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Today’s Call Agenda
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Overview of aims, concept, and process

Review systems change sample logic 
model

Recap of findings from a 2015 focus 
group on uniform measurements

Group discussion and initial 
recommendations on outcomes 1 and 2. 



Workgroup Aim, Concept and Process
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Aim
 To identify a set of data elements and data collection protocols 

that will be a future requirement of all Lifespan Respite 
Grantees.

Concept
 To achieve our aim, active participation of Lifespan Respite 

grantees, ARCH staff, and ACL staff will help ensure 
appropriate data are collected to demonstrate effectiveness 
and that the expectations for data collection are reasonable and 
achievable for all grantees.

Process
 Through a series of web-meetings, conference calls, and email 

exchanges, the team will draft, review, and finalize data 
collection protocols to be field-tested in the late spring of 2018.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Focus groups conducted in 2015 indicated that universal data collection should focus on the aims 



Logic Model from Measuring Systems Change & Consumer Outcomes: 
Developing Performance Metrics for State Lifespan Respite Programs
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Systems change: Logic Model
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2015 Focus Group Recommendations
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Focus on Systems Change. 

Measure Level of System Integration. 

Accommodate Diversity in Lifespan 
Respite Grant Implementation. 

Enhance Communication among Federal 
Agencies that Support Respite. 

Outcome Measurement Should be Easily 
Achievable. 

Take into Account Grantee Resources

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Focus on Systems Change. Outcomes required by ACL should focus on measurement of systems changes, rather than consumer outcomes. Even though such things as caregivers’ improved health, increased economic opportunities, and reductions in abuse, neglect and out-of-home placements are highly desired outcomes—and some research indicates that respite contributes to their achievement—it is unlikely that all Lifespan Respite grantees will be able to demonstrate that those outcomes were achieved. To do a credible job of directly connecting Lifespan Respite programs with improved outcomes for caregivers, care recipients or families would require resources outside of what most grantees have available. Although many Lifespan Respite grantees have direct access to caregivers or care providers from whom they could gather data about the provision of direct services, this is not universal across programs. Additionally, even when states engage in direct service delivery with Lifespan Respite grant funds through vouchers or community and faith-based initiatives or volunteer based respite initiatives, the number of families served and the amount of respite they received (often through one or two respite events) would be too small to document meaningful consumer outcomes with certainty. Measure Level of System Integration. The development of coordinated systems of accessible, community-based respite care services for family caregivers of children or adults of all ages and across all care needs is an overriding goal for all Lifespan Respite grantees. Therefore, the structure, maintenance, efficiency and effectiveness of an integrated system should be the primary focus of mandatory outcome measures. Accommodate Diversity in Lifespan Respite Grant Implementation. There is a diversity of activities and approaches across Lifespan Respite programs used in the pursuit of achieving coordinated systems. The goals and objectives stated by Lifespan Respite grantees when they applied for funding should be documented and, to the greatest extent possible, quantified for accountability. As one task force member put it, “If a Lifespan Respite grant was approved, then the feds must have agreed with the systems integration-related outcomes stated in the grant. They [the feds] should be able to learn if the outcomes were achieved with the money spent.”Enhance Communication among Federal Agencies that Support Respite. Anticipating the possibility that other federal funding streams may mandate outcome measures, some focus group members suggested that federal agencies that fund or otherwise support respite communicate with one another so their reporting requirements are complimentary. A focus group participant explained, “We oversee a number of grants. If two of our funders want, as an example, reports on units of service and each of them defines units of service differently, it impacts the way we collect information.” In a different focus group a similar concern was voiced, “Different funders have different funding requirements and we get funding from multiple sources. And each of those sources has their own data collection requirements. It would be great if we could coordinate those efforts if possible.”Outcome Measurement Should be Easily Achievable. Mandatory outcome measures should be developed that rely on administrative records that grantees already have, or can easily access. Take into Account Grantee Resources. Grantees and their resources vary across states and programs. Required outcomes should be designed so that a newly established program would be able to track the same outcomes as more established programs. As one focus group member stated, “Some programs won’t have the resources to do more than the bare minimum of data collection. Others can dig much deeper.” �



Overall Project Outcomes (1) 
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Outcome
1. Grantees achieve the goals identified in their proposal. 
Indicators 
1.1 By the end of the funding period, grantees meet the goals 

and objectives identified in their proposal. 
1.2 Semi-annually, grantees document progress towards the 

achievement of their outcomes.
Possible Data Sources : Administrative records/semi-annual 
reports
Measurement Resources:  ARCH Sample Tool
https://lifespanrespite.wildapricot.org/Resources/Documents/Performance_
Measurement_Tools/ARCH_Tools/Outcome1_Tracking_Form.pdf

https://lifespanrespite.wildapricot.org/Resources/Documents/Performance_Measurement_Tools/ARCH_Tools/Outcome1_Tracking_Form.pdf


Workgroup Discussion
8

Keeping in mine that today we are working on 
only one outcome at this time . . . 

Are the outcome and its indicators realistic?
What should we change? Delete? Add?

Are you collecting data on similar indicators?

What are  your suggestions on Data Collection 
and reporting? 

Feel free to share tools and examples of data 
collection resources in between calls

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The next time we meet, we will review a third outcome, but for now, let’s work on Outcomes one and Two 



Our Next Call

 Thursday January 11, 2018 noon (ET)/ 
11a (CT)/ 10a (MT)/ 9a (PT) for 90 
minutes

 Content: review and discussion of 
remaining systems change outcomes

 Feel free to share tools and examples of 
data collection resources in between calls
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