Outcome Evaluation Plan Worksheet for: example- MOST Clubs (Strategy #1)
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WHAT HOW WHEN WHO
ABCDE Outcome Statements Evaluation Methods Evaluation Timing Evaluation
& Tools & Design Participants/Sampling

7 ABCDE Outcomes Development Worksheet and/or
7~ “Outcomes” column from your logic model

"~ Decision Tree for Selecting Instruments

=7 Decision Tree for Evaluation
Design Options

"~ Decision Tree for Selecting
Sampling Methods

Write out 1 or more ABCD Outcome Statements:
BY the end of the program (Mag 2009)...

a. Atleast 90% of MOST Club
participants will report that they
are awavre of the harm caused by
sexual harassment at their school.
(awareness)

b. At least 70% of participants will
report that theg are “somewhat” or
“Very” confident in their ability to
confront a friend who is saying
harmful things about women and
girls. (competewce/abili’cg)

e. At least 60% of participants will
report that they told a peer to stop
saying disrespectful things in the
past 3 months. (action/behavior)

Type(s) of Outcomes(s):

MAwareness UKnowledge
UAttitudes/Values/Beliefs Olintention/Aspiration
MISkill/Competence O Status/Condition

VBehavior/Action

Evaluation Method(s) to be used:
MSurvey/Questionnaire —maethod #41

MFocus Group Interview —meethod #2

UKey-informant interview

UFormal developmental or clinical assessment
U Observation with structured protocol
UAdministrative Records

HOther:

When will you administer the
instruments?

Who will participate in the method?
How will they be selected?

Method #1:
Name of instrument being used:
MOST Club Pre § Post Survey

Source of instrument(s) (check all):

MTools that came with curricula/model

W Other external source (online, consultant, etc.)
Qinternally developed (“home grown”)

Describe any modifications being made to
existing tools.

Method #1:

UPost-program (post or retro post):

MPre and Post-program:

OPre, Post, & Additional Follow-up:

Source of comparison data:

ULocal comparison group that did
not participate in program

Qus or state comparative data

UPrevious years

MNone at this time

Method #1:

MAIl Participants Invited (“census”)
Some Participants Invited:
UPurposive

U Convenience

ORandom or stratified random
UCluster or stratified cluster
Describe how selected:

AlL participants asked to fill
out survey at second (pre)
and Last (post) sessions.

Method #2:
Method #2: . Method #2: DAl Participants Invited
Name of instrument being used: MPost-program (post or retro post): (“census’)
MOST Focus Group Script UPre and Post-program: Some Participants Invited:
QPre, Post, & Additional Follow-up: MPurposive

Source of instrument(s):

MTools that came with curricula/model

W Other external source (online, consultant, etc.)
Qinternally developed (*home grown”)

Describe any modifications being made to existing tools.

Source of comparison data:

ULocal comparison group that did
not participate in program

Qus or state comparative data

UPrevious years

MNone at this time

QConvenience

Random or stratified random
QCluster or stratified cluster
Describe how selected:

ALL “core” participants

www.odvn.org

Ohio Empowerment Evaluation Toolkit, 2011




85

Outcome Evaluation Plan Worksheet for: example- Youth Group Leader Training Workshop (Strategy #2)

WHAT HOW WHEN WHO
ABCDE Outcome Statements Evaluation Methods Evaluation Timing Evaluation
& Tools & Design Participants/Sampling

7 ABCDE Outcomes Development Worksheet and/or
7~ "Outcomes” column from your logic model

"~ Decision Tree for Selecting Instruments

=7 Decision Tree for Evaluation
Design Options

"~ Decision Tree for Selecting
Sampling Methods

Write out 1 or more ABCD Outcome Statements:
BY the end of the workshop session...

Qa.

At least 75 of participants will be
able to identify two teew dating
violewnce resources (curricula, webstte,
ete.) that they did not know about
prior to the workshop, as measured by
the Post-Session Survey (awareness,
knowledge)

At least 75 of participants will
report that they are “very likely” or
“LiheLg" to Lmplement healthy
relationships programming with their
youth group over the next six
months... (Intention)

Eg_} M_Lg Ro10...

C.

At least 50% of the workshop

Evaluation Method(s) to be used:
MSurvey/Questionnaire —method #1

UFocus Group Interview

UKey-informant interview

UFormal developmental or clinical assessment
UObservation with structured protocol
UAdministrative Records

MOther: Imp. Tracking Tool-method #2

When will you administer the
instruments?

Who will participate in the method?
How will they be selected?

Method #1:
Name of instrument being used: YGL

Workshop Post-Sesston Survey

Source of instrument(s) (check all):

WTools that came with curricula/model

W Other external source (online, consultant, etc.)
Minternally developed (“home grown”)

Describe any modifications being made to

Method #1:
MPost-program (post or retro post):

WPre and Post-program:

UPre, Post, & Additional Follow-up:

Source of comparison data:

ULocal comparison group that did
not participate in program

Qus or state comparative data

UPrevious years

MNone at this time

Method #1:

MAIl Participants Invited (“census”)
Some Participants Invited:
UPurposive

U Convenience

ORandom or stratified random
UCluster or stratified cluster
Describe how selected:

Al participants asked

to fill out survey at end
of workshop

participants will report that they
lmplemented any healthy
relationships programming with their
youth group, as assessed by the
mplementation Tracking Tool
(Behavior, Capacity/ mplementation)

Type(s) of Outcomes(s):

MAwareness MKnowledge
UAttitudes/Values/Beliefs MIntention/Aspiration
MSkill/Competence QStatus/Condition

VBehavior/Action +capacit5/tmpl,emewtatiow

existing tools: KA

Method #2:

Name of instrument being used:
tmplementation Tracking Tool

Source of instrument(s):

UTools that came with curricula/model

W Other external source (online, consultant, etc.)
Minternally developed (“home grown”)

Describe any modifications being made to
existing tools. NA

Method #2:
UPost-program (post or retro post):

WPre and Post-program:

MIPre-Post-&-Additional Follow-up:

eEmail § phone follow-up &

months after workshop

Source of comparison data:

ULocal comparison group that did
not participate in program

Qus or state comparative data

UPrevious years

MNone at this time

Method #2:

MAIl Participants Invited
(“census”)

Some Participants Invited:
UPurposive

QConvenience

ORandom or stratified random
QCluster or stratified cluster

Describe how selected:
NA

www.odvn.org

Ohio Empowerment Evaluation Toolkit, 2011




