Evaluation Plan Guidance Document
This document describes the key elements in the Evaluation Plan that will be included as part of the strategic plan. Each section describes the information that should be included in each section followed by an example.
Element 1:  Evaluation Plan Table and Narrative
Each evaluation plan should include a table detailing the questions, outputs/outcomes, indicators, data, timeframe, and person responsible for all levels of evaluation.  The first level is process evaluation of the SPF SIG phases.  This is the documentation of the activities relating to each step of the Framework.  This is helpful in determining factors related to successes and challenges faced by the coalition such as gains in needs assessment capacity and member attrition, respectively.  The second level is process evaluation of the program implemented at the local level.  This is the documentation of the activities relating to the intervention such as number of individuals served and fidelity of implementation.  The third level is outcome evaluation of the program implemented at the local level.  This is an examination of changes in attitudes, perceptions, norms, skills, and behaviors as a result of the program.
The table should include key questions to be answered by each level of evaluation.  These questions are related to specific outputs (activities) and outcomes (changes).  These outputs/outcomes are used to set measurable objectives (clear and specific numerical indicators of whether objectives were met) with associated data sources, timeframes, and responsible individuals.  A narrative should accompany the table to provide a descriptive overview of the evaluation plan. 

Element 2:  Data Collection

The data collection section should identify how each piece of data will be collected, at what frequency, and by whom. 

Element 3:  Data Management and Analysis


Data management and analysis will address the operational steps in data collection which are data entry, how data is stored, analyzed and by whom.  For instance, allocate the duties of raw data entry into Excel files to a specific staff member.  Thereafter, data analysis may be performed by a capable staff or workgroup member or assistance may be sought from the IPRC Evaluation Team.  Also, analysis could be performed on SPSS through the IPRC remote access. Depending upon the specific results and community needs, SPSS will generate a variety of analysis such as prevalence, frequency, or comparisons. Thorough consultation with the evaluation workgroup and IPRC staff will determine the appropriate statistical analysis approach. 

Element 4:  Interpretation and Reporting

Concise and systematic interpretation and reporting of program evaluation results will ensure accountability and guide future program development. In collaboration with the evaluation workgroup and the IPRC staff, interpretation of statistical results will provide the framework to construct an evidence-based report. This report should be shared with stakeholders and DMHA. 
Grant County SPF SIG Evaluation Plan
Overview 
The Grant County SPF SIG Coalition will implement an evidence-based worksite alcohol prevention program, Team Awareness, at a local manufacturing plant.  The Coalition will evaluate progression through the SPF phases through a process evaluation examining the extent to which CSAP expectations are being met and the infusion of cultural competence and sustainability into each phase.  It is expected that the epidemiological profile and strategic plan will be updated, the first cohort of employees will complete the program and the National Outcome Measures (NOMs) survey will be administered.  Progress on the indicators will be measured via the Monthly Benchmarks Report submitted to DMHA and the IPRC by the Program Director.  Program process will be evaluated by examining whether the program was implemented with fidelity and adapted to the target population.  It is expected that an acceptable degree of program fidelity will be maintained and the program will be reviewed for appropriateness.  Program process on these indicators will be measured via the Community Level Instrument (CLI) Part I that is submitted to state-level evaluators by the Program Director.  Program outcomes will be evaluated by examining program’s influence on participants’ attitudes and use of alcohol.  It is expected that perceived risk of alcohol use will increase and use of alcohol will decrease.  These indicators will be measured via the NOMs survey administered by the Worksite Program Facilitator.

Data Collection

Monthly Benchmarks Report and CLI Part I will be updated monthly by the Program Director.  Implementation Record and CLI Part II will be completed by the Worksite Program Facilitator upon conclusion of each cohort. NOMs surveys will be administered in a pre/post-test fashion by the Worksite Program Facilitator upon commencement and conclusion of each cohort.
Data Management and Analysis

Forms (Monthly Benchmarks Report, CLI Parts I and II, and Implementation Record) provided by the IPRC will be used to maintain process evaluation data.  Analysis of the Benchmarks report will involve comparison of target and completion dates to determine whether activities (e.g., strategic plan update) were completed as expected.  Analysis of the CLI Part I and II will involve examination of specific items (e.g., Part I Item 28 pertaining to monitoring of cultural competence policies) to determine whether objectives were met.  Analysis of the Implementation Record will involve calculating a fidelity score to determine whether compliance met 90%.  
Outcomes data collected via the NOMs survey will be submitted to the Program Administrative Assistant to be entered into Excel.  Data will be imported into SPSS (via IPRC remote access) and analyzed using pre-established analysis (syntax) files to determine prevalence rates and average perception of risk.  Comparison of pre- and post-test average perceived risk will reveal whether the 25% increase (1 unit) was achieved. Comparison of pre- and post-test prevalence rates will reveal whether the 10% decrease in use was achieved.
Interpretation and Reporting

Results will be compiled by the Evaluation Workgroup with the assistance of the IPRC Evaluation Team into an evaluation report by June 30, 2009 and presented to the LAC.

Sample Evaluation Plan Table ~ Grant County SPF SIG Coalition
	SPF SIG Process Evaluation

	Key Questions
	Outputs of Interest
	Indicators
	Data Collection Methods/Timeframe
	Person(s) Responsible

	Are CSAP expectations being met?
	a. Update epi profile and strategic plan
b. Program implementation

c. Program evaluation
	a. Update epi profile & strategic plan by 7/1/09
b. First cohort completed by 9/1/08
c. Administer NOMs pre/post survey
	Benchmarks Report/ Monthly
	a. LEOW and LAC
b. Worksite Program Facilitator
c. Worksite Program Facilitator 

	Are cultural competence and sustainability infused in the Framework?
	a. Monitoring of cultural competence (CC) policies

b. Diversity of stakeholders
	a. Compliance with CC policies (e.g., MBE/WBE expenditures) reviewed bi-annually

b. Increase types of partner organizations (e.g., law enforcement, media) by 20%
	CLI Part I/ Bi-annual
	a. Cultural Competency Workgroup
b. Program Director and LAC

	Program Process Evaluation

	Key Questions
	Outputs of Interest
	Indicators
	Data Collection Methods/Timeframe
	Person(s) Responsible

	Was the program implemented with fidelity?
	Program intensity, content, location, recipient, and deliverer issues
	90% compliance with program fidelity
	SPF SIG Community Program Implementation Record/ Program completion 
	Worksite Program Facilitator

	Was the program adapted to make it more accessible to the target population?
	Changes in target population, content, cultural appropriateness, dosage, duration, or setting 
	The program was reviewed for appropriateness for target population (e.g., rest breaks required by union, which extends program sessions from 4 to 4.5 hours)
	CLI Part II/ Bi-annual
	Program/ Policy Workgroup and Worksite Program Facilitator

	Program Outcome Evaluation

	Key Questions
	Outcomes of Interest
	Indicators
	Data Collection Methods/Timeframe
	Person(s) Responsible

	How did the program influence participants’ attitudes?
	Alcohol use attitudes
	25% increase in average perceived risk associated with alcohol use
	NOMs Survey/ pre-post 
	Worksite Program Facilitator

	How did the program influence participants’ alcohol use?
	Alcohol use
	10% decrease in alcohol use in the past 30 days
	NOMs Survey/ pre-post
	Worksite Program Facilitator


-Prepared by the Indiana Prevention Resource Center-


