Justice for Children Summit
Houston County, Georgia

August 2007
REPORT – JULY 2008

PPCD Review Staff:

Shirley A. Dobbin, Ph.D., Senior Program Manager

Megan Warren, Training Coordinator

Nancy Miller, Director

The PPCD has completed a review and assessment of the Justice for Children Summit program completed in Houston County, GA in August 2007. The Summit program was viewed via a DVD which resulted in difficulties hearing and seeing presentation components; the limitations are noted in the report findings and recommendations. Although the focus is on the Houston County program, the report offers findings and recommendations that can be used when replicating the program throughout the state. 
This report presents a general overview of the Summit structure and design, identifies training strengths, suggests areas in need of improvement, and identifies possible areas for future focus. Recommendations in structure, agenda development, and the overall design of the Summit are also offered.

_________________________________________________________
The Georgia Justice for Children Summit is a project created by the Supreme Court of Georgia Committee on Justice for Children which calls for the Juvenile Court Chief Judge to hold a multi-disciplinary one day summit in each of the 49 Judicial Circuits in Georgia or each county to focus on improvement for child deprivation cases. 

_________________________________________________________

I. General Overview, Structure and Design
· Introductions / Welcomes 
The taped introductory comments by Chief Justice Leah Ward Sears and Justice P. Harris Hines were appropriate in setting the stage for the collaborative reform process. The Justices focused on judicial leadership, but also emphasized the need for cross-system collaboration.  
As a follow-up to the introductory comments, training participants were shown the video "Multiple Transitions:  A Young Child's Point of View About Foster Care and Adoption" (1997), a video that is generally considered an effective tool. The video seemed well received by the group, but it also seemed a little long for an introduction to the day, especially when there had not been any introductions made yet by the participants themselves. At the conclusion of the video, faculty asked for thoughts, but there were no meaningful comments made by faculty (or questions posed related to the video’s content) and no discussion about the video and how it relates to current practice.  
After the video concluded, everyone was asked to introduce themselves by name and role. Having everyone introduce themselves initially would have set a better stage for further discussion and debate, and may have made the timing and length of the video more effective.

· Initial Reflections and Discussion 
After introducing themselves, participants were asked to take 10-15 minutes to identify system strengths and challenges. The request was to provide the information from an individual perspective, not through group discussion (the next component of the agenda). Some participants seemed to take the time to consider and record system strengths and challenges, while others seemed to use the time more to touch base with each other, but not in a program specific way. 

The participants were told that they could take a break after they finished writing down their thoughts and suggestions. The break was too early in the morning timeframe; there did not need to be such an early break between the individual writing activity and the report back period.  Taking the break immediately after the individual time was also a missed opportunity for continued relationship-building and information-sharing among the groups.

After the break, a report back period began.  The report back component was generally good because it allowed participants to hear what they have in common with those from different parts of the system. Although there was some discussion, there could have been a higher level of engagement from the participants (i.e., training facilitators could have proactively engaged participants in reflection and discussion by pointing out differing views, highlighting consensus, posing questions, etc.).  The report back created a common ground, but it could have been further strengthened into a more substantive discussion and should have occurred before the break.  Conducting the report back before the break would have served to encourage further dialogue among the participants on issues raised during the discussion.  
Asking the participants to give some individual thought to system strengths and challenges was appropriate, but probably no more than 5-10 minutes of time was needed. Then, participants could be asked to share with other members of their table the issues they had identified. Ideally, this would foster good discussion within the small group and lay the framework for a broader discussion across all of the groups. For those tables that appeared to have new representatives, it would also help to build a relationship among participants. From a table discussion, participants could have then moved to the broader discussion across all of the participants.  Key faculty could also move through the tables and touch base with participants, encourage focused discussion, and keep everyone on track. 
The group discussion component seemed to generate some good discussion, although it was difficult for evaluators to hear the discussion and all of the responses. While information being written on the flip chart could not be seen, there did seem to be some good perspectives and information shared. The focus of the discussion seemed to be more centered on information sharing rather than dialogue that examines and explores issues. Ideally, the discussion would have included both question/answer components and active group discussion and debate. 

· Data Presentation (Beth Locker)
Ms. Locker offered a good presentation on the need, focus, and purpose of data, with special attention paid to the CFSR data, reasons for removal, safety measures, and length of stay. She also referenced the inclusion of handouts that provided data information about the number of children in foster care and how to understand that data.  There was a focus on agency data – AFCARS and NCANDS – with a brief discussion on the purpose of the data, how that data should be used, and how data relates to court events and outcomes.  
The presentation was quite substantive and primarily focused on Ms. Locker’s formal comments. Organizing the presentation to present key issues was well done, but it might also have been more helpful to allow for more group discussion on fewer, specific data elements and issues.  The presentation was very number focused – there could have been more discussion on the impact or importance of the data, not just the data.  Handing out the data and facilitating debate around several key issues would be another way to educate participants about the data, helping them to understand not only what the data are, but how they can be used to identify and generate reform efforts. Ms. Locker seemed to try to use the data to generate more group discussion (a very appropriate strategy), but the discussion did not occur at the level it could have.  
Again, it was difficult for the evaluators to fully and consistently hear questions asked and all of the dialogue from the group. From what could be determined through a viewing of the DVD, there appeared to be little discussion within the group itself – either at specific tables or across the larger group. Groups were asked to identify challenges, but again there was only limited discussion generated.  Overall, Ms. Locker’s presentation did a generally good job translating the data into practice and asking participants to interpret what they saw.  The entire program is to be commended for its focus on using data to generate discussion of issues and to design reform efforts. 

This was also a long presentation – it was approximately two hours with no break. It may be more helpful to divide the presentation into two parts (perhaps around specific measures) that are built around a short break and include time for both a formal presentation and discussion. 
· Permanency / ASFA (Melissa Carter)
Overall, Ms. Carter’s presentation on ASFA and permanency was well done but it was difficult for the evaluators to assess whether the information was too basic and foundational for the particular audience. The presentation generally focused on the permanency hearing phase – primary areas of discussion included the purpose and focus of permanency hearings, new permanency options if reunification is not going to happen, reasonable efforts, extended custody and annual custody hearings, and reasonable efforts. The inclusion of children and youth in permanency hearings was also discussed. Permanency options were discussed in the appropriate order reflecting the options in accordance with federal law. The foundational information was well presented and the focus on the permanency phase did appear to be an area in need of attention. A few questions were asked and comments made during the presentation, but again there appeared to be little discussion or debate among the participants.

· Empowerment Group (Anthony, Foster Care Alumni)

Anthony initially over utilized his PowerPoint presentation, reading his comments directly from the slides, but, as Anthony began to provide more personal examples not included in the PowerPoint, his presentation became more effective. Through the formal presentation and his comments, he did provide some important information and offered a perspective that was important for the participants to hear.   Overall, Anthony was a good speaker on behalf of foster care alumni.   At the conclusion of his presentation a number of participants asked interesting and relevant questions.
· Strategic Action Plan

Participants were given direction to identify an area for discussion and strategic planning within their group. Participants received handouts that focused on goals, outcomes (safety, permanency, well-being), and measures. The discussion occurred in the following groups:

· CASA, Citizen Reviewers 

· Agency, Law Experts

· Judges, Court Staff, Attorneys

· Service Providers, Educators

Again, it was difficult for the evaluators to hear and assess the work of the individual groups. Each group appeared to be addressing different focus areas and there appeared to be active dialogue within the groups. However, while there appeared to be good information sharing, there did not seem to be active discussion or debate about issues within the groups. It was also difficult to determine if the group discussions were leading to the development of action plans and formal next steps – especially given the range of issues that were identified. 
· Final Comments

Final comments and thanks were offered briefly to the group, but there was little discussion of next steps, expectations, goals, etc. It would have been helpful to have some sort of “wrap up” presentation or activity that outlined next steps for the group. 
· Room Set-Up and Seating Arrangements: Some General Observations and Suggestions
Some tables were full of participants and several had only one or two people sitting alone at the table all day. At some tables, the participants clearly knew each other and worked together. At others, there appeared to be little known about each other, and   there was little opportunity for them to get to know each other.  In anticipation of the training purpose and focus, organizers may want to consider different ways the tables/chairs can be organized. 

Depending on the purpose of the training and strategic planning, individuals from the same place or with the same expertise should be organized to sit together or to sit apart.  It may also be effective to change the dynamic of the groups that interact over the course of the day. Perhaps people with similar positions or from the same organization start the morning as a common group, but by the afternoon the groups represent a mix of representations from different groups. Changing the membership of the groups over the course of the day helps to facilitate a more systems focus and provides good networking opportunities among participants from different parts of the system. 
Participants should also have name tags (even if participants know each other it helps facilitators recognize individuals and call on them for input as needed). It might also be better to pass a sign-in sheet around the room once everyone is seated instead of leaving it at the back of the room. 
Make sure the screen savers on the computers are turned off.  It’s distracting when the presenter is speaking but not using a PowerPoint and the screen saver comes on.  It would also be helpful to provide lapel microphones for faculty so they can walk away from the podium but still be heard by the whole room.

II. Recommendations for Training Improvements
The Summit provided an opportunity for some good information sharing among participants. In addition to the logistical issues discussed above (i.e., strategic use of break times, strategically placing participants in groups, attention to audio-visual issues), the next phases of the Summit should focus on strengthening multi-disciplinary relationships and facilitating concrete action through more active collaborative dialogue, and a more sophisticated use of time beyond merely information sharing.  A team of strong training facilitators may need to be incorporated into future trainings in order to reach these goals. 
To develop effective training programs, to facilitate effective and creative brainstorming, and engage in effective strategic planning for judges and other dependency court improvement stakeholders, core adult learning principles should also be clearly integrated into the planning, implementation, and follow-up of programs.

System professionals tend to be task-centered and problem-centered in their orientation to learning.  They are motivated to learn to the extent that they perceive that learning will help them perform tasks or deal with problems that they confront in their life situations. They learn new knowledge, understandings, skills, values, and attitudes most effectively when they are presented in the context of application to real-life situations.
· Make sure there is a clear understanding of the purpose of training programs, brainstorming sessions, and strategic planning sessions and clearly identify the purpose of the current program. Each of these types of programs has different goals, processes, and outcomes and considerable attention needs to be paid to determine which option is best suited to the purpose and goals of the specific program.
· Information sharing is important in any program, but it should not be the primary purpose.  Information sharing should be foundational and be used to set the stage for more active debate, dialogue, and planning.  As professionals, participants should be able to, and encouraged to, actively engage in dialogue and self-direction as part of the training and discussion.
· Rather than just listening to new concepts, ideas, or procedures, there should be time scheduled for active dialogue and debate among participants about the value and appropriateness of the information and issues raised and how it might be used, next steps, etc.   To ensure dialogue is active and goes beyond mere information-sharing, participants should be asked to consider explanatory models for outcomes, specific ways practice can be changed to improve outcomes, and concrete steps that each participant can take to effectuate positive change. 
It is also recommended that future evaluations of Summit activities are designed to measure satisfaction, skill acquisition or knowledge-building, attitude and behavior change, and outcomes.  Guidance on evaluating trainings to capture each of these domains of measurement is currently being developed by the NCJFCJ, the NCSC and the ABA through its Collaborative Project.  The recommendations below represent excerpted material from that Project, and are offered here to illustrate comprehensive and effective approaches to training evaluations. 


When evaluating the effectiveness of these types of programs, there are a variety of levels that need to be considered.  For example, consider developing ways to assess the following types of participant learning:
 

· Attendance at Program Event:  Documents participation in a specific event (e.g., Sign-in sheet)

· Satisfaction/Opinion of Program Event: Participant satisfaction with faculty, trainers, facilitators  

· Learning:  Measures the change in participants’ knowledge and skills as a result of training effort, faculty, discussion and overall design

· Application of Learning:  Measures behavior change – the application of the knowledge and skills gained from the program

· Impact of training on outcomes

How to measure each level of evaluation
 

· Level I:  Satisfaction/Reaction

· Sometimes called “Happiness Sheets.”

· Four reasons to measure reaction/satisfaction:

i. To help us to determine how effective the training program is and to learn how it can be improved.

ii. To tell participants that the facilitators are there to help them do their job better and that they need feedback to determine how effective they are.

iii. To provide quantitative information that you can give to those who are concerned about the training program.

iv. To provide facilitators with quantitative information that can be used to establish standards of performance for future programs.

· Guidelines for evaluating reaction:

i. Determine what you want to find out – reactions to the subject, the facilitator, the facilities, the schedule, meals, case studies or exercises, audiovisuals, handouts, and the value that participants place on every aspect of the program; best to be completed at the end of a training program.

ii. Design a form that will quantify reactions – consider using open-ended questions, check boxes, etc.  The ideal form provides the maximum amount of information and requires the minimum amount of time.  

iii. Encourage written comments and suggestions – provide an opportunity to comment; a strategy for getting the reaction sheets back at the end of a program is to make the completion of reaction sheets part of the program.

iv. Get a 100% immediate response – sending the forms back after training reduces the value of the reaction sheets for two reasons: 1) participants will not do it; 2) the forms that are returned may not be a good indication of the reaction of the group as a whole.

v. Get honest responses – it is sometimes meaningful to know who made a comment if the comment is positive, 1) you can quote that person in future program information and 2) you can contact the person relative to the comment or suggestion.  In-house training programs – participants might be reluctant to provide honest feedback due to perceived repercussions.

vi. Develop acceptable standards – use of rating scales to establish a standard of acceptable performance; this standard can be based on a realistic analysis of what can be expected considering such conditions as budgets, facilities available, skilled instructors available, etc.   

vii. Measure reactions against standards and take appropriate action – Once realistic standards have been established, you should evaluate the various aspects of the program and compare your findings with the standards; evaluation reports should include impressions of the coordinator and an analysis of the reaction sheets.  If the standard is not met:

1. Make a change;

2. Modify the situation;

3. Live with an unsatisfactory situation; or 

4. Change the standard if conditions change.

viii. Communicate reactions as appropriate:  1) who wants to see them; and 2) with whom training staff want to communicate – must decide whether it is appropriate.

· This level of evaluation can and should take place immediately.

· Level II:  Learning/Acquisition of Knowledge
· Measuring learning means determining 1) what knowledge was learned, 2) what skills were developed or improved; 3) what attitudes were changed.

· Pre-requisite for behavior measurement:  important to measure learning because no change in behavior can be expected unless one or more of the above learning objectives have been accomplished. 

· The measurement of learning is more difficult and time-consuming than the measurement of reaction.

· Guidelines for evaluating learning:

i. Use a control group (a group that does not receive the training) if practical – using a control group provides better evidence that change has taken place.  When using a control group, be sure that the groups are equal in all significant characteristics.

ii. Evaluate knowledge, skills, and/or attitudes – pre- and post-tests to measure what learning has taken place; use True or False, multiple choice, etc.  

1. Evaluate increase in knowledge and changes in attitudes:  1) It measures the effectiveness of the instructor in increasing knowledge and/or changing attitudes ( It shows how effective he or she is ( If little or no learning has taken place, little or no change in behavior can be expected; 2) The specific information that evaluation of learning provides – by analyzing the change in answers to individual items, the instructor can see where he or she has succeeded and where he or she has failed.  

2. Evaluating increase in skills: this should be measured if the objective of a program is to increase the skills of participants.

iii. Get a 100% Response – Since this level of evaluation can take place immediately following or at the end of a training program, a facilitator should be able to obtain 100% or strive to do so to measure knowledge and skill increase as well as attitudes change.  

iv. Take appropriate action – If we haven’t succeeded, let’s look at ourselves as instructors/facilitators and ask where we have failed (and not “what is the matter with the learners”).  

· This level of evaluation can and should take place immediately.

· Level III:  Application of Learning/Behavior Change

· To measure what change in behavior occurred because people attended a training program.

· This level is more difficult and complicated to measure than evaluating at the first two levels: 1) Participants cannot change their behavior until they have an opportunity to do so; 2) It is impossible to predict when a change in behavior will occur; 3) The participant may apply the learning to the job and come to one of the following conclusions: “I like what happened, and I plan to continue to use the new behavior.” “I don’t like what happened, and I will go back to my old behavior.” “I like what happened, but the boss and/or time restraints prevent me from continuing it.”

· You have to make important decisions with regard to when to evaluate, how often to evaluate, and how to evaluate.

i. Use a control group if practical:  A comparison of the change in behavior of a control group with the change experienced by the group who received the training can add evidence that the change in behavior occurred because of the training program – be sure that the two groups are equal in all factors that could have an effect on behavior.

ii. Allow time for behavior change to take place:  Allow some time for participants to transfer the knowledge/skills they have learned to their jobs; two to three months following the training or six months might be more realistic.

iii. Evaluate both before and after the program if practical.

iv. Survey and/or interview persons who know the behavior:  participants themselves, immediate supervisors or staff, others who are knowledgeable about their behavior – to determine who to survey or interview, consider asking the following:  Who is best qualified?  Who is most reliable?  Who is most available?  Are there any reasons why one or more of the possible candidates should not be used?; consider whether a survey or interview should be used. 

v. Get 100% response or a sampling – The best approach is to measure the behavior change in all participants; if this is not practical, pick out a few “typical” participants at random and interview or survey them, or interview or survey the persons most likely not to change (the conclusion might be that, if XX and YY have changed their behavior, then everyone’s behavior has changed).

vi. Repeat the evaluation at appropriate times:  some participants may change their behavior as soon as they return to their job; others may wait six months or a year or never change; and some may have immediately changed their behavior but reverted to their old behavior after a time.  Sequence of evaluation at appropriate times (e.g., 3-mo, 6-mo, 12-mo follow-up).  

vii. Consider cost versus benefits:  The greater the potential benefits, the more time and money can be spent on the evaluation not only of behavior change but also in final results (Level 4).

· Change in behavior is not an end result – it is a means to an end:  the final results that can be achieved if change in behavior occurs.  

· This level of evaluation should occur some time after the training program. (See above vi)

· Level IV:  Impact of Training on Outcomes/Results

· To determine what final results occurred because of attendance and participation in a training program.

· When we look at the objectives of training programs, we find that almost all aim at accomplishing some worthy result.  

· To measure what final results were accomplished because of the training program, consider the following:

i. Use a control group if practical to eliminate the factors other than training that could have caused the changes observed to take place.

ii. Allow time for results to be achieved.

iii. Measure both before and after the program if practical.

iv. Repeat the measurement at appropriate times.

v. Consider cost vs. benefits.

vi. How much evidence is needed?

· We ought to be able to show tangible results that more than pay for the cost of the training.  Sometimes, you can find evidence that positive results have occurred.  In other situations, you will have to go back a level or two and evaluate changes in behavior, learning, or both.  Positive reaction sheets from supervisors and managers will convince top management that the training has had an impact.

b. Implementing evaluation at all levels

· Can you develop one particular evaluation tool that includes all four levels of evaluation?  The answer is probably not.   

· The first two levels can be on the same evaluation sheet.  If it is strategically developed, you are able to predict if participants change their behaviors.

· A reaction sheet to evaluate reaction/satisfaction and learning of the participants as an exit survey; within six months of the training program, evaluation of behavior change/transfer of learning should follow; evaluation of results can be done by reviewing of data such as CFSR, AFCARS data, permanency timeliness, etc., comparing those data pre-training with post-training. 
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