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EVALUATING INTERAGENCYLCOLLABO&@TIONS

Interagéncy collaboration 18 an “active process, and efforts to evaluate
it must reflect its dynamic, procedural charagteristics. Evaluation studies
should examine the intent of a collaboration- and may focus on one, some, Or '
all of the stages of a coIlaborative program. Any evaluation ‘study should be
designed and implemented to yield information that will satisfy needs of those
directing the collaporative effort.

This paper will discuss the role of evaluation as members of an inter-
agency planning team attempt to:

e Understand. the context of an interagency collaboration '
Verify the need for the collaboration _
Identify solutions and plans to meet needs - : 7
.Implement the ‘collaborative process :
Determine the outcomes (benefits and liabilities) of the collaboration

P | . ' .

. UNDERSTANDING THE CONTEXT

ooy

Four kinds of information will help you understand the context in which
interagency collaboration takes ‘place:
e The particular developmental stage of the collaboration;
. * A description of the agencies and people involved;
e A definition of the terms used to describe the collaboration,
e A description of the channels of communication used in the
- collaboration.

o

Stage of Development

'There are many models or frameworks for the development of interagency
collaborative efforts. These set forth the basic life cycle of the collabora-
tion (Figure 1 shows 4§ typical flow of events.)

To begin an evaluation of interagency collaboration, determine the current

.




Establish the Need

v
3

‘Establish the.Data

Base_

Identify the Planning

Targets

Establish Interagency
Provisions

Assure Collaboration
in Service Delivery

: Figurell

1

A Process Outline for Interagency Planning®

K]

13

Determine needs and rationale.for

for initiation of 1nterprogram
collaboration project.

)]

Define service delivery population

of interest.,

I'd

Identify' agencies and progrédms
serving or authorized to serve
the target population(s) and
contact agency administrator.

L

Define current program policies and

services and responsibilities of

identified- programs.

Compare local programs and proce-
dures across agencies to identify
gaps, overlaps, constraiats, and
other linkages. '

"

satisfaction of need and rationale
for collaboration and specify the
needed modifications.

Identify local policy and procedures
wherein modifications would enable

]

- ' ) -
‘Determine which modifications can |
. be made on the -local level and
. .incorporate these modifications
in a local interprogram agreement.

Enable implementation of inter-:
program modifications.

L]

lRegional Resource Center Task Force, 1979. i i

Implement local evaluation functions.

K
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state of the collaboration in retation to its life cycle. You may start by
interviewing key personnel among the providers, administrators, business y
managers, and consumers.within .the agencies involved in the cql laboration.
Questions addressed in the ihterview could center on the stages identified in
Figure 1. Further, the evaluator could conduct a record review to obtain
information which would support the testimony of those interviewed and extend
"the evaluator's- understanding of the program. :
_ Another approach which is’ decidedly more complex and timge consuming, but
which may provide more. information; focuses on the process o? adopting an
innovation.. If an interagency collaboration is thought of as an innovative
approach to service delivery, we can then view its adoption much like an adop--
tion of an innovative classroom,practice. The adoption is not a‘'single event;
rather, it is a process.

Gene Hall and his colleagues. (University of Texas at Austin, Research and
Development Center for Teacher Education) developed a- framework to assess the
adoption of an educational innovation (Hall, 1975). McLaughlin and Elder
(1982) translated that framework so that it might be used to determine the

ptrétional stage of an ‘interagency  collaborative effort. The translated
stages are set forth in Figure 2. To determine the stage for a particular )
interagency effort, evaluation is focused on the following factors or behaviors
associated with people engaged in the effort: z

* knowledge of interagency collaboration; . .
acquiring information about collaboration; ., . _ : ®
sharing information within and across agencies;
assessing/evaluating the agreement or need for agreement
status reporting relative to the agreement ;
planning related to interagency collaboration,
performance of specific individuals as they carry out the agreement.

Concern about the collaboration expressed by. the people involved 1is
another ‘factor which may be considered in order to determine the current oper-
ational stage of the cbllaborative program.. Again, we have taken from the work
of Hall “and others. Here we have tried to develop a .scale whiéh describes
levels of concern (set Figure 3). There are three major levels of concern:
those unrelated to the collaboration, those oriented to self and the ¢ollabo-
ration; and those related to the, degree to which the collaboration is meeting
‘the peeds of the client. In our opinion, these levels are directly related to

the developmental stages of the collaboration. L

Understanding the levels of concern of those involved in the collaboration -
and knowledge of the stages of development through which a program normally
progresses can be a useful combination of information for planners who are try-
ing to decide where to go next. -If the interagenqy effort is at a standstill
(Figure 4 shows some common problems), then the information acquired by the
“evalgdtor can be used to pinpoint technical assistante which will facilitate
movement to the next higher stage of development.. -

To recap: to begin an evaluation of an interagency cpllaboration, deter-.
ming the particular’ program's current point in the life cycle of a typical col-
laboration. .Investigation may focus on. the collaboration process, the adoption
(of an innovation) pro¢ess, or the levels of concern of the people involved in
the program. Multiple data-gathering strategies and points of focus are recom=~
mended: conduct interviews; review records, reports, and minutes of meetings;
and use surveys with interviews to confirm and extend findings. The product of
this effort will be an understanding of the developmentlal stage and a deter-
mination of any variables in development across agencies.

e e e o 'b,.
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- Figure 2 ,

DESCRIPTION OF LEVELS OF USE FOR INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION!

o

Non-use, -

Qrientation.

Preparation.

/

Mechanical Use.

-Roufine.

Refinement.

DESCRIPTION

LY

State in which the user has little or no knowledge - °
of interagency collaboration, no involvement with
it, 'and is doing nothing to become involved.

State . in which the user has recently acquired or is
acquiring information about interagency collahora-
tion and/or has recently explored or is exploﬂing
its value and 1ts demands.

‘State in which the user is preparing for implementa-

tion of interagency collaboration.

State in which the user focuses most effort on the
short-term, day~to-day use of interagency collabo-
rative efforts with little time for reflection,

‘Changes in use are made more to meet user needs than,

Integration.

Renewal.

client needs. The user is prlmatﬁl&“engaqu in a
step-by-step attempt to master the tasks required to

-implement the collaboration; this often results in

disjointed and superficial use.

Use of 1nteragency collaboration 1s stabilized. Few
if any changes are being made in ‘ongoing use. Little
preparation or thought is being given to improving -
collaborative efforts or its consequences.

State in which the user varies’ thé use of inter-
agency collaboration to increase the impact on _
clients within immediate sphere of influence. Vari-

‘ations in collaborative arrangements are based on

knowledge of both short- and long-term congequences
for clients.

State in which the user is combining own efforts to
use interagency collaboration with related activi-

ties of colleagues to achieve a collective 1mpact on
clients within the community.

-

State in which the user reevaluates the quality of

‘'use of interagency collaboration, seeks major modi-

fications or alternatives to achieve increased
impact on clients; examines new developments 1in

‘the field and explores new goals for self and - tﬁ#’

collaborqsive service delivery system.

IMcLaughlin and Elder, 1982. ) ‘ : -




. _ Flgure 3
LEVELS OF CONCERN IN AN INTERAGENCY COLLABORATIONl
]

I. ConcernsV450ut'Se1f .
0. Non-interagency concerns,

II. Concerns About Self as a Member of the Collaboration Teqm

1. Where do I stand in relation to the: collaboration team?

2. DoI functgon adequately in the collaboration?

3. How do the%others 1ﬁ'thefcollaboration view me? '

III. Concerns About the Interagency Collaboration

1McLaughlin.and Eider, 1982.

»

4. Are the clients getting what we want them to get? Is the
collaboration doing what we want it to do?

9. Is the collaboration meeting the needs of the targets?

6. How can the collaboration be. improved?

-~

-

- Figure 4

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH ESTABLISHING
C INTERAGENCY COLLABORATIONS

-Competitiveness of established institutions and agencies.

Lack of an organizational structure that brings agencies together
around mutual interest.

Parochial interest of agencies that make .them myopic to the needs
of the broader community.

Lack of experience in the techniques of coordinating service
delivery.

. Awkward 1nterdisc1p11nary communication. : '
Preoccupauaon with the system design rather than the functiona].
role 'of the system, . ' -
Client confidentiality across agencies.

Personal resistance to change.

Response to external pressures. 3 . . _
Lack of specific accountability. ' : ' .
Lack of designated monitors and evaludtors.

Inadequhte orientation within and- outside agencies.
Negative staff attitude. -

Lack of consideggtion of political basee

7/
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_ Description of Agencies y

"« As nedds are’ identified and potential solutions sought, it will be neces- -
sary to understand each agency and its:functional relationship to thé needs. '
Algso, we we have found that successful planning is more likely if agencies are
given a chance to completely describe their services and functions. -However, a
profile of this sort should ‘not .be .the only means by which .agencies- find out
about each ogher. Time must be allotted for all involved in the collaboration
to discuss afid visit each agency.

The Regional Resource Center Task Force .on Interagency Collaboration
.+ (1979) suggested that the following idformation be contained in an agency -
profile: , . . ‘ . S
e Program Overview ’ : . ) '
~- legislative base (federal/state)
~- administrative agency (federal/state)
_—-- general . purpose of agency. _ -
-~ ¢lient eligibility - S : . s
-- application procedures o , ' o
-- type of funding : o : \_
- assurances/procedural safeguards ’
~- monitoring responsibility
-- sanctions authorized ‘
-- policy makers " _ o :
¢ Client-Centered Services C e
- initifl client identification (outreAch/screening) .
~ #= comprehensive multidisciplinary assessment
-- individual client plan development s S 3 -
- placement options (treatment ) .. .
-- service models : : o ¢
-- service review (follow—up evaluation) '
* Support Processes . : \ : :
:-- matérial supports (facilities) ' t
-- personnel support (certification requirements, in-service opportuni-
ties,~staffing patterns, etc.) .
-- fiscal support (patterns of allocation across agency functions)
- planning bodies (advisory groups) : /

/
Y

_Definition of-Terms

. t
. - , \

Jargon often contributes to conflicts in the planning and implementation
of a collaborative activity. So.as part of the profile, develop a glossary of
terms commonly used by agency staff. A glossary.helps participants as they
review other agencies' documents and interact- with each other. A comparison of -
the glossaries vf all agencies will help all participants develop a common. set
of reference terms. _ : . : _— . )

..Channels~of7Cpmmunication e .
Who talks to whom? What formal or informal vehicles are used to communi-

cate? Whalj types of information flow through the channels? Have rules been

- established for thé control and flow of information? .
Agk participgnts .to construct existing and desired communication paths by ° ,

graphically depicting the flow of information. ‘Discrepancies’ between existing

¢
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and desired paths can lead to change- which will improve the collaborative _
effort. The desired path of communication can also serve 'as a standard for

future evaluation.. .o . N _
L g ’ »
. m‘m‘q. _,,‘ ‘-k',,":.,_ ' .y ’ . . . . .
QoL VERIE%&&Q,THE NEED FOR INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION
. - “ :
s ‘ ) .
. *0 2search hae indicated that the following problems are generally

cited :*&%%=sons for an interagency collaboration
» ° fragmented service delfvery system
o ) a-overlap in service definitions «<
o - e multiple funding bases o ) .

~* varying models for service delivery (e.g., medical or educational)

s Fragmented service delivery systems can cause clients to "fgll between the
tracks as they try to move. from one service to tHe next. Centraiiged -client
management systems can help. In such cases, you may need to gather data sub- -
stantiating that there are gaps 1in the system. Interviews and surveys of
sumers and key people in agencies and” advocac groups can be useful.

s Review of regords (including consumer complafzts or letters of support) &re\
also helpful.
- Try developing hypothetical case profiles and moving them through the sys~
" tem from agency to agency. Specifically, ask representatives from each agency
to review the profile and talk through the way their agency would approach the
problem from referral to evaluation to planning to delivery of services. Com-
parison of the responses can indicate problems in the current service system
and problems that might arise if the agreement is established in a manner con-
. tradictory to existent«practice. ~ﬁ-
Often, when service definitions of different agencies overlap, resources
are wasted as various Agencies work to provide the same services to The sanme

, tions.which are common and unique to particular ‘agencies. Interviews with key
agency staff members and a review of agency mission’ statements and regulations
will help identify servides.

Multiple fundingqbases and multiple planning bodies tend to drive agencies
in different directiond. That is, funds are usually tied to regulations which
may or may not be common across agencies. Fiscal calendars may differ.. Docu-
mentation of the types of funding and the purposes of the planning ‘bodies can
help interagency planners. Review of agency regulations and‘mission statements

v 18 gmperative. ’ .

Finally, variations in models for service delivery may be a barrier to

| . an interagency collaboration. Personnel within different agencies often have

| " different approaches to solving client problems. Interviews ard. the hypo~
thetical case technique can help determine 1if variations in approach exist
across agencies.

The common thread that rums through the four problems set forth above is

v 1increased client access to services and reduced duplication of services. (Note
t hag sometimes conditions exist -- e.g., large pumber of clients, large geo-~
/ ". graphic area, etc. -~ which require that various agéncies provide similar ser-
. vices.) ' : ) . .

’

w

clients. Here it may be useful to identify service responsibilities and func-




. The Human Factqr e ,i-:' o

_interagency mission. Some apthors have ca \the e human factors under tlte
domain of team life (Magrab »| nO date). An ev: luation must constantly examine °
', members of the team. Magrab has developed-: somg simple, questionnaires to accom-
plish that task. Things to look for are: leadexship, rale clarification, and
group’ atmosphere. Personality conflicts can be- most dangerous to group. cohe-
i sion and accomplishment of a mission. - - Lo
. The evaluation must take inte account the squrces of conflicd in the group Cg

(see Figure 5). People.manage conflict.in a number of ways. Somé people come - o
on strong and put themselves in a win-lose situation, others avoid or withdraw-
from conflict; some will try to compromise ov\negotiate to alleviate conflict.

‘ Human factors play an inortant part?\ thg success or failure of an

» ' ~
R .
. e

Figure 5

SOURCES OF CONFLICT I INTERAGENCY COLLABdRA'l‘ION -

" The—Environment: o .

The Peogle:

. LY.

e Value differences: . .o Lack of resources oy
-~ personal . . ¢ Change : CoET
_ =—<professional ¢ Ambiguous jurisdictions . oy
L ~—_agency 3 : * Communication barriers. o ™
- o Role pressures ~ . =—-— personal : . .
_ o Perceptual differences -- physical ' ' -
e Divergent goals : ¢ Dependence on one person/agency _ o .
e Status threat : ' for agreement - : " 'i

* » Personality clash o Complexity of organization(s) ' - !

) . { : e Need fbr consensus T

Regulations - -

Each 1nteragency planning team 1is likely to have members who-u@e each of »
t he ab0ve styles under -certain conditions. If managed appropriately, con~
flict.can: cause the group to become creative and look.for new and innovative
approaches to their: problems. Evaluation can identify appropriate and inap-
_ propriate donflict management, and strategies for communicating to the members
the effects of thei: conflict styles.
) _ y

we . T ) .

e ' IDENTIFYING SOLUTIONS AND PLANS TO MEET.NEEDS
An 1nteragsncy‘plan will. only succeed 1f - those responsible for adminis~
-mtering_and delivezing thfﬂaervices are .committed to the need for the collabo-
~ ration“and ‘to the implemeiitation of the plan. Thig suggests that an -evaluation

f“include gowe- early and periodic procedures that will assess commitment. .

T ““Gontdnuoys feedback and sharing of information 1§ essential. Members Of
M '"ﬁr_,auminﬁexagency bl_”ning team must keep ,people within eath agency apprisad of ,
- thn'gtatus df all-ptanss Thewinformation sharing. must include a11 persons 5,

-
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potentially affected by the agreement .“administratorq,'providers, business
managers, and consumers. - - .
" ..According to Elder (1980), when a plan or paper agreement is'completed, it
should have the following components:
* Clear statement of purpoae with goals and measurable objectives.
. Definition of termg central to the operation of the agreement.
¢ Precise delineatiof”of services to be provided by each agency.
'« A statement of fiscal responaibility (1f required) for each 'service
provided.
o'Designation of roles and responsibilities (within and across agencies)
asgoclated with each service or collaborative activity. '
. Designation of ‘staff positions within each agency responsible for:
. = implementing the servige
. . - monitoging the implementation .
: - negotiating change when necessary. - o °
e Specification of general administration procedures including
- scheduled meetings :
- time period for the agreement
- client management , ‘
- mechanisms for change.
Evaluation plan for determiming the extent to which the agreement '5
short- and -long~term objectives/are met.
All this will look just fine on, paper and will serve as an excellent
implementation standard for both the project and the evaluation. However,
fore the plan or agreement 18 put into practice,-we suggest an evaluation
egy that examines the logical, technical, and political structure of the
«  (Here, politics refer to personal interactions surrounding 1ssues of

L4

Data that will help you determine if your plan 1is sound can be acquired by
. sending copies of the written plan together with a structured rating form to
four pafties. the planners, agancy administrators, representatives of .agency
providers af fected by the plan, and representatives of consumer groups. The
primary questions are: 1) Are purposes, goals, and objectives appropriate?
‘and 2) Will these be achieved given the plan's construction?

5,:

_ IMPLEMENTING THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS -

During the implementation phase of the collaboration, the evajuation is
gulded by the plan discussed above. ‘As with any. evaluation, two maflor ques-—
tions mist be addressed by the program managers and. evaluators: ‘1)’ Is the plan

implemented ccording to design? and 2) Are the objectives of the agreement O

being met? A clear plan with clear objectives will provide the standards.
At this point, monitoring .the degree to which the agreement is imple~
. mented as designed becomes a critical component of the evaluation. Data must
= be derived which provide evidence of ‘what actually 18 taking place with regard

to the delivery of service to the target clients. A mistake often made at this

point in the evaluation is to only gathér outcome data. When this occurs, all
that can be said is: "You have (have not) accomplished this.” In order to
explain why things turned out as they did; we suggest.the development of an -
'implementation checklist associated with each compdnent of the plan. Data

- . . N

Lo A
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regarding the level of implementation may be obtained through interviews,
record review, or ‘both. As a result of this type of evaluation, collabor- Y
ators can know why something occurred and they can have some auggestions as _ -
to what will occur in the future 1f. ¢hanges arep't made.’ ,
" Evaluation of accomplishments is also important; we want -to know what we
are doing in relation to- ‘the agreement and what impacts are being made. Are
Bervices more accessible? Are costs being reduced? Is there less duplication
. .~ of services across agencies?- Are more (or fewer) clients being served by a
particular agency? Is there a sjngle case management function being performed?
Is there common planning?. ,
The specific .questions to be addressed at this point of the evaluation SN o
depend on the purposes of the agreement. However, your plan must be flexible .
enough to capturé unintended or unexpected outcomes. Monitoring and outc¢ome
evaluation concerns will take. their direction from the collaboration plan. Be :

prepared to put both types of data together in order ko explain events to deci-
slen makers. _ . .

*

r - - e
. -

DETERMINING THE BENEFITS AND LIABILITIES OF THE COLLABORATION

o

Most interagency collaborative efforts do not have a termination date, so

there is no specific time at which the planners can sit back and look at their
accomplishments. When this is the case, outcomes become difficult to gauge. In -
the evaluation literature, many experts advise that summative judgments of pro-
grams not be attempted until the programs reach some degree of stability.
Since interagency collaborative efforts are often in a state of constant flux,
sunmative judgments, in the strict sense of the concept, may be inappropriate.
Instead, you can periodically focus your.efforts on the status of the benefits’
the collaboration may produce for the participating agencies and their clients
(see Figure 6).

‘N
Figure 6

- PROJECTED BENEFITS FROM THE ESTABLISHMENT OF o
INTERAGENCY COLLABORATIVE AGREEMENTS

- “

B

e More accessible services: :
¢ Common program standards and uniform methods of accountability
7 o Single responsibility for case management :
e Cooperative identification, evaluation,-planning, and service delivery b
. * An inventory.of sexvice capacity at state and local levels ' o
e Clarification of reoponsibirity for fiscal support
¢ Common planning o *
)  Reduction in redundant bervices ' :
J Reduction in the total cost of services for persons with handicaps

L]
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-8ervices at the least human and fiscal costs.

L

'i_' o CLOSINC
| " ' ' . »

/ ]
"

As indicated at the start of this paper, the evaluation .of an interagency
collaborative effort depends on the intent of the effort. Therefore, you and
your evdluator must determine the audiences, both internal and external to the
program, to identify their information needs and ;expectations. The information
gleaned from the evaluation can best be used in the formative sense ~- to sug~+’
gest changes’in the current system that will increase accessibility te needed

e
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