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 Session Overview  
• Objectives 

– Review evaluability assessment (EA) as an analytic tool 

– Examine EA objectives, outcomes, and utility  
– How EA differs from evaluation 

• How EA supports evaluation 

• How EA can inform program improvement  

– Discuss critical considerations  

• Timing, resources, capacity, and implementation 

• Outline  
– Approach  

– Activities  

– Resources 

– Application   

• Questions  
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 Evaluability Assessment (EA) 
• What is it? 

– Systematic process of program review  

• Theoretical and empirical (Weiss 1998) 

– Critical pre-cursor to program evaluation  

• Identifies if program evaluation is warranted  

• Informs evaluation design and framework 

• Why do it? 
– Assess program logic and performance 

• Are program features well-defined and linked to outcomes? 

• Is the program stable or “in flux” – do key features change often? 

– Identify resources and expertise necessary to support 
evaluation 

• Are data readily available and reliable? 

• Is there a comparison group? 

– Clarify evaluation objectives  
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 EA Core Criteria  
“At minimum, an evaluable program must have 1) well-defined 
goals, target population(s), and eligibility criteria; 2) reliable and 
accessible performance data; and 3) a defensible counterfactual”  
(Barnow et al. 1996) 

 

– Program model and project elements well-defined 
• Activities/services; eligibility criteria; target population; curriculum/approach  
 

– Objectives and outcomes clearly articulated 
 

– Program stability  
 

– Linkages drawn between program activities and outcomes 
 

– Caseload capacity 
 

– Valid comparisons available  
 

– Data systems (content; electronic or hard copy) 
 

– Performance measures 
 

– Collaboration, coordination 
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 Core EA Activities: 

  Explore Program Operations  

• Describe the program’s history, design, operations, 

characteristics   
– Collect and review program documents, materials, manuals, 

reports, etc. 
 

– Identify and assess key program features 

• Target population, core activities, eligibility criteria, etc. 
 

– Consider program maturity and stability  

• How long has the program been fully operational? 

• Do key program features change frequently?  

• Do program staff and partners describe the program consistently? 

• Observe the program in action  
– Do operations reflect the “paper program” 

• If not, how do they differ?  
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 Core EA Activities: 

 Map the Program’s Logic and Flow  

• Map the program’s underlying logic 
– Are program objectives well-defined? 

– Do program objectives translate into measurable results? 

– Is there evidence the program is achieving its goals and objectives 

– Are objectives and activities clearly linked to outcomes? 

• Is the linkage compelling and pragmatic?  

• Document program’s case flow and attrition 
–  How do clients enter and exit the program?  

• Define key terms (eligibility, enrollment, active, exit, etc.) and adherence 

– Does need exceed program capacity?  

– How many participants enter the program monthly? Annually?  

– What factors affect case flow?  

• Explore “business as usual” (BAU) 
– How does the program differ from BAU? 

– What are the program’s “unique” features? 

 



URBAN INSTITUTE 
Justice Policy Center The views expressed are those of the authors and should not be attributed to The Urban 

Institute, its trustees, or its funders.  

Background/ 

Antecedent Factors 

Alcohol and Drug 

Abuse 

Criminal History 

Economic Instability 

• Educational deficits 

• Unmarketable skills 

• Unemployment 

Housing Instability  

Faith/Spirituality 

Demographics 

• Age / race / sex 

Health/Mental 

Health 

Social 

Disorganization 

•  High-risk peers 

•  Housing instability 

Ridge House 

Intervention 

Drug-free 

housing and 

release housing 

assistance 

AODA counseling 

(12-step model) 

Employability 

Training 

On-site 

evaluations 

•AODA, Mental 

Health, Health 

Education and 

skill 

building program 

• Conflict resolution 

• Parenting classes 

• Social skills  

Mediating 

Factors 

Degree of Client  

Participation in 

Ridge House 

Services 

Extent involved 

in other 

community-

based services 

Degree of Family 

Interaction and 

support 

Degree of Parole 

and Other CJS 

Cooperation 

Intermediate 

Outcomes 

Reduced AODA 

Use 

• Reduced relapse 

• Increased time 

between relapse 

Social 

Functioning 

• Increased conflict 

resolution skills 

• Increased positive 

social skills 

• Increased self-

efficacy 

Program 

involvement and 

Satisfaction 

Reduced Recidivism 

• Reduced reoffending 

• Reduced parole 

violations 

• Reduced 

reincarceration 

End Outcomes 

Employment 

• Increased job skills 

• Increased 

marketability 

• Increased stability 

(length of 

employment) 

Degree of 

outside spiritual 

impact 

Stable Housing 

• Increased stability in 

drug-free housing 

Stable Housing 

• Increased ability to 

secure drug-free 

housing 

Faith / Spirituality 
   Increased 

Spirituality 

Program Logic Model : 

     Ridge House  



URBAN INSTITUTE 
Justice Policy Center The views expressed are those of the authors and should not be attributed to The Urban 

Institute, its trustees, or its funders.  

 Program Case Flow Map 
• Interested women complete a brief WRAP jail application form  

Potential participants learn about the program from WRAP fliers and word of 

mouth 

 
• WRAP CMs review the completed WRAP Jail application form to identify eligible women 

 

• WRAP CMs meet individually with potential participants to review the  program and 

confirm eligibility 

 WRAP screening/intake packet completed 

 Women’s Risk and Need Assessment (WRNA) administered 

 Eligible women sign contract/documentation 

 

• WRAP women engaged in Helping Women Recover (HRW) and Beyond Trauma 

cognitive group, reentry planning w/ WRAP CMs and peer mentoring; may access 

other in-jail services. 

 On average, WRAP participants join the program 55 days prior to release 

 Release w/ discharge plan  

  

• Ineligible women may still 

receive some level of service from 

WRAP CMs although intensive 

services are reserved for women 

who score as medium to high risk on 

the WRNA and plan to return to 

Solano County at release.  

 

• WRAP staff keep a list of all 

interested participants including this 

deemed ineligible or who later 

decline services.  

 

Most WRAP participants enroll through the 

jail. A portion may be referred pre-trial by a 

public defender or by probation following 

incarceration. Some are referred by the 

courts.  

180 day Post-Release WRAP Services  

• Intensive services with WRAP CM, peer mentor, and other service providers begin at 

release and continue 180 days 

 Transitional housing, parenting classes, employment, transportation, treatment (drug 

and mental health)provision of basic needs, family reunification 

 HWR/BT cognitive groups continue in community 

 FACT teams for women with major mental illness 

 

• Completion/graduation 

WRAP participants “complete” the program at 180 days or when their CM believes 

all reentry goals have been accomplished, the women has stable housing, and is either 

employed or in school  

Graduation ceremonies implemented in 2012 

Woman can complete and not graduate; the opposite is also true 
  

A small number of women enter 

WRAP post-release through 

Probation or from MS, the 

program’s transitional housing 

partner. These women receive 

post-release services only.  

 

Probation referrals include LSCMI 

assessment data 

 

MS Transitional 

Housing 

• Referral by WRAP CMs  

• 3 months of housing   

for WRAP women and 

her children w. follow-

up placement or 

permanent housing  

• 6 beds for WRAP 

• Case mgmt. by MS 

• Biopsychosocial 

assessment 

• Range of services 

including family 

reunification 
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 Program Case Flow  Map: 

   Boston Reentry Initiative 
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 Core EA Activities: 

   Assess Available Data 

• What client information is routinely collected? 
– Are records automated or hard copy? 

• How far back do records go? 

– Is critical information missing? 

• Is there a unique client identifier? 
– Can records be linked across data sources? 

• What type of permission is needed to access individual-

level records?  

• What types of outcomes does the program track after exit? 
– For how long?  

• What external data systems does the program access? 
– Is this information available for non-program individuals? 

• Obtain sample reports 
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Core EA Activities: 

  Identify the Counterfactual 

Is there a viable comparison group?  
– Option 1: Random assignment 

• Is it permissible ethically? 

• Is case flow sufficient? 

• Are stakeholders and clients willing?  

– Option 2: Contemporaneous group  

• Logistical considerations 

– Option 3: Retrospective group 

• Data considerations/ measurement limitations 
 

Explore “business as usual” (BAU) 
– How does the program differ from BAU? 

– What are the program’s “unique” features? 

– What does the comparison group get? 
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Core EA Activities: 

   Analysis and Outcomes  

SVORI Final Report. Lattimore and Steffey 2010. 
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 EA Considerations and Application  

• Evaluation goals 
– Are evaluation goals clearly defined (i.e., why evaluate)? 

• Improvement? Effectiveness? Both? 

– What do stakeholders want to learn from evaluation? 
 

• EA benefits 
– Clarify evaluation goals and objectives 

– Inform design and measurement 

– Direct program improvement 

– Enhance stakeholder capacity for evaluation  
 

• EA considerations 
– Timing, resources, capacity 

• Selecting an external, independent evaluator 
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July 15th 3pm: “Where Can I Find Data to Support My Grant Application: Sources of 
Juvenile and Criminal Justice Data in DC” (subject to change) 

Many grant applications go unfunded because of their failure to support their 
request with the appropriate data. To help DC stakeholders enhance their grant 
applications, this presentation will provide an overview of sources of juvenile and 
criminal justice data. 
 

September 16th 3pm: “Risk Assessment Instruments: The Role Statistical Prediction 
Plays in Juvenile and Criminal Justice Decision-making” (subject to change) 

This presentation will provide an overview of the history of risk assessment 
instruments (RAI) in the juvenile and criminal justice system, including a 
discussion on how these instruments are typically designed and how they are 
validated. Specific examples of RAIs from across the country will be used to guide 
the discussion. 
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