reduce fragmentation in human services." (An Evaluation of the
Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of Evaluation: July
1990 - December 1992.)9

Purposes. Based on the foregoing statemants, which are displayed in chronological
order, it could be argued that the purpose of the demonstration preject is to accomplish any
or all of the following tasks:

(1)  Test the effectiveness of the family center concept;

(2) Test models of sarvice delivery that enhance support to individuals and families
in need of health and human servicas;

{3) Develop a community’'s capacity to identify and rescive its problems and fully
utifize its assets,

(4) Strengthen and build on the ability of family members to enrich and contribute to
the well-bsing of their family life and the life of their community;

(5y Implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system
that will improve the guality of life for families; and

{6) Reduce fragmentaticn in human services.
implementing Activities. Based on the same provisions, it could be argued that the

demonstration project is supposed to accomplish any or all of the foregoing tasks through any
or ait of the following implementing activities:
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Coordinating the provision of core services to families at community-based
centers;

Offering a range of community identified activities, services, training
opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive settings;

Facilitating access to existing services through community-based centers;
Identifying and meeting unmet needs of families at the community level;
Educating the community on how t¢ support families;

Developing new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention
programs; and

Creating a method for program accountability that is system-wide and includes
statewide community planning and needs assessment, staff and voluntesr
training, and measurement of progress and outcomes across family center
programs.

Problems and Symptoms of Problems

While the foregoing discussions begin 10 address what tasks the demonstration project
is supposed to accomptish, i.e., its purpose, and how the project is supposed to accomplish
these tasks, i.e., its implementing activities, the foregoing discussions do not expiain the
reasons why the project is supposed to accomplish these tasks, ie., its justification.
According to The Family Center Plan,10 the demonstration project is supposed to accomplish
these tasks because:

(1)
(2)

()
(6)

Services to families are fragmented;

There is a iack of coordination and communication among those who provide
services;

Consumers in general and families (in particular) find it difficult to access
services and information;

Access o services and information across agencies is difficult,
Access to services and information between funders and providers is difficuli;

The impact and effectiveness of service is difficult to assess;
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{7y There is difficulty in assessing the real needs of families; and
(8) Leverage funding and more innovative mutitiple funding streams are needed.

While the foregoing discussion begins to address the reasons why the demonstration
project is supposed to accomplish certain tasks, it does not, for example, explain the reason
or reasons why "services to families are fragmented”. Problems such as the fragmentation of
services to families might be symptoms of more deep-seated problems, such as the rigidity of
the "program structure"!! used by the State to fund family services, or problems that extend
beyond the authority of the demonstration projact.

While symptomatic treaiment of the foregoing problem is not an undesirable or
unworthy outcome, a symptomatic approach to reforming this aspect of the State’s human
services delivery system may necessitate the creation of a permanent oversight mechanism,
i.e., additional bureaucracy, toc prevent the recurrent fragmentation of services to families.
Unless the underlying cause or causes of the foregoing problem can be addressed, the
fragmentation of gervices o families may recur in the absence of such a mechanism. If the
cause or causes extend beyond the authority of the demonstration project, then either the
authority of the project must be increased or the scope of the project decreased. Unless the
authority of the demonstration project can be brought into line with the scope of the project, it
may not be possible to implement activities that address the fragmentation of services to
famities.

if there i3 a ¢lear understanding about the cause or causes of certain problems, e.g.,
why services to families are fragmented, and sufficient authority to implement activities that
address the cause or causes of these problems, then specific implementing activities for
addressing these problems can be proposed. These specific implementing activities can be
grouped according to a small number of broad objective statemenis that, in turn, can be
grouped according to a smaller number of broader purpose statements. What tasks the
demonstration project is supposed to accomplish can then be framed with greater precision
according to the problems to be addressed, the specific implementing activities for addressing
these problems, and the objectives of these specific implementing activities. f there is no
ciear understanding about the cause or causes of certain problems, and insufficient authority
to implemant activities that address the cause or causes of these problems, then specific
implementing activities for addressing these problems cannot be proposed, and articulating
axactly what tasks the demonstration project is supposed 1o accomplish becomes
problematic,

Given the number and variety of statements describing what tasks the demonstration
project is supposed to accomplish, and the number and varisty of statements describing how
the project is supposed to accaomplish these tasks, it could be argued (1) that there is no clear
understanding about the cause or causes of certain problems, or (2) that the project may be
addressing the symptoms of more deep-seated problems. Alternatively, it could be argued (1)
that the scope of the demonstration project was never clearly established, or (2) that the
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scope of the project has been changing over time in a nonsystematic fashion. Since the
Bureau is neither the appropriate agency nor equipped (o conduct a management audit of the
demonstration projact, this study attempted to identify the cause or causes of problems such
as the fragmentation of services to families to heip the Legislature, Department of Human
Services (DHS), and Hawail Community Services Council (HCSC) determine, among
themselves, what the project could and should do to address these problems.

Findings from a Previous Evaluation

According to a Hawaii Community Services Councit report entitled, "An Evaluation of
the Family Center Damonstration Project, Period of Evaluation: July 1990 - December
199212

Customer Analysis

. . . [A] number of key supporters of the Family Center
Demonstration Project-«legislatorsg, private funders, and public
funders-~have widely varying understandings of what the project is
and differing agendas for what "product" should result. If these
supporters are seen as “customers" of the product, in the sense
that they are in tne market for certain results and they pay or
contribute for what they get, then the fact that each customer
understands the product differently indicates a marketing
problem--the project has net done an adequate job of communicating
with an important segment of its customer base,

* #* *

The customer Interviews . . . uncovered diverse visions and
agendas for the project, each having profound implications for the
governance and structure of the project. The fact that these
visions can coexist leads to three conclusions. First, while
these visions do overliap to some extent, it is clear that the
prcject has not put forth a consistent message about its purpose
and methods, even to pecple deeply invoelved with the project.
Second, 1t is also clear that the project lacks a method for
seeking out the opinions of its customers, bullding consensus, and
incorporating the results into project operations. Third, there
has been a lack of evaluative feedback within the proiect which
nas allowed multiple visions to coexist without being contradicted
by the facts of the project.

* # *
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Intent & Accomplishments

® # #®

[Wihile many of the activities of the project have been
laudable, it is nearly impossible to say whether or not the
project has been achleving its intent., . . . [I]f the Family
Center Demonstration Project has a single, identifiable intent, it
has never been clearly and concisely stated., The result has been
difficulty in evaluation and general confusion about the project's
purpose and methods, as seen in the "Customer Analysis" section.

There are twoe primary reasons for the confusion about the
project's intent: {1} the original problem statement was
exceedingly broad; and (2} the project's strategies have been used
interchangeably with itz goals,

From an opéerational standpoint, the project suffers because of
this lack of a clear statement of intent. Efforts at monitoring
and evaluating the project, providing guidance and oversight, and
conducting effective marketing and outreach have all been hampered
by the project's broad and unfocused intent.

Planning and the Demonstration Project

This study examines the planning of the demonstration project to assist the
Legislature, the DHS, and the HCSC in clarifying:

(1)  The purpose or purposes of the project;
{2) The implementing activities of the project; and
(3) The problem statement for the project;

in order to assist ali three in determining whather or not the purposes and specific
imiplementing activities of the project are addressing the causes of problems, or the
symptoms of mors deep-sealed problems. H the demonstration project appears to be
addressing the symptoms of more deep-seated problems, this study wili attempt to offer
suggestions on how the Legislature, DHS, and HCSC couid go about addressing this
situation.’d  This study attempts to accomplish the abovementioned tasks by asking the
following guestions;

{1} What is the purpose of the demonstration project? What shouid be the purpose
of the demonstration project? What is the reason for any differance between the
twa?
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What is the demonstration project deing in the way of implementing activities?
What shouid the demonstration project be doing in the way of implementing
activities? What is the reason for any difference between the two?

Are services to families fragmented? |Is there a lack of coordination and
communication among those who provide services? [Do consumers in general,
and families (in particular) find it cifficult 10 access services and information? s
access to services and information acress agencies difficult? Is gccess to
servicas and information batween fund sources (funders) and providers difficult?
Is the impact and effectivenass of service difficult to assess? s there difficulty
in assessing the real needs of families? Are leverage funding and more
inngvative multiple funding streams needed? Why or why not?

Problem Definition. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results of
which are included in Table 2,74 it appears that:

(1)

(2
3

%

All of the foregoing problems, e.g., the fragmentation of services to families,
have more than one cause;

Some of these probiems stem from the same causes;

Some of the foregoing causes, e.g., funding that is problem or crisis-oriented,
fragmented, categorical, competitive, or uncoordinated, exiend beyond the
authority of the demonstration project; and

Some of these causes, e.g., insufficient communication, cooperation,
coordination, or collaboration between and among agencies and service
providers, are symptoms of even more deep-seated problems.

For example, services o families may be fragmented because:

(1)
(@)

{3)

(4)

There is no holistic or family-centered vision of service delivery;

Services are problem or crisis-criented, unrelated, or provided by many different
agencies,

Thers is insufficient communication, cooperation, coordination, or collaboration
between and among agencies and service providers;

Funding is problem or crisis-criented, fragmented, categorical, competitive, or
uncoordinated;
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{5) Agenciss do not have enough money, staff, or time; and
{6) Access to services is difficult.

It addition, problems concerning the fragmentation of services to families, the lack of
communication and coordination among those who provide services, anc the accessibility of
services and information 1o consumers and families, may be caused by funding that is
problem or crisis-oriented, fragmented, categorical, competitive, or uncoordinated. Causes
concerning the configuration or nature of tunding may extend beyond the authority of the
demonstration project and into the jurisdiction of the Legislature or Congress. In addition,
causes concerning the territoriality or “turf” thinking of some agencies and service providers
may be caused by the desire to preserve one’'s organization and, consequently, one's job,
from harm.

With respect to the need for leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding
streams, there may be more than one motive for addressing this problem, and some of these
motives may not be compatible with one another. For example, the need for more money
may nol be compatible with changing the way that state government or service providers do
pusiness if the intent of the former is 1o create more funding streams and the intent of the
latter is to make better use of the funding streams that are already in place.

It appears that the problem statement for the demonstration project (1) lacks sutficient
detail to describe the multiple causes of some problems, (2) lacks sufficient detail to describe
the multiple effects of some causes, (3) addresses some problems that extend beyond the
authority of the project, and {4) describes the symptoms of some more desp-seated
problems. 15

implementing Activities. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results
of which are inciuded in Tatle 3,'® the Goverrior's Family Center Advisory Committee
(GFCAC) and Community Liaison Committees (CLCs), "7 when taken together. appear to
helieve that ‘“offering a range of community identified activities, services, training
opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive locations” is and shouid be the
highest "priority"18 of the demonstration project in terms of implementing activities.'d
Conversely, the GFCAC and CLCs, whan taken together, appear to believe that "developing
new and coilaborative funding sources for family prevention programs®, and “creating a
method for program accouniability that is system-wide and includes statewide community
slanning and needs assessment, staff and voluntesr training, and measurement of progress
and outcomes across family center programs” are the lowest priorities of the demonstration
project in terms of implementing activities. 20 The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together,
also appear to believe that "educating the community on how to support families”, and
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"developing new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs” should he
the lowest priorities of the demonstration project in terms of implementing activities.2!

The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken togsther, appsar to believe that "developing new
and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs” is and should be a low, if
not the lowest, priority of the demonstration proiect in terms of implemeanting activities.

According to the data,2? the members of the GFCAC appear to believe that afl of the
foregoing implementing activities should be receiving more "emphasis”23 than the activities
are currently being afforded by the demanstration project.?¥ The members of the CLCs
appear to bslisve that all of the foregoing implementing activities shouid be receiving less
emphasis than the activities are currently being afforded by the demonstration project.2®> One
possible explanation for these latter results is that the members of the CLCs are iess certain
about the refative amounts of emphasis that the foregoing implementing activities should be
given than they are about the relative amounts of emphasis that those activities are aciually
receiving.

According to the data,?6 the members of the CLCs appear to widsly disagree on the
relative amounts of emphasis that all of the foregoing implementing activities should be
afforded by the demonstration project and the refative amount of emphasis that "identifying
and mesting unmet needs of families at the community level” is being afforded by the
project.27 The former results appear to support the pravious sxplanation that the members of
the CLCs are less certain about the amounts of emphasis that these activities should be given
as opposed to what they are actually receiving. The members of the GFCAC appear to widely
disagree on the relative amounis of emphasis that "educating the community on how to
support families” should be afforded by the demonstration project and the retative amounts of
emphasis that "educating the community on how to support famiiies” and “developing new
and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs” are being afforded by the
project.28 One possible explanation for these latter results is that the members of the GFCAC
are less certain about the relative amount of emphasis that "educating the community on how
to support families” is actually receiving and should te given, than they are about the relative
amounts of emphasis that the other implementing activities are actually receiving and should
be given.

According to the data,2% the GFCAC and CLCs appsar to disagres most on the level
of priority that is baeing afforded by the demonstration project to "[identify] and [meet] unmet
needs of families at the community feve!"30 and the level of priority that should be afforded by
the project to “[coordinate] the provision of core services o families al community-based
centers”. 31 Conversely, the GFCAC and CLCs appear tc agree most on (1) the lsve!l of
pricrity that is being afferded by the demonstration project t¢ "[offer] a range of community
identified activities, services, training opportunities, and information in accessible and
supportive locations”, "[facilitate] access fo existing services through community-based
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centers”, and "[educate] the community on how to support families", 32 and (2) the leval of
priority that should be afforded by the project to "[offer] a range of community identified
activities, services, training opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive
locations".33

The GFCAC and CLCs appear to agree most on the level of priority that is being and
should be afforded by the demonstration project to "[offer] a range of community identified
activities, services, training opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive
iocations”.

According to the data,34 the members of the CLCs appear to disagree most over the
reiative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration
project to "[develop] new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention
programs”.3% Conversely, the members of the CLCs appear to disagree least over the relative
amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to
"loffer] a range of community identified activities, services, {raining opportunities, and
information in accessibie and supportive locations”.38 The members of the GFCAC appear to
disagree most over the relative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by
the demonstration project to "[develop] new and collaborative funding sources for family
prevention programs”.37 Conversely, the members of the GFCAC appear to disagree least
over the rslative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the
demonstration project to "[identify] and [meet] unmet needs of families at the community
ievel” 38

Both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear to disagree
most over the relative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the
demaonstration project to "{develop] rew and collaborative funding scurces for family
prevention programs”.

According to the data,39 the members of the GFCAC appear to disagree most over the
level of priority that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to "[develop]
new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs" and "[create] a
method for program accountability that is system-wide and includes statewide community
planning and needs assessment, staff and volunteer training, and measursment of progress
and outcomes across family center programs”. 40 The members of the CLCs appear 10
disagree most over the level of pricrity that is being and should be afforded by the
gemonstration project to "[educate] the community on how to support famijies™. 41

According 1o the data,*? there appears 10 be strong agraement betwesn the GFCAC

and CLCs regarding the level of priority that each of the foregoing implementing activities is
being afforded by the demonstration project.43 Conversaly, there appears 0 be weak
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agreement between the GFCAC and CLCs regarding the ievsl of priority that each of the
foregoing implementing activities should be afforded by the demonstration project. 44

Purposes. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the resuits of which are
included in Tabie 4,45 the GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that
"[strengthening] and [buiiding] cn the ability of family members to enrich and contribute to the
well-being of their family life and the life of their community” is and should be the highest
"priority" 48 of the demonstration project in terms of purposes.4’” Conversely, the GFCAC and
CLCs, when taken together, appear 1o believe that "[testing] models of service delivery that
enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human services” and
"[reducing] fragmentation in human services" are the lowest priorities of the demonstration
project in terms of purposes.*®8 Tne GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, aiso appear to
believe that "[reducing] fragmentation in human services” should be the lowest priority of the
demonstration project in terms of purposes. 49

The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that "[reducing]
fragmentation in human services” is and should be a fow, if not the lowest, priority of the
demonsiration project in terms of purposes.

According to the data,50 the members of the GFCAC appear to believe that "[testing]
modeis of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health
and human services" and "[strengthening] and [building] on the ability of family members to
gnrich and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of their community”
should be receiving more "emphasis"S! than the purposes are currently being afforded by the
demonstration project.52 The members of the GFCAC aiso appear 1o beiieve that “[testing]
the effectiveness of the family center concept” and "[implementing] state-wide an effective
primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for tamilies”
should be receiving less emphasis than the purposes are currently being afforded by the
demonstration project.53 The members of the GFCAC appear to believe that "[developing] a
community's capacity to identify and rescive its problems ang fully utilize its assets” and
"[reducing] fragmentation in human services" should be receiving the same emphasis than
the purposes are currently being afforded by the demonstration project.54 The members of
the CLCs appear to believe that all of the foregoing purposes should be receiving less
emphasis than the purposes are currently being afforded by the demonstration project. 55 One
possible explanation for the latter resuit is that the members of the CLCs are less certain
about the relative amounts of emphasis that the foregoing purposes should be given, than
they are about the relative amounis of emphasis that those purposes are actually receiving.

Both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear {0 believe that
“ltesting] the effectiveness of the family center concept” and "[implementing] state-wide an
effective primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for
families” should be receiving less emphasis than the purposes are currantly being afforded by
the demonstration projact.
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Tabie 2

SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM
PART HI OF QUESTIONNAIRE #1

Services 1o famities are fragmented because:

{1)
2

(3)

(6}

There is no holistic or family-centered vision of service delivery;
Services are problem or crisis-oriented, unrelated, or provided by many differant agencies;

There is insufficient communication. cooperation, coordination, or coliaboration between and
among agencies and service providers;

Funding 5 probiem or crigis-oriented, fragmented. categorical, competitive. or uncoordinated;
Agencies do not have enough money, staff. or time; and

Access to services is difficult.

There is a lack of coordination and communication among those who provide services because:

(1)
2

(3

(4)

(5)

Service providers are territorial, competitive, or uncooperative;
Service providers do not have enough time, staff, or resources, and there is t00 much work;

There is insufficient incentive, effort, or opportunity. and service providers are not aware of one
another;

Funding i fragmented, and programs are categorical or fragmented; and

There are problems at the state level that need 1o be resolved.

Consumers in general and families (in particular} find it difficult to access services and information

because:

{1

2

4}

{3)

Consumers or families may not know what exists, where to go, or who to ask, consumers or
families may be reluctant, and consumers or families may not have the means;

The services or information are inconveniently located, physically inaccessible, or not welfl
publicized,

Agencies do not have enough meney or personnel;
Funding is categorical, and services are problem-oriented, categorical, or fragmented; and

Government agencies or service providers have a poor atfitude.

Access to services and information across agencies is difficult because:

(%)

(@)

Agencies do not have enough time, staff, or resources:

Agencies do not know or cannot explain what other services are available:
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(3 Funding is categorical or competitive, and services are fragmented or provided by many different
agencies.:

{4; There is no incentive; and

{5} The services or information are inconveniently located, physically inaccessible, or not well
publicized.

Access {0 services and information between fund sources and providers i difficult because:

{1} Funding or fund sources are categorical, have different requirements, or serve different groups;

2 There is not encugh communication, cooperation, collaboration, or standardization of information;
and

3 Funding is limited. riot forthcoming, or must be sought out.

The impact and effectiveness of service is difficult to assess because:

(1} Behavioral changes occur over time, and long-range or iongitudinal assessments are needed 1o
assess behavioral changes:

(2} Outcomes have not been established or identified, and a target population has not been
specified;

)] There are many variaties that contribute 1o behavioral changes: and

{4 Measuring instruments do not exist or are not well develeged, and outcomes are subjective or not

amenable {o measurement.
There is difficulty in assessing the real needs of families becausa:

(1) Families may not know how, may nol have the means, or may be refuctant to discuss their
needs, and families may not kriow thelr awn nesds;

{2 There has been ittle or no effort to assess the needs of familles; and

{3) There is no comprehensive value system.

Leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding streams are needed:

{1} Because more money is needed. and funding is unreliabie, insufficient, or imited:

{2 To change the way that state government or servica providers do business. and to reduce service
gaps, overlaps, or Fagmentation;

{3} To provide needed services or programs, and 1o empower families or communitias; and

{43 T change the configuration or nature of funding.
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Table 3 Continued

PHAGTRMS.
In my opinion e demonsiration project should be crealing a2 method for
PrOGERm BCOOURiatuily That ik sysier-wide and mcludes slatewide community
planning  and  heeds  assessment, stafl  and  voiupleer Waimng, and
measurement of progress and ouisomes across tamity conier programs.

t F 3 4 8 0
Suongly Disagree MNeutral Agree Swongly Do Not
HEagy e agree know

RANK OF RANK OF HUMBETR OF
RANGE MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN COMPLETE
DIFFERENCE - DIFFEARENCE RESPONSES
Cuestionnaires What | What what | What What | what SETS
¥ Bhvouks Ba is Bhoukd Be s Should e

(7} To /e bast of my knowledge the Famity Center Demonstration Froject ig GFCAC 24 45 a7o A 45 0.70 & 3 2 10
croating # method for progrsm accountabiity thatl is system wide and includes PHS/HCSC 24 45 3.00 4.50 1.50 45 4 2.5 4
slalowide communpily planming and needs assessment, slafl and volunteer LAS/IFCE 24 35 333 443 1.17 ¥ [ 1 6
iraining, and meagurement of progress 8nd ouwicomes across family cenler CLCs 35 1-5 429 4.06 084 ¥ 6 2 k3]

“CLCs" mean the community liaison committees
“OHST means the Department of Human Services

"FCs" mean the family centers

“GFCALY means tne Governer s Family Center Advisory Committee

"HCSC" means the Hawaii Community Services Council
“LAs” mean the lead agencies for the family centers

“NA" means not applicable
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PURPOSES, ACTIVITIES, AND PROBLEMS

According to the data,® the members of the CLCs appear to widely disagree on the
relative amounts of emphasis that alt of the foregoing purposes should be afforded by the
gemonstration project and the relative amounts of emphasis that "[testing] models of service
detivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human
services” and "[strengthening] and {building] on the ability of family members to enrich and
contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of their community” are being
afforded by the demonstration project.5’ The former results appear to support the previous
explanation that the members of the CLCs are less certain about the amounts of emphasis
that these purposes should be given as opposed to what they are actually receiving. The
membears of the GFCAC appear 10 widely disagres on the relative amounts of emphasis that
“[testing] models of service delivery that ennance support to individuals and families in need
of health and human services”, "[developing! a community’s capacity to identify and resolve
its problems and fully utilize its assets”, "[implementing] state-wide an effective primary
preveniion service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families”, and
"[reducing] fragmentaticn in human services” are being and should be afforded by the
demonstration projact.®8

According to the data,5? both the members of the GFCAC and the members of tha
CLCs appear to widely disagree on the relative amount of emphasis that "[testing] models of
service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human
services” is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project .60

According to the data,b' the GFCAC and CLCs appear to disagree most on the level of
priority that is being afforded by the demonstration project to "test the effectiveness of the
family center concept"®2 and the level of priority that should be attorded by the project to "test
modeis of service dalivery that enhance support to individuais and families in need of health
and human services".83 Conversely, the GFCAC and CLCs appear to agree most on the igvel
of priority that is being afforded by the demonstration project to "develop a community's
capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully utilize its assets"84 and the level of
priority that should be afforded by the project to "strengthen and build on the ability of family
members o enrich and coniribute to the weli-being of their family life and the life of their
community”.6%

According to the data 5% the members of the CLCs appear to disagree most over the
relative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the damonstration
project to "implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system that
wiil improve the gquality of life for families” .67 Conversely, the members of the CLCs appear to
disagree lgast over the relative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by
the demgnstration project to "strengthen and build on the abiiity of family members to enrich
and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the fife of their community” .8 The
members of the GFCAC appear t0 disagree most over the relative amount of emphasis that is
being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to "implement state-wide an
gttective primary prevention service delivery systam that will improve the quality of life for
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THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

families” .69 Conversely, the members of the GFCAC appear to disagree least over the
relative amounts of emphasis that are being and should be afforded by the demonstration
project to "develop a community's capacity to identify and resoive its problems and fully
utilize its assets” and "reduce fragmentation in human services" .70

Both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear to disagres
most over the relative amount of emphasis that is being and shouid be afforded by the
demonstration project 10 "implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service
delivery system that will improve the guality of life for families”.

According to the data,’”! the members of the GFCAC appear o disagree most over the
lavel of priority that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration proiect to "test the
affectivenass of the family center concept” and "strangthen and build on the ability of family
members to enrich and contribute to the well-baing of their family life and the life of their
community”.72 The members of the CLCs appear to disagree most over the level of priority
that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to "test modeis of service
delivery that enhance support 1o individuals and families in need of health and human
services” and "implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system
that will improve the quality of life for families".73

According to the data,’# there appears to be weak agrgement between the GFCAC
and CLCs regarding the ievel of priority that each of the foregoing purposes is being afforded
by the demonstration project.”S Conversely, there appears to be moderate agreemsnt
between the GFCAC and CLCs regarding the level of pricrity that sach of the foregoing
purposes should be afforded by the demonstration project.’8

Summary

Problem Statement. it appears that the problem statement for the demonstration
project (1) lacks sufficient detail to describe the multiple causes of some problems, (2) lacks
sufficient detail to describe the multiple effects of some causes, (3) addresses some problems
that extend beyond the authority of the project, and {4 describes the symptoms of some more
deep-seated preblems. While this study heips to clarify the original problem statement, the
Bureau believes that the Legisiature, DHS, and HCSC shouid consider conducting more work
in this area. The Bureau therefore recommends that the Legisiature, DHS, ang HCSC
consider spending some time and effort on the further development of the problem statement
for the demonstration project.

implementing Activities. The GFCAC and CLCs. when itaken together, appear to
believe that:

{1y "Offering a range of community identified activities, services, training
opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive locations” is and
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PURPOSES, ACTIVITIES, AND PROBLEMS

should be the highest "priority” of the demonstration project in terms of
implementing activities; and

(2) “"Deveioping new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention
programs”™ s and should be a low, if not the lowest, priority of the project in
terms of implementing activities.

There appears 1o be strong agreement between the GFCAC and CLCs on the leval of
oriority that each of the foregoing implementing activities is being given by the demonstration
project, but weak agreement on the level of priority that each of those activities should be
given.

Since both the GFCAC and CLCs have important advisory roles with respect to the
planning of the demanstration project, the GFCAC and CLCs should make an effort to come
{0 some agreemeant on the level of priority that each of the foregoing implementing activities
should be given by the project. The Bureau therefore recommends that the Legislature, DHS,
and HCSC consider spending some time and effort to develop an agreement regarding the
level of priority that each of the foregoing implementing activities should be afforded by the
demonstration project.

Purposes. The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that:

(1)  "iStrengthening] and [building] on the ability of family members to enrich and
confribute to the well-being of their family life and the iife of their community” is
and should be the highast "priority” of the demonstration project in terms of
purposes,; and

{2) "[Reducing] fragmentation in human services" is and should be a low, if not the
lowest, priority of the demonstration project in terms of purposes.

There appears to be weak agreement between the GFCAC and CLCs regarding the
pricrity that each of the foregoing purposes is being afforded by the demonstration project,
but moderate agreement on the level of priority that each of those purposes should be given
by the demonstration project. Again, since both the GFCAC and CLCs have important
advisory roles with respect 10 the planning of the demonstration project, both groups shouid
make an effort to come to some agreement on the level of priority that each of the foregoing
purpcses is being afforded and should be given by the project. The Bureau thersfore
recommends that the Legislature, DHS, and HCSC consider spending some time and effort to
deveiop an agreement regarding the level of priority that each of the foregoing purposes
should be afforded by the demonstration project.
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12.

13.

14.
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Endnotes

1890 Haw. Sess. Laws, Act 329 1992 Haw. Sess. Laws, Act 188.

Act 188, Session Laws of Hawail 1992, amended this particular provisicn by: (1) changing the name of the
*Family Support Center Demonstration Project” to the "Family Center Demeonstration Project™ {2) repealing
provisions limiting the demonstration project t© one family center located on the island of Oahu; and {3)
adding provisions authorizing the establishment of more than one family center.  Act 356, Session Laws of
Hawaii 1993 did not amend this particular provision.

1880 Haw. Sess. Laws, Act 329, 1992 Haw. Sess. Laws, Act 188,

Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992, amended this particular provision by: (1) changing the name of the
"Family Support Center Demonstration Project” to the "Family Center Demonstration Project”: {2) repealing
provisions limiting the demonstration project to one tamily center located on the sland of Oahu: and (3)
adding provisions authorizing the establishment of more than one family center. Act 358, Session Laws ot

Hawaii 1993 did not amend this particular provision.

Hawali Community Services Council, "The Family Center Plan. The Final Report of the Family Center
Planning Committee” (August 1990, p. 1.

bid., p. 1.

Hawail Community Services Council, "Request for Proposal: The Family Center Demonstration Project,
1990-1092" (undated: circa August 13, 1890, p. 1.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "The Family Center System: An Evaluation and Report on
Accomplishments, Pericd of Evaluation: July 1990 - October 19917 {(November 1991}, p. 5.

Ibid., p. 5.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "The Family Center Demenstration Project: A Second Year Status
Report, October 1991 - December 1992" {(March 1993), p. 1.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project. Pericd of
Evaluation: July 1990 - December 18927 (Draft Final Reporty (July 23, 1393}, pp. 5 and 134

Hawaii Community Services Councii, "The Family Center Plan: The Final Report of the Family Center
Planning Committee” (August 1980). p. 2.

"Program structure” means a display of programs that are grouped in accordance with the objectives to be
achieved or the functions 1o be performed. Hawall Rev. Stat., sec. 37-62.

Hawait Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of
Evaluation: July 1990 - December 19327 {Draft Final Report) (Judy 23, 19931, pp. 35, and 133-134

it is not appropriate for the Bureau 1o impose a purpose or purposes, objectives, and implementing activities
on the demonsiration project.  The Bureau seeks to provide the Legisiature, Department of Human Services.
and Hawail Comenunity Services Council with the information that will allow all three 0 comes 1o a consensus
on the purpose or purposes, ohjectives, and implemanting activities of the demonstration project.

Refar o Appendix K, part (H of Questionnalre #1 Summary.

96



13

16.

17,

18

19.

20

21.

22.

23

24

25.

26.

27

PURPQOSES, ACTIVITIES, AND PROBLEMS

This does not mean that (1) the multiple causes of problems cannot be described, (2} the multiple ettects of
causes cannot be described, {3) problems that extend oeyond ihe authority of the demonsiration project
cannot be addressed. or {4) the underlying cause or causes of more deep-seated problems cannot be
described; rather, it means that the original problem statement does not readily lend itself to these activities.

Refer (o Appendix K, part Il of Questionnaire #1 Summary.
Heafer 1o "Rank of Mean”.

Although the Bureau surveyed individuals with the Department of Human Services and the Hawail Community
Services Council, the lead agencies for the family centers, and the family centers, the following analyses and
discussions are limited to the Govemnor's Family Center Advisory Committee (GFCAC) and Community
Liaison Committees {CLCs). The Bureau lacked sufficient time and resources {o perform comprehensive and
detailed analyses of all the data coilected for this study.

"Priorﬁy" refers to the "%’ankiﬂg", e-;'t |71n‘ ﬂ2|f: “3", n4|§! "5"5 lf6!‘l) or n?rﬂ‘ gi‘v’en to an imp!emen{mg aC“\"ify

rather than the rating, i.e., "strongly disagree”, "disagree”, "neutral”, "agree”, or "strongly agrea”. given to
the activity.

The former was determined by summing the ranks of what is, and then selecting the value or vafues closest
to 20, The iatter was determined by summing the ranks of what should be, and then selecting the value or
values closest (0 2.0, A rank of "1 {ihe highest rank possibie} added 10 another rank of 71" equals 2.0 {the
highest combined rank possible).

This was determined by summing the ranks of what is, and then selecting the value or values closest to 14.0.
A rank of "77 {the lowest rank possible) added 1o another rank of 77 equals 14 0 (the lowest combined rank
possible).

This was determined by summing the ranks of what should De, and then selecting the vaiue or values closest
to 14.0.

Refer o "Mean".

"Emphasis” refers 10 the rating, i.e.. "strongly disagree”, "disagree”, "neutrai”, "agree”. or "strongly agree”,
given 1o an implementing activity rather than the "ranking”. g.g., "1", "2", "3", "4" 5", "6" or "7". given to
the activity.

This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what should be was greater than the
mean of what is.

This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what should be was less than the mean of
what is.

Refer to "Range”.

The members of the CLCs appear 1o have a full range of opinions {1-5) cancerning the relative amounts of
emphasis that ali of the foregeing impiementing activities should be afforded by the demonstration project.
The oniy other implementing activity that generated a full range of opinions from the members of the CLCs
(2-5) concerned the refative amount of emphasis that "identifying and mesting unmet needs of families at the
community level” is being atforded by the demonstration project.

Ditferences of three or more, e.q.. ranges of -4, 1-5 and 2.5 were considered 1o be a "full range” of
Spinions.
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28.

29.

30.

31,

32.

as.

34.

38.

38

4.

41,

42

43

45

45

THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

The members of the GFCAC appear to have a full range of opinions (2-5) concerning the relative amount of
emphasis that "educating the community on how 10 Support farmilies” should be afforded by the demensiration
project and the relative amounts of emphasis that "educating the community on how to support familias” and
"deveioping new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs” are being afforded by the
project.

Ditterences of three or more, e.g.. ranges of 1.4 1-5 and 2-5. were considered to be a "tull range” of
OPINIONS.

Refer 1o "Rank”.
This was determmined by computing the abscivte value of the difference belween the ranks of what is, and
then selecting the value or values closest 16 8.0. A rank of "1" {the highest rank possible) subtracted from a

rank of "7" {the lowest rank possible) equals 6.0 (the targest difference between ranks possible).

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what should be,
and then selecting the valug or values closest 16 6.0

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what is, and
then selecting the value or values closest {0 zero. A rank of ™17 (the highest rank possible) subtracted from

angcther ranik of "1" equals zero (the smallest difference petween ranks possible).

This was deterrmined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what should be,
and then selecting the value or values closast to zeg.

Refer to "Rank of Mean Ditference”.

This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference.
This was determined by searching for the smallest mean difference.
This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference.
This was determined Dy searching for the smallest mean difference.
Refer to "Rank of Mean”.

This was determined by computing the absociute vaiue of the difference between the rank for the mean of what
is and the rank for the mean of what should be™

Ibid.

Hater to "Hank of Mean”.

This was determined by comparing the ranks lor the maans of what 5

This was determined Dy comparing the ranks for the means of what should be.
Reater to Appendix K, part | of Questionnare 41 Summary.

Rafer to "Rank of Mean”.

"Briorlty” refers o the "ranking”. g.g, "17. 727, 737, 74T U5, or "6Y, given 10 a purpase rather than the rating,
Le  "strongly disagres”, "disagres”, “neulral”, "agred”, or "strongly agree”, given i¢ the purpose
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47

48,

49,

50.

51

52.

53.

54.

55,

58.

57.

53,

PURPOSES, ACTIVITIES, AND PROBLEMS

Thne former was determined by summing the ranks of what s, and then selecting the value or values closast
160 2.0. The iatter was determined by summing the ranks of what should be. and then selecting tha value or
vatues closest to 2.0. A rank of ™17 (the highest rank possible} added to another rank of 71" equals 2.0 (the
fighest combined rank possibis).

This was determined by summing the ranks of what 15, and then salecting the value or values closest to 12.0.
A rank of "6" (the lowast rank possible) added to another rank of "6" equais 12.6 {the lowest combined rank
possibie).

This was determined by sumring the ranks of what should be, and then selecting the value or values cicsest
t0 12.0.

Refer to "Mean™

"Emphasis” reters to the rating, ig "strongly disagres”, "disagres”, "neutral”, "agree”, or "strongly agree”,
given to a purpose rather than the "ranking”, e.g., ™17, "2", "3", 74", "5" or "6", given to the purpose.

This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what should be was greater than the
meaan of what i$.

This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what shouid be was less than the mean of
what is.

This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what should be was equal 10 the mean of
what is.

This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what should be was less than the mean of
what is.

Refer 1o "Range”.

The members of the CL.Cs appear 10 have a full range of opinions (1-5) concerning the relative amounis of
emgphasis that all of the foregoing purposes should be afforded by the demonstration project.  The only other
purpases that generaied a full range of opinions from the members of the CLCs {1-§ or 2-5) concerned the
relative amounts of emphasis that "testing] models of service delivery that enhance support to individuals
and families in need of health and human services” and "[strengthening} and [buiiding] on the ability of family
rnembers to enrich and contribute fo the well-being of their family fife and the life of thelr community” are
being atforded by the demonstration project.

Difterences of three or more, eq., ranges of 1-4, 1-5, and 2-5, werg considered to be a "full range” of
opinions.

The members of the GFCAC appear ¢ have a full range of opinions {2-5) concerning the relative amounts of
emphasis that "Hesting] models of service delivery that enhance support to ndividuals and families in need of
health and humnan services”, "fdeveloping} a community’s capacity 1o dentify and rescive its problems and
fully utilize its assets”, "implementing] state-wide an effective primary pravention sarvice dalivery system that
will improve the quaiity of Iife for famifies”, and "[reducing] fragrmentation in human services” are being and
should be atforded by the demonstration project.

Gifterences of three or more, e.g.. ranges of -4 15 and 2.5 were considered 1o be a “fult range” of
opInIons.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63

64.

85.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71

72.

73.

74

75,

76.
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Reter to "Range”.

Zoth the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear 10 have a full range of opinions {1-5
and 2-5) concerning the refative amount of emphasis that "[testing] models of service delivery that enhance
support to individuals and families in need of health and human services” is being and should be afforded by
the demonstration project.

Differences of three or more, e.g.. ranges of 1-4. 1-5, and 2-5. were congidered to be a "full range” of
QpINioNSs.

Reter to "Rank".
This was determined by computing the absotute value of the difference between the ranks of what is, and
then selecting the value or values closest 10 5.0. A rank of "1" (the highest rank possible) subtracted from a

rank of "6" (the lowest rank possible) equals 5.0 (the largest difference between ranks possible).

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what should be,
and then selecting the value or values ciosest {¢ 5.0

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what is, and
then selecting the value or values closest to zero. A rank of "1" (the highest rank possibie) subtracted from

another rank of "1" equals zero {the smallest difference between ranks possibie )

This was determined by computing the absclute value of the difference between the ranks of what should be,
and then selecting the value or values closest to zero.

Refer to "Rank of Mean Difference”.

This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference.
This was determined by searching for the smallest mean difference.
This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference.
This was determined by searching for the smaliest mean difference,
Refer to "Rank of Mean".

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the rank for the mean of what
is and the rank for the mean of what should be".

ihid.
Refer 1o "Rank of Mean”.
This was determined by comparing the ranks for the means of what 5.

This was determined by comparing the ranks for the means of what should be.
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Chapter 8
OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Purposes and Short-term and Long-term Objectives

The purposes and short-term and long-term objsctives of each family center should be
similar to the purposes and objectives of the Family Center Demonstration Project if each
family center is a component of the demonstration project. Similarly, the purposes and
short-term and long-term objectives of one family center should be similar {0 the purposes
and objectives of another family center if the larger purpose of the demonstration project (1) is
to develop cost-effective programs for measurably reducing social pathology and increasing
social well-being and {2) will involve comparing the effectiveness of one family center with the
effectiveness of ancther family center.! Although “similar” does not mean "identical”, it
becomes increasingly difficult to view each family center as a component of the
demonstration project and to compare the effectiveness of one family center with the
effectiveness of another family center as the purposes and objectives of the family centers
and the demonstration project become increasingly dissimilar. Depending on the larger
purpose of the demonstration project, the foregoing dissimilarities could be a detriment to the
successful implementation of the project.

This study examines the planning of the demonstration project to assist the Legislature
in clarifying the purposes and short-term and tong-term objectives of the project with respsect
to desired outcomes. The purpose of this study is not to criticize or find fault with the
planning of the demonstration project.? Instead, the purpose of this study is to promote
congruence between the expected and desired outcomes for the demonstration project.3 The
Legislature should address the following policy question: "Does the demonstration project
have a larger purpose?” [f the answer 10 this question is "yes", then the Legisiature should
describe this larger purpose for the Depariment of Human Services (DHS) and Hawaii
Community Services Council (HCSC), e.g., to develop cost-effective programs for measurably
reducing social pathology and increasing social well-being. If the answer to this question is
"'no”, then the Legislature should determine how expected data from the demonstration
oroject will be used to effact changes in the cuwrrent human services system, e.g., what
existing state objectives and policies will be amended or repealed, and what new cbjsctives
and policies will be added?

This study attempts {c determine:

{1y The purposes of the demonstration projsct;

(2y The short-term and long-term objectives of the demonstration project with
respect 1o the purposes of the project; how the objectives of the demonstration

project effectuate its purposes; the measurable indicators of success for the
short-term and long-term chjectives of the demonstration project; and how the
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measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project relate to the
objectives of the project.

Although similar data were collectad from the family centers, the Bureau limited the
scope of this study to issues concerning the purposes and short-term and long-term
objectives of the demonstration project. Discussions regarding the purposes ancd objectives
of the demonstration project--whatever the Legisiature expected or desired them to be--should
take precedence over discussions concerning the purposes and cbjectives of individual family
centers.

This study describes one view concerning the purposes and short-term and iong-term
objectives of the demonstration project. Other views concerning the purposes and objectives
of the demonstration project exist,® and all of these views can be considered iegitimate sinca
the enabling legisiation for the demonstration project does not clearly speli out the purpose cf
the project or its desired outcomes. The purpose of this study is not {0 gocument all of these
views or to advocate a particular view; rather, the purpose is to provide the Legisiature with a
framework and starting point for expressing its own views concerning the purposes and
objectives of the demonstration project. This study also provides the Legislature with one
"vision" for the future of the State’s human services system and the demonstration project if
the foregoing framework proves to be incompatible with the decisionmaking processes of the
Legisiature. Again, the purpose of this study is not to discuss all of the possibie visions for
the human services system and demonstration project or to advocate a particular vision,
rather, the purpose is to provide the Legisiature with an alternative method and starting point
for expressing its own views concerning these purposes and objectives.

Although any vision would still need t0 be made operational (ie., transiated inta
functional terms) by the DHS and HCSC, such a vision-driven approach may prove to be more
compatible with the decisionmaking processes of the legislaiure given the relative
unfamitiarity of the public with the emearging concept of resuits-oriented {outcoeme-driven)
government.® This approach could (1) give the Legistature more time to develop pubiic policy
for the human services system, (2) deter attempts by specific individuals and special interest
groups to micromanage human services programs, (3} allow the Legislature to utilize the
personnel and program resources of executive branch agencies, (4) give the DHS, DOE,
DOH, and DLIR more time to conceptuatize human services programs, and (5) make
executive branch agencies more accountable for carrying out the policies established by the
Legislature for the human servicas system. Most of all, this approach could aliow legisiators
and legislative committees to focus discussions on the more abstract, policy oriented
concepts, such as the fragmentation of services to families and the specification of cutcome
obiectives with a wider range of constituents, which is the most effective use of the legisiative
arena.



OBJECTIVES AND GUTCOMES

One View

The purposes of the demonstration project ara to:

(1} "To test the Family Center concept as a method of empowering families . . . to
help themselves . . .";

(23 "To tast the Family Centgr concept as a method of empowering . . . communities
to help themselves . . ."; and

(3) ... (7o act as a catalyst for systems change”.
The shori-larm objectives of the demonstration project are 1o

{13 “Allow different communities to implement family centers (based on principles
provided through training and consultation) in different ways™;

(2) “"Provide training . .. cpportunities (o the community to lzarn about family

",

strengthening principles . .7

(3) "Provide iraining ... opportunities 10 the community ic learn about . .. family
centers”;

(4) TProvide . .. educational opportunities to the community to learn about family
strengthening principies . . ."; and

{5y "Provide . .. educationai opporiunities to the communily to igarn about . ..
family centers™.

The short-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purposes of the

project:

(1) "By providing for a base of [experience] from which a model or models can be
developed";

{2y "By informing pecple beyond the project of the principles of family . . .
strengthening”; and

(3} "By informing pecple beyond the project of the principles of . .. community
strengthaning”.

The measurable indicators of success for the short-term objectives of the

gemonstration projact are the:
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{1y "Number of people using the centers”; and
{25 "Numbers of people attending training sessions”.

The measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project relate to the
short-term objectives of the proiect because:

(1) "They indicate a level of interest in . . . the actual center operations . . ."; and

(2) "They indicate a leve! of interest in...the general concepts behind the
centers”.

The iong-term cbjectives of the demonstration project are to:

(1y . ..[Djemonstrate actuai improvement in the lives of families . . . where sites
operate through the use of family strengthening . . . strategies”;

{2y "...[Dlemonstrate actual improvement in the lives of . . . communities where
sites operate through the wuse of...community building/strengthening
strategies”;

3y 7. ..[M]ake it easier for families to access both formai and informal support by
reducing the fragmentation . . . of the formal support systems at the community
level . . .";

4y "...[M]ake it easier for families 1o access both formal and informai support by
reducing the . .. confusion of the formal support systems at the community
level . . .";

6y 7. ..[Miake it easier for families to access both formal and informal support
by .. .increasing the availability of information support systems at the
community level™: and

(6) "[Alct as a catalyst for changes in systems at the policy level”.

The long-term objectives of the demonsiration project effectuate the purposes of the
project:

{1y "[Bly providing information on whether the implementation of the principles
actually resuit in familiss . . . being better off™;

(2) "iBly providing information on whether the impiementation of the principles
actually result in . . . communities being better off™;
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OBJECTIVES AND QUTCOMES

"{Bly addressing the barriers tc access to services . . .

". .. [Bly increasing the [capacity] for communities to assist families to help
themselves"”; and

"[Bly identifying what kinds of changes would facilitate improved use of
resources at the community level”.

The measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of the
demonstration project are:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

"{Slelf-reports of improvement by families involved in sites";
"[Sletf-reports of increased access to services . ..
"[Slelt-reports of . . . [increased] support through informal systems”: and

"{Alnalysis of how current systems actually operate at the community level and
recommendations for change".

The measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project relate to the
long-term objectives of the project because:

(1

(2

)

(4)

“[lincremental changes in the lives of families who participate in the sites are the
basis for any significant change in policy outcomes {such as reduction in
delinquency, or an increase in graduation rates); self-reports from families
provide for insight into these incremental changes”,

"llincreased access essentially relates to satisfaction with the service delivery
system--increased satisfaction would lead to greater and possibly earlier use of
the system in times of stress--use of the system would allow families to cope
with problems experienced™;

"{ljncreased informal support would mean that families are less isolated and
have pilaces to turn to for coping with situations that they can handle with
assistance from their own networks--consciously helping families to expand their
networks of support would lead to greater sense of community--an increased
sense of community would allow communities to identify and collectively tackle
more difficult problems™; and

‘[Plolicies and systems that are created at a higher level are often well intended,
but as they are translated into operations they become barriers to access rather
than the supports that they were intended to be; at the community ievel informal
agreements batween providers to interpret policies in certain ways or o make
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referral based on trust between individuals working in these sysiems are the
'glue’ that makes services accessibie and ussful to individuals and families.
ldentifying these patterns of operation and recommending changas would
increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the system overall”.

One Vision

The foilowing vision was based on data concerning the reasons why (1) services to
families are fragmented, (2) there is a lack of coordination and communication among those
who provide services, (3) consumers in general and families {in particular) find it difficult to
access services and information, (4) access to services and information across agencies is
difficuit, (5) access to services and information between fund sources and providers is
difficult, (B) the impact and effectiveness of service is difficult to assess, (7) there is difficulty
in assessing the real needs of families, and (8) leverage funding and more innovative multiple
funding streams are needed.’

Envision the State being divided into approximately forty service areas based solely on
geography. For the sake of discussion, assume that the boundaries of each service area
correspond roughly to the boundaries of the school complexes established by the Department
of Education (DOE). On the island of Oahu these {iwenty-one) school compiexes are
designated as: Kaimuki, Kaiser, Kalani, McKiniey, Roosevelt, Farrington, Alea, Moanalua,
Radford, Leilehua, Mililani, Waialua, Pearl City, Waipahu, Campbell, Nanakuli, Waianae,
Castle, Kahuku, Kailua, and Kalaheo.

Envision a human services system where the DHS, DOE, Department of Health
(DOH), and Department of Labor and Industrial Relations (DLIR} agree on a common set of
cutcome obiectives for all human services programs and the commingling of agency funds
(e.g.. capital investment funds; research and development funds; and operating funds,
including grants, subsidies, and purchases of service) to attain these cbjectives.8 The DHS,
DOE, DOH, and DLIR agree to let people and communities determine how to best attain these
objectives. The Legislature and the Governor have given these agencies the authority to
decategorize and commingle agency funds to attain the foregoing outcome objsctives, /.e., 10
institute lump-sum: budgeting, and to let people and communities determine how t¢ go about
attaining these objectives.

Envision human services providers, both within and ouiside each service areg, forming
consortiums  or working alone o bid competitively on consolidated servicgs packages
developed jointly by the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR. Among other things, the packages
require that a winning consortium or provider do the foliowing things, or arrange for them to
be done:

(1}  Create muitipie, open-anded eniry points into the network of providars who will
cperate in a service area;
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Provide transportation to and from the providers in the consortium, whether or
not the providers ars co-located;

Provide transportation o and from the providers outside the consortium if the
providaers within the consortium cannot supply the kinds and types of services
that a person gr the community may need or want, whether or not the oroviders
are co-iccated;

Provide transiators and bilingual service represantatives to assist a person or the
community in reguesting and utilizing the kinds and types of services that they
may need or want;

Provide a person or the communify with a continuum of freatment and prevention
{(strengthening) services using funds provided by the DHS, DOE, DOM, DLIR,
and other entities (e.g., county agencies, private businesses, and charitable
organizations), utilizing family strengthening principles and an assets-based
approdach,

Provide outreach assistance to a person or the community if they are unwilling or
unabie to request or utilize the kinds and types of services that they may need or
want;

Communicate, cooperate, coordinate, and collaborate to determine the most
cost-effective ways and means of providing the kinds and types of services that
a person or the community may need or want;

Maintain information abcut the kinds and types of services being offered by
providers outside the consortium, but which may be reievant t0 the services that
a person or the community may need or want;

Make referrals to the kinds and types of services being offered by providers
outside the consortium, but which may ba relevant to the services that a person
or the commurnity may need or want;

Disseminate noticeable Information about the kinds and types of services that
are being provided by the consortium, and make this information accessible 1o
disabied pecple, illiterate peopie, homeless people, and people who may not
have telephones;

Conduct periodic customer and community satisfaction surveys to identify

aspects of the provider network that are working and aspects that need to be
improved;
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(12)  Utilize one intake form and procedure for ail the different kinds and types of
services being offered by the providers within the consortium;

(13} Provide foilow up services and visits 10 track ingividual customsr and overall
community satisfaction;

{14)  Assist the consortium/community council in determining how to go about
attaining the outcome cbiectives specified by the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DUR,
with respect to such matters as the kinds and types of services to e offered and
the manner (e.g.. places, times, and personnel) in which these services are to be
offered;

(15)  Assist a person or the community in conducting periodic assessments of their
needs and wants;

(16)  Assist a person or the community in conducting periodic assessments of their
strengths (assets) and areas in need of improvement; and

(17}  Purchase specialized personne! services from the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR if
these agencias can match or surpass the proposais {in terms of quality and
costs) submitted by health maintenance organizations, other state agencies,
private nonprofit crganizations, private for-profit businesses, consortiums of
existing service providers, nonprofit health care facilities, churches, and
"grass-roots” community crganizations.

Envision consortium/community councils being established fo (1) provide for
community participation in each service area, (2) enable a consortium to consider the needs
and wants, and views and expeciations of residents and the community on a systematic
basis, and (3) be a grass-roots communication link 10 a consortium and the DHS, DOE, DOH,
and DLIR. The councils serve as the sounding board and resource of the consortium for
developing policies, programs, and priorities that are responsive to the views and
expectations, and needs and wants of residents and the community. The council serves as a
forum for sharing and discussing with residents and the community, and the DHS, DOE,
DOH, and DLIR the accomplishments, problems, and needs and wants of the service area.

Every effort is made by the consortium/community council to have representation from
the following groups. each in numbers according to the needs and wants of the service area
and the groups: residents of the community, inciuding parents, adults (single and married},
minors, and consortium staff. The process of seiscting members is reviewsd annually by the
entire council and amended as necessary to suit the needs and wants of the service area and
the groups. The council is organized in the manner best suited 1o the views and
expectations, and needs and wants of residents and the community. The council has adopted
a written set of procedures to select its members, organize itself, and conduct its business.
Trne council mests at least once each fiscal quarter; however, additional mestings may be
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called as the need arises. All meeting dates are announced, and the meetings are open to
the pubiic.

The consortium/community council prepares a written report of its activities and
accomplishments each year, in a format determined by the council, utilizing criteria specified
jointly by the DHS, BOE, DOH, and DLIR. Copies of the report are made available to the
public at schools, providers' offices, and the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR. The providers
within the consortium keep the council reguiarly informed of (1) the accomplishments,
problems, and needs and wants of the service area, and (2} the progress made on matters in
which the council expressed its concerns and matters in which its advice and participation
weare sought.

Internal evaluations are pericdically conducted by the consortium, with the assistance
of the consortium/community council, to ensure that the foregoing ocutcome obiectives are
being attained, or that satisfactory progress in attaining these objectives is being made by the
consortium. If these objectives are not being attained and the consortium is not making
satisfactory progress in attaining these objectives, then the providers within the consortium
may choose to amend or repeal existing procedures or adopt new procedures. External
evaluations are also pericdically conducted by a team of researchers from the DHS, DOE,
DOH, and DLIR, with the assistance of the consortium/community council, to ensure that the
foregoing outcome objectives are being attained, or that satisfactory progress in attaining
these objectives is being made by the consortium. Based on the results of these evaiuations,
the consortium may qualify for monetary bonuses. If these objectives are not being attained
and the consortium is not making satisfactory progress in attaining these objectives, then the
consortium is fined or released at the end of its contract.

Next, envision the creation of an eight-year demonstration project to assess and
gvaluate the cost-effectiveness of different program approaches designed to carry out the
foregoing vision.  These approaches inciude contracting with a health maintenance
organization {e.g., the Hawaii Medical Services Association), another state agency (e.g., the
University of Hawaii), a private nonprofit organization (e.g., the Young Mens Christian
Association), a private for-profit business (e.g., Hawaiian Electric Industries, inc.), a
consortium of existing service providers (e.g., Parents and Chiidren Together, Susannah
Wesley Community Center, Family Service Center, and Hawaii Foodbank), a nonprofit heaith
care facility (e.g., Waianae Coast Comprehensive Health Center), a church (e.g., Saint
Patrick), a public school (e.g., McKinley High School), and a "grass-roots" community
organization.

Envision the State being divided into service areas based solely on geography for the
purgoses and duration of the demonstration projsci.

Envision the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR agreeing on a common set of outcome

objectives for all human services programs and the commingling of agency funds to attain
these objectives for the purposes and duration of the project. The DHS, DOE, DOH, and
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DLIR agree to let peopie and communities tempoerarily determine how {o best attain these
objectives. The Legislature and the Governor give these agencies the temporary authority to
decategorize and commingle agency funds to attain the foregoing outcame objectives, ie., to
institute lump-sum budgeting, and to let people and communities temporarily daterming how
to go about attaining these objectives. Health maintenance organizations, other state
agencies, private nonprofit organizations, private for-profit businessas, consortiums of existing
service providers, nonprofit health care facilities, churches, and "grass-roots” community
organizations develop proposals to ‘mplement the consolidated services packages developed
jointly by the DHS, DCE, DOH, and DLIR.

Envision a winning consortium or provider purchasing specialized personnel services
from the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR if these agencies can match or surpass the propesals (in
terms of quality and costs) submitied Dy health maintenance organizations, other sials
agencies, private nonprofit organizations, private for-profit businesses, consortiums of existing
service providers, nonprofit health care f{acilities, churches, and "grass-roots” community
organizations.

Envision:

(1) The generation of data describing the measurable changes in social pathology or
well-being in each service area and its control group;

{2y The generation of data describing the true costs of each program approach and
its controt group;

(3) The generation of data describing the cost-affectiveness of each program
approach; and

(4y The generation of data comparing the cost-effectiveness of each program
approach with the cost-effectiveness of its control group.

Finally, envision being able to demonstrate to the Governor, other legisiators, the
voters, and the federal government that the expense and trouble of restructuring the general
and supplemental appropriations acts, The Executive Budget Act,” and the programs and
personnel of the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR to carry out the foregoing vision, are in the
public interest and for the general welfare of the State.

Summary

For purposes of reviewing the demcnstration project, the Legislature should address
the following policy gquestion: "Does the demonstration project have a larger purpose?” If the
answer i "yes", then the Legislature should describe this larger purpose. |If the answer is
"no", then the Lsgisiature should determine how expected data from the demonstration
project will be used 1o effect changes in the current human services system.
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If the demonstration proiect has a larger purpcse, and his purpose involves being able

to demonsirate that the expense and trouble of restructuring the general and supplemental
appropriations acts, The Executive Budget Act, and the programs and personnei of the DS,
DOE, DOH, and DLIR are in the public interest and for the general weifare of the State, then
the DHS and HCSC should consider restructuring the prcject to generate data:

(1} Describing the measurable changes in social pathology or well-being in a service
area and its control group;

(2) Describing the true costs of each program approach and its control group;
(3) Describing the cost-effectiveness of each program approach; and

(4y Comparing the cost-effectivenass of each program approach with the cost-
effectiveness of its controt group.

It the demonstration project is restructured (o generate the abovementioned data, then

the Bureau suggests that the Legislature extend the project for saveral more years 10 give the
project time to generate these data.

o

Endnotes

Refer to Chapter 5 regarding the implementation of the demonstration project. specifically the discussion on
fime constramis.

As previously discussed in Chapter 5, the enabling legisiation for the demaonstration project does not clearly
speit out the purpese of the project o its desirad outcomes.

As previously discussed in Chapter 5. the autcormes of the demonstration project are not what the Department
of Human Services expacted.

Reter to Appendix L, Guestionnaire #3 Summary.
Refer 1o Appendix M. Questionnaire £2 Summary.
See Dawvid Osborne and Ted Caebler, Reinventing Goversment.  How the Entrepreneurial Spirit is

Transforming the Public Secior (Massachusetts:  Addison-Wesiey Publishing Company, 1892), pp. 138-165
and 349-358.

Refer to Chapter 7, Table 2; Summary of Results from Part It of Guestionnaire #1.

Refer 10 Appendcices N and O regarding {1} the five hasic principles of family service strategies for Hawaii,
and {2) the goals and oufcomes for family well-being, deveioped by the Governor's Family Policy Academy.
The Family Policy Academy is not directly invoived with the planning or évaluation of the demonstration
project.

Hawail Rev. Stat., sec. 37-61.
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Chapter 9
INDICATORS AND IMPACT

Purpose, Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives,
Measurable Indicators of Success, and Data Collection

deally:

(1) The specific data that are being collected by the Family Center Demonstration
Project as a whole should relate to the measurable indicators of success for the
short-term and long-term objectives of the demonstration project;

(2) The measurable indicators of success should relate to the short-term and
fong-term objectives of the project; and

(3) The short-term and long-term objectives should effectuate the purpose or
purposes of the project.

Accordingly, prerequisites determining what specific data should be coliected by the
demonsiration project include specifying the purpose or purposes of the project, the
short-term and long-term objectives of the project, and the maasurable indicators of success
for the short and long-term objectives.

Similarly, to determine what specific data should be coliected by a particular family
center, it is necessary to specify the purpose or purposes of that center, the short-term and
long-term objectives of the family center, and the measurable indicators of success for the
short and long-term objectives.

Proxy Indicators of Success

Even if no valid and reliable indicators of success exist for the short-term and
long-term objectives of a demonstration proiect, common sense dictates that proxy indicators
of success' should not be used to evaluate the impact of the project if the purpose or
purposes of the project and the short- and long-term objectives of the project have not been
clearly specified. Proxy indicators of success would be useless if they do not relate to the
objectives of the project.

This is not o say that proxy indicators of success can never be used. There is always
a chance, however, that the proxies may provide answers to questions that either no one
wants asked or are so subjective that the reliability of the answers is automatically suspect.
More likely, the proxies may not provide specific information on such critical issues as;
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(1}  Whether or not family centers will save money and maximize human potential;
{2y What works, how, when, where, and why;

(3)y  What family center modsls are exportable and should be exported or adapted for
implementation more broadly;

{4y Whether or not family centers will be able to rsach the most needy and
nard-to-rgach famiiles;

(5} How family centers will fit in with existing human service programs in health,
aducation, and social services;

(6) Whether or nct family centers should be fargeted to at-risk populations or open
to everyons; and

(7} Whether or not family centers can harm a family, abridge family privacy, or
create family dependence 2

Having established that proxy indicators of success are not good toois t¢ evaluate the
impact of the demonstration project if the purposaes and objectives of the project have not
been clearly specified, the Bureau was nevertheless inclined to use a proxy indicator -- the
ravenues of the project (to determine how much and what kinds of financial support are
available for the project, and whethar or not this support has changed over time) -- to draw
some conclusions about how valuable government agencies, social service providers,
businesses, charitable foundations, the general populace, efc., perceive the project (o be.

Use of this less than satisfactory anaiytical tool was made necessary because the
Bureau believed that nothing else was readily available 3 Measurable indicators of success
for the long-tarm objectives of the project did not appear to axist and there was not encugh
time to develop them. To be of any use, the indicators would have to be developed and
thoroughly discussed at 'east eighieen monihs tefore the repeal date of the project (Le., not
later than January 1, 1994) to produce at least six months of longitudinal-type data before the
Department of Human Services submits ifs fiscal year 1395-1896 biennium budget to the
Governor,* and at least nine months of longitudinal-type data before the convening of the
Ragular Session of 1995.5

If nothing else, the amounts and kinds of financial support for the project may be an
indication of how vaiuable governmanl agencies, social service providers, businesses,
charitable foundations, and the general populace perceive the project to be eaven in the
absence of indicators of success. Given the abovementioned time constraints, it may be
difficult, if not impossible, for any evaluator to coilect sufficient amounts and kinds of
jongitudinal-type data {0 assess the impact of the demonstration project by January 1, 1985,
not to mention Ociober 1, 1684, In addition, some indication of the early impact of the

113



THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

demonstration project--even if limited only to a positive or negative assessment--is needed to
assure the Legisiature that the project (1) "works/is beginning to work”, or {2) "has/is
beginning to have a desirable effect”. Financial support as a proxy indicator of success could
orove to be helpful if evaluators are unable to collect sufficient amounts and kinds of
longitudinal-type data.

This study attempted to accomplish the foregoing tasks by determining.
(1} The revenues of the demonstration project (including leveraged funds), from the
following categories. for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1381 and ending

June 30, 1982:

(A)  Department of Human Services (DHS) (including donations, contributions,
and in-xind support)

(B) Hawai Community Services Councit (HCSC) (including donations,
contributions, and in-king support)

(C) Others
(iy  Grants (excluding DHS and HCSC)
(i)  Subsidies (excluding DHS and HCSC)
(it Purchases of Service (excluding DHS and HCSC)

(iv) Donations, Contributions, and in-kind Support (exciuding donations,
contributions, and in-kind support from DHS and HCSC)

(v) Miscellaneous (for example fund raising, fees, and sales)

(D) “"Grant” means an award of funds to the demonstration project, on a
one-time basis, based on merit or need, (o stimulate and support activities
of the demonstration project for a specified purpose.

(Ey "DHS" meanrs an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by the
demonstration prolect toc members of the general public on behalf of the
DHS to fulfili the purpose of the demonstration project.

(F) "HCSC" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by
the demonstration project to members of the general public on behalf of
the HCSC to fulfill the purpose of the demonstration project.
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(G} "Purchase of service” means an approgpriation of funds for the provision of
services by the demonstration project to specific members of the general
public on behalf of an agency to fulfiil a specified purpose.

{(H} "Subsidy"” means an apgropriation of funds made to altar the price or the
cost of a particular good or service of the demonstration project to enable
the demonstration project to provide services or goods to the general
public or specified members of the general public at a lowsr price than
would otherwisa be charged by the demonstration projact.

The revenuss of the demaonstration proiect {including leveraged funds), from the

abovementionad categories, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1992 and
ending June 30, 1993,

This study also used the revenues of the family centers to determine how much and
what kinds of financial support are available for the family centers, and whathsar or not this
support has changed over time. Data for the demonstration project and the family centers
were collected and are displayed separately (1) to allow other researchers to manipulate and
reanalyze the data in the future, and (2) because of a report tha the demonstration proiect
has not developed a consistent method for coliecting, reporting, and analyzing fiscal and
programming data. According to a HCSC report entitled, "An Evaluation of the Family Center
Demonstration Project, Period of Evaluation: July 1990 - December 199277

Finances & Activities

a

. [Tihe Family Center Demonstration Project has not developed
consistent method for collecting, reporting, and analyzing

project data. The monitoring data which was available prior to

this

raport was inconsistent across sites and erratically

reported. The lack of standardized information on the use of
resources and the daily activities of the proiect has led to
difficulties in evaiuation and complicated the .
administration and oversight of the project.

This study attempted 1o determing these amounts and kinds of financial support by

determining the revenues of the family center (including feveraged funds)8 from:

{1)

HCSC and lsad agency (inciuding donations, contributions, and in-kind support);

{2y Granis, subsidies, purchases of service, and donations, confributions, and
in-kind support {excluding HCSC and lead agsncy); and
{3) Miscellaneous.

ey
ol
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The terms "grants”,3 "HSCS",10 "purchase of service”,'! and "subsidy"12 were amended to
reflect the awarding or appropriation of funds to a famiiy center rather than the demonstration
project. The term "lead agency” was defined to mean an appropriation of funds for the
provision of services by a family center to members of the general public on behalf of a lead
agency (for example Family Support Services of West Hawaii, Molokai General Hospital,
Parents and Children Together, and KEY Project) to fuifili the purpese of the demonstration
project.

Because the perceived value of the demonstration project is a highly subjective matter
and, in many respects, a "high stakes" indicator of success for the project, the Bureau used
an additional proxy to offset some of the fallibility and validity probiems inherent in social
science data. Tha use of multipie indicators of success for "high stakes” outcomes is not a
new or novel concept!3 and, in cases where the validity or reliability of the data are suspect,
should probably be the rule rather than the exception. The Bureau used personal opinions
about what should happen to the demonstration project on June 30, 1895 (the repea! date of
the demonstration proiect) to draw some conclusions about the perceived impact of the
demonstration project from the state level and community level,

This study attempted 10 accomplish the abovementioned tasks by asking the foliowing
questions:

(1)  Should the demonstration proiect be {A}) made a permanent state program after
June 30, 1995, (B)deleted/discontinued entirely after June 30, 1995, or
(C) extended after June 30, 1995 to promote continued experimentation? Should
an extended demonstration project be (A) reduced in scope, (B)rstained at
current levels, or (C) expanded in scope?

{2} What are the best reasons for making the demonstration project a permanent
state program after June 30, 19957

(33  What are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project after
June 30, 19857

(4)  What are the best reasons for extending the demaonstration project after June 30,
1995/extending the demonstration project after June 30, 1995 to promote
continued experimentation?

Survey Data

Explanations. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results of which
are included in Table 5,14 there appear to be several reasons for making the demonstration
project a permanent state program after June 30, 1995, the most frequently mentioned being
that the "family canter or family center demonstration project works/is beginning to work, or
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the family center or family center demonstration project has/is beginning 1o have a desirable
affect”. Similarly, there appear to be several reasons for extending the demonstration project
after June 30, 1995/extending the demonstration project after June 30, 19895 to promote
continued axperimentation, the most frequently mentioned being that the "family center or
family center demonstration project works/is beginning to work, or the family center or family
center demonstration projact has/is beginning 10 have a desirable eifect”.

According to the data, there appear to be no adverse reasons for immediately
discontinuing the demaonstration project, €.g., the demonstration project is having a negative
impact on the State’s human services system or those communities directly affected by the
project, except for "[reallocating] funds to entitlement program deficits™.

The foregoing results appear to indicate that the demonstration project is having a
positive impact and, perhaps more importantly, is not having a negative impact on the State's
human services system and those communities directly affected by the project. The
foregoing results also appear (o indicate the presence of several agendas for the
demonstration project, some of which may not be compatible with one another. For example,
"[changing] the way that state government does business” may not be compatible with
"[providing] needed services or programs” if the former is mostly interested in changing the
structure and function of the State's human services system at the legislative and
departmental levels and the latter is mostly interested in maintaining the services and
programs that are currently being provided to a community through an existing family center.

Dispositions. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results of which are
included in Table 6,1% the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee (GFCAC) and
Community Liaison Committees (CLCs), 6 when taken together, appear to believe that:

(1) The demonstration project should become a permanent state program after
June 30, 1995 (the repeal date of the project); 7

(2) If the demonstration project does not become a permanent state program after
June 30, 1995, then the project should be extended after June 30, 1995 to

promote continued experimentation,

(31 If the demonstration project is extended after June 30, 1995 to promote
continued experimentation, then the project should be expanded in scope;

{4} If the demonsiration project cannot be sxpanded in scope, then the project
should be retained at current lavels;

{5y if the demonstration project cannot be retained at current ievels, then the project
should be reduced in scope; and
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Table 5

SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM THE FREE-RESPONSE
SECTIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRES #7 AND #8

in your opinion what are the best reasens for making the demonsiration project a permanent staie
program after June 30, 1935 {the repeal date of the demgonstration projecty?

(1)

2

The family center or family center demonstration project worksdis beginning o work, or the family
center or family center demonsiration project has/is beginning 10 have a desirable effect;

To provide for continued funding or pragram continuity,

To continue the involvement of stale goverameant, or 1o change the way that state government does
business:

To provide needead services or programs, or 16 provide help: and

To strengthen of empower families or comimunities.

In your opinion what are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project after June 3§,

19957

3

2)

3

To make the family center demonstration project a permanent state funded program, or to require a
decision regarding the family center demonsiration project’s disposition:

if the family center demonsiration project is not working, or if the family center demonstration
project is not having a desirable effect; and

if there is no interest in or need for the family center demonstration project, or it the family centsr
demonsiration project is no longer a priority.

in your opinion what are the Dest reasons for extending ihe demonstration project after June 30,
1995/extending the demonstration project after June 30, 1995 o promote continued experimentation?

If the family center demonstralion project cannot be made a permanent state program,
To cortinue experimentation or testing;
To provide more time 1o demonsirate the family center demonstration project’s effectiveness:

The family center or family center demonstration project works/is beginning to work, or the family
center or family center demonsiration project has/is beginning 10 have a desirabie effect;

To provide nesded services of programs, o 1o provide help, and

T¢ strengthen or empower families or communities, or 10 change the way that state government
does business.
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Tabie &

SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM THE
STRUCTURED-RESPONSE SECTIONS OF

QUESTIONNAIRES #7 and #8

NUMBER RANK
OF OF
QUESTIONNAIRES RANGE MEAN RESPONSES MEAN
IA) in my opinion the demonstration project should GFCAC -5 4.44 2 1
pecome a permanent state program after OHSHCSC NA 300 1 2
June 301995 (Circle one number } LAS/FCs 4-5 4.86 7 1
1 2 3 4 5 o CiCs 33 4,79 34 i
Strrongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agres  Know
(B} in my opinion the demonstration project should be GFCAC 1-2 1.20 10 8
discontinued/deleted entirely after June 30, 1995, DHS/HCSC 1-4 267 3 3
{Circle one number .} LAS/FCs 1-5 1.67 & 5
1 2 3 4 5 0 CiLCs 1-5 1.53 32 6
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree  Know
{Cy In my opinion the demonstration project should be GFCAC 2:5 3.80 0 2
extended after June 30, 1395 to promote continued DHS/HCSC 2-3 2.50 2 4
experimentation. {Circle ane numbear ) LAs/FCs 2.5 4.30 6 3
1 2 3 4 5 G CiCs 25 4.18 28 3
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agres Strongly Do Not
disagree agree  Know
In my opinion an extended demonstration proiect GFCAC 1-2 .80 i0 5
should be reduced in scope. {Circie one number ) DHSHCSC NA 2.00 1 512
1 2 3 4 5 d LAS/FCs 1-2 1.50 5 6
Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly Do Not CiCs 1-5 1.65 31 5
disagree agree  know
it my opinion an extended demonstration project GFCAC 1-5 3.00 9 4
should be retained at current levels. (Circle one DHS/HCSC NA 2.00 1 5 1/2
number.; LAs/FCs i-4 2.40 5 4
1 2 3 4 3 ) CLCs 1-5 2.90 30 4
Swongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagrae agres know
in my opinion an extended demonstration proiect GFCAC 2-5 3.33 g 3
should be expanded in scope. (Circle one DHS/HCSC MA 4.00 1 1
number LASIFCs 3-5 4.40 5 4
1 2 3 4 5 0 CLCs 2-5 448 28 2
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree  Kaow
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"CLCs" mean the community Haison commitiees

"DHS" means the Department of Human Services

"FCs" mean the family centers

"GFCAC" means the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee
"HCSCY means the Hawai Community Services Council

"LAs” mean the fead agencies for the family centers

"NA" means not applicable

{6) The demonstration project should not be discontinued entirely after June 30,
199518

According to the data,'” there appears to be strong agreement between the GFCAC
and CLCs regarding the order in which each of the foregoing dispositions for the
demanstration project should be exercised 20

According to the data,2! the members of the GFCAC appear to widely disagree on the
foregoing dispositions for the demonstration project, except for "the demonstration project
should be discontinued entirgly after June 30, 1995” and "an extended demonsiration project
should be reduced in scope”.22 One possible explanation for these results is that the
members of the GFCAC are less certain about making the demanstration project a permanent
state program or extending the project to promote continued experimentation, than they are
sbout discontinuing the project. Another possible explanation is that the members of the
GFCAC are less certain about retaining the demonstration project at current levels or
expanding the scope of the project, than they are about reducing the scope of the project.
The members of the CLCs appear to widely disagree on the foregoing dispositions for the
demonstration project, except for "the demonstration project should become a permanent
state program after June 30, 1995".23 One possible explanation for this result is that the
members of the CLCs are less certain about discontinuing the demonstration project or
extending the project to promote continued experimantation, than they are about making the
project a permanent state program.

According to the data,?* the GFCAC and CLCs appear to disagree most on the extent
to which "an extended demonstration project should be expanded in scope”.25

Finances. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the resuits of which are
included in Table 7,26 the Kuhio Park Terrace (KPT) Family Center received approximately
$189,5808 and $182.934 in "donations, contriputions, and in-kind support” during fiscal years
1991-1992 and 1992-1993, respectively. In comparison, the KPT Family Center received
approximately $125,095 and $150,000 from the HCSC to operate the family center.
According to the HCSC,?7 the Kuhio Park Terrace Family Center is the only family center that
has been consistently recording all in-kind support that it receives.
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Tabie 7

SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM
QUESTIONNAIRES #4 and #5

(1} 2 (3 4
Source Recipient Dollar Amount Dellar Amount Deflar Change Percent Change
of of Fiscal Year Fiscal Yaar Between Between

Revenues Bevenues 1991-1992 1992-1993 {(tyand (2) ~ {(1jand (2} 7~
DHS HCSC 384 500 814,000 429,500 112
HCSC WH 124,402 150.000 25,598 21

KEY 0 31,500 31,500 NA

KPT 125.095 150,000 24,905 20

MO 86,000 100,000 20,00C 25

FCDP
Lead Wi
Agency KEY

KPT

MO
Grants FCOP 106,700 22,400 -84,300 -79

W 24,800 0 -24,900 -100

KEY 26,000 0 -26.000 -100

KPT 6.600 0 -8,600 -100

MO 21.700 22400 700 3
Subsidies FCDP

WH

KEY

KPT

MO
Purchase FCDP 26,482 G -26.482 -100
of Service WH

KEY

KPT

MG 26.482 0 -26,482 -100
Donations, FCDP 205538 209.266 3,728 2
Contributions, WH 2,765 14,587 11,802 427
and in-kind KEY 8.650 5.529 -3,121% -36
Support KPT 189,608 182,934 -6,674 -4

MG 4,515 6,236 1,721 38
Miscellaneous FCOP 1.230 4,432 3.202 260

W

KEy

KPT

MO

"FCDP” means the Family Center Demonstration Project.

and the revenues of the four family centers.

For the purposes of this table, the
revenues of the FCOP include the revenues of the Office of the Family Center Director (not shown)
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"HCSC” means the Hawaii Community Services Council

"KEY" means the Kualoa-Heeia Ecumenical Youth (KEY) Project Family Center

"KPT" means the Kuhio Park Terrace Family Center

"MO" means the Molokal Family Center

“"Dollar change between {1 and {2)" means that the difference hetween the dollar amount for fiscal
year 1992-1993 and the dollar amount for fiscal year 1991-1892 was equalto __ doltars.

““"Percent change between (1) and (2)" means that the doliar amount for tiscal year 1992-1983 was
___percent more than the doilar amount {or fiscal year 1991-1992.

"M means the datum is Mmissing.

"NA" means not applicable due 1o missing datum or division by zero.

According to the data, ali of the family centers received grant moneys during fiscal
year 1981-1992. The sum of these grants ranged from a low of $6,000 to a high of $26,000.
According to the data, oniy one family center received grant moneys during fiscal year
1992-1993. The sum of these grants was $22.400, or 3 pergcent more than the sum of thase
grants in fiscal year 1991-1892. Assuming that the data regarding grant moneys are corract,
it appears that the decrease in grant monsys between fiscal year 1991-1992 and fiscal year
1992-1993 was totally offset by the increase in direct financial support recaived from the
HCSC.

According to the data, only one family center did not receive direct financial support
from the HCSC during fiscal year 1991-1982. The amount of direct financial support recaived
from the HCSC ranged from a low of $80G,000 to a high of $125,0958. Assuming that the data
regarding direct financial support from the HCSC are correct, it appears that the increase in
direct financial support received from the HCSC between fiscal year 1991-1992 and fiscal year
1992-1993 ranged from a low of 320,000 to a high of $24,905, or from a low of 20 percent to a
high of 25 percent.

According to the data, the family centers appear to have a relatively narrow base of
financial support in terms of diversity. Individually, the family centers appear to be dependent
on direct financial support from the HCSC (and uitimately the DHS and the Legisiature) to
meet their day-to-day operating expenses. Because the family centers have not been
consistently recording all in-kind support that they receive, it is difficult to determine the
degree to which the centers have become institutionalized within their respective communities
and the State's human services system.

According io the data, the demonstration project aiso appears to have a relatively
narrow base of financial support in terms of diversity. On the wholg, the demaonstration
project appears to be dependent on direct financial support from the DHS {and uitimately the
Legislature) to meet the project’s day-to-day operating expenses.
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Surmmary

Explanations. The results appear to indicata that the demonstration project is having a
positive impact and, perhaps more importantly, is not having a negative impact on the State's
human services system and those communities directly affected by the project. The results
also appear o indicate the presence of several agendas for the demonstration project, some
of which may not be compatibie with one another. To the extent that different and, possibly,
ncompatible agendas could exist for the demonstration project, the GFCAC and CLCs should
make an effort to come to some agreement on the desired outcomes for the project.
Agresment is important because both the GFCAC and CLCs have important advisory roles
with respect to the planning of the demaonstration project. The Bureau therefore recommends
that the Legisiature, DHS, and HCSC consider spending some time and effort 1o deveiop an
agresment regarding the desired outcomss for the demonstration project.

Dispositions. According to the GFCAC and CLCs (whao strongly agree on the order in
which each of the following aiternatives should be exercised), the demonstration project
should become a permanent state program after June 30, 1995 (the repeal date of the
project), or, failing that, extended to promote continuec experimentation. According to the
GFCAC and CLCs, if the demonstration project is extended, the project should be expanded
in scope, or, failing that, retained at current levels. According to the GFCAC and CLCs, the
dernonstration project should only be reduced in scope if the project cannot be retained at
current levels.

Finances. According to the data, both the family centers individually and the
demonstration project as a whole appear to have a relatively narrow base of financiat support
in terms of diversity. On the whole, both the family centers and the demonstration project
appear to be dependent on direct financial support from the Legislature to meet their
day-tc-day operating expenses.

Bacause the family centers have not been consistently recording all in-kind support
that they receive, it is difficult to draw any conclusions about how vaiuable government
agencies, social service providars, businesses, charitabie foundations, the general populace,
gic., perceive the family centers {o be, based on these data alone. in addition, it is difficuit to
determine (1) the degree to which the centers have become institutionalized within their
respective communities and the State’'s human services system, (2) the true costs of
operating these centers, (3) whether or not communities have ths capacity to support more
than one family center, and (4) the minimum popuiation base needed to support one famuy
centar. |f these kinds of data are important 1o the Lagisiature, DMHS, and HCSC, then the
Bureau suggests that the Legislature, DHS, and HCSC, consider basing the appropriation of
direct financial support from the HCSC to a family center on a ratio of HCSC money to family
center money (inciuding grants, subsidies, purchase of service, and donations, contributions,
and in-kind support), up to a predsetermined amount. Such a condition could provide the
family centers with an incentive to develop and utilize innovative methods to consistently
record in-kind support.
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Endnotes

A proxy indicator is an indicator that is meant to serve as a substitute or aiternate for another indicator. For
exampie, the number of citations issued by police officers for curfew viclations couid be considered a proxy
indicator for the incidence of curfew violations.

Refer to Chapter 3 regarding causation. cbservational and experimentat studies, specifically the discussion on
reliability and validity.

See Heather Weiss, "Family Support and Education Programs: Working Through Ecolegical Theories of
Human Development," Evaluating Family Programs, ed. Heather Weiss and Francine Jacobs (New York
Aldine de Gruyter, 1988), pp. 27-29, for a discussion on the public policy questions and considerations of
family support and education programs.

it would not have been appropriate for the Bureau to impose obijectives and indicators of success on the
demonstration preject and the family centers. ideally, there would have been a clearly articulated, agreed
upon set of autcome objectives and indicators of success when the Bureau began this study in May 1993
Unfortunately, this did not seem to be the case. The Bureau came fo the foregoing conclusion after
(1) reviewing the files of the Department of Human Services (DHS) and Hawaii Community Services Council
(HCSC). (2) reviewing past evaluations of the demaonstration project, and (3) informal conversations with
Ms. Maeona Mendelson (Senior Planner, Decisions/impacts; of the HCSC. The Bureau, and not the DHS or
HCSC, is solely responsible for any errors resulting from these reviews and conversations.

The DHS must submit its fiscal year 1995-1997 blennium budget to the Governor by October 1, 1894,
interview with Conroy Chow, Planning Officer, Planning Office, Department of Human Services, November 1,
1994,

The six month figure is based on the assumption that & will take an evaluator approximately two weeks to
retrieve, collect, and summarize the raw data needed to conduct a final evaluation of the demonstration
project; another four weeks to analyze the summarized data. and write a draft and final evaluation report an
the project {including possible reviews by the HCSC and the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee
(GFCAC), or both}; an additional two weeks for the DHS to review the finai report and transmit the report to
the Office of the Governor; and an additional two weeks for the Office of the Governor to revigw the final
report and transmit the report o the Legislature. This timetable, while not unrealistic, is optimistic.

The Regular Session of 1995 will convene on the third Wednesday in January.

The ning month figure is based on the assumption that it will take an evaluator approximately two weeks to
retrieve, collect, and summarize the raw data needed to conduct a final evaluation of the demonstration
project; another four weeks to analyze the summarized data, and write a draft and final evaluation report on
the proiect (including possible reviews by the HCSC and the GFCAC, or both), an additional two weeks for the
DHS to review the Hinal report and transmit the report to the Office of the Governor; and an additional two
weeks for the Office of the Governor to review the final report and transmit the report to the Legislature.

The term “revenues of the demonstration project” inciudes the revenues of the Office of the Farmily Center
Director (not shown} and the revenues of the four family centers, e, the West Hawail, Kualga-Heela
Ecumenical Youth (KEY; Project, Kuhio Park Terrace, and Molokai family centers.

Refer to "revenues of the family center” for a comparison of thess terms.

Hawaii Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Feriod of
Evaluation: July 1930 - December 1992" (Draft Final Report} {July 23, 1993}, pp. 2, and 115-118.
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The term "revenues of the family center” includes the revenues of one family center, e.g., the West Hawaii
Family Center. The term does not inciude the revenues of the Cffice of the Family Center Director and the
revenues of the other family centars, 8.g.. the KEY Project. Kuhio Park Terrace. and Molokai family centers.

Reter 10 "revenuas of the demansiration project” for a comparison of these terms.

“Grant” means an award of funds {o a family center. on a one-time basis, basad on merit or need, to stimulate
and support activities of the center for a specified purpose.

"HCSC" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center {o members of the
general public on behalf of the HCSC and DHS to fultili the purpose of the demonstration project,

"Purchase of service" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center to
specific members of the general public on behalf of an agency to fuifill a specified purpose.

"Subsidy” means an appropriation of funds made to after the price or the cost of a particular good or service
of a tamily center to enable the center o provide services or goods to the general public or specified
members of the general public at a lower price than would otherwise be charged by the center.

See Hawaii, Department of Education. "Evaluation Guidance, Part & General SCBM Evaluation Plan;
Guidance to Schools on Evaluating the Effectiveness of SCBM Implementation” (Revised Jjune 30, 1990),
p. 10, for a discussion on the use of multiple indicators of success 1o measure "high stakes" cutcomes,

Refer {o Appendix P, Questionnaires #7 and #8 Summary.

ibid.

Refer to "Rank of Mean”.

Although the Bureau surveyed individuals with the DHS, the HCSC, the lead agencies for the family centers,
and the family centers, the following analyses and discussions are fimited 1o the GFCAC and Community
Liaison Committees {CLCs). The Bureau lacked sufficient time and resources to perform comprehensive and
detailed analyses of ali the data collected for this study.

This was determined by summing the ranks for the means, and then selecting the vaiue or vaiues closest (o
2.0 Arank of "1" {the highest rank possible) added to another rank of "1" equais 2.0 (the highest combined
rank possible).

This was datermined by summing the ranks for the means, and then selecting the vaiue or values closest {o
12.0. A rank of "8" (the lowes! rank possible} added to anocther rank of "6" equals 12.0 (the lowest combined
rank possible).

Refer 1o "Bank of Mean”

This was determinad by comparing the ranks for the means.

Refer 10 "Range”.

The members of the GFCAC appear 10 have a full range of opinions (1-5 and 2-5) concerning the foregoing
dispositions for the demonstration project, except for "the demonstration project should be discontinued

entirely after June 30, 19985" and "an extended demonstration project should be reduced in scope™.

Ditterences of three or mora, 8.9, rangas of 1-4, 15, and 2-5. werg considered 1o be a "full range” of
opinions,
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23,

24.

26.

27.
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The members of the CLCs appear to have a full range of opinions (1-5 and 2-5; concerning the foregoing
disposttions for the demonstration project. except for "the demonstration project should become a permanent
state program after June 30, 18957,

Oifferances of three or more, eg. ranges of 1-4, 1-5, and 2-5. were considered to e a "ull rangs” of
optnicns.

Reter 10 "Mean”.
This was determinad by computing the absoclute value of the difference between the means.

Atthough the HCSC and the West Hawaii. KEY Project. Kuhio Park Terrace, and Molokai family centers ware
surveyed by the Bureau for the data that appear in Table 7, the Bureau decided o rely primarily on the data
that were provided by the HCSC. In some instances. the Bureau reclassified data that were provided by the
HCSC following further review of the data provided by the family centers. The Bureau, and not the HCSC s
solely responsible for any errors resulting from the reclassification of these data. This decision was based on
the observation that the data submitted by the family centers did not match the data submitted by the HCSC
Since different accounting and reporting proceduwres would resull in inconsistent and incompatible data, the
Bureau decided that it would be wisér 1o utilize one source of data rather than four different sources of data to
compiete Tabie 7. Although the data provided by the HCSC or the Bureau's subsequent reclassification of
the data provided by the HCSC could be in error, the Bureau decided that two probabie systematic errors in
reporting were preferable (o four possibie random errors in reporting.

Telephone interview with Banks Lowman, Planner, Decisions/impact, Hawali Community Services Council,
October 1, 1993.

o
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Chapter 10
VALUE ADDED, VALUE DENIED

Purposes

For each of the core services described in Table 8,1 the family centers were asked to
indicats wheather the service was:

(1) Already being provided by the lead agency {for example Family Support Services
of West Hawaii, Molokai General Hospital,2 Parents and Children Togsther, and
KEY Project) prior ¢ the creation of the family center {i.e., already in existencs);
(2}  Added through the creation of the family canter;

(3} Expanded in scope through the creation of the family center; or

(4y Created by combining a service added through the creation of the family center
with a service already deing providad by the iead agengy.

The family centers were alse askad o indicaie whether they would choose to;

(1) Retain the sarvice at current laveis;

{2} Deiets the service entirely; or

(3)y Reduce the scope of the service;
if state funding for the Family Center Demonstration Project and, consequently, the family
centers were to be totally discontinued on June 30, 1895 (the repeal date of the demonstration
projecty.

The purposes for collecting these data were to identify (1) the value added through the
greation of the family ceniers, {2} the value that would be denisd through the f(otal
discontinuation of the demonstration project, and (3} those policy decisions that can be made
by the Legisiature to ensure that the project is given avery reasonable gpportunity 1o attain its
maximum potential.

Hesults

According to the data,3 many of the core services being provided by the family
centers:



THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

(1) Were either already being provided by the iead agency prior to the creation of
the family center or expanded in scope through the creation of the family canter;
and

{(2) Would be deieted or reduced in scope if state funding for the demonstration
project and, consequently, the family centers were to be totally discontinued on
June 30, 1995.

Table &

SUMMARY OF CATEGORICAL RESPONSES
FROM QUESTICONNAIRE #8

PART { VALUE ADDED

EXISTING EXFANDED  ADDED  COMBINED

Information and referral services X X

Training and assistance i aceessing imformation and
services provided for family members X

tnvolvermnent of community leadership in defining and
resolving family-related issues X X

Opportunities provided for families 1o interact. share
concerns, exchange resources, network with others,

and tearn from each other X X

Community defined activities:

Parent skili building sessions X X

Tempaorary child care X

Brief crisis intervention X X X
Job preparation X

Parent/child activities X X

Adolescent services X X X
Literacy fraining X X
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PART . VALUE DENIED

RETAIN DELETE REDUCE
information and referral services X X
Training and assistance in accessing information and
saervices provided for family members X X X
involvement of community ieadership i defining and
resolving family-retated issues X X
Opportunities provided for families to interact, share
concerns, exchange resources. network with others,
and learn from each other X
Community defined activities:
Parent skill bullding sessions X X
Temporary child care X X
Brief crigis ntervention X X
Job preparation X
Parent/child activities X X
Adolescent services X X
Literacy training X X

Vaiue Added. According to the data,* the perceived value added by the demonstration
project appears to include, but is not limited to:

{1y  The provision of an open-ended entry point for services;

{2y The emphasizing of collaboration:

(3y  The identification of community needs:;

{4} The emphasizing of primary prevention,

(5} The creation of a non-stigmatized setiing;

{8y The coliccation of services;

(73 The addition of servicas in response to identified community needs;

(8 The provision of decalegorized services o demonstrate their effectivensss and
cost-efficiency; and



THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

] The ieveraging of personnel and program resourcas.”
g :

An interesting source of vaiue added by the demonstration project couid be the
collection and compilation of research instruments for measuring cutcome objectives.® The
use of these instruments o create an index of human wslfare indicators (i.a.. the social
equivalent of the index of leading economic indicators) could allow researchers {0 assass
changes in social pathology and well-being in a holistic and, arguably, more realistic manner.
There are, however, no plans to develop and utilize such an index at this time.

One benefit of using existing human services providers, instead of grass-roots
organizations or new providers, 10 implement the demonstration project appears o be the
cpportunity to utilize the existing personnel and program resources of these existing providers
and thereby increase the “purchasing power” of the Legislature through service expansion.?
If grass-roots organizations or new human services providers had been chosen to implement
the demonstration prgject, then the Legislature cculd conceivably have paid {0 beth develop
and utilize these personnel and program resources. Although the decision to utilize existing
providers to implement the demonstration project has created certain problems with respect
to the planning and evaluation of the praject, this decision may have enabled the project to
progress much farther aiong than it would have if less established providers had been utilized.

Value Denied. The perceived value denied, if state funding for the family centers s
totally discontinued, is not as clear as the value added by the demonstration project.8 The
value denied appears (o inciude, but is not limited to the loss of:

{1) The amphasizing of coordination {coilaboration);

(2) The emphasizing of primary prevention;

(3} The creation of a non-Stigmatized setting;

(4y The collocation of services;

{5) The addition of services in response to identified community needs; and

{6; The leveraging of personnel and program rescurces.

One iimitation of rushing the damonstration proect to implementation appears o be
the lack of opportunities to deveiop "other” sources of funding for the family centers, /e,
sources that are not linked to the demonstration project and, ultimately, the Department of
Human Services (DHS). Although the family centers appear to be providing very valuable and
needed services within their communities, their dependence on state funding makes them

vulnerable to budget cuts by the Legislature, the Governor, and the DHS, and raises
legitimate concerns about the degree to which the family centers can becoms institutionalized
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within their communities and the State’s human services system given the fiscal barriers to
institutionalization,

The Bureau believes that the family centers need opportunities to develop sources of
funding that are linked to the Department of Human Services, Department of Health (DOH),
Department of Education {DOE), and Department of Labor and Industrial Relations (BLIR). In
order for the family centers to take advantage of ihese opportunities, however, the Legisiature
must first give these agencies the authority to temporarily commingie their personnel and
program resources to carry cut the purposes of the demonstiration preisct. If the family
centers cannot convince these agencies to commingle their resourcas, then parhaps the State
is not ready for the family center concept or the family center concept is not sufficiently
developed for the purposes of the State. in aither case, the Lagislature will naver know which
is true uniess it provides the family centars with these opportunitias.

Summary
Many of the core services being provided by the family centers:

(1} Woere either already being provided by the lead agency or expanded in scope
through the family center: and

{2y Would be deleted or raduced in scope if state funding for the demonstration
project were to be totally discontinusd.

Survey data identify at least nine areas of perceived vaiue added by the demonstration
project, and six areas of perceived vaiue denied if the demonsiration project is totaliy
discontinued,

An interesting source of value added by the demonstration project could be the
creation of an index of human welfarg indicators that would allow ressarchers {0 assess
changes in social pathology and well-being in a holistic and, arguably, more realistic manner.
There are, however, no glans 1o devalop and utilize such an index.

The decision to utilize existing providers to implement the demonstration project may
have enabled the project to prograss much farther aiong than it would have i fess established
providers had been utiiized.

The dspendsnce of the family centers on gtate funding makes them vulnerable to
budget cuis by the Legislature, the Governor, and the DHS, and raises legitimate concerns
about the degree 0 which the family centers can become institutionalized within their
communities and the State's human services system given the fiscal barriers o
institutionalization,
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The Bureau believes that the family centers need opportunities to develop sources of
funding that are linked to the DHS, DOH, DOE, and DLIR. in order for the family centers to
take advantage of these opportunities, however, the Legislature must first give these agencies
the authority to temporarily commingle their personnel and program resources. The Bureau
suggests that the Legislature give the DHS, DOH, DOE, and DLIR the authority to temporarily
commingle these resources to carry out the purpcses of the demonstration project.

Endnotes

1. See Appendix Q. Questicnnaire #8 Summary.

2. The lead agency for the Molokai Family Center is Molokai General Hospital rather than Molokai Family
Support Services. Letter from Claire iveson, Director of Molokai Family Support Services to Keith Fukumoto,
Septemnber 9, 1993, 1 p.

3. See Appendix Q. Questionnaire #6 Summary.

4. ibid.

According to the data. the scope of core services already being provided by the lead agencies were expanded
through the creation of the family centers in the following ways.

*Provide open-ended entry point . . "

... [information and referral] service to other service and rescurces of agencies . . .".
" Add staff to do referral (¢ other service agencies”.

". .. [Alddition of staft . . ",

.{Alddition of . . . space . . ..

" .. [Alddition of .. funding . ...

" .. [Ejmphasis on collaboration”.

"Services were made available to alf | . [area] families”

"Much more capacity for parent education”.

According to the data, services added through the creation of the family centers were combined with services
already being provided by the lead agencies o form core services in the following ways.

"Open-ended entry point .. ..

*. .. [identify] need for service not met by others, e mail drop for homeiess, emergency food 10
comptiment foodbank”.

"Community development-expanded agency commitrmient 1o grimary prevention”,
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"Toy lending Hprary--more [money} and drop i site”,
"Through {collocation] . . ..
"through . . . collaboration™.

According to the data, the following "other” services were added through the creation of the family centers,
for the tcllowing reasons.

"Mail drop for homeless . . ",

"[Hlomeless services . . .".

*. . [Floodbank™,

"Expanded network for finformation] and referral™.

"QOutreach to homeless families . . . iwith| counseiing . . .".

"Outreach to homeless families . . . iwith] [information] referral”,

"Information and referral--improve communily access {o services”.

"t iteracy--inter genarational support, fun”.

"Adolescent-new target group”.

"Crisis--need to respond to drop in folks, no place in our community for them to go™.

According to the data, the follewing "other” services were expanded through the creation of the family
centers, for the following reasons.

"Emergency food distribution utilizing foedbank surplus food to supplement agency food [source]”.
"Parenting activities and parent support--due to non-stigmatized setting”.

"Home visiting services for additional families with children 0-5 were expanded to meet a long-identified
need .. .".

"Home visiting services for additional families with children 0-5 were expanded to . . . demonstrate ta
ourselves and other agencies that decategorized services are effective . . ",

"Home visiting services for additional families with children 0-5 were expanded to . . . demonstrate o
curselves and other agencies that decategorized services are . . . cost-efficient”.

According to the data. the Kuhio Park Terrace {KPT) Family Center received approximately $189.608 and
$182,934 in "donations. confributions, and in-kind support” during fiscal years 1991-1992 and 1992-1993,
respectively.  Refer to Chapter 9 regarding the amounis received by the family centers in the form of
donations. contributions. and in-kind support.

Retfer to Chapter 4 regarding Jacob's five-tiered approach to evaluation.

133



THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION

Arguably, the expansion of an existing service should require less time and effort, Le., monay. than the
deveiopment of a new service since some-if not many--of the personnel and orogram resources needed (o
provide an existing service have aiready Deen developed.

See Appendix O, Questionnaire #6 Summary.

According to the data. the scepe of the foregoing core services would be reduced in the following ways if state
funding for the family centers were (0 be {otaily discentinuad on June 30, 1995,

"Lack a staff 1o coordinate referral 1o servicas with délay in o not linking 1o service on timely basis”.
"Services would only be available to targeted clients i.e. Healthy Start, MIST, etc”
"Most services would be reduced. through reduced staff, in quantity rather than quaity”™.

According to the gata, the following "other” services would be retained at current levels {as opposed 1o being
reduced in scope or deleted endirely), for the following reasons

"Because of long-standing commitment . . . for temporary childecare . . . every atternpt would be made to
keep . . . [this] at current fevels™.

"Because of long-standing commitment . . for . . pareni-child activities . . . every attempt would be made
1o keep . . . [this] af current levels’™,

"Because of long-standing commitment . .. for .. teen services, every attempt would be made 1o keep
... [this] at current ievels™

"Because of .. diversified funding . . for temporary childcare . . every atternpt would be mads to keep
.- {this] at current levels™.

"Because of . diversified funding . . for . .. parent-child activities . . every attempt would be made to
keep . . . [this] at current levels™.

"Because of . diversified funding . . . for .. . teen services, every atternpt would be made 10 keep these
at current {evels”.

"1t's part of our agency an-going service through other funding sources™.

According 1o the data, the folfowing “other” services would be deleted entirely {as opposed {o being retainad
at current levels or reduced in scope}. for the following reasons.

"o, [Plarenting class . . ..

"o (Tioy lending .. "

{Clommunity develgpment .7

7. [Cirisis prevention/intervention . . ",
"L linformation and referral]”.

"Job preparation . . [is] provided by other agencies in collaboration [with} [family center] Moral support
would still be given but space, staff or other monetary commilmants may not be oossibla™.

e
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"

- [Liiteracy . .. [is] provided by other agencies in collaboration [with] family center]. Moral support
woudd still be given but space, staft or other monetary commitments may 1ot be possibie”.

"No funds, [equals] no staft, [equals] no program”,



Chapter 11
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss, in a guestion and answer format, those
issues that may be of greatest interest to legislators.

Although this study may be viewed by some as being critical of the Family Center
Demonstration Project and, consequently, its implementing agencies, the Bureau notes that
false starts and other setbacks should be viewed as integral parts of any demanstration
project, which generally are intended to be experimental. |f the success of new programs
were guaranteed, there would be no need for demonstration projects. Demonstration projects
can be an inexpensive way for the Legislature to test new programs without having to create
permanent bureaucracies in support of the same. The chalienge for legisiators is to (1)
determine whether enough time has elapsed 10 decide the disposition of a demonstration
project, and (2) decide whether the program should become permanent, extended, or
discontinued entirely. Evaluations, however characterized, are intended to provide legisiators
with data and information {o meet these challenges.

Question: Is the Bureau suggesting that the Legislature discontinue the Family Center
Demonsiration Project at this time?

Answer: No. It would be premature for the Legislature to discontinue the
demonstration project at this time. Research shows that it usually takes from five to eight
years to determine the outcomes and impacts of family strengthening programs--the
demonstration project has Deen operational for approximately two and one-half years.
immediate discontinuation of the demonstration project is neither necessary nor desirable
since the project does not appear {0 be having & negative impact on the State's human
services system or those communities directly affected by the project.

Question: How long does the Bureau suggest that the demonstration project be
aliowed to continua?

Answer: The demonstration project should be aflowed to continue untii its logical
conclusion, which may not be June 30, 1895 (the present terminatiocn date of the
demonstration project). The termination date of the demonstration project, which has been
extended twice by the Legisiature {first to June 30, 1993 and then to June 30, 1985), was an
arbitrary deadline and not initially based on the resuits of empirical research. Again, research
shows that it takes between five t0 aight years to determine the outcomes and impacts of
family strengthening programs.

Question: Does the Bureau believe that the demonstration project is having a positive
impact on the State's human services system and those communities directly affected by the
project?

Answer: Yes. The results of this study, based on the information avaliable, indicate
that the demonstration project is naving a positive impact (versus a negative impact) on the
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State's human services system and those communities directly affected by the project.
Because the data in support of these results were subjective comments and coilected through
matled questionnaires {due tc the limited resources available to the Bureau to conduct this
study], this assessment of the early impact of the demenstration project is both crude and not
definitive. To answer the question more definitively, a more refined and reliable assessment
of the impact of the demonstration project is both necessary and desirable.

Question: What aspects of the demonstration project dces the Bureau suggest that
the Legisiature address during the Regular Sassion of 18947

Answer: The Legislature should clarify the purpose of the demonstration project with
respect to the project’s expected outcomes. The Legislature should also develop a "vision"”
for the future of the State’s human services system, describe the role of the demonstration
project in realizing this vision, and specify the types and kinds of data that the Legislature
needs and wants about the project. A more refined and reliable assessment of the impact of
the demonstration project can be conducted once these outcomes are clearly defined. If
these outcomes are not clarified, reliable assessment wili remain problematic.

Question: What is the purpose of this study?

Answer: The purpose of this study is to (1) assess the impact of the family centers
upon the communities served, (2) discuss legislation that may facilitate the continuation or
expansion, or both, of the demonstration project, and (3) describe one process by which
family centers could be aliocated resources. The purpose of this study is not to duplicate any
of the work previously or presently being performed by the Hawaii Community Services
Council; rather, its purpose is to build upon the knowledge created by previous evaluations in
order to increase the depth and breadth of this knowledge.

iy
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Appendix A

Act 379, Session Laws of Hawail 1990,
as amended by
Act 188, Session Laws of Hawail 1892, and
Act 356, Session Laws of Hawaii 1993

SECTION 1. The tegislature finds that families and family structures have changed dramatically it Hawaii,
and many families are suffering because of the stresses and strains of economic demands.

Hawaii has the nation's highest proportion of women in the labor force and fulure projections show that by
the year 2020, two-thirds of those entering the iabor force will be women, of which eighiy-four per cent wili be of
child-bearing age, Additionally, nearly 29,000 single-parent households in Hawall are headed by femaies, with
approximately wenty-eight per cent of these telow the poverty line.

The legistature finds that many of these families are at high risk of becoming fragmented ang
dysiunctional, and a substantial number will continug to be trapped in a cycle of poverty unless existing support
systems designed 10 intervene and assist them in times of need are vastly improved.

Under our present sysiem of services 1o families, families are required 1o be in trouble or dysfunctional
before they can become eligible o receive services and assistance, Furthermore, once famiiies do becoms
eligible to receive services, they 100 frequently are treated with litle understanding and compassion and all 1o
often are placed in uncomiortable settings at stressful times where they are required to  out complex forms with
little assistance.

The legislature also finds that the relationship between families and their neighbornoods is an interactive
process. Family members are profeundly affected by the quality of #e in thair neighborhoods. By the same token,
the quatity of tife in neighborhoods 15 aftected by the values and input of the families living there.

The legisiature further finds that in order to reach out to families and successfully assist them, support
services should be coordinated and provided in a community-based setting.  These community-based centers
should be responsive to and involved with the communities in which they are located to the extent that the
commmunities feel a strong sense of ownership of and identification with the centers. in addition. the overail
atmosphere of the facitity, as well as the attitude of the staff, should project compassion. understanding,
friendliness, and patience.

The purpose of this Act IS to establish the family center demonstration project. with family centers to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the community-based farmily center concept and to test different models of service
delivery.

SECTION 2. In accordance with Section 9 of Article VI of the Constitution of the State of Hawail and
sections 37-31 and 37-93, Hawalr Hevised Statuies, the legislature has determined that the appropriations
contained in this Act will cause the state general fund expenditure celling for fiscal year 1980-1991 10 be exceedsd
by $550,000, or 0.022 per cent. The reasons for exceeding the general fund axpenditure ceiling are that the
appropriations made in this Act are necessary to serve the public interest and to meet the need provided for by this
Act.

SECTION 3. {a) Effective July 1, 1980, to June 30, 1993, there is established a five-year demonstration
project, known as the family center demonsiration project, 1o be conducted by the department of human services.
Under this proiect, the department shall be responsible {or the planning, implamentation, and establishmeant of
family centers.

For the purpose of this Act, "famuly” means the family as an enduring personal support system with the
functions of nurturing, caring for, and educating children, youths, adults, and the elderiy.

by There © esiabished the family cemier council for the purpose of planning and implementing the
establishment and development of the family center demonstration project. The councit shiall be appointed by the
governor and consist of representatives from the public and private sectors of the community.

The council’s duties shall include but not be fimited to the development of a plan to make the family center
demonstration project permanent. This plan shail focus on implernentation of a permanent farmily center projest in
1995 and shall, at minimum, address and make recormmendations on the following:

{13 The continuance of the family center project;

{2 The development of an administrative structure promoting family center concepts,
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(3 The development of a funding structure promoting coliaboration and integration between agencies,
both public and private. and with the different sectors of the community;

{4} The incorporation of training components and commiunity action;

{5; The provision of technical assistance to communities, agencies, and interested community
members relating 1o the developrment of family centers;

{6} The cevelopment of an evaluation and assessment compeonent which includes, but is not limited to,
the review, assessment, and development of project methodology and process, and the evaluation
of praoject results and accomplishments;

(7 The deveiopment of a process by which family centers are allocated rescurces:

{83 The development of a process by which family center sites are selected; and

{9 The preparation of & projected budget for the expenditures required 1o continue or 10 expand the
farnily center project.

(¢} The purpose of the family center demonstration groject shalt be to coordinate the provision of core
services {o families at community-based centers 10 deveiop each comrunity's capacity 1o identify and resolve its
orcblems. Each center shall be responsive to 15 community and involve its participants as equal partners in
program development and execulion. Accordingly, each center shall be advised by a community Haison commitiee
which shall be composed of community members.

Each family center shalt offer an array ¢f services tailored to the specific needs of i3 constituents.
Services shall be devaloped pursuant to family support priviciples which direct that services must:

{1} Be offered at convenient times in accessibie locations;

{2) Build on strengths, rather than search for deficits;

{3 involve participants and the community in planning and implementation:

4 Show respect for participants:

{5} Serve the best interests of children;

(&) Strengthen families:

{73 Be presenied in coordination with other agencies and services in the community; and

8; Focus on community strengthening and development,

MNo singie service shall overshadow the others, and services shall be provided in a coordinated manner.
Because some services will be provided directly by the centers and other services will be provided by other
agencies, the centers, with input from parent constituents, shall develop a service plan, using a syslems
management approach, for the provision of services. The staff of each center shall be responsible for ensuring
that aft components of the service plan are carried out. This may require interventions on the part of the staff.
including but not timited to:

{1 Accompanying parents to appointrnents with other agencies;

{2} Advocating on behalf ¢f parents;

{3 Reminding parents of appeintments with other agencies,; and

{4) Providing short-term counseling to parents concerning referrals for services.

Each family cenier shali consider the following services, activities, and components when developing its
cOre services:

{1y Enharicemeant of parenting skilis, including community- or neighborhood-wide events and activities

which promote family refationships in a positive and enjoyable manner,

(2 infant and child stimuiation activities {0 maximize child growth and development;

{3 Owtreach services targeted at community organizations, families, youth, ang others {0 ensure
community awareness, acceptance, and participation;

(4} Health care, family planning, counseling, and other services to avoid unwanted pregnancies;

53 Assessment and freatment planning for deveiopmental problams of the parent or the child:

{6} Temporary developmental child care for the olispring of parents receiving servicas on-site;

{7} Feer support activities, including recreational and social activities;

{8} Educational services, such as posi-high school classes and instruction to those attemnpting to earn
general equivalency diplomas; and

5] Job preparation and skill developrment services 1o assist young parents in preparing 16r, securing,
and maintaining employment.

(dy ARter conferring with the farmuly center council, the director of human services may:

{1} Enter into agreements with the federal government, stals departments and agencies, and the
counties;



(@
(3

B

(4}
(5

Enter into assistance agreements with private persons, groups, institutions, or corporations;
Purchase services required or appropriate under this Act from any private persons, groups,
institutions. ¢or corporations;

Allocate and expend any resources available for the purposes of this Act; and

Do all things necessary to accomplish the purposes and provisions of this Act.

{e} An evaluation component shall be required for the famidy centers, that shatl include, but not be limited
to, the tollowing areas:

{1
{2
3
{4
{5)
(6)
7

Descriptive data on client status;

Program utilization data;

Profiles of participants;

intervention plans;

Participant and community satisfaction ratings;

information pertaining 1o the lessons learned from operating under family center concepts; and
information pertaining to whether the family center project has changed the human services
system, why each change occurred, and, if applicable, why expected changes did not ooccur.

The department of human services may wtilize a portion of the funds available 1o conduct evaluations of
the family centers.

{f} A training and technical assistance component shall be required for the family centers, that shatl
include, but not be iimited to. the following:

(1

(2
(3

(4)
{3

(6

Conducting training sessions for family center directors, staff, and liaison commiftee members to
promote strengthening families within the community:

Conducting community development sessions for iocal communities;

Conducting community forums to describe the asset model and philosophy of family cemers to
private businesses, government agencies. and nonprofit agencies;

Providing technical assistance to community groups relating to the development of community
capacity to address cammunity problems through family centers;

Praviding technical assistance to appiicants for family centers in addressing coliaboration with
existing services within the community; and

Conducting periodic sessions with family center directors to address on-going networking
requirements and to share solutions in addressing community problems,

The department of human services may utilize a portion of the funds available to conduct training sessions
and provide technical assistance in developing and promoting family centers.

SECTION 4. The legisiative reference bureau, in consultation with the department of human services
shall monitor and evaluate the demonstration project and shall submit a preliminary evaluation report on its
findings to the legislature at least twenty days prior 10 the convening of the regular session of 1994, and a final
evaluation report on its findings o the legislature at least twenty days prior 1o the convening of the regular session
of 1995, Preliminary and final evaluation reports shall include but not be fimited to:

M

2
{3
(4

(5
(6}

{7

A descriptive summary of the operation of the family centers, including the services provided and a
copy of the service plan developed by the centers; the number of recipients of services at the
centers; the allocation of funds; staffing information; and the role and responsibility of the
community family center liaison committees;

An assessment of the impact of the centers upon the communities served;

The composition and role of the family centers;

Recommendations regarding the continuance of the family center dermonstration project and plans
for the implementation of other prolect sites;

Recommendations regarding the process by which family centers are allocated resources;

A projected budget for the expenditures required to continue or to expand the demonsiration
project; and

Proposals for legislation necessary to facilitate the continuation or expansion of the demonstration
project,

SECTION 8. There is appropriated out of the general revenues of the State of Hawail the sum of
$350.000 or s0 much thereof as may be necessary for fiscal year 1990-1991, for the establishment of a family
support center demonstration site, including the hiring of necessary staff.

The sum appropriated shall be expended by the department of human services for the purposes of this

Act.

140



SECTYTION 7, There is appropriated out of the general revenues of the State of Hawaii the sum of
$200.000, or so much thereof as may be necessary for fiscal year 1990-19381, for the establishment of two family
literacy programs, including the hiring of necessary staff.

The sum appropriated shalt be expended by the office of children and youth for the purposes of this Act.

SECTION 8. This Act shall take effect upon its approval; provided that sections § and 7 shall take effect
on July 1, 1980; provided further that sections 1, 3, and 4 shall be repealed on Juily 1. 1995.

{Approved July 1, 1993)
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Appendix C
QUESTIONNAIRE #1; PLANNING

Effective Period
Juily 1, 1980 - June 30, 1993

Part |. Purpose

DIRECTIONS: Rate the following statements describing the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project
according to what you think the purpose of the demonstration project "is”, and what you think the purpose of the
demanstration project "shouid be”. |f there is a difference of two or more points between your ratings, explain why
you think this difference exists.

8

]

(S

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demaonstration Project is to test
the effectiveness of the family center concept. (Circle one number )

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree krow

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to test the effectivenass of the
family center concept. (Circle one number )

1 2 3 4 5 4]
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is” differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . . . {Complete the
sentence, if applicabie.}

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonsiration Project ig 1o test
models of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and
human services, (Circle one number.)

1 2 3 4 5 G
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be ¢ test modeis of service
delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human services.
{Circle the appropriate response )

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagres agree kriow

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is” differs from my opinicn
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be™ becawse . . . (Complete the
serrence, if applicable.)

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project is 10
develop a community’'s capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully ulilize its assets.
{Circle one number )

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Meutral Agree Strongly Do Hot
disagres agres know
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4

©)

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should De {o develop a community's
capacity to identify and resolve ks problems and fully utiize #s assets. (Circle one number.)

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is” differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be” because . . .. (Complete the
sentence, if applicabie }

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project Is to
strengthen and build on the ability of farmily members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of
their family life and the life of their community. {Circle one number.)

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly o Not
disagree agree know

In my opinion the purpose of the demaonstration project should be to strengthen and build on the
abiify of family membaers to enrich and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the lite
of their community. (Circle one number )

1 2 3 4 5 b
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

My knowledge about what the purpese of the demonsiration project "is™ differs from miy opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be” because . . . . (Complete the
sentence, if applicable.)

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration #roject is to
implement state-wide an effective primary prevantion service delivery system that will improve
the quatity of life for families  (Circle one number }

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagres agree know

n oy opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be 1o inplement state-wide an
effective primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for
famities. (Circle one number j

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

My knowiedge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be” because . . .. (Complete the
sentence, if appiicable )

Yo the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonsiration Project is to
reduce fragmentation in hurnan services. (Circle ane number

1 P 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutrat Agree Strongly o Not
disagree agree know

in my opinion the purpose of the demonsiration project should e to reduce fragmentation in
human services. {Circle cne number )



i 2 3 4 5 G
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is” differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demaonstration project "should be” because .. (Complete the
sentence, if applicable.)

Other. To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project is
to . ... ({Complete the sentence, it applicable )

Other. In my opinion the purpose of the demonsiration protect should be to . .. . (Complete the
sentence, if applicable)

Other. My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is” differs from my
opinioh about what the purpose of the demaonstration project "should be" because .. ..

{Compiete the sentence. if applicable.}

Part Il Implementing Activities

DIRECTIONS: Rate the following statements describing the implementing activities of the Family Center
Demonstration Project according to what you think the demonstration project "is" doing, and what you think the
demonstration projact "should be" doing. 1 there is a difference of twe or more poinis befween your ralings,
explain why you think this difference exists.

(1)

To the best of my knowledge the Family Cenler Demanstration Project is coordinating the
provision of core services 10 farnilies at community-based centers. (Circle one number )

H 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree kniow

In my opinion the demonsiration project should be coordinating the provision of core services {0
tamilies at community-based centers. (Circie one number )

1 2 3 4 5 G
Strongly Disagree Netutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is” doing differs from my opinion gbout
what the demonstration project "should be” doing because ... . (Complete the sentence, if
applicable )

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project is offering a rangs of
community identified activities, services, training opportunities, and information in accessible and
supportive settings, (Circle one number.}

H 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutrat Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

In my opinion the demonstration project should be offering a range of commmunity identifisd
activities, services, fraining apportunities, and information in accessible and supportive settings.
{Cirgle one number

1 2 3 4 5 G
Strongty Disagree Neutrat Agres Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know
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{3}

4

{55

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about
what the demonstration project "showid be" doing because .. .. (Complete the sentence, i
applicable

To the Dest of my knowledge the Family Center Demonsiration Project i facifitating access to
existing services through community-based centars. (Circle one number.;

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agres Strongly 8o Not
disagree agrea Know

in my opinion the demonstration project should be facilitating access 10 existing services through
comamunity-based centers. (Circie one number )

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutrat Agree Strangly 80 Not
disagree agree Kriow

My knowledge about what the demonsiration project "is” doing differs from my opinion about
whnatl the demonstration project "should be" doing because ... . (Compiete the sentence, if
applicable.}

Ta the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demanstration Project is identilying ant meeting
unmet needs of families at the community level.

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutra Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agres know

in my opinion the demonstration project should be identifying and meeting unmet needs of
families at the community level.

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree KNow

My knowledge about what the demonsiration project " doing differs rom my opinion abow
what the demonstration project "should be" doing because ... (Compiete the sentence, i
applicable }

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project is educating the
commurity on how to support families.

1 2 3 4 5 it}
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

Iy opinion the demonstration project should be educating the communily ot how 10 support
farnities.

1 2 3 4 5 G
Strongly Disagree Meautral Agree Strongly 3o Not
disagree agree kriow

iy knowledge about what the demonsiration prolect "is” doing differs from my opinion about
what the demonstration project "should be” doing because . . .. {Complete the sentence, i
applicable 3

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project is developing new and
collaborative funding sources for family preverntion programs.
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1 2 K 4 5 0]
Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

in my opinion the demonstration project should be developing new and collaborative funding
sources for family prevention programs.

1 2 3 4 5 o
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly De Not
disagree agree know

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is” doing differs from my opinion about

what the demonstration project "should be" doing because . ... (Complete the sentence, it
applicabie
(7} To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project is creating a method for

program accountability that is system-wide and includes statewide community planning and
needs assessment, staff and volunteer training, and measurement of progress and cutcomes
across farnily center programs.

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

in my opinion the demonstration project should be creating a method for program accountability
that is system-wide and includes statewide community planning and needs assessment, staff and
volunteer training, and measurement of progress and outcomes across family center programs.

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

My knowledge about what the demonstration project “is" doing differs from my opinion about

what the demonstration project “should be" doing because . ... (Complete the sentence, if
applicable.)
(8} Other. To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project is . . . . (Complete

the sentence, if applicable .}

Other. In my opinion the demonstration project should be . ... (Complete the sentence, if
applicable.)

Other. My knowiedge about what the demonstration project "is" doing ditters from my opinion
about what the demonstration project "should be” doing because . . . . {Complete the sentence, if
appiicable.)

Part Hi: Problesm Definition

DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the problems that the Family Center Demonstration
Project was expected to address.

{1} in your opinion are services to families fragmented? Why or why not?

{2} In your opinion is there a fack of coordination and communication among those who provide services?
Why or why not?
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4

(6)
n

@&

in your opinion do consumers in general and families (in particular) find it difficult to access services and
information? Why or why not?

In your opinion is access to services and information across agencies difficuit? Why or why not?

in your opinion is access to services and information between fund sources and providers difficult? Why
or why not?

in your opinion is the impact and effectiveness of service difficult to assess? Why or why not?
in your opinion is there difficulty in assessing the real needs of families? Why or why not?

in your opinion are leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding streams needed? Why or why
not?
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Appendix

QUESTIONNAIRE #2: EVALUATION
{Family Center Demonstration Project)
Period of interest
July 1, 1890 - June 30, 1993

DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the specHic data are being coliected by the Family Center
Demonstration Project with respect to the measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project,

{1}

What is the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project?

What are the shori-term objectives of the demonstration project with respect (o the purpose of the project?

How do the short-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purpose of the project?

What are the measurable indicators of success for the short-term objectives of the demonstration project?

How do the measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project relate 1o the shori-term
obijectives of the profect?

What specific data are bemng coliected by the demonstration project with respect 1o the measudrable
indicators of success? How long and how consistently have these data been collected?

How do the specific data that are being collected by the demaonstration project relate to the measurable
indicators of success?

What are the long-term objectives of the demonstration project with respect 1o the purpose of the project?

How do the iong-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purpese of the project?

What are the measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of the demonstration project?

How do the measurable indicaters of success for the demonstration project relate w the long-term
objectives of the project?

What specific data are Deing collected by the demonstration project with respect 10 the measurabie
indicators of success? How long and how consistently have these data been collecled?

How do the specific data that are being collected by the demonsiration project relate to the measurable
indicators of success?

vk
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Appendix E

QUESTIONNAIRE #3: EVALUATION
{Farmily Center)
Pearicd of Intorest
July 1, 1990 - June 30, 1993

DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the specific data are being collected by your family center
with respect 10 the measurabie indicators of success for the family center.

(%)

What is the purpose of your family center?

What are the shorl-term objectives of your family center with respeact 10 the purpose of the center?

How do the short-term objectives of your family center effectuate the purpose of the center?

What are the measurable indicators of success for the short-term objectives of your family center?

How do the measurable indicators of success for your family center relate o the shori-term objectives of
the center?

What specific data are being coliected by your family center with respact (o the measurable indicators of
success? What are the sources of these data? How fong and how consistently have these data been
collgcted?

How do the specific data that are being collected by your family center relate to the measurable indicators
of success?

What are the long-term objectives of your family center with respect 1o the purpose of the center?

How do the long-term objectives of your family cénter effectuate the purpose of the center?

What are the measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of your family center?

How do the measurable indicators of success for your family center relate 10 the long-term objectives of
the center?

What specific data are being collected by your family center with respect 1o the measurable indicators of
Success? What are the scurces of these data? How fong and how consistently have these data been
coitecied?

How do the specific data that are baing collected by your family center relate 1o the measurable indicators
of success?

-
w
—t



Appendix F

QUESTIONNAIRE #4: Finance
(Family Center)
Period of Interest
July 1, 1991 - June 30, 1993

Part . Fiscal Year 1991-1992

DIRECTICONS: For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1891 and ending June 30, 1992, account for alf family center
revenues (including leveraged funds) to the nearest doflar using the foltowing categories and definitions:

HCSC (inciuding donations.
contributions, and in-kind support) $

tead Agency (including donations,
contributions, and in-kind support) 5

Others

Grants {excluding HCSC
and lead agency)} $

Subsidies (excluding HCSC
and lead agency) 3

Purchase of Service (excluding
HCSC and lead agency) 4

Donations, Contributions, and
in-kind Support (exciuding
donations, contribagions, and
in-kind support from HCSC
and lead agency) 5

Miscellaneous (for example fund
raising, fees, and sales) 5

"Grant” means an award of funds to a family center, on a gne-time Dasis, based on merit or need, {0
stimulate and support activities of the center for a specified purpose.

"HCEC” means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center 1o members of
the general public on behaif of the Hawail Community Services Council and Department of Human
Services 1o fulfill the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project.

"Lead agency” means an appropriation of tunds for the provision of services by a farrily center (o
members of the general public on behalf of 3 lead agency {for example Family Support Services of West
Hawall, Molokai Family Support Services, Parents and Children Together, and KEY Project) to {ulfili the
purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project.

"Purchase of service” means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center (o
specific members of the general public on behalf of an agency 1o fulfill a specified purpose.



"Subsidy” means an appropriation of funds made 1o alter the price or the cost of a particular good or
service of a family center to enable the center to provide services or goods to the general public or
specified members of the general public at a lower price than would otherwise be charged by the center.

Partil. Fiscal Year 1992-1993

DIRECTIONS: For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1892 and ending June 30, 1993, account for all family center
revenues {including leveraged funds) to the nearest dollar using the categories and definitions in part

HCSC {including donations.
contributions, and in-kind support} S

Lead Agency {inciuding donations,
contributions, and in-kind support) §

Others

Grants (excluding HCSC and
lead agency) $

Subsidies {excluding HCSC and
iead agency) ]

Purchase cf Service (excluding HCSC
and lead agency) 8

Donations, Contributions, and In-kind
Support {fexcluding donations,
contributions, and in-kind support
from HCSC and lead agency) $

Miscellaneous (for example
fundraising, fees, and saies) $



Appendix G

QUESTIONNAIRE #5: Finance
(Family Center Demonstration Project}
Period of Interest
July 1, 1991 - June 30, 1993

Part 1. Fiscal Year 1991-1992

GIRECTIONS: For the fiscal yvear beginning July 1, 1981 and ending June 3G, 1992, account for ail Family Center
Demonstration Project revenues {including leveraged funds; io the nearest dollar using the following categories and
definitions:

DHS (including donations,
contributions, and in-kind support) %

HCSC (including donations,
contributions, and in-kind support} 3

Others

Grants (excluding OHS
and HCSC) $

Subsidies {excluding DHS
and HCSC) s

Furchase of Service (exciuding
DHS and HCSC) 3

Denations, Contributions, and
In-kind Suppor {exciuding
donations, contributions, and
in-kind support from DHS
and HCSC) $

Miscettaneous (for exampie fund
raising, fees, and sales) $

"Grant” means an award of funds to the Family Center Demonstration Project, on a one-time basis, based
on merit of need, to stimulate and support activities of the demonstration project for a specified purpose.

"DHS" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by the Family Center Demonstration
Project 1o members of the general public on behalf of the Department of Human Services to fultiif the
purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project.

"HCSC™ means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by the Famiy Center
Demonstration Project to members of the general public on behalf of the Hawall Community Services
Councii to fultiii the purpose of the demonstration project.

"Purchase of service™ means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by the Family Center

Demonstration Project to specific members of the general public on behalf of an agency to fultit a
specified purpose.
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"Subsidy” means an appropriation of funds made to alter the price or the cost of a particular good or
service of the Family Center Demonstration Project 1o enable the demonstration project to provide
services or goods to the general public or specified members of the ganeral public at a lower price than
would otherwise be charged by the demonstration project.

Part Il. Fiscal Year 1992-1993

DIRECTIONS: For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1992 and ending June 30, 1993, account for ali Family Center
Demonstration Project revenues ({inciuding leveraged funds) to the nearest dollar using the categories and
definitions in part I

DHS (including donations,
contributions, and in-kind support) $

HCSC (including donations,
contributions, and in-kind support) 3

Qthers

Grants {excluding DHS
and HCSC) 5

Subsidies (excluding DHS
and HCSCy 8

Purchase of Service {excluding
DHS and HCSO) $

Donations, Contributions, and
In-kind Support (exciuding
donations, contributions, and
in-kind support from DHS
and HCSCy $

Miscellaneous {for exampie fund
raising, fees, and sales) g
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Appendix H

QUESTIONNAIRE #6. PROGRAMMING
{Family Ceriter)
Period of Interest
July 1, 1880 - June 30, 1893

Parti. Value Added

DIRECTIONS: For each of the core services described below indicate whether the service was (1) already being
provided by the iead agency {for example Family Support Services of West Hawail, Molokal Family Support
Services, Parents and Children Together. and KEY Project) prior to the creation of the family center {i.e., already in
existence), {2) added through the creation of the family center, (3} expanded in scope through the creation of the
farnily center, or (4) created by combining a service added through the creation of the family center with a service
already being provided by the lead agency.

(1

(4)

information and referral services {check the appropriate response}
Existing Added
Expanded Combined

Training and assistance in accessing information and services provided for family members (check
the appropriate responseg}

. Existing __Added

. _Expanded __ Combined

nvolvernent of community leadership in defining and resolving family-related issues (check the
appropriate response)

o Edisting . _Added

___Expanded —_Combined

Opportunities provided for families to interact, share concerns, exchange resources, network with
others, and learn from each other (check the appropriate response)
Existing Added

Expanded Combined

Community defined activities (check the appropriate response):

Parent skill building sessions
Existing Added
Expanded Combined

Temporary child care
___Existing Added
Expanded Combined

Briaf crisis in{ervention
. _Existing ﬁ Added
 Expanded Combined

Job preparation

Existing - Added
Expanded Combined
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DIRECTIONS:

G

)

8

9

DIRECTIONS:

Parent/child activities
Existing . Added
Expanded _Combined

Adolescent services
Existing . Added
Expanded ____ Combined
Literacy training
Existing Added
Expanded Combined
Angswer the following questions regarding the value added through the creation of the family center.
How were the scope of core services already being provided by the lead agency expanded through

the creation of the famity center?

How were services added through the creation of the family center combined with services already
being provided by the fead agency to form core services?

Other. What other services were added through the creation of the family center? Why were these
other services added?

Other. What other services were expanded through the creation of the family center? Why were
these other services expanded?

Part il. Value Dented

If state funding for the Family Center Demonstration Project and, consequently, the family center

were to be totally discontinued on June 30, 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration project), for each of the core
services described below, indicate whether you would choose 1o {1) retain the service at current levels, (2} delete
the service entirely, or {3) reduce the scope of the service.

(H

2

4

information and referral services (check the appropriate response)
Hetain _Delete Reduce

Training and assistance in accessing information and services provided for family members (check

the appropriate response}
. _Retain _ Delete Reduce

Involvement of community leadership in defining and resolving family-related issues (check the

appropriate response)
_Retain __ Delete Reduce

Opportunities provided for families {0 interact, share concerns, exchange resources, network with
others, and learn from each other (check the appropriate response)
. Retain _belete Heduce
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DIRECTIONS:

center.

(5)

(6)

{7)

(8

Community defined activities (check the appropriate response):

Parent skill building sessions
______Retain Delete ___ Reduce

Temporary child care
_____ Retain __ Delete Reduce

Brief crisis intervention
Retain Delete Reduce

Job preparation
____ Restain i Gelete Reduce

Parent/child activities

Retain Delate ____ Heduce
Adotescent services
____ Retain Gelete ______Reduce
Literacy training
_Retain . Delete __Reduce

Answer the following guestions regarding the valug denied through the discontinuance of the family

How would the scope of the core services be reduced?

Other. What other services would be retained at current levels? Why would these other services
be retained at current levels (as opposed 1o being reduced in scope or delated entirelyy?

Other. What other services would be deleted entirely? Why would these other services be deleted
entirely {as opposed to being retained at current levels or reduced in scope)?
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QUESTIONNAIRE #7: IMPACT
(State-level)
Period of Interest
July 1, 1990 - June 30, 1993

DIRECTIONS: Rate the following statemenis describing what should happen o the Family Center Demonstration
Project after June 30, 1995 {the repeal date of the demonstration project). For example, should the demonstration
project be (1) made a permanent state program after June 30, 1395, (2) discontinued entirely after June 30, 1995,
or {3) extended after June 30, 1995 to promote continued experimentation? Additionally, should an extended
demaonstration project be (1} reduced in scope, {2) retained at current levels, or (3) expanded in scope?

(A}

(©)

in my opinion the demonstration project should become a permanent state program afier June
30. 1995. (Circle ong number )

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

in my opinion the demonstration project shouid be discontinued entirely after June 30, 1995.
(Circte one nurmber .}

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agres know

In my opinion the demonsiration project shouid be extended after June 30, 1995 to promote
continued experimentation. (Circle one number }

i 2 3 4 5 g
Sirongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Mot
disagree agree know

in my opinion an extended demonstration project should be reduced in scope.  {Circle one

number.)

1 2 3 4 8 0
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Mot
disagree agree know

in my opinion an extended demonstration project should be retained at current levels. (Circle one

number .}

1 2 3 4 5 Q
Strongly Disagree Meutral Agres Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be expanded in scope. (Circle one
number .

1 2 3 4 5 0
Sirongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagres agree kriow
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DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the best reasons for (1} making the Family Center
Demonstration Project a permanent state program after June 30, 1995, (2) discontinuing entirely the demonstration
project after June 30, 1995, and (3) extending the demonsiration project after June 30, 18957

{2 In your opinion what are the best reasons for making the demonstration project a permanent siate
program after June 30, 1995 {the repeal date of the demonstration project)y?

(3) In your opinjon what are the best reasons for deieting entirely the demonstration project after June 30,
19857
) in your opinion what are the best reasons for extending the demonstration project after June 30. 19985 to

promote continued experimentation?



Appendix o

QUESTIONNAIRE #8: Impact
{Community-ievel)
Period of interest

July 1, 1990 - June 30, 1993

DIRECTIONS: Hate the fpilowing statements describing what should happen to the Family Center Demonstration
Project after June 30, 1895 (the repeal date of the demonstration project). For example, should the demonstration
project be (1 made a permanent siate program after June 30, 1995, (2) deleted entirely after June 30, 1995, or (3}
extended after June 30, 1995 to promote continued experimentation?  Additionally, should an extended
demonstration project be (1) reduced in scope, {2} retained at current levels, or {3) expanded in scope?

(A} In my opinion the demonstration project should become a permanent state program afier June
30, 1995, (Circle one number
1 2 3 4 5 0
Strangly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know
(B} in my opinion the demonstration proiect should be deleted entirely after June 30, 1995. (Circle
one number.j
1 2 3 4 5 0
Strangly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly {Jo Not
disagree agree know
(Cy In my opinion the demonsiration project should be extanded after June 30, 1995 o promote
continued experimentation. (Circle one number
1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree MNeutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagres agree know

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be reduced in scope. (Circle one

number.}

1 2 3 4 5 G
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagree agree know

In my opinion an extended demonsiration project should be retained at current leveis. (Circie one

number .}

1 2 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Meutral Agree Strongly Do Not
disagrae agres know

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be expanded in scope. (Circle one

number.}

H Z 3 4 5 0
Strongly Disagree Meutral Agres Strongly Do Nt
disagras agree know



DIRECTIONS:  Answer the following questions regarding the best reasons for (1) making the Family Center
Demonstration Project a permanent state program after june 30, 1995, (2) deleting entirely the demonstration
project after June 30, 1995, and {3) extending the demonstration project after June 30, 1995 to promote continued
experimentation?

& In your opinion what are the best reasons for making the demonstration project a permanent state
program after June 30, 1995 (the repeal date of the demonsiration project)?

3 In your cpinion what are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project affer June 30,
19957
4 In your opinion what are the best reasons for extending the demonsiration project after June 30, 19957
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Appendix K

QUESTIONNAIRE #1; SUMMARY

Parti. Purpose

To the best of my knowiedge the purpase of the Family Center Demonstration Project s 1o test the
effectiveness of the family center concept.

"CLCs"™ mean the community liaison committees

"D" means a response of "do not know”

"OHS" means the Departiment of Hurnan Services

"FCs" mean the farnily centers

"GFCAC™ means the Governor's Farnily Center Advisory Comimitiee
"HCSC™ means the Hawaii Community Services Council

"LLAs" mean the lead agencies for the family centers

"M" means the datum is missing

MGFCAC 55455544545

MOHS/HCSC 4544

®iAS/FCs 4525555

MCLCs 54455M544444505505405554555553535444

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to test the effectiveness of the
farmily center concept.

WGFCAC 54455544545

MOHS/HOSC 4544

B As/FCs 4255555

B CLCs 44455M544444504405555152154053544423

My knowledge aboul what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . ..

"*" means the difference is not computable because the datum is missing or a respense of "de not
know™ was made
"0" refers 10 the difference between what "is™ and what “should be”

Difference between what "is" and what "should be"
BGFCAC 010000060040

BOHS/HCSC 0000

BLAs/FCs 0330000

®CLCs 1000070000000 11 “01 - 0402401 *00011621

. {Tlo demonstrate the project . 7.
" [Tol provide viabie services | | 1o families in need and otherwise™
T {Tojprovide | | referrads to families in need and otherwise”.
“INJot to test-but to teach, o show and to educate all Cenfer's how they can be useful one to
ancther . 7.
"o Wie must extent .. . the program o meet the need of the residents”.
". .. [Wle must . . . continue the program (¢ mest the need of the residents”.
"[Tihe sole purpose of the demonstration project shouid not ondy focus on the "effectiveness' of the
farmily certer project”.
"The project is actually helping, filing a need not necessarily 1esting effectivenass only”,
"Lack of shared goal as (¢ what family center concept ig™.
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3

"No criteria for 'effectiveness’ has been developed”.
"The Family Centers . . . [provide] the {catalyst] for change”.

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project is to test
models of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and
human services.

MGFCAC 54225244522

BMOHG/HCSC 4432

MLAS/FCs 4525554

WCLCs 54555M554445555445555554555154545454

fn my opinion the purpeose of the demonstration project should be o test models of service delivery
that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human services.

WGFCAC 55225244822

BMDHS/HCSC 4432

WL As/FCs 4255554

MCLCs 44555M554445504455535154155544544445

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is” differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be” because . . ..

Difference between what "is" and what "shouid be”
WMGFCAC 01000000000

MODHS/HCSC 0000

BLAS/FCs 0330000

MCL.Cs 106000+ 000000071010020400400410001011

" .. [Tiheir too much duplication going on”.

"The project is actually helping, filling a need not necessarily tasting effectiveness only™.
"N evaluation of different models--yet to see church, business etc. modei developed”.
... {A] means to test models has not been developed”.

"[Tlhe Project should assist families . . . {0 identify needs . . ",

*[Tihe Project should assist . . . communities to ideatify needs . . ",

"[Tihe Project should . . . connect them [families] with existing services”.

"[Tihe Project should . . . connect them [communities] with existing services”.

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project is to develop a
community's capacity to identify and resoclve its problems and fully utilize its assets.

BGFCAC 52555544555

BMOHS/HCSC 4445

BLAS/FCs 4535555

MWCLCs 54555M553455545545555554555555555555

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to develop a community's capacity
to identity and rasalve 43 problems and fully utilize 1S assets.

M GFCAC 52555544555

R OHS/HCSC 4545

ML As/FCs 4555555

R CLCs 545558M452555555555425154155155554555

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration projsct "should be” because . . .
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Difference between what "is" and what "should be"
WGFCAC 00000000000

WOHS/HCSC 0100

M As/FCs 0020000

WCLCs 006007 101100010010136400400400001000

" [Y]our project is doing things other people or . . . agency”.

"Sorme communities are territorial”,

"Not ali community problers deal with families, these problems (zoning, development plans, efc)
are resolved thru other means {County Council hearings, etc.)"

“Shouldn't be the only agency developing for the whole community™.

“[Family centers] {local and central office) are still learning about capacity building”.

"The development of methods for developing community capagity . . . have not vet been developed”.
"The development of methods for . . . monitoring results have not yet been developed”.

To the best of my xnowledge the purpose of the Family Center Oemonstration Project s to
strengthen and build on the ability of family members to enrich and contribute to the weli-being of
their family life and the life of their community.

MGFCAC 54555544544

BOHS/HCSC 4444

ML AsS/FCs 4445555

MLCs 555555555555555445525554555555555555

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to sirengthen and build on the
ability of family members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the iife of
their community.

M GFCAC 54555544554

BMOHS/HCSC 4445

B As/FCs 4455555

B CLCs 55555M555555554455425254155155554555

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstiration project "should De" because . . . .

Difference between what "is” and what "should be”
8 GFCAC 00000000010

MDHS/HCSC 0001

®.As/FCs 0010000

M CLCs 06000 000000001 010100300400400001000

"in theory this sounds good".

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project is to
implement state-wide an effective primary prevention sarvice delivery System that will improve the
quality of life for families.

BGFCAC 52535244545

MOHS/HCSC 2344

MLAS/FCs 2515554

MCLCs 534453M5545555555555D4554555553555555

in my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to implement state-wide an
effective primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families.



BGFCAC 52535244525

WDHS/HCSC 4342

B As/FCs 22585554

BClCs 44553M5555535545MM425354154144553555

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demcnsiration project "is” differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project “should be” because | . ..

Difference between what "is” and what "shouid be”
B GFCAC 00000000C20

B DHS/HCSC 2002

W As/TCs 0340000

WCLCs 101007061002006107 71 7120040141100200C

"Need to strengthen more work in this area--continue ¢ provide maore prevention programs™.

"Not clear as to whether or not it is a3 primary prevention program’”.

"No systernatic approach has been envisicned (iet along implemented) 1o statewide primary
prevention”.

"There has not been agreement on this purpose ameong the stakeholders”.

". .. [Tihe purpose shouid be to implement statewide healthy and effective service delivery systems
that capitalize on the strengths of families (0 improve their quaiity of life™.

“[W]e shouwld design a purpose that will ‘promote heaithy sysiems’ e.g. support strengths aiready in
existence within families, individuals and communifies”.

To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project 8 fo reduce
fragmentation in human services.

EGFCAC 54555325542

WOHS/HCSC 4344

BtLAS/FCs 4435454

B CLCs 454544353443543555525554452545550455

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to reduce fragmentation in human
services.

WGFCAC 54555325542

MDHS/HCSC 4344

W LAS/FCs 4445444

BMCLCs 45554M223442544555425254152 145553455

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is™ differs from my opinion
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be” because . .

Difference betwsaen what "is" and what "shouid be"
B CFCAC 00000000000

BWOHS/HCSC 0000

BLAS/FCs 0010010

B CLCs 001007 13000100106 10030030040000 7600

"Go the extra mile whereas most state agencies have oo many restrictions”.

"lts [Department of Human Services'] job 10 provide programs/funds to reduce Fragmentation of
services”.

"Farmity Center can only help identify where the agmentation 1§ occurring”,

7. . [Rleduction of fagrmentation should include alf [department] heads and state agencies™

" .. [ is more feasible 1o work towards this goal then {o be held responsile for otal outcome™.
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Other. To the pest of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonsiration Project is 1o

#T0 PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO PROVIDE HELP (23)

" [Plrovide services within the family center dseif”.

"Help tamilies become families again™.

"Help family become united . .

"Help family become . . stronger again”.

"Meet new people. good to know each cther”,

"Help people in the community young and old and don't have acar™.

"[Tieach famities ways to strengthen the individual family members ... "

"[Tleach families ways to strengthen . the family as awhole .. "

"Extend family service”.

"[Alsséss . . . the needs of the community in terms of health, education, networking . . . ",

" [Slupport ... the needs of the community in terms of health, education, networking . .. ™.
" [Miget the needs of the community in terms of health, education, networking ... "
"Establish safe, shame free easily accessible place {0 get help, direction, knowledge. and relief”.
". .. [Tlo heip families stay together . 7.

"o fTo . . . give themn [familiss] the too!s (o help themselves no matter what their situation 18",
"Service the entire community”.

" .. [Hlelp strengthen farmilies’ coping abilities™.

"Build famity strengths . . ",

"Enhance the quality of their tives”.

"Be there for the community no matier what the need is™.

"[Bling people together with information about the services they need . . ",

"Enhance the referral process 10 the apprapriate resources .. 7.

"IShupport the community using the positive recognition of tamily strengths and value".

BTO TEST NEW WAYS OR CHANGE THE PRESENT WAY OF PROVIDING SERVICES (12)
"Change paradigms of service delivery at state . . . levalg”,

"Change paradigms of service delivery at . . . community levels™.

*. .. [E]ducating service providers of the family center concept in order o create increasingly
effective service providers™.

". .. [Rieduce fragmentation in human searvices”,

"IDjevelop a community based family center concept to test various models and setect the best for
the community™.

“Demonstrate and created some activities that wiil bring about all different culture 1o help others
understand and learn from it resources sic”

"Test an alternative model of [Services] to families based on {long-term| prevention . . .".

"Test an alternative model of [services] to families based on . . . community/family strengthening”™.
*[Dletermine the most effective ways and means of coordinating human services in assisting families
0 become self suflicient”™.

"Develop . . . a mix of funding streams”™.

" . IManage a mix of funding streams”.

“[Bring together lacal, state and private resources o the purpose of supporting famifies on the local
levei”,

& 70 IMPROVE ACCESS TO SERVICES {3)

"Mlake access 1o services easier | for families”.
"IMlake access to services . . . more comfortable . . . for families™.
"iMlake access to services . . . [ess stigmatizing for families”.

Other. [n my opinion the purgose of the demonstration project should be to . L .

1O PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO PHOVIDE HELP (1G)
“[Alssess . . the nesds of the cormmunity in tarms of healib, education, networking .. . ",
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Y. [Slupport . . . the needs of the community in terms of tealth, education, networking ... ™

“. .. [M]eet the needs of the community in terms of health, education. networking . . . 7.

"Help teen ages level in Drug Prevention and Treatment. teach them of right approach through
educational activities and program to occupy their time, but not drifted away and become victims of
drug ages etc.”

“Establish safe, shame free easily accessible place to get help, direction, knowledge, and relief”.
"iBiring people tcgether with information about the services they need . . "

"To help individuals reunitad in family ™.

". .. {H]elp strengthen families’ coping abilities”.

"[Secure] all the families”.

"To better families so thé community is betier”.

W TO TEST NEW WAYS OR CHANGE THE PRESENT WAY COF PROVIDING SERVICES (4)
“Test an afternative model of [services] to families based on {fong-term] prevention . . ",

"Test an alternative model! of [services] to families based on . . . community/family strengthening™.
"Change paradigms of service deiivery at state . . . levels”.

"Change paradigms of service delivery at . . . community leveis™.

WTO IMPROVE ACCESS TO SERVICES (3}

"[M]ake access 1o services easier . . . for families™

"[M]ake access to services . . . more comforiable . . . for families”.
"[M]ake access to services . . . less stigmatizing for famities”.

Other. My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonsiration project "is” differs from my
opinion about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be” because . . ..

“[Family center] is heading to the right direction in tending a hand to all these agencies withinthe . ..
community in sponsoring, planning, workshop, training, that will benefit residents who are willing to
change their lifestyle in the fulure”.

Part 1. Implementing Activities

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project is coordinating the provision
of core services to families at community-based centers.

MGFCAC 44543340503

WDHS/HCSC 2220

B As/FCs 2M15454

B 1 Cs 454444435545505445405554555544554554

In my opinion the demonsiration project should be coordinating the provision of core services o
families at commmunity-based centers.

MGFCAC 44545344543

BDHS/HCSTC 2244

M As/FCs 2M35455

ML Cs 455440455545544455505354154 144853554

My knowiedge about what the demonstration project “is" doing differs from my opinion about what
the demonsiration project "should be™ doing because . . . .

Difference between what "is” and what "should be”
EGFCAC 00002001070

WOHS/HOSC 002"

B AS/FTs 0720001
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W CLCs 0010062600007 10101 7 02004014000061000

"Their respect respite] center need’s more worker's 1o handle the children they turn away”.
.. {l}t’s need more coordination . . ",

"o {lis need | . . provide more services”.

"Not alt in one [buildingi”.

"Dedinition of 'core services' is unclear .. .

" . . {Tihe appropriateness of this function is currently being considered”.

"I am not aware that referrals to service agencies are taking place”.

"The Family Centers appeared to be unglear as to the focus . . "

". .. [nformation on daily activities not known".

“'Core services' need (o be defineg”.

"information of detailed daily activities not known™,

"1t is a vision that has not been realized fully simply because it is complex and difficulti!”
"[Governor's Family Center Advisory Cormmittee] has not had access to sufficient data”

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project is offering a range of
cormmunily identified activities, services. training opportunities, and information in accessible and
supportive settings.

B GFCAC 44554440534

WOHS/HCSC 5434

MLAS/FCs 4545555

®CLCs 555555555555505445435554555545554554

in my opinion the demonstration project should be offering a range of community identified activities,
services, training opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive settings.

BMCFCAC 44555544554

BOHSMHCSC 5545

B As/FCs 4555555

WCLCs 55555M5555585544555D5454154145555555

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is” doing differs from my opinion about what
the demonstration project "should be” doing because . | ..

Difference between what "is"” and what "should be”
BGFCAC 00001107020

WMOHS/HCSC 0111

Wi As/FCs 0010000

MCLCs 000000600000 10101 010040140000 1001

".. . {Slome service are still like other agency™.

"I agree that continuation of [Demonstration] Projects by [family center] will quickly give resulf in
litestyle of residents who are consider in poverty level”.

"Some seem {0 be doing a better job than others”.

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 5 facilitating access to
existing services through community-based centars.

W GFCAC 44553440445

BOHS/HCSC 5524

M As/FCs 4555554

i CLCs 554555855555504445444554555554555444



In my opinion the demonstration project should be facilitating access to existing services through
community-based centers.

WGFCAC 44555444555

MOHS/HCSC 5554

B|LAS/FCs 4555554

B CLCs 55555M655551544455525254154154554455

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is” doing differs from my opinion about what
the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . ..

Difference between what "is" and what "should be”
WMGFCAC 6000200 110

MDHS/HCSC 0930

ML AS/FCs 0000006

B CLCs 00100-000004070010121300401400001011

" .. [Tlhey should stop duplicating”.

"Continue joint offerings on services such as immunizations, computer classes™.

"Need to lidentify] even more prevention services”.

", . [Wlhat | see since [Family Center] establish is tremendously provide new lifestyle . . "

" {Wlhat | see since Family Center] establish is ... able to become linkage between outside
agencies and residents”.

"tnciear as to how the Centers facilitate access 10 existing services”.

*Flexihility of Center operating hours for working families unknown™.

*Some nen-profits are not fully community-based. i.e. boards. staff, wide range of services”™.

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demanstration Project is identifying and meeting
unmet needs of families at the community level.

WGFCAC 44543340544

BOHS/HCSC 2304

BLAS/FCs 4545454

W CLCs 545555442455524555434554355555264445

In my opinion the demonstration project should be identitying and meeting unmet needs of famiies at
the community level.

BMGFCAC 44544344545

WOHSMHESC 5504

Wi As/FCs 4555454

W CLCs 54555M4524555545555452541541551544355

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what
the demonstration project "shouid be" doing because . . ..

Difference between what "is™ and what "should be”
WGFCAC GOO010070014

MOHS/HCSC 3270

B As/FCs 0010000

| CLCs OG000 0100000300001 11300201400140016

"Program is so new--it needs more time to implemaent its programs”™

"Currentty working on client tracking recard keeping”.

"[Family center] identifies some needs which cannot be met, e, chiid care, ransportation and
housing”.
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"The mechanisms for identifying unmet needs have not been implemented consistently across
centers”.
"Yat to be developed”.

To the pest of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project i educating the communily
on how 16 support families.

RGrCAC 42550530534

WOHS/HCSC 4443

WL AS/FCs 3535454

W CLCs 454555355455504544435554555555455454

In my opinion the demonstration project should be educating the community on how 10 support
familias,

MGFCAC 42550444544

MOHS/HCSC 4454

MWLAS/FCs 4555454

WMCLCs 45455M3554515445555835154155155455455

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is” doing differs from my opinion about what
the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . ..

Difference between what "is" and what "should be”
M GFCAC 00007117010

BDHS/HCSC G011

B As/FCs 1020000

MCLCs 00000 0000040 0011100400400400000001

“lndividual farmily centers] need for {echnical assistance before they can reach full potential”.

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demcenstration Project is developing new and
cottaborative funding seurces for family prevention programs.

MGFCAC 42454330343

BOHS/HCOSC 2324

BLAS/FCs 4524344

BMCLCs 5044503333M54044D4D3555455555405545M

In my opinion the demonstration project should be developing new and coliaberative funding sources
for family prevention programs.

WGFCAC 445554445583

BDHS/HCSC 4445

ML As/FCs 4555554

B CLCs 5D345M3445M1554455535154155154D54455

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is™ doing differs from my opinion about what
the demonstration project "should be" doing because .. ..

Difference between what ™is” and what "should be”
BWGFCAC 02101117210

ROHS/HCSC 2121

WiLAS/FCs 0031210

BCLCs 0710070112741 7007 1700400400400 G100~
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"More funding needed™.

“in dire need of funding”.

"Tapped-out comymunities do not have lunds needed to maintain minimal services®.

"iFamily center] personnel has to expend time {hunting] for funds. This time should be spent
meeting family needs for services”.

"These sources have not been developed yet",

"This has not been a high priority at the central office”.

"Needs to be done at [family center] state leadership level”.

*f am not sure of . . . all funding initiatives”.

“i. .. have limited information regarding all funding initiatives”.

"Capacity 1o do this has not been developed™.

“Difficult to gauge what has been done to develop new and collaborative funding sources.

"Centers are too heavily dependent on state funds”.

"The project has not reached the maturity level, especially in the tunding/governing area, to develop
this area as much as we would like".

"{Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee/Hawail Community Services Council} needs 1o be
more active in getting this in place . . .".

" .. [Department of Hurmnan Services] needs to be maore active in process™.

To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project s creating a method for
program accountability that is system-wide and includes statewide community planning and needs
assessment, staff and volunteer training, and measurement of progress and cutcomes across family
center programs.

WGFCAC 42444430444

WDHS/HCSC 2334

BLAS/FCs D224444

WCLCs 44455M4444054034434355545555544544MD

in my opinion the demonstration project should be creating a method for program accountabiiity that
is system-wide and includes statewide community planning and needs assessment, staff and
volunteer training, and measurement of progress and outcomes across family center programs.

BCFCAC 44444545555

WOHSHCSC 5445

WLAS/FCs 4355554

WCLCs 44455M3454415844555351541551545544M5

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what
the demonstration project "should be” doing because . . . .

Differance between what "is" and what "should be"
WGCFCAC 02000117111

MOHS/HCSC 3111

WLAS/FCs "131110

MCLCs 00000 11107417 10121004004004001000 " ¢

"Upper level management need to service the individual center more”.

" administrators should visit each Family Center for evaluation of service to the community”.

“Statewide community planning generally means Cahu planning which has very litle in common with
. lour island and} usually results in ludicrous, useless commands that are not appropriate or

applicable to locat conditions™.

"I'mi not sure that this is all possible thru one agency!”

“This has not been a priority .. "

"Ity knowledge of the project is not at this (statewide) level™.

"The capacity to do this is still being developed”.
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(8) Other. To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Projectis . . .

"Changing paradigms around the delivery of services at the State . . . level”.
"Changing paradigms around the delivery of services at the . . . Community tevel”.

Other. tn my opinion the demonstration project shouid be . . ..

TAn opportunity to [strengthen] families . . "

"An opportunity 1o [strengthen| . . . communities”.

"Changing paradigms arcund the delivery of services at the State . . . level”,

"Changing paradigms around the delivery of services at the . . . Communily level”.

"{A] comfortable safe place for people to come 10 for any need. so we can directly heip them . . ..
"[A] comfortable safe place for people t0 come to for any need, so we can ... refer them to
appropriate agency or service provider”.

Other. My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is"” doing differs from my opinion about
what the demonstration project "should be” doing because . . . .

Part Ill: Probiem Definition
(1) fn your opinion are services to families fragmented? Why or why not?

Yes (39)

M THERE IS NO HOLISTIC OR FAMILY-CENTERED VISION OF SERVICE DELIVERY (B)

"Lack of holistic vision . . "

“Lack of holistic . . . mechanism to deliver [services]”.

". .. [Llack of a unifying vision of how services could best he deliverad”.

"Few mandated services look at the needs of the whale famity”.

“An underlying support system for the whoie family is a new concept”.

“. .. [Flamily resources or strengths are not generally taken into account”™.

"The service delivery system has been set up to serve individuals with particular problems and not families
as a whole”.

", . . ILlack of agreement on values .. ",

MSERVICES ARE PROBLEM OR CRISISORIENTED, UNRELATED, OR PROVIDED BY MANY
DIFFERENT AGENCIES (15}

" .. fAlgencies are not interconnected . . ",

" .. [T}oo many unreiated programs”.

" .. [Dlifferent departments {{Department of Heaith/Department of Human Services], efc.) involved . .. ™.

"Intervention and treatment programs are 'crisis oriented’ and targeted to specific problems/issues. Family
issues/problems are not specific”.

"Families may have to deal with several caseworkers”.

"Services are offered in response to problems”.

". .. [Flragmented by category of need . . .".

" . .{Flragmented . .. by governmental body . . "

". .. [Fjragmented . . . by pubiic/private.”

"Separate programs .. "

" . [Dieficit crientation . . 7.

" .. [Aldministered through severaf different [depariments] of government”.

". .. [Sltate agencies . . . doing many kinds of services™.

". . . [Plrivate agencies doing many kinds of services”,

"Service staff say "We don't do that, we can't heip you!'™

WMTHERE IS INSUFFICIENT COMMUNICATION, COOPERATION, COOQORDINATION, OR
COLLABORATION BETWEEN AND AMONG AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS (21)
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", .. [Dlifferent agencies . . . have their own agendas”.

"o [Wle' are . . . unwilling to take time to develop collaborations”.

" . [Territoriality or 'turf' thinking of some service providers™.

.. [Agencies are] very territorial”.

". .. [Njo sharing of information . . "

" . Programs have become bureaucratized over time--Agencies do not relate to gach other”.
oo Tt

.. [Tlurf issues between agencies . . "

* . jAlll depantments . . provide services independent of each other™.

" {Many] agencies provide services independent of each other”,

"[Request for proposals] awarded [with] no regard as to service coordination at the community level”
"State agencies, especiaily [Department of Human Services], do not collaborate”.

... {LlJack of coordination of sérvices across state and human services agencies . . "

™. .. |Siate government does not coordinate with each other . ™.

*_ .. [Sltate government does not coordinate with . . . private agencies”.

"ILIack of communication among agencies”.

"L ack of communication/networking between service providers and agencies”.

"iClompetition between government bureaucracies, private non-profit entrepreneurs and politicians”.
"Programs are not coordinated so that they meet family needs”.

"State and Federal [statutory concerns] at time fragment coordinated services to families”.

" .. [Piroblems with confidentiatity interpretations”.

MFUNDING IS PROBLEM OR CRISIS-ORIENTED, FRAGMENTED, CATEGORICAL, COMPETITIVE, OR
UNCOORDINATED {16)

", . Fight over avaitable monies . . . .

v . {Different] . . . eligibility requirements”.

", . . {Flinancial eligibility criteria . .. ",

"Program eligibilities differ for each program”.

"The state system awards services based on a means fest™

"Funding sources are . . . different . _.".

"Funding sources . . . often have their own rules and regulations”.

" .. {Clategorical sources of funding isolate issues but families may have multiple needs”.

". .. [Flunding is based on crisis . . ",

". .. {Flunding sireams are [fragmented]”.

"Funding bases create fragmentation of services™.

", .. {Flunding is competitive . . "

"Typically, human services are provided through categorical grants . . . . Elaborate eligibility criteria is often
established and often excludes families i need of such services, but could rot meet eligibility criteria”.

". .. [Clategorical funds . . "

" {Slrings™ attach to various programs . .

"Purchase of service system of funding which tends 1o fund services on the basis of identitied problems and
'solutions' rather than on promotion of healthy systems or prevention programs”.

BAGENCIES DO NOT HAVE £ENOUGH MOKNEY, STAFF, OR TIME (9}

" '[wWle' are unable . . . to take time to develop coliaborations”.

"it is because we're understaffed”.

*agencies do [not] have the funds . . . available 10 meet and develop programs”.

"Agencies do [not] have the . . | personnel available to meet and develop programs”.

" {Clontinuat budget cuts in tight economic times”.

" . [Olverhead and administrative funds {for planning) tends o be scarce”.

", .. [M]any agencies or service providers tend 1o be very dedicated to providing services in which they
have expertise . . .".

"There is no systematic approach to developing new programs. Much depends on funding rescurces”.

"Services are available in some communities and not in others™.

MACCESS TO SERVICES IS DIFFICULT (11}



"Peopie need {0 go to ten different places for ten different things, all connected to the same thing™.

" [Slervices . . . are not centratized”.

7. .. [Ttere is not a singte point of access . . .7,

" .. [Flamilies have to go 1¢ 100 many different places just to meet one need”.

"Often a person naeds to make several phona calls before reaching someone who can begin to find
answers".

" .. [Tloo many different appiications are required for services that either overiap or leave big gaps™.

"Access 1o services is difficult .. "

"There are rescurces which could be available for families. However famities don't know about these . . ."

"There are resources which could be available for families. However . . . accessing these resources takes
great skills and patience”.

"Clients g6 through a 1ot of red tape which relates to one need”.

"[Tlhere are so many services, some sounding similar that the average person can't sort them out”,

BOTHER (8)

* . [Mlany agencies or servicg providers ... [do] not have resources t¢ coordinate their services in a
broad scale”.

" Agency requiations/rules stifle change”.

"Depending on the needs of families”.

" .. [Slocial services are inefficient”.

" .. [Flragmented, weak communities”.

“. . . [AJccountability to loosely defined”.

"Variety of services to tow income families are many {from food stamps to housing to consumer {education]
to medical [services] ete j".

"Lots of intense services for young children and families. Need to spread sarvices thru ages, {especially]
for oider teens and young aduiis”.

Not specific (9)
"There's a need for service™.

“Their services are like other's".

Yo ISlome family never experience these sources of service, like Lao, Vietnamese . . .

* . [Olther [families] they heard [of these sources of service] befere, never like to come out”.

"Cause some families don't get this servica from the community™.

". .. [Slometimes family need more than one kind of service . . "

" .. [Slometimes family . . . get the run arcund”.

"There might possibly be services not yet tapped . . "

"Depends on individual circumstances. Families with complex situations usuatly get more efficient services
than families less needy”.

"[Olbvious 10 anyone working with famities”.

No (8)

ETHE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSAS BEGINNING TO
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROUECT HASAS BEGINNING TO
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (3

"They are doing a fantastic job".

"o .. [Wihen family center provide a service they follow through”.

"Services are available to all families as long as they are residents who want the heip”.

WOTHER (1)
" [Elvery attempt has been made to provide coordinated services”,

(23 In your opinion is there a lack of coordination and communication among those who provide services? Why
or why not?
Yeas (373

BSERVICE PROVIDERS ARE TERRBITORIAL, COMPETITIVE, OR UNCOOPERATIVE (21)
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" .. [Tlerritoriality or 'turf' thinking of some service providers”.

"L [W)et are . . . unwilling to take time to develop collaborations”.

o Tt

", .. [Nijo sharing of information . . . ™.

"o [Tiwrfissues ... 7.

" .. [Slo many seem alikeé and overlapping rather than working together”.
" .. [L]atle information is exchanged”.

"o Tt

"At times agencies are competitive .. .

"Turtissues . . .".

... [l]n competition with each other for [money} . . 7.

» .. [Twrf battles promote independence”.

... [Clompeting phitosophies . ",

", .. [Clompeting . . . political orientation . . .".

" [Clompeting . . . demands on limited public funds”.

", .. [Flunding is competitive . . ",

". .. {Tthere is a tendency to compete with, rather than cooperate with, others for job survival”
", .. IS]ome competitive spirits . ",

"Fight over available monies . . "

... [Flear of sharing . . .".

"Their existence depends upon proof of need for them. Measured by statistics not outcomes.”

BSERVICE PROVIDERS DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH TIME, STAFF, OR RESOURCES; THERE IS TGO
MUCH WORK {14)

" .. [M]any times agencies are s0 short staffed that they do not have the time {o do the networking
necessary to make their services more effective”.

". .. i{N]eed more time . . .".

". .. [NJeed . . more stalf".

"L.ack of working people in the family center”.

“Not enough money™.

*...'[W]e' are unable . . . to take time to develop collaborations™.

"Work overivad”.

"o [Wiork overload . .. .

"L fl]ack of staffing .. 7.

"Families are . . . denied the available information because of fack of personnel . . ",

" .. [Llack of staff (ime} to communicate and co-ordinate”.

"Limitation of time . . ™.

“Limitation of . . . resources”.

", .. [Plress of work”.

BTHERE IS INSUFFIGIENT INCENTIVE, EFFORT, OR OPPORTUNITY,; SERVICE PROVIDERS ARE NOT
AWARE OF ONE ANOTHER {13)
" . [Allot of energy is put in providing services, overall coordination is left out™
{Jack of a driving incentive (Such as moneyj . . .".
Nio system of communication . .. Dy providers of services”™.
v [Mio systemn of . . coordination by providers of services”™.
*. .. [Tthere is no incentive for coordination or collaboration™.
*No incentives to cosrdinate”.
"No atternpts at collaboration uniess there is a crisis™.
"Witlingness . . . IS needed as to how we support famiies”,
"L [QOlver-haul is needed as fo how we support families™.
... [Liittle opportunities to legrn about what each agency, [department}/programs does™.
", .. {Llack ¢f awareness of each other . . ",
" .. [Mlany services [are} unknown to each other”.
“Families are . . . denied the availzble information because of lack of . . raining”,

f

"

(RO —
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MFUNDING IS FRAGMENTED; PROGRAMS ARE CATEGORICAL OR FRAGMENTED (9)

" .. [Ajgencies should provide a flow of [services] thru the cormmunity . . . they are designed to assist™
.. [Algencies should provide a tiow of [services] thru the . . . population they are designed to assist”.
"Fragmentation .. ..

" [Slpecitic . . client griteria for program eligibifity”™.

" .. [Sipecitic geographic . . . criteria for program eligibility™.

"IFragmented] funding streams create providers who . . . lack resources . . . to deai n larger context”™.
"[Fragmented] funding streams create providers who . . . lack . . . [mandate] to deal in larger context”.
" [Tihe need to scrambie for funding (nonprofits)™.

“Funding issues . .. 7.

M THERE ARE PROBLEMS AT THE STATE LEVEL THAT NEED TG BE RESOLVED (D)

... [Tijurf battles between department and programs keep providers from seeing the big picture (state
agencies}”.

" .. {L]ack of coordination at the state tevel”.

" . [Algencyistate restrictions”,

*. .. [Llack of communication befween siate agencies”.

* .. {Slhate is too far removed from needs of real peopte living oa different islands and in communitieg”.

" . [Shkate funds new programs rather than requiring existing programs 1o work [together} and adapt to
meet the need”.

"There is an effort at the jocal level to communicate and coordinate, but there need to be more of same at
all levels™.

"More collaboration . . " is needed fom the state to resolve these issues . 7.

"More . . . committment is needed from the state (o resolve these issues .. 7.

BOTHER (10)

“ . [Pjroliteration of sarvices . . ..

"There are many reasons, but the key ones are structurai”.

". .. [Piroblems with confidentiality interpretations”,

7. .. [Slometimes they are very intimidating . . ",

" . iSlometimes they . don't relate to different types of peogpia”.
" .. [Dlupiication of services . . 7.

"Many famiiies have several casé managers due 1o multiple needs™.
... fAlgency identification . .. "

"Social service agencies are typically dependent on personalities of iis leaders™
" . JAlccountabitity to loosely defined”.

Not specific {7}
"H's how you present the services to the families”.

“We do have communication and service provided, and have heen very good”.

"To some degree. [Noj time for workers™.

*iPleople in different agencies and programs need opportunities to know what each other is doing”.

... [Tiakes time to meet and coordinate services”

" [Tihere is very little systemn wide support for these efforts”.

"Coordination and communication efforts are frequently magde. However, elaborate burgaucracies are ofien
established to Celiver the sarvices. I is the inherent nature of the bureaucracies that prevent eflective
feoordination} and communication”.

Mg (12)

B THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSAS BEGINNING TO
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROUECT HASAS BEGINNING 16
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (9}

" .. [Flamily center staff make a point of reaching out and contacting service provigers”.

* . [Tihe family center is working”.

*. L iSlervice providers are treated as part of the family project”.

"Service providers come 1o the Center to offer services”.
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abuse”

3]

u

... [W]e can give or share our advice or opinion”.

" .. [V]olunteers who come out and help . . "

"o [Mlore residents felt secure and frust to share problems, ask for help in financial. medical, food and
"Flyers of events are postad all over in FSC".

"To the {extent], that they participate with the Canter-no”.

WMOTHER (1)
"The organizational structure is designed to facilitate communication”.

In your opinion do consumers in general and families {in particutar) find 1 ditficult to access services and

information? Why or why not?

Yes (37)
BMCONSUMERS OR FAMILIES MAY NOT KNOW WHAT EXISTS, WHERE TQ GO, OR WHO TO ASK;

CONSUMERS OR FAMILIES MAY BE RELUCTANT; CONSUMERS OR FAMILIES MAY NOT HAVE THE MEANS

(30)

them".

them™.

"A lot of fmes peopie need 1o be ted through the system”.

", .. [Plerson does not have the ability . . . t0 aggrassively seek heip”.

Y. .. [Plerson does not have the . . . courage to aggressively seek help”.

®. .. [Tihey are afraid 1o ask for help . . ",

" [Tihey . . . don't know where to go”.

“[Some] peopte haven't heard about #".

"Sometimes thay don't know how to go about finding information . . ."
"Sometimes they don't know how to . . . [utilize] what they find out™,

", .. [Slome just don't know how to go about seeking help . . . ™

T [Slome are lliterate L.

"They don't know wherg 1o go".

" .. [Pleople in need don’t know where . . 10 goto .. .

" .. [Pleople inneed don't know . . whomtogoto. . "

" .. [Pleople in need don't know . . how {0 look it up in phone book™.

"[Flamiiies are very busy, society/news bombards them. Have to igarn to filter thru mass information .. . ",
... [Klnowledge of services . . ..

"L JhHiteracy . ..

... {LJanguage proficiency . . .7,

" .. {S}hame . . .".

". . . [Slosne groups [with] different languages will have a difficult time initially . . .".
“They don't know what exists . . ",

"They don't know . . . where services are located . . ..

"They dor't know . . . how 6 look them ug in the phone Book”.

... [M]any families cannot utilize the information they are given™.

" .. [Tihose that need services and information most are often those who lack the skills . . to access

" .. {Tihose that need services and information most are often those who lack the . . . knowledge to access
"There is . . . an inherent reluctance 1o seek help from formal social services.

" .. [Mlany have no phone . . "

T [Mlany have no . . transportation”.

" .. [Dlfficulties in transportation for rural residents . 7,

W THE SERVICES OR INFORMATION ARE INCONVENIENTLY LOCATED, PHYSICALLY INACCESSIBLE,

OR NOT WELL PUBLICIZED (18)

".. . [linconvenient iocation . . ..

".. . [Hnconvenient . . howrs . . .

7. [informiation 1s not made readily availabie to the general public .. 7.
"Holack of information . ",
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T {Too dittle publicity™.

" .. [Hiard to find in the phone Dook”.

"Keep changing namses .. "

" .. [Slervices are not located in communities where {families have easy access to them™.
* . {Tihere i3 no one stop shopping”.
"Services are not customer driven L ",

"o single point of access™.

"Services do not exist readily in all communities™.

"L ack of information .. .7

"[Ljack of . communication”.

*{L.Jocation can be a problem”.

"MNames of agencies do not necessarily reflect programs ., ",
" .. {Viariety of [information] is 50 great”,

" .. [Llack of clarity”.

B AGENCIES DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH MONEY OR PERSONNEL (9)
"IM]usical chairs with where services are because of high rents™.
Tl the . [volunteers] don't come out and help the family center. the community don't get the

"

information. . .
" . iNjeed money .. 7.
" .. [{Nleed . .. hire more peopie 1o work”,
“Not encugh funding™.
" .. [Llack of help o the local fevel”.

"The high turn over in social service agencies breed discontent .. .. Pay structures need to be changed,
and jobs offered on permanent status”™
"The high turn over in social sérvice agencies breed . . . errors in judgment . . . . Pay structures need o be

changed, and jobs offered an permanent status”.
"The high turn over in social service agencies breed . . . paper work. Pay structures need to be changed,

and jobs offered on permanent status”.

EFUNDING IS CATEGORICAL, SERVICES ARE PROBLEM-ORIENTED, CATEGORICAL, OR
FRAGMENTED (14)

"Each funding source fas its own rules and reguiations (eligibility requirements) . . ..

"Some services are specialized and serve only specific populations. The family or individual would have to
have the skills, and community connections 1o know about most of the rescurces”.

"o {It's difficult to get services that lock at the "total picture’ (the whole family)”.

", .. {Plrograms are ali categorical”.

", .. {Blecause of the fragmentation . . ..

... [Blecause of the many restrictions placed on services™.

“{E Jligibility™.

7. . . [Rieguirements imposad such as interviews or paper work™,

"L [Different eligibility requirements. . "

7. .. ultipte] agencies and lack of gateway . . . . Again this is based on speciaiized funding streams”.

"Caonfused by muitiple providers . . ",

"L {Slervices needed also tend 1o be multiple for single consumerfamily, 8o even if provider is known,
several must be accessed .. "

"MNeed holistic approach . . 1o help farmilies interpret and access services taflored 10 each familie's situation
and strengths”™

", .. {Pjroviders categorize by "deficiency/nesd " —embarrassing”.

BGOVERNMENT AGENCIES OR SERVICE PROVIDERS HAVE A POOR ATTITUDE ()
", . [Glovernmental attitude (fack of caring}”.

7o {Dlisrespect for consumers’ needs (long wails and intake orocedures)”.

"[Chultural insensitivity”.

T iGlovernment weorkers lack a caring attitude™,

"L [Government] services aren’l consumer artented . 7.
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" .. [Slome racial discrimination issues”.
... [Clonstant run around given when frying to iocate help”.

WOTHER (8)
*Frequently they have no basis for comparison (i.e., truly user-friendly systems or effective services)”.
“For the mere fact that the majority rules by ethnicity which in fact do not have self-respect and honesty due

to the tradition of their culture yet want to have high position of respect”.

" . [PJrocedures and forms hard to understand . . .7
.. . [Cleniralization of services”.

.. . iL]ack of organized 'system’™.
"Coordination and communication efforis are frequently made. However, elaborate bureaucracies are often

established to deliver the services. it is the inherent nature of the bureaucracies that prevent effective
[coordination] and communication”.

" . .[Rledtape...".
"[Rled tape™.

Not specific (8)
", .. [Tlhe difficulty is . . . in being motivated in utilizing existing services”,

"There's need for more workers .. .7,

“There's need for . . . more trained volunigers”.

"Part of the difficuity is not knowing who to ask ., . 7.

"Part of the difficulty is not knowing . . . where to go".

“it depends on the type of service they are seeking”.

"This is becoming fess $o because of ASK 2000".

"Within the demonstration project many services and much information has become more accessibie

through cooperation and coliaboration”.

" .. [Llack of one centrat location . .. .
... [L]ack of public transportation . . . ",
"To some extent if left to do so on their own. They simply do not know where to begin, who to contact etc.”

No (11)
M THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKS/AS BEGINNING TO

WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HAS/S BEGINNING TO
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (8)

(4}

" .. [Tlhey get their question and services [answered]".
“[Tlhere's always somecne there to heip you”.
... [Family Center] . . . is located in a convenience area that all resident have easy access into A",
. [W]e have a knowledgeable stalf”.
.. [Kinowledge of service information is readily available from . . . agency . . referral [here]".
... [Kinowledge of service information is readily available from . . . other consumer referral [here]”.
.. [Tlhe [Family Center] . . . has all kinds of [neat] resources .. .".
. [T]he staff is always willing to help the community™.

WMOTHER (3}

... [Olnce they know where and what is available they [generaity] will seek it out if they need #".
"If they know what services are needed”.

"Knowledge of the [usage] of avaiiable resources needs to be taught”,

in your opinion is access to services and information across agencies difficult? Why or why not?

Yes (27)

W AGENCIES DO NOT HAVE ENQUGH TIME, STAFF, OR RESCURCES (16}

"There are just too many people who need help and not enough funding for everyone”.
"o .. [Njot enough time .. "

" .. [Njot enough . . . staft”

" Agencies oftan do not share information because of lack of personnel .
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" . [Llack of resources . . ",

", .. [linadequate number of staff {o provide services . . ",

" .. [Mlusical chairs with where services are because of high rents”.
"Most are resource . . . poor”.

“"Most are . . . staff poor™.

"High turn-gver in agency staff".

MAGENCIES DO NOT KNOW OR CANNOT EXPLAIN WHAT OTHER SERVICES ARE AVAILABLE (8)
"Agencies often do not share information because of . . fack of training . . ™.

" [Njo one is able to explain all the different services available to famities™.

"Workers in agencies may not be familiar with the various services outside their area”.

"L [Hindividuals do not know of services oulside their area of expertise”.

" .. [H]ard to keep track of what's availabie”.

"They don't know what each other does”.

", .. [N]o clear picture of what services each agency provides”.

". .. [L]ack of cpportunities to learn what other people are doing . . .".

BMFUNDING IS CATEGORICAL OR COMPETITIVE; SERVICES ARE FRAGMENTED OR PRCVIDED BY
MANY DIFFERENT AGENCIES (11)

“. . . |Ajgencies should provide a flow of [services] thru the community . . . they are designed t¢ assist”.

" .. [Ajgencies should provide a flow of [services] thru the . . . poputation they are designed to assist”.

". .. {Pjroviders are not interconnected”.

"Too many agencies. Services should be centralized in order to down size the bigness and cut down the
amount of traveling, calling, contacting time . .. ™.

"Each service is isclated from the others”.

". .. {T]co many limitations . . . ".

*. .. llincome criteria eligibility requirements . . . ™.

"Each agency tends {0 be wrapped up in their own programs and needs”.

Y. .. [Dldferent criteria . . ",

", .. [Flunding is competitive . . .".

", .. [Flunding system creates competitive spirit which closes people’s willingness to share [information]™.

MTHERE IS NO INCENTIVE (3)

". .. [Tihere is no incentive for coordination or collaboration™.
"No incentives™.

"Ne¢ incentives to coordinate”.

i THE SERVICES OR INFORMATION ARE INCONVENIENTLY LOCATED, PHYSICALLY INACCESSIBLE,
OR NOT WELL PUBLICIZED (1)

". .. iSlervices are not lceated in communities where families have easy access to them”™.

". .. [Hlard to find in the phone book™,

“. .. Keep changing names . . . ",

"Agencies are geographically 'scattered’ throughout the community”.

"One program may refer family 10 another which is located somewhere eise”.

", .. [Dlifficulties in transportation for rural residents .. ",

"Sorme families don't know how to speak the language (English”,

WMOTHER {11)

"o '[Ried tape'™.

".. . [Rledtape .. . "

"o {Tlurf jealousy”™.

“Crisis management is [the method of working]”.

". .. [Alccountability to loosely defined”.

" .. [Clentratization of services . . "

"Agencies often do not share information because of . . | territorial concerns . .7,
"Agencies often do not share information because of . . legat issues”.
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"Families continue 1o feel reluctant to access bureaucratic services that operate on a deficit model”.
"Confidentiality constraints . . ™.
" . [Glovernmental attitude (lack of caring)”.

Not specific (10)

"Coordination and communication effors are frequently made. However, elaborate bureaucracies are offen
established to deliver the services. 1 is the inherent nature of the bureaucracies that prevent effective
[coordination] and cornmunication”.

“fTioo much run around™.

... [M]any agencies won't give [information] about anything but thelr own program”.

"Depends on individual circumstances. Could always use improvement”,

"Access Detween stale agencies is more difficuit than access between private agencies--private agenciaes
have less restrictions and work more at a grass roots level”,

"Not [with} the bridge provided by the family center”.

"So-s0. Better now than pre-Family Center!”

"Not enough service capacity”.

" {It depends on the type of services requested”.

“Services are stigmatized--negatively”.

"Lack of community planning based on asset model.”

"No clear state policies . . ..

". .. [Plrogram driven system”,

"Getting better; more opportunities to network”.

"It is knowiedge of . . . these services that needs 1o be [covered)”.

"It is knowiedge of .. . how to access these services that needs o be [covered]™.

No (13}

WTHE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKS/AS BEGINNING TO
WORK: THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HASIS BEGINNING TO
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (6)

"The Fammily Center continues (o be a clearinghouse for information . . 7.

"The Family Center continues o be a clearinghouse for . . referral”

"{ learned alot from the Family Center. Meet new people. get information about houses. legal aid, computer
training”.

"Good informal communication among staff peopie™.

"{Not} thru the center-to those agencies wha participate actively”.

"It only becomes difficult if the service is outside of the neighborhood™.

MOTHER (4)

*.. . {Tlhey have access 10 other agency service”™,

" Hinsecurity allows them not to want o take the necessary walk to get information that [most] choose
not to want to bother™.

"tnformation is readily shared. f access to services is difficult, t's usually because of imited resources™.

... Bincreasingly agencies are seeing how we need each other”.

(5} In your opinign is access to services and information between fund sources and providers ditficult? Why or
why not?
Yes (14

WFUNDING OR FUND SQUACES ARE CATEGORICAL, HAVE DIFFERENT REQUIREMENTS, OR
SERVE DIFFERENT GROUPS (13)

" . [Clonstantly changing requirements restrictions”.

" .. [Djifferent rules and reguiations (eligibiity requirements} . . "

"L [D]ifferent measures of effectiveness”.

"t ack of standardization in what funders require makes seeking funds time consuming and difficult”™.

*Each tunding source addresses specific needs and problem areas™.

“Families with multinle problems may not #t each funding sources criteria .. "
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"Funding criteria sometimes make it impossibie to work in partnership .. "
"Funding criteria sometimes make it impossible . . . to serve a general population”™.
"Funders have difficult constituents . . ",

"Funders have . . . different ‘culfures™.

.. . {Flunders do not have a standardized format™.

"o, [Diifterent requirements for funding”.

*. .. {E]ach has their own access rules of road”.

BTHERE 1S NOT ENOUGH COMMUNICATION, COOPERATION, COLLABORATION, OR
STANDARDIZATION OF INFORMATION (15}

“[Llack of communication . . "

"lilack of . . understanding”.

"“Who do we ask? Wheo has the information?”

"Public sector still makes decisions without public hearings . . ..

*Public sector still makes decisions without . . . inclusion of private sector”.

"Between providers and funders there is . . . a communications gap in terms of expectations”.

"Providers do not have a standardized format to describe their program . "

“Providers do not have a standardized format 10 describe their . fund sources”.

... [Plroviders do not have a standardized format to describe their programs . ™.

"Limited understanding of true nature of many issues”.

"No forum™.

"Contending values . . ",

"Contending . . agendas”.

" . [Plhilosophical/palitical oriertation . . "

"o [Tlurf jealousy . .7

BFUNDING IS LIMITED, NOT FORTHCOMING, OR MUST BE SOUGHT OUT (10}

TWriting tor funds is . most likely turned down rather than given 1o providers”,

"Funding fluctuates--impacts services”.

... [Wle have limited pay staff”.

"Mot enough funding”.

" .. [Elspecially since Hurricane Iniki . . . it Seems as though all funding for . . . [this island] ceased totally™.

", . [Mlust seek out . . . fund sources and providers”.

", [Mlust . match fund sources and providers”.

"Writing for funds is noi sasy . . "

"L [Plblic . . funders say they want to pariner but then aren’t forthcoming with funds .. "
" .. [Ppivate funders say they want to partner but then aren’t forthcoming with funds .. 7.

WMOTHER (4)

*. .. [Plroviders constantly caught in lack of timely dispensing of alloted [government] funds”.
"Incredible paper-work . ",

".. . IBlureaucratic inertia . . "

"Coordination and communication efforts are freguently made. However, elaborate bureaucracies are often
estabiished to deliver the services. It is the inherent nature of the bureaucracies that prevent effective

[coordination] and communication”.

Not specific (6)

"Too much rus around™.

"Mot if you know who 1o speak with™

"The current [purchasa of service] system”™.

"Can be because no onhe is bothering to ask the right questions”.

*Depends on your definition of fund sources. For the most part . . {we have] experienced good working

relations with all of our multiple funding sources because we established a good communication base”.

"Department of Human Services] is very top down it it decision making, nol interestad in service

implementation at community leval . "
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No (8)

BTHE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKS/AS BEGINNING TO
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HAS/IS BEGINNING TO
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (2

T [Wiith si and show what we no about fund and linformation] in the group™.

"L i we go out to the community we provide flyers, information ete.”

WOTHER (3)

“information is readily shared. If access to services is difficult, it's usually because ¢f limited rescurces”.
" .. {Tihey who control the maonies, can get whatever they want”,

7. .. [Tlhis is an established relationship™.

{6) In your opinion 1§ the impact and effectiveness of service difficuit to assess? Why ar why not?

Yeas {32)

BEEHAVIORAL CHANGES OCCUR OVER TIME; LONG-RANGE OR LONGITUDINAL ASSESSMENTS
ARE NEEDED TO ASSESS BEHAVIORAL CHANGES (9)

... [Slometimes the impact and effectiveness is not evident untit the long-term geal is reached”.

"Change in behavior occurs over ime. Long-range assessment needed”.

"Except for inumbersj-behavicral outcomes take time to change™.

"Although how people fael about the project may be very positive, the prevention impact will need to be
measured over a long term’”.

T .. [Elffectiveness of service on people [takes] time (longitudinal) 1o show resuit of service effectiveness™.

... [Y]ou may not see the impact of services for several years if fyou are} looking at fong-term effects”.

... Communities are transient and changing trends are long term”.

", .- fLjongitudinal studies are needed . . .".

"Many . . . [of] the impacts are long range . . 7.

BMOUTCOMES HAVE NOT BEEN ESTABLISHED OR IDENTIFIED; A TARGET POPULATION HAS NOT
BEEN SPECIFIED {10}

"Mot based on oulcomes but inpul measures .

"Expected outcomes are not clearly defined . . ",

“L.ack of clarity about outcomes in mind of funder”.

" .. [Cluicome measuremeants not identified™.

"Traditional accountabiiity methodology emphasizes product delivery and not outcomes™.

"Most human [service] providers are not outcome based™,

"Standards are not clear .. .

"o .. [Njo target popuiation . . 7.

" .. [No] specific narrow task to be accomplished”.

". .. [Tjarget group is not specific”™.

BITHERE ARE MANY VARIABLES THAT CONTRIBUTE TO BEHAVIORAL CHANGES (5)

* .. [Clause/etfect unknown--tco many intervening variables, need a ‘control group™.

"So many variabies affect the attainment of change that it is difficult 10 pinpoint or demonstrate that the
servige delivered was the actual cause”,

T, JAln improvement in someone’s life i probably the result of a series of events and axpériences
happening at the same time. There would be difficulties in atiributing resufts to one of those events”™.

"The criteria for measuremen must sometimes be so specific 10 an agency that it becomes difficull to
perform cross-agency comparisons”.

"Services are often lmited to working on one phase of a problem. More comprehensive services are often

needed 10 resolve family problems, but are not often received”.

BMEASURING INSTRUMENTS DO NOT EXIST OR ARE NOT WELL DEVELOPED; OUTCOMES ARE
SUBJECTIVE OR NOT AMENABLE TO MEASUREMENT {12}

© . {Tlhe gutcomes in marny respects are qualitative and don't lend themseives to guantifiable, measurable
faciors”.
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... [lintangible outcomes such as pride and self-esteern are not measurabig”.

"Unkike counting tangible products the sffectiveness of services is determined in terms of ¢hanges in the
fivas of people. While we must develop systems (o be able to keep track of what happens to peocple we currentiy
do not have these in plage”.

7. ., [Llack the measuring fools . "

"Instruments {0 measure how the quality of life for a family has been improved through services is not well
established”,

T .. [Blecause of the mobility of families at-risk. iongitudinal studies are difficult to obtain”™,

*Quantitative data do not tell adeguate services or not".

"1t is difficult 1o follow up on a subjective level".

7 .. [Sio much of the effect is subjective”.

"Historically, evaluating prevention programs is difficult. How do we measure what didn't happen .. ",

"How to quantify intangibles? e.g. detter able 10 hold down a job, be a parent, efc.”

*, .. [Tihere is difficuity in quantifying”.

MOTHER (10)

*. .. [Njo one collects this kind of data”.

"Not enough adequate documeantation™.

»{Often times there is no evaluation done to assess the impact/effectiveness of service™.

®, .. {ljf volunteer come out, it's help. But if volunieer are not available, we struggle”.

" .. [Pleer review would increase our ability 10 judge impact”.

"Families must first want 1o make changes before sarvices can be effective”.

"There is not much "vision” in how # could be better”.

"A program with just one group of pecple to serve and evaluate is much easier than the family center who
serves afl for any and ali their needs”.

"Funding {af] times makes it hard to follow up or {G see if they reached their goais™.

v, .. |Slome services are asier 10 assess than others”,

Not specific {§)

"Peopte usually don't have all the information . . "

"Pecple usually dop't have all the . . resources”.

"From past evaluations, family members mention often that they "gave up” and feel extremely "angry” by
the run around they [got]”

"Not if appropriate measures of effectiveness can be designed”.

"Use of service should be criteria. If it isn't effective, i won't be used much”.

... {Algencies rack those who request--- > services met/unmet, but many don't even know to ask/request”.

"I cbserve the effectiveness of our family center weekly ... [and] hear many stories about the helpfulness
of the center”.

No (11}

M THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKS/S BEGINNING TO
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HASAS BEGINNING TO
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT {3}

"Were always there to help in anyway™.

"We learn more about different agency. different people we meet, the service we do”.

"This family center is helpful one™.

WOTHER (5}

" each area ot service, | take part i, | find effectiveness information very accessibie from each particular
agency involved®.

" .. {Dlefine outcomes--irack--a5sess".

"Differentiations need to be made between interim and ultimate impact and effectiveness. Ultimate
outcomes may take more time 10 happen than we've aliowed”.

“On .. four island] we are a close knit community, we ail stick out like a sore thumb at one time or
ancthar”.

v ITihe impact and effectiveness of services provided is quite visible™.
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{7y In your opinion is there difficulty in assessing the real needs of famiies? Why or why not?

Yas {23)

WEAMILIES MAY NOT KNOW HOW, MAY NOT HAVE THE MEANS, OR MAY BE RELUCTANT TO
DISCUSS THEIR NEEDS; FAMILIES MAY NOT KNOW THEIR OWN NEEDS (13)

"People are not always abie (o express their needs accurately (is this a symptom or the problem?) .

"People prefer to maintain some secrecy and/or privacy from agencies”.

"Some families are not open-arms about getting services”.

"L [They don't always know thelr own needs”™.

" .. [Flamilies may take some time in trusting and asking for help”.

"Clients {farmily membersy . . . tend to think in terms of what a particutar agency "has to offer’--rather than
what they themseives really need”.

" .. [Fiamilies . . . often have difficully communicating these needs™.

v, .. [Flamiiies themseives may oot know what they need”.

T .. {ijnarticuiatenass of most people about real probiems™.

" . [Slome peopie may say what they think they're expecied to say (what is socially or politically corract)™

"You can't always get aif the information from your clients [immediateiy]”.

"Articuiation of 'problem’ can be expressed on many levels .. 7.

*. .. [Tlhe traditional methed is top down and exiernal linstead of] teaching families how 10 do seff
assessment”.

¥

M THERE HAS BEEN LITTLE OR NO EFFORT TO ASSESS THE NEEDS OF FAMILIES (7)

" .. iNJo effort is made to assess the needs of families which include the input of the families, themseives”.

"Has there been a needs assessment of famiifes? Have not seen this”.

"Need to develop instruments to assess family needs”.

". .. {O)ften studies of needs focus on specific areas”.

"L [Viery little research or data applicabie o local families”.

"Assessing 'the needs of families’ must be gone on the community level, for the community's families. Do
communities know how to do this? | think not”.

"Assessing ‘the needs of families’ must be done on the community tevel. for the commanity’s families. . ..
Are communities organized {0 plan? 1 think not”

W THERE IS NO COMPREHENSIVE VALUE SYSTEM (6)
"lt's a matter of chotce, priority, or [values] . . .".

"No coherent . . value system”.

"No .. . comprehensive value system™.

"L [Wihe is the authority?

"No uniform cultural standard exists . . ..
... {Tlhe real need for redefining family has not been dealt with”.

MOTHER (10)

" .. IMjost families have had so many [demonsiration] projects come in and survey them stay a while, run
out of funds and leave! After a while the families no longer want 1o participale, because the feel £ will be ancther
‘flash in the pan’ and pau!”

° L jUinti the family gains your trust”™.

"l the tamily works it grows and goes thrcugh the commumty”.

" iTihe external factors of jobs, 8ic., add to the complexity of need assessment.”

"o iljabels .

... [Siigmas”.

"Wea mostly base cur assassment of needs on symptoms (chid abuse, feen pregnancyl the underiying
cause of nead could be hidden, multiple, or somewhere your nigt evern locking”.

" [Tihe family unit comprises individuals, so you need first to establish the relationships and dynamics of
the individuals”™.

", .. {Viaries geographicaily . . 7

"There is such great diversity”™.

"
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Not specific (14)

"Sometimes because some cultures are very private with their situations”.

"o [AInd gaps”.

"o .. 2) Yet there is some resistance as wa set our priordies in order. | expect this because of the individual
freedom we have (¢ express our goals and priorities”.

"in many ways--all tamilies have certain similar basic needs to function. {[Ajdequate food. shelter, medical
care, ety .. "

Y. [Flamilies zlso need help 1o builld thair personal skills to build happy. families contributing to betterment
ot society as whale, These later ‘needs’ are hardest 10 assess™.

"Lacking of funding to nire staff. | | . We need staff member [0 dc assessing of family needs”.

"No and yes, because of the culture”™.

"tost of the time people will not share their problems or needs (o strangers . ...

“pMost of the time people will not share their probiems or needs (o . . . pecple they're not comfortable with™.

"Short-term emergency needs are more easily assessed than the more long-term complex needs that aren't
immadiately brought to tight".

“Given the time, money and will. | beliave the real needs can be determined”.

"Maybe, for those who don't recognize problems . . ",

"Maybe, for those who . . . only see their own way of doing things/reacting”.

"Depends. If family not known by agency doing the assessment, inaccuracies or misperceptions may
occur”,

"if there is a mechanism in place, assessing needs of families can take place. However, need” will have 10
be clearly defined as it can be very broadly stated”.

"Not it they are basic--food, clothing, shelter, healthcare, safety, education, jobs".

"Mot if there is agreement to a baseline, 2.g. poverty level, affordable housing. access to quality medicai
care etc.”

"Sometimes—difficult for familfes to discuss, {0 be open with strangers”.

"Ofen the family #self doesn't face up t0 the real prablems and instead articulates tangential issues”.

"Cost of doing community . . . surveys”.

"Cost of doing . . . family surveys”,

Ng {153

BTHE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSAS BEGINNING TO
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HASAS BEGINNING TO
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (6)

"We provide the information they need .. "

"o B we cannot meet their need we will refer to different agency”.

" .. {Tihe families find their service through other families".

" [W]e asked how we can served them or the community better”.

"We hear what {amilies need from the famiiies themsalves over and over again”.

" .. [I]t is cbvious, we hear it and see it every day”.

BOTHER (9)

"The problem s . . for families {¢ fingd the time t0 avail themselves of the services that [will] help them”.

"Needs are basic”.

"Families need help in all areas, Health care, Financial, Psychological, Emaetional”.

" .. [Nleeds--an approprigte education system that teaches locals, not just Japanessel] mandated child
development and parenting classes with on campus, childinfant care available--and mandated participation by all
students male and female as requiremsn for graduation] ] jobs available that pay 2 living wage and cover medical
carel.] effordabte housing] ] alternate ransportation system|.] access to jobs other than 'service’ (.2 maids, janitor,
porter, etc i.] something for young people to look forward 1o (rather than leaving the island in order 10 survive,
thoge are the needs”.

“The problem is for families 10 accept help that is not monetary in nature .. "

"Assessing the needs are easy--in some cases certain needs will come ouf quickly, others wil take time™.

"Tools exist and could be developed . . .7

“We just don't buiid in the assessment and feedback from families into our dally procedures”,

"There has been ditficulty but this s because efions are not being made”,

187



(8} In your opinion are leverage funding and more innovative muttiple funding streams needed? Why or why
not?

Yes {30}

MMORE MONEY 1S NEEDED: FUNDING 1S UNRELIABLE, INSUFFICIENT, OR LIMITED (15)
"More money . . ",

"Need more money .. ",

"More funding needed™.

"State revenues/funds are dependent on economy . . . [slo multiple funding sources might help cifset state
budget cutbacks”.
"State revenues/funds are dependent on . .. the legisiature . .. so multiple funding sources might help

offset state budget cutbacks”.

" .. [Tihere wilt always be a limit on funds available . . "

¥ .. [Clurrent sources cannot provide sufficient funding to complete the job .. "

"Iy view of limited resources, must fook towards funding strategies for the Family Centers™.

" .. [Glovernment funding is shrinking”.

“The future looks bleak for expanded funding of social services”.

"The days of "plenty money’ for services are gone forever.”

... [GJovernment funding is . . . subject to tegitimate competing pressures . . ..

... [Glovernment funding is . . . subject 1o . . . economic forces .. "

" .. [Glovernment funding is . . . subject to . . . policy whims”,

"Phitanthropy in this State is still short term giving, declining funds-based which dosesn't meet needs
adequately”.

MTO CHANGE THE WAY THAT STATE GOVERNMENT OR SERVICE PROVIDERS DO BUSINESS; TO
REDUCE SERVICE GAPS, OVERLAPS, OR FRAGMENTATION (18)

... [T)o build more incentives for business and nonprofit and government to work together collaboratively”.

... [W]ill give the service provigers more incentive 1o expand their [services] . . .".

" .. [wilill give the service providers more incentive o . .. involve more of the community in looking for
monies to provide services that are accessibie to their community”™.

... [Blervices should be combined and colocated. There should be many more collaborations. This kind
of strategy would . . . cut down on confusion .. "

", .. [Slervices should be combined and colocated. There should be many more collaborations. This kind
of strategy would . . . cut downon . .. gaps . . ."

" .. [Slervices should be combined and colocated. There should be many more coltaborations. This kind
of strategy would . . . cut down on . . . dupiication”.

" .. [Tlo avoid dupticating or overtapping services”.

“ .. [Tihe State must take a hard look at how the monies {not [purchase of servicel) for their services are
being spent . . "

" .. [Tlhis would help defragment services if public and private funders would pool ideas and assets to
acidress the broader picture rather than fund tand-aid programs”.

... [Allows more flexibility at service provision end”.

"Community biock grants aren't being used as flexibly as could be”.

"innovative funding streams will change the configuration of [Service} delivery programs/systems”.

... [Wle need to address tamilies in a wholistic manner”.

"Agencies need to be held accountabie for results . . "

" .. [ilncentives should be given for performance outcomes that are possible. . ™.

*. .. '[Phrograms’ having no accountability systems [are not acceptabie].

"Most latest research show that it takes 5-8 years 1o determine a family strengthening program’s autcomes
and impacts. . . . [ylet our political cycles don't acknowledge this at all”.

"I'm agt sure exactly but funding which meets the needs of the community is often welcome/sorely needed”.

W TO PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO EMPOWER FAMILIES OR COMMURNITIES (15)
" .. [Mlore jobs”.
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" .. [Wije need other sources of funding to keep . . . Family Center . . . pursue many other avenue where
need should be met".

" .. [Wie need other sources of funding to keep . . Family Center explore . . . many other avenue where
need should be met”.

"[Nieed . . . more jobs for the people of the community”.

"More activities for the people of the community™.

"More job training”.

". .. [Sjome families have not reach by sccial workers or {schoois] also churches”.

" .. [Mjore fungs would flow into the project, thus more service and opportunities”.

" .. [The family center] should have more workers. Right now the . .. [family center] rely on volunteers 1o
do most of the work”,

“It would give the program a greater degree of freedom in using the funds in ways that the community feels
wiil be helpful”,

" .. [Tlo provide what famiiies need, when they need it, how they need it".

"MNorn-categorical funding would allow programs flexibility in using #s funds to address the needs of the
communmty”.

" .. [Olnce services are being provided, continuous services can be provided. The next tevel of service
does not have to he restated (i.e. service which are timited to age groups)”.

" . [Tlo ensure consistency . . . of services”.

“.. [Tlo ensure . . . continuity of services”.

M TO CHANGE THE CONFIGURATION OR NATURE OF FUNDING (8)

"Need more sources of funds that are gvailable for longer periods . . "

"Need more sources of funds that are available . . . with less political protocol attached fo them”.

"One source will not be able to cover full range of options™.

"Problems. like fragmented families, communities, homelessness, cannot be confined to one funding
source”.

"It would be ideal to have some agency be a clearinghouse for financial requests for short-term
emergencies for each Family Center™.

", . . [}t would be helpfutl if several sources helped funding--like community, foundations and government”.

"its risky to rely on single source funding”.

"The more stakeholders the better in a climate of tight resources . . ",

MOTHER (11)

“. .. [Slpreads responsibitity .. ",

". .. [To} maximize services provided to famities”.

*Cost increases . . . are not . . . acceptable.”

" .. {H]igher taxes are not . . . acceptable.”

... [Tlhe 'old’ delivery systems have not worked . . . "

"o [Wlould . cost less for the taxpayer ..

"iStatistics] and data collection . . . are very difficult to figure out . . .

", .. [Flund accounting are very difficult to figure out . . ",

"o [Nio coordinated method to track whether funding has any worthwhile outcomes”.

"Satistying broadly based public policy goals with outcomes more difficult than satislying more narrow
based funder goals”.

"Ownership by communities is an imporiant tenet”.

Nat specific (9
"We need o get some more workers 7.

"We need to . . . have encugh fundings. . "

"Their needs of more educations more workshops and training”.

"o . [Wle need tunds for all the different ways to bring the community together . . .7

" . [Wle need funds for all the different ways 1o . . . help bring answers 1o hurting families”™.

" . 1 would assume that more (or additionaly funding is necessary to complete . . . excellence in meeting
the needs of families.”
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7. . lwould assume that more (or additional) funding is necessary to . . . continue excellence in meeting the
needs of families.”

"We need more funds, but unfortunately multipie funding sources can be a big problem”.

"Money is not always the best or only way {0 do things. By saying we need more money to do this or do
that, we close down the possibilities for communities and families to come up with creative solutions, (o look at
their own strengths first™.

"If the politicians can fund themseives koa furniture. new buildings and give plush unwarranted jobs 10
cronies the money is there-just poorty used”™.

"MNot before there is a thorough systems anadysis and action plan deveioped™.

"Family Center at the Project Level has just begun {0 tap this resource”™,

"Each Center's community has been innovative in approaching multipie funding sources”.

NO (4)

“Not right now thay have ta many grant's going on”.

"What is needed is a stronger commitment by the legisiature and the pecple of Hawail to fund those
services that evidence definitive research that proves conclusively that the services they are offering are. in fact,
making a difference”.

“If this is intended to mean genegrating addifional funds | would fend to say no. | think that what needs 10
happen is 10 make betier use of the funding streams that are already in place”.

"If leverage means control over service providers decision as to providing services to [client], no!”

"If [multipie] funding means accounting to all spurces of funds, nol”
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Appendix L

QUESTIONNAIRE #3: SUMMARY

What is the purpose of your family center?

(Respondent 1) "To prevent families from failing as a result of thelr weakness”.

{Respondent 1} "To connect families with services . . ",

{Respondent 1} . .. [Tio demystify . . . [services]™.

(Respondent 11" . [Tic . . . destigmatize [services]".

{Respondent 1} "To provide services . . %,

{Respondent 13 "To provide services . . . in partnership [with Department of Healihj and other agencies”.
{Respondent 1} "To support communities in developing projects for family support so that communities
become healthy places 10 raise families”.

{Respondent 2) "To provide support and services ... which assist ... [communily residents] in
assessing their needs . .7

{Respondent 2) "To . .. fink community residents to a broad range of services and programs which
assist them in assessing their needs . . ",

{Respondent 2} "To provide support and services ... which assist ... [communily residents] in . ..
identifying their asseis . . ..

{Respondent 23 "To . . . link communily residents to a broad range of services and programs which
assist them in . . | identifying their assets . . ",

{Respondent 2) "To provide support and services ... which assist .. . [community residents} in . .
developing skills which will help them gain greater control over their own lives ., 7.

{Fespondent 2) "To . .. link community residents (o a broad range of sérvices and programs which
assist them in . . . developing skills which will help them gain greater control over their own lives .. ",
(Respondent 2} "To provide support and services . . . which assist .. . [communily residents] in . ..
developing skills which will heip them . .. become active participants in building a more cohesive
COMMUNity”.

(Respondent 2y "To . .. link community residents to a broad range of services and programs which
assist them in . developing skifls which wili help them . . . become active participanis in buiiding a

more cohasive community™

What are the short-term oblectives of your family center with respect to the purpose of the center?

{Hespondent 1) "To provide the community with a preventicn program with no target populaiion so that it
is available to all”.

(Respondent 1) "To use and model the asset approach to enhance family strengths”.

{Respondent 1} "To begin work with communities”.

{Respondent 2} "Help residents assess their neads . . .

{Respondert 2} "Help residents . . . identity their agsets . . ..

(Respondent 2} . .. [Alssist . . . [residents] through a wide ranging network of agencies and information
sources it . [the family center] does not have a program (0 meet their needs”.

{Respondent &) "Folow-up t0 ensure needs are haing met”.

(Respondent 2) "Coordinale community activities or events {0 strengthen community ties .. ™.
{Respondent 2) "Coordinale commmunity activilies or events to strengthen community . . . interaction
{Fespondent 2) "Assist residents 1o develop skills necessary 10 access needed support services in the
future”.

{Respondent 2} "Develop additional resgurces o meet comymunity needs (i.e. volunteers, programs,
atey”
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How do the short-term objectives of your family center effectuate the purpose of the center?

(Respondent 1} "It connects families with supponts that already exist . . .".

{Respondent 13 "It .. . helps . . Hamilies] access their own support system™.

{Respondent 1} "Gets communities to begin to organize and dialog about what they can do to fill the
gaps in their rural areag”.

{Respondent 2} "[Hielps cultivate future community leaders . . "

{Respondent 2) "[Hlelps cultivate fulure community . workers . ™

{Respondent 2} "[Hlelps cuitivate future community . .. volunteers™.

{Respondent 2; "[Ultilizes the assets of our individual residents . . .7

{Respondent 2} "[U]tilizes the assets of our individual . . . families”.

"
"
#

{
{
1
{

What are the measurable indicators of success for the short-term objectives of your family center?

{Respondent 1) "The number of people who use our services . . .".

{Respondent 1 . . . [Tihe numbers who refurn . .7,

(Respondent 1) 7. . . [Tjhe numbers who . refer thair friends”.

(Respondent 1) "Those we see cver and over who are increasingly able ta cope™.

(Respondent 1) "That community groups are meeating on a reguiar basis to identify needs . . .
(Respondent 1) "That community groups are meeling on a regular basis to identify . ways to mest . .

[their] needs”™.

(Respondent 2} "illncrease in volunteers and grassrcots staff to work in current . . Hamily center]
programs . "

{Respondent 2} ". . . {l]ncrease in residents who actively participate it community organization (i.e. Lions

Chub, Boy Scouts, schools, Liftle League, Pop Warner, advisory [commiitee], etc.)”

{Respondent 2} "[Ejvaluations ¥om participants stating that they are using new skills .. "

{Respondent 2} "[E]valuations from participants stating that they . . . have successfully met their needs
or goals”.

{Respondent 2) ". . . (This is just a few. we have many specific to programs we run)™

How do the measurable indicators of succass for your family center relate to the short-term objectives of the
center?

(Respondent 1) "The increasing numbers of peopie who use the center attest to the fact that they trust in
our ability to honor their priorities . . ™.

(Respondent 1} "The increasing numbers of people who use the center attest 1o the fact that they trust in
our ability to . . . provide them with the support they want .. ™.

(Respondent 1) "[A}t the community level people are involved in a process where thay feel their efforts
can effect change”.

{Respondent 2y "[Sleif-explanatory”.

What specific data are being collected by your family center with respect to the measurabie indicators of
success? What are the sources of these data? How long and how consistently have these data been
coliected?

{Fespondent 1; "Right now we are keeping track of numbers using services . since we opened.
(Respondent 1} "Right now we are keeping track of numbers . . . participating in programs and meetings
since we opened.

{Respondent 1) "Work is being done at the project level o fidentify] spacific outcomes,

{Respondent 1) "Qur data sheets are filled out by sta¥ and this affort has been consistent,

{Respondent 1) "We . .. attend mestings and keep irack of the progress made by community groups
initiated and supported by the Family Centers”.

{Respondent 2} "[firtake, registration forms, sign in sheets. etc. (name. age. ethnic atc }".

{Respondent 2} "[Ylearly evaluation from participants . . . we work with™,

—
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{Respondent 2} "Yiearly evaluation from . . . agencies we work with”,

(Respondent 2} "[Diata from follow with residents--met . . . needs”.

{Respondent 2) "[Diata from follow with residents--. . . unmet neaas”.

{Respondent 2} "[Minutes from meetings”.

{Respondent 2) "[Alrt work, writings. elc. .. .

{Respondent 2) "Follow up data s the least consistent at this ime, but we're working on i".

How do the specific data that are being coliected by your family center reiate 1o the measurable indicalors
of success?

{Respondent 1} "They support therm by shewing how many use our services . . 7.

{Fespondent 1} "They support them . . . by keeping track of parinerships with other agencies . . ",
{Respondent 1) "They support them . . . by keeping track of the numbers . . . of community meetings”.
(Respondent 1) "They support them . . . by kéeping track of the . . . content of community meetings”
{Respondent 2} "Data you collect needs to support and verify youwr measures”.

(2 What are the long-term objectives of your family center with respect 1o the purpose of the center?

‘Respondent 1j ". [Tio test a service delivery maode! that facilitates access to services for families
{Respondent 1} ". . [Tlo test a service delivery model that . .. develops a communities capacity 1o
develop and utilize its assets to support families . . ™.

(Respandent 1) ™. . [Tio make the [family center] project a permanent program™.

{Respondent 2} "Work with the Famiiy Center Project in estabiishing and implementing family center
goals and prigrities by emphasizing family strengihening philosophy™.

(Respondent 27 "Pubiish Newletter (0 include community-wide events and aciivities from the varicus
community groups with plans to eventually serve as a community "newspager”.

{Respondent 2) "Work with other community groups and agencies to establish a collaborative
association of organizations to provide services as needed”.

{Fespondent 20 "Conduct community forums. workshops and seminars 1o educate. inform and infliate
community responses 1o issues, neads and concerns of the individual and families in the area”.
{Respondent 2} "Work to establish quality child care services fof working adults”.

{Respondem 2) "Work 10 estabiish affordable housing and living situations by networking with
appropriate agencies and organizations for . . [family center] constituents”

{Respondent 2) "Continue and expand our Family Literacy intergenerational program 1o include a five
year tracking syStem 10 monitor the progress and achievements of aduilt learners and their children™.
{Hespondent 2) "Raise and/or increase literacy for all members of the family through special programs
i.e. GED classes. tutorial and reading support groups™.

{Respondent 2 "Frovide alternative and continuing educational opportunities
{Respondent 2) "Provide alternative education programs {of [Junior] High and High sehool students™.
(Respondent 2} "Provide opportunities to share cuftural heritage, customs and values through arfs,
crafts. music. recreational activities, warkshops, classes and demonstrations”.

{Respondent 2} "Utilize resowess of ... [the family center] {0 suppor? local farmers. artists, and
businesses such as cpen markets and coltage indusiries”,

{Respondent 2} "To conserve and presérve the environment Dy conservation and recyciing and clean up
efforts to maintain the nature of the area. 'KEEP THE COUNTRY, COUNTRY ™.

(Respondent 2 "Maintain continuous review and planning activities that will provide an active
community-based decision-making process for community improvement, seif-determination”™.
{Respondent 2) "Develop additional means of preventivesintervention in the area of family health,
refationships and employment”,

[Fespondent 2) "Assist in faciltating the development of community-based grassroots igadership”.
{Respondent 2} "Assist in moeney management by encouraging financial planning, consumer education
and counseling on budgeting”.

i
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How do the long-term objectives of your family center effectizate the purpose of the center?

(Respondent 1) "Working with families and communities builds trust and ownership so that the family
cenier concepl . . . can continue after the {demaonstration] project is over.

{Respondent 1) "Working with farnilies and communities builds trust and cwnership so that . . . the
"place™ can continue after the [demonstration} project is over.

{Respondent 1) "The [asset] mode! helps peopie get what they need . . "

(Respondent 1} "The [asset] model . . . helps . . . individuals . . . assume responsibility for change rather
than depending soiely on cutside supporis”.
(Respondent 1) "The [asset] model . .. helps . . . communities assume responsibility for change rather

than depending sclely on outside supports”.
{Respondent 2) "ITihey tie in exactly 1o our purpose”.

What are the measurable indicators of success for the iong-term objectives of your family center?

{Respondant 1) "That agencies and other human services report higher use of their services”.
{Respondent 1) "That . . [agencias and other human Sérvices! use the {asset] aporoach . . ",
(Respondent 1} "That . . . [agencies and other human services] . . . are more family friendiy®.
(Respondent 1} "That communities, with technical support from the family center. have Initiated
programs that are up and running to support families .. ™.

(Respondent 13 "That communities, with technical support from the family certer, have initiated
programs that are up and running to support . . . individuals”.

{Respondent 2) "[T]c be developed™.

How d¢ the measurable indicators of success for your family center relate 10 the fong-term objectives of the
center?

{Respondent 1) "These wiil need to show that communities are healthier . . "

{Respondent 1} "These will need 1o show that . . family viclence . . isjdown . .7,

{Respondent 1} "These will need 1o show that . . | juvenile delinguency . . . [is] down . "

(Respondent 1} "These will need to show that . . . communities have organized and folowed through on
projects thaf have enhanced family ife”.

(Respondent 23 "[MNot applicable]™.

What specitic data are being collected by your family center with respect t¢ the measurable indicaters of
success? What are e sources of these data? How long and how consistently have these data been
collected?

{Respondent 1) "We have data on numbers that we have helped access services™.

{Respondent 1) "We . . have stories from [individuals} on how our support and understanding made the
difference in their Hves™.

(Respondent 1) "This data has been collected since the center opened”.

{Respondent 2 "We will use similar data in some cases as data listed . . . [above] . . ..

(Respondent 21 " . . [Wije will have 10 develop others [data] after we have our measurable indicator™.

How do the specific data that are being collecied by vour family cenier relate to the measurable indicators
of success?

(Respondent 1) "Data has been kept at the community level, bt nothing has been coliected that relates
o service providers as far as higher use”.
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Appendix M

QUESTIONNAIRE #2: SUMMARY

1) What is the purpose of the Family Center Demaonstration Project?

{Respondent 1) "To test the Family Center concept as a method of empowering families . to help
themselves .. 7.

{Respondent 1) "To test the Family Centar concept as a method of empowsring . .. communities to help
themselves . . ..

{Respondent 1) ". . . [Tlo act as a catalyst for systems change”.

{Respondent 2) "To test different models of service delivery 1o famifies within communities based on
family strengthening . . . strategles to see if they can strengthen famities .. "

{Respondent 2) "To test different models of service delivery to famiiies within communities based on . . .
community capacity bufiding strategies to see if they can strengthen . . . communities”.

What are the short-term objectives of the demonstration project with respect to the purpose of the project?
{Respondent 1} "Allow differant communities to implemeant family centers (based on principles provided

through training and consultation; in different ways”™.
{Respondent t} "Provide training . . . coportunities ¢ the community o learn about family strengthening

principles .. ™.

{Respondent 1} "Provide training . opportunities to the community 10 tearn about . . . family centers”.
{Respondent 1) "Provide ... educational coportunities to the community o igarn about family
strengthening principies .. "

{Respondent 1) "Provide . .. educational opportunities 1o the community o tearn about ... family
CEmMers”.

{Respondent 2) "[Dlevelop effective collaborative efforts 1o address community issues”.
{Respondent 23 "{Biing families into the centers”,

{Respondent 2) "[Kinow community assels .. "

(Respondent 2) "{Klnow cotmenuaity . | systems”.

How do the short-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purpose of the project?

(Respondent 1) "By providing for a base of [experience] from which a model or models can be

developed”.
{Respondent 1} "By informing people beyond the project of the principles of family . . strengthening”.
(Respondent 1) "By informing people beyond the project of the principles of ... community

strengthening”
{Respondent 2 *[Sirengthens comimunity by engaging people in meeting human needs”.
{Respondert 23 "{Sitrengthens families by helping them to help themsealves where possible”.

What ars the measurable indicators of success for the short-lerm obiectives of the demonstration project?

{Respondent 1} “Number of people using the centers”.

{Respondent 1) "Rumbers of people attending Iraining sessions”.

{Respondent 2y "[Eixistence of ¢collaborative efforis”.

{Respondent 2} "INlumber of satistied customers™.

(Respondent 2) "[Albility to use communily to Support famities”.

{Raspondent 2} "Families involved as decision makers . . . at the centers”,

{Respondent 2} "Families involved as . . . policy developers at the centers”.

{Respondent 2) "Cultural diversity of community evident in programs . . . of the cenfers”™.

{Respondent 2) "Cultural diversity of community evident in . decision making bodies of the ceniers”™
(Bespondent 21 "Families . . drive canter programs”.
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{Respondent 2} *. . . [Clommunities drive center programs”.

{Respondent 2) "Families assisted t¢ perform roles rather than the agency taking {over] for family”.
{Respondent 2) "Discussions capture family strengths, not deficits”.

{Respondent 2} "Flexible and adaptable programs 1o meet evolving cormmunity needs”
{Respondent 2} "Families have leadership roles in centers”.

{Respondent 2) "Family centers accessibie in terms of location, ete”

(Respondent 2) "Physical envirenment reflects respect for families”.

{Respondent 2} "All staft contribute to center development™.

{Respondent 2) "Center develops clearly stated outcomes”.

(Respondent 2) "Center develops way {0 measure outcomes”™.

{Respondent 2) "Families can access services through centers”,

{Respondent 2} "Funds come from a variety of sources”™.

{Respondent 2) "Programs at the center provide services that increase families capacity to manage
family functions™.

{Respondent 2} "Center integrales health, education, social service systems and nontraditional
services”,

{Respondent 2) "Center works colfaboratively with other agencies”.

How do the measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project reiate to the shor-term
objectivas of the project?

{Respondent 1) "They indicate a level of intgrest in . . . the actual center operations . . "

{Respondent 1} "They indicate a level of interest in . . . the general concepts behind the centers™.
{Respondent 2y "Assumption that if these principles are adhered to, families . . . will demonstrate less
dystunction”.

(Respondent 2} “Assumption that if these principles are adhered tg, . . . cammunities will demonstrate
tess dysfunaction”.

What specific data are being collected by the demonstration project with respect to the measurable
indicators of success? How long and how consistently have these data been collected?

{Respondent 1) "Monthly and quarterly narrative and statistical reports are produced by each of the sites
(Respondent 1) ", . . {Tlhe format for . .. [the monthiy and quarterly narrative and statistical] reports
were initially left up to the discretion of each of the sites; they are now being reviewed for patterns with
the intent of greating a more consistent reporting format”.

{Respondent 1) "[Dlata on attendance at community education activities has not been consistently
{ogged”.

(Respondent 2} "[Qlualitative data . . ..

{Respondent 2) *. ., [Clase studies of individuals . . . assisted by the centers”™.

(Respondent 2) *. . . [Clase studies of . . . families assisted by the centers™.

(Respondent 2} “'How 0's’ of family sireagthening . . "

{Respondent 2} "How 10's’ of . . . communtity building”.

(Respandent 2) "Since the beginning of the project but not consistenthy™.

How do the specific data that are being collected by the demonstration project relate 1o the measurable
indicators of success?

(Respondent 1} "[Clurrent data collaction refates primarily 1o the nput or effort side of the equation, not
to outcormnes”.

(Respondent 2) "How Family Centers do business [versus] how others do it-devel of satisfaction
demonstrated by families--how they articulate differences”.

{Respondent 2} "Amount of community support 1o centers (moenetary and non-monetaryy”.
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What are the long-term objectives of the demonstration project with respect 10 the purpose of the project?

(Respondent 1) "{Tio demonstrate actual improvement in the lives of families . . . where sites operate

through the use of family strengthening . . . strategies”.

(Respondent 1} "iTio demonstrate actual improvement in the lives of ... communities where siles

operate through the use of . . . community building/strengthening strategies™.

(Respondent 1) "[Tlo make it easier for families 10 access both formal and informal support by reducing

the fragmentation . . . of the formal support systems at the community level . . ",

{Respondent 1) "[T]jo make it easier for families 1o access hoth formal and informal support by reducing

the . . . confusion of the formal support systems at the community tevel .. "

{Respondent 1) "{Tio make it easier for families 10 access both formal and informal support by . ..

increasing the availability of information support systems at the community level™.
(Respondent 1) "[Alct as a catalyst for changes in systems at the policy level™.

(Respondent 2) "[Slervice delivery principles of centers as siandard operating procedures within

programs in the State that impact families”™.

How do the iong-term objectives of the demonstration proiect effectuate the purpose of the project?

(Respondent 1) "[Bly providing information on whether the implementation of the principies actuatly

result in families . . . being better off".

{Respondent 1) "{Bly providing information on whether the implementation of the principies actually

result in . . . communities being better off".
{Respondent 1) "[B]y addressing the barriers to access to services . . .".

(Respondent 1y " .. [Bly increasing the [capacity] for communities to assist families to help

themselves”.

{(Respondent 13 "[B]y identifying what kinds of changes would facilitate improved use of resources at the

community level”.

(Respondent 2) "Will have effectively changed service delivery to be community-based, community . . .

[responsive] . . . in a manner that will shift power 10 . . . communities”.

{(Respondent 2} "Will have effectively changed sérvice delivery to be . .. family supportive in a manner

that will shift power to families . . ..
What are the measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of the demonstration project?
(Respondent 1) "[Sieif-reports of improvement by families involved in sites”.

{Respondent 1) "[Sletf-reports of increased access {0 services . . .7
(Respondent 1} "[Sjelf-reports of . . . fincreased] support through informal systems”.

{Respondent 1} "[A]nalysis of how current systems actually operate at the commurnily level and

recommendations for change”™.

{Respondent 2) "[Miix . . . of resource support from community”.

(Respondent 2} ". . . {Lievel of rescurce support from community™.

{Respondent 2} "[CloHlaborations . . . from these efforts”.

{Respondent 2} . . . [M]ix of resources from these efforts”.

{Respondent 2) "[Flamily able {0 meet personal goals established by their own efforis™,

How do the measurable indicators o success for the demonstration project relate to the jong-term

chiectives of the project?

(Respondent 1) "[ilncremental changes in the lives of families who participate in the sites are the basis
for any significant change in policy outcomes (Such as reduction in delinquency, or an increase in

graduation rates); self-reports from families provide for insight into these incrementat changes”™.

{Respondent 1) "flincreased access essentially relates to satisfaction with the service delivery system-
-increased satisfaction would lead to greater and possibly earlier use of the system in times of stress-

-use of the system would aliow families 1o cope with problems experienced”.



{Respondent 1} "lncreased informal support would mean that families are less isolated and have places
10 turn 1o for coping with situations that they can handle with assistance from their own networks.
-conscicusly helping families to expand their networks of support would lead to greater sense of
community--an increased sense of community would allow communities 1o identify and collectively tackle
more difficult problems™.

(Respondent 1) "[Plolicies and systems that are created at a higher level are often well intended, but as
they are transialed into operations they become barriers 10 access rather than the supports that they
were intended to he; at the community level informal agreements between providers to interpret poiicies
in certain ways or 16 make referral based on trust between individuals working in these systems are the
‘glue’ that makes services accessible and useful to individuals and families. Identifying these patterns
of aperation and recommending changes would increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the system
overali”.

(Fespondent 2) "Will demonsirate more effective form of service delivery”.

What specific data are being coilected by the demonstration project with respect to the measurable
indicators of success? How fong and how consistently have these data been collected?

(Respondent 1) "{Oinly now starting to lock at specific data”.
{Respondent 2} "{Clase studies . . "

{Respondent 23 " [Sjatisfaction levels of clienis .. ",
{Respondent 2} . . [Lievei of involvement of individual . . ™.
{Respondent 23 7. . {Llevel of involvement of . . community”.

{Respondent 2} "IN]ot consistently . . . across centers”.
{Respondent 2} "[Njot . . . comprehensively across centers”.

How do the specific data that are being coliectad by the demonsiration project retate 1o the measurable
indicators of success?

{Respondent 2 "[Wiorking on consistency of these two™.



Appendix N

FIVE BASIC PRINCIPLES OF FAMILY SERVICE STRATEGIES FOR HAWAII

{as determined by the Govarnor's Family Policy Academy)

RE: PLANNING/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

8y

(2)

Families are the key decision-makers in accessing and planning services and
pPrograms.

Families should have full access to services and programs, including those which are
preventive in nature. Services should be designed to address the inter-related needs

of all family members.

The community should have full involvement in the planning, delivery, and
evaluation of services and programs.

Collaboration between existing agencies should be facilitated through flexible funding
to address the inter-related neads of families.

Funding for services and programs should be based on demonstrated outcomes in
improving the lives of families.
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Appendix O

FAMILY WELL-BEING GOALS & OUTCOMES
{as determined by the Governor's Family Policy Academy)

GOAL 11 Families have affordable housing.
Cutcomes:
# of homeless families
# of affordable houses
rental housing vacancy rates
low and middie income persons spending more than 30% of income on housing
# families housing more than 1.01 persons per room

GOAL 2:  Families have a reascnable standard of living.
Outcomes:
Families living at or below federal poverty level
maedian household income
# persons holding multiple jobs to meet living expenses
% difference between average income of families in tep 20% and bottom 20%

GOAL 3: Families enjoy good health.
Ouicomes:
infant mortality rate
rate of children immunized
% population with chrenic conditions
teen pregnancy rate
rate of dental decay
cholesterol rate
rate of acute and chronie use of aleohol

GOAL 4:  Families enjoy, protect and enhance their environment.
Outcomes:
extent of contaminarnts in greund water
# registered motor vehicles
# threatened species and ecosystemns
# and acres of developed parks and trails
# households that actively participate in
conservation efforts to minimize waste and conserve energy

(GOAL 5:  Families live in an environment that is safe, caring, and free from violence and harm.
Outcomes:
# reporsed cases of family violence
conmumunity crime rates
elder care met and unmet needs
child care met and unmet needs
# children in out-of-home placement

GOAL 6: Families support and participate in educational and cultural activities that strengthen
and enrich their lives.
Cutcomes:
% schools with parents and students involved in decision making
% adults enrolling and completing ABE/GED
% students dropping out of schoo!
% illiterate adults
mean score on NAEP
# annual visits to arts and cuitural attractions
# parents participating in parent-child interaction

GOAL 7: Families are supported in nurturing the emoctional and mental health of their
members.
Outcomes:
# ernotionally handicapped children identified in kindergarten
suicide rate
# persons receiving 38
% children in home and in school until age 18
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Appendix P

QUESTIONNAIRES #7 AND #8: SUMMARY

in my opinicn the demonsiration project should become a permanent state program after june 30,
1895,

"CL.Cs" mean the community liaison commitiees

"D™ means a response of "do not know”

"DHS" means the Department of Human Services

“FCs™ mean the family centers

"GFCAC™ means the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee
“HCSC™ means the Hawaii Community Services Council

"LAs" mean the lead agencies for the family centers

“M™ means the datum is missing

WGFCAC 55535D525M5

BWOHS/HCSC D3M

B As/FCs 5555554

B CLCs 555555455555505555305555555555544535

in my opinion the demonstration project shouid be discontinued/deleted entirely after June 30, 1895,

@OFCAC 111210112711

BWOHS/HCSC 431

BLAS/FCs 511M11Y

BCiCs 11MTTMIMISM1211111351211121112132111

in my opinion the demoenstration project should be extended after June 30, 1995 to promote
continued experimentation.

MGFCAC 55552043225

WOHS/HCST D32

B LAS/FCs 425M544

B CiCs 55M45MAMAMMIMS55525254542D5D23544555

in iy opinion an extended demonstration project should be reduced in SCope.

BGFCAC 11122012222

BOHS/HCSC DMZ

BLAS/FCs 2M11122

ECLCs 1IM2TM213MMIM11212351211121121134111

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be retained at current levels.

BGFCAC 1M442034225

@OHSHCSC DMEZ

BLA/FCs DM131453

BCLCs 53M51MA344MIMD 1442301452231 141534212

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be expanded in scope.
BGFCAC 8M222053443

@WOHS/HCSC D4

BLAs/FCs DM53554

B0 Cs SEMMSMEEIMMEME5445305555255545543555
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in your opinion what are the best reasons for making the demonstration projact a permanent state program
after June 30, 1995 {ihe repeal date of the demoenstration projecty?

B|THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSAS BEGINNING TO
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HAS/S BEGINNING
TO HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (61)

"It works".

"The project  reduces the dependency relationship that now exists between service users and the
institutional providers™.

"The Family Center project is effective on the community level . "

"Centers have made services much more accessible (¢ families by demystifying . . access
"Centers have made services much more accessible to famities by . . . destigmatizing access
"Centers have made services much more accessible to families . .. by working in partrership with ¢ther
groups and agencies”.

"Centers have been a safety net for families and have given them hope and confidence preventing failure”,
"Communities are discovering that with technicat support and encouragement from [family centers] that they
can get supports that they nsed™.

"Doliarwise the [family center} is the best bargain”.

* .. {Djue to its destigmatized, non-judgmental approach it is able 1o reach many people in need of
services".

"It is an excellent primary prevention model [with] great possibilities to identify gaps in services. advocate.
encourage coliaborative efforts”™.

"Defragmentation is starting to happen at the local level but needs (o happen at the top alss™.

*This is one program where there is a strong empowerment focus and where families themselves have input
into the service provided”.

"Family Centers provide the vehicte for communities to identify their needs . . "

"Family Centers provide the vehicle for communities o identify their . .. streagths . "

"Family Centers provide the vehicie for communities {6 identify their .. desired outcomes”.

"Family Centers provide the [catalyst] for positive growth”.

"Family Centers work . . "

"The community is slowly coming together”.

"The activities that the program has been doing in the community has link many families together”.

"The program has shown famnilies their positives and strengths. Building on these strengths, nas reduce a
fot of famity problems. Thus, such strength has transier to community cooperation and harmony™.

"1 see the project making people maore independent .. "

“1 see the project . . . producing money to put back into the project”.

“ITlhe project has been very successfui . .7

"{Tihe project . . . has demonstrated that ‘community building” s really possible when people are helped to
extend themselves 1o others and to realized that collaboration does work™

"it attracts many walks of ife . . "

"Many of the clients have become aggressive in learning about services”.

"They [the clients} have . . . provided input which has improved services”

"They [the service providers] have . . | learned new ways {0 Hnk services™.

"Knowledge about available services is being disseminated throughout the communily, increasing
participation”.

"i's more cost effective than building prisons”.

"Family Centers are . . abie to mest the needs of the community because they are responsible te focal not
agency needs”.

"i is the onty agency that provides services at the 'grass rools’ level mesting families at their level or on
thelr 'own turf’ $0 10 speak”.

"Cur Family Center has been a tremendous success. [The programs are neaded and well attended .. "
*[Tlhe Family Center is making a difference in the community”™.

"It provides an outstanding service 10 the community”,

4]
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"o s values services to the community™.
"Cur family center is doing great . . ",
"Has involved the entire community In upgrading services for the communiy”.

"Hias ... given the people in the community a sense of pride ... over whal's happening in their
community”.
"[Hias . . given the peopie In the communily a senss of . .. conirol over what's happenng in their
COMmunity™.

" .. {Wie see the different changes in peoples life”.
"Having a store in our comimunity helps . the siderly 7,
"Having a store in our community helps . . ihe mothers who has more then three kids and no car”™,
"Famity Center is able to identify the needy resident’s need . . . since we gpen .. ",
"Family Center is able 10 . . . provide help since we open .. "

" ..l helps a lot of families”.

"We are just setiling It and | am seeing the greaf potential we have (o help families”™
"The project provides the best vahicle for community members {0 help each other . "

"People from other agency come here and help us™.

"People are using {".

"Demonsirated need”.

“Services used .. "

“Services . . . useful . . "

"Services . . . not available elsewhere . . "

"Services . . . chviously needed".

"Our society needs i!"

"The Family Center project is . . . the vehicle 10 educate policymakers, program admunistrators (planners),
and practitioners on "a new way 10 4o business’ in human services”.

"The proactive . . . approach of the Family Center program is a model for future programs”™.

"The . . . holistic approach of the Family Center program is a modet tor future programs”.

" .. {Tlhe [Family Center} is a role model for a haalthy community”.

ETO PROVIDE FOR CONTINUED FUNDING OR PROGEARM CONTINUITY (8)

"o [Shability in funding”.

"It is hard to e innovative if you have {0 keep worrying about funding”.

"Continued funding for Family Center Demonstration Program™.

"it would provide a stable funding source 1o address the need (o focus on community development with
famity-strengthening principtes .. .7

"o [Flor continuation of funding so they can fgcus on community needs and not have 10 lobby at the
legistatura™.

"Program continuity i importantt Too many other programs come and go-—-even before impact can be
assessed”.

"L [Siabitity 50 that we are allowed adequate time 10 uely evaluate our effectiveness”.

"Without the reality’ of the project, the conceptuat framework would remain purely academic and not very
useful in 'the real world’ of human/healih services”.

#@TO CONTINUE THE INVOLVEMENT OF STATE GOVERNMENT; TO CHANGE THE WAY THAT STATE
GOVERNMENT DOES BUSINESS (14)

"To guarantee state commiment to innovation . "

"To guaranied state commitmeant to . collaboration .. 7.

T would] instiutionalize public-private parinerships and coliaboration”.

"Place some of the responsibility on the State to assist with such an imporiant family orfentagd project”™.

"% would mandate a government [department] to actively work on innovative funding possibilities between
public and private sectors”.

"It would keep a [strengths-based] . . . emphasis going in [Department of Hurman Services|™.

it would kesp a . . [prevention-based] . . . emphasis going in [Depariment of Human Services]”
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"It would keep a . . . family-centered . . . emphasis going in [Department of Human Servicesi”™.

"It would keep a . . . non-categoricat . . . emphasis going in [Department of Human Services]™.

"It would keep a . . . partnership-based emphasis going in [Departmment of Human Services!™

‘[Tl ensure commutment (¢ prevention by the State legisiature”.

"We need to work more collaboratively together {private, nonprofit and {government]y . . .".

"The State could possibly assist it setting up more Family Center projects”,

“[Ajfter good evatuation--then State should reorganize {0 support community-based services all fogether”.

ETO PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES Oft PROGRAMS; TO PROVIDE HELP (8}

"Deleting it would create a gap in the delivery of service to this community”.

"The youngsters growing-up in these troubled families will also have their families in short future-they'it
need help™.

"More children will be coming in—-before they will enter into schools. They needing tratning then and make it
easier for them with otherg”.

"For the people who live hare, to help educate them . . "

"For the people who live here. to . . . make them knowledgeable of accountability™.

"Shortage of mental health services . . ™.

"Shortage of . . . social service workers™.

“To make family centers gvaiiable in all communities of the State .. ",

WTO STRENGTHEN OR EMPOWER FAMILIES OR COMMUNITIES (15)

"We nead t0 . . . empower citizens t¢ help shape what their futures will be™.

"To strengthen community .. ",

"To . .. empower families”.

". .. [T]o strengthen families and their communities”.

"To guide . . . change within the community”.

"To . .. tacilitate change within the community”.

"Keeping service delivery at grass root community based centers”™.

"The family unit has Decome an endangered species”.

"Concept of "asset based services” to permeate the larger community as a norm™,

" .. [Tlo be a connection for the community and imporiant agencies 1o help meet the needs of the people”.
"The involvement of all segments of the community, businesses, residents, and agencies focused on
program is desirable”.

"Cur families and comenunities need open, accessible, creative support Systems 10 help them identify needs

"

"Cur families and communities need open, accessible, cregtive support systems to heip them . . . access
services . ...
“Cur families and communities need open, accessible, creative support systems to help them .. . solve

their own problems”.
"We need an agency/organization that advocates for families--one that can work positively with families-ic
many programs are intervention/treatment/remedial programs”™.

BOTHERS (9)

"L ong term planning will be easier”.

“To betfer plan for future projects with F.S.C7.

" & permanent force in the community acts as a [slabiizing] catalyst {that community can "count”™ on)”.

"3 years plus! of demonsiration expearience. Much lsarned through evaluation™.

"The old system can't continue in the face of reduced funding”™.

"Depends on findings”.

"Depending on stalf competence, | could be a modet of re-inventing government . .7

"Cur children need 1o [(13] dig in, and realize the new ideas and plans that are being born in the minds of the
Family Centers empioyees, family, and friends . . ",

"Gur children need 0 . .. be brought up in & world that was created for them; not for adulis self-serving
needs”.
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in your opinion what are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project after June 30,
19957

BTO MAKE THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT A PERMANENT STATE FUNDED
PROGRAM: TO REQUIRE A DECISION REGARDING THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT'S DISPOSITION (4

"Encugh experimenting make it a state funded program”.

"To make the family canter permanent.”

" [Tlo take what has been learned to make the project permanent”.

"it should De removed from demonstration status and a decision made on s future structure and purpose
within the service delivery system™.

EiF THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IS NOT WORKING; IF THE FAMILY CENTER
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IS NOT HAVING A DESIRABLE EFFECT (5}

" .. the concept i$ Hawed”.

"If model is clearly unworkable”.

"If the program is net growing .. "

"1f # is shown 16 have very ittle impact on the positive development of a community . "

"[Nio vision™.

EIF THERE 1S NO INTEREST IN OR NEED FOR THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT, IF
THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IS NO LONGER A PRICRITY {(4)

it [Department of Human Services] has fost active interest .. .7

"If IDepartmment of Human Services] . . . I8 moving to a more traditional social work focus”™.

"All families in Hawal are healthy, productive. and positive--services are no longer nesded!”

"Reallocate funds (0 entitlermnent program deficits™.

BOTHERS (3}

“Lack af funds, keep service delivery at state level offices. No change™.
" .. {Tio make or force pecple (o live without the project”.

it system-wide staff were not competent at the tevel required”.

in your opinion what are the best reasons for extending the demonsiration project after June 30,
1985/extending the demonstration project after June 30, 1985 to promate continued experimentation?

EiF THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT CANNGOT BE MADE A PERMANENT STATE
PHOGRAM (6)

°. .. [ permanent funding cannct be obtained”.

"If cannot be made permanent-then extend”.

"I not ready for permanent State program status”.

"H it does not become a permanent state program”.

"I canngt receive [permanency] . .

"This would be better than not having #t at alf . . "

B0 CONTINUE EXPERIMENTATION CR TESTING (13}

"Reocrganize--use what works, eliminate what doesn’t work™

"Build-implement new strategies”.

"Reinvant--rethinking the concept of family in the 90°s".

YL [Promote added experimantation and knowledge”.

"To refing the 'testing’ of family centers to more definitely plan for the implementation of family centers
statewida”.

"o iDitterent approaches might be more effective in a different community or with a segment of the
cofnmunity, such as teenagers, ste”
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"i support the extension of the project, but not the increase of scope of project. Start small and let's get it
right™.

"if done right the demonstration project, even if it becomes parmanent, will never stop promoting continusd
experimentation”.

“Build on success”.

Yoo U don't feed that the comumnunily is tofally empoweared 10 continue with the success of this valuable
intervention”.

"Bemonstration project status for another five years (for new, fruly innovative approachas) could strengthen
the ulimate Statewide network of [family centers] in the yvear 20007

" . {Tlo continue work on defragmentation . ..,

" {Tie continue work on ... multiple funding”.

BTO PROVIDE MORE TIME TO DEMONSTRATE THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PRCJECT'S
EFFECTIVENESS (8}

"We need more time to extend this opinion”.

7. .. [Slo that determination of the decision to; make it permanent, or delete project or extend project can be
made after more data received to show effectiveness of program”™.

T [Miaybe more time and study will show s effectivensass”.

... [Tlo be able to continue 10 work out outcome and impact indicators, measurement instrumants and do
al least 2 points in time of evaluation of community-based center component and system-wide component”.
" [Tho affow time to better document the effectiveness of the program”.

"The raal impacts may not felt for some time”.

"To alfow new staff 1o be hired and to have time to make impact which can be evaiuated™.

"Program continuity is important!  Too many other programs come and go--even before impact can be
assessed”,

B THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSAS BEGINNING TO
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HAS/AS BEGINNING
TGO HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT 21

" .. [The project is helping each families™.

" works".
“The project provides the best vehicle for community members to help each other .. ",
"The proiect ... reduces ihe dependency relationship that now exisis belween service users and the

institutional providers”.

"L [ would be short sighted 10 end it at such an early stage when it is just beginning 1o bulld a new
paradigm in how we work with families”™.

"The Family Center . . . has improved the quality of tife . . | for a large segment of our papulation .. 7.

"I am confident to have my support to a decision 1o comtinug Family Center Demonstration Proiect a
permanent state program’™.

"Many of the clienis have become aggressive in learning about services”,

“They fthe clents] have . . . provided input which has improved services”.

"They lihe service providers] have . | | lsarnad new ways 10 link services”.
"Knowledge aboul available services s being disseminated throughout the cormmunity, Increasing
participation”.

“Abte 1 work close with resident that has needs”™.

“Put their trust 1o Family Center project, by coming out and reveal the nesds”™.

T IWie't provide letter of recomimandation [to volunteers] i seek for future employmeant”.
"Farvily Centers strengthen famities who then strengthen the community they ive in”.
“Extending this project will help Keep something worthwhidg in gur community”.

“The Family Center has demonstrated that there is a need for such a center it cur community”™.
“The Center hag been effective in reaching all cultures in the community .. "

"They fthe tamily center] have connectaed peoplefamiies (o program/sarvices .. 7.

"They have connected . . . agencies/organizations 10 each other”,

"They have Deen able 1o work with Dusinesses 10 support the programs®™,



H

5)

ETO PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS,; TGO PROVIDE HELP (8

"Te meet the needs of Families with fess income, or none income bul depends with public assistance . 7.
"We need (o meear the needs of the peopie”.

" {To help peopie in Gur Community”™.

v, [Tlo educate peopie of the community (o De on they [est]"

"The kids growing up in this tough and hard community will make up this communily in the future. They will
nged heip”.

"Reach mors with-schooling, Heracy, [ob training, technology, health services, and social services”.
"Raeach a larger population within the community™.

"There are 0 many communities that currently have no or #mited resowrces (o help meet thelr needs™.

BTO STRENGTHEN OR EMPOWER FAMILIES OR COMMUNITIES; TG CHANGE THE WAY THAT
STATE GOVERNMENT DOES BUSINESS (5)

" .. [Tio be a connection for the communily and important agencies 10 help meet the needs of the people”.
"Every community should build on s own strengths”.

"We need an agency/organization that advocates for families-—-oneg that can work positively with families--to
many programs arg imervention/reatment/remedial programs”.

"Corntinue commisiment of the legisiature © funding prevention oriented programs which address a wide
range of clienis”.

"Possibility for creating & more responsive system of service delivery sensitive to community needs and
concerns”.

BOTHERS

" .. {Lless cost than start another Program .. "

"o fLiess costthan .. . assign another agencies 1o carry over this project”.

"Use a varlety of means for families 10 maks moneay™.

"The oid system canr't continue in the face of reduced funding”.

"The current [service] delivery system is not working . . ..

"Pravent it from Decoming a State run program especiaily under [Deparniment] of Human Services of
[Depariment] of Health™.

"To aliow sufficient time to implement everything mandated by 1983 revised legisiation . . .7,

Relevant miscellangous

" believe that # is 100 early {0 make a determination as 1o whether the project should continue after June
30, 1985, Among the resulls of this upcoming period should be a recommendation on this gusstion. Some
of the factors that would need 10 be taken into acccunt in making the decision on this recommendation
shouid include: (1)1 has the project established an approach that meets the project’s objectives]; (2} is
there a way 1o expand the use of this approach s¢ that # can be made available (6 communities throughout
the state {ether through the establishment of additional centers, or hwough conversion of existing
institutions); {33} s there sufficient widespread support for & community-based and therefore diversified
aporoach 10 addressing femily issues!, and (4} has the project clarified #s relationship 10 competing
aporoaches (¢ service gelivery™.

“Until we have better knowledge of outcomes, it s premature 10 conclude anticipated status. Based on
infformation 1o date, the program  merlls  continuation-perhaps  permanent,  perhaps  exiended
demonsiration”.

"t am unable to comment on any of these three guestions [questions 2, 5, and 4] untl we are able 1o recaive
the results of the dndings and evaluation”.
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Appendix @

QUESTIONNAIRE #6: SUMMARY

Part {. Value Added

information and referral services

Existing Added (2}
Expanded (1) Combined
Training and assistancs in accessing information and services provided for family members
Existing Added
Expanded (3} Combined

Involvement of community leadership in defining and resolving famiiyrelated issues
Existing {1} Added
Expanded (2} Combined

Opporturities provided for famiiies to interact, share concerns. exchange resources, network with others,
and learn from each other

Existing {1} Added

Expanded (2} Combined

Community defined activities:

Parent skili building sessions
Existing (1} Added
Expanded {2} Combined

Tempgorary child care
Existing {3) Addec
Expanded Combined

Brief crisis intervention
Existing (1) Added (1}
Expanded {1} Combined

Job preparation
Existing Agided
Expanded (2} Combined

Farent/child activities
Existing (1) Agded
Expanded {3 Combined

Adolascent services
Existing (11 Added {1}
‘Expanded {1} Combined

Liferacy training
Existing {1} Added (2}
Expanded Combined

How ware the scops of core services alrgady being provided by the lead agency expanded ihrough the
cragtion of the family cantgr?

Do
()
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"Provide open-ended entry point .. "
"L finformation and referral] service (o other servics and resources of agencies . "
"Add staff 10 do refarral to other service agencies”.

"o JAdRion of stal L .

"L [Alddition of . space . ...

oo CjAlgdition of L unding ..

" .. [Ejmphasis on collaboration”.

"Services were made availabie 10 &l . . jareal farmilies”,
“Buch more capaciy for parent education”.

How were services added through the creation of the family center combined with services already being
provided by the lead agency 1o form cors services?

"Open-ended eniry point ..

"o lidentify] need for service not met by others. e mail drop for homeless, emergency food o
compliment foodbank”.

“Communlly development--expanded agency commiliment (¢ primary prevention”.

"Toy lending library-more [money] and drop in site™

"Trrough fccllocation] .. ",

"Trrough . .. collaboration”.

Oiher. What other services were added through the creation of the family center? Why were these other
sarvices added?

“dail drop for homelass . .

"Hiometess services ..

.. [Floodbank”.

"Expanded network for [information] and referral”

"Gutreach 16 homeless famities . . fwith] counseling . . "

"Cutreach (o homeless famities . . . [withi [information] referral”,

“trformation and referral-imprcve comimunity access 1o services”™,

“Ligracy~inier ganarational sugport, fun’.

" Adolescent--new farget grous’™.

"Crisis--need 1o respond to dron in folks, no place In our comymunity for them to go™.

Orher. What other services were expanded through the creation of the family center? Why were these
other services expanded?

"Emergency food distribution wiilizing foodbank surplus food 1o supplement agency food isource]™.
"Parerding activities and parent support--due o non-stigmatized setting”.

"Home visiting services for additional families with children (-5 were expanded to mest a long-identified
need .. ..

"Home visiding services for additional familles with children 0-8 were sxpanded to ... demaonsirale o
oursaives and other agencies that decategonized services are effective . 7.

"Home visiting services tor additional families with children 08 were expanded ¢ . . demonstrate 1o
curselves and other agencies that decategorized services are . cost-efficient”,

Part . Value Denied

Information angd referral services

Retain Detste (1) Heduce (2}

Training andg assistance in accessing information and services providad for family members

Fetain (1) Delete (1) Baducs {1}

[
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Involvernent of comimunity feacership in defining and resciving family-related issues
Retain (2 Celete Reduce (1

Cpportunitios provided for families 1o interact, share concerns, exchange resources, network with others,
and learn from each other
Retain Delets Reduce (3)

Community defingd activities:

Farent skill building sessions
Ratain {1} Delets Reduce {23

Temporary child care
Retain {2} Delete Reduce (1}

Brief crisis intervention
Retain Celets (1} Reducs (2)

Jaob preparation
Ratain Celets (2) Reduce

Parent/child activities
Betain (&) Delete Reduce {H

Adolescent services
Hetain (&) Delete (1) Reduce

Literacy training
Retairt {1} Eelete (3) Heduce

How would the scope of the core services be reduced?

"Lack a staf to coordinate referral 10 services with delay in or not Enking to service on timely basis™.
"Sarvices would only be available 10 targeted clients .e.. Healthy Start, MIST, etc”
"Kost services would be reduced, through reduced staff, in quantity rather than quality™.

Other.  What other services would be retained at current levels?  Why would these other services be
retainad at current levels {as opposed 10 being reduced n scope or deleted entirely)?

"Because of long-standing comerdtment . . for temporary childoare | . avery attemp! would be made 10
keep .. . [thus] at current tevels®.

"Bacause of long-standing commitment . for . pavent-child activities . avery attempt would be
made 1o keep . [thig] af current lavaig™

"Because of ong-standing commament . Tor L teen services, every atltempt would be made {0 keep
.. frhist at current levals”

"Because of ... diversiied funding . .. for temporary childcare | every attemnpt would be made (o
keep . lthis] gt current levels™.

"Secause of | diversified funding . for L parentchild activities | every atternpt would be made
1 keep . {this] at current levels”,

"Because of ... diversified funding ... for . t2en services, every aftempl would be made 10 keep
these at current leveis”,

"is part of our agenoy on-going service through other funding sources”.
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(8} Cther. What other services would be deleted entirely? Why would these cther services be deleted entirely
{a% opposed 10 being retained at current levels of reduced in scope)?

JFlarenting class L 7
Cfiioyiending . . ",
7. [Clommunity development .7
. [Clrisis preventionjintervention . . 7.

. linformation and referral]”™

“Job preparation . .. {is] provided Dy other agencies in coliaboration [with] [family center]. Moral support
would stili be given but space. siaff or other monetary commitments may not be possible™.

"o [iteracy L {is] provided by other agencies in collaboration [with] [family centerl. Moral support
would still be given but space. staft or other monetary commitments may not be possible”.
"N tunds, [equals] no staff, [eguals] no program”.
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Samue! B. K. Chang 1"""'"& T'—‘\\’-w\

Director Lo ;m“/
E o~

fesearch (808; BB7-06E6 i »ﬂ/

Hevisor (B08) 587-0870
s 587.0720

Fax (808) LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU
State of Hawail

Srate Capitol

Henoluiu, Hawas 96813

December 1, 1883
5112A

Ms. Winona Rubin

Director

Department of Human Services
P.0. Box 339

Monolulu, Hawaii 86809

Dear Ms. Rubin:

Enclosed for your review is a confidential and preliminary draft of a report on the Family
Center Demonstration Project prepared by this office at the request of the Legislature. Since the
draft is subject to change, we ask that you not circulate it until a final report is released. Pleass
foel free 10 make any comments, cite any errors, state any objections, or suggest any revisions to
this confidential draft. Your comments and suggestions are important t0 us and revisions will be
made if deemed appropriate.

Please mark your comments directly upon the snclosed draft and return it to uUs by
Wednesday, December 15, 1993. !t is not necessary to submit a formal reply.

If you have any questions regarding the draft report, piease call Keith Fukumoto at
587-0661.

Sincersly,

Aol el e

sCior

SBECmm
Enciosure

cc.  Conroy Chow
{with encicsurs}
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JOHN WAIHEE WINGNA E. RUBIN
GOYEARNOR DIRECYCOR
LYNN N FALLIN
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
LESLIE & MATSUBERA
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
STATE OF HAWAH
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
1380 Miller Street
Honolulu, Hawail 96813
December 18, 1883
MEMORANDUM
TO: Honorable Samuel B. K. Chang, Director
Legisiative Reference Bureau
FROM: Winona E. Rubin, Director
SUBJECT: Comments To Draft Beport on the Family Center

Demonstration Project

Thank you for allowing us to review the preliminary draft report on the Family
Center Demonstration Project.

We have no comments on the report except to note that our application to the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services for a Family Resource and Support
Program grant was not approved. Please note page 15 of your report.

We wish to state that in the future if the opportunity arises again to apply for such
funds, we will coordinate our efforts with other agencies or organizations such as the
Family Centers.

The report is well documented and we appreciated the recommaendations
contained in the preliminary findings.

* Fer

Director
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Appendix 8

Samuel B. K, Chang
Director

Hesearch (808} 587-06686
Revisor {B0B) 587-0670
Fax (808) 587-0720

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU
State of Hawaii

Siate Capitol

Honoluly, Hawal 88813

Dacember 1, 1993
5112A

Mr. Dan Watanabe

Executive Director

Hawail Community Services Councii
200 N. Vineyard Bivd., Suite 415
Honolulu, Hawail 98817

j R
Dear Mr. Vs{ r{%géT

Enclosed for your review is a confidential and prefiminary draft of a report on the Family
Center Demonstration Project prepared by this office at the request of the Legislature. Since the
draft is subject to change, we ask that you not circulate it until & fina! report is released. Pigase
feel free to make any comments, cite any errors, state any objections, or suggest any revisions to
this confidential draft. Your comments and suggestions are important to us and revisions will be
made if deemed appropriate.

Please mark your comments directly upon the enclosed draft and return it to us by
Wednesday, December 15, 1883. It is not necessary to submit a formal reply.

if you have any questions regarding the draft report, please call Keith Fukumoto at
587-C661.

Sincerely,

S
Samue! B.K. Chang
Director

SBKC:mm
Enclosure

ce; Linda Harris
{with enclosure)
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Family Center Project Reponse to LEB Evaluation

GENERAL RESPONSE T0 EVALUATION:

This interim report does a good job of identifying issues that
need to be addressed by the Fanmily Center Demonstration Project,
These issues are appropriate to the development of the Project at
this stage. They have been also been identified (by the two
Project-initiated evaluation studies and through internal Project
monitoring) and are currently the basis for Project improvement.

We are thankful for the careful, comprehensive thought that went
into this evaluation, and we realize the need to clarify the
types of data that are regquired by all stakeholders. We are
moving toward that data with a measurement technology that is in
tandem with our assets oriented process. As suggested in the
evaluation, it ie important to forge a partnership with
legislators to best design, establish and meet public decision-
making criteria. This evaluation is particularly helpful as a
planning tool.

Since the period covered in this evaluation, DHS Deputy Director,
Department staff, and the Project Director are engaging in
dialogue to clarify wvision, working relationship, and outcomes.
Weire looking ahead to new possibilities.

There were several issues in implementing the Project that relate
to the guestion of timing. We agree with the one identified in
the report. We have alsoc identified two others: the timing of
legislation that initiated the Proiject (i.e., during a
supplenmental year) that triggered an early focus on the need to
sustain funding; the timing and evolution of planning efforts by
DHS and by the Project. At the outset of the Project both were
evolving their thinking about strategies, or visions, for serving
families. Several of the DHS initistives currently underway were
alsc in their infancy when the Family Center effort wac started.
At the time no one could predict how these would evolve.

We believe that these factors are all part of the nature of a
demonstration project and that we have learned many valuable
lessons from needing to address these factors., Taking these into
account, the Proiject iz now in a position to focus on cutcones.

We believe that the task of the Project is to model each of the
centers in order to provide the state with resocurces by which to
guide further development of family centers. Comparing the
models does nct seem to be a necessary task so much as modelling
each center.
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Family Center Proiect Reponse to LRE Evaluation

OPERATIONAL RESPONSE TO EVALUATION

The Lead Agency Directors added an operational perspective to
this response. They are concerned that the evaluation should
also point to the results of Family Center work that does not
come through in this evaluation's framework.

Family Centers can account for significant increase in the
communities'! access to services and leveraged rescurces. Access
to services refers to new points of contact and process for
contact for such services as: Information and Referral, DOH
immunizations, DOH Infant Toddler Program, DHS childcare, Home
Visitors, CBED, Micrceconomlic Develgpmnent, Teen Parenting,
Healthy Start, etc.

Family Centers are also fulcrums for the development of
collaboration. Many collaborations have been established and/or
facilitated by Family Centers: Kona Community Fair, Xau
Coalition, Kohala Coalition, EPT Celebration, Street Watch,
Molokai Interagency Association, Families in Trangition,
Salvation Army Parenting Network, stc.

Further, Familyv Centers foster the development of community-
driven primary prevention programming such as parenting classes,
bereavement support, microeconomic projects, neighbor-to-neighbor
programs, caregiver support, 12 step programs, teen parent
support, etc.

Leveraged resources are the most visible evidence of family
center effort to strengthen families and raise the level of sense
of community. It is well known that families who feel as though
they are in control over their own lives (and are therefore self-
sufficient), work harder, are more creative, and contribute back
to the community. As the strength of families grow, so grows the
contribution to community {freguently called ¥local action®). We
also know that organizational contribution also provides evidence
of sense of community. Contributions of time, monies, skills,
support, etc. are vivid in Family Center historv.

Since the end of the catchment time for this evaluation, the
Family Center Project is engaged in a compreéhensive value-added
analysis. We can now align with the Family Policy Academy work
tc ensure a systemic approach to plamnning. Walting for the
finalization of Academy findings has proven to be a wise move.

218



Family Center Project Reponse to LRE Evaluation

REEPONSE TO SPECIFIC CHAPTER ITEMS

Chapter 5. This chapter seems as if it should be divided into 4
specific headings, rather than all about ¥too little time.®
Perhaps additional headings could be designed in.

Chapter 5, Relative to comparing Centers in order to achiesve
pesitive competition: at this time, Centers have proven to be
unresponsive to incentive type programs. They are very self-
directed -- an indicator of thelr commitment to their own,
specific communities.

Chapter 5, pg 15. The vision suggesied herein is very
interesting. The suggestions are high guality. and, getting to
such a vision reguires the kind of collaboration that is not yet
statutorily enabled between department/division/private/public,
ete. Unfortunately, this project has neither the authority, nor
the channels, to address these changes. 3g well, DHS does not
have the authoriity to co-mingle funds. The authority would have
to bhe wuch broader to result in 2 ccherent social policy for the
State of Hawail.

Chapter 6, pg 10. Rather than specifying any particular agency,
it would be particularly helpful to recommend reguired capacities
of whatever organization is tasked with the evaluation.

Chapter 7, page 5. The kind of response that would indicate
project success at the community level is a2 POSITIVE response.
COHERENT may not be so appropriate in that different agsndas
apply to different groups of people, subcultures, neighborhoods,
ete.

Chapter 8. Family center purpose was referred to as ¥reducing
gsocial pathology.® We could not find mention of ¥social
pathology? within project planning or legislative issues., Family
Centers are focused on an assets approach -- bulliding strength
and capacity. It would be helpful to maintain congruence in the
language.

There are a number of references to ¥entitlement deficits.” The
language does not nake a recommendation, vet it does yisld a
perception of an either-or scenario: either entitlement deficits
or family center survival. #e see the Family Centers playving a
role to reduce the State's demand for entitlement funds.



Family Center Proiect Reponse to LRB Evaluation

RESPONSE TC SPECIFIC CHARPTER ITEMS, cont.

Re: Chapter 8, pg 1, paragrapn 1, sentence 1.

The purposzaes and short term and long tern cbjectives of each
family center and of the proiesct are guite different (rather than
similar}, and do need o be in alignment. The centers® intent
{and priorities) has evolved to provide families and communities
with the opportunity te access resocurces to improve the guality
of 1ife and sense of community. The project's intent {and
priorities) has evolved to test and model different approaches of
achieving that intent, to position the concept in the community,
and to inform the community of ways to integrate the concept,
through fiscal and political strategles, into the state's overall
strategy of community development.

We know that over time, purposes in innovative, flexible prograns
transform. This Project has held true to form. (We'd seriocusly
guestion the guality of the innovation if the purpose had not
trangformed.} The vision has remained constant ag it was
developed from an extensive planning process in Decisions 87
through Action 90.

Chapter 2, page 2 refersnces proxy indicators of succesg for
family support education stated by Heather Welss. It is
important to note that these indicators were developed for a
project on Child Abuse and Neglect -~ funded with specific abuse
and neglect issues in mind. They do not sesem relevant to an
assets approach.

Chapter 10

While an expansion of direct services is evidenced at each
Center, the focus of the Project is the value added in the more
innovative contributions of the project -- particularly, the
local action and resources leveraged, the increzsze in access to
services, and the process used to enable individuals to mobilize
their own resources.

The idea of establishing a bhuman welfare index ls provecative and
bevond the task and purview of this project to develop. As such,
The Family Center Project iz using indicators from the Governor's
Family Policy Academy to rate communitv health. ¥We would be
nappy to participate in the development of an index in
collaboration with other agencies peeting working within state
strategic direction.



