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Preface

About This Analysis

The RAND Corporation undertook this analysis to assist the National Center for Injury
Prevention and Control (NCIPC) in developing its strategic plan, including goals and meas-
ures, and in preparing for its Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) review. NCIPC
sought detailed guidance in articulating and refining central components of its strategic plan
and in collecting and strengthening evidence to present to the Office of Management and
Budget for the PART review as part of a larger effort to establish robust strategic planning
and evaluation processes. The analysis will also provide assistance to other federal agencies
and programs facing similar needs.

Drawing on previous RAND analyses conducted for the National Institute for Oc-
cupational Safety and Health and others, this technical report focuses on the use of logic
modeling to achieve NCIPC’s objectives. In particular, it shows how NCIPC can use logic
modeling to meet its immediate needs (i.e., to develop goals and measures for its strategic
plan and prepare for the PART review) and to implement sustainable, ongoing strategic
planning and evaluation processes.

The RAND Safety and Justice Program

This research was conducted under the auspices of the Safety and Justice Program within
RAND Infrastructure, Safety, and Environment (ISE). The mission of RAND Infrastruc-
ture, Safety, and Environment is to improve the development, operation, use, and protection
of society’s essential physical assets and natural resources and to enhance the related social
assets of safety and security of individuals in transit and in their workplaces and communi-
ties. Safety and Justice Program research addresses occupational safety, transportation safety,
food safety, and public safety—including violence, policing, corrections, substance abuse,
and public integrity.

Questions or comments about this report should be sent to the project leaders,
Victoria Greenfield (Victoria_Greenfield@rand.org) and Valerie Williams (Valerie_ Williams
@rand.org). Information about the Safety and Justice Program is available online
(http://www.rand.org/ise/safety). Inquiries about research projects should be sent to the fol-
lowing address:
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Andrew Morral, Director
Safety and Justice Program, ISE
RAND Corporation

1200 South Hayes Street
Arlington, VA 22202-5050
703-413-1100, x5119
Andrew_Morral@rand.org
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Summary

The mission of the National Center for Injury Prevention and Control (NCIPC) is “to pre-
vent premature death and disability and to reduce the human suffering and medical costs
caused by injuries.”” NCIPC accomplishes its mission through surveillance, intra- and ex-
tramural research, and program development and implementation.

Like all federal programs, NCIPC must comply with the terms of the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 and carry out regular reviews using the Pro-
gram Assessment Rating Tool (PART). PART provides a basis for evaluating programs’ per-
formance through a series of questions devoted to purpose and design, strategic planning,
management, and results and accountability. NCIPC will commence its PART review in the
spring of 2006.

As part of a larger effort to implement sustainable, ongoing strategic planning and
evaluation processes, NCIPC sought RAND’s assistance in developing its strategic plan, in-
cluding goals and measures, and preparing for its upcoming PART review. NCIPC asked
RAND to build on previous analyses that RAND has conducted for the National Institute
for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) and other federal agencies and programs. This
report shows how NCIPC can use logic modeling to meet its immediate needs, i.e., to de-
velop goals and measures for its strategic plan and prepare for its PART review, and to im-
plement sustainable, ongoing strategic planning and evaluation processes. Drawing on the
results of past analyses, this report emphasizes the use of a “logic model template” that incor-
porates operations and strategy.

Strategic Planning

In assisting NCIPC, much of our effort involved the development of NCIPC-tailored logic
models. Our work with NCIPC and other federal agencies and programs indicates that logic
models can serve at least two distinct yet related planning functions: First, they can serve as a
means of communicating with internal and external audiences; and second, they can serve as
planning tools. As planning tools, logic models can provide a framework for articulating and
aligning operations, goals, and measures. In this role, the logic model can serve as a founda-
tion for developing a strategic plan.

To assist NCIPC in strategic planning, this report presents and illustrates a replicable
process for developing NCIPC-tailored logic models; the process involves tracing the path of

INCIPC (2002, p. 1).
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NCIPC operations and then adding goals and measures to support the program’s mission.
For an existing program, such as NCIPC, we start with the current path of operations and
proceed, at times iteratively, to goals and measures; however, for a new program, we would
typically start with goals.

Tracing the path of operations begins with gathering information about the program
through discussions with staff and by reviewing existing planning documents. This provides
information about the program inputs, activities, outputs, customers, and outcomes and, in
conjunction with the logic model template, lays out the program’s operations.

The formulation of strategy essentially consists of using information from the opera-
tional path of the logic model and the overall template to develop goals and measures. The
goals and measures are the basis of a strategic plan as they speak directly to the issue of pro-
gram intent. We described three general approaches to conceptualizing strategic goals and a
somewhat detailed approach for generating goals and measures from the template and opera-
tional path. Together, the depiction of operations and strategy constitutes the complete logic
model and the foundation for strategic planning.

Using Evidence for Program Evaluation

We assisted NCIPC in its preparation for program evaluation, specifically for its upcoming
PART review, but also more generally for program-improvement purposes. PART and other
evaluation processes depend on the collection and effective use of evidence to assess whether
a program is “on track,” or if mid-course corrections are needed to improve program per-
formance. Thus, our assistance to NCIPC consisted of the identification of potential sources
of evidence for PART and guidance in the selection and effective use of this evidence. For
the former, we reviewed PART submissions from a number of federal agencies and provided
NCIPC with a list of sources of evidence categorized by PART sections. For the latter, we
used the logic model to provide guidance on the selection and effective use of the evidence.

Evidence gathered for program improvement should support or inform changes nec-
essary to improve program performance. Within a program-improvement paradigm, know-
ing why a program is achieving its goals (or not) is more important than just knowing
whether or not it does. Particularly important to achieving program improvements is the
awareness of external factors and their impact on program outcomes.

Our logic model template includes external factors and provides a framework for
identifying them in relationship to each element within the operational path. Recognizing
the role of external factors for each element of the logic model can be an important means of
targeting efforts for program improvement.

Conclusions and Next Steps

Implicitly, if not explicitly, this report lays the groundwork for establishing sustainable, on-
going strategic planning and evaluation processes by introducing and illustrating a broadly
applicable methodology for carrying planning and evaluation processes forward.

In conclusion, we present several specific recommendations for establishing strategic
planning and evaluation processes, of which two recommendations stand out prominently:
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First, NCIPC should build these processes into its organizational structure and management
systems; that is, they should become an integral part of the way in which NCIPC routinely
“does business.” Second, NCIPC should elicit participation from a full range of stakeholders,
both internal and external, at regular intervals, to benefit from their knowledge and to en-
gender ownership of and support for policy decisions.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

In June 1992, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), within the U.S. De-
partment of Health and Human Services (HHS), established the National Center for Injury
Prevention and Control (NCIPC).! The mission of NCIPC is “to prevent premature death
and disability and to reduce the human suffering and medical costs caused by injuries.”?
NCIPC accomplishes its mission through surveillance, intra- and extramural research, and
program development and implementation. NCIPC often undertakes these activities in
partnership or collaboration with other entities.

Where other agencies or programs may have regulatory or enforcement roles, NCIPC
“uses the public health approach—a systematic process to

* define the injury problem;

* identify risk and protective factors;

* develop and test prevention interventions and strategies; [and]

* ensure widespread adoption of effective interventions and strategies.”

Taken together, surveillance, scientifically based research, and program development
and implementation form the core of this approach. With regard to research, NCIPC de-
scribes itself as “the only organization in the federal government with the responsibility to
address all phases of the injury research framework—from foundational research through dis-
semination research—for all major causes of injury among all age groups.”*

Organizationally, NCIPC consists of three divisions and five functional offices. The
divisions are the Division of Unintentional Injury Prevention, the Division of Violence Pre-
vention, and the Division of Injury and Disability Outcomes and Programs.> Five offices are
housed within the Office of the Director: the Office of Communication Resources; the Of-
fice of Policy, Planning, and Evaluation; the Office of Research Grants; the Office of Statis-
tics and Programming; and the Office of Program Management and Operations. Each divi-

I The CDC was then known as the Centers for Disease Control. For more about the history of NCIPC, see NCIPC
(2004c¢).

2NCIPC (2002, p. 1).
3NCIPC (2002, p. 1).
4NCIPC (2002, p. 1).

> The Division of Injury and Disability Outcomes and Programs currently is undergoing a change of name and may soon
be known as the Division of Injury Response.
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sion addresses separate but conceptually related aspects of injury prevention and control, and
each office provides cross-cutting support.

NCIPC partners and collaborates with many other federal, state, local, and private
organizations, including the U.S. Departments of Transportation, Justice, and Education;
the Consumer Product Safety Commission. Other operating divisions within HHS include
the Indian Health Service, the National Institutes of Health, the Health Resources and
Services Administration, the American Academy of Pediatrics and other medical associations,
state and local health departments, and community programs. Examples of outcomes arising
from such collaborations include a childhood injury—mortality atlas, detailing the eight ma-
jor causes of injury-related deaths among Native Americans aged 19 and younger.°

Like all federal programs, NCIPC must, within the context of its parent agency
HHS, comply with the terms of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of
1993 and carry out regular program evaluations using the Bush administration’s Program
Assessment Rating Tool (PART).” GPRA requires that agencies identify goals for specific
outcomes of their activities, develop performance measures to assess programmatic outputs
and outcomes, gather the requisite data to evaluate performance measures, and report annu-
ally on progress toward goals. PART, which the Bush administration introduced in 2002 to
further the policy objectives of budget and performance integration, is a systematic method
of assessing program performance across the federal government.? It includes a series of diag-
nostic questions designed to provide a consistent approach to the evaluation of federal “pro-
grams.” PART’s approximately 30 questions (the number varies depending on the type of
program) are divided among four sections: Program Purpose and Design, Strategic Plan-
ning, Program Management, and Program Results and Accountability. The answers to the
questions are generally written in a “Yes or No” format,! with relevant supporting evidence,
and result in a numeric score from zero to 100 for each of the four sections. These scores are
Moderately Effective,”
“Adequate,” or “Ineffective.” Programs that do not have acceptable performance measures or
have not yet collected performance data generally receive a rating of “Results Not Demon-
strated.”

Under PART, federal programs undergo review in five-year intervals. NCIPC will
commence its PART review in spring 2006 as part of the 2008 fiscal year budget process.

As part of a larger effort to implement sustainable, ongoing strategic planning and
evaluation processes, NCIPC sought RAND’s assistance in developing its strategic plan, in-
cluding goals and measures, and preparing for its upcoming PART review. NCIPC asked
RAND to build on previous analyses that RAND has conducted for the National Institute

» o«

then combined to achieve an overall qualitative rating: “Effective,

6 The summary of the atlas can be found at the CDC’s Injury Center Web site; see NCIPC (2005b).
7 For purposes of PART compliance, NCIPC constitutes a single “program.”
8 Office of Management and Budget (2005).

? There is no standard definition for the term “program.” For purposes of PART, the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) describes the unit of analysis (program) as (1) an activity or set of activities clearly recognized as a program by the
public, OMB, and/or Congress; (2) having a discrete level of funding clearly associated with it; and (3) corresponding to the
level at which budget decisions are made (Office of Management and Budget, 2005).

0 PART categorizes programs into seven major program types that reflect different approaches to service delivery: competi-
tive grants, block/formula grants, capital assets and service acquisition programs, credit programs, regulatory-based pro-
grams, direct federal programs, and research and development programs.

I Section TV has a four-level scale and permits answers to reflect partial achievement of goals and evidence of results.



Introduction 3

for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) and other federal programs.'> Drawing on the
results of those analyses, this report focuses on the use of logic modeling to achieve NCIPC’s
short- and long-term objectives. In particular, it shows how NCIPC can use logic modeling
to meet its immediate needs, i.e., to develop goals and measures for its strategic plan and
prepare for its PART review, and to implement sustainable, ongoing strategic planning and
evaluation processes.

The following pages provide a brief introduction to our use of logic models in gen-
eral terms, without specific reference to PART requirements; to the methods that we used to
construct NCIPC-tailored logic models with program-specific data for purposes of commu-
nication and as a foundation for developing a strategic plan; and to the ways in which we
identified potential sources of evidence for the PART review and then used the model to
frame the selection and effective use of that evidence. We address aspects of each in more
detail in subsequent chapters of this report.

Methodological Underpinnings

This discussion provides a brief introduction to our use of logic models in general. It speaks
broadly to planning, performance evaluation, and the selection and effective use of evidence
of progress and results, without specific reference to PART requirements.

A logic model typically offers a simplified visual representation of the path of a pro-
gram’s operations, starting with inputs and then progressing to the program’s activities, its
outputs, its customers, and its intended outcomes. The model may also link the program’s
operations, what the program actually does either alone or with others to fulfill its mission,
to its strategy, which we define as the goals, management objectives, and performance meas-
ures that support the program’s mission.' Operations include resources, actors, and events,
whereas strategy speaks of intentions. Our approach links operations and strategy by closely
considering both the horizontal flow of the model—from left to right in the case of opera-
tions, and from right to left in the case of strategy—and the vertical relationships among a
program’s operational and strategic elements, including performance measures. Figure 1.1
provides a stylized depiction of our approach, which we refer to as the logic model template.

In Figure 1.1, the top row of boxes depicts the program’s operations and the bottom
rows depict its strategy. To illustrate:

* Operations flow from left to right: Inputs, such as funding, staff, and planning data,
generate activities, such as data collection, research, and program development,
which generate outputs, such as databases, reports, and training materials, which
NCIPC transfers to customers, including health care professionals, other researchers,

121n 2003, RAND undertook an analysis for NIOSH in which it provided guidance and recommendations for developing,
selecting, and applying measures of the relevance and usefulness of research activities. More recently, it has assisted NIOSH
in preparing for a series of external reviews by the National Academies. Some preliminary results of that effort can be found
in NIOSH (2006). RAND has undertaken related analyses for the Department of Defense and other federal agencies and
programs. For a discussion of the approach, see Greenfield (2005).

13 For example, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development, regularly depicts strate-
gic objectives and goals as associated with intermediate and “long-term” outcomes. See Pahl et al. (2003) and Pahl and
Norland (2002).
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and community-based organizations, which apply or transform outputs in ways that
eventually contribute to end outcomes, such as reductions in injuries. Application
and transformation can involve something as simple as disseminating a report with a
cover letter or as complex as initiating a nationwide training program.

* Strategy flows from right to left: Strategic goals, such as a reduction in the incidence
of a particular type of injury, derive from the program’s mission; intermediate goals,
such an increase in public knowledge regarding proper safety measures, derive from
strategic goals; annual goals, such as the conducting of research on proper safety
measures and the publication of safety reports, derive from intermediate goals; and
management objectives, such as those regarding the efficient use of NCIPC resources,
derive from preceding goals.

Our logic model “template” requires vertical alignment, as indicated by the double
arrows in Figure 1.1. Generally speaking, strategic goals should relate to the program’s con-
tribution to end outcomes; intermediate goals should relate to customer activities and inter-
mediate outcomes, such as those involving changes in knowledge, attitudes, or behavior; an-
nual goals should relate to program activities and outputs; and management objectives
should relate to program inputs and activities.

Figure 1.1
RAND Logic Model Template
Operations )
Customers
Program Y Program Y Program and ] End
Inputs Activities Outputs Intermediate Outcomes
Outcomes
Management < Annual Intermediate Strategic
Objectives Goals Goals Goals
Management Annual Intermediate Long-Term
Measures Measures Measures Measures
< Strategy

S O S N S

RAND TR370-1.1

14 Note that “outputs,” such as databases, reports, and training materials, are necessary precursors to outcomes but do not
constitute “outcomes.” An outcome involves a change in the intermediate or end state resulting from direct or indirect ex-
posure to an output or intervention.
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Similarly, long-term measures should enable programs to gauge their progress in
meeting strategic goals; intermediate measures should enable programs to gauge their pro-
gress in meeting intermediate goals; and so forth. Relationships between operations, goals,
and measures should be direct and transparent.

Recognizing that many events beyond the control of a program affect its operations,
our template also incorporates external factors.

Figure 1.1 offers a simplistic depiction of operations and strategy with many possible
steps—and participants—missing between inputs and end outcomes. For example, NCIPC
may generate research findings that undergo several iterations of use and application before
eventually reaching a final customer. To illustrate, in the case of bicycle helmet safety,
NCIPC might partner with academic researchers to develop the report on the proper use of
bicycle helmets, which it distributes to community-based organizations, which use the report
to develop pampbhlets that they then distribute to local parents who, in turn, with the knowl-
edge that they have gained from the pamphlets, properly fasten their children’s helmets, ul-
timately resulting in a reduction in head trauma. In this example, we would distinguish be-
tween intermediate customers (the community-based organizations) and end customers
(parents and children); we would also distinguish between intermediate and end outcomes.

The logic model can also be used to identify program boundaries and responsibilities;
in particular, it can be used to show the range of a program’s sphere of influence. Typically,
as the model flows from left to right, the extent of the program’s control over resources, ac-
tors, and events diminishes. For example, once NCIPC disseminates its reports on bicycle
helmet safety to the community-based organization, it may have little direct control over the
development of pamphlets, their distribution to parents, or the actions of parents. Neverthe-
less, PART asks that programs such as NCIPC take responsibility for their contributions to
reductions in injuries.

Chapters Two and Three present detailed depictions of operations and strategy in
NCIPC-tailored models. These depictions, though still highly stylized, account for some of
these missing steps and participants.

Figure 1.2 shows how “evidence” relates to the logic model. A measure in and of it-
self does not demonstrate progress or results; rather, it provides a means of gauging progress
or results. It is only by quantifying or qualifying each measure with “evidence” that a pro-
gram can demonstrate its progress or results. Evidence, in effect, provides validation. For ex-
ample, one might specify a measure of a child’s growth as the difference between his or her
height at ages 11 and 12, but the actual number of inches would provide evidence of growth.
It is important to note, however, that performance measures do not, in their own right, con-
stitute performance evaluations; rather, they are—or provide—essential inputs to perform-
ance evaluations. As in the context of PART and other more general forms of program as-
sessment, measures constitute the data that form the basis of the performance evaluation.
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Figure 1.2
RAND Logic Model Template with Evidence
Operations )
Customers
Program Program Program and End
Inputs P Activities [P Outputs | Intermediate > Outcomes
Outcomes
Management ¢ Annual Intermediate - Strategic
Objectives Goals B Goals B Goals
Management Annual Intermediate Long-Term
Measures Measures Measures Measures
| Evidence | | Evidence | | Evidence | | Evidence |

T R S S S

RAND TR370-1.2

A primary strength of the logic model is its capacity to serve multiple purposes. Here
and in the following chapters, we base our approach to strategic planning and evaluation on
three interrelated roles of the logic model:

* First, it can serve as a communication device."” It can provide internal and external
audiences, including program partners, customers, evaluators, and other interested
parties, with a clear image or map of the program’s operations and intent. The model
can also be used to clearly identify program boundaries and delineate responsibilities,
thereby clarifying the meaning of “impact” as it relates to the program. As such, a
logic model can aid in program planning and evaluation.'®

* Second, it can serve as a foundation for developing strategic plans, including goals
and measures. More specifically, referring back to Figures 1.1 and 1.2, it can be used
to “walk back” from a program’s mission to formulate strategic goals, intermediate
goals, annual goals, and management objectives, and to craft a set of closely corre-
sponding or aligned long-term, intermediate, annual, and management measures that
can be used to gauge progress and results.

* Third, having developed a strategic plan with goals and measures, it can provide a
tool that facilitates the selection and effective use of evidence to demonstrate a pro-
gram’s progress or results.

15 For more information about the logic model as a communication tool, see McLaughlin and Jordan (2004, 1999).

16 For example, with regard to evaluation, a logic model itself can serve as evidence by providing a strong signal that a pro-
gram understands its purpose and is “on track.”



Introduction 7

In summary, a well-aligned logic model can serve as a means for program communi-
cation, strategy development, and evaluation.

Research and Data Collection

In addressing NCIPC’s short- and long-term needs, much of our effort involved the devel-
opment of NCIPC-tailored logic models for purposes of communication and strategy devel-
opment, the identification of potential sources of evidence for the PART review, and the ap-
plication of the NCIPC-tailored logic models to frame the selection and effective use of that
evidence.”” Here, we provide a brief overview of the research and data collection that sup-
ported our effort.

Gleaning Information for NCIPC-Tailored Logic Models

To develop the NCIPC-tailored logic models, we needed information about NCIPC’s opera-
tions and strategy. For the most part, we gathered this information by reviewing existing
planning documents and meeting with NCIPC senior staff. We met with representatives of
the Office of the Director; the Office of Policy, Planning, and Evaluation; the Office of
Communications Resources; and the Office of Statistics and Programming; and with senior
staff from the Division of Violence Prevention, the Division of Unintentional Injury Preven-
tion, and the Division of Injury and Disability Outcomes and Programs to obtain their per-
spectives on NCIPC’s mission and goals and to learn more about NCIPC’s inputs, activities,
outputs, and other aspects of its operations.

To guide our meetings, we posed a series of discussion points, framed in terms of the
overall NCIPC “program” and in terms of “priority areas” as subsets of the overall program.
The discussion points were intended to elicit information about NCIPC’s operations and
strategy and to closely parallel the structure of the stylized logic model shown in Figures 1.1
and 1.2. In abbreviated form, we addressed the following questions:

* What is your program/priority area trying to achieve and why?

* Who are its customers, partners, and other stakeholders?

* What types of infrastructure-support activities (e.g., planning and funding processes,
laboratories) are undertaken by your program/priority area?

* What other inputs do you use to “produce” activities?

* What does the program/priority area do (e.g., conducts surveillance, undertakes or
funds research, develops and evaluates interventions)?

* Do you work with partners? If so, how?

* What does the program/priority area produce (e.g., papers, methods, technologies,
training or educational materials, workshops, programs, other)?

* How are the outputs disseminated or transferred?

* How (and by whom) are the outputs used and for what purposes?

17We developed two models: The first model depicts the totality of the program but focuses largely on operations, and
the second model depicts an illustrative “priority area”—a significant area of concern—within the program and addresses
operations and strategy equally.
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* What are the intended outcomes of your activities?
* What are the program/priority area’s boundaries and niche?
* What external factors affect your efforts?

We categorized the information gleaned from our discussions according to the basic
elements of the logic model, which allowed us to develop the core of the NCIPC-tailored
logic models that we present in later chapters.

In addition to meeting with NCIPC senior staff, we also reviewed existing strategic
planning documents and management efforts. Sample documents included formal mission
statements and program descriptions, drafts of annual strategic plans, research briefs, and
drafts of program and divisional logic models.”® We used materials from these documents to
fill out many of the details of the logic models.

Finally, we presented draft models to NCIPC senior staff and elicited their com-
ments and feedback, which we then used to develop more robust versions of each model.
However, we did not consider the logic models to be static or final products; that is, as we
continued to learn more about NCIPC and its priorities through ongoing discussions and
meetings, and we continued to make appropriate adjustments to the models.

Had resources permitted, it would have been helpful to undertake additional forms
of model validation, particularly external forms. For example, we might have met with other
interested parties, including NCIPC’s partners, collaborators, and customers, to gain their
perspectives and compare them to NCIPC’s perspectives. As a general matter, reliance on
discussions with program officials can, in some instances, produce overly optimistic—or pes-
simistic—views of how programs work and what they accomplish.

Identifying, Selecting, and Effectively Using Evidence

To assist NCIPC in identifying, selecting, and effectively using evidence for the PART proc-
ess, we reviewed the PART submissions of ten programs relevant to NCIPC; described the
range of sources of evidence that they used to support their submissions; and, given the wide
range of sources that were apparent in their submissions, provided recommendations on how
NCIPC could apply its logic models to facilitate the selection and effective use of evidence.

In narrowing the field to 10 programs, we considered the PART submissions of a
larger number of federal programs to identify those facing issues relevant to NCIPC. Given
the unique status of NCIPC, none dealt with all of its issues, but collectively, the 10 pro-
grams we selected addressed (1) violence prevention, (2) safety, (3) surveillance, (4) research,
(5) program development and implementation, and (6) partnerships.

We arrayed the information from the PART submissions in Microsoft® Excel® work-
sheets categorized by the four PART sections (purpose and design, strategic planning, man-
agement, and results and accountability). This format enabled us to look across the programs
and assess some of the similarities and differences both in the sources of evidence and in the
explanations used to support the choice of evidence within each section. We discuss our
findings in Chapter Three.

This technical report proceeds in three additional chapters, each of which involves
applications to NCIPC. Chapter Two focuses on the development of NCIPC-tailored logic

models for purposes of communications and strategy development, with particular attention

18 NCIPC (2002, 2003, 2004b, 2005a).
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to the formulation of goals and measures. Chapter Three addresses in general terms the role
of the logic model in program evaluation, and more specifically, in the context of NCIPC’s
preparation for the PART process and its need for particular types of evidence to support
answers to OMB’s questions about the program’s purpose and design, strategic planning,
management, and results and accountability. Chapter Four, the final chapter, offers conclu-

sions and next steps for establishing sustainable, ongoing strategic planning and evaluation
processes within NCIPC.






CHAPTER TWO

Strategic Planning

NCIPC sought RAND’s assistance in developing its strategic plan, including goals and
measures, and establishing a sustainable, ongoing planning process. Our work with NCIPC
and other federal agencies and programs indicates that logic models can serve at least two dis-
tinct yet related planning functions: First, they can serve as a means of communicating with
internal and external audiences; and second, they can serve as planning tools.!

As communication devices, logic models, which offer simplified visual depictions of a
program’s operations and intent, can reach wide-ranging internal and external audiences
with varying interests in NCIPC’s strategic plans. Internal audiences include agency leader-
ship and program staff at all levels; external audiences include program evaluators, budget
examiners, members of Congress, program partners, program customers, and the general
public. As planning tools, logic models can provide a framework for articulating and aligning
operations, goals, and measures. In this role, the logic model can serve as a foundation for
developing a strategic plan.

This chapter focuses on the development of NCIPC-tailored logic models as plan-
ning tools. In particular, we present and illustrate a replicable process for developing logic
models, first by tracing the path of NCIPC operations and then by adding goals and meas-
ures to support the program’s mission. For an existing program, such as NCIPC, we start
with the current path of operations and proceed, at times iteratively, to goals and measures;
however, for a new program, we would typically start with goals.>

Tracing the Path of NCIPC Operations

In this section, we introduce and illustrate a replicable process for developing NCIPC-
tailored logic models, starting with the path of operations. This stage of development unfolds
in four steps,’® beginning with the logic model template shown in Figure 1.1:

! Speaking to their communicative strengths, logic models are often included as “end products” in programs’ strategic
plans—and evaluation packages.

2 Starting with the path of operations creates a potential for locking a program into an inherently faulty program structure
by generating goals and measures to suit that structure. As such, one must be careful to ask repeatedly, “Can or will this
structure yield intended outcomes? Does the path of operations make sense?” These issues relate to those of “program im-
provement,” which we address in Chapter Three.

3 For expanded description of this process, see McLaughlin and Jordan (1999), where it is described as a five-stage process.

11
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* Gather information about the program, e.g., through discussions with staff, partners,
collaborators, customers, and other stakeholders,* and by reviewing existing planning
documents, to identify structurally significant deviations from the template.

* Modify the template to accommodate those deviations.

e Fill in program-specific details as needed to depict accurately and clearly the pro-
gram’s operations.

* Validate the model, e.g., through feedback from program staff, partners, collabora-
tors, customers, and other stakeholders.5 (The Appendix presents a set of questions
intended for this purpose.)

With some elaboration, the template shown in Figure 1.1 provides a reasonable fit
for NCIPC. However, two significant deviations emerged from our discussions with NCIPC
staff and our review of existing planning documents. The first deviation involves the depic-
tion of NCIPC’s “partners,” as distinguished from its “customers,” and the second deviation
involves the depiction of interdependencies and feedback among its activities and outputs.
We also found a need to call out the importance of two overarching themes relating to “co-
ordination, collaboration, and capacity-building” and “changes in knowledge, attitude, and
behavior.”

Customers often feature prominently in logic models as a critical link between pro-
gram outputs and outcomes. Yet for some programs, including NCIPC, partners—defined
as those who participate in activities to enable outputs—are also essential. Most traditional
logic models do not include a category or “bin” for partners. However, given the importance
of partnerships and collaborations in achieving the NCIPC mission, an NCIPC-tailored
model must distinguish between the partners who work with NCIPC to create products and
services and the customers who use products and services Adding complexity, the same en-
tity that serves as a partner in one context may serve as a customer in another. For example,
state and local health departments work with NCIPC to produce program designs, injury-
prevention infrastructure, and best practices, and can therefore be described as “partners”;
however, state and local health departments also use these outputs as “customers.”

The resulting modification appears in Figure 2.1, which depicts the fully articulated
path of NCIPC operations.” To highlight the role of partnerships and collaborations in ena-
bling both activities and outputs, we encompass activities and outputs in a shaded box and
list some of the primary NCIPC partners and collaborators at the bottom of the box.

The second deviation involves interdependencies among NCIPC’s three primary ac-
tivities: surveillance, program development and implementation, research, and feedback from
outputs to activities. Conversations with NCIPC staff indicated that activities undertaken in

4 Ideally, the modeler would collect perspectives from partners, customers, and other stakeholders; however, in this in-
stance, we relied on input from staff and planning documents.

5> As above, we relied on feedback from NCIPC staff.

6 As a related matter, we could describe “alignment” not just in terms of the program’s internal alignment (i.e., the vertical
alignment of operations and strategy), but also in terms of its alignment with its environment, including its partners, re-
sources, culture, history, and political context. We address one aspect of external alignment in Chapter Three, where we
address the role of external factors in operations, strategy, and achievement.

7 The boxes wrapping around Figure 2.1 derive almost directly from the template shown in Figure 1.1. For the purpose of
tracing the operational path, we are focusing on the top row of boxes, but we retain the bottom row for context and consis-
tency.
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one category often inform activities undertaken in other categories. For example, data col-
lected from surveillance activities inform many program activities which in turn contribute
to research activities. Moreover, the outputs associated with each of these activities might
feed back to other activities. In Figure 2.1, we use multiple and two-way arrows to represent
interdependencies and feedbacks.

Finally, two overarching themes emerged from our conversations with NCIPC and
require special consideration: First, coordination, communication, and capacity-building
play a central part in NCIPC’s activities and outputs, and second, changes in knowledge, at-
titudes, and behavior relate to intermediate customers, the results of their efforts, and final
customers. We highlight both themes with shaded boxes encompassing the relevant elements
of the operational path.

In attempting to replicate this process, we note that there is a fine line between too
little and too much information. One aim of a logic model is to provide a simplified repre-
sentation of a program, but as a tool for strategy development, it must also provide sufficient
information to establish appropriate goals and measures. In our efforts to address major de-
viations from the template (e.g., the roles of partners and interdependencies), we ran the risk
of adding cumbersome and potentially confusing complexity. Nevertheless, we view these
deviations as important aspects of the NCIPC program, having significant implications for
developing a strategy and setting goals and measures. On this basis, they merit inclusion.

Other elements of the NCIPC operational path require less explanation. Inputs con-
sist of resources that are used to produce activities, such as human resources and funding,
and resources that are used to guide activity planning, such as surveillance- and intervention-
effectiveness data.

The set of boxes underneath “Customers and Intermediate Outcomes” describes in-
termediate customers, the results of their efforts, and final customers. Many of the parties
listed as intermediate customers are also listed as partners and collaborators; however, as in-
termediate customers, their role is decidedly different. In this capacity, they serve to apply
and transform program outputs to achieve intermediate outcomes, including changes in pol-
icy, changes in physical and social environment, and adoption of best practices. This process
of application, transformation, and achievement may be outside the immediate control of
NCIPC and its sphere of influence, but it is an expected result of the program’s efforts. Final
customers, “individuals and groups at risk of injuries,” are the primary users and ultimate
beneficiaries of the intermediate outcomes. As noted previously, we incorporate a shaded box
in Figure 2.1 to indicate the common theme of changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behav-
ior. The end outcome shown in the last box to the far right of Figure 2.1, “prevention and
control of injuries, disabilities, and deaths,” reflects the NCIPC mission.



Figure 2.1

Fully Articulated Operational Path of NCIPC-Tailored Logic Model
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Formulating Strategy

In this section, we discuss the formulation of strategy; specifically, we use information from
the operational path of the logic model and the overall template to develop goals and meas-
ures.® This exercise provides the foundation for developing a strategic plan. A program’s stra-
tegic plan establishes “who” it is, what it intends to do, and how it intends to do it. Goals
and measures, which feature prominently in many or most strategic plans, speak directly to
the issue of program intent. In the sections, we describe three general approaches to concep-
tualizing strategic goals and a somewhat detailed approach to generating goals and measures
from the template and operational path. Together, the depiction of operations and strategy
constitutes the complete logic model.

Approaches to Conceptualizing Goals

Broadly speaking, a program can conceptualize its goals using one of three approaches:
activity-based, divisionally based, and priority area—based.” Depending on the program’s
structure, these approaches may be mutually exclusive or they may converge.

The first approach develops strategic goals based on program activities. For example,
a program may define its goals as conducting research; conducting surveillance; or building
state, local, and community capacity. For programs that define themselves in terms of what
they do, activity-based goals may be an obvious choice. However, this choice may elevate
process over purpose and decrease the likelihood that a program will achieve its mission. In
terms of the foregoing template, it would be especially difficult to frame activity-based goals
in a way that would help move a program toward attaining end outcomes; the two ap-
proaches would be fundamentally at odds.

The second approach uses divisional or organizational structure as a basis for the stra-
tegic goals. Aligning goals with divisional structure offers several advantages for management
and budgeting purposes, as this provides a straightforward way to allocate resources and es-
tablish accountability for the achievement of program goals. However, if management is
seeking to break down divisional boundaries or foster cross-divisional collaborations on re-
lated issues, this method may be counterproductive. Whether this approach would be likely
to lead to the attainment of end outcomes would depend on the makeup and orientation of
the program’s divisions. If divisions are activity-based, this would have the same result as the
first approach; if divisions are outcome-oriented, this might promote more positive results.

Finally, the third approach uses “priority areas,” defined as areas of significant con-
cern, as the basis for selecting goals. For example, a program may identify a number of prior-
ity areas based on future trend data or a recent national initiative. Selecting goals based on

8 As noted previously, for an existing program, a clear statement of operations can provide a basis for developing goals and
measures. Were a program “starting from scratch” or seeking to address design issues, it would be more appropriate to begin
with goals and identify necessary inputs, activities, outputs, and so on. Indeed, even for an existing program, these may be
iterative processes. For example, if an existing program sets its goals and then finds that it is not meeting them, it may
choose to reconfigure its operations.

? We identified these three approaches through previous work with other federal agencies and programs and by reviewing a
wide range of recent strategic plans.
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priority areas offers several advantages. Typically, priority areas are outcome-oriented and
target the program’s intended achievements. Moreover, because priority areas are not limited
by organizational structure, they can cut across divisional boundaries in a way that leverages
the strengths of the entire organization. However, there is a risk that cross-cutting priority
areas will impede management and reduce accountability; that is, if goals and measures are
not divisionally based, it may be difficult to implement change and establish accountability.

In our work with NCIPC, we suggest a mixed approach to complement the pro-
gram’s organizational structure and mission. To illustrate, we develop a hypothetical priority
area, “sexual violence,” which is clearly an area of significant concern, but also fully con-
tained within a particular division, the Division of Violence Prevention. For the most part,
we find that NCIPC’s priority areas and divisions are aligned in the sense that few if any of
its priority areas cut across divisional boundaries; each of its divisions addresses separate but
conceptually related aspects of injury prevention and control, primarily from an outcome-
oriented perspective.

Generating Goals and Measure

Our logic model template differs slightly from many traditional logic models in that it ex-
plicitly links operations and strategy at all points along the continuum, from inputs to out-
comes on the one hand, and from strategic goals to management objectives on the other, so
that the operational and strategic elements of the model are mutually supportive and consis-
tent. We refer to this property as vertical alignment. The concept of vertical alignment also
extends to long-term, intermediate, annual, and management measures, which can be used
to gauge progress toward achieving each of the goals.

To illustrate our approach to generating goals and measures from the operational
path and the template, we use “sexual violence” as a hypothetical priority area. Sexual vio-
lence is addressed within the Division of Violence Prevention through the Rape Prevention
and Education (RPE) program and represents a significant area of investment for NCIPC,
accounting for approximately 30 percent of the fiscal year 2004 budget.!® Figure 2.2 shows a
complete logic model for sexual violence; it includes the operational path, goals, and meas-
ures. We base the operational elements of the priority-area model on actual program docu-
ments and descriptions and generate “mock” goals and measures for illustrative purposes. In
the discussion that follows, we explain the process and criteria by which we generate those
goals and measures.

Strategic goals should address outcomes, target groups, and approach. The strategic
planning literature, including OMB PART guidance, emphasizes the importance of having
strategic goals that are “outcomes-based” or, in our vocabulary, “outcome-aligned.”! As
such, our example uses the prevention of sexual violence, which is the end outcome of the
sexual-violence priority area, as the starting point for developing a strategic goal. In addition
to being “outcome-based” or “outcome-aligned,” the strategic goal should also specify the

10 NCIPC (2004a).

I Harman (1997); Liner et al. (2001); Office of Financial Management, State of Washington (2003). In our work with
NCIPC and other agencies and programs, we typically describe strategic goals and outcomes as two sides of the same coin;
one does not take precedent over the other and both directly support the program’s mission. Outcomes reside along the
operational path, where “events” occur, and strategic goals reside along the strategic path, which depicts “intent.”
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target group and approach. In our example, the target group is “individuals and groups at
risk for sexual violence,” which corresponds to the final customers in the operational path,
and the approach is “the development and implementation of effective science-based re-
search, surveillance, and prevention programs.

By working with the template and operational path, we have ensured that the result-
ing strategic goal, “reduce the incidence of violence against at-risk individuals and groups
through the implementation of effective science-based research, surveillance, and prevention
programs,” addresses an outcome, target group, and approach that are consistent with the
operational structure and mission of the program.

The measure associated with the strategic goal should mirror more specifically the
components of the goal. For our illustrative measure, we chose a percent reduction in the
incidence of sexual violence to measure “reduction”; high school students as a “target group”;
and participation in a rape-prevention program using a particular curriculum as the ap-
proach, i.e., “percent reduction in the incidence of sexual violence among high school stu-
dents who have participated in rape-prevention education programs using the curriculum.”
For PART, a program would also need to specify a timetable, e.g., “by 2015.”

We also use this “formula” of identifying the outcome, specifying the target group,
and articulating the specific approach to generate the intermediate goal. In our example, the
intermediate outcome is increasing knowledge of sexual-violence prevention to foster changes
in attitudes and behavior; high school communities represent the intermediate customer; and
the approach is implementation of effective sexual violence—education programs. The inter-
mediate measure associated with this goal is the percent increase by 2012 in the number of
high school students scoring a B or better after completing rape-prevention programs in a
specified percentage of high schools in a specified number of states across the country using
the curriculum. Note that the intermediate goal supports the attainment of the strategic goal
and corresponds to the relevant elements of the operational path.

The annual goals relate directly to program activities and outputs and support the at-
tainment of the intermediate goal. For example, annual goal 1.1.1 relates to the program ac-
tivity developing and testing of local and community-based sexual violence—education pro-
grams and annual goal 1.1.2 relates to the outputs “education and training materials”; both
address the needs of schools and teachers as intermediate customers.

We conclude this chapter with four methodological comments. First, for the sake of
brevity, we present only one strategic, one intermediate, and two annual goals. However,
programs may very well have multiple strategic and intermediate goals that can also vary in
their targets and approaches. Furthermore, each strategic goal may be supported by multiple
intermediate goals, which are, in turn, supported by multiple annual goals and multiple
management objectives. Second, the horizontal and vertical dimensions of the logic model
template provide a useful method of assessing whether goals are aligned with the operational
path and are supportive of other goals. This may be used to validate goals and measures not
generated from a logic model. Third, the measures associated with annual goals typically
serve as indicators of a program’s efforts, whereas the intermediate and strategic goals and
their associated measures are indicative of a program’s effect and may be more meaningful
for evaluation purposes. Fourth, decisions about which measures to collect are management
decisions. Although the logic model may be helpful in defining the range of potential meas-
ures, determining the appropriate measures depends on the measures’ purpose and the avail-
ability and reliability of the data to support those measures.



CHAPTER THREE

Using Evidence for Program Evaluation

In addition to working with NCIPC on strategy development, we also assisted NCIPC in its
preparation for PART review. PART and other evaluation processes depend on the collection
and effective use of evidence to assess whether a program is “on track,” or if mid-course cor-
rections are needed to improve program performance. Thus our assistance to NCIPC con-
sisted of the identification of potential sources of evidence for PART and guidance in the
selection and effective use of evidence. For the former, we reviewed PART submissions from
a number of federal agencies and provided NCIPC with a list of sources of evidence catego-
rized by PART sections. For the latter, we used the logic model to provide guidance on the
identification, selection, and effective use of evidence. Figure 1.2, in Chapter One, shows
how evidence relates to the logic model template and is the basis for our guidance to
NCIPC.

Although identifying potential sources of evidence for PART was an important com-
ponent of our work with NCIPC, this chapter focuses solely on the process of selecting and
effectively using evidence to support program evaluation for the purposes of PART and for
program-improvement efforts. We begin with a brief overview of PART because this was the
specific purpose for which evidence was gathered. However, our larger purpose is to assist
NCIPC in evaluation processes directed toward improving program performance, and we
describe the types of evidence that can be used for this purpose as well.

Gathering Evidence for PART Review

This section illustrates the process of using the logic model to facilitate the selection and ef-
fective use of evidence for the purposes of PART. As an evaluation tool, PART is designed to
be evidence-based, drawing on a wide array of information, including authorizing legislation,
GPRA strategic plans and performance plans and reports, financial statements, inspector
general and U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) reports, and independent pro-
gram evaluations.! OMB guidance for PART makes it clear that the burden of proof is on
the program to show that it has fully met the evidence requirements in order to be awarded a
Yes answer:

The PART holds programs to high standards. Simple, acceptable compliance with
the letter of the law is not enough. Rather, a program must show it is achieving its

1'U.S. General Accounting Office (2004).
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purpose and that it is well managed. The PART requires a high level of evidence to
justify a Yes response.?

Absent solid evidence to support a Yes answer, the answer is deemed not favorable
and the program receives a lower rating. The requirement of hard evidence fulfills the princi-
ple that federal managers must be held accountable for proving that their programs are well
designed and well managed.3 Although PART represents one type of program evaluation, the
process of gathering evidence described here may be useful for other types of evaluations

Examining a number of PART submissions suggests an abundance of potential evi-
dence, but it also suggests that the selection and effective use of the evidence is as important
as the source. Admittedly, by reviewing only 10 programs, we are limited in our ability to
construct a set of objective criteria for defining the “effective use” of evidence. However, a
program’s ability to articulate the significance of its evidence in the context of its goals and
operations does seem to correspond to higher section scores and suggests the importance of
making these connections in preparing for PART.

The logic model inherently conceptualizes the relationship between program opera-
tions, strategies, and evidence, and, as such, can provide a framework to ensure that the evi-
dence selected is consistent with the operations of a program as well as its strategic goals. We
also note the importance of using the framework of the logic model to select evidence that
supports causal linkages between the “bins” in the logic model. For example, to the extent
possible, evidence should demonstrate the link between violence-prevention messages (an
output) and changes in behavior (an outcome). In many cases, such connections will proba-
bly have to be presented as assumptions rather than as established facts.

The evidence requirements in each section of PART are different so that the roles of
the logic model are also different. Indeed, for Section II, which focuses on strategic planning,
the issue is less one of “selecting and effectively using evidence” and more one of “generat-
ing” evidence. The two primary sources of evidence in Section II are valid long-term and an-
nual performance measures. As described in Chapter Two, a program can use the logic
model to generate those measures aligned with the program’s strategic and annual goals. In
contrast, for Sections I, III, and IV, selection and effective use are the primary considera-
tions.

Section IV of PART also depends upon long-term and annual goals. However, in
this section, the focus is on demonstrating achievement of or progress toward achieving long-
term and annual goals. The primary sources of evidence for questions in this section include
historical performance data that indicate program progress in meeting long-term perform-
ance and annual goals. In this case, the elements in the operational path of the logic model
can facilitate the selection of evidence to demonstrate progress in achieving (or achievement
of) program goals.

For a program that has not achieved its long-term goals, it is critical to be able to
trace a plausible path that suggests that the program is having the intended effects that
would, over time, lead to the achievement of the long-term goals. What sources of evidence
can be used for this? Because intermediate outcomes are typically one step removed from end
outcomes, evidence to support adequate progress in achieving program goals can be based on

2 Office of Management and Budget (2005).
3 Office of Management and Budget (2004).
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intermediate outcomes. Figure 3.1 shows a number of intermediate outcomes of NCIPC ac-
tivities that can be used as evidence to support program progress. For example, the installa-
tion of safety lighting on college campuses as a result of increased knowledge based on sexual
violence—prevention education programs reflects a change in a physical environment that can
lead to a reduction in sexual violence. Similarly, evaluation data on the effectiveness of state
and local violence-prevention programs in reducing child abuse can indicate that a program
is “on track” for achieving its long-term performance goals.

Measures based on intermediate outcomes are not under the direct control of the
program; that is, the program has no direct control over the variability in these measures. In
the example of the installation of safety lighting on college campuses, we note that NCIPC
programs on sexual-violence prevention may “influence” the installation of safety lighting on
college campuses, but NCIPC does not control whether or not this happens. Other factors,
such as the college budget, the incidence of sexual violence on campuses, or the logistics in-
volved in the installation process may be more influential in determining whether this out-
come is achieved.

Figure 3.2 illustrates how program activities and outputs provide the basis for select-
ing evidence that can be used to indicate achievement of annual performance goals. Annual
goals are aligned with program activities and outputs. Rather than indicating that a program
is having an intended effect, evidence based on activities and outputs demonstrates that the
program is “on track” with regard to implementation and production and speaks to the pro-
gram’s efforts.* For example, the number of research reports produced, the number of educa-
tional training workshops held, or the number of tool kits disseminated to health care profes-
sionals may indicate that NCIPC is “doing its job” to ensure the achievement of intended
results.

Annual goals are aligned with program activities and outputs and are under the direct
control of the program. Therefore, the evidence for the achievement of these goals may be
easier to provide. For example, the number of research reports produced is largely dependent
upon NCIPC-supported research activities and many of the factors that influence the pro-
duction of these outputs, such as resource allocation strategies and the merit and peer-review
processes of grants, are part of NCIPC program processes.

The use of the logic model for Sections I and III can also facilitate the selection and
effective use of evidence. Though not quite as straightforward as in Sections II and IV, ele-
ments of the logic model may help identify the best possible sources of evidence that are con-
sistent with and that connect to program operations and strategy, specifically goals and
measures.

4 See Hatry (1999) and Friedman (1997) for a discussion of the distinction between measuring a program’s efforts versus its
intended effects.
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Using Logic Model to Select Evidence of Program Activities and Outputs
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Section I questions are designed to assess whether a program has a clear purpose and
a sound design. A wide range of evidence could potentially support a Yes answer to any one
of the questions in this section. How can a program decide which evidence to select and how
to use this evidence in a way that supports program purpose and design? Drawing from the
logic model, program inputs, activities, and mission are relevant to program purpose and de-
sign. Thus, the information that populates each of these “bins” may serve as potential sources
of evidence. Program inputs include the resources to support activities and the planning in-
puts that guide program activities. Within NCIPC, this may include surveillance data that
track safety trends, such as the use of seat belts or data that monitor activities in communities
with children at risk for child maltreatment. This type of data supports the need for the exis-
tence of NCIPC and can be used as evidence for PART Question 1.2, “Does the program
address a specific and existing problem, interest, or need?”

Section III of PART is concerned with program management and focuses on a vari-
ety of aspects related to whether the program is managed with sufficient effectiveness to meet
performance goals. Elements of the logic model that are relevant to this section include pro-
gram inputs, management objectives, and management measures. For example, descriptions
of program inputs, such as planning and evaluation processes, may provide evidence of effi-
cient and effective management. Management objectives and management measures may be
used to provide evidence of strong financial management practices and accountability.

Gathering Evidence for Program Improvement

PART represents a very specific example of program evaluation that emphasizes the demon-
stration of results. As such, the primary purpose of the evidence is either demonstration of
achievement of results or progress toward results. However, for purposes of program im-
provement, the evidence gathered should indicate or support changes necessary to improve
program performance. Referred to as a “Program Improvement or Learning Orientation,”
this type of evaluation focuses on the following key questions:*

* What outcomes have been achieved and why?

* What aspects of my program led to these outcomes?

* What factors in our program activities and resources influenced (and are influencing)
results and in what ways?

* What external factors may have influenced results, and in what ways?

The answers to these questions may explain why, for example, long-term goals have
not been achieved and help managers make decisions that will improve program effective-
ness. Within a program-improvement paradigm, knowing why a program is achieving its
goals (or not) is more important that just knowing whether or not it does. Particularly im-
portant is the awareness of external factors and their impact on program outcomes. Programs
do not operate in a vacuum. Without information on the environment in which a program
functions and the external factors that may influence it, it is difficult to make informed deci-
sions about how to improve a program.

> McLaughlin (2001, 2003).
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The logic model template shown in Figure 1.1 highlights the external factors as ar-
rows across the bottom of the template. The implicit understanding is that at all points along
the logic model external factors have an influence. Recognizing the role of external factors in
each element of the logic model can be an important means of targeting efforts for program
improvement.” One example of this might be the availability of state funding for injury-
prevention programs. The amount of funds available for state injury-prevention programs is
not under the direct control of NCIPC, yet it is an important external factor in the imple-
mentation of injury-prevention programs, a program activity described in Figure 2.1. Real-
izing that reliance solely on state funding for implementation of programs is not a particu-
larly efficient nor effective design, a program-improvement strategy might seek to create
multiple funding streams through partnership development to leverage resources.

For many programs, the external factors associated with the boxes on the left side of
the logic model—inputs, activities, and outputs—may be more obvious because they influ-
ence areas that are under the direct control of the program. However, awareness of the exter-
nal factors that can potentially influence intermediate and end outcomes is also significant.
Knowledge of these factors can result in changes in how outputs are delivered, which can also
improve program performance. For example, a downturn in the economy may cause an in-
crease in joblessness, leading to increased domestic-partner abuse. Designing programs that
provide guidance on productive ways of handling the stress and frustration that often ac-
company joblessness is one way that NCIPC can address this external factor and improve the
effectiveness of its violence-prevention program. Thus, rather than being a reason that pro-
grams do not achieve desired results, knowledge of external factors can indicate the area and
the approach taken to improve program performance.

Awareness of the external factors that facilitate the achievement of program goals is
also important for program improvement. For example, the size of a community may be an
important external factor in the adoption of best practices for injury prevention. Informal
networks present in smaller communities are more efficient in information dissemination,
which leads to the adoption of best practices. A program may note this and decide to restruc-
ture its method of disseminating information to include informal networks or use its re-
sources to target smaller communities where adoption of best practices is more likely to oc-
cur. These examples suggest that the type of program improvement may vary according to
the external factor that is being addressed. Program improvements that address the external
factors on the left side of the logic model tend to result in improved efficiency of program
operations, whereas those on the right side—related to outcomes—may result in improve-
ments that target service delivery or utilization by intermediate customers.

In closing, we emphasize two points. First, although we describe the use of the logic
model for PART review and believe that it can enhance the process of evidence selection and
effective use, we recognize that it may be more helpful in some instances than in others. As a
tool, the structure of the logic model may impose consistency in how evidence is selected and
used to demonstrate program results. However, many questions in PART are straightforward
and require little or no additional “structure.” Second, we note that the identification of ex-
ternal factors as “external factors” should be consistent across time and space. That is,

7 Another important reason to be aware of the role of external factors is to determine causal attribution. Knowledge of the
external factors and where their influence is felt most directly (e.g., inputs, activities, outputs) may help a program to better
distinguish its contribution to intended outcomes and ultimate impact.
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whether a particular factor serves as a benefit or a detriment should not determine its assess-
ment as an external factor. For example, a partner should not be reidentified as an “external
factor” when a relationship enters a difficult period. Moreover, the importance of the exter-
nal factor is not only its recognition, but also the manner in which the program addresses it.



CHAPTER FOUR

Conclusions and Next Steps

Each of the preceding chapters addresses a different aspect of the development and applica-
tion of logic modeling, primarily for purposes of communication, strategic planning, and
program evaluation. Chapter One provides a brief introduction to the methodology, as
framed by our work with NCIPC, NIOSH, and other federal agencies and programs; Chap-
ter Two considers specific ways in which logic models can be developed and applied to gen-
erate goals and measures; and Chapter Three addresses evaluation in general and with spe-
cific reference and application to PART requirements.

The methodology that we explore in these chapters can provide NCIPC with a
means to address four fundamental questions: Who am I? What do I intend to do? How do I
intend to do it? and Am I succeeding? The first three questions arise in the context of strate-
gic planning and the last arises in the context of evaluation. Together, they concern identity,
intent, and accomplishment. These questions are related: Answers to the last question may
inform decisions about the first three, and answers to the first three might dictate answers to
the last.

Implicitly, if not explicitly, Chapters One through Three lay the groundwork for es-
tablishing sustainable, ongoing strategic planning and evaluation processes by introducing
and illustrating a broadly applicable methodology for carrying planning and evaluation proc-
esses forward; however, they do not individually nor collectively address the issue of “proc-
ess” per se.

In this concluding chapter, we present several recommendations for establishing stra-
tegic planning and evaluation processes, of which two recommendations stand out promi-
nently: First, NCIPC should build these processes into its organizational structure and man-
agement systems; that is, they should become an integral part of the way in which NCIPC
routinely “does business.” Second, NCIPC should elicit participation from a full range of
stakeholders, both internal and external, at regular intervals to benefit from their knowledge
and to engender ownership of and support for policy decisions.!

These are two very tall orders. The challenges of integrating planning and evaluation
processes into organizational structures and management systems, and eliciting broad par-
ticipation, cannot be overstated. In general, an agency’s institutional culture may create sub-

! Many of the concepts in this discussion draw from Greenfield (2002). Although written for interagency strategy and
funding coordination, many of the same principles apply to individual agencies and programs, especially those representing
wide-ranging interests.
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stantial barriers.2 As a practical matter, establishing integrated and inclusive sustainable, on-
going strategic planning and evaluation processes would require two significant actions.

First, NCIPC would need to develop a regular schedule of strategic planning and
evaluation sessions, tied to and coordinated with the NCIPC budget process and, potentially,
staff-performance reviews.> Four principles might serve as the basis for establishing a sched-
ule: (1) address program priorities, goals, objectives, and measures as early in the annual
budget process as possible; (2) formulate the program budget—or funding allocations—in
view of an accepted strategy; (3) maintain flexibility in the face of changing circumstances;
and (4), as noted previously, encourage broad-based internal and external participation. In
other words, decide first “who you are,” “what you intend to do,” and “how you intend to
do it.” Then, in view of available resources, adjust as needed. This approach may enable
some amount of proactive coordination of strategy and funding.*

The annual cycle of planning and evaluation sessions should “look forward” to future
activities, outputs, and outcomes, and “look back” to recent accomplishments. In concept,
the cycle might proceed as follows:>

* Set initial priorities, goals, objectives, and measures for one-, five-, and ten-year inter-
vals before engaging in budget deliberations or determining funding allocations. Start
by establishing broad institutional priorities through the Office of the Director (OD)
in consultation with division and office directors; proceed to “working-level” discus-
sions either within divisions or existing priority areas; and work back up the adminis-
trative chain to gain cross-divisional insights, identify opportunities for cross-
divisional collaboration, and resolve any potential conflicts or incongruities.® Draw
participation from external stakeholders, including partners and customers.

* Determine fiscal requirements to support strategy and map these to available re-
sources. Adjust goals, objectives, and measures based on established priorities to con-
front and accommodate fiscal realities and “higher-level” (e.g., CDC or HHS policy
mandates). Allow time for consultation between OD, division and office directors,
other staff, and stakeholders as needed. With an understanding of feasible resource
allocations, goals, objectives, and measures should be realistic.

* Institute regular (e.g., quarterly) internal progress reviews at the divisional or priority-
area level, culminating in an annual NCIPC programwide internal review of accom-
plishments, goals, objectives, and measures.” Consistent with PART guidance,
NCIPC should also engage external reviewers to assess periodically the impact of its
efforts to promote injury prevention and control.

2 See Wildavsky (1972).

3 Planning and evaluation processes may have more institutional “teeth” if NCIPC links them to the flow of funds and staff
incentives.

4 Here and below, NCIPC, like many other programs, will be constrained by legislative mandates.

> For an example of a particular timetable tied to a specific budget process, see Greenfield (2002, pp. 24-28, 29-31, and
Table 1).

6 This “top-to-bottom-to-top” process could result in changes in priorities.

7 This will require that NCIPC also establish processes to gather evidence systematically.
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Second, to the extent that NCIPC seeks to work with logic models as the method-
ological centerpiece of its strategic planning and evaluation processes, it would need to de-
velop internal modeling capabilities.® In this and other projects, we have tended to view logic
models as living documents, requiring adjustments as circumstances change. As such,
NCIPC should not rely solely on external support; rather, it should be able to implement
change from within, as needed, on a timely basis.

In summary, sustainable, ongoing strategic planning and evaluation processes should
become institutionalized elements of the NCIPC culture with broad-based stakeholder par-
ticipation, thereby enabling a higher degree of proactive coordination of strategy and funding
and diminishing any potentially disruptive effects of periodic external demands for planning
documents, goals, objectives, measures, and evidence. Concrete “next steps” for NCIPC
might include establishing a schedule of strategic planning and evaluation sessions, focusing
especially on establishing priority areas for the short, medium, and long term with corre-
sponding goals, objectives, and measures.

8 Many opportunities exist for building this capacity at modest expense, including government-sponsored workshops such
as those offered at the CDC summer evaluation institute.






APPENDIX

Questions to Guide the Review of the Logic Model

Below is a set of questions that can be used to check the logic models.! These questions may
be useful in clarifying the thinking behind the development of the logic model and ensuring
that the critical information has been included in the model. The questions are divided be-
tween operations and strategy, with the operations questions referring to the elements of
program operations and the strategy questions focused on the development of goals and
measures.

I.

N —

II.

bl

Operations

Is the delineation between intermediate and end outcomes logical?

If the intermediate outcomes are achieved, will they result in predicted changes in the end
outcomes?

Are the program’s customers described and are they the right customers, given the out-
comes?

Are there other customers who need to be reached if the outcomes are to be achieved?

Are the program’s major resources, processes, and outputs described and are they logically
consistent and sufficient to achieve outcomes?

Could activities be consolidated into strategies to make the presentation more clear?

Strategy

. Are strategic goals outcome-oriented? Do they specify the expected strategic

change/impact for a specific target group (e.g., older persons and persons who are dis-
abled)?

Are there planning inputs that suggest the importance of this impact /change?

Are there missing strategic goals that would enable the mission to be realized?

Are the measures outcome-oriented? Do they clearly specify the anticipated change for a
specific target group?

Does the measure relate to the goal? That is, will success with this measure lead to success
with the goal?

! These questions were provided by John A. McLaughlin and have been modified to reflect the terminology and structure
of the NCIPC logic model.
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6. What specific roles, if any, do partners (internal and external to the organization) play in
the success of this measure?
7. Are there missing measures that would enable the goal to be realized?
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