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	The CrossRoads Program involved the cooperation of eleven state and local agencies for purposes of providing services to long-term welfare clients during 1989-1990.  The agency having primary responsibility for managing the program was the local community action agency, an arrangement that personnel in other agencies generally viewed as advantageous.  Monthly meetings of the partnership agencies provided the primary mechanism for program planning and coordination.  In addition, once the program was underway regular meetings of personnel from the agencies most involved in implementing the program helped facilitate program operations.  These meetings, combined with informal communication among agency personnel, adequately dealt with the difficulties that arose in implementing the program.





	Some of the administrative difficulties that occurred during program implementation resulted from the number of agencies involved in such a partnership program.  The differences in missions of the partnership agencies naturally led to some differences in expectations about the CrossRoads Program.  Involvement of multiple agencies sometimes created overlapping lines of authority, especially since employees of one agency were physically housed in offices of another agency.  Although the community action agency held responsibility for program management, the state welfare agency held authority to terminate client assistance and to reimburse client expenditures approved by program case managers.  Similarly, assignment of responsibility for intake testing of potential clients was at first unclear, but was clarified when sole responsibility was assumed by one agency.





	At the level of program operations, one of the troubling problems was difficulty in obtaining enough program clients.  This difficulty resulted from 1) an initial over-estimate of the number of potential clients, 2) slowness in getting potential clients through the steps necessary to make them eligible for the program, and 3) attrition from the pool of eligible clients.  One consequence was that the group of remaining eligible clients, who were to constitute the control group for purposes of the program evaluation, were inducted into the program, thereby eliminating the control group.





	The timing of the grant application process for continued funding by the federal funding agency also created potential problems for operation of the program.  The application deadline for continued funding was only several months before termination of the program.  By the original program termination date the funding agency had still not announced awards for continued funding, and by that time the CrossRoads Program had effectively terminated.  An uninterrupted continuation of the program was no longer possible.  Consequently, had the program been refunded, considerable cost and time would have been required to restart the program.
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	The CrossRoads project was a multi-agency project designed to increase the self-sufficiency of the least employable segment of the welfare-dependent population.  The two primary agencies (or "partners") involved in the project were the local community action agency, Central Oregon Community Action Agency Network (COCAAN), and the state welfare agency, the Adult and Family Services (AFS) Division of the Oregon Department of Human Resources.  Nine other agencies also were involved in the project as participating partners.  The project was located in the Deschutes, Crook, and Jefferson Counties of Oregon.  CrossRoads was a demonstration partnership program partially funded through a grant from the United States Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Community Services, Demonstration Partnership Program.


	 The program's purpose was to develop a case management approach that would help long-term welfare recipients become employed and self-sufficient.  The program's title, "CrossRoads," was derived from the phrase, "choosing roads of self-sufficiency."  The primary mechanisms for achieving this goal were intensive individualized case management, basic education, job training, job development, and supportive services.  The CrossRoads project began September 29, 1988, and continued until December 29, 1990.  During that time a total of 129 clients were enrolled in the CrossRoads Program, beginning in January 1989.


	A program evaluation component was built into the CrossRoads project.  The federal grant required that an outside evaluator do the evaluation, and that the grant recipient submit 1) an impact (summative) evaluation report and 2) a process (formative) evaluation report after termination of the project.  As part of the design to carry out this evaluation, participants for the CrossRoads Program were randomly selected from a list of welfare recipients eligible for the program.  The eligible welfare recipients who were not selected for CrossRoads were, according to the program design, to constitute a comparison (control) group for doing the impact evaluation.  To obtain information for the process evaluation, the evaluator conducted numerous interviews of personnel involved in the project.


�
	�PRIVATE ��PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS:  PROGRAM BEGINNINGPROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS:  PROGRAM BEGINNING�tc  \l 1 "PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS\:  PROGRAM BEGINNING"�





	Note:  The findings reported in this section are findings obtained from interviews and other sources during the beginning stages of the CrossRoads Program.
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	Coordination between the primary CrossRoads partners, Central Oregon Community Action Agency Network (COCAAN) and Adult and Family Services (AFS), began early.  Prior to the conception of the CrossRoads project, the COCAAN director and the AFS regional manager met and agreed on the desirability of a project targeted on helping the least employable client population.  This agreement helped insure the support of the COCAAN and AFS personnel later involved in developing such a project, culminating eventually in the CrossRoads project.


	COCAAN served as the coordinating agency for the CrossRoads project.  Of the other partnership agencies, AFS appears as the most obvious alternative to have served as the coordinating agency.  Having COCAAN, the community action agency, play the coordinating role had several advantages in the opinion of COCAAN administrators.  COCAAN already had a working relationship with many of the partners.  As the local community action agency, it was COCAAN's role to coordinate with other agencies and to bring in outside funding; thus, putting together and coordinating a partnership project like CrossRoads fit into COCAAN's role.  Also, having a coordinating agency like COCAAN��-rather than one of the social-service agencies involved entirely in providing services�-play the primary role helped minimize potentially divisive "turf" issues, i.e. concerns about preventing encroachment on agency functions by other service agencies.


	Another advantage COCAAN administrators cited of having the community action agency, as opposed to a service agency, coordinate this type of project was the potential for innovation inherent in community action agencies.  According to this perspective, other agencies' focus on providing current services reduces their motivation to design innovative new programs that could potentially compete with their current programs.  Community action agencies, in contrast, occupy a position facilitating a broader definition of purpose and greater innovation in program design.  AFS personnel generally felt that, although AFS could have successfully carried out the coordinating role for the CrossRoads project, AFS could probably not have acted as quickly as COCAAN, and it was therefore advantageous to have COCAAN, not AFS, coordinate the program.  Thus, there was general agreement about the advantage of having the local community action agency, COCAAN, coordinate the CrossRoads Program.  However, in other local areas the use of the community action agency as the coordinating agency for this type of program may not always be so advantageous, depending on how active is the leadership of that community action agency.


	Under the coordinating leadership of COCAAN, agencies that had never before coordinated the delivery of their services began to work together within the context of the CrossRoads project to serve the same clients.  COCAAN administrators viewed such inter-agency cooperation as an important advancement.  According to their view, a fragmented delivery system does not serve the needs of the poor as effectively as a delivery system that coordinates various services.  However, the development of coordination problems in administering a program like CrossRoads could jeopardize achieving such benefits of coordinated service delivery.


	In the early efforts at program planning, the first coordination problems concerned differences among the partners about perceived agency roles and expectations.  Because the design of the program changed as it developed, and because the existing written documents did not always reflect these changes, reaching agreement was more difficult.  The different perspectives held by the different types of partnership agencies added somewhat to these difficulties.


	The most important differences, in terms of creating difficulties for project coordination, were differences in perspectives of AFS and COCAAN.  AFS was oriented towards making job placements, since AFS employment specialists faced goals of placing 8% of their client caseload into jobs each month.  Given the primacy of the AFS goal of job placement, AFS personnel tended more to view CrossRoads as another job placement program than did COCAAN personnel.  In contrast, COCAAN personnel, who had designed the CrossRoads Program to focus on developing basic skills and removing barriers to employment, tended to view CrossRoads as a longer-term self-sufficiency and employment preparation program that in the short term might even require CrossRoads clients not to get a job.  Thus, one manifestation of the different missions of the different partnership agencies was some conflict in their perceptions of the CrossRoads project, with consequent increase in the problems of coordination.


	These coordination problems took various forms.  At the most general level there was some degree of confusion about the purpose of the CrossRoads project and the role of each partnership agency within it.  Since COCAAN personnel deemphasized immediate placement of CrossRoads clients in jobs, they tended to feel defensive in dealing with AFS staff, who emphasized more the immediate value of job placement.  CrossRoads staff therefore saw it as necessary to carefully document their objectives for each client in order to defend themselves against criticism by the more placement-oriented AFS staff.  Another source of potential coordination problems occurred in the provision of services to CrossRoads clients.  Although CrossRoads clients were served by CrossRoads case managers, AFS branch managers had to approve the actual expenditure of funds for the treatment programs the case managers developed (the "Individualized Service Plans"), thereby creating another point of potential conflict.  Some CrossRoads case managers felt they had not received enough training in AFS regulations governing the expenditure of funds, and were therefore dependent on help provided by AFS workers to solve this coordination problem.  These and related coordination problems will be discussed further in the following sections of this report.


	Because of the coordination problems that mainly occurred between AFS and COCAAN, it became clear that AFS and COCAAN were such dominant partners in the CrossRoads project that they needed to be in touch on almost a daily basis.  This was done through informal contact between AFS and COCAAN personnel.  Also, monthly meetings were held between CrossRoads and AFS managers.  Since the role of other partners was more limited, daily contact was not necessary, and general partnership meetings were the primary method of coordination.  Partnership meetings were held regularly between October 1988 and January 1989, when the first clients were selected for the program.  These meetings were intended to help to clarify and define program goals, eligible client populations, referral procedures, responsibilities of each agency, and methods for inter-agency sharing of client information.





�PRIVATE ��2. Project Design and Implementation. Project Design and Implementation�tc  \l 22 ". Project Design and Implementation"�





	As designed and implemented, the services received by the CrossRoads clients were different in a number of ways from the AFS clients who were not in the CrossRoads Program and who served as the control group for the evaluation.  CrossRoads clients attended the Life Skills Class at the beginning of their treatment program.  They spent much more time with the case managers, which was possible because of the much smaller caseload size for CrossRoads caseworkers compared to typical AFS employment specialists' caseloads.  The initial counselling interview was two to three hours for CrossRoads clients, compared to about forty-five minutes for AFS clients.  CrossRoads clients also saw their case managers more frequently after the initial interview:  follow-up interviews typically occurred about every two weeks and lasted between fifteen and forty-five minutes.  Although some effort was made to use the Employability Assessment Profile (EAP) instrument for the AFS clients in the control group as well as for the CrossRoads clients, AFS workers used the EAP instrument only sporadically.  In contrast, the CrossRoads case managers did an in-depth EAP assessment during the initial interview, and followed up with periodic EAP reassessments.  Other than the occasional use of the EAP instrument, AFS did not provide any additional or different services to AFS clients who were in the CrossRoads project control group, compared to other AFS clients.


	Some of the problems that occurred in the design and implementation of the CrossRoads project were specific coordination problems related to the general issues concerning project coordination discussed in the prior section.  One specific coordination problem concerned administering the basic skills test to be used to determine eligibility for the CrossRoads Program, the Basic Adult Skills Inventory System (BASIS) test.  Some AFS personnel apparently thought at first that COCAAN would do the BASIS testing; however, AFS ended up doing the BASIS testing during the first stages of the project.  Personnel from the two agencies had some differences in their perceptions of whether BASIS testing was proceeding quickly enough, and if not, why not.  The lack of mandated deadlines for completion of CrossRoads Program tasks�-in contrast, for example, with some of the other programs the two agencies were involved in�-may have slowed completion of this and other CrossRoads tasks.


	Another specific coordination problem related to project design concerned the transition of cases from AFS to CrossRoads.  Some of the personnel interviewed for the evaluation felt that more training was needed for the AFS and CrossRoads personnel on how to do the transition.  Also, they felt this needed to be formalized in written documents.  In the Madras and Prineville offices, in contrast to the Bend office, the CrossRoads case managers were located in the AFS office; this close physical proximity apparently helped to make the transition of cases smoother.  Another factor potentially affecting the transition of cases was the contrast between the AFS employment specialists and the CrossRoads case managers.  The AFS workers received higher salaries than the CrossRoads case managers; on the other hand, the CrossRoads case managers had lighter case loads and more flexibility.  Such differences between employees at similar levels in different agencies might have a tendency to foster jealousies that could interfere with cooperation.  In the CrossRoads project, however, that did not appear to become a major problem.


	Besides the transition of cases from AFS to CrossRoads, another problem area concerned the split of responsibilities:  the CrossRoads case manager had the responsibility for developing the client's treatment plan, but some of the expenditures of funds involved in that plan required AFS approval.  CrossRoads case managers had to process AFS paperwork in order get client services, and as mentioned in the prior section some CrossRoads case managers felt they had not received enough training on AFS regulations governing the expenditure of funds.  Moreover, some feeling existed on the part of CrossRoads staff that the need for AFS approval for some expenditures interfered with the CrossRoads Program.  This added an extra burden for the case managers, who felt the need to defend their proposed expenditures not just to their COCAAN supervisor to whom they formally reported, but also to the AFS branch manager who monitored expenditures.  CrossRoads case managers were to some extent in a position beholden to two lines of authority.  From the point of view of the AFS branch manager, however, AFS was simply monitoring the expenditures of CrossRoads case managers in the same way as the expenditures of AFS workers.  AFS personnel had some concern that CrossRoads clients' treatment plans placed too much emphasis on simply buying things for the clients�-such as clothes, car repairs, or courses�-without relating those purchases carefully to objectives.  Despite this concern, AFS branch managers stated that the CrossRoads supervisor, not themselves, was responsible for supervision of case management in the CrossRoads project.
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	Implementation of a CrossRoads-type project in another geographic area might lead to a very different result than happened here, depending on local conditions that affect the project.  Several local factors have already been mentioned that affected the success of the CrossRoads project.  First, the project was initially made possible because of leadership and cooperation on the part of the COCAAN director and the AFS regional manager.  Not all local areas would have equally effective leadership in their local agencies.  The activist nature of the local community action agency and other partnership agencies also helped to promote the success of the project.


	On the other hand, some local conditions worked against the success of the project.  The difficulties in coordinating the partnership agencies were increased by having three counties involved in the project, each with a separate set of needs and a separate AFS office.  Some AFS managers felt some concern about the level of CrossRoads case managers' expertise, and perceived that the case managers the CrossRoads project hired had less qualifications than the AFS employment specialists, perhaps attributable to the low salary levels for the CrossRoads case managers.  COCAAN managers, on the other hand, did not feel a gap in expertise existed, pointing out that neither AFS eligibility workers nor employment specialists are required to have special training in case management or social services.  In addition, because of the project design, the clients in the CrossRoads Program were drawn from by far the most difficult segment of the AFS client population.  The CrossRoads clients were therefore a much more difficult client population to work with than the AFS client population as a whole.


	Another special local condition worked against the success of the CrossRoads project at the initial stages of the project.  A major employment program run by AFS, the "JOBS" program, was scheduled�-after the start of the CrossRoads Program�-to be shifted out of AFS beginning July 1, 1989, thus threatening the job security of AFS workers with whom CrossRoads case managers needed to coordinate their efforts.  Because the announcement about the shift came after the beginning of the CrossRoads project, the CrossRoads project may have been erroneously viewed as a possible contributing factor to the loss of AFS workers' job security.  At any rate, the disruption at AFS caused by this shift increased the difficulties of coordinating and implementing the CrossRoads project.


	The use of a special assessment instrument, the Employability Assessment Profile (EAP), in the CrossRoads project created its own benefits and problems for the implementation of the program.  From the point of view of the CrossRoads supervisor, the EAP had the advantage of forcing the case managers to view the client as a whole, and not just to focus on one aspect of the client's problems.  Also, the EAP insured that all case managers consistently examined all of the clients' needs.  From the point of view of some CrossRoads case managers, the EAP helped in the initial interview by serving as an ice-breaker and establishing a rapport with clients, and helped as well in justifying the treatment programs the case managers developed for clients, including the expenditure of funds.  In short, the EAP served some needs of the CrossRoads personnel.


	The EAP instrument did not fit as well with the needs of the AFS workers, and AFS personnel consequently used the EAP instrument only sporadically with the CrossRoads control group clients.  For one thing, the EAP instrument could take over an hour to administer in the initial interview, and with their larger client loads AFS employment specialists could not afford the time.  Also, given the primary AFS focus on immediate job placement rather than on barrier removal, the EAP was not relevant.  Finally, some AFS personnel, as well as CrossRoads personnel, recognized flaws in the information obtained through the EAP instrument; for example, the EAP required clients to admit problems such as drug or alcohol dependency to the case managers, which clients were typically reluctant to do at the beginning.  After clients had been in the program a while and got to know the case manager, they might become more willing to admit a dependency problem in subsequent administrations of the EAP.  From the point of view of the CrossRoads Program, this was not necessarily a problem, since COCAAN administrators expected that continued use of the EAP would identify new barriers, which would help case managers in doing case planning and in developing goals and objectives to improve client employability.
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	Note:  The findings reported in this section are findings obtained from interviews and other sources during the middle stages of the CrossRoads Program.
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	To facilitate project coordination, partnership meetings were conducted monthly through November, 1989.  Meetings would last about two hours, and would typically have in attendance two or more representatives from COCAAN and from AFS, as well as representatives from three or more of the other partnership agencies.  Although participants viewed the initial meetings as positive and productive, participants viewed later meetings less positively, and attendance dropped off.  Apparently, at the beginning the project meetings dealt with issues that concerned all partnership agencies, but later the issues concerned mainly the agencies involved heavily in the operation of the program�-i.e. COCAAN and AFS.  COCAAN and AFS personnel therefore began to meet by themselves to handle the issues that they needed to discuss.  Managers in both COCAAN and AFS viewed this evolution from general partnership meetings to meetings mainly between their two agencies as largely appropriate.  Matters considered typically involved issues of funding, communications, issues concerning particular clients, and scheduling.


	Both AFS and COCAAN personnel generally continued to see substantial advantages in using COCAAN as the agency for managing the CrossRoads Program.  Advantages cited included the innovation introduced by a new agency, and the better ability of COCAAN to provide a program involving intense case management and enhanced services.  However, some AFS managers cited disadvantages of COCAAN management, including increased client confusion and greater coordination problems.  COCAAN managers, on the other hand, tended to see COCAAN, as the community action agency, as the natural advocate of the most disadvantaged, and therefore the best agency for managing a program for that clientele.  From this perspective, internal performance incentives will tend to cause agencies like AFS not to focus on the most needy, which the CrossRoads Program was designed to serve.
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	A complex relationship existed between the CrossRoads Program, which was managed by COCAAN, and AFS, the second major agency involved in the day-to-day operations of the CrossRoads Program.  For one thing, CrossRoads created difficulties for AFS.  At the most general level, one AFS manager described the CrossRoads Program as a philosophically different program whose existence created confusion among AFS clients, especially since CrossRoads was physically housed with AFS in two of the three AFS branch offices.  From the perspective of some AFS managers, this arrangement created in effect two classes of welfare clients within the same AFS office, thereby increasing client confusion and management difficulties.  It also in effect created two classes of personnel since, on the one hand, CrossRoads case managers had the advantages of greater funds available to work on barrier removal and more personal freedom in their movement in and out of the office, but on the other hand CrossRoads case managers received much lower salaries than did corresponding AFS employees.  CrossRoads also diminished the client pool available to AFS for meeting its own job placement goals, although given the low employability of most CrossRoads clients this diminishment of the client pool had limited adverse affect on job placement.


	Despite the difficulties CrossRoads created for AFS, it also provided advantages.  CrossRoads provided another resource AFS could potentially use to help clients; the CrossRoads Program provided intensive case-management services that AFS could not itself provide.  One CrossRoads case manager thought that contact with the CrossRoads Program stimulated positive changes in AFS�-specifically, away from a "we-them" mentality.  Several AFS managers indicated they thought that having a new program run by an outside agency helped promote innovation.


	One specific point of inter-partner friction concerned the latitude of CrossRoads case managers to spend funds on CrossRoads clients.  The problem concerning control over expenditures for provision of services to CrossRoads clients was discussed above.  Besides creating some inter-agency conflict, this affected the CrossRoads Program in its early stages, according to CrossRoads personnel, by decreasing case managers' flexibility in helping clients and by lowering case managers' morale.  By the end of 1989, however, these problems appeared to have been resolved to the satisfaction of all CrossRoads staff.  Similarly, some initial concerns about potential problems regarding terminating assistance to CrossRoads clients appear to have dissipated by the time the program had been underway a year.


	Another specific point of inter-partner friction concerned the use of the Employability Assessment Profile (EAP) instrument.  At the beginning of the CrossRoads Program, the CrossRoads manager intended that the EAP instrument was to be used only by the CrossRoads case managers, and not by AFS personnel.  The CrossRoads manager viewed the EAP as integral to the CrossRoads approach (see Appendix A), and felt that using the EAP in AFS would diminish somewhat the difference in the two approaches, perhaps thereby compromising the evaluation of the CrossRoads Program.  AFS managers and employment specialists, however, met with CrossRoads staff and requested to use the EAP.  Consequently, the EAP instrument was initially adopted within the CrossRoads Program and within AFS, and meetings were held to prepare CrossRoads staff and AFS employment specialists to administer the EAP.


	Once CrossRoads staff and AFS employment specialists began to administer the EAP, however, it became clear that using the EAP was not as appropriate within AFS as within the CrossRoads Program.  The administration of the EAP was time-consuming, and AFS employment specialists could not afford the time to fully use the EAP.  Consequently, CrossRoads case managers used the EAP with all clients, but AFS workers used it only sporadically.  AFS managers became critical of the usefulness of the EAP for their clients, especially since the emphasis in AFS was more on job placement rather than barrier removal, in contrast to the CrossRoads Program.  The CrossRoads project manager remained committed to the EAP instrument as a useful diagnostic tool within the CrossRoads Program, and as a tool for AFS to continue to use to provide data for the evaluation of the CrossRoads Program.  On the other hand, not only the AFS managers, but also the AFS employment specialists and even some CrossRoads case managers became critical of the utility of using the EAP instrument.  This point of inter-agency friction was eliminated when both COCAAN and AFS agreed that only the CrossRoads Program would continue to use the EAP instrument.


	The first semi-annual progress report to the federal funding agency also became a point of friction.  AFS personnel were not given a chance to read the first report before it was submitted, and they were critical of the report when they did get a chance to examine it.  They viewed the report as incorrectly implying that AFS was not fully cooperating with COCAAN in carrying out the CrossRoads Program.  Moreover, the report caused difficulties for the AFS branch managers because the acting regional AFS director read the report and became concerned about whether the AFS branch offices were cooperating fully.  COCAAN managers, on the other hand, were surprised with the strong reaction to the report and with the interpretation of the report as critical of AFS cooperation.  To help avoid such communication problems in the future, COCAAN and AFS personnel consequently agreed that AFS would have the opportunity to review future progress reports.


	The use of a procedure for randomly selecting CrossRoads clients from the pool of eligibles was originally chosen for the sake of evaluating the program, but in fact the random procedure may have helped in implementing the program by avoiding possible inter-agency conflict.  The use of a random procedure minimized conflict between the CrossRoads management and AFS about which clients to select.  From the point of CrossRoads management it prevented AFS from "dumping" problem clients on the CrossRoads Program, and from the point of AFS it prevented CrossRoads from "creaming" the best clients from the eligible pool.  Stated more delicately, in the words of a COCAAN manager the random selection process "neutralized" selection, allowing the CrossRoads Program to serve a cross section of clients.
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	The CrossRoads Program's pool of eligible participants turned out to be much smaller than originally expected.  One reason was that the pool of potential eligible clients for the CrossRoads Program was over-estimated in the original program planning.  The over-estimate apparently resulted from confusion or misinterpretation concerning the caseload figures provided by AFS to the COCAAN personnel developing the original CrossRoads' proposal; specifically, the figures included sanctioned clients and medically/disability exempt clients.  A consequence was to place the CrossRoads Program to some extent in competition with the AFS JOBS Program for clients.


	Another reason for the smaller-than-expected eligible pool was difficulty in getting JOBS clients tested with the BASIS test, a necessary step to establish a client's eligibility for the CrossRoads Program.  The original agreement between CrossRoads and AFS staff was that AFS would test all clients in the AFS JOBS Program.  This arrangement did not work out satisfactorily.  According to CrossRoads personnel, the testing was not always carried out.  Other factors cited as contributing to the problems in this arrangement for BASIS testing included 1) the workload of AFS employment specialists, 2) the irrelevancy of the BASIS test for the internal operation of AFS programs, 3) the effect that administering the BASIS test, and thereby increasing the pool of CrossRoads eligibles, potentially had on removing clients from the JOBS Program, 4) the problem of clients not showing up for BASIS testing.  An AFS manager pointed out that having one agency perform a task necessary for another agency created coordination difficulties.  This problem was solved by reassigning responsibility for BASIS testing to the CrossRoads Program itself.


	Another reason for the small pool of CrossRoads eligibles was the attrition of CrossRoads eligibles who were not initially selected as CrossRoads participants.  CrossRoads eligibles who were not selected became part of the control group, but remained eligible for later selection into CrossRoads to fill vacancies.  As part of the control group, however, they participated in the AFS JOBS Program, and therefore could be placed into employment, diminishing the pool of remaining eligibles.  Such placement was anticipated and was in fact part of the original program design, but combined with the over-estimate of potential participants and with the testing problems the result was to exacerbate the difficulty of identifying an adequate client pool, leading to the attrition of the control group discussed in the next section.
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	As of July 1, 1989, 261 potential clients had been BASIS tested, yielding 187 eligible clients for the CrossRoads Program.  This eligibility rate of 72% was similar�-in fact, higher�-than the eligibility rate of about 63% anticipated in the evaluation plan for the CrossRoads Program.�  However, the total number of eligibles turned out to be too small to maintain both a group of participants and a control group.  As attrition occurred in the participant group, it was necessary to select replacements from the eligibles in the control group.  However, attrition was of course simultaneously occurring in the control group.  Successful job placement of members of the control group was itself only a minor source of attrition, since clients working part-time or for low wages would not exceed income eligibility limits and would not become self-sufficient, and would therefore remain eligible for CrossRoads participation.  The overall results of attrition were nonetheless severe:  the control group for Deschutes County, the county with the largest client pool, disappeared.  All program eligibles remaining in the control group were selected into the participant group.


	The incorporation of all remaining control group members into the participant group of course compromised the original design for the program evaluation impact study of the CrossRoads Program, since that design involved a comparison between the treatment and control group.  The decision to induct the remaining control group members into the participant group was made with the consultation of the outside evaluator responsible for doing the evaluation impact study.  The evaluator, in fact, recommended to the CrossRoads manager to induct all control group members into the participant group, rather than to withhold services from potential clients.  In the view of the outside evaluator, the ethically correct decision was not to withhold services from needy clients for the sole reason of maintaining the original impact evaluation design.  Had the pool of participants eligible for the CrossRoads Program been larger, this choice between effectively and ethically managing the program, on the one hand, and maintaining the original program evaluation design, on the other hand, could have been avoided.
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	Appendix A describes the intended differences in services for the CrossRoads Program participants, compared to the control group.  CrossRoads participants were to receive some special supplementary services not available to the AFS JOBS Program clients.  According to the inter-agency agreements forming the basis for this joint partnership program, AFS would provide financial support to fund these special services.  In July, 1989, AFS made programmatic changes that imposed new restrictions on expenditures.  These restrictions had the effect of eliminating AFS expenditures for provision of supplementary services to CrossRoads clients, and had they remained in effect, these restrictions would have ended the CrossRoads Program as it was designed to function.  COCAAN responded with a memorandum to the acting AFS regional director vigorously stating the need for these support services.  The result was that within several weeks the restrictions preventing supplementary service expenditures for CrossRoads clients were modified.  COCAAN administrators acknowledged in interviews the support and help AFS branch managers provided to solve this problem, thereby making possible the continuation of the CrossRoads Program.


	In contrast to the temporary erosion of experimental conditions resulting from the funding problem discussed above, another development in AFS tended to increase the differences between the treatment and control groups.  Beginning in July 1989 the old AFS JOBS Program was terminated, and was replaced by a program sometimes referred to as the "Bare Bones" program.  The new program had even less emphasis on barrier removal than did the old JOBS Program, and instead had even more emphasis on immediate job placement.  The differences in services received by CrossRoads participants and by AFS clients not in CrossRoads therefore became greater.
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	One implementation issue concerns training for CrossRoads personnel.  The training that the case managers received was through staff meetings, one-on-one conferences and consultations with the program manager, sharing of training materials and program resource information, and special training on alcohol and drug problems.  However, several people that the evaluator interviewed were critical that the CrossRoads Program did not contain a strong enough training component for the CrossRoads case managers.  One AFS manager stressed the importance of training in a program like CrossRoads to prepare the case managers to handle the counseling problems that will occur.  That manager also stressed that if the case managers and program managers are not trained social workers�-as is likely if the program is funded at a low level and salaries are consequentially low�-then the importance of training is all the greater.  One of the CrossRoads counselors also volunteered that more training for CrossRoads personnel would have been desirable, including training for counseling, group counseling, interviewing, and facilitation of support groups.


	Another implementation issue concerned what one manager called "relapse therapy."  He argued that a program like CrossRoads is likely to have many clients who successfully go through the program, but then later have a failure and return to the program or "relapse."  These relapsed clients have different needs than first-time clients, but the CrossRoads Program was not set up to treat their special needs.  Therefore, a possible improvement on the CrossRoads Program design would be to include a relapse therapy component to treat the special needs of such clients.


	The use of a random procedure for selecting CrossRoads participants was already discussed above in terms of the effects on inter-partner relationships.  Another issue, however, concerned the impact the selection procedure had on the effectiveness of the program.  Some people interviewed felt that the success of the CrossRoads Program would have been greater if AFS had chosen as program participants those clients who appeared ready for a program like CrossRoads, rather than using a random selection procedure.  One AFS manager voiced frustration at not being able to put a client into CrossRoads who was just right for the program; on the other hand, that manager said that random selection made it easier to explain to clients why some were selected and other were not.  One CrossRoads case manager argued that, at a minimum, selection should be modified to include a screening out of clients inappropriate to the program because of mental health problems or because of  developmental disabilities.  In contrast to these positions, one COCAAN manager stressed that the CrossRoads Program was an attempt to design a workable model for all people who fit the eligibility criteria.  In addition, that manager viewed as doubtful the ability of case managers to predict which clients would succeed in a program like CrossRoads.
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	Note:  The findings reported in this section are findings obtained from interviews and other sources during the last stages of the CrossRoads Program.





�
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	Monthly partnership meetings continued to be held through the end of the project, with the exception of a several month hiatus in which meetings were not held.  Decreasing partnership attendance at the meetings up to about November 1989 appears to partially account for the failure to call regular meetings for a several month period thereafter.  However, COCAAN and AFS managers decided that regular partnership meetings were still desirable, despite the decreasing attendance of some of the partners, and began again to schedule monthly meetings.  COCAAN and AFS managers felt that even partners that did not attend regularly wanted to receive copies of the minutes of the meetings to help keep them informed about the program, and that even when there was not a lot of business that had to be conducted in such meetings, the regular meetings helped reassure the partnership agencies about the status of the CrossRoads Program.


	Besides facilitating program planning, the partnership meetings were originally designed to facilitate program revisions after the program was implemented.  The meetings continued to serve that function, especially in helping to adapt to on-going changes in the individual partnership agencies.  COCAAN managers felt that the meetings also helped to increase the cooperation of the other agencies in the day-to-day operation of the CrossRoads Program.  Beyond helping on the CrossRoads Program, the meetings apparently served to provide a forum for the partners to exchange information on other programs and activities as well.
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	The second and third semi-annual progress reports to the federal funding agency did not become points of inter-partner friction as did the first progress report.  As with the first report, COCAAN personnel prepared the reports.  In contrast with the first report, however, other partnership agencies were given the opportunity to examine and respond to the draft reports before they were submitted to the funding agency.


	During the latter stages of the CrossRoads Program the support group meetings for CrossRoads clients were held at the State Employment Division facilities.  These support group meetings served to follow-up on the Life Skills classes, and were more oriented towards obtaining employment.  Their employment emphasis made locating these meetings in the State Employment Division convenient.


	By promoting cooperation among agencies for managing the CrossRoads Program, the CrossRoads Program helped prepare partnership agencies to undertake other programs requiring inter-agency cooperation.  COCAAN managers felt that undertaking cooperative programs would be easier in the future because of the CrossRoads experience.  During the latter stages of the CrossRoads Program AFS was involved in planning for welfare reform that mandated AFS to work in partnership with other agencies.  These required partnership agencies for welfare reform were agencies that had been partners in the CrossRoads Program.  If the CrossRoads Program had not existed, AFS would have taken longer in setting the groundwork for the inter-partner cooperation required by welfare reform.  As stated by one AFS manager, "CrossRoads was definitely a stepping stone towards planning for welfare reform."





�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r3 \*arabic�3�. Specific Project Management Issues�seq level0 \r3 \*arabic�3�. Specific Project Management Issues�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r3 \*arabic�3�. Specific Project Management Issues"�





	One of the most difficult day-to-day decision-making problems facing the CrossRoads program manager concerned making payments to support expenses clients incurred when attending CrossRoads activities.  As reported in the June, 1990 progress report submitted to the federal funding agency, these payments included expenditures for automobile expenses (54%), day care expenses (21%), education expenses (11%), and other expenses (15%).  The CrossRoads manager found decisions about making payments for automobile expenses the most difficult, especially since most of the time the manager did not have access to consulting advise from a qualified mechanic.  Consequently, the program manager often found it difficult to assess whether paying for automobile repairs would be money well spent towards providing mobility necessary to participate in CrossRoads activities and necessary for seeking employment.


	The CrossRoads program manager felt some clients would have been better motivated if a clearer time duration for their participation in the program had been specified, instead of becoming complacent because they assumed they would receive support from the program for the full two years of the program.  Such clients only became motivated towards the end of the program, and a more limited time duration in the program may have helped them to become more goal-oriented.  Other partnership managers felt similarly that CrossRoads clients were not as motivated as they could have been with clearer time limits.  However, some CrossRoads staff felt less strongly about the desirability of a fixed time limit, and felt that at least options should be available for extending the time.


	The housing of CrossRoads case managers in the Madras and Prineville AFS offices appears to have facilitated the coordination between CrossRoads and AFS in transitioning clients back to AFS.  In contrast, close coordination was more difficult in the Bend office, where CrossRoads case managers were housed separately.  One AFS manager felt this demonstrated the need to house the case managers in a program like CrossRoads in the office of the welfare agency.  On the other hand, some CrossRoads staff felt that having greater separation between the CrossRoads Program and the welfare agency, as in Bend, offered significant advantages, including promoting a more positive client attitude.


	During the last months of the program, special transitional staffing meetings were held with the some of the CrossRoads clients.�  In these meetings, the client met with all of the staff from partnership agencies who were working directly with the client, including the CrossRoads case manager, the AFS eligibility worker, the teacher from the community college, and the Job Training Partnership Act instructor.  The purpose of the meeting was to help prepare the client to get along after CrossRoads.  Meetings lasted about one-half hour, and each person provided an update on the client's progress, including the client.  The client was actively involved in the meeting, and goals and objectives were set and needed support services to implement the objectives were identified.  These meetings appeared successful in providing an overall view of the client's situation, and in helping to motivate the client as well.  Because of this success, some managers expressed the view that such meetings should be incorporated into a program like CrossRoads from the beginning.
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	During the concluding months of the project, the number of participating clients dropped, causing low caseloads for the CrossRoads case managers.  This drop in clients resulted from a decision made in a partnership meeting not to admit any more CrossRoads clients.  Apparently, there was concern about lack of sufficient time to provide CrossRoads services to another group of clients, as well as concern about transitioning clients back to AFS and avoiding the disruption that would result from having a large pool of clients in the CrossRoads Program at program termination.  At program termination such clients would either suddenly add to the caseload of AFS or else suddenly be left without services, depending on the effect of up-coming welfare reform on AFS services.
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	The application for continued federal grant funding for the program was due in July, 1990, only several months before the formal termination of the CrossRoads Program.�  By October, 1990, COCAAN staff had still not heard whether CrossRoads would receive continued funding.  By that time, the CrossRoads Program had effectively terminated:  most CrossRoads staff had left and most clients had been transferred back to AFS.  If the program were refunded, the program would have to hire and train new case managers and select new clients.  Both expenses and time would have been required to hire and train new staff, and to build up new caseloads.  A COCAAN administrator estimated about a three month start-up period would have been required to get a new program fully operational.  In short, the result of such a late determination about continued program funding was that even if the program were then awarded continued funding an uninterrupted continuation of the program would no longer be possible, resulting in increased costs, lost time, and perhaps diminishment of program effectiveness.


	The lateness and the uncertainty of the federal funding process also detracted from the ability of AFS to plan for CrossRoads within its planning process for welfare reform.  Continuation of CrossRoads would have complemented welfare reform, but AFS was not able to include the CrossRoads Program as a component in the plan submitted to the State because of the lateness and uncertainty of funding.  However, within the planning efforts specific attention was given to how CrossRoads could be integrated into the other services.  Commitments were obtained from all CrossRoads partnership agencies to provide necessary support for continuation of the CrossRoads Program.  Had the funding process and decision occurred earlier, these planning efforts could have proceeded more efficiently by either 1) avoiding wasted effort in planning for a program that would not exist, or 2) explicitly planning to incorporate CrossRoads into welfare reform so as to provide enhanced services.
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	Earlier sections of this report discussed some of the project coordination and other issues concerning the payments made by the CrossRoads Program for purposes of supporting various client education and training activities, as well as for barrier removal efforts.  Table 1 shows the breakdown of these expenditures made by the CrossRoads Program for each expense category.  Table 1 also shows the total amounts separately for each of the counties in which the program was operating, for year 1989 and year 1990, and for the grand totals.
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	CLIENT SUPPORT PAYMENTS





�PRIVATE ��COUNTY/EXPENSE�
1989�
1990�
TOTAL�
%�
�
DESCHUTES CO.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Gas/Auto.


Educ./Train.


Day Care


Other�
$13,679


$1,724


$4,346


$3,525�
$7,397


$3,103


$974


$1,114�
$21,077


$4,827


$5,319


$4,638�
59%


13%


15%


13%�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Total�
$23,274�
$12,588�
$35,862�
100%�
�
JEFFERSON CO.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Gas/Auto.


Educ./Train.


Day Care


Other�
$2,332


$374


$906


$1,124�
$2,067


$266


$342


$560�
$4,399


$640


$1,248


$1,684�
55%


8%


16%


21%�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Total�
$4,737�
$3,235�
$7,972�
100%�
�
CROOK CO.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Gas/Auto.


Educ./Train.


Day Care


Other�
$1,091


$123


$704


$1,373�
$1,592


$1,075


$1,508


$649�
$2,682


$1,198


$2,212


$2,022�
33%


15%


27%


25%�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Total�
$3,290�
$4,824�
$8,114�
100%�
�
TOTAL�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Gas/Auto.


Educ./Train.


Day Care


Other�
$17,102


$2,221


$5,956


$6,022�
$11,056


$4,444


$2,824


$2,323�
$28,158 


$6,665


$8,780


$8,345�
54%


13%


17%


16%�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Total�
$31,301�
$20,647�
$51,948�
100%�
�
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	The major expense categories are gasoline/automobile expenses, education/training expenses, day care expenses, and other expenses.  Automobile expenses included gasoline for attending CrossRoads Program functions and repair expenses for tires, batteries, or mechanical repairs.  Education expenses included fees paid to the community college for client enrollment in training programs.  Day care expenses were for day care while clients attended CrossRoads Program activities.  Other expenses included expenses for work clothes, tools, occupational licenses, and miscellaneous.  Some of these expenses, such as gasoline expenses, were paid using vouchers given to the clients, which the clients then gave to local vendors who had agreed to participate.  Other expenses were paid by issuing checks directly to the service providers.


	As Table 1 shows, automobile expenses constituted the largest expense category, consuming over one-half (54%) of the total support payment.  The remaining expenses were split roughly equally among the remaining categories of education and training, day care, and other payments.  Figure 1 graphically illustrates the overall distribution of expenses across these categories, and clearly shows the predominance of the automobile expenses.
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	A closer examination of Table 1 reveals some trends in the expenditure patterns.  Education and training expenses increased from seven percent of the total in 1989 to twenty-two percent of the total in 1990, an increase explained by a COCAAN manager as reflecting CrossRoads clients' readiness for further training after they had participated in the program for a while.  Expenses in the "Other" category, in contrast, dropped from nineteen percent in 1989 to eleven percent in 1990, perhaps resulting from the earlier purchase of necessary miscellaneous items, as well as some tightening up on allowable expenditures by the program administrators during the second year of the program.
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	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�1�. Project Coordination/Inter-Partner Relationships





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. Partnership Meetings





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level3 \*arabic�1�. Hold regular partnership meetings throughout the project.  At the early stages of the project the need for general partnership meetings is greatest; as the project proceeds general partnership meetings can be shorter in length or scheduled less frequently, but regular meetings should still be scheduled.





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level3 \*arabic�2�. As the need for general partnership meetings decreases, the need for coordination among those agencies involved most intensely in program operations will increase.  Schedule regular meetings among the relevant managers to help provide this coordination.





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level3 \*arabic�3�. Separate specific operational issues concerning only those agencies involved intensely in program operations from the general partnership meetings.  Handle such issues either in separate meetings among those specific agencies, or have those agencies meet before or after the general partnership meetings.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \*arabic�2�.�seq level3 \h \r0 � Progress Reports to Funding Agencies





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level3 \*arabic�1�. All partnership agencies should have the opportunity to review in advance any progress reports submitted to funding agencies.





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level3 \*arabic�2�. Responsibilities for progress reports should be clarified in partnership agreements.





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level3 \*arabic�3�. Progress reports should describe what has been done in the program, but should not attempt to evaluate the program, unless the partners previously agreed that the reports would contain an evaluation component.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \*arabic�3�.�seq level3 \h \r0 � Allocation of Program Responsibilities





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level3 \*arabic�1�. Avoid creating coordination problems resulting from one agency having the responsibility for performing a task required for the operation of another agency.  Attempt to place tasks required for operation of agencies within those agencies.  For example, if testing procedures are required for selecting clients for the program, place responsibility for testing, client selection, and program operations in one agency, if possible.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�2�.�seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 � Program Eligibility





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. If client testing is required to establish program eligibility, place responsibility for testing in that agency with the most interest in successfully conducting the required tests.  Avoid, if possible, placing testing responsibility with agencies which have no internal use for the tests, for which administering the tests will place a burden interfering with on-going programs, or for which successful test administration and subsequent client recruitment will remove clients from the agency's own programs.  Rather, place testing responsibility, if possible, with the agency that administers the self-sufficiency program.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level2 \*arabic�2�. Attempt to define program eligibility so that the self-sufficiency program does not affect detrimentally the programs of partnership agencies.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level2 \*arabic�3�. Provide sufficient incentives to motivate clients to cooperate with any testing that is necessary to establish program eligibility.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \h \r0 � Case Management





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. Establish clear authority in one agency for terminating client benefits.  Preferably, that agency should be the agency in charge of operational management of the program.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�2�. Create a relapse therapy program component to treat the special needs of these clients who successfully go through the program, but then later have a failure and return to the program or "relapse."





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�3�. If the program provides financial support for client automobile repairs, either 1) arrange for availability of qualified mechanics to consult with program personnel who make decisions about providing that support, or 2) use a competitive bid approach that requires clients to secure price estimates from different repair shops before the program would approve a reimbursable repair.





			�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level3 \*arabic�1�. If the competitive bid approach is not used, consider contracting with an automotive repair service for examining client automobiles and providing cost estimates for necessary repairs.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�4�.�seq level3 \h \r0 � If the program provides financial support for client automobile repairs, establish a list of the maximum dollar reimbursements for different types of automobile repairs.  This may help keep client expectations realistic and eliminate wasted time on negotiations between clients and program staff about reimbursement amounts.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�5�. Specify clearly to clients the limited time duration of their participation in the self-sufficiency program.  If individualized service plans are used, build the time duration into the plan.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�6�. Arrange for periodic staffing meetings in which the client meets simultaneously with all the staff from agencies who are dealing directly with the client.  In these meetings review the overall progress of the client toward self-sufficiency.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�4�.�seq level2 \h \r0 � Continuation of Funding for Supported Projects





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�4�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. Establish deadlines for grant applications for continued project funding at least six months prior to scheduled termination of eligible projects.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�4�.�seq level2 \*arabic�2�. Announce awards for continued project funding at least four months prior to scheduled termination of eligible projects.








�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r2 \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 � Conclusions and Recommendations regarding the Evaluation of Client Self-Sufficiency Programs�seq level0 \r2 \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 � Conclusions and Recommendations regarding the Evaluation of Client Self-Sufficiency Programs�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r2 \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 � Conclusions and Recommendations regarding the Evaluation of Client Self-Sufficiency Programs"�





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \*arabic�1�. Creation of Control or Comparison Groups





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. Establish criteria for program eligibility that yield a pool of eligibles sufficient for creating both a participant group and a control group.  If replacements for the participant group are to be selected from the control group, allow for resulting attrition of the control group in the original design.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \*arabic�2�. Consider the possibility of serious attrition problems occurring in the control group due to job placement of control group members.  This may be a serious problem if the control group receives services from an agency primarily providing job placement services.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \*arabic�2�.�seq level2 \h \r0 � Minimize threats to internal validity of instrumentation by using personnel from only one agency to administer client employability assessment instruments during the course of a program, and/or use rigorous training on the application of the instrument to reduce instrumentation effects.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \*arabic�3�. Program Characteristics to be Evaluated





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. Since an important implementation issue concerns the method of selecting clients for a self-sufficiency program, evaluations could be designed to assess alternative methods for selecting clients who are most appropriate for self-sufficiency programs.  Methods should include alternative types of assessment instruments, including instruments that would be administered by case managers in cooperation with the client.  Instruments evaluated should include instruments that broadly examine a range of factors affecting clients' employability, including clients' skills levels and barriers to employment.


�
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	This appendix describes the differences in services that the CrossRoads project intended the treatment group (CrossRoads clients) would receive, compared to the control group (AFS JOBS Program clients).








Specific Differences in Services that the CrossRoads project intended that the Treatment Group would Receive





	Based on the EAP and individual counseling with his or her case managers, the CrossRoads clients developed an individualized service plan (ISP).  The ISP served as the participant's primary case planning document, in which service goals were identified, specific operational objectives associated with each of the identified goals were delineated, and the participant's progress toward reaching these objectives were recorded.  The individualized plan's objective was to help to improve life skills, literacy skills, and employment skills, and thereby remove barriers to employment.  AFS JOBS Program participants did not develop an ISP, but instead had an action plan which defined the number of employer contacts to make.  In the action plan, the employment specialist specified any special JOBS activities or employment referrals the client had to complete.  The action plan also specified any day care and transportation arrangements the client needed to make.





	CrossRoads differed from the AFS JOBS Program in linking the participant to needed services and support through the case manager.  CrossRoads worked more closely with existing services, and had as a central function to serve as a broker for participants and their families preparing for self-sufficiency.  Inter-agency coordination was the primary responsibility of the CrossRoads case manager.  Multi-disciplinary team meetings were intended to allow case managers, counselors, and administrators to work out program inefficiencies and to ensure that the program participants were being served to the best of the program's potential.  The underlying premise was that a participant required the support and expertise of advocates and service providers who could assess needs and resources correctly, and who could monitor the delivery of assistance.  The goal was to maintain interagency communication and coordination among the various program components.  In contrast, the JOBS Program did not coordinate in such a manner with other agencies through interagency meetings.





	CrossRoads case managers were supposed to be encouraged to fully access support and training subsidies available from AFS and other support services for their participants.  The job of the CrossRoads case manager was to ensure that program components and support services were effectively delivered to participants seeking self-sufficiency.  The coordination of the major partnership components was the primary responsibility of the COCAAN case manager.  The case manager facilitated referrals and information sharing across agency lines.  In comparison, the emphasis in the JOBS Program was more on obtaining immediate employment and less on using training for a longer-term approach to self-sufficiency focusing on skill acquisition and barrier removal.





	CrossRoads case managers were to spend more time with their clients due to a smaller caseload and less required paper work than the AFS employment specialists.  CrossRoads case managers were expected to have an average of 25 participants in their caseload.  The caseload size among AFS employment specialists was expected to be higher, with the number varying depending upon the branch and on how cases were counted, but with figures as high as 120 or even higher.  Sometimes the employment specialist reports showed higher caseloads than the 


branch manager reports.  Differences in how to count active caseloads, medical suspension, 


and sanctioned JOB clients apparently caused differences in the actual number of reported clients.





	The JOBS employment specialist had 19 standardized forms that needed to be completed for each client in the JOBS Program.  The CrossRoads Program had only the EAP and ISP forms to be completed, along with general case notes.  However, the CrossRoads case manager became responsible for AFS/JOBS Programs voucher forms necessary to reimburse CrossRoads participants for mileage, child care, educational/skills training, and other expenses.





	All CrossRoads participants were to attend a three hour life-skills class three days a week for about two months.  The goal was to increase participants' basic skills and life skills in order to become more employable.  The JOBS Program did not offer any comparable skill-building classes, although some training occurred for resume writing, interviewing skills, and through special referrals.








Specific Similarities in Services that the CrossRoads project Intended that the Treatment and Control Groups would Receive





	Originally, the CrossRoads manager intended that only the CrossRoads clients would have an EAP completed, but this was modified, as discussed in the process evaluation report, so that both groups were supposed to have an EAP completed.  The control group was supposed to have an EAP completed at 6 month intervals, compared to the treatment group at 3 months intervals.





	Both groups were entitled to the same cash grants and medical benefits through AFDC.  They were also entitled to the same reimbursements for child care, transportation and "other JOBS-related payments".  Potential private and non-profit employers of treatment and control group participants could be reimbursed through "work supplementation", and "on-the-job training" contracts through AFS.  The availability of these reimbursements for both groups depended on the discretion of the JOBS employment specialist or the CrossRoads case managers.





	Like the CrossRoads case manager, the AFS JOBS employment specialists were able to provide reimbursements to clients for mileage, child care, and other expenses to promote job placement.  However, the employment specialists could not reimburse clients for expenses incurred for educational/skills training, unlike the CrossRoads case managers.  In short, AFS workers were more limited in accessing support services, given their constraint in using support payments for job search, placement, and other employment-related expenses.  Also, because of spending limitations and spending priorities, little funding for support payments was available for multi-barrier clients who were not "job-ready", unlike the CrossRoads Program.


�
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	Applicants scoring 245 or below on both the BASIS reading and mathematics scores became eligible for participation in the CrossRoads project.  Lists of eligibles were made for each of the three counties:  Deschutes County, 55 eligibles; Crook County, 26 eligibles; and Jefferson County, 15 eligibles.  For each of these three counties, a stratified, random assignment procedure was used to assign the eligibles to either the group of CrossRoads participants or to the control group.  To maximize the comparability of the treatment and control groups stratification was done using the clients' level of education and the clients' BASIS scores.





	The assignment procedure worked as follows.  The list of eligibles for each county was stratified into a high and a low education stratum.  Within each stratum, clients were listed in order of their total BASIS scores.�  A sampling fraction for each county was computed by dividing the needed number of CrossRoads participants from that county�-determined by the number of available case managers�-by the number of eligibles in that county.  The rounded reciprocal of the sampling fraction was used as a sampling interval (K) for systematic sampling.  A systematic sample was then drawn from the list using this value of K, beginning with a randomly chosen start point.  When it was necessary to sample additional cases, or to delete cases already sampled, in order to obtain the correct sampling fraction, cases were selected or deleted randomly.  The sampled cases constituted the treatment group, and the other cases constituted the control group.





	The effect of this assignment procedure is to insure a high level of comparability in the initial treatment and control groups in each county, both in the groups' education levels and in their skill levels, as measured by the BASIS test.


�
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	After the initial selection of CrossRoads project participants from the original lists of eligibles for each county, selection of additional participants was done using a simple random selection method.  This method was used to both 1) select additional project participants from the lists of initial control group members, and 2) select additional project participants from lists of new project eligibles.





	The following procedure was used to select additional project participants from the lists of initial control group members.  A separate list of initial control group members was created for each county.  The names on each list were ordered randomly.  To select new project participants from the lists of initial control group members, the list for that county was chosen, and new participants were selected from the top of the list on down.





	The following procedure was used to select additional project participants from lists of new project eligibles.  There were two variations to the procedure, depending on whether it was desired to combine the new eligibles with the initial eligibles, or to treat the new eligibles separately.  If it was desired to combine the new eligibles with the initial eligibles, then the names of the new eligibles were simply added to the lists of the initial control group members, and the combined lists were used to select new project participants.  If it was desired to treat the new eligibles separately, then the names of the new eligibles constituted new lists for each county.  The list of names on these lists were also ordered randomly.  To select new project participants from these lists of new eligibles, the list for that county was chosen, and new participants were selected from the top of the list on down.





	Lists of names used for selecting additional project participants for each county were maintained as computer spreadsheet files.  Randomizing the order of names was accomplished using a random number function to generate random priority numbers for each case, followed by sorting the list according to the priority numbers.


�
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	Note:  This list does not include numerous telephone conversations that provided information for the process evaluation.








Date		Person			Position





4/7/89	Tim Brannan		CrossRoads project manager


4/7/89	Sharon Miller		COCAAN assistant director


4/7/89	Carol Weston		AFS branch manager, Prineville


4/7/89	John Biamont		AFS branch manager, Bend


4/7/89	Pam Swires			CrossRoads case manager, Prineville


12/14/89	Carol Poppe			AFS branch manager, Madras


12/14/89	Carol Weston		AFS branch manager, Prineville


12/14/89	Becky Hite			CrossRoads case manager, Prineville


12/14/89	Kholeen Jackson		CrossRoads case manager, Madras


12/14/89	John Biamont		AFS branch manager, Bend


12/15/89	Tim Brannan		CrossRoads project manager


12/15/89	John Cook			CrossRoads case manager, Bend


12/15/89	Jesse Hunt			CrossRoads case manager, Bend


12/15/89	Sharon Miller		COCAAN assistant director


9/25/90*	Tim Brannan		former CrossRoads project manager


10/3/90*	Sharon Miller		COCAAN assistant director


10/9/90*	Carol Weston		AFS branch manager, Prineville


10/11/90*	Tim Brannan		former CrossRoads project manager


---------------------


	*Telephone interviews.  All other interviews were in-person interviews.


    �Although COCAAN does provide direct client services, one of its mandates includes a role to coordinate and maximize services to low income persons.


    �The Evaluation Plan, Evaluation Design section, Figure 1, anticipated a total number of potential eligibles of 400, yielding a total number of eligibles of 250, for an eligibility rate of 63%.


    �These staffing meetings were fully implemented at the Prineville and Madras sites.


    �The project was originally scheduled to formally terminate on September 30, 1990, but this was extended to December 31, 1990.


    �Total BASIS scores were computed by simply summing the separate mathematics and reading scores.  For the original 143 CROSSROADS project applicants, the product moment correlation (r) between the separate scores was .52.
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