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Overview 



 Template for Accountability that answers 
• What are we doing?  
• Why are we doing it? 
• How do we know if we are successful? 

 Guides decisions about data collection  
• What data do we need? 
• How will we get it? 

 

 

Purpose: Why Logic Models? 





To articulate outcomes of success 
To provide a template from which individual 
grantees may choose to adapt or adopt. 
(Not all outcomes and indicators will apply 
to each program.) 
To help programs identify the data needed 
to measure outcomes  
To guide performance measurement efforts. 
 

 

Purpose: Why the Lifespan Respite 
Logic Models?  



Performance measurement is a 
component of evaluation  

It focuses on whether a program 
has achieved its objectives, 
expressed as measurable 
performance standards. 

Programs set standards based on 
their individual situations. 

Performance Measurement? 



The logic models are not finalized—they 
are in development. Grantees are invited 
and encouraged to help shape them. 
Grantees are NOT expected to target all 
the outcomes in the Logic model—with 
one possible exception.   

And Now. . . The disclaimers 



As part of the application process, grantees 
identified goals they were targeting.   
Measuring and reporting goal attainment is part 
of accountability.  
Grantees may be required collect data on 
Outcome 1 in the Systems Change Logic model:  

“Grantees achieve the goals identified in their 
proposal.” 

They may be required to use a standardized tool 
to measure and report on this outcome.  

 
 

What possible exception? 



 
 

What’s drafted so far: 



Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #1  

1. Grantees 
achieve the 
goals identified 
in their 
proposal. 
 

1.1. By the end of the funding 
period, LR Grantees will meet  
xx% of the objectives identified 
in their proposal.  
1.2  Annually, LR Grantees will 
demonstrate an increase in 
achievement of their objectives 
(ceiling effects considered). 

 

Indicators Outcome 
1.1 Administrative 
records 
1.2 Optional 
reporting format: 
Data may be 
recorded in the 
Excel form “LR  
Outcome 1 
Worksheet” 

Data Sources 

Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #1  



Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #2 

2. Grantees 
develop 
systems that 
increase the 
efficient use of 
respite 
resources.  

2.1 The time between caregivers 
request for service and respite 
service delivery is decreased. 
2.2 The number of steps required 
for a caregiver to receive respite 
services is decreased. 
2.3 Lifespan respite programs 
process vouchers in a shorter 
period of time than other state 
programs. 
2.4 Across the state, 
administrative costs to 
provide/support respite services 
are reduced. 

Indicators Outcome 
Administrative 
records; 
consumer, 
partner and 
stakeholder 
surveys. 

Data Sources 

Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #2 



Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #2 

3. Grantees 
develop a 
sustainable, 
coordinated 
state-wide 
system of 
community-
based respite. 

3.1 Caregivers and other 
stakeholders advise the LR 
Grantees through a formal 
process  

3.2 Parties to MOUs or other 
agreements fulfill obligations as 
described in the agreement. 

3.3 Agreements are reviewed semi-
annually and altered as needed. 

3.4 There is an increase in tangible 
contributions to the LR project. 

3.5 Key leaders and respite 
stakeholders report their LR 
Partnerships are resulting in 
increased caregiver access to 
respite across the lifespan and 
type of disabilities. 

Indicators Outcome 
3.1, 3.2, 3.3:  
Administrative 
records, including 
check-lists 
3.4 Financial 
records 
3.5 Survey of 
stakeholders 
(phone/email/face-
to-face) 

Data Sources 

Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #3 



Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #2 

1. Caregivers are 
satisfied with the 
way they use 
their respite 
time. 

1.1 Caregiver engages in activities 
important to everyday life (legal, 
housing, banking, health and mental 
health; dental).  
1.2 Caregivers use respite to 
accomplish tasks or pursue goals 
important to the caregiver, including 
employment. 
1.3 Caregivers engage in 
social/recreational pursuits or 
activities of their choice. 
1.4. Caregivers report satisfaction 
with respect to this outcome 

Indicators Outcome 
1.1.1 (2, 3 &4) 
Caregiver 
structured 
surveys, 
aggregated and 
reported to State 
Lifespan Respite 
programs 

Data Sources 

Caregiver Logic Model: Outcome #1 



Systems Change Logic Model: Outcome #2 

2. Caregivers’ 
overall 
satisfaction with 
their role as a 
caregiver 
improves. 

2.1 Caregivers report satisfaction with 
respect to this outcome. 
2.2 Caregivers report increased 
optimism for their ongoing ability to 
provide care. 

Indicators Outcome 
Caregiver surveys, 
aggregated and 
reported to State 
Lifespan Respite 
programs 

Data Sources 

Caregiver Logic Model: Outcome #2 

Caregiver Logic Model: Outcome #3 

3. Caregivers’ 
stress is reduced 
as a result of 
receiving respite. 

3.1 Caregivers report satisfaction with 
respect to this outcome.   
3.2 Caregivers report a decrease in 
care-related stress.  
3.3. Caregivers experience a decrease 
in stress-related health problems.  

Indicators Outcome 
Caregiver surveys, 
aggregated and 
reported to State 
Lifespan Respite 
programs 

Data Sources 



Some suggestions from grantees 
and the Lifespan Respite Data 

Advisory Team 
  



 Thanks for the catches! 
 

Typos/syntax  



 For example, operationally define formal process or 
tangible contributions (3. 1 and 3.4) 
 
“Caregivers and other stakeholders advise the LR Grantees 
through a formal process.”  
 
“There is an increase in tangible contributions  to the LR 
project.   
 
 There are many more examples of vague terms that 
might be operationally defined. 
 

Reduce Vagueness of Indicators 



Example: 
3.2 Parties to MOUs or other agreements 
fulfill obligations  as described in the 
agreement.  
 
All agreements? Some agreements?  

Concerns about benchmarks 



Small group review of logic 
models 



 Revisions will be made based on 
feedback from grantees and the federal 
project officer 
We invite and welcome additional 

feedback. 
Thank you! 

We aren’t done yet 
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