
Proceedings
Proceedings

Co-sponsored by
the California Social Work Education Center
(CalSWEC), the California Department of
Social Services, the National Staff
Development and Training Association of the
American Public Human Services Association,
and the American Humane Association

Proceedings

National
Human
Services
Training
Evaluation
Symposium

Proceedings

University of California, Berkeley

Proceedings

May  22–24, 2002

Fifth Annual



Proceedings
of the

Fifth Annual
National Human Services

Training Evaluation Symposium

The material in this volume is based on presentations and
discussions at the Fifth Annual National Human Services
Training Evaluation Symposium, held May 23–25, 2002,

at the University of California, Berkeley.

Co-sponsors
California Social Work Education Center (CalSWEC)

California Department of Social Services
National Staff Development and Training Association

of the American Public Human Services
Association, Washington, D.C.

American Humane Association, Englewood, CO

Published by
California Social Work Education Center

University of California, Berkeley
School of Social Welfare

120 Haviland Hall
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
http://calswec.berkeley.edu



Editors
Barrett Johnson
Victoria Flores

Karen Ringuette

Copyright 2003 by the Regents of the University of California



Table of Contents 
 
 
Acknowledgements                1  
 
 
Introduction                 2 
 
 
Human Services Staff Development and Training Roles and 
Competencies: Evaluator/Researcher—Freda Bernotavicz,  
Sherrill J. Clark, Amy Detgen, Michel Lahti, George Shaler, and  
Ken Town                 5 
 
Discussion: “Competency Model for the Training Evaluator”      62  
 
 
The Skills Progress Assessment (SPrA) Package: A Multi-Mode 
Assessment Practice-Readiness in Child Welfare Common  
Core Training—Henry Ilian, E. Douglas Pratt, and  
Robert Highsmith              65 
     
Discussion: “The Skills Progress Assessment (SPrA) Package: A  
Multi-Mode Assessment Practice-Readiness in Child Welfare 
Common Core Training”                     80 
 
 
Increasing Participation, Learning, and Assessment in the 
Classroom through Technology—Ronnie Mahler and David  
P. Wegenast               85 
 
Discussion: “Using the Classroom Performance System to 
Evaluate Training”                          92 
 
 
Having Access to the People Who Do the Work and Monitoring  
Their Compliance with Practice Standards—Michael Nunno       94 
 
Discussion: “Having Access to the People Who Do the Work, 
Monitoring Compliance with Practice Standards”        104 



 
Is Your Needs Assessment Meeting Your Needs?—Cindy Parry 
and Deborah K. Yip             107 
 
Discussion: “Is Your Needs Assessment Meeting  
Your Needs?”                  116 
 
 
Evaluating the Title IV-E MSW Education Program—Sherrill J. 
Clark and Susan E. Jacquet               118 
 
Discussion: “Evaluation of CalSWEC Title IV-E MSW 
Education/Training”                  132 
 
 
Supervisor-Team Training: Issues in Evaluation—Anita Barbee, 
Becky F. Antle, and Mavin Martin          136 
  
Discussion: “Supervisory Training for Optimum Outcomes”     146 
 
 
Wrap-up and Strategizing for 2003          148 
 
 
Program             152 
 
 
Presenters and Participants           163 
 



1

ach year, many talented people and organizations work
together to make the National Human Services Training

Evaluation Symposium a success. This year was no exception.
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California Department of Social Services, the National Staff
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coordination of the symposium again this year. Other CalSWEC
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importantly, the symposium offers a supportive environment to
strategize about how to overcome problems that arise in the work.
All the contributions of the presenters, facilitators, and attendees
make the symposium a unique forum to move the field of training
evaluation forward.

Barrett Johnson, L.C.S.W.
Regional Training Academy Coordinator
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Barrett Johnson, L.C.S.W.

he proceedings published in this volume are the result of
presentations and discussions at the Fifth Annual National

Human Services Training Evaluation Symposium held May 22–24,
2002, at the University of California, Berkeley.

The symposium, held during the past five years at the Faculty
Club on campus, is co-sponsored by the California Social Work
Education Center (CalSWEC), the California Department of Social
Services, the National Staff Development and Training Association
(NSDTA) of the American Public Human Services Association,
and the American Humane Association. Each year training
evaluators from around the country take advantage of this unique
forum to present and discuss emerging issues in the field of
training evaluation. Particularly invaluable to the symposium is the
open, candid exchange about both successful and challenging
experiences in evaluation of training. The 2002 symposium sought
to maximize such discussion, by limiting presentation times in
favor of longer periods for the presenters to discuss their triumphs
and pitfalls in more depth.

Mark Courtney, Director of Chapin Hall Center for Children at
the University of Chicago, led off this year’s symposium with a
keynote address that asked “big questions” about the role of
evaluation in child welfare services. Dr. Courtney identified three
major issues that make training and outcomes difficult to evaluate:
a limited knowledge base specific to the field of child welfare
practice; a lack of understanding about the comparative advantages
and disadvantages of increased standardization of practice; and a
need for a more nuanced understanding of the role of training
within the larger human resource issues facing child welfare as
a profession.

Several of the presentations and discussions applied these “big
questions” to more specific training evaluation projects. Michel

T

Introduction: Building the Knowledge Base
in Training Evaluation
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Lahti of the Institute for Public Sector Innovation, University of
Southern Maine, led off these discussions on day two. This second
keynote presentation focused on one of the foundations of training
evaluation as a field—competencies for evaluators/researchers.
The competencies, developed by the NSDTA Standards
Committee, fit into a set of competencies for different roles within
the staff development and training field. The symposium provided
an opportunity for feedback and discussion about the proposed
competencies. Discussion focused on the general use of
competencies within the field of training, and on the difficulty to
prioritize and pare down competencies to reflect what is
most essential.

Cindy Parry and Debbie Yip also presented on how to evaluate
and prioritize competencies, using extensive data collected from
the Northern California Child Welfare Training Academy at UC
Davis. Symposium participants discussed the importance of
concise, directed measures and competencies, and also the role that
evaluation itself can play in the transfer of learning. Sherrill Clark
and Susan Jacquet of CalSWEC presented and discussed the
challenges of evaluating the Title IV-E MSW education program
in California. Symposium participants provided feedback on how
to move toward an outcomes evaluation for this large and
diverse program.

Several of the presentations and discussions dealt with methods
to measure the transfer of learning from the training room to the
workplace. Henry Ilian, E. Douglas Pratt, and Robert Highsmith
presented the Skills Progress Assessment (SPrA), a multi-modal
assessment program that is used to evaluate New York State’s
competency-based common core curriculum. This evaluation
model includes a supervisor’s evaluation of a new worker’s
performance in the field. Discussion of the SPrA provided a great
deal of feedback about how to improve the results as the evaluation
moves forward.

Michael Nunno’s presentation on the evaluation of the
Therapeutic Crisis Intervention program also focused on how to
measure the impact of training on job performance, including the
importance of having access to staff on an ongoing basis to
reinforce learning. Anita Barbee’s presentation on Kentucky’s
supervisor-team training for supervisors and supervisees also
addressed transfer of learning. In this case, workers and
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supervisors attend training together, and workers evaluate
supervisors to determine if concepts were reinforced on the job.

Finally, Dave Wegenast and Ronnie Mahler discussed the use
of technology in training evaluation, and demonstrated one method
to measure learning within the classroom; the Classroom
Performance System by eInstruction, Inc.

About the Proceedings

Beginning in 2001, CalSWEC organized the symposium
proceedings more formally to more completely represent the
presentations and discussions. Presenters submitted papers related
to their presentation at the symposium, and the discussion that took
place after the presentations is summarized after each of these
papers. Readers should note that the papers generally correspond to
the presentations, but there are some differences Feedback that
participants provided on the symposium is summarized at the end
of the volume.
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I. Background 

I 
 

n 1993, the National Staff Development and Training 
Association (NSDTA) Standards Committee published A Key to 

Success: Guidelines for Effective Staff Development and Training 
Programs in Human Service Agencies (NSDTA/APWA, 1993). 
One of the guidelines addresses trainer competencies: “The 
function is staffed by competent, qualified professional and clerical 
personnel” (p. 6). 

The NSDTA Standards Committee decided to take this 
guideline and develop a set of competencies (knowledge, skills, 
and characteristics) that define the role of instructor. The resulting 
publication in 1997 was the first in a planned series that at the time 
was described as not definitive, but as work that can be modified 
or added to as needs and professional evolution dictate. Since that 
time, the Standards Committee has further refined the concept of 
staffing of the field and expanded the roles that need to be 
performed.  
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1. Definition of Roles 
 

People who perform a different mix of roles staff the Staff 
Development and Training field. Roles are not synonymous with 
jobs or people. In a large organization, a higher degree of 
specialization exists and it is possible that individuals may have 
only one key role. However, in smaller organizations staff often 
wear multiple hats and may perform multiple roles. 

Based upon a review of the literature and several rounds of 
review and discussion with leaders in the field, the committee 
identified nine major roles. Two major sources from the literature 
were utilized in developing this listing: Models for HRD Practice  
(McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989), which describes the eleven roles 
in the training and development field and tends to reflect private 
sector staffing, and Public Welfare Staff Development: A Role and 
Competency Framework for Curriculum Development and 
Instruction (Kinney, Cooke & Fox, 1982), which identifies six 
roles for staffing in public welfare training programs. Both studies 
provided invaluable information that was updated to reflect 
emerging priorities. The following, Table 1, shows how the roles 
are reflected in the proposed NSDTA listing. 
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Staff Development and Training Roles and Competencies 

 
Table 1: ROLES IN STAFF DEVELOPMENTAL TRAINING 

 
ROLES AND COMPETENCIES IN 
PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICES 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND 
TRAINING 
(NSDTA 2000) 

PUBLIC WELFARE STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT: A ROLE AND 
COMPETENCY FRAMEWORK 
FOR CURRICULUM 
DEVELOPMENT AND  
INSTRUCTION  
(Kinney, Cooke and Fox, 1982) 
 

MODELS FOR HRD PRACTICE  
(McLagan and Suhadolnik, 1989) 

• Administrative Support  • Administrator 
• Communications Specialist •  • Marketer 
• Evaluator/Researcher • Evaluator/Researcher • Evaluator 

• Researcher 
• Human Resource Planner • Manpower Planner  
• Instructional Media Specialist • Instructional Media Designer • HRD Materials Developer 
• Instructor/Trainer • Instructor/Trainer • Individual Development    Advisor 

• Instructor or Facilitator 
• Manager • Manager •  HRD Manager  
• Organizational Development 

Specialist 
• Assessor/Consultant • Needs Analyst 

• Organizational Change Agent 
• Training Program and 

Curriculum Designer 
• Curriculum Designer • Program Designer 
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2. Definitions of NSDTA Roles 
Administrative Support: The role of providing the 

administrative support to ensure that the facilities, equipment, 
materials, participants, and other components of a learning event 
are present and that program and organizational logistics run 
smoothly. 

Communications Specialist: The role of designing processes 
and materials for storage, retrieval, and dissemination of 
information and products within the program and to other target 
audiences. 

Evaluator/Researcher: The role of identifying the impact of 
an intervention and of developing and testing theories of learning, 
training, development, and transfer of learning. 

Human Resource Planner: The role of planning for the 
utilization and development of human resources. 

Instructional Media Specialist: The role of designing systems 
for and producing written or electronically mediated instruction.  

Instructor/Trainer: The role of facilitating individual 
performance improvement, including delivering training, directing 
structured learning, and facilitating groups.  

Manager: The role of facilitating and leading a group’s work, 
including linking training and development with other 
organizational units and monitoring contract activities. 

Organizational Development Specialist: The role of 
facilitating organizational improvement, including assessing 
training needs, diagnosing organizational problem areas, 
consulting on OD strategies, and conducting team-building 
sessions.  

Training Program and Curriculum Designer: The role of 
developing programs and curriculum, including defining the 
content and outcomes, selecting and sequencing appropriate 
learning activities, writing modules, and developing case studies. 

 
3. Discussion of NSDTA Roles 

Administrative Support: This role is similar to the Program 
Administrator role in the ASTD model (McLagan, 1989). 
However, in the NSDTA model, this role is conceptualized as the 
logistical support role most often played by classified staff. The 
competency model for this role is based on a model developed for 
secretarial support (Bernotavitz, 1984).   
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Communications Specialist: This role corresponds with the 
Marketer role in the ASTD study. However, unlike that role, which 
focuses on “selling,” this role also reflects the need within the 
public arena to develop mechanisms to share information within 
the training agency and with the client agencies and the field as a 
whole. In addition, this role incorporates the librarian function of 
storage and retrieval of information and products. 

Evaluator/Researcher: Three trends in the human services 
training and development field are making this role more critical. 
One is the increased demand for accountability and results and the 
need to demonstrate a relationship between training and improved 
program outcomes. The second is the need to design training that is 
most efficient and effective, both in terms of learning activities and 
delivery systems, and that builds on theories of learning. Lastly, 
stakeholders are interested in the kind of return that they get on 
their investment in training activities—costs and benefits. 

Human Resource Planner: In some states, such as New York, 
this role is a large part of the job of individuals who work for the 
public agency. Their responsibility is to predict future manpower 
needs of the agency and assist in planning for the necessary types 
of training. The name of the role has been updated from Manpower 
Planner to Human Resource Planner. 

Instructional Media Specialist: This role draws on 
instructional media rather than program content expertise. The 
individual in this role converts and formats already-designed 
materials, selecting the most appropriate media to fit the learning 
goals. 

Instructor/Trainer: This role focuses on performance 
improvement for individuals or groups and includes both 
preparations of individuals for training (development planning), 
direct delivery of instruction, and follow-up activities to promote 
transfer of learning. A competency model was developed for this 
role by NSDTA in 1999. 

Manager: This role reflects both the traditional role of the 
manager in planning, organizing, and staffing operations or 
projects, and the strategic role of developing long-range plans to 
accomplish the mission of the training and development program. 

Organizational Development Specialist: In contrast to the 
Instructor/Trainer role, this role focuses on organizational 
performance improvement and includes a number of functions 
outside the scope of traditional classroom training.  

 10
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Training Program and Curriculum Designer: Unlike the 
Instructional Media Specialist, this role requires program 
knowledge and includes specifying learning goals and the design 
of interventions, as well as writing content.  

 
4. Outputs of NSDTA Roles 

Outputs are the tangible results or products of the roles. The 
following list is intended to be illustrative and can act as a guide to 
clarifying roles and responsibilities within a specific program or 
agency. 

Administrative Support: Facility and equipment selections 
and schedules; inventory and projections of future equipment 
needs; records of programs and clients (training transcripts, 
Continuing Education Credits (CEUs); attendance and evaluation 
documents); logistical support and service to participants; on-site 
program support and staff management; functioning equipment; 
and contracts and agreements to provide services. 

Communications Specialist: Positive image for products, 
services, and programs; plans to disseminate products, services, 
and programs; promotional and information material; and articles, 
presentations, catalogs of training materials and curriculum, 
reports, articles, websites, resource libraries, and public service 
announcements. 

Evaluator/Researcher: Evaluation and research designs and 
plans; instruments; evaluation processes; evaluation feedback; 
concepts, theories, or models of development or change; data 
analysis and interpretation; current evaluation and research 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations; best practices; and 
information on future forces and trends. 

Human Resource Planner: Predictions of future staffing 
needs; analysis of retention issues; recruitment strategies; plans for 
program staffing requirements; skill surveys; data on staff; analysis 
of legislation and regulations to determine agency staff needs; 
competency models; task analysis; job descriptions; employee 
development plans; and tools for performance management. 

Instructional Media Specialist: Graphic, video-based material 
or live broadcasts; audio or computer-based material; print-based 
learner material; job aids; instructor and facilitator guides; 
hardware and software purchasing specifications; advice on media 
use; and recommendations on appropriateness of media-based 
training. 
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Instructor/Trainer: Learning environment; presentation of 
materials; facilitation of structured learning events (such as case 
studies, role plays, games, simulations, and tests); facilitation of 
group discussions; facilitation of media-based learning events 
(such as videotapes, films, audiotapes, teleconferences, and 
computer-assisted instruction); test delivery and feedback; group 
members’ awareness of their own group process; feedback to 
learners; individual action plans for learning transfer; and 
individuals with new knowledge, skills, and attitudes. 

Manager: Staff work direction, plans, and performance 
management; resource acquisition and allocation; linkage to other 
groups or organizations; budgets and financial management; work 
environment, strategy, structure, and long range plans; policy; 
negotiating and monitoring of agency and contract training and 
consultation; project plans and progress reports; priorities; 
evaluation of process (goals, outcomes, and activities); and 
management of training tracking system. 

Organizational Development Specialist: Teams; resolved 
conflicts for an organization or groups; diagnosis of organizational 
problem areas; performance analysis; assessment of training needs; 
and consultation on O.D. strategies; changes in group norms, 
values, or culture; designs for change; client awareness of 
relationships within and around the organization; plans to 
implement organization change; implementation of change 
strategies; recommendations to management regarding training and 
development systems; strategies for analyzing individual or 
organizational behavior; tools to measure individual, workgroup, 
or organizational performance discrepancies; recommendations for 
needed change in individual, workgroup, or organizational 
performance; and definitions and descriptions of desired individual 
or group performance. 

Training Program and Curriculum Designer: Program or 
intervention objectives and designs; learning activities; role plays; 
case studies; training and curriculum modules; learning objectives; 
competency-based approaches; transfer of learning techniques; and 
adult learning principles. 

 
5. Definitions of Competencies 

Prior to developing the Instructor Model, the committee 
reviewed a number of definitions of competencies and made a 
conscious decision not to endorse a single definition or approach, 
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but to develop a set of competencies that embraced multiple 
approaches. This philosophy also underlies the development of the 
evaluator/researcher competencies.  Those definitions that were 
most useful in guiding the work were the following: 

• “A competency is a grouping of the knowledge and skills 
necessary for the performance of a job task. Competent 
workers have the knowledge and skills they need to 
perform their jobs” (Hughes & Rycus, 1989, p. 9). 

• “[A competency is] any attribute of a person that underlies 
effective performance; a job competency is simply an 
attribute related to doing a job effectively. People carry 
with them a wide assortment of knowledge, abilities, 
interests, traits, and motives, but unless these attributes 
relate demonstrably to doing a job well, they are not job 
competencies” (Klemp, 1981, p. 55). 

• “A competency is an underlying characteristic of an 
individual that is causally related to criterion-referenced 
effective and/or superior performance in a job situation” 
(Spencer & Spencer, 1993, p. 9).  

• “[Competencies are] internal capabilities that people bring 
to their jobs. They may be expressed in a broad, even 
infinite, array of on-the-job behaviors” (McLagan, 1989, p. 
77). 

• “Skill—those activities at which one is proficient or 
capable of being proficient. For example, a tennis player 
must be proficient at using a racket (a skill); a musician 
must be proficient at playing an instrument (also a skill)” 
(Powers, 1992, p. 15). 

• “Knowledge—the state of knowing about or understanding 
something, such as knowing about tennis or understanding 
music” (Powers, 1992, p. 15,16). 

• “Characteristics—those traits that constitute a person’s 
character, such as enthusiasm, honesty, integrity, and so 
on” (Powers, 1992, p. 16). 

 
6. Role/Competency Matrix 

To help organize the data, the committee built upon the 
competency clusters previously identified: Administration, 
Communications, Course Design, Evaluation, Group 
Dynamics/Process, Instructional Techniques, Learning Theory, 
Manpower Planning, Person/Organization Interface, Research and 
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Development, Training Equipment and Materials, and Training 
Needs Analysis (Kinney, Coke and Fox, 1982). The following 
changes were made to the listing:  

• Conceptual Knowledge/Skills, Information Management 
and Self-Management Skills were added; 

• Human Resource Management replaced Manpower 
Planning, and Logistics replaced Training Equipment and 
Materials; 

• Evaluation was added to Research and Development.  
A matrix, Table 2, showing all of the roles and competencies, 

is on the following page. 
 

II. Development of  
the Evaluator/Researcher Role 

 
A group of evaluators from the University of Southern Maine 

and the University of California, Berkeley developed this guide in 
response to a charge from the NSDTA Board to create a set of 
competencies for evaluators working in training and organizational 
development settings. The developers consisted of professionals 
with experience in program evaluation, including the evaluation of 
training programs. To begin their work, the committee reviewed 
background material on competencies and roles in human services 
training and development and other literature related to evaluation 
standards and competencies  

The following principles guided the work of the committee: 
• Training and organizational development programs in the 

human services are functioning under increasing demands 
for accountability. There is a need to assess the results of 
training activities across all levels of impact for both 
individuals and the organization.   

• Evaluation practice consists of many diverse approaches 
beyond the traditional formative and summative notions of 
evaluation.  

• Evaluation in training and organizational development 
settings often makes use of both quantitative and qualitative 
approaches to research; the primary methodological issue is 
determining what methods are appropriate based on the 
particular evaluation situation and the needs of those who 
will use the findings (Patton, 2002). 
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• As an empirical tool that helps to explore, describe, and/or 
explain, evaluation needs to be grounded in the unique 
cultural environment in which it is practiced. 

• Evaluation practice in the settings of training and 
organizational development is often concerned more with 
applied research than basic research. Therefore these 
settings perform a service as well as create new knowledge.   

• Evaluators in the training and organizational settings take 
an epistemological position that results in the evaluator 
lessening the distance between her/himself and that being 
evaluated. Evaluators are partners in the process of 
improving training and organizational development efforts.    

Recognizing the potential of the competency model in terms of 
promoting standards for the field, the group further agreed on the 
importance of incorporating national standards of quality into the 
competency model, especially the work of the Joint Committee on 
Standards for Educational Evaluation, The Program Evaluation 
Standards (2nd Edition) (1992). After reviewing background 
materials, the group divided the work and made assignments to 
individuals to revise existing competencies and/or develop new 
competencies and indicators. Since the grouping of competencies 
central to this role is in the Evaluation and Research cluster, most 
attention was focused in this area. Several meetings were held to 
review drafts and develop the final model. It is interesting to note 
that the guiding principle related to the evaluator’s role as a partner 
in the process of improving training and organizational 
development efforts resulted in a number of competencies in the 
areas of Communication Skills and Group Dynamics that might 
not appear in a traditional listing of evaluation competencies. 
Finally, a draft was presented for feedback at the Fifth Annual 
Human Services Training Evaluation Symposium at UC, Berkeley 
in May 2002.  
 

1. Ideas for Application of Competencies 
This set of competencies is a comprehensive listing of all 

significant skills, knowledge, and characteristics that training 
evaluators might need on the job. It particularly highlights the fact 
that a good evaluator possesses far more than methodological 
skills. While a sound methodological grounding is certainly needed 
to perform the evaluation function, an effective evaluator also 
offers a set of personal attributes and work routines, complemented 
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by a number of interpersonal, communication, and group process 
skills. 

So, this list of competencies is long—and daunting!  
Identifying the competencies is only the start of our work. The key 
issue is how these can be used practically in the staff training and 
development field. The paragraphs below offer some thoughts on 
this crucial question. 

Any agency or organization can begin by rating the various 
competencies in importance (high, moderate, low, none) to that 
particular agency. Each organization, with its unique mission and 
assets, faces a different contextual situation and challenges. Thus 
not all organizations will likely give equal priority to all of the 
competencies. There is no “Top Ten” list.  

There are, of course, certain competencies that will probably be 
important to almost any organization doing training evaluations.  
This is particularly true for those that pertain to basic 
research/evaluation skills, such as: 

• Project Management (Competency #3); 
• Evaluation Considerations in Curriculum Design 

(Competency #10); 
• Basic Evaluation and Research Concepts (Competency 

#11); 
• Evaluation and Research Planning (Competency #12); 
• Evaluation and Research Procedures (Competency #13); 
• Evaluation Methods/Analyses/Reporting (Competency 

#14); and  
• Training Systems (Competency #25). 
It is also likely that most organizations will value essential 

personal skills or attributes, such as: 
• Communication (Competency #4); 
• Interpersonal Communication (Competency #6); 
• Judgment (Competency #8); 
• Interpersonal Skills (Competency #16); 
• Teamwork/Cooperation (Competency #19); 
• Self Responsibility (Competency #35); 
• Self-Control (Competency #37); 
• Flexibility (Competency #38); and  
• Professional Standards/Ethics (Competency #39).  
Other competencies may be much more relevant to particular 

agencies in particular situations. For example, relative importance  
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of various competencies may vary by size of organization or by 
agency constituencies: 

• Large organizations with specialized organizational 
development staff may not need to call on evaluators for 
group process competencies. 

• Large organizations that have database/statistical specialists 
will not require training evaluators with highly developed 
skills in those areas. 

• A training group targeting grassroots, community-based 
organizations might find the group process competencies to 
be more important than exhaustive knowledge of 
infrequently used quantitative or qualitative methodologies 
more appropriate to complex, comparison group studies. 

Once rated, the high-priority competencies can be used in 
various organizational functions.   

 
Uses for Program Administrators/Managers 

To identify gaps in the organization’s training evaluation  
skill sets. 

Just as managers can combine all of the competency models 
developed by NSDTA for the various staff development and 
training roles and use them to identify those skills and abilities that 
are insufficient across the entire organization, the competencies in 
this volume can more narrowly be matched with the skills and 
abilities of staff who work part- or full-time on training evaluations 
to identify significant gaps in relevant skills. This analysis can then 
be used to guide hiring, reallocate staff, promote staff professional 
development, or develop training programs to address those gaps 
(see below for further discussion of those functions).    

This process would likely involve first identifying all staff that 
now play, or could play, any role in training evaluation.  These 
persons might include evaluators, trainers, curriculum developers, 
and organizational development specialists. Once identified, these 
staffers could be given a matrix listing all competencies and asked 
to rate themselves as very competent, somewhat competent, not 
very competent, or not competent on each item. Alternately, staff 
could be asked to self-assess only on those competencies 
previously identified as most critical to the organization. These 
individual self-assessments could then be aggregated to identify 
organizational skill gaps. 
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To identify and recruit new staff who will most help the 
organization do its work effectively.  

Once an organization has assessed its existing training 
evaluation skill gaps, it can focus on needed competencies in its 
hiring. Taking those skills and abilities that it has identified as 
needs, the organization’s managers can first prioritize those, then 
use that prioritized list to more clearly frame job descriptions and 
interview questions. This will help both managers and job 
candidates better determine if they have the attributes, skills, 
interests, and experiences the agency needs.   

To create staff professional development plans.  
If the competencies needed by each employee are clearly 

identified, then this information can be combined with the 
individualized competency self-assessment described above to 
identify those areas where the employee could benefit from 
additional training or other professional development 
opportunities. The highest priority for such development work 
could be given to those competencies that the organization believes 
are most critical to its functioning, and which are at the same time 
of greatest interest to the employee. 

To evaluate employee performance.  
If the desired competencies associated with each position in an 

organization are clear, then managers can more easily 
communicate the  agency’s performance expectations to 
employees. This, in turn, makes it easier for managers to provide 
on-going feedback and coaching to employees, create professional 
development options for them, and conduct meaningful personnel 
evaluations. On a cautionary note, managers need to understand 
that the competencies are only part of the information needed for 
effective personnel evaluations. The competencies provide one 
useful framework for assessment, listing the skills and abilities that 
a position ideally requires. The more important piece of 
information for personnel management is how in fact an 
individual’s skills and abilities are used to accomplish assigned 
tasks. Is work done, and is it done effectively and efficiently? If an 
organization uses the individual competency self-assessments 
mentioned in the first section above, it needs to be clear that this 
information will not be used in disciplinary decisions; if the 
employee is not given a safe space for their self-assessment, then 
the information will be inaccurate and less useful to the agency and 
the employee. 
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To develop training curricula.  
Organizations or individuals that develop courses or workshops 

can use these competencies to identify the topics that need to be 
covered in any curricula for training evaluators. A key step in 
using the competencies for such purposes is to work closely with 
the target audience or contracting agency early on to identify those 
competencies they believe are most critical for their work, 
emphasizing them in the curricula. With clarity about those desired 
competencies, it is also easier for course/workshop developers to 
create effective tools to evaluate how well their curricula promoted 
those skills and abilities. Evaluations can, for example, address 
whether trainees absorbed key information, whether the trainees 
feel confident in applying that information in their daily work, and 
(using follow-up contacts) whether trainees actually used the 
information or skills in their job. They can also identify factors 
facilitating or impeding such practical use. 
 
Uses for Evaluation Professionals 

To identify ones for skill building.   
As mentioned above, training evaluation professionals can use 

the competencies to assess the degree to which they possess the 
knowledge, skills, and abilities needed in their field. The individual 
competency self-assessment matrix mentioned above is one 
possible vehicle for doing this. This inventory of personal strengths 
can help to pinpoint areas where training evaluation professionals 
can further improve their performance and marketability. 
Prioritizing areas for professional development with his/her 
supervisor can be the basis for identifying professional 
development opportunities (e.g., courses, workshops, 
mentoring/coaching) useful to both the practitioner and his/her 
employer. 

To educate clients and managers.  
Evaluation professionals can also use these competencies to 

help them educate clients and managers on the many facets of an 
evaluator’s work, particularly on the importance of the often-
unrecognized interpersonal, group process, communication, and 
ethical components involved. 
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Uses for Organizations Seeking Evaluation Help 
To assist in hiring and contracting.   
Many staff development and training organizations lack 

significant in-house training evaluation expertise and sometimes 
find they need to hire an outside consultant to perform this 
function on specific projects. This may, in fact, become even more 
common in the future, as many governmental and non-
governmental funders require enhanced evaluation of programs 
they support. Agencies or individuals seeking an outside evaluator 
can use these competencies to think through the skills and abilities 
that are most important given their project and their situation. 
These, in turn, can be used to develop position/project descriptions 
or advertisements, identify criteria for evaluating resumes and 
applicants’ previous products, and create questions for prospective 
evaluators. 

 
Use by Professional Associations 

To identify aggregate areas for skill building.  
Professional associations like NSDTA can use the training 

evaluator competencies to identify programs or other services they 
could offer to enhance member skills and involvement in the 
organization. For example, just as an organization can use 
individual staff self-assessment inventories to identify skill gaps, 
an association could ask its members to rate the relative 
importance of the various competencies in their daily work, and 
their own level of skill on each one. Once aggregated, this 
information could be used to easily identify those competencies 
which members rate most important, but in which they collectively 
feel most need for improvement. These competencies can become 
focal points for developing professional development programs. 
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Table 2a.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES 
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
 

COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 

COMMUNICATIONS 
SPECIALIST 
 

EVALUATOR/ 
RESEARCHER 

HUMAN  
RESOURCE 
PLANNER 

ADMINISTRATION • Efficiency 
Orientation 

• Event Coordination 
• Office Skills 
 

 

• Organizational 
Ability 

 
 
 
 

• Organizational 
Ability 

• Human Service 
Policies  

• Project Leadership 

• Organizational 
Ability 

• Human Service 
Policies 

COMMUNICATION • Communication 
Skills 

• Written & Oral 
Communication 
Skills 

• Cultural Sensitivity 

• Communication 
Skills & Strategies 

• Communications 
Planning 

• Cultural Sensitivity 
• Public Relations 
 

• Communication 
Skills 

• Facilitation Skills 
• Consultation Skills 
• Cultural Sensitivity 

• Communication 
Skills 

• Cultural 
Sensitivity 
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Table 2b.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES 

AND COMPETENCIES 
 

COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 
 
 

COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 

COMMUNICATIONS 
SPECIALIST 
 

EVALUATOR/ 
RESEARCHER 

HUMAN  
RESOURCE 
PLANNER 

CONCEPTUAL 
KNOWLEDGE/ 
SKILLS 

• Problem Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual 

Thinking 

• Problem Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual Thinking 

• Problem Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual 

Thinking 
 

• Problem 
Analysis 

• Judgment 
• Conceptual 

Thinking 
CURRICULUM 
DESIGN 

  • Evaluation 
Considerations 

 

 

EVALUATION AND 
RESEARCH 

  • Basic Evaluation & 
Research Concepts 

• Research Planning 
• Methods, Analysis 

& Reporting  
Knowledge 
Development 

• Evaluation & 
Research 
Concepts 

• Data Collection 
• Data Input and 

Analysis 
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Table 2c.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES 
 AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
 

COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 

COMMUNICATIONS 
SPECIALIST 
 

EVALUATOR/ 
RESEARCHER 

HUMAN  
RESOURCE 
PLANNER 

GROUP DYNAMICS 
& PROCESS 

• Interpersonal 
Understanding 

• Teamwork & 
Cooperation 

• Interpersonal 
Understanding 

• Teamwork & 
Coperation 

• Interpersonal Skills 
• Group Process 
• Managing Process 
• Teamwork 
 

• Interpersonal 
Skills 

• Teamwork & 
Cooperation 

HUMAN RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

  • HR Concepts and 
Systems 

• Planning and 
Recruitment 

• Labor Relations 
• Performance 

Management 
• Work Analysis 
• Competency 

Modeling 
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Table 2d.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
 

COMPETENCY  
CLUSTER 
 

INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA SPECIALIST INSTRUCTOR / TRAINER 

Administration 
 
 
 

 
 
 

• Human Service Policy framework 

Communication 
 

• Communication Skills 
• Cultural Sensitivity 

• Presentation Skills 
• Verbal Communication 
• Oral Communication 
• Interpersonal Communication 
• Non-verbal Skills 
• Cultural Sensitivity 
 

Conceptual Knowledge and 
Skills 
 

• Problem Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual Thinking 

• Problem Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual Thinking 
 

Curriculum Design 
 

• Written and Graphic Materials Design • Objectives and Activities 
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Table 2e.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
 

COMPETENCY  
CLUSTER 
 

INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA SPECIALIST INSTRUCTOR / TRAINER 

Evaluation and Research 
 

  

Group Dynamics and 
Process 
 

• Interpersonal Skills 
• Teamwork & Cooperation 

• Interpersonal Skills 
• Understanding Group Processes 

 
Human Resource 
Management 
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Table 2f.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES 
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
COMPETENCY  
CLUSTER 
 

MANAGER  ORGANIZATION
DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST 

TRAINING PROGRAM & 
CURRICULUM DESIGNER 

Administration 
 

 
 

• Organizational Ability 
• Human Service Policy 

Framework 
•  Training 
• Administration 
• Financial Management 
• Project Planning 

• Organizational Ability 
•  Human Service Policy Framework 
 

• Organizational Ability 
• Human Service Policy 

Framework 
• Project Planning 
 

Communication 
 

• Communication Skills 
• Cultural Sensitivity 

• Presentation Skills 
• Verbal Communication 
• Interpersonal Communication 
• Non-verbal skills 
• Cultural Sensitivity 
• Cross-Cultural Skills 

• Communication Skills 
• Cultural Sensitivity 

Conceptual 
Knowledge and 
Skills 

• Problem Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual Thinking 

• Problem  Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual Thinking 

• Problem Analysis 
• Judgment 
• Conceptual Thinking 

Curriculum 
Design 

  • Curriculum Design 
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Table 2g.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
 

COMPETENCY  
CLUSTER 
 

MANAGER  ORGANIZATION
DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST 

TRAINING PROGRAM & 
CURRICULUM DESIGNER 

Evaluation and 
Research 
 

• Research Concepts 
• Evaluation and 

Research Planning 
 

• Research Concepts 
• Data Collection 
• Data Input / Analysis 

• Evaluation & Research 
Concepts 

Group Dynamics 
and Process 
 

• Team Leadership 
• Interpersonal 

Understanding 
• Empowering Others 
• Teamwork Skills 

• Group Process 
• Managing Process 
• Group Climate 
• Interpersonal Skills 
• Teamwork Skills 
 

• Group Process 
• Managing Process 
• Group Climate 
• Interpersonal Skills 
 

Human Resource 
Management 
 
 

• HR Planning  
• Employee Relations 
• HR Maintenance 
• Performance 

Management 

• HR Concepts / Systems 
• HR Maintenance 
• Performance Management 
• Task/work Analysis 
• Competency Modeling 
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Table 2h.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 

COMMUNICATIONS 
SPECIALIST 

EVALUATOR/ 
RESEARCHER 

HUMAN 
RESOURCE 
PLANNER 

INFORMATION 
MANAGEMENT 

• Basic Computer 
Skills  

• Advance Computer 
skills 

• Data Management 
• Data Input and 

Analysis 

• Basic Computer 
Skills  

• Information 
Dissemination 
Strategies 

• Information Storage 
and Retrieval 
Strategies 

• System Thinking 
• Information Systems 

• Basic Computer Skills 
•  Systems Thinking 
• Information Systems 
• Accessing Information 

• Basic 
Computer 
Skills 

• System 
Thinking 

• Information 
Systems 

INSTRUCTIONAL 
MANAGEMENT 

 • Training Systems • Training Systems 
• Instructional Strategies 
• Assessment & Transfer 

• Training 
Systems 

LEARNING 
THEORY 

  • Learning & Human 
Development 

• Theory Building – 
Knowledge Creation 
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Table 2i.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
 

COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 

COMMUNICATIONS 
SPECIALIST 

EVALUATOR/ 
RESEARCHER 

HUMAN 
RESOURCE 
PLANNER 

LOGISTICS • Equipment 
Management 

   

PERSON/ 
ORGANIZATION 
 INTERFACE 

• Influence Skills 
• Initiative 
• Helping 

Orientation 
 

• Impact and Influence 
• Initiative 
• Information Seeking 
  

• Impact & Influence 
• Initiative 
• Information Seeking 
• Decisiveness & 

Directness 
• Organizational 

Development 

• Initiative 
• Information 

Seeking 
• Organizational 

Development 

SELF-
MANAGEMENT 
SKILLS 

• Self-Responsibility 
• Self-Awareness 
• Self-concept 
• Assertiveness 
• Self-control 
• Flexibility 
• Job Commitment 
• Professional 

Standards/Ethics 

• Self Responsibility 
• Organizational 

Commitment 
• Self-control 
• Flexibility 
• Professional 

Standards/Ethics 
 

• Self-Responsibility 
• Organizational Commitment 
• Self-Control 
• Flexibility 
• Professional 

Standards/Ethics 
 

• Self Responsibility 
• Organizational 

Commitment 
• Self-Control 
• Flexibility 
• Professional 

Standards/Ethics 
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Table 2j.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  
AND COMPETENCIES 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 
MEDIA 
SPECIALIST 

INSTRUCTOR/ 
TRAINER 

MANAGER  ORGIZATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT 
SPECIALIST 

TRAINING 
PROGRAM & 
CURRICULUM 
DESIGNER 

INFORMATION 
MANAGEMENT 

• Computer Skills 
• Information  

Systems 

• Computer 
Skills 

 

• Computer 
Skills 

• Planning 
• Information 

Systems 

• Computer Skills 
• Systems Thinking 
• Information Systems 

• Computer Skills 
 

INSTRUCTIONAL 
MANAGEMENT 

• Training Systems 
• Instructional 

Design  
• Assessment and 

Transfer 

• Instructional 
Strategies 

• Training 
Objectives 

• Assessment 
and Transfer 

 

• Training 
Systems 

• Training Systems • Instructional 
Design Strategies 

• Training 
Objectives 

• Assessment and 
Transfer 

LEARNING 
THEORY 

• Learning & 
Human 
Development 

• Learning & 
Human 
Development 

• Curriculum 
Design 

 

• Learning  
& Human 
Developme
nt 

• Learning & Human 
Development 

• Learning Climate 

• Learning & 
Human 
Development 

• Learning Climate 
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Table 2k.  HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  

AND COMPETENCIES 
 

COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 
 

COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 
MEDIA 
SPECIALIST 

INSTRUCTOR/ 
TRAINER 

MANAGER  ORGIZATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT 
SPECIALIST 

TRAINING 
PROGRAM & 
CURRICULUM 
DESIGNER 

LOGISTICS • Equipment 
Management 

• Environmen
t  

• Multimedia  
• Distance 

Learning 
 

   

PERSON/ 
ORGANIZATION 
 INTERFACE 

  • Impact / 
Influence 

• Initiative 
• Information 

Seeking 
• Decisive-

ness  
• Organiza-

tional 
Develop-
ment 

• Impact/Influence 
• Initiative 
• Information Seeking 
• Organizational 

Development 
• Quality Improvement 
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Table 2k. HUMAN SERVICES STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ROLES  
AND COMPETENCIES (Cont’d.) 

 
COMPETENCIES BY CLUSTER AND ROLE 

 
COMPETENCY 
CLUSTER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 
MEDIA 
SPECIALIST 

INSTRUCTOR/ 
TRAINER 

MANAGER  ORGIZATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT 
SPECIALIST 

TRAINING 
PROGRAM & 
CURRICULUM 
DESIGNER 

SELF-
MANAGEMENT 
SKILLS 

• Self 
Responsibility 

• Organizational 
Commitment 

• Self-Control 
• Flexibility 
• Professional 

Standards/Ethics 

• Self 
Responsibili
ty 

• Job 
Commitmen
t 

• Self concept 
• Self-control 
• Flexibility 
• Professional 

Standards/ 
       Ethics 
 

• Self 
Responsib
ility 

• Self 
concept 

• Self-
control 

• Organizati
onal 
Commitm
ent 

• Flexibility 
• Profession

al 
Standards/ 
Ethics 

• Self Responsibility 
• Organizational 

Commitment 
• Self-Control 
• Flexibility 
• Professional 

Standards/Ethics 

• Self 
Responsibility 

• Job Commitment 
• Self-Control 
• Flexibility 
• Professional 

Standards/Ethics 
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While each role requires a different mix of competencies, there are 
also core competencies that are common to all of the roles. These 
include Cultural Sensitivity, Conceptual Knowledge/Skills 
(Problem Analysis, Judgment, Conceptual Thinking), and Self-
Management Skills (Self-Responsibility, Self-Control, Flexibility, 
and Professional Standards/Ethics). The Committee recognizes the 
growing importance of competencies related to Information 
Management, and added this function and included Basic 
Computer Skills as a core competency.  

Comprehensive competency models were developed for two 
roles (Administrative Support and Manager), and the 
Instructor/Trainer model has been updated to make it consistent 
with the role/competency matrix. To promote consistency across 
all of the roles, the following format was utilized for each of the 
competencies: 

• Competency name, 
• Brief definition of the competency, and 
• Behavioral indicators or examples of ways in which the 

individual demonstrates the competencies stated as action 
verbs. 

Note that while some competencies are common to more than 
one role, the behavioral indicators may be different reflecting a 
different level of responsibility. 

To generate more input, a draft was presented at the Fifth 
Annual National Human Services Training Evaluation Symposium 
in May 2002. A process of formal review and comment was then 
established and revisions made for a final document to be 
completed no later than September 1, 2002.   

 
2. Evaluator/Researcher Role Outline 

Administration 
1. Organizational Ability 
2. Human Service Policy and Framework  
3. Project Management 
Communication 
4. Written and Verbal Communication Skills 
5. Facilitation and Process Consultation Skills 
6. Interpersonal Communication 
Conceptual Knowledge/Skills 
7.  Problem Analysis 
8. Judgment 
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9. Conceptual Thinking 
Curriculum Design 
10. Evaluation Considerations 
Evaluation and Research 
11. Basic Evaluation and Research Concepts 
12. Evaluation and Research Planning 
13. Evaluation and Research Procedures 
14. Evaluation Methods, Analysis and Reporting 
15. Knowledge Development 
Group Dynamics and Process 
16. Interpersonal Skills 
17. Group Process 
18. Managing Process 
19. Teamwork and Cooperation 
Human Resource Management 
20. HR Concepts and Systems 
Information Management 
21. Basic Computer Skills 
22. Systems Thinking 
23. Information Systems 
24. Accessing Information  
Instructional Management  
25. Training Systems 
26. Instructional Strategies 
27. Assessment and Transfer 
Learning Theory  
28. Learning and Human Development 
29. Theory Building—Knowledge Creation 
Person/Organization Interface 
30. Impact and Influence 
31. Initiative 
32. Information Seeking 
33. Decisiveness and Directness 
34. Organizational Development 
Self-Management Skills 
35. Self-Responsibility 
36. Organizational Commitment 
37. Self-Control 
38. Flexibility 
39. Professional Standards/Ethics 
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3. Evaluator/Researcher Competency Model 
Comprehensive Listing 

Administration 
1.00 Organizational Ability 

Ability to demonstrate organizational skills.  
01.01 Work Management: Shows ability to plan, 

schedule, and direct the work of self and others. 
01.02 Work Assignments: Balances task requirements 

and individual abilities (matching people and 
assignments). Has the ability to supervise staff. Is 
clear about each assignment’s product(s). 

01.03 Work Organization: Organizes materials or 
activities to accomplish tasks efficiently and in a 
timely manner. 

01.04 Goal Setting: Sets challenging yet achievable goals 
for self and others. 

2.00 Human Service Policy and Framework 
 Ability to demonstrate understanding of human services 

policy, regulations, and laws. 
 02.01 Human Services Philosophy and History: 

Demonstrates understanding of relevant human 
services history, theory, values, and ethical 
considerations. 

 02.02 Federal/State Laws and Regulations: 
Demonstrates knowledge of federal/state laws, 
legislation, regulations, and agency guidelines. 

 02.03 Human Services Information: Demonstrates 
knowledge of current literature on human services 
and human services training, including major 
information sources (e.g., texts, journals, 
clearinghouses), how to access those sources (e.g., 
through the Internet), and how to extract, integrate, 
synthesize, and organize information from  
those sources. 

3.00 Project Management 
Able to plan and manage evaluation projects and complete 
work in a cost-effective and timely manner. 

 03.01 Interactions with Clients: Plans and conducts an 
evaluation that assists organizations to address and 
effectively serve the needs of the full range of 
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targeted participants. Gears evaluation results to 
help the client strengthen their program. 

 03.02 Conceptualization of Evaluation: Establishes a 
shared understanding of the concept of the 
evaluation with the clients and stakeholders 

 03.03 Political Viability: Plans and conducts evaluation 
with the anticipation of different positions of 
various interest groups, in order to encourage 
cooperation and avert or counteract any groups’ 
attempts to bias or misapply the results or to curtail 
evaluation operations. 

 03.04 Contractual/Legal Agreements: Establishes clear 
working agreements with clients to ensure efficient 
collaboration and protect involved parties’ rights. 

 03.05 Fiscal Responsibility: Exercises sound 
accountability procedures and is prudent with the 
allocation and expenditure of resources. 

Communication 
4.00 Written and Verbal Communication Skills 

Ability to communicate clearly and effectively with others. 
 04.01 Written Skills: Demonstrates ability to write and 

present ideas visually in a manner that meets the 
needs of both technical and layperson audiences. 
Evaluation reports should clearly describe the 
program being evaluated, including its context and 
the purposes, procedures, and findings of the 
evaluation, so that essential information is provided 
and easily understood. 

 04.02 Verbal Communication Skills: Demonstrates 
ability to present both numeric and non-numeric 
data in oral communication to small and large 
groups. Speaks loudly and clearly enough to be 
heard and understood during large group 
presentations. Uses verbal communication skills to 
highlight important points of information. 
Knowledge of how to vary vocal characteristics to 
further engage listener. 

    04.03 Visual Presentation of Data: Demonstrates an 
ability, through either written or oral presentations, 
to present evaluation findings that are relevant to 
stakeholders. Findings are presented so that they 
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are: (1) enticing to view; (2) easy to interpret; and 
(3) encourage further analytical consideration by  
the audience(s). 

5.00 Facilitation and Process Consultation Skills 
Ability to assist an individual or group toward a goal; e.g. 
analysis of intent of training program, or development of a 
program logic model to assist with planning an evaluation. 

 05.01 Task Orientation: Gives advice and feedback on 
group process; adapts the process as necessary to 
help the group move forward; provides summary 
and synthesis of group decision-making processes at 
key points; and facilitates work of group, both 
orally and through documentation, so that members 
reach clear conclusions and or agreements.    

 05.02 Objectivity and Role Clarity: Demonstrates an 
ability to provide assistance to group members 
within established role as evaluator. Depending 
upon approach, has ability to function as external 
“expert” and/or partner in capacity building. Does 
not impose own mental model(s) on participants; 
maintains a neutral perspective as necessary; and 
initiates/documents ongoing feedback on 
effectiveness of group work. 

 05.03 Teamwork/Collaboration Skills: Demonstrates a 
knowledge of and ability to apply basic sets of skills 
related to team development and collaborative 
decision-making processes. Understands processes 
of team development and developmental processes 
of establishing collaborative partnerships. 

6.00 Interpersonal Communication 
Ability to demonstrate effective interpersonal 
communication. 

 06.01 Negotiation Skills: Demonstrates an ability to 
effectively negotiate scope and depth of evaluation 
project with clients. Results of negotiations are 
stakeholders’ ownership of the evaluative process 
and clear expectations concerning  
evaluative procedures. 

 06.02 Listening Skills: Uses active listening skills to 
gather information, encourages discussion, and 
elicits feedback from others; encourages articulation 
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of ideas by all parties; builds rapport, comfort, and 
trust through dialogue. 

 06.03 Communication Networks: Demonstrates an 
understanding of the various methods through 
which communication is achieved. 

Conceptual Knowledge/Skills 
7.00 Problem Analysis 
 Ability to demonstrate effective problem analysis skills. 
 07.01 Identifying Elements: Seeks out relevant data and 

analyzes complex information to determine the 
important elements of a problem situation. 

 07.02 Approaches: Uses critical judgment to assess 
alternative approaches to problems or decisions. 

 07.03 Analysis: Identifies underlying issues or causes and 
gaps between theory and practice. 

8.00 Judgment 
 Ability to demonstrate sound judgment. 

08.01 Using Information: Reaches sound conclusions 
and makes reasonable decisions based on  
available information. 

 08.02 Balance: Balances short-and long-term 
considerations. 

08.02 Priorities: Sets priorities for tasks in order  
of importance. 

 08.04 Objectivity: Maintains objectivity in handling 
difficult issues, events, or decisions. 

9.00 Conceptual Thinking 
 Ability to demonstrate conceptual thinking. 

30.02 Frameworks and Experience: Uses theoretical 
frameworks as well as learning from past 
experience to guide analysis or actions. 

 09.02 Past Experience: Applies past experience to 
interpret events, seeing crucial similarities and 
differences in present and past situations. 

 09.03 Systems View: Looks at the big picture to assess a 
situation, focuses on interactions and dynamics 
thereby creating a climate for action,  recognizes 
tension as a catalyst for positive change. 
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Curriculum Design 
10.0 Evaluation Considerations 
 Ability to articulate the need for evaluation in the curriculum 

design process 
 10.01 Program Documentation: Describes and 

documents clearly the training program and the 
context in which it is implemented, so that the 
training program is clearly identified.   

 10.02 Design: Works cooperatively with program 
designers to ensure a sound evaluation plan is 
included in the human services training program. 

 10.03 Techniques: Possesses the appropriate range of 
evaluation skills (formative evaluation, embedded 
evaluation, etc.) commonly used in the human 
services training field. 

Evaluation and Research 
11.0 Basic Evaluation and Research Concepts 

Ability to demonstrate understanding of basic applied 
research concepts. 

 11.01 Analyze Purpose of Training Program: Shows 
ability to identify the intended objectives of the 
training program; including theoretical foundations 
for training program design and content. Ability to 
apply evaluation theory and models to assist in 
identifying underlying philosophical assumptions of 
both the intent of the training program and the 
particular evaluative approach.   

 11.02 Utilize Systematic Process of Inquiry: Engages in 
a logical set of activities resulting in empirical 
evidence to judge the value of the training program, 
including the ability to frame research questions; 
create research design that best addresses questions; 
identify appropriate measurement techniques; apply 
quantitative, qualitative, and or mixed methods; 
conduct feasibility assessments; conduct cost-
effectiveness and/or cost-benefit analyses; and 
conduct meta-evaluation. 

 11.03 Shared Knowledge Construction: Demonstrates 
ability to facilitate dialogue with program personnel 
that makes transparent the processes by which 
findings are established and communicated.   
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 11.04 Evaluation Practice: Is able to plan and manage 
evaluation projects and complete work in a cost 
effective and timely manner. 

12.0 Evaluation and Research Planning 
Demonstrates ability to design evaluation activities that meet 
the information needs of intended users. 

 12.01 Stakeholder Identification: Demonstrates ability 
to identify and include various stakeholders in the 
evaluation effort; including those with a stake in the 
evaluation who may not be purchasing the services 
of the evaluator. 

 12.02 Information Scope and Selection: Collects 
information broadly to address pertinent questions 
about the training program and to be responsive to 
the needs and interests of clients and other  
specified stakeholders. 

 12.03 Values Identification: Demonstrates ability to 
identify and document the perspectives, procedures, 
and rationale used to interpret the findings in order 
to make clear the bases for value judgments. 

 12.04 Service Orientation: Demonstrates ability to plan 
and conduct an evaluation that assists organizations 
to address and effectively serve the needs of the full 
range of targeted participants.  

13.0 Evaluation and Research Procedures 
Ability to conduct a practical, legal and ethical evaluation. 

 13.01 Practical Procedures: Demonstrates ability to 
design and implement evaluation procedures that 
are practical and keep disruption to a minimum 
while needed information is obtained.   

 13.02 Rights of Human Subjects: Understands the need 
for and demonstrates use of formal processes that 
guarantee the evaluation is conducted in a way that 
respects and protects the rights and welfare of 
human subjects.   

 13.03 Complete and Fair Assessment: Demonstrates 
ability to conduct an evaluation that is complete and 
fair in its examination and recording of the training 
program’s strengths and weaknesses, so that 
strengths can be built upon and problem  
areas addressed. 
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 13.04 Program Documentation: Demonstrates ability to 
describe and document clearly the training program 
and the context in which it is implemented, so that 
the training program is clearly identified.   

 13.05 Fiscal Responsibility: Demonstrates ability to plan 
and implement evaluation activities so that 
allocation and expenditure of resources reflect 
sound accountability procedures; is prudent and 
ethically responsible, ensuring expenditures are 
accounted for and appropriate. 

14.0 Evaluation Methods, Analyses and Reporting 
Ability to reveal and convey technically adequate information 
about the features that determine worth or merit of the 
training event. 

 14.01 Valid and Reliable Information: Demonstrates 
ability to implement information-gathering 
procedures that ensure the results are valid and 
sufficiently reliable for the intended use. 

 14.02 Systematic Information Processes: Demonstrates 
ability to systematically review all data collection, 
processing, and reporting functions so that any 
errors found will be corrected.  

 14.03 Analysis of Information: Demonstrates ability to 
appropriately and systematically analyze qualitative 
and or quantitative data so that research questions 
are effectively answered and conclusions can be 
assessed by stakeholders.  

 14.04 Timely and Impartial Reporting: Demonstrates 
ability to clearly report on significant interim/final 
findings that can be used in a timely manner and 
implements reporting procedures that guard against 
distortion caused by personal feelings or biases of 
any party to the evaluation. 

15.0 Knowledge Development 
Ability to explicate and empirically test relationships among 
different components of training and the processes and goals 
the training facilitates. 

 15.01 Clarify Processes and Outcomes of Training 
Program: Conducts evaluation to provide empirical 
information that accurately describes and explains 
the processes and intended outcomes of  
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training program. 
 15.02 Identify Constructs and Relationships: 

Demonstrates knowledge of relevant theory and 
applies knowledge in order to identify key 
constructs existing and/or emerging from the 
research; develops a model(s) of proposed 
relationships between/among the constructs in order 
to explain why the training program 
caused/influenced intended outcomes. 

 15.03 Empirically Test Propositions: Demonstrates 
ability to empirically test propositions to identify 
and address those that conflict with previous 
research or other critically appraised knowledge 
about training impact/organizational development.   

Group Dynamics and Process 
16.0 Interpersonal Skills 

Ability to apply interpersonal understanding and skills to 
work with stakeholders in designing and implementing 
training evaluation/research projects. 

 16.01 Builds Trust: Remains neutral and objective during 
development of stakeholder relationships by: 
employing reflective listening techniques; 
remaining flexible while expressing confidence in 
process suggestions; and naming and conducting 
safe discussions concerning issues or cultural norms 
affecting the organization. 

 16.02 Feedback: Provides timely, sensitive, and relevant 
feedback. When necessary, challenges participants’ 
ideas in a way that maintains their self-esteem. 

 16.03 Understanding Others: Perceives strengths, needs, 
challenges, and feelings of others. 

 16.04 Diversity: Understands and values diversity and 
different styles of perceiving, learning, 
communicating, and operating. 

16.05 Emotional Sensitivity: Recognizes emotion-laden 
issues or situations and handles them  
with sensitivity. 

 16.06 Responding to Others: Uses understanding based 
on listening and observation in order to anticipate 
and prepare for others’ reactions. 
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17.0 Group Process 
Ability to apply group process theory, including task and 
maintenance functions, to help diverse groups of people work 
together effectively. 

 17.01 Theory: Knows and understands the theories and 
principles of group dynamics such as the difference 
between task and growth groups; task and 
maintenance functions; phases of group 
development; and small group behavior. 

 17.02 Task Functions: Effectively implements group 
interaction task functions such as initiating, 
information or opinion seeking, information or 
opinion giving, clarifying, summarizing, and 
consensus testing. 

 17.03 Maintenance Functions: Effectively implements 
group interaction maintenance functions such as 
encouraging, expressing group feelings, 
harmonizing, modifying, gate keeping,  
and evaluating. 

18.0 Managing Process 
Able to help manage group process including conflict and 
difficult situations. 

 18.01 Managing Conflict: Helps to resolve problems and 
manage conflicts, aiming for win-win agreements. 

 18.02 Maintains Focus: Refocuses straying groups so as 
to adhere to evaluation/research tasks. 

 18.03 Difficult Situations: Helps manage problem 
situations (e.g., hostile participants, disengaged 
participants, monopolizers) in a way that promotes 
task completion and maintains the participants’  
self-esteem. 

19.0 Teamwork and Cooperation 
Able to work with formal or informal groups of stakeholders.   

 19.01 Project Development and Implementation: 
Actively seeks input from stakeholders on training 
evaluation/research projects. Incorporates that input 
into a sound, defensible design using appropriate 
data gathering and analytic methodologies. 

 19.02 Reflection on Results: Presents intermediate and 
final evaluation/research data to stakeholders in 
readily understandable formats; uses analytic skills 
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to help stakeholders analyze the meaning of data; 
helps stakeholders to discover and question 
assumptions as they interpret data; provides 
additional relevant data to stakeholders as their 
discussions evolve.   

 19.03 Action Steps: Helps stakeholders reach defensible 
conclusions based on evaluation/research data; 
strongly encourages stakeholders to identify 
concrete actions to improve training programs based 
on evaluation/research results.    

Human Resource Management 
20.0 Human Resource Concepts and Systems 

Ability to demonstrate understanding of HR Concepts  
and Systems 

 20.01 HR/Personnel Understanding: Understands issues 
and practices in the HR/Personnel areas: job design, 
HR planning, selection, and staffing, HR 
information systems, compensation, and benefits; 
and employee assistance and union/labor relations.  

 20.02 HR Research: Utilizes existing personnel 
information to analyze organizational situations in 
order to determine the appropriate research 
methodology, and interpret and communicate 
results to senior management.  

Information Management 
21.0 Basic Computer Skills 

Ability to apply basic computer concepts including e-mail, 
scheduling and word processing. 

 21.01 Computer Basics: Applies basic computer 
concepts including turning on the computer, logging 
on and turning off the computer, displaying Start 
and Help menus, opening programs, using the 
mouse, moving the cursor within documents, 
deleting files, and using the Recycle Bin.  

 21.02 E-Mail: Utilizes e-mail to compose, reply to and 
forward messages, attach files and save 
attachments, set up files, and file messages. 

 21.03 Scheduling: Utilizes scheduling including creating 
new tasks, viewing, editing and deleting 
appointments, and printing appointments.  
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 21.04 Word Processing: Utilizes the word processing 
function including editing and maneuvering, 
selecting, deleting, and inserting text; indenting 
paragraphs; cutting copy and pasting, and saving 
and securing documents.  

 22.0 Systems Thinking 
Ability to demonstrate information systems thinking.  

 22.01 Information Systems Concept: Understands the 
concept of information systems in general and 
appropriately collects and analyzes program 
information to inform others on future development. 

22.02 Data and Information: Understands the distinction 
between data and information. Responsibly 
interprets and accurately reports data to support 
stakeholders in decision-making. Uses appropriate 
and effective media for informing  
different audiences.  

 22.03 Policy and Practice Link: Understands and 
conveys to others the link between training 
programs and policy implications. Uses data and 
examples to help audiences relate findings to policy 
and practice.  

 22.04 Importance of Quality Data: Takes appropriate 
measures (e.g., verification, peer review) to assure 
data accurateness in both quantitative and 
qualitative work. Conveys to others the link 
between entering quality data into records and 
improving training delivery.  

23.0 Information Systems 
Ability to demonstrate understanding of information systems. 

 23.01 Computer/Analysis Software Knowledge: 
Knowledge and understanding of word processing, 
spreadsheet and database software packages that are 
considered the best/most efficient on the market. Is 
capable of performing statistical functions 
necessary for data analysis. Comprehends the 
results software produces and responsibly reports 
data output. 

 23.02 Data in System: Is familiar with program data and 
its location and organization. Ensures others on the 
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evaluation team can appropriately access and/or 
update the data through use of networks.  

 23.03 Data Management: Knowledge of database design. 
Organizes data effectively for proper and accurate 
analysis and reporting. Utilizes software to explore 
and manage data.  

 23.04 Using Information: Demonstrates knowledge of 
collected data and results. Provides stakeholders 
with descriptive information from the numeric and 
non-numeric data. 

 23.05 Critical Data: Demonstrates the ability to identify 
critical data and/or results, and effectively explains 
and communicates the importance of findings.  

24.0 Accessing Information 
Ability to collect data responsibly and maintain the security 
of that data. 
24.01 Institutional Review Board Compliance: 

Understands standards and process for approval and 
compliance with relevant Institutional  
Review Board (IRB). 

 24.02 NIH Research Certification: Understands and 
successfully completes certification in National 
Institutes of Health’s Human Participants Protection 
Education for Research Teams online course.  

 24.03 Participant Consent: Understands procedures for 
obtaining consent from evaluation participants 
when applicable through use of consent forms 
and/or verbal consent. Clearly communicates 
evaluation purpose and security procedures  
to participants. 

 24.04 Data Security: Understands precautions taken to 
ensure confidentiality in storing data. Properly 
secures data (e.g., usage of electronic passwords, 
secured access to databases, locked file cabinets, 
etc.). Ensures evaluation participants cannot be 
identified by any data beyond what is necessary for 
the study. Destroys unnecessary data and data no 
longer in use. 

 24.05 Data Maintenance: Develops and maintains a 
codebook containing explanations of database 
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design, written descriptions of how data is coded, 
and programming notes and procedures.  

Instructional Management 
25.0 Training Systems 
 Ability to identify the need for and to evaluate training 

interventions within parts of or throughout an 
 entire organization. 

 25.01 Needs Assessment: Identifies systemic needs and 
tailors evaluation efforts to specific system parts or 
to the entire system as needed. 

 25.02 Evaluation of Training Initiatives: Facilitates 
design and implementation of effective follow-up 
and investigation into a range of training outcomes. 

 25.03 Versatility: Demonstrates ability to apply different 
training evaluation techniques on a systemwide 
basis as needed. 

 25.04 Levels of Training: Understands and uses various 
types of training evaluation (e.g., participant 
reaction, knowledge acquisition, transfer of 
learning, and outcomes).   

26.0 Instructional Strategies 
 26.01 Instructional Strategies: Knows various training 

instructional strategies (e.g., didactic) and 
understands how different instruction methods 
affect how people learn. Uses differing evaluation 
techniques to assess an assortment of  
teaching methods. 

 26.02 Information Flow: Grasps the content and flow of 
training commensurate with the training level and is 
able to tailor the evaluation to meet the 
sophistication of the participant group.   

 26.03 Approaches: Uses an assortment of evaluation 
techniques to enhance the impact of the evaluation.  

 26.04 Cultural Sensitivity: Demonstrates ability to  
assess culturally sensitive and appropriate  
teaching techniques. 

 26.05 Instructional Competence: Monitors the 
performance of any students assisting with the 
evaluation research. 

 26.06 Distance Learning: Comprehends the use of 
Internet and other electronic teaching methods and 
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grasps the differences between the tools, as well as 
the benefits and challenges these instructional tools 
provide. 

27.0 Assessment and Transfer 
 27.01 Evaluation Approach: Demonstrates ability to 

convey to potential clients the evaluation approach 
and skills. 

 27.02 Reflection: Assists clients in the reflection of the 
evaluation findings. 

 27.03 Utility Provisions: Plans and executes steps that 
promote constructive uses of the evaluation findings 
and their implications for the organization. 

 27.04 Evaluation of Participants: Assesses learner 
performance as it relates to the training objectives. 

 27.05 Modification: Uses participant feedback to make 
recommendations to the training design. 

Learning and Theory 
28.0 Learning and Human Development 

Ability to demonstrate understanding of how adults learn. 
28.01 Learning: Knows the principles of adult learning 

theory, emerging information on cognitive 
development/brain functioning, and their 
implications for learning. Demonstrates ability to 
design evaluation guided and tested by current 
theory/propositions. Demonstrates ability to design 
evaluations that will enable the emergence of new 
propositions/theories. 

28.02 Organizational Development: Knows the 
principles of organizational development that assist 
in understanding/explaining how organizations 
function within a given context (e.g., business 
sector, public sector, or non-profit sector 
organizations). Demonstrates ability to design 
evaluation guided and tested by current 
theory/propositions. Demonstrates ability to design 
evaluations that will enable the emergence of new 
propositions/theories. 

28.03 Learning Processes: Can identify conceptual 
frameworks for describing different personal and 
learning styles and understands their implications 
for individual development. Understands how 
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context shapes learning and understands the critical 
role of self-awareness for both trainers and 
participants engaged in interactive learning 
processes. Understands the use of reflective practice 
in helping individuals and organizations learn  
from experience. 

• Theory Building—Knowledge Creation: 
Ability to design evaluations to support either deductive or 
inductive approaches to use of theory.  

 29.01 Purpose of Research: Demonstrates understanding 
of primary purposes of research: exploration, 
description, and explanation. Ability to design 
evaluation of training activities for each of these 
three purposes. 

 29.02 Philosophical Assumptions: Is able to describe 
personal beliefs/preferences about each of the 
following assumptions: ontological (nature of 
reality), epistemological (relationship between 
researcher and that being researched), axiological 
(role of values), rhetorical (use of language), and 
methodological (preferred research process).   

Person/Organizational Interface 
30.0 Impact and Influence 
 Ability to demonstrate understanding and skills of impact 

and influence. 
 30.01 Anticipation: Anticipates effects of an action on 

people, programs, or events. 
 30.02 Organizational Awareness: Demonstrates 

awareness of organizational goals and concern for 
image and reputation of the agency and program. 

 30.03 Approaches: Uses appropriate approaches to 
achieve desired results. 

 30.04 Using Information: Anticipates significant 
information necessary for decision-making. 

 30.05 Versatility: Relates effectively with all levels of 
administration inside and outside the organization. 

31.0 Initiative 
 Ability to demonstrate initiative. 
 31.01 Action: Initiates timely action rather than waiting to 

react as situations develop. 
 31.02 Confronts Barriers: Confronts barriers to effective 
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evaluation and takes action to overcome them. 
 31.03 System Knowledge: Uses knowledge of the system 

to identify long-term opportunities for evaluation 
and ways to utilize findings.  

32.0 Information Seeking 
 Ability to demonstrate information seeking skills. 
 32.01 Information Identification: Identifies what 

information is needed and the proper source for it. 
 32.02 Questioning: Seeks out exact information or 

resolution of discrepancies by asking a series of 
pertinent questions. 

 32.03 Open to Cues: Looks for potential opportunities or 
for miscellaneous information that may be of  
future use. 

33.0 Decisiveness and Directness 
 Demonstrates decisiveness and directness. 
 33.01 Need for Decisions: Recognizes when a decision is 

required. 
 33.02 Decision-making: Makes timely decisions based on 

available data. 
 33.03 Firmness: Maintains and/or explains positions 

when under pressure from others, confronting 
resistance if necessary. 

 33.04 Open to Change: Shifts positions if new 
information indicates need for change.  

 33.05 Directive: Gives directions or orders based on 
personal authority, rules, and procedures when a 
situation requires. 

34.0 Organizational Development  
 Demonstrates understanding and skills in organizational 

development. 
 34.01 Theories: Demonstrates knowledge of 

organizational behavior and organizational 
development theories. 

 34.02 Intervention Techniques: Demonstrates 
knowledge of organizational development 
techniques (e.g., survey feedback, team building, 
group process, total quality management tools). 

 34.03 Organizational Change: Demonstrates knowledge 
of theory and dynamics of organizational change,  
as well as techniques of managing cultural  
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change within the organization to impact 
organizational effectiveness. 

Self-Management Skills 
35.0 Self-Responsibility 
 Engages in ongoing learning to improve professional 

capabilities. 
 35.01 Self-Awareness: Engages in continuous efforts to 

identify personal values, needs, interests, style, and 
competencies and their effects on others. 

 35.02 Reflective Practice: Uses reflective practice in a 
regular and systematic way to learn from positive 
and negative experiences and to improve future 
performance; faces up to distinctions between 
espoused theories and theories-in-use; and can 
reframe issues based on feedback. 

 35.03 Professional Growth: Loves to learn and take on 
new responsibility; actively seeks opportunities to 
grow professionally including learning from the 
expertise or perspectives of colleagues; and believes 
learning is a “lifelong process.” 

 35.04 Knowledge of Field: Stays up-to-date on 
developments and best practice (e.g., training 
evaluation methods, qualitative and quantitative 
research methods) and assimilates and applies new 
job information rapidly. 

 35.05 Personal Responsibility: Takes responsibility for 
mistakes, failures, or shortcomings; and manages 
personal defensiveness. 

 35.06 Timeliness: Able to complete assigned tasks in a 
timely manner.   

36.0 Organizational Commitment 
Demonstrates commitment to the organization. 

 36.01 Responsiveness: Adjusts work-related priorities 
and activities to meet agency needs; and 
demonstrates a commitment to direct, honest, and 
prompt communication. 

 36.02 Building on Strength: Uses a strength-based 
approach whenever possible in performing training 
evaluation/research work. 
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 36.03 Goal Focus: Maintains focus on agency goals; and 
dedicates a portion of responsibilities to larger 
organizational objectives. 

37.0 Self-Control 
 Maintains emotional equilibrium and optimism. 
 37.01 Self-Discipline: Manages biases; performs 

effectively in the midst of chaos and ambiguous 
situations and in the face of opposition; maintains 
self-control in high stress situations. 

 37.02 Checks Behavior: Inhibits impulses to do or say 
inappropriate things. 

 37.03 Self-Monitors: Monitors own personal values and 
biases so that they do not undermine objectivity and 
professionalism. 

 37.04 Patience: Shows patience and perseverance in 
working for desired results. 

38.0 Flexibility 
Demonstrates ability to respond to challenge and change. 

 38.01 Stress Reduction: Manages own well-being; finds 
ways, such as humor, to reduce or manage stress. 

 38.02 Coping Skills: Perseveres in the face of 
disappointment, hostility, or adverse conditions; 
resists dwelling on disappointments; motivates self 
to make the best of things. 

 38.03 Openness: Is open to new information and 
changing own opinions; suspends own judgment 
and helps others to learn to suspend their judgment; 
makes own mental model explicit and doesn’t 
impose that mental model on others. 

 38.04 Flexibility: Is able to shift gears and redirect 
activities when needed. 

 38.05 Fairness: Recognizes the pros and cons of 
alternatives and accepts the validity of  
opposing views. 

 38.06 Versatility: Adapts behavior or approach to adjust 
appropriately to particular situations. 

39.0 Professional Standards/Ethics 
 Conducts self in an ethical and honest manner. 
 39.01  Familiarity with Standards: Knows and adheres 

to accepted professional standards (e.g., Joint 
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Committee Standards and American Evaluation 
Association Guiding Principles). 

 39.02 Legal Issues: Understand and complies with all 
laws (for example, copyright laws, rights of human 
subjects) and the laws and regulations governing 
evaluation issues. 

 39.03 Confidentiality: Maintains confidentiality and 
integrity in the practice of the profession. 

 39.04 Professional Conduct: Supports peers and avoids 
conduct that impedes the practicing of  
the profession. 

 39.05 Public Service: Improves public understanding of 
public service and the roles and functions  
of government. 

 39.06 Accurate Representation: Fairly and accurately 
represents own credentials, qualifications, 
experience, and abilities. 

 39.07 Research Integrity: Ensures honesty and integrity 
of evaluations and research results; explicitly 
acknowledges limitations of research findings. 
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4. Checklist for Assessing Evaluator/Researcher Level of Competency 

 
The following sets of matrices are provided as examples of checklists that could be used to begin to assess the levels of 
evaluator/researcher competency either within an organization or of an individual. The left hand column lists out all the competencies 
in this model, and the top row provides a rating scale.       
 

Table 3. Matrix to Assess Levels of Competency 
 

 NOT 
PRESENT 

LOW  MODERATE HIGH

ADMINISTRATION     
1. Organizational Ability 

 
    

2. Human Service Policy and Framework 
 

    

3. Project Management 
 

    

COMMUNICATION     
4. Written and Verbal Communication Skills 

 
    

5. Facilitation and Process Consultation Skills 
 

    

6. Interpersonal Communication Skills 
 

    

 

 54



Lahti et al. 

 
 
 
 
 

Table 3. Matrix to Assess Levels of Competency (Cont’d.) 
 

CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE / SKILLS 
 

NOT 
PRESENT 

LOW MODERATE HIGH 

7. Problem Analysis 
 

    

8. Judgment 
 

    

9. Conceptual Thinking 
 

    

CURRICULUM DESIGN 
 

    

10. Evaluation Considerations 
 

    

HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT     
11. HR Concepts and Systems 
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Table 3. Matrix to Assess Levels of Competency (Cont’d.) 

 
EVALUATION & RESEARCH NOT 

PRESENT 
LOW MODERATE HIGH 

12. Basic Evaluation and Research Concepts 
 

    

13. Evaluation and Research Planning 
 

    

14. Evaluation and Research Procedures 
 

    

15. Evaluation Methods, Analysis and Reporting 
 

    

16. Knowledge Development 
 

    

GROUP DYNAMICS AND PROCESS 
 

    

16. Interpersonal Skills 
 

    

17. Group Process 
 

    

18. Managing Process 
 

    

19. Teamwork and Cooperation 
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Table 3. Matrix to Assess Levels of Competency (Cont’d.) 

 
 NOT 

PRESENT 
LOW  MODERATE HIGH

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT     
20. Basic Computer Skills 

 
    

21. Systems Thinking 
 

    

22. Information Systems 
 

    

23. Accessing Information 
 

    

INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT     
25. Training Systems 

 
    

26. Instructional Strategies 
 

    

27. Assessment and Transfer 
 

    

LEARNING THEORY     
28. Learning and Human Development 

 
    

29. Theory Building – Knowledge Creation 
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Table 3. Matrix to Assess Levels of Competency (Cont’d.) 
 

PERSON / ORGANIZATION INTERFACE NOT 
PRESENT 

LOW MODERATE HIGH 

30. Impact and Influence 
 

    

31. Initiative 
 

    

32. Information Seeking 
 

    

33. Decisiveness and Directness 
 

    

34. Organizational Development 
 

    

SELF-MANAGEMENT SKILLS     
35. Self-Responsibility 

 
    

36. Organizational Commitment 
 

    

37. Self-Control 
 

    

38. Flexibility 
 

    

39. Professional Standards / Ethics 
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Discussion: “Competency Model 
for the Training Evaluator”  

 

sday, May 23, 2002, 9:00–10:00 a.m. 
el Lahti, Ph.D., Presenter 
Berdie, M.S.W., Facilitator 

el Lahti presented a Competency Model for the Training 
uator, primarily focusing on the role clusters of evaluation 
esearch. The competency model, created by the National Staff 
lopment and Training Association (NSDTA) Standards 
mittee, was presented at the annual conference of the 
rican Evaluation Association in 2001. 

 
Topics of Discussion 

 
he group discussion centered on utilization of the 
etency model and included the following topics: 
 How are competency models utilized? Competencies can 

be used by administration during the hiring process and as a 
guideline for professional development. People can utilize 
the competency model by completing individual needs 
assessments, self-assessments, and performance 
evaluations. A recommendation was made to use the 
competency model as an outline for a book, which would 
outline special practices and describe different situations as 
a mechanism for teaching the competencies through a case 
model. The competency model interacts with curriculum in 
professional development programs by providing a way of 
having conversations with people about their skills. 

 How do you prioritize competencies? Each organization 
needs to assess which competencies are important to the 
organization, individualizing the competencies to fit their 
needs. Narrowing the competencies increases usefulness; 
however, guidelines for prioritizing the competencies 
should be developed in order to increase validity. From a 
manager’s perspective, next steps would include 



Discussion: Model for the Training Evaluator 

developing a matrix or scorecard to be used in determining 
priority competencies. People tend to rank everything 
equally important on a scorecard; however, the number of 
competencies can be reduced by associating numerous 
behaviors with each competency. 

 How do people become adept at competencies? 
Information regarding resources for learning the 
competencies, such as books or trainings, should be 
included with the model. The NSDTA board conference 
included a discussion about what to do with the 
competency model. Ideas included identifying trainings 
that address the various competencies and allowing people 
to attend presentations at the conference geared toward 
competencies that they want to develop. There was a brief 
discussion regarding the possibility of a certification for 
these different roles; however, reservations were expressed 
regarding a certification process. 

 Competencies reflect an “ideal” for training evaluators.  
The group discussed the exhaustive nature of the 
competencies.  Work on the competency model was based 
on manager and instructor roles within a training agency. 
Communication competencies are important because 
evaluator and trainer miscommunication can potentially 
sabotage a training evaluation. Evaluators need to have the 
skills to clearly communicate with trainers the importance 
of carrying out training evaluation in order to achieve 
desired results. Competencies that address the assumption 
that program development and evaluation should be 
integrated include group process and communication  
role competencies; however, they are also woven 
throughout the competency model wherever there are 
behavioral indicators.  

 Further development of competencies. NSDTA is still 
developing competencies for various other roles within an 
organization. Competencies for trainers under the 
evaluation and research area have not been developed; 
however, these competencies are important because they 
will identify the necessary skills trainers must develop to 
properly execute a training evaluation. Line supervisors’ 
competencies should be part of the feedback and staff 
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development process because they play a large part in  
staff development. 

____________________ 
 

Michel Lahti, Ph.D., is Manager of Evaluation at the Institute 
for Public Sector Innovation at the Muskie School of Public 
Service, University of Southern Maine. A Research faculty 
member, he focuses his research and teaching in research design, 
children’s mental health, and the use of performance measurement 
systems in the non-profit and public sectors. 

Jane Berdie, M.S.W., a Child Welfare Consultant, is currently 
working on several training evaluation projects for Pennsylvania’s 
child welfare core training and for independent living training in 
Colorado and North Carolina. All involve embedded evaluations 
of knowledge and/or skills. 
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The Skills Progress Assessment (SPrA) 
Package: A Multi-Mode Assessment 
Practice-Readiness in Child Welfare 
Common Core Training  

 

 
y Ilian, D.S.W., E. Douglas Pratt, D.S.W., L.C.S.W., and 
rt Highsmith, Ph.D.  

 
 

Abstract 

he Administration for Children’s Services (ACS), New York 
s child welfare agency, has adopted a competency-based 
on core curriculum for all new case workers employed by 

 and by the agencies with which it contracts to provide 
ntive and foster care services. To accompany the common 
 it has developed a dual-focused Skills Progress Assessment 

) package to assess the acquisition of common core 
etencies and to evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum. 
 experience with the SPrA has shown the overall 

eptualization of the instruments to be well founded, but the 
ments themselves need both streamlining and scales that are 

r anchored. 

996, the first freestanding provider of child welfare services in 
w York City’s history, the Administration for Children’s 
ces (ACS), was created. ACS’s mission, articulated in the 

rm Plan of Action (1996), was to ensure the safety, 
anency and well being of all children of New York City. ACS 
itted itself to four outcomes: 

 Children are safe. 
 Families are preserved. 
 Children and adolescents have permanency. 
 Children and adolescents’ developmental needs are met.
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The effort to achieve these outcomes has led to the adoption of 
an ACS Framework of Practice (Framework for child welfare 
practice, 2001), which balances traditional measures to ensure 
safety with work to assist the child’s own parents and makes use of 
community and cultural resources. It has led also to the adoption a 
common core training curriculum (“Child welfare/child protective 
services common core training for caseworkers,” 2001). 

Common core training has recently been adopted by many 
states, on the assumption that there exists a set of specifiable 
competencies (Moyer, 2001) that are common to all front-line 
child welfare functions. Through explicitly skills-focused common 
core training, new workers achieve a level of mastery in these 
competencies at the outset of their careers. The development of 
New York State’s common core is described by Nuno (1999). 

In 1998, ACS, through its training arm, the James Satterwhite 
Academy, began working with the State to adapt the common core 
curriculum developed for statewide use to the needs of ACS and its 
contract agencies. These agencies provide the bulk of foster care 
and preventive services in New York City. The resulting New 
York City common core is closely geared to the Framework of 
Practice and to the Reform Plan outcomes. Along with content 
covered in the State Common Core, it includes additional emphasis 
on the Adoption and Safe Families Act (P.L. 96-272), and on 
several Reform Plan initiatives designed to achieve greater 
involvement of parents and community networks in decision-
making and in service planning and delivery. Additionally, content 
dealing with cultural competency has been enhanced to reflect the 
cultural diversity in New York City and to bring into the training 
the authentic voices of the communities from which ACS draws 
most of its clients (Highsmith, Ilian, & Pratt, 2001).  

The caseworker training is a ten-week program. It uses an 
alternating-week structure: one week in the classroom, with 
protective, preventive, foster care, and congregate care case 
workers from both ACS and the contract agencies trained 
conjointly; and one week in the worker’s actual field setting. The 
latter component is termed On-the-Job Training (OJT).  
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The in-class component is built around a model of the helping 
process that includes the three core conditions (Lindsey, 1992; 
Nuno, 1999) and five engagement and helping skills1 listed below:  

Core Conditions: 
• Respect 
• Genuineness 
• Empathy 

Engagement and Helping Skills: 
• Attending – facial expressions, posture, tone of voice, 

etc. 
• Balanced use of questions – closed, open, and solution 

focused 
• Empathic reflection of content and emotions 
• Concretizing – asking examples or being behaviorally 

specific 
• Summarizing 

The in-class component also introduces: 
• the four ACS Outcomes,  
• other major ACS policies and procedures,  

                                                 
1 These are derived from three related training curricula, GPS-
MAPP, CSA-MAPP, and SET. MAPP is the acronym for a model 
or “framework” of child welfare practice, the Model Approach to 
Partnerships in Parenting, developed by The Child Welfare 
Institute in the late 1980’s (Bayless, Craig-Oldsen, Gildner, & 
Pratt., 1991). MAPP is used as an organizational development 
template implemented through three staff development programs. 
GPS-MAPP (Group Preparation and Selection of Foster and 
Adoptive Families: Model Approach to Partnerships in Parenting) 
is the preparation program for resource families. It has been used 
since 1991 by New York, seventeen other states, the Netherlands, 
and Israel. CSA-MAPP is the in-service follow-up to GPS-MAPP, 
Fostering and Adopting the Child Who Has Been Sexually 
Abused: Model Approach to Partnerships in Parenting, authored by 
Pratt and used by GPS-MAPP Trainers in New York, several other 
states, and Israel since 1995. SET (Supervisory Effectiveness 
Training) is the supervisory training, introduced by Pratt and a 
former consulting institute and used in New York and several other 
states since 1980. SET is designed either to be independent of 
MAPP or to be used in support of the MAPP framework of 
practice embodied in the GPS.  
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• ACS’s structure, 
• community partners, 
• permanency planning, 
• ASFA, 
• family-systems, 
• involving families in assessment of risk and safety 

planning, 
• involving families as team members in a functional 

family assessment and in case planning, 
• working with courts and other components of the legal 

system, and 
• involving families in monitoring progress and case 

closure.  
OJT is structured with activities that support each prior week’s 

classroom content. It is designed to reinforce classroom learning, 
allowing trainees to practice the skills they have begun to learn in 
the classroom. Specialty training follows in each program areas. 
 

The Evaluation/Assessment Package 
 

To accompany the common core, we developed an embedded, 
skills-based package of evaluation and assessment instruments. 
What follows is a description of the instruments and of our early 
experience in using them.  

 
The Evaluation Package 

The evaluation package is intended for use primarily during the 
introduction of the common core components. Its primary purpose 
in to provide information for refining the curriculum and training 
delivery. It is comprised of a number of components: a pre- and 
post-test item analysis; focus groups with trainees as they complete 
the training; in-depth interviews with OJT supervisors; debriefing 
of trainers; and analysis of summary SPrA ratings and test scores. 
The discussion that follows will concentrate on the assessment 
package, and primarily on the SPrA. 

 
The Assessment Package 

The Assessment Package is made up of: 1) the SPrA 
instrument, which is completed four times during the ten-week 
common core training; 2) mid- and post-core conferences; 3) pre- 
and post-test scores—pre-tests are used to help trainees identify 
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areas for study, while the post-test constitutes a final exam; 4) a 
summary SPrA rating; and 5) Professional Development Plans at 
mid- and post-core. The final Professional Development Plan 
grows out of the assessments recorded on the last two SPrA 
instruments. The decision on trainees’ readiness for practice is 
based on both the SPrA and post-test results. 

The post-test serves as the first component of the qualifying 
test that child protective workers must pass upon completion of 
training. A score of 70% or higher signifies readiness to begin 
practice as a caseworker. Scores below 70% lead to a short period 
of additional review, after which the trainee takes the Post-Test a 
second time. A second score of less than 70% constitutes a failure. 
For ACS employees, this leads to dismissal. The average of SPrA 
3 and 4 ratings informs the second component of the readiness 
decision. An average rating below 3.0 also constitutes a failure. 
Trainees who attain a score of 3.0 or higher and 70% on the post-
test are certified for beginning practice.  
 

Philosophy of the Assessment Process 
The Assessment Package is designed to enable the trainer, the 

trainee, and the OJT supervisor to track the trainee’s progress. It is 
intended to do so in a fashion that parallels the philosophy of 
practice embodied in the common core. This philosophy derives 
from the ACS Reform Plan and the Framework of Practice. It uses 
an approach that parallels the desired mode of practice with the 
trainee’s eventual clients. It is therefore based on respect, empathy, 
and genuineness in a professional relationship among trainer, OJT 
Supervisor, and trainee. Assessment is viewed as developmental, 
seeking to encourage the development and enhancement of skills. 
It is structured as a mutual process within which continuous 
individualized coaching in the context of a trusting partnership is 
both a major aid to learning and a primary tool for promoting 
change among client families. The partnership is developed as the 
trainer and the OJT supervisor model the individualized use of the 
three core helping conditions and five engagement and helping 
skills. Key elements of the process are: 

• Trainee self-assessment;  
• Emphasis on performance strengths; 
• Exploitation of opportunities for turning performance needs 

into strengths; and 
• Coaching as a means of promoting learning.  

 69



The Skills Progress Assessment (SPrA) Package 

Individual progress is evaluated in two modes: written tests and 
SPrAs. The written tests include: 1) a paper-and-pencil pre-test in a 
multiple-choice format, which cues learning and provides the 
trainee, trainers, and supervisor with baseline assessment of the 
trainee’s knowledge strengths and needs; 2) seven written tests 
embedded within the curriculum modules, which are intended to 
reinforce understanding of the ACS core conditions and helping 
skills in a timely way; and 3) a multiple-choice post-test, which 
helps to integrate knowledge, values, and judgment learned in the 
classroom and OJT.  

The SPrA has two purposes: First, to initiate ongoing 
professional development of trainees, and second, to ensure that 
performance standards for caseworker certification are attained. 

 
Features of the SPrA Package 

As an assessment strategy, the SPrA is designed to have a dual 
purpose. On the one hand, it structures the developmental feedback 
that the trainer, the OJT supervisor and peers provide to each 
trainee. As such, it parallels the mutuality in assessment and 
planning between the worker and the client, which is a key 
principle of the framework of practice. On the other, it contributes 
to the Academy’s decision, at the conclusion of training, about 
each trainee’s readiness for practice. 

The first SPrAs, 1 and 2, concentrate on the three core 
conditions and five helping skills. SPrAs 3 and 4 assess learning in 
the child welfare tasks on which the curriculum concentrates 
during the final weeks. These are assessing risk, assessing safety, 
assessing underlying needs, and developing the safety plan and 
linkage with resources. They also rate the use of the core 
conditions and helping skills, but only as they are used in carrying 
out the more advanced tasks.  
 
Rating Scales 
Each specific core condition and skill requires a numerical rating 
on a five-point Likert Scale, anchored as follows: 

1. Not effective in making use of this core condition or skill 
(includes a skill needed by this family, but not used by the 
trainee). 

2. Less effective than most trainees at this stage in using this 
core condition or skill.  
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3. About as effective as most trainees at this stage in using 
this core condition or skill.  

4. More effective than most trainees at this stage in using this 
core condition or skill.  

5. Exceptionally effective in making use of this core condition 
or skill. 

For each skill rated, the form also provides lines for written 
comments, which are required for all ratings. At the end of  
the instrument, skill(s) for practice and coaching during OJT  
are identified. 

The rating instructions emphasize identification of strengths 
and describe a four-step process for trainers and OJT Supervisors 
to follow. First, they are to listen to the trainees’ self-assessment 
and to redirect any self-critical responses toward strengths: They 
are then to reinforce this by using behaviorally specific examples 
of multiple strengths. They are next directed to ask the trainee to 
think of steps to take in order to move up one rating number on one 
or two less effective skills. Finally, they are to offer behaviorally 
specific, positively worded suggestions to enhance these skills.  

In assigning a rating to a particular skill, raters are instructed to 
imagine the trainees within each group as demonstrating skills 
within a range of effectiveness. The largest number of trainees 
usually begins with modest skills, close to the minimal level of 
competence for beginning practice. The largest number of trainees 
also develops at a modest rate and demonstrates a near-balance of 
fairly effective and somewhat less effective skills. Raters were 
asked to place the individual trainee's mastery of and growth in a 
particular skill within this range. 
 
The Individual SPrAs 

SPrAs 1 and 3 are done in class. They are based on a role-
played interview between a caseworker and a parent in a pre-set 
scenario from one of the training cases constructed for the 
curriculum. The role-plays are videotaped, and the ratings are done 
as the tape is reviewed, rather than as the role-play progresses. The 
training room in arranged in tables of four, and for the videotaping 
each trainee role-plays the caseworker while another trainee from 
the same table plays the client. The role-plays are observed and 
rated by trainer and by the other trainees at the same table. SPrA 1 
looks at each trainee’s level of development in three core 
conditions and five engagement helping skills. SPrA 3 focuses on a 
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set of casework skills that are introduced in the latter part of the 
training. These are assessing risk, assessing safety, assessing 
underlying needs, developing the safety plan, and linkage with 
resources. As with SPrA 1, SPrA 3 uses trainee self-assessment, 
peer feedback, and trainer developmental feedback and 
assessment.  

SPrAs 2 and 4 are done in OJT. Together, the trainee and OJT 
supervisor rate practice with an ACS family. SPrAs 2 and 4 rate 
the same core conditions and engagement helping skills as the in-
class SPrAs. SPrA 2, based on a practice interview in OJT, is an 
opportunity for self-assessment and field supervisor developmental 
feedback in a more realistic setting. SPrA 4, based on a supervised 
interview with a client family, provides the trainee with an 
opportunity to self-assess the integration of knowledge, values, and 
skills when presented with the challenge of individualizing these in 
a minimally controlled environment. The supervisor also 
contributes developmental feedback and assessment, and the 
supervisor and trainee mutually identify a numeric score, which is 
compared with the mid-core score as one measure of progress.  
This serves as a summary of performance strengths and 
development needs. 

Mid- and post-core conferences follow the SPrAs. They take 
place at the fieldwork site and involve the trainee, the trainer, and 
the OJT supervisor. The mid-core conference brings the trainee, 
OJT supervisor, and trainer together to discuss their respective 
assessments of SPrAs 1 and 2, and to identify a baseline numeric 
rating which summarizes the first half of beginning skills 
development. The post-core conference brings the trainee, 
supervisor, and trainer together to discuss strengths and needs in 
SPrA s3 and 4, to compare these with the baseline performance, 
and to calculate a summary SPrA rating. Mutually they plan next 
steps to build on the trainee’s strengths and to continue skill 
development for a career with ACS.  
 

Findings 
 

Skill Progress Assessments (SPrAs) were used to assess 68 
participants being trained as child welfare caseworkers.  These 
included CPS trainees and Contract Agency caseworkers 
(Preventive and Foster Care). The participants were trained in four 
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simultaneous cycles during December 2001–February 2002 by 
training teams of approximately the same size and level  
of experience.  

We expected average ratings to tend toward the middle of the 
5.0 scale. Trainers’ and supervisors’ attempts to be positive in 
identifying candidates’ strengths would be offset, we thought, by 
the needs they identified related to the skills. Unexpectedly, both 
trainers and supervisors awarded higher than average ratings to 
candidates, indicating the unlikely result that everyone performed 
above average. Trainees received average ratings of 3.78 from 
trainers and 3.86 from supervisors. 

Trainers and the training unit supervisors with whom the 
trainers partnered awarded ratings that varied considerably. Three 
of the four teams of trainers gave high—but consistent—ratings, 
around 3.9. The fourth awarded considerably lower average 
ratings, 3.4, although still above expectations. (See Table 1.) 
Analysis revealed that this group of trainers spent considerably 
more time identifying candidates’ continuing needs than other 
trainers did. Training unit supervisors were less consistent in their 
ratings than were the trainers. Two teams of supervisors awarded 
higher average ratings than the trainers, and two lower. No pattern 
emerged when ratings of training teams were compared with the 
ratings of training unit supervisors. That is, two of the training 
teams awarded trainees higher ratings than their training unit 
supervisors, two lower.  

Comparison of ratings by individual trainers and training unit 
supervisors revealed the greatest variation of all. (See Table 2.) 
Some trainers rated trainees considerably higher on their in-class 
performance than did the training unit supervisors working with 
them in the field; some trainers rated trainees the same; and some 
trainers rated them substantially lower. Two non-staff trainers with 
whom the Academy had contracted provided the fewest comments 
about needs, indicating the poorest understanding of the 
opportunity provided by the SPrA to coach workers in 
ameliorating needs. 

Raters gave numerical ratings that were sometimes inconsistent 
with the strengths and/or needs being described. Two trainers 
awarded numerical scores of 4 (“very effective”) to skills that they 
consistently characterized as excellent in their written comments, 
when 5’s should have been awarded. Another, who said that the 
candidate “… did a great job with the first video and a better job 
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with the second,” awarded an overall rating of 3 (“effective”). A 
third awarded a numerical rating of 5 (“exceptionally effective”) to 
a candidate whose skill she described as “adequately utilized to 
further the interview.” A supervisor who stated that the 
“…candidate’s general ability to use questions exceeds the average 
level of competence” awarded a 3 (“effective”) on that skill.  
 

Discussion 
 

Expectations 
The nature of the Skill Progress Assessment package and the 

accompanying rating instructions implied a set of expectations 
regarding its use, which, as the findings show, were not met. Over 
all, we expected that trainers and supervisors would complete the 
SPrA and would rate common core skills in ways that would 
inspire confidence in the instrument. Specifically, we expected that 
the directions for ratings would lead to consistency among raters. 
We expected that the positive impressions a trainer or supervisor 
may have about a trainee based on identified strengths would be 
balanced by negative impressions based on continuing needs, 
leading to net scores averaging 3.0, or perhaps slightly below on 
the 5-point scale. We anticipated, given this expectation, that some 
trainees would receive unfavorable overall assessments and would 
therefore be counseled to seek alternative employment. 

Additionally, we expected the trainers to bestow higher ratings 
than those given by supervisors. Trainers spend intense periods of 
time in-class nurturing trainees’ skills and mentoring their 
professional development. Supervisors, though not immune to 
personal attachments with workers, focus on candidates’ potential 
for success in the more variegated environment of actual practice. 
Because supervisors judge trainees on a broader spectrum of 
performance on each skill in the field, we expected that it would be 
harder for trainees to earn high ratings from their supervisors than 
from their trainers. 

Likewise, we expected that trainers and supervisors would 
assign numerical ratings for each common core skill that were 
consistent with their written comments. The highest ratings 
obtainable by participants on a skill, 5.0, were expected to be 
accompanied by highly positive comments about demonstrated 
strengths and few comments about needs. Trainees receiving 
ratings of 4.0 were expected to receive fewer written comments on 
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their strengths and more on their needs; as the ratings decreased, 
we expected the relative emphasis of written comments on 
strengths and needs to shift accordingly. 

Finally, we anticipated that trainers and supervisors would 
identify for each trainee a set of essential competencies for 
effective practice in each skill, assess trainees’ performance based 
on these competencies, and coach trainees in those areas of need 
identified in the ratings. 

 
Results 

As demonstrated by the findings, however, both trainers and 
supervisors awarded higher average ratings to trainees than 
expected. Moreover, they frequently disagreed in their ratings of 
individual trainees. They also underutilized opportunities for 
coaching embodied in the SPrA and underutilized opportunities 
created by the instrument to screen trainees out of the child welfare 
caseworker pool.  

We believe that these results reflect the raters’ over-emphasis 
on the candidates’ strengths and underemphasis on their needs, 
which resulted in the high average ratings. Raters tended to 
comment extensively on candidates’ strengths while leaving the 
needs section blank, indicating that they did not appreciate the 
coaching opportunities made possible by the SPrA format. Two 
technical issues may have influenced these ratings as well. First, 
the definitions of the ratings on the 5-point scale may have biased 
the ratings upward by offering raters a range of options from a 5 
(“exceptionally effective”) to a 1 (“not so effective”); there was no 
rating for “ineffective.” Second, twice as much space was provided 
on the form for strengths as for needs, sending an inadvertent 
signal to raters that strengths were more important. 

It appears also that raters did not understand how to seize 
opportunities available in the SPrAs to coach trainees in improving 
their skills. The design of the SPrA encourages raters to identify 
strengths possessed by trainees that they can use to address needs 
related to the development of common core skills. In leaving the 
needs section blank, especially for skills rated below 5, raters 
denied trainees the opportunities to discover ways to use their 
strengths to improve their performance. More importantly, leaving 
the needs section blank foreclosed opportunities for raters to role 
model for trainees how they can help clients to use their strengths 
to address their needs. 
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Finally, raters did not appear to understand their responsibility 
to identify and rate trainees on the most essential skills that are a 
part of the practice setting on which they are evaluated using the 
Skills Progress Assessments. Although the SPrA prescribes a wide 
range of skills on which trainees are rated, there are more skills on 
which it is possible to rate them than time available to do so. 
Accordingly, raters must make judgements regarding the skills that 
are irreducible to the practice setting and hold trainees accountable 
at a minimum for those skills on the SPrA. Exercising judgment of 
that kind was not evident in the SPrAs reviewed to date. 
 
Improving the SPrA 

The findings suggest the need for a comprehensive training 
program for raters aimed at enhancing their understanding of 
opportunities the SPrA provides to coach trainees in enhancing 
their skills. They may suggest, as well, the need to revise the SPrA, 
including better anchoring illustrations for the ratings, and to 
streamline them to reduce the heavy time they make—some 
trainers and supervisors commented that SPrAs 3 and 4 in 
particular were overly long and involved.  

This was a first attempt to implement a skills-based, embedded 
assessment for a competency-based curriculum. Consequently, the 
expectations detailed above were, perhaps, overly optimistic. 
Although many of these expectations were not met, experience in 
using SPrAs has been both instructive and, on the whole, positive. 
While the actual ratings did not meet our expectations, trainers and 
supervisors nevertheless found it useful despite some frustrations 
with the package. In particular, SPrAs offered a means to focus on 
the enhancement of the common core relationship skills. While the 
raters had trouble with the length and complexity of SPrAs 3 and 
4, they found the instruments to be valuable. Moreover many 
promising suggestions were offered for improvement of the 
instruments, and, over all, experience with the package has pointed 
to a direction for its improvement. In their use of the SPrA, trainers 
and supervisors have made considerable progress in fulfilling the 
expectations that accompanied the development of the package. 
While improvements are needed to meet its full potential, the SPrA 
has shown itself to be a promising innovation as an assessment tool 
for fostering the development of skills and the framework of 
practice embodied in the common core.  
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Tables 

 
Table 1. Inconsistent numerical ratings among trainers and 
supervisors, by training team. 
 
  MEAN MEAN MEAN 
  Trainers  Sups.   Overall 
 
Team 1: 3.92  3.70  3.81 
Team 2: 3.40  4.18  3.72 
Team 3: 3.95  3.74  3.84 
Team 4: 3.93  3.97  3.93 
 
 
 
Table 2. Inconsistent numerical ratings among trainers and 
supervisors, by trainer. 
 

MEAN MEAN Mean 
Trainers Sups.  Overall 

 
Trainer 3 3.84  3.83  3.83 
Trainer 9 3.99  3.84  3.82 
Trainer 6 3.64  3.95  3.78 
Trainer 7 3.31  3.96  3.58 
Trainer 10 3.46  4.28  3.84 
Trainer 1 4.05  3.72  3.89 
Trainer 2 3.76  3.79  3.78 
Trainer 11 3.87 
Trainer 4 3.32  
Trainer 5 4.32  3.97  4.16 
Trainer 8 4.12 
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Discussion: “The Skills Progress 
Assessment (SPrA) Package: A Multi-Mode 
Assessment Practice-Readiness in Child 
Welfare Common Core Training” 

 
Thursday, May 23, 2002, 10:30–11:15 a.m. 
Henry Ilian, D.S.W., Robert Highsmith, Ph.D., and Douglas Pratt, 
D.S.W., L.C.S.W., Presenters 
Jane Berdie, M.S.W., Facilitator 
 
Henry Ilian, Robert Highsmith, and Douglas Pratt presented the 
SPrA Trainee Assessment Package, which measures the skill 
acquisition of new social workers participating in new worker 
training. 
 

 

Topics of Discussion 
 
I.   Methodological Issues 

The discussion focused on an overview of the core evaluation 
project and the theoretical orientation, origin, design, and 
outcome of the SPrA. 

• Overview. The SPrA evaluations were one piece of a larger 
new worker core training evaluation. The evaluation 
included five phases of training: the post-test, the skill 
progress assessment completed by the trainer, the skill 
progress assessment completed by the supervisor, the 
specialty curricula post test, and the skill progress 
assessment on the specialty class. The SPrA evaluation was 
piloted last summer and fall and is currently 
institutionalized. Core training included 20 days in class 
and 25 days out of class. Six common core training cycles 
will be held each year, including 25 workers per core, with 
a common core spin-off for supervisors. 

• Strengths based. The SPrA is a strengths-based, solution-
focused process. The self-assessment process set forth in 
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the SPrA parallels how trainees are learning to work with 
clients. For example, if a trainer rated a trainee as “3,” the 
trainee should ask how they could move up to “4.” The 
most time-consuming process was teaching people new 
ways of practice, essentially helping them unlearn their old 
practice routine.   

• In-class evaluation. The trainer’s evaluation is based on 
two videotapes trainees make in class, one midway through 
and the other at the end of the training. The trainer has 
flexibility in determining which skill set the worker will be 
asked to demonstrate, such as developing a service plan. 
Trainees role-play with their peers. The role-plays require a 
whole day of videotaping. This process was built into the 
training as a training exercise and was later identified as the 
starting point for the SPrA. 

• On-the-job evaluation. In the field, the SPrA is based on 
the trainee’s interactions with clients. Supervisors rate 
workers by observing them during practice in the field. 
During OJT week, the supervisor is asked to rate the trainee 
either across all experiences or in one particular interaction. 
However, this variability in rating is problematic because 
the rated observations are not consistent. Trainees are rated 
in the field during the middle of the training and at the end. 

• Outcomes. The expected outcome of the SPrA was a lower 
turnover rate; however, the rate remained the same. The 
working hypothesis was that the infrastructure was unable 
to support the changes made, resulting in the same rate of 
worker turnover. 

 
II.   Identified Issues/Questions for Further Study 

Discussion included identifying weaknesses and potential 
problems in the current evaluation, such as: 

• Evaluation training. Evaluators are not the only ones that 
need to know about evaluation. Supervisors and people 
who use evaluation tools need to have knowledge of the 
evaluation process to increase the validity of the evaluation 
outcomes. Trainers need training to understand their role in 
the evaluation process. They need to link trainees’ strengths 
with their weaknesses, enlisting the trainees’ strengths in 
determining how to address their weaknesses.  
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• Instrumentation. Participants noted the evaluation 
instrument provides more room for strengths than needs. 
The psychological implications encouraged trainers to list 
more strengths than weaknesses. Subtle signals were sent to 
trainers, such as not including negative comments on the 
scale, utilizing “not so effective” instead of ineffective. The 
majority of trainers who presented the training did not fill 
out the weakness section on the trainee evaluation form.  
This phenomenon was most likely due to a lack of training 
the trainers on how to utilize the forms, rather than a lack 
of space on the form. 

• Supervisor competence. Weak points in the evaluation 
were discussed, particularly how to determine if the 
supervisor who has evaluated a trainee is competent in their 
job and to evaluate a new worker. Supervisors are crucial in 
the SPrA process. The team tries to appoint supervisors 
who have trained in the common core and have buy-in to 
the philosophy of the common core. 

• Consequences of rating trainees. One of the most difficult 
pieces of the evaluation dealt with removing the fear factor. 
Trainers and supervisors did not want the power of 
determining the removal of employees. The ethic of the 
training went against the ethos of the agency, which 
basically promotes customer service as more important 
than best practices. However, the evaluation determined if 
an employee demonstrates behaviors that support best 
practices. The SPrA sessions also helped trainees self-select 
out, as they realized they were not suited to the job before 
they actually started the job.   

 
III.  Recommendations 

The discussion focused on ways of improving the validity of 
the current evaluation, such as: 

• Rating scales. It would be helpful to evaluators to insert 
behavioral anchors on each side of the rating scales. 
Behavioral anchors would also help improve rating 
consistency between trainers and supervisors. The team 
welcomes feedback on developing behavioral anchors. 
Averaging the scores given by the supervisor and trainer set 
trainee’s standard scores. During the conference, the 
supervisor, trainer, and trainee should work closely 

 82



Discussion: The Skills Progress Assessment (SPrA) Package 

together to determine scores and to discuss why they rated 
the way they did, eventually reaching a common agreement 
about the rating. This process parallels concurrent planning. 

• Establishing cut-points for job performance. 
Suggestions were made to establish a relationship between 
the cut-points and performance on the job to protect against 
a lawsuit. It is difficult to assess trainees before they pass 
probation; however, trainees must pass five phases of 
training: the post-test, the skill progress assessment 
completed by the trainer, the skill progress assessment 
completed by the supervisor, the specialty curricula post 
test, and the skill progress assessment on the specialty 
class. A trainee who doesn’t pass the five tests is given 
opportunities for make-ups; however, DCS fires the trainee 
who fails any of the five tests. No lawsuits have ensued yet, 
and DCS is willing to take the risk because they do not 
want people in practice who are incompetent.  

• Training raters to ensure reliability of ratings. In 
Kentucky, evaluators enlisted those who were rating 
trainees and provided them training. Heavy investment was 
made on the front end, as 40 hours of training were 
provided for each training mentor, and inter-rater reliability 
was established before training mentors rated trainees. 
While comprehensive, this process demands a lot of 
resources.  

• Follow-up. Suggestions were made to follow up 18 months 
after the training or later with workers who scored well. 
The evaluation team designed an implementation 
questionnaire for supervisors that attempts to find out at 
what level supervisors are using the information they 
learned in training. The evaluation team is hoping to adapt 
this questionnaire for use in the current core training. 
 

____________________ 
 
Henry Ilian, D.S.W., is Coordinator of Testing and 

Measurement at the New York City, Administration for Children's 
Services, James Satterwhite Academy for Child Welfare Training. 
Robert Highsmith, Ph.D., is Director of Evaluation and Testing at 
the James Satterwhite Academy. E. Douglas Pratt, D.S.W., 
L.C.S.W. is Staff Development Specialist at the Child Welfare 
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Policy and Practice Group in Atlanta, Georgia. Dr. Pratt served 
as a consultant to the Satterwhite Academy in the development of 
the Skills Progress Assessment package 

Jane Berdie, M.S.W., a Child Welfare Consultant, is currently 
working on several training evaluation projects for Pennsylvania’s 
child welfare core training and for independent living training in 
Colorado and North Carolina. All involve embedded evaluations 
of knowledge and/or skills. 
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Increasing Participation, Learning,  
and Assessment in the Classroom  
through Technology 

 

ie Mahler, Ph.D., A.C.S.W., and David P. Wegenast, D.S.W. 

egenast and Dr. Mahler demonstrated Classroom 
rmance System (CPS) by eInstruction, Inc. CPS, a portable 

m of infrared transmitters, receiver, and software, is useful for 
sment, evaluation, and reinforcing instruction. 

 

Description 
 

udent participation and learning can be increased through the 
se of a new set of technological instructional tools called 
nce response systems. These systems elicit student interaction 
llecting and displaying student responses to questions. Many 
le have seen an audience response system used on the 
ision show Who Wants to Be a Millionaire? 
here are several manufacturers of classroom response systems 
). They include Classroom Performance System (CPS) from 

ruction, Inc., the Personal Response System (PRS) from 
r Education, Inc., the Audience Participation System from 
tive Systems, Inc., and the TI-Navigator from Texas 
uments, Inc. The CRS described in this paper is the CPS. 
he Classroom Performance System by eInstruction, Inc. is an 
dable, portable system consisting of a set of infrared 
mitters (or response pads), a receiver, and software. The 
m is useful to instructors as a means of reinforcing 
ction, in assessment and evaluation, and in class 

nistration. This system engages the active learning model—
ction/demonstration followed by extensive student practice 
corrective feedback.  
he system software enables faculty and students to have 
diate data analysis and report generation while the session is 
n progress. This instant feedback enhances teaching and 
ing. The Classroom Performance System encourages research 
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on teaching and learning and is an excellent tool for gathering 
research data which can be easily exported to other environments 
for analysis such as SPSS or Microsoft® Excel.  

 
Components 

The CPS (Figure 1) consists of an infrared transmitter (or pad), 
a receiver, and software that both collects the individual student 
responses to instructor-posed questions and displays the results. 
One battery-powered infrared transmitter or pad is normally given 
to each student. The optimal range of a pad is 35 to 40 feet, but can 
function upwards of 80 feet. Currently the CPS handles up to a 
maximum of 256 pads per receiver. 
 

Equipment Requirements 
The software was made to run on a PC in a Microsoft 

Windows® environment. A Macintosh version was just released in 
January 2002. The PC system requirements are very low—
Windows® 95 or better. However, the CPS requires a computer to 
drive the software, and a projector is recommended. 
 

Figure 1 

 
The components of the Classroom Performance System 
(CPS) showing five transmitters, the receiver (top left) and the 
carrying bag with software. 

 
The receiver converts the infrared signal from each transmitter 

to a digital signal which it sends, via a normal RS-232 cable, to the 
computer software. The software collects the digital signals and 
stores the student response in the location designated for that 
transmitter number. It collects all responses and displays which 
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transmitter numbers have responded to that question (Figure 2). 
When the instructor has all responses, he or she can advance to the 
next question. Results can be displayed numerically or as a 
histograph (a horizontal bar graph, vertical bar graph, or pie chart). 
Student performance data can be exported in a variety of formats 
including .doc, .rtf, .xls, .pdf, or the proprietary grade book file 
(.gbf). 

Figure 2 

 

Example of a screen generated by CPS. At the bottom of the 
screen, the grid of numbers indicates student pads that have 
responded in dark, pads that have not responded in white, 
and pads not in use in gray (25–32). 
 

Typical Use 
According to the CPS Web site http://www.eInsruction.com/ 

highered.htm, the CPS can be used to “take attendance; give and 
grade objective pop quizzes; stimulate class discussion with 
subjective and objective questions using CPS’s ad hoc or formal 
question authoring capabilities built within CPS; give a formal 
paper-based class test with multiple versions of the test using CPS 
to grade the exam; use the CPS Grade book to manage all aspects 
of your students’grades while leveraging CPS to collect and record 
them instantly.” 

At http://www.eInstruction.com/learnaboutcps.htm, the uses of 
the CPS are listed and include:  

• “Streamline your grading. Your CPS results can be easily 
exported to Excel, Word, PDF, or the CPS Grade book.  

 87 



Technology to Increase Participation, Learning, and Assessment 

• Pass out a paper test and allow students to answer at their 
own pace. CPS’s automated assessment feature lets 
students answer test questions at their own pace while 
keeping track of answers and grades behind the scenes.  

• Use CPS to increase benchmark test scores. CPS Online 
gives you immediate results school—and district-wide— 
making CPS an ideal tool for benchmark testing.  

• Provide a non-threatening environment allowing all 
students to participate—even the “shy ones.” 

The CPS allows students to respond to multiple quizzes, test, 
and surveys in class. This can increase students’ active 
participation in their learning, particularly in institutions with 
passive learning cultures where there is typically little student time 
spent outside of class on homework and course preparation. CPS is 
built on the active learning model—demonstration followed by 
extensive student practice with corrective feedback (Chickering 
and Gamson and Everett and Zinser, 1987). If this is correct, then 
CPS should increase student learning. 

Through the use of quizzes on homework topics at the 
beginning of class, frequent feedback surveys at the end of each 
lecture segment, and discussions based on student response 
patterns, students should be more actively involved in their 
learning. CPS use should result in measurable learning gains above 
traditional passive lecture classes. 
 
Examples of Use 

A study of IBM management trainees at the IBM Corporate 
Education Center using the Q-System CRS from RSi showed that 
questioning style was the key. Attentiveness and retention were 
improved. “Thought-provoking questions stimulated the students’ 
desire to seek self-discovery and provided them with the 
opportunity to compare their answers to those of the rest of the 
class and their peer groups. The subsequent discussions explored 
issues at greater depths and encouraged participation from a much 
larger percentage of the students.”  

Dr. Ronnie Mahler, Buffalo State College, used the Classroom 
Performance System to enhance student reaction and discussion in 
response to a video reflecting dysfunctional family interaction. 
Students were asked to choose from discrete responses which 
identified possible rules, boundaries, roles, and communication 
patterns. The students were then asked to explain their answers and 
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be open to influence or be influenced by others in their group. 
Student evaluations were extremely favorable and unsolicited 
comments about CPS’s usefulness were received. Students 
described it as interesting, useful, and fun. 

Dr. Mahler recently used the CPS with middle school and high 
school students in a pilot three-day mental health program entitled 
T.E.L.L.-IT. Students are familiar with the television program Who 
Wants to Be a Millionaire?, so they readily caught on to using their 
remotes to convey answers to the 13 knowledge questions. CPS 
was used to measure pre and post session knowledge about mental 
health, signs of mental illness, and ways and programs to deal with 
emotional distress. The students were also asked how they would 
behave in two hypothetical situations in which people they cared 
about were upset. Other follow-up questions were asked to obtain 
their perception of whether T.E.L.L.-IT had positively impacted 
them. Response was highly favorable. 

Dr. David Wegenast, Buffalo State College, used CPS both in 
teaching systems theory applied to organizations to undergraduates 
and human resource management to graduate students. Both 
groups responded favorably and requested that the system be used 
in all class sessions. CPS is effective when used together with 
PowerPoint® presentations, allowing for student interaction every 
10 to 15 minutes, thus defeating “death by PowerPoint®.” CPS  
is the means to effectively use embedded evaluation in a  
classroom setting. 

New York State Child Welfare Training Institute is using CPS 
to collect post-test responses. This enables trainers to turn testing 
time even at the end of five days into a highly interactive review 
while still collecting valid post-test data. Other applications in 
NYS human service training, initiated by Alan Bookhagen, include 
needs assessment data collection and reporting, and completion of 
quality insurance survey data by organization in an efficient and 
timely manner. 
 
Advantages of CPS 

Among the virtues of using CPS is the immediate and accurate 
data analysis and report capacity. Instructors can choose to show 
students' answers instantly in the form of pie charts, percentages, 
and/or bar graphs. In addition, teachers can obtain raw scores and 
percentages for each individual student, frequency distributions for 
each question, and mean scores for an entire group. The reports 
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that are generated can be saved to text files or spreadsheets which 
enable further data analyses. For example, within 30 minutes, Dr. 
Mahler printed frequency distributions, saved pre and post scores 
in an Excel file, and did a pre-post within subject design t-test.  
 

Conclusion 
 

The theoretical, practice, and intuitive benefits of the 
Classroom Performance System outweigh the preparation and set-
up time involved. CPS software is intuitive and easy for faculty 
and trainers to learn. CPS use appears to increase active learning 
by devoting more classroom time to student involvement in active 
feedback such as quizzes on lectures. The theoretical and empirical 
literature on active learning seems compelling to support the 
hypothesis that increased participation leads to increased 
understanding, retention, and satisfaction. 

CPS is an effective and efficient tool in assessment, data 
collection, and reporting. Evaluators as well as instructors will 
embrace the use of this tool in education and training.  
___________________ 

 
Ronnie Mahler, Ph.D., is Associate Professor of Social Work 

and David P. Wegenast, D.S.W., is Professor of Social Work, both 
at Buffalo State College, New York.  Dr. Wegenast is also a 
consultant for eInstruction, Inc. 
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Discussion: “Using the Classroom 
Performance System to Evaluate Training” 

 

sday, May 23, 2002, 11:30 p.m.–12:00 noon 
ie Mahler, Ph.D., A.C.S.W., and David Wegenast, D.S.W., 

enters 

ie Mahler and David Wegenast gave a demonstration of the 
sroom Performance System (CPS) created by eInstruction, 

PS, a wireless response system, enriches the quality of 
ing in the classroom as well as the effectiveness of the 
ing process by encouraging classroom participation and 
iding instant feedback to the instructor. 

 
Topics of Discussion 

 System basics.  he system costs approximately $4,000. The 
Web site www.einstruction.com includes a demonstration 
of the system, as well as studies validating the effectiveness 
of the system.   

 Modes. The system includes a student and instructor mode. 
The student mode is used for giving tests. Instructors can 
give students up to six different copies of the same exam at 
one time, which combats cheating. Instructors provide 
students with written tests and students answer the 
questions using the CPS wireless remote. Students can 
change their answers as frequently as they want until the 
test is over. Students are shown which item they are on; 
however, the answer does not appear on the screen. The 
instructor lead mode can be used for posing questions to the 
class, which helps promote class discussion.  

 Functions. Reporting functions include immediate test 
results, which can be downloaded into a grade book as well 
as into data collection programs, such as SPSS. Test results 
can be printed or sent by e-mail. Problems to anticipate 
include databases getting quite large.  



Discussion: Using the Classroom Performance System 

___________________ 
 
Ronnie Mahler, Ph.D., is Associate Professor of Social 

Work and David P. Wegenast, D.S.W., is Professor of Social Work, 
both at Buffalo State College, New York.  Dr. Wegenast is also a 
consultant for eInstruction, Inc. 
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Having Access to the People  
Who Do the Work and Monitoring  
Their Compliance with Practice Standards 

 

ael Nunno, D.S.W. 

Abstract 

egislative, professional, and regulatory accreditation 
rements mandate residential facilities to implement a crisis 
ntion and management system in policy and practice to 

re child safety. Using the five domains of leadership, 
rvision, training, clinical oversight, and critical incident 
toring, the Residential Child Care Project (RCCP) has 
acted with over thirty child-caring agencies to initiate an 
izational review of their facility’s system according to 

ice and regulatory standards. Changes based on the review are 
mented by a facility team within organizational resource and 
on limits. Linking the domains above into a learning circle 
e one domain informs and supports another is essential to gain 
ol over physical interventions, a major safety and risk 
ern. The details of this learning system demands that all direct 
personnel are trained, evaluated for basic competence in 
l and physical intervention skills, followed up upon through 

rvision and critical incident review, and re-trained post-
ent and at specific periods. All of this must be done within 
ssional and employment practice standards, policy, and state 
ederal law and regulation. This paper will discuss some of the 
equences of an evaluator’s access to facility employees, their 
ing, and on-the-job performance. 



Monitoring theCompliance with Practice Standards 

Introduction 

T
 

herapeutic Crisis Intervention (TCI) is a crisis prevention and 
monitoring system for residential child treatment facilities that 

uses developmentally appropriate non-confrontational limit-setting 
behavior management strategies aimed at preventing and de-
escalating agitated, aggressive and violent behavior.  It also 
employs physical intervention strategies to ensure safety (only) of 
the child, other children, or staff.  TCI was developed at Cornell 
University beginning in 1980, with a federal grant from the 
National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, for use with acting 
out and aggressive children in residential-care facilities.  Since 
then, over 5,000 individuals from North America, the United 
Kingdom, Ireland, Russia, and Australia have been educated as 
TCI trainers.  One inpatient facility using TCI, the Lake Grove at 
Maple Valley School of Massachusetts, recently won a national 
award from the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare 
Organizations for their efforts to reduce the use of physical and 
mechanical constraints. 

 
The TCI system 

 
TCI is a highly structured crisis prevention and management 

program designed to increase residential-care staff members’ 
ability to respond therapeutically to the feelings and behavior of a 
child who is in a crisis (Holden, 2001). TCI teaches staff members 
to interpret children’s aggressive behaviors as an expression of 
needs, to monitor their own level of arousal to aggression, and to 
use active listening, the Life Space Interview (LSI), and other 
behavior management techniques. These techniques have the 
potential to de-escalate a child’s anger and frustration, reduce the 
likelihood that the child will act violently in that situation, and 
ultimately help the child learn more appropriate ways to handle 
stressful and frustrating situations. All verbal, physical, and 
organizational strategies are based on the child growth and 
development literature, practice, and research within a residential 
treatment population, and governed by international principles, 
federal and state law and regulation, professional certification and 
practice standards, and organizational accreditation agencies. All 
physical interventions are considered high-risk interventions and 
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they are further regulated by the individual crisis management 
plans, agency policy and practice, and professional judgment. 

 
Evaluating the TCI 

TCI’s specific knowledge and skills were determined by a 
combination of structure and process components. These included 
observing performance; reading records; quantifying performance, 
utilizing accepted practice, both research-based and risk-based; 
utilizing clinical, organizational, and safety interventions 
strategies; constructing and de-constructing the identified skill and 
desired performance levels; and constructing and de-constructing 
the training necessary for performance at a desired level. Recent 
modifications in the 5th edition of the TCI curriculum have 
incorporated a testing and certification process to ensure quality 
training standards and individual performance monitoring. The 5th 
edition monitoring or testing process has the following three parts: 

1. The knowledge-based test is designed to 
demonstrate a participant’s understanding and 
knowledge of the basic principles and concepts of 
TCI.   

2. The skills based test is designed to demonstrate 
verbal and physical skills such as the LSI and the 
physical interventions.   

3. The participant’s trainer-supervisor appraisal 
allows the TCI trainer to evaluate the strengths and 
needs of the participant in the areas of overall 
performance, participation in training activities, and 
general understanding of the TCI principles, skills, 
and material. The document helps communicate this 
performance to their supervisor. It is expected that 
participants will be able to pass all three sections of 
this evaluation after training. 

 
Hypothesis 

 
We hypothesize that changing an organizational orientation 

from physical action to using non-confrontational developmentally 
sound interventions will result in fewer physical interventions, 
fewer injuries, and fewer critical incidents (Nunno, Holden, & 
Leidy, 2002).  
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Method 
 

We test the hypothesis and gain organizational access through 
an assessment and implementation process within the domains of 
leadership, supervision, training, clinical oversight, and critical 
incident monitoring (see Residential Care Project, 2002). After a 
period of assessment consisting of interviews, surveys, critical 
incident reviews, and an initial organizational assessment/ 
implementation meeting, we introduce TCI principles, knowledge, 
skills, and strategies to a facility via the four-to-five-day 
competency-based curriculum using a certified trainer. This is 
followed by periodic refreshers, remediation, updates, and 
additional workshops. Cornell trains the facility trainer and 
certifies their performance as a trainer, while the facility monitors, 
re-mediates and certifies their own employees.  Cornell provides 
follow-up assistance in training, clinical skills, supervision, 
leadership, and monitoring. The entire process can total a 
commitment of 18 to 24 months (see Residential Care Project, 
2002).  

The findings in this paper are based the author’s work 
described above with profit, non-profit, or state run child 
psychiatric and child welfare facilities. All evaluation and 
intervention methodologies have been reviewed and approved by 
Cornell University’s Human Subjects Review panel.  

Access 
This remarkable process of organizational assessment and 

implementation provides access to all levels of the organization as 
well as the capacity to monitor training quality and participant 
performance in training and on the job as required by regulation 
and accrediting bodies. Training quality is measured through direct 
observation, reviewing test results, and interviewing the trainers 
and participants. Adherence to the lesson plans, timeframes, 
training objectives, and activities of the training curriculum are 
measured. Monitoring training is an additional control to ensure 
that the knowledge and skills necessary for successful performance 
of the non-confrontational, limit-setting strategies and tactics are 
learned in training and employed on the job. 

Because TCI skills and knowledge are introduced formally in 
training, the quality of the direct training is critical if participants 
are to learn successfully. TCI skills and knowledge are first taught 
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in a train-the-trainer course to a select group of facility personnel, 
often from the training and supervisory ranks. These individuals 
are performance tested in verbal and physical intervention 
strategies, as well as training principles, and are expected to 
introduce the TCI curriculum as written and developed with few, if 
any, modifications to their colleagues. Initial work by Nunno, 
Holden, & Leidy (in press) indicates that this train-the-trainer 
format, when adhered to strictly, is effective in knowledge 
acquisition and knowledge maintenance.   
 

Findings and Discussion 
 

What are we learning from our observations and analysis 
of training performance monitoring? 

 
Uneven Quality of Training 

Even though training quality ranged from poor to fair in 
methods of content delivery, accuracy of information, and attention 
to group process, participants passed the written and skills 
demonstration tests. Training quality was compromised by a lack 
of adherence to training manual instructions, simple group process, 
and inadequate training environments. Although the scope and 
range of participants within the training varied from facility to 
facility, many training programs included all levels of facility staff. 
This author’s direct observation was that many of the participants 
were prepared for the training event through their required reading. 
Participant engagement and attention was fair to good for most of 
the programs, although no objective measures were taken. 
 
Correct Answers 

One of the unintended consequences of performance testing is 
that the training and testing system establish an expectancy of a 
“correct” answer and “correct” methodology to perform tasks. 
Much of our work in child care has ambiguous means and 
outcomes, with many staff believing that all children need is love 
and attention. Establishing a knowledge and skills base with 
performance expectations helps to move from an ambiguous set of 
knowledge and skills to a knowledge-based and skills-based 
practice with expectations and standards of performance. This 
move from ambiguity of purpose to the utilization of a set series of 
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knowledge and skills based in good practice and research has the 
advantage of professionalizing child care staff. 
 
Choosing to Use  

Attitude in performance-based training and testing is defined as 
“choosing to use” the knowledge and skills taught within the 
program (Gagne, 1985; Gagne, Briggs, & Wager, 1992; Gagne & 
Medsker, 1996). One product of a performance-based training is 
knowing more quickly and with more certainty a participant’s 
values, limitations, and likelihood of “choosing to use” the 
knowledge and skills acquired within a training environment. If 
participants cannot articulate basic concepts (the crisis cycle) and 
perform basic skills (active listening), they are unlikely to employ 
those concepts and skills on-the-job. 
 
Knowledge Test Results 

Many TCI trainers report that they have poor knowledge test 
results in the fill-in-the-blank portion of the test given to child care 
workers. The causes of these difficulties in passing usually revolve 
around low reading proficiency or illiteracy, test anxiety, and poor 
preparation. Based on “passing” difficulties organizations have 
asked us to: 1) change the standards of performance to 
accommodate literacy, test anxiety, and physical limitations; and 2) 
redevelop our fill-in-the-blank knowledge tests so that they are 
multiple choice and/or to allow answers that are “almost right.” 
Both requests were rejected as solutions.  

Some solutions that have improved test performance are the 
following:  

1. Using recall and prompting strategies as a training activity, 
2. Fiving an oral test to reduce literacy dependence, 
3. De-mystifying the testing process by embedding the test 

items in the training, 
4. Developing the expectation that supervisors will both 

prepare participants and monitor participants’ progress 
through training, 

5. Creating a training culture that expects training readiness, 
practice, and on-the-job utilization, 

6. Modifying the test items to reflect training content more 
closely, 

7. Having trainers self-assess their own styles and 
preparedness that might affect learning, 
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8. Allowing additional time for skills practice, and 
9. Reviewing hiring requirements and standards for on-the-job 

performance.  
 

In addition, the direct observation of training also revealed that 
TCI may need to highlight prompts and scripts to teach verbal 
skills more effectively. Further discussion and research supporting 
the notion of prompts and scripts can be found in Warren et al., 
1999. Even with the limitations of training, this system has the 
potential to target remediation if there are performance deficiencies 
in training and to more quickly alert supervisors to performance 
strengths and needs. 
 

What are we learning from on-the-job critical 
incident/intervention monitoring? 

 
On-the-Job Performance 

On-the-job performance is measured through critical incident 
reviews. Every facility is required through law, regulation, 
accreditation, and certification bodies to document critical 
incidents such as fighting, runaways, assaults, verbal and physical 
threats, and suicidal gestures, as well as the interventions such as 
physical interventions, restraints, seclusion, and isolation. These 
events and interventions are documented through a “critical 
incident” form designed and developed by the facility. Although 
the quality of the format and the quantity of the information 
gathered varies significantly, a well-designed and well-written 
critical incident form will reveal some useful information, 
including: 

• the frequency and location of the incident, 
• personnel/children involved in the incident, 
• critical incident types or safety violations that led to a 

physical intervention, 
• adherence to practice standards, 
• adherence to safety interventions and clinical plans, 
• patterns of response, 
• utilization of knowledge and skills, and 
• training needs. 

 
The consequences for poor performance during these critical 

incidents are potentially severe and include, but are not limited to, 
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job loss, increased injury to child and staff, increased civil/criminal 
liability for injury, and a child abuse report. 

Some child care professionals estimate that a significant 
number of critical incidents in facilities are induced or escalated by 
adult interactions with the children (Gibson, 2002). Therefore, 
some employees may look upon critical incident reviews with 
wariness. Preparation by the supervisor and acceptance by 
colleagues for practice self-assessment are key to successful 
critical reviews.  Discussing critical incidents as a learning strategy 
in unit or clinical meetings without prior one-to-one discussion 
between supervisor and worker is usually unproductive, and can 
often lead to hard feelings and defensiveness. An important aspect 
of the review is to address “choosing to use” the knowledge, skills, 
and procedures on the job. The critical incident reviews performed 
by an agency’s critical incident review team have detected 
adherence (or non-adherence) to individual crisis plans and 
utilization (or non-utilization) of TCI knowledge, skills, tactics, 
and strategies. The review has the capacity for better supervisory 
interactions, as well as targeted training remediation if critical 
incidents pick up on-the-job performance deficiencies. 

 
Conclusion 

 
This is a long-term implementation and training project, and 

we will continue to refine the strategies for both post training 
testing and on-the-job monitoring of skills. Our ultimate aim is to 
reduce the levels of aggression in residential child care, children’s 
psychiatric, and juvenile corrections facilities through training as 
well as programmatic and organizational initiatives. We are 
moving beyond measuring outcomes and competencies within the 
training arena to address more immediate issues such as whether 
participants are using prescribed on-the-job verbal and physical 
skills in crisis situations with children. Monitoring on-the-job 
usage of prescribed prevention and de-escalation skills requires 
close cooperation between the trainer and the supervisor. 
Introducing prescribed strategies injects clinical oversight into 
crisis prevention and management through the individual crisis 
management plans for each child. It also removes some child care 
worker discretion from the decisions to use certain verbal and 
physical interventions for specific children. In other words, child 
care worker decisions to physically intervene with children become 
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less of a personal choice and more a choice to adhere to the child’s 
individual crisis management plan, and ultimately to a standard of 
care. Although this issue has many complexities, lack of adherence 
to the individual crisis management plan may subject the care 
worker to closer supervisory scrutiny and remediation training. 
Adherence to set standards of care based on best practice models 
found in human behavioral, developmental, clinical, and 
organizational research will further professionalize the child care 
field. 
____________________ 
 

Michael Nunno, D.S.W., is the Principal Investigator of the 
Residential Child Care Project. He is Senior Extension Associate 
with the Family Life Development Center at the College of Human 
Ecology, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York.  
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Discussion: “Having Access to the People 
Who Do the Work, Monitoring  
Compliance with Practice Standards” 
sday, May 23, 2002, 1:30–2:30 p.m. 
ael Nunno, D.S.W., Presenter 
tt Johnson, M.S.W., L.C.S.W., Facilitator 

ael Nunno presented Having Access to the People Who Do 
ork, Monitoring Compliance with Practice Standards, 

ing on the Therapeutic Crisis Intervention (TCI) System, a 
 prevention and monitoring system for residential child 
ent facilities such as psychiatric facilities, either public, non-

t, or for-profit. The presentation focused on post-training 
g procedures, consisting of written tests and testing of verbal 
 and physical restraint moves.   

 
Topics of Discussion 

ethodology 
he discussion focused on further information regarding the 
ing program, specifically how data is gathered and 
ined, and how skills are taught and tested in the 

room. 
 Examination of critical incidents. The protocol for 

examining critical incidents includes talking to the child, 
supervisor, and child care worker about one critical 
incident. However, this rarely happens because the 
evaluator has to be present when the incident occurs. 
Otherwise, TCI staff will interview people about critical 
incidents in general. Each agency uses their own critical 
incident report; however, TCI helps facilities improve their 
recording procedures. Qualitative data is gathered and 
analyzed by discussing the data in a team format, with the 
goal of developing a plan for the next day’s work. 

 Skills acquisition. Skills are taught by role-play between 
peers. Peers and instructors function as observers.
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• Testing. The system places heavy emphasis on embedded 
tests; however, a summative test is given at the end of the 
training. Fill-in tests have a notorious reputation for 
eliciting invalid answers, especially because of literacy 
issues; however, TCI uses this method to increase recall, 
hoping employees will attain recognition of behaviors later. 
Trainees have access to the test throughout the training; 
however, they are given the test again only at the 
completion of the training. TCI trainers administer the tests. 
The written test passing standard is 80%. Trainers can 
weight questions differently to tailor the training to their 
facility’s needs.   

 
II. Training Outcomes 

The discussion focused on indicators utilized to measure 
desired training outcomes, as well as other outcomes gained by 
the training. 

• Trainee evaluation. Reviewing the trainees’ critical 
incident reporting provides an opportunity to monitor if 
employees have incorporated into their job the skills 
learned in TCI. TCI monitors effectiveness by tabulating 
the number of critical incidents after training. A decrease in 
the number of critical incidents within a facility is an 
indicator of training success. 

• Facility improvements. Other outcomes include providing 
facilities with a common, non-confrontational language for 
talking about children’s behavior. Again, critical incident 
reporting is used to monitor employees’ use of language in 
reports, as well as interviewing employees and supervisors. 
Facility outcomes include noting a decrease in the number 
of workers compensation claims for clients and staff. 
Furthermore, employees begin generalizing the 
improvements in critical incidents to other practices within 
the agency.   

 
III.  Identified Issues/Questions for Further Study 

• Maintaining gains. TCI hypothesizes that when you pay 
attention to an issue, such as decreasing critical incidents, 
you will experience an initial surge of improvement. The 
struggle within an agency is to maintain the improvements 
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and develop an organizational environment that supports 
the maintenance of improvements. 

____________________ 
 
Michael Nunno, D.S.W., is the Principal Investigator of the 

Residential Child Care Project. He is Senior Extension Associate 
with the Family Life Development Center at the College of Human 
Ecology, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York.  

Barrett Johnson, M.S.W., L.C.S.W., is the Regional Training 
Academy Coordinator for the Regional Training Academy 
Coordination Project at the California Social Work Education 
Center (CalSWEC), based at the School of Social Welfare, 
University of California, Berkeley. 
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Is Your Needs Assessment 
Meeting Your Needs? 

 

y Parry, Ph.D., and Deborah K. Yip, M.S.W. 

 

Abstract 
 

 1999 the Northern California Children and Family Services 
ing Academy contracted with the American Humane 
ciation (AHA) for assistance in computerizing and analyzing 
ears of competency assessment data collected from workers 
upervisors before and after Academy core training. These 
served a dual purpose of providing a needs assessment to 
 the development of Academy training courses, and also 

iding an individual assessment of both training needs before 
ding Core and progress after Core training.   
ight different assessment instruments were constructed by the 
emy for the Core evaluation. These were: 
 a pre-academy self-assessment for caseworkers, 
 a post-academy self assessment for caseworkers, 
 a pre-academy assessment of workers by their supervisors, 
 a post-academy assessment of workers by their supervisors, 
 a pre-academy self-assessment for supervisors, 
 a post-academy self assessment for supervisors, 
 a pre-academy assessment of supervisors by their 

supervisors, and 
 a post-academy assessment of supervisors by their 

supervisors. 
 instrument asked for ratings of a series of job competencies 
ree scales: performance (how much knowledge or skill the 
ee had in that competency area), importance to the job, and 
ency (how often that knowledge or skill was needed). Pre and 
rating forms differed slightly in demographic and other items, 
ontained the same sets of competency statements. Self-
sment and supervisor assessment forms also had a parallel set 
mpetencies, so that self and supervisor ratings could be 
ared on the same items. These instruments were intended to 
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be filled out by trainees and their supervisors before attending Core 
training and again 6 months afterward. They were also intended to 
be filled out independently. In practice post-assessments were 
rarely filled out, and anecdotal reports suggested that instruments 
were not always filled out independently. 

The Academy had a number of specific questions and concerns 
that defined the focus of the evaluation. One of these concerns was 
the length of the instruments being used and the drop off in 
response rates after the initial pre assessment. Academy staff 
wanted to know if any items could be eliminated and the 
instruments shortened. A second set of concerns had to do with 
identifying items where trainees consistently rated their 
performance as “exceptional” (at the highest level) on the pre-test, 
perhaps indicating no need for training in that area. The Academy 
also requested analyses comparing supervisor ratings on each 
instrument with the employees’ self-ratings and comparisons of 
self and supervisor ratings pre and post training. This paper 
discusses practical and methodological issues connected with this 
type of assessment.   
 

Issues 
 
Prioritizing Competencies: Traditionally analysis of 

instruments of this type has involved calculating mean ratings for 
each competency on each response scale; in this case, 
performance, importance to the job, and frequency of use. These 
mean ratings are rank ordered and the most critical identified.  

One difficulty, however, is the identification of the most 
critical competencies. Several approaches are possible. One is to 
use one standard deviation above the mean of the distribution as a 
cut off, identifying all competencies with ratings above that level 
as priorities. Another approach is simply to take the top ten or top 
X percent of competencies as priorities. However, often 
differences between means are only tenths or hundredths of a 
point, making any approach to setting a cutoff somewhat arbitrary. 
See Table 1 below for an example. 
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Table 1. Lowest Performance Ratings Based on 

Worker’s Self-Ratings 
 
(Raw Score: 0= Lowest, 3 = Highest) 
Competency Mean 

Raw 
Score 

1.26  Describing methods of support for children with 
chronic and/or life-threatening medical 
conditions.  

1.32 

2.1 Identifying the impact of legal, socioeconomic, 
and psychological issues on the behavior of new 
immigrants 

 

1.33 

3.7 Testifying in juvenile court, family court, 
probate court, and criminal court. 

 

1.34 

3.8 Creating a child behavior management plan that 
can be used by foster parents. 

 

1.35 

2.16 Identifying different types of institutional abuse, 
i.e., psychological abuse, inappropriate restraint 
methods, or abuse of psychotropic medications. 

 

1.39 

2.3    Conducing and interview and assessment 
through an interpreter. 

1.39 

3.9 Assisting and supporting a foster family in 
making a decision about offering permanency to 
a child placed with them. 

 

1.40 

 
The analysis for this project used Rasch modeling to try to find 

a less arbitrary approach to identifying priorities for training. 
Rasch modeling offered several advantages. First, it allowed clear 
and consistent rankings of competencies along a continuum from 
most needed to least (lowest performance ratings to highest), most 
important to least important to the job, and most frequently used to 
least used. In Rasch modeling items are placed on an equal interval 
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scale1, thus differences in ranking among items have a consistent 
meaning across the entire scale. The Bigsteps program used for 
this analysis also provided maps of items in which items that were 
functionally equivalent in rankings were grouped together visually 
(see Figure 1, below).  
 
Workers’ Map of Items Based on Performance Ratings 
 
 
      Lower performance—More needed items 

 
p1_26 
p2_1   p2_16  p2_3   p3_7   p3_8 
p3_9 
p2_2   p2_22  p2_23  p3_15  p3_17  p3_5   p3_6       

p4_14  p4_17 
p1_13  p1_16  p1_18  p1_23  p1_27  p1_4   p1_7   p1_9   

p3_16   p3_22 
p1_1   p1_19  p1_21  p1_22  p1_6   p2_14  p2_15  p2_6   
p3_1  p3_10  p3_13  p3_14   p3_20  p3_21  p4_3 
p1_12  p1_3   p1_5   p2_10  p2_17  p2_19  p2_9   
p3_11  p3_12 p3_18  p3_3   p4_13   p4_2   p4_9 
p1_11  p1_15  p1_17  p2_12  p2_20  p2_21  p3_19  p3_4   

p4_15   p4_4 
p1_14  p1_25  p1_8   p3_2   p4_12 
p1_10  p1_24  p2_4   p2_5   p2_8   p3_23  p4_10  

p4_11  p4_5 
p1_2   p2_11  p2_13  p2_18  p2_7   p4_1   p4_6   p4_8 
p4_16 
p1_20  p4_7 
 

   Higher performance—Less needed items 
 
Items in boldface have the lowest ratings of performance or highest 
need  
Items in italics have the highest ratings of performance or lowest 
need  
Items on the same line are equivalent in rating level. 
 
In this map items on the same line, although they may have 
somewhat different mean ratings may be regarded as equivalent, 
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meaning at all points along the scale continuum. Because of the shape of the 
underlying distributions of scores, raw score differences, even of the same 
apparent size, may actually represent larger or smaller differences in ability 
depending on whether or not they occur at the midpoint of extremes of the scale. 
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thus simplifying interpretation of the distribution of ratings 
obtained from the needs assessment. 

Missing Data: Rasch modeling also has the very useful 
property of being “sample independent.” This means that the 
estimates it yields of an item’s ranking or a person’s knowledge 
and skill do not depend on the relative ability of the group of 
people that responds or the specific set of items that they respond 
to. Thus, Rasch modeling accommodates missing data better than 
traditional analysis methods, which might omit an entire 
instrument from the analysis if data were missing. This was 
important in this analysis because people tended to skip items 
within forms. It was particularly important to capture all available 
data for post-test forms because response rates were significantly 
lower than for pretests.  

Item Analysis: The model was also useful for this project 
because it allowed the identification of items that had undesirable 
psychometric characteristics, for example, those that had poor 
discrimination2 and were potentially confusing. This was important 
since one purpose of the analysis was to identify items that could 
be cut from the instrument to improve its functioning and ease of 
use.  It also allowed for the examination of how the rating scale 
was being used. For example, on a four-point scale did people use 
all four points, or never mark a particular response such as “cannot 
do,” or “exceptional.” In the case of the Davis instruments, results 
showed that almost all items were of psychometrically acceptable 
quality and the rating scale was being used as intended. Use of the 
rating scale indicated that people were able to consistently 
differentiate between levels of performance, levels of importance, 
and frequency of use. The analysis also allowed for the 
examination of how each scale related to the other scales. 
Interestingly, people responded almost identically when asked to 
rate importance and frequency, possibly indicating that this is a 
difficult distinction. Importance may be judged by how frequently 
a skill is needed. This finding also points to a way that the 
                                                 
2 In item analysis the term discrimination refers to the item’s ability to 
discriminate high from low ability. To have adequate discrimination, an item 
should be answered correctly most of the time by people who score well on the 
total test, and incorrectly most of the time by low scorers. In the case of rating 
scales, a poorly discriminating item is one that is given a rating that would be 
highly unlikely given the pattern of responses to similar items. Items with poor 
discrimination may be written in a confusing manner, contain more than one 
idea to be rated, or have other types of technical problems.  
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instruments might be shortened. If these rating scales do not 
provide distinct information, one of them might be dropped. 

Calculating Agreement: One other key question in this 
project dealt with agreement between supervisors’ ratings of 
worker competency and workers’ self ratings. Two methods of 
comparison were used, both yielding different perspectives. One 
method of making this comparison was to use the Kappa statistic 
to compare workers’ to supervisors’ ratings on each item. Cohen’s 
kappa measures the agreement between the evaluations of two 
raters, correcting for chance agreement, when both are rating the 
same object. A value of 1 indicates perfect agreement. A value of 0 
indicates that agreement is no better than chance.  

With Kappa the two raters have to agree exactly on the rating. 
The difference between acceptable and exceptional is just as much 
a disagreement as exceptional vs. can not do. In this analysis the 
Kappas for pairs of ratings were low to moderate not indicating 
much agreement between workers and supervisors. For example, 
the Kappa for item 3.21 “Working in groups to develop solutions 
to organizational barriers” was .056. The Kappa for item 3.22 
“Analyzing organizational problems” was .027. Both of these 
indicate little agreement when exact agreement is required. 

The second method was to graph and correlate the Rasch 
measure scores derived from the worker ratings against the scores 
derived from the supervisors’ ratings to give an overall picture of 
agreement across the whole instrument. An example is shown in 
the Comparison of Performance Ratings. 
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The R squared statistic indicates that 85% of the variance in 
supervisor ratings can be predicted from worker ratings, a high 
degree of relationship. Each point represents the intersection of the 
workers’ and supervisors’ ratings for a competency item. Items 
closer to the regression line indicate greater agreement and those 
farther out indicate less agreement. For example, on item 3.21 both 
workers and supervisors gave ratings leading to Rasch measures of 
approximately -.8. On item 3.22 workers’ ratings resulted in a 
Rasch measure of around -.5 and supervisors’ resulted in a rating 
just over-1.0. In contrast to the Kappa, this analysis gives and 
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overall picture of how closely the two groups agree without 
requiring that the agreement be exact.  

Summary: The analysis of these data illustrates a number of 
the difficulties inherent in interpreting findings from a 
comprehensive and detailed needs assessment instrument such as 
many in use today. These instruments have been constructed to be 
detailed and inclusive with the expectation that they would provide 
guidance to a new worker in planning for his or her training needs 
and also to the training program in planning course offerings and 
developing curriculum. They often have not been useful in either. 
The length and time required to fill them out has led to low rates of 
response. Self-ratings may also be problematic because it can be 
argued that a new worker may not yet be in a position to make 
informed judgments about his or her training needs. Information 
provided has typically not been used in developing new courses or 
planning course offerings. Perhaps in part because it is very 
difficult to get a clear picture of what the results mean. It may be 
very difficult to discern a pattern in the findings and findings may 
shift when different analyses are conducted. We would like to 
suggest that developers of needs assessment instruments consider 
the following: 

• Different approaches to identifying worker competencies 
focused on fewer and more basic core competencies, 

• Different methodologies depending on purpose of the 
assessment, e.g. focus groups to get at detail needed for 
course development, 

• Care in developing scales on questionnaire type 
instruments to be sure that different scales are performing 
as intended and measuring distinct dimensions, 

• Careful consideration of the analytic technique chosen to 
fully understand why results have been obtained. 

This is a central topic in child welfare training and more study is 
needed to determine the most productive approaches to conducting 
needs assessments. 
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___________________ 
 

Cindy Parry, Ph.D., is an independent consultant in Training 
and Program Evaluation based in Littleton, Colorado. 

Deborah K. Yip, M.S.W., is Director of the Resource Center for 
Family-Focused Practice at The Center for Human Services at the 
University of California, Davis. 
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Discussion: “Is Your Needs Assessment 
Meeting Your Needs?” 

 

sday, May 23, 2002, 2:45–3:45 p.m. 
y Parry, Ph.D., and Deborah K. Yip, M.S.W., Presenters 
n Leake, Ph.D., Facilitator 

y Parry and Deborah K. Yip presented Is Your Assessment 
ing Your Needs?, focusing on evaluation data collected 
gh The Northern California Children & Family Services 
ing Academy’s Core Training Program for new child welfare 
l workers. Pre- and post-assessment surveys were given to 
rvisors and trainees. The evaluation looked at agreement 
s between supervisor and trainees’ assessments, as well as the 
cy of the training and identification of training needs.   

 
Topics of Discussion 

ethodological Issues 
he discussion focused on the decision-making process used 
n the evaluation, the evaluation design, and the usefulness of 
valuation. 
 Issues with ratings. Frequency of job tasks instead of their 

importance ended up being a more accurate measure. In the 
data presented trainees rated everything important, whereas 
supervisor’s responses were more varied. In some areas 
supervisors also rated workers’ competencies higher than 
the workers. Supervisors usually rated training needs higher 
than trainees, which could have been a reflection of their 
viewing the job expectations differently. 

 Usefulness of core training needs assessment. Some 
participants felt there is not a need for input from new 
workers on core training because agencies know what new 
workers need to know. However, the assessment is a good 
tool for transfer of learning and promoting self-awareness 
through encouraging supervisor and trainee interaction, 
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which would also help new employees shape their 
expectations of their supervisors. 

 
II.   Identified Issues/Questions for Further Study 

• Perception of training importance. If people know what 
unit they will work in, their perception of importance about 
certain tasks changes. A struggle during training is getting 
people to understand that they need to learn all skill areas 
in child welfare because their job tasks will most likely 
change as they move among different units.   

• How do you assess soft skills in an employee? If you 
view the supervisor and worker relationship as parallel to 
that of the client and worker, you may be able to assess 
how the worker will treat the client. However, interpersonal 
and attitudinal assessment should occur before hiring. 
Summit County instituted a series of photographs of 
families and other people asking the interviewee to describe 
what they saw in the picture. This process helped illuminate 
interviewee’s attitudes, values, and beliefs about the work. 

• Other needs assessment projects. Texas completed a 
broad survey as part of its needs assessments and later held 
focus groups to gain clarity. Colorado tried the same 
process; however, the needs assessment did not help 
develop the curriculum.   

• Survey return rates. Some evaluators have experienced 
good survey return rates by having trainees fill out the 
questionnaires before they leave the training.   

____________________ 
 

Cindy Parry, Ph.D., is an independent consultant in Training 
and Program Evaluation based in Littleton, Colorado. 

Deborah K. Yip, M.S.W., is Director of the Resource Center for 
Family-Focused Practice at The Center for Human Services at the 
University of California, Davis. 

Robin Leake, Ph.D., is a Research Associate with Children’s 
Services at American Human Association.  
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Sherrill J. Clark, Ph.D., and Susan E. Jacquet, Ph.D.

Abstract

In light of Council on Social Work Education (CSWE)
requirements and the existence of curricula prior to the
development of the Title IV-E Program, how do we coordinate an
evaluation of the curricula of more than a dozen MSW programs?
Currently, the California Social Work Education Center
(CalSWEC) Title IV-E curriculum evaluation process includes a
Curriculum Snapshot, Student Focus Groups, and a series of
student and child welfare worker surveys. The participating MSW
programs submit the Snapshot biennially to report on how and
where they incorporate the CalSWEC competencies into their
curriculum, either in the classroom or in the fieldwork. The focus
groups are conducted with the Title IV-E MSW students just prior
to graduation to obtain input on the effectiveness of the
curriculum, field experience, and other aspects of the program. The
surveys are administered to all MSW students at the beginning and
end of their academic programs, to all child welfare agencies and
workers, and to the Title IV-E MSW recipients after their payback
period in child welfare agencies. In this paper we discuss these
various methods currently used to evaluate the CalSWEC training
curricula; the challenges that arise with attempts to standardize the
assessment with 15 schools administering 15 different curricula;
and possible solutions for the modification of the evaluation
process.

Evaluating the Title IV-E MSW
Education Program
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Description of the CalSWEC
Title IV-E MSW Program

alSWEC was formed in 1989 at the University of California,
Berkeley, School of Social Welfare as a collaboration between

all of California’s accredited graduate schools of social work,
CDSS, Region IX of the Administration for Children and Families,
non-profit foundations, the California Chapter of the National
Association of Social Workers, and the 58 counties. The mission
established at that time intended to reprofessionalize public social
services by:

• Providing financial support to MSW students enrolled in an
MSW program designed for public child welfare practice
competence and

• Facilitating efforts that encourage the retention of
professionals in public social service agencies.

In January 1993, the California Department of Social Services
entered into a contract with CalSWEC through the University
Regents to provide federal Title IV-E money for stipends for full-
time child welfare MSW students and for staff to implement the
program.

In 1999 CalSWEC’s Board of Directors reaffirmed its
commitment to a variety of public human services in California
and revised its mission statement as follows:

“The California Social Work Education Center
(CalSWEC) is a partnership between the schools of
social work, public human service agencies, and
other related professional organizations that
facilitates the integration of education and practice
to assure effective, culturally competent
service delivery and leadership to the people
of California.”

A comprehensive set of competencies form the basis of a
specialized MSW IV-E child welfare curriculum, which students
complete during their coursework and field placements (CalSWEC
Web site). Students receiving the IV-E stipend also complete at
least one of their two field placements in a public child welfare
setting. When they graduate, students are required to complete one
year of full-time paid work in a public child welfare agency in
California for every year of support.

C
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The IV-E competencies that were developed by a coalition of
practitioners, administrators, researchers, and instructors in 1991
were revised in 1996 (Clark, in press; Clark & Dickinson, 1998)
and again in 2002.  The 2002 revision separates “foundation”
competencies from “advanced” competencies, and provides
guidelines for when in the course of the two-year MSW program
each type of competency should be taught.  These competencies
were adapted by the regional training academies and subsequently
used in the development of the standardized core curriculum,
providing the basis for a link between the university-based
masters-level education and the academy-based training for newly
hired workers.

Educating Social Workers
for Public Child Welfare Practice

The primary access to public social work services for
vulnerable children and families is through the public child welfare
system. The current public child welfare system in California is, by
and large, based on the application of sanctions for neglect and
maltreatment rather than on the provision of services.  This is
contrary to what we know works.

Experience demonstrates that successful intervention and
treatment depend heavily on the quality of the helper’s relationship
with the client. Professional social work is based on the structured
use of self in a helping relationship. Social workers provide the
majority of casework services in child welfare.  Often, however
those persons working in public child welfare who are called social
workers in actuality are not social workers in the true sense; that is,
they have not been trained in social work practices. This is
particularly true everywhere in California except the San Francisco
Bay Area. Shortages of social workers in all sectors may be at the
root of this situation. Furthermore, the consequences of error on
the part of the child welfare caseworker can be dire. These
conditions combined have resulted in a lack of quality control and
a systemwide reliance on applying rules to family situations rather
than treating each family as a unique entity.
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Efforts to Redesign
the California Child Welfare System

The California Department of Social Services is currently
undertaking an effort to redesign child welfare practice to be more
family-focused, culturally competent, and non-adversarial -
characteristics of the social work profession’s stated values about
what works to help families. For example, the long-term vision for
families includes goals such as:

• Offering social work interventions to families early so as to
mitigate or eliminate the effects of chronic neglect,
substance abuse, homelessness, and developmental delays
caused by child abuse/neglect, and

• Eliminating the stigma of receiving child welfare services
so that more parents will benefit from the services sooner.

The re-design also envisions a professionally trained child
welfare workforce, that will: demonstrate cultural competence;
employ strength-based assessment and casework skills; practice
professional social work ethics and values; and work effectively
with community members and other professionals.

In order to make progress toward the vision for child welfare
workers and ultimately for a system of promising practices that
will result in good outcomes for families and children, we have
designed an evaluation system for the Title IV-E California
program.

Evaluating Public Child Welfare
Social Work Education

Why Evaluate?
Evaluating CalSWEC’s Title IV-E program serves multiple

purposes. First, while it is generally believed that social work
education improves practice, this assumption needs to be
empirically tested in terms of the processes and manner in which
this occurs in relation to the outcomes for children and families in
the child welfare system. The rationale for the MSW Title IV-E
program is that better educated social workers provide a depth of
service and a wide range of critical thinking skills to the agency. It
is also hoped that Title IV-E educated social workers will choose
the field of child welfare as their career, which would provide
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continuity in the system and thus better outcomes for children and
families.

Second, a process evaluation assures that the educational
program is implemented as it is intended. This is not to say that all
schools have the resources to implement a new child welfare
specialty program.  Neither do all schools have equal interest or
faculty expertise in child welfare. However, program evaluation
can identify resource gaps and improve program implementation.
Program implementation can then be studied and used as a basis
for quality assurance in service delivery to vulnerable children and
families.

Finally, since taxpayer money is used to fund the education, an
evaluation can begin to account for the cost/benefits of the
educational program to the agencies and the public.

Goals of the Current Evaluation

The goal for this evaluation is to investigate the effectiveness
of the CalSWEC Title IV-E program in its effort to produce
cohorts of MSWs that would reprofessionalize public child
welfare. This goal raises the issue and challenge of what
constitutes good outcomes in child welfare, as well as where
within the child welfare system we measure the outcomes—at the
level of the worker, the level of the agency, the level of the clients,
or at all of these levels.

Current Data Sources/Methods

For evaluation purposes, data from a number of sources
provide information on the progress and effectiveness of the
CalSWEC program. These data sources were initially developed
for specific aspects of the program, but were also intended to
contribute to the overall evaluation.

Administrative Data
The CalSWEC Student Information System (CSIS) is a

database of information on all of the students and graduates who
have participated in the CalSWEC Title IV-E Program in any way.
As students enter the MSW program at the various CalSWEC
schools, they provide general demographics about themselves,
emergency contact information, and any child welfare employment
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history. Each school continues to compile information on the
students as they progress through their academic program.
Additional information includes field placement agencies, the
focus of their program, and county employment status for those
students who concurrently work in county agencies while attending
school. After graduation the students’ employment obligation
information is added and includes the counties where the students
obtain employment and the dates that they begin and complete
their payback. Information is also input on students who withdraw
from the program during their MSW studies or, for some reason,
do not complete their work requirement and thus must reimburse
the universities for the stipend awards.

Each school provides quarterly updates to the main CalSWEC
office.  As of the last update, in February 2002, the CalSWEC
schools had graduated over 1,600 MSWs since the beginning of
the program.

Evaluation Data
On a continual basis each of the CalSWEC schools evaluates

and documents the development and the progress of their program
and their students. The information is used to inform the individual
schools as well as the organization as a whole.

Curriculum Snapshots
On a biennial basis, the project coordinators from the

participating CalSWEC schools complete curriculum snapshots of
their programs. The snapshot is a document that describes in detail
the various aspects of the school’s program pertaining to
curriculum and instruction. In this documentation the snapshot
addresses the following set of questions:

1. To what extent are the competencies covered in the
curriculum? (Documentation includes, for example,
information about new courses, ways that the CalSWEC
competencies have been incorporated into existing required
courses, revisions of the Title IV-E field seminars, a listing
of specific workshops for IV-E students at the schools, and
instances of using presentations from practitioners in the
classroom.)

2. Where, in the field placements and/or the classroom, are
the competencies taught?

3. Where are the gaps in the school’s curriculum?
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4. To what extent are opportunities available for all students
to learn the field competencies?

5. What resources are needed to close the gaps?
6. How can the learning in the classroom and learning in the

field complement each other?
The snapshot evaluations are meant to be thorough and not

superficial. Schools gather information for the document from at
least three sources (students, faculty, and field instructors) with
techniques that involve dialogue and collaboration among the
various stakeholders in the program.

Student Focus Groups
CalSWEC also evaluates the Title IV-E curriculum by holding

graduate student focus groups at each of the participating schools.
The graduating MSWs meet with the CalSWEC Curriculum or
Research Specialist just prior to graduation to provide input on
what they deem to be the knowledge and skills necessary for work
in child welfare, the coursework that was most and/or least helpful
to them during their MSW program, and why. They also comment
on their field placements, seminars, instructors, and research
projects and/or theses, and other matters they want to share about
their experiences with their MSW program. The student focus
groups provide a vital perspective from the receiving end of the
IV-E curriculum and program. As described above, the schools use
the information to monitor and improve their programs, as well as
to assist in the recruitment efforts.

Empirical Data
CalSWEC researchers have been collecting data from various

sources and populations since the inception of the program. Most
of the research projects are ongoing in design and include both
quantitative and qualitative data.

Student Surveys
As part of the broader evaluation initiative, CalSWEC has

surveyed all MSW students in participating CalSWEC schools,
both IV-E and non-IV-E, at the time of their enrollment and again
at graduation. The questionnaires, developed by Dr. Bart
Grossman and Dr. Tony Santangelo of the University of
California, Berkeley, were distributed to the entering MSW
students in all participating CalSWEC schools commencing with
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the fall 1991 cohort and continuing through the fall 2000 cohort.
The follow-up survey has been administered to the students as they
have graduated. The methodology for the collection of CalSWEC
student data in these surveys is reported elsewhere (Perry, 2001).
The questionnaires include items pertaining to the students’
reasons for entering MSW programs, their opinions and values
about social and professional issues, social action, career interests,
demographics, academic background, and their work experiences
in public services. The data provide information to the schools for
recruitment purposes, as well as information on the effects of the
program on students’ attitudes and values. This information
enables comparisons between the Title IV-E students and other
MSW students.

As of 2001, 8,871 entering MSW students and 5,185
graduating MSWs have completed surveys. The graduating MSWs
will continue to be surveyed until all of the students, full- and part-
time, in the 2000 entering cohort have graduated.

Retention Study
Beginning in 1996, CalSWEC has conducted an ongoing

retention study of the Title IV-E MSWs who have completed their
contractual obligation to work in a county public child welfare
agency. The study consists of a mail-in survey and a follow-up
telephone interview. A detailed explanation of the methods of the
study is reported by Dickinson & Perry (in press).

Surveys: The purpose of the mail-in survey is to examine
various factors that may contribute to whether or not the Title IV-E
MSWs remain in public child welfare beyond their payback
obligation period. The questions relate to work experiences, job
roles, caseloads, work support and social support systems, job
stressors, job satisfaction, office culture, work efficacy, and
burnout, the latter of which is measured with the Maslach Burnout
Inventory (Maslach and Jackson, 1986).

Interviews: The survey includes an invitation to a follow-up
telephone interview to discuss in more detail the items in the
survey. During the phone interviews researchers ask the MSWs
about their understanding of the CalSWEC program and their
feelings about their participation in it. The interview also includes
questions about their interest in child welfare, their work
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experiences in child welfare, and what they were most and least
prepared for in their job. For those who have remained with their
agency in public child welfare, researchers ask why they stay, and
for those who didn’t stay, why not, as well as what the agency and
the university can do or could have done to keep them in child
welfare. To date 445 former Title IV-E graduates have responded
to our survey, and 219 of these respondents completed telephone
interviews.

Workforce Study
The CalSWEC contract includes a research initiative to survey

the child welfare workforce to obtain a demographic profile of
California’s child welfare workers. The contract stipulates that this
be done every three years. Data were collected in 1992, 1995, and
1998 (Brown, 1995; Negrón-Velázquez, Clark, Grossman, &
Brown, 1996; Perry, Limb, & Clark, 2000; Santangelo, 1992).
Methods differed somewhat in the three workforce surveys. The
1998 study has the most reliable data, which included information
on licensure, job description, caseload size and ethnicities of
clients, the numbers of vacant positions in the agencies, and
worker demographics. The state conducted a large longitudinal
workload study in 2000, which precluded the CalSWEC study for
2001. Plans are in the offing, however, for CalSWEC to conduct
another workforce study in the near future.

Methodology Challenges

Given the diversity of the data sources listed above, we face a
number of challenges in our efforts to evaluate the effectiveness of
the CalSWEC program. California has a diverse, state-monitored,
county-administered public child welfare system. Child welfare
agencies differ radically in size and composition across the state.
Los Angeles County alone, for example, serves one-fourth of the
state’s children in child welfare, receiving125,790 referrals in 2001
as opposed to Alpine County, which received 5 referrals in 2001
(Needel et al. 2002). In the larger counties, offices or units
specialize in particular facets of child welfare, but in some of the
lesser populated counties one office will manage the entire
spectrum of child welfare services.

The CalSWEC schools also differ in the manner and form that
they deliver their curricula. Some satellite campuses that do not
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have programs of their own participate in a distance learning
program developed and produced at CSU, Long Beach. This
exemplifies only one of the different modes of learning.

The evaluation process faces many other challenges that arise
by virtue of the diversity in the child welfare system and the IV-E
MSW programs across the state. Below, we list some of the major
issues we face in our current evaluation, as well as those issues that
will complicate any revisions to the process.

Sampling Strategies
Thus far we have attempted to sample the entire population

within each sampling frame in the design of the various CalSWEC
studies. Can we maintain the validity and reliability of the data and
yet use a more efficient sampling strategy in our evaluation? If so,
how should we sample? California is a 58-county state with a
broad spectrum in population size, type, composition, status, and
so on across the state. Can we effectively design a sampling
strategy to capture all of California’s diversity?

Sample Composition
Who should we sample? How can we obtain input from

families? These are some the questions that we face. To date we
have data on the students and the workers. These sample
populations represent only one aspect of the child welfare system.
Therefore, we are considering the possibility of sampling the client
population. We run into difficulties, however, when dealing with
child participants, not only with human subjects approval for
surveying or interviewing minors, but also in obtaining court
approvals. Attorneys are understandably very cautious and
conservative as they protect their clients. However, data from
client sources would provide invaluable information that would
complement the data that we already have.

Timing
The timing of data collection can sometimes prove

problematic. We learned from the graduating MSWs in our focus
groups that talking with them just prior to graduation compromises
the integrity of the data. At that time most students are under
intense pressure as they finish their studies, and admit that their
critical thinking processes lack clarity. Students also said they
found it difficult to accurately assess the effectiveness of their
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MSW programs until at least three months after graduation. This is
further complicated by the timing of the onset of their work in
public child welfare. Some graduates begin their payback
immediately after graduation; however, by contract they have up to
six months to find employment. If we use a single point in time for
data collection the results of  the assessment would be
compounded by whether or not the graduate has found work.
Controls for the impact of the work environment would have to
be instituted.

Instrumentation and Measurement
Ongoing research, such as in the design of many of

CalSWEC’s studies, carries some drawbacks. Over time the data
are likely to highlight limitations in the original instruments. In our
surveys, we have found that there are some questions we wish we
had asked and didn’t, others we wish we had asked in a different
way, and some that we find now we needn’t have bothered to ask.
However, surveys, questionnaires, and interviews cannot be altered
appreciably without affecting the validity and reliability of the
responses and compromising the analyses.

Outcomes
A hot topic in child welfare research recently is outcomes. Do

programs lead to good outcomes? This begs the question of what
constitutes good outcomes. Many studies rely on the counts or
numbers of placements and recidivisms and the like. Although the
information is, for the most part, easily obtainable through
administrative data, the results can be deceiving. Does placement
always mean good outcome? Many researchers now opt instead to
measure client satisfaction or child well-being. These are questions
that we would like to pursue despite the challenges in collecting
these data.

Intervening Variables
Interviewing graduate MSWs about the efficacy of the MSW

program in regard to their work in child welfare is compromised
by the training that is obligatory for most new hires in public child
welfare. It may be difficult to tease apart the impact of the IV-E
education from the training, particularly when the two are
related and in most cases based on the same set of social
welfare competencies.



Evaluating the Title IV-E Education Program

129

Efforts to interview clients about the efficacy of their social
workers is aggravated by the fact that each child welfare client
generally sees a different social worker at each stage of the
process. How does one determine, therefore, whether outcomes are
due to the efforts of a particular social worker?  Which among the
various outcomes are related to social worker A, social worker B,
or social work C?  Clients may indicate that they like one or the
other of the social workers with whom they have worked, but
to tie specific outcomes with specific workers presents a
design challenge.

In addition, agency human subjects’ committees are often
reluctant to give permission for the type of study that includes
interviewing clients, most especially when the clients are children.
Human subjects committees also scrutinize and limit the questions
that are asked of children.

Conclusion

After ten years of development, progress, and evaluation, the
California Social Work Education Center is ready to reassess and
modify their curriculum evaluation. During those ten years
CalSWEC’s consortium expanded from ten MSW programs to
fifteen. CalSWEC is also currently developing a broader
continuum base that would include a BSW program. The
competencies upon which the CalSWEC curricula are based have
been revised at the national level by NASW in the last year, and in-
house twice, most recently in 2002. The statewide Child Welfare
Stakeholders group has completed the second year of its redesign
of the child welfare program and despite a budget is venturing into
year three, the implementation of the redesign. The Federal
Review currently in process prompts the child welfare system to
revamp goals, structure, and outcomes. It follows, therefore, that
our evaluation should be linked to the federal review outcomes.

Considering all of the above changes and developments, the
time is ripe for a reassessment of the evaluation process of the
CalSWEC Title IV-E curriculum. We therefore framed our
presentation to draw on the expertise of the symposium
participants to appraise our current evaluation procedures with a
fresh and learned eye that would point us in the direction of an
appropriate modification or total redesign of our evaluation
process.



Clark and Jacquet

130

Research Agenda
As CalSWEC moves forward with this reassessment, many

questions emerge.  Below are examples of questions that were
passed NHSTES for discussion:

Who gets what education?  Who tests out of what? Who’s
making the decisions about who needs what kind of education?

How much? How often?
Who is admitted?
How much do we spend on education?
How do we know it works? (Can better education be connected

to better practice?—chain of evidence?)
Why should we keep funding it?
How is education related to retention/turn over?
How long do we have to keep educating new MSWs for child

welfare work?
What new skills do educators need to learn?
How can CalSWEC allot resources for supporting educators?
What are the agreed upon outcomes for MSW education? What

should they be able to do?
Can we go beyond self-report methods of program evaluation?
How do we avoid a Type III error (evaluation of something

that didn’t happen).
What drives/restrains the transfer of learning process?
Whose responsibility is it for student learning?

___________________

Sherrill J. Clark, L.C.S.W., Ph.D., and Susan E. Jacquet,
Ph.D., are Research Specialists at the California Social Work
Education Center (CalSWEC), based at the School of Social
Welfare, University of California, Berkeley.
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Discussion: “Evaluation of CalSWEC  
Title IV-E MSW Education/Training” 

Friday, May 24, 2002, 9:15–10:15 a.m. 
Sherrill J. Clark, L.C.S.W., Ph.D., and Susan E. Jacquet, Ph.D., 
Presenters 
Gary Adair, Facilitator 
 
Sherrill Clark and Susan Jacquet presented the Evaluation of 
CalSWEC Title IV-E MSW Education/Training, discussing why 
social work education should be evaluated as well as 
considerations taken within the evaluation process.   
 
 

Topics of Discussion 
 
I. Recommended Research and Program Models 

The discussion focused on various studies and models, which 
may be useful within the current evaluation, such as: 

• Recommended studies. Henry Ilian recommended looking 
at studies completed in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s that 
developed a methodology for viewing specific job tasks 
and competence within the tasks. Results included 
determining who performed certain job tasks better.   

• Anita Barbee recommended another study, completed in 
Kentucky in the early 1990’s that utilized 5 measures 
indicating MSW’s did better than BSW’s in social worker 
jobs.   

• Oregon completed a five-year study on strengths-needs-
based practice initiatives, where they evaluated social 
workers and families in a case at the beginning, middle, and 
12-month mark. Quantitative and qualitative information 
were gathered; however, the focus of the evaluation was 
relationship-building and involvement of family in case 
planning. Counties that use strengths-needs-based practice 
were sampled. A report was generated a year ago; however, 
it does not include all the information gathered.
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• New York City is completing a study of its MSW 
scholarship recipients, looking at the recipients from the 
first four years. NYC is trying to measure how effective the 
students’ training was by looking at their performance in 
the field.   

• Recommended models. New York is conducting outcome-
based trainings, surveying clients by asking them to 
evaluate the services they received. The Quality Service 
Review (QSR) or Quality Case Review (QCR) is an 
evaluation of social worker and community practice. The 
county selects approximately ten cases, which are reviewed 
by five reviewers and five county employees. The 
evaluation utilizes a parallel process, modeling 
engagement, trust-building, and assessment skills used to 
work with families. All people involved in a case are 
interviewed. A protocol used is designed to capture the 
current status of the family as well as how the system 
worked in helping the family. Each case gets a quantitative 
score and a qualitative report. Finally, the information from 
each reviewed case is synthesized into a quantitative score 
and qualitative report reflecting the county practice. This 
process is completed for a state by sampling various 
counties. The QSR is also utilized to look at whether or not 
the common core curriculum is supporting best practices 
and whether or not social workers think the curriculum is 
helping their practice.   

 
II.  Methodological Considerations 

The discussion focused on methodological issues to consider 
within the evaluation, including: 

• The federal outcomes should be linked to effectiveness 
measures. However, effects within programs should be 
taken into account; that is, the most difficult cases going to 
the most competent workers cause effectiveness rates to 
vary.   

• What is CalSWEC’s range of effectiveness measures?  
Some studies have looked at the time a social worker has 
taken to get a child adopted, whereas other studies have 
compared reunification rates between social workers 
holding masters’ degrees and social workers holding 
bachelors’ degrees. Furthermore, policy is driving 
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outcomes in situations where the field has not determined 
which outcomes are better than others.   

 
III.  Identified Issues/Questions for Further Study 

• Questions following Dr. Clark’s and Dr. Jacquet’s  
presentation included the following: Do they need more 
data?; Are they asking the right questions?; How can they 
strengthen the data they have?; Who do they need to 
sample that they haven’t?; When do they sample and how 
do they get input from families without running into a lot of 
roadblocks from Human Subjects? 

• System roadblocks to measuring effectiveness. 
Roadblocks to measuring effectiveness were discussed, 
such as when the MSW education is incongruent with the 
actual field practice. However, CalSWEC has been training 
social workers for ten years, resulting in a critical mass of 
trained supervisors and social workers promoting the 
organizational change required in the field. 

• Retention rates of social workers. CalSWEC should 
complete further follow-up with social workers that have 
completed their payback to see how long they have stayed 
with their payback agency, determining the point when/if 
retention becomes consistent. CalSWEC could also look at 
what types of jobs these social workers are filling.   

While retention rates are important within child welfare 
to maintain consistency of services, a benefit of turnover is 
seeding other systems with people who have an 
understanding of the child welfare system, thus facilitating 
collaboration with various systems/agencies. However, in 
some states, social workers are going to other fields in the 
private sector with hirer pay. However, the group 
speculated that turnover rates could be contributed to 
people staying in child welfare system for as long as they 
can tolerate the work. 

• Input from families. England hires former “customers” to 
help develop core curriculum for social workers by placing 
an ad in the newspaper and paying them a stipend. 
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___________________ 
 

Sherrill J. Clark, L.C.S.W., Ph.D., and Susan E. Jacquet, 
Ph.D., are Research Specialists at the California Social Work 
Education Center (CalSWEC), based at the School of Social 
Welfare, University of California, Berkeley.  

Gary Adair is Manager of the Staff Development Program of 
the Santa Cruz County, California, Human Resources Agency. 
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Supervisor-Team Training:  
Issues in Evaluation 

 

 P. Barbee, M.S.S.W., Ph.D., Becky F. Antle, M.S.S.W., 
., and Mavin Martin, Ph.D. 

Abstract 

n order to promote federal child welfare outcomes of safety, 
anency and well-being, researchers in Kentucky provided 
 welfare teams with supervisor-team training in core casework 
, parallel process of professional relationships, and federal 
w processes. A comprehensive model of training evaluation 
ed from the theoretical and empirical literature was tested 
g this training project. This paper describes the evaluation 
ss and issues to consider in test development and 
nistration, maximizing response rates, and data management.  
issues include: the need for valid and reliable measures; 
hing and incentives for control groups; reinforcement of post-
g; and a system for tracking tests.   

 
Introduction and Literature Review 

e Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) of 1997 identified 
hree primary outcomes for child welfare: child safety, 
anency, and well-being (ASFA, 1997). In order to promote 
 outcomes in Kentucky, researchers at the Kent School of 
l Work at the University of Louisville, through a Children’s 

au 426 grant, developed the Supervisor-Team Training 
ram to train child welfare teams in core casework skills, 
al review processes and outcomes, and the parallel process of 
ssional relationships. Approximately 42 teams participated in 
raining, with an additional 30 teams involved as control 
ps in the evaluation process only.   
he evaluation of this supervisor-team training was based upon 
vanced theoretical model of child welfare training evaluation.  
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See Figure 1. This model includes an assessment of predictor 
variables, training outcomes, and organizational outcomes. 
Predictor variables were identified through empirical research on 
the predictors of training outcomes at the individual, team, and 
organizational level (e.g., Barbee, Bledsoe, Antle, & Yankeelov, 
1999; Coetsee, 1998; van Zyl & van Zyl, 2000). Training 
outcomes roughly follow the traditional Kirkpatrick (1959) model 
of training evaluation with the modifications by Alliger and 
Tannenbaum (1997). The concept of organizational impact is also 
derived from Kirkpatrick’s model, but discussed further by Shelton 
and Alliger (1993).   

In addition to the testing of a comprehensive model, this 
research attempted to use the most rigorous scientific procedures 
possible within the constraints of the child welfare system. Phillips 
(1996) contends that training evaluation methods have been too 
simplistic, and researchers should consider the use of control 
groups, data collection at multiple points in time, and advanced 
statistical procedures. Shelton and Alliger (1993) explain that there 
are organizational constraints on training evaluation, such as 
logistical impediments and trainer resistance or fear. The 
evaluation of the Supervisor-Team Training Program included the 
use of experimental and control groups and collection of data at 
five points in time. This research also strived to use the most 
reliable and valid instruments available for each component of the 
model. This paper primarily focuses on the process issues 
associated with rigorous scientific research in child welfare 
training evaluation. These issues include the identification or 
development of quality measures for training evaluation, 
administration of complex testing programs, maximization of 
response rates, and management of data.  
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Figure 1. Child Welfare Training Evaluation Model 
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Test Development 
 

Predictor Variables 
A number of predictor variables were measured in this 

evaluation model. The first issue to consider in test development is 
whether there are existing scales with acceptable reliability and 
validity that can be used to measure these predictor variables. Such 
existing scales were used for the measurement of predictor 
variables in the current research. 

The variable learning readiness was measured using the 
Learning Benefit Inventory (van Zyl & van Zyl, 2000). Learning 
readiness incorporates such concepts as transfer of learning skills, 
use of feedback, learning as a life skill, support for learning, and 
self-directedness in learning. Individual personality traits were 
measured with the Big Five Questionnaire (Caprara, Barbaranelli, 
Borgogni, & Perugini 1993). Training support at the team, 
supervisor, and organizational level was measured with sub-scales 
of the Training Transfer Inventory (Coetsee, 1998).   
 

Level One Evaluation 
Level One evaluation assesses the trainee’s degree of 

satisfaction with the training. Much training evaluation has focused 
on this outcome (Alliger & Tannenbaum, 1997). Therefore, a first 
step in conducting evaluation at this level is to determine whether 
trainee reactions are assessed in other areas of training. If trainee 
reactions are being evaluated, these scales may be modified.   

A second issue for Level One evaluation is the assessment of 
both utility and affective reactions (Alliger & Tannenbaum, 1997). 
Utility reactions refer to whether the trainee perceives the training 
as useful or applicable to his/her job. Affective reactions refer to 
whether the trainee enjoyed or liked the training. If only one type 
of reaction is to be measured, utility reactions should be selected, 
as these reactions are more predictive of other training outcomes, 
such as transfer.   

For the current research, a scale previously used for the 
evaluation of substance abuse training in child welfare was 
modified (Barbee & Barber, 1995). The scale included both utility 
and affective reaction items. Items were modified to include 
curriculum specific terms (e.g., usefulness for casework).  
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Level Two Evaluation 
Level Two evaluation assesses the change in worker 

knowledge as a result of training. There are a number of issues to 
consider in Level Two evaluation. Since this evaluation is based 
upon the training curriculum, the curriculum must be finalized and 
not be subject to major content revisions. Curriculum shift is a 
major barrier to quality training evaluation. Although some 
training experts have identified the need to adapt training in 
response to trainees’ needs, this curriculum shift is representative 
of a change in the model that is not planned or identified (Phillips, 
1996b). Curriculum shift in training can be the result of numerous 
issues: change in curriculum that corresponds to a shift in the 
practice model, differences between trainers in the interpretation of 
training curriculum, and budget cuts that impact the length/format 
of training and its associated content.   

Another issue in Level Two evaluation is the need to field test 
the items for the correct usage of practice language. Without this 
field testing, items may be misinterpreted and results skewed. A 
Level Two test was developed for this evaluation research based 
upon the training curriculum and target competencies.   
 

Level Three Evaluation 
Level Three evaluation assesses the degree to which 

knowledge and skills from training are transferred to the field. The 
primary issue to consider in level Three Evaluation is the best way 
to measure behavior change following training. These 
measurement options include direct observation, chart file review, 
self-report and evaluation by others. Direct observation is 
advantageous in that the researcher is able to provide an objective 
measure of actual behavior on the job. However, this method is 
time consuming and requires behavioral coding. Chart file review 
is also an objective measure but limits the evaluation to data 
currently collected in written form. Self-report is the least desirable 
option due to the potential misrepresentation of transfer by the 
trainee. Evaluation by others is more objective than self-report but 
can also be influenced by relational factors and opportunities to 
observe the target behaviors. 

In the evaluation of the Supervisor-Team Training Program, 
the transfer of training by supervisors was assessed by workers. 
Workers completed surveys that asked them to identify the degree 
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to which supervisors provided general reinforcement of training, as 
well as reinforcement of specific skills.   

 
Level Four Evaluation 

Level Four evaluation refers to the assessment of the impact of 
training on the organization. In the current research, the 
organizational outcomes targeted by training were the federally 
mandated outcomes of child safety, permanency, and well-being. 
Specifically, this training targeted child safety through its emphasis 
on casework skills. The primary consideration in Level Four 
evaluation is the availability of routinely generated reports or other 
sources that can provide organizational outcome data. The 
challenge is to link these reports to the specific teams involved in 
training. In this evaluation, routine child safety recidivism reports 
were linked to training teams. 

 
Test Administration 

 
Experimental Group 

A different set of procedures was used for the experimental and 
control groups in this research. There were 42 supervisors and 195 
workers in the experimental or training group. Tests were 
administered to child welfare supervisors and workers at multiple 
points in time: pre-training, immediately post-training, and one 
month post-training. Supervisors and workers completed pre-
training surveys on the first day of training prior to any 
presentation of material. The supervisor pre-training surveys 
included measures of predictor variables and knowledge. Worker 
pre-training surveys included measures of supervisor behavior and 
relationship skills. 

Supervisors then completed an immediate post-training survey 
that assessed their reactions to training (utility and affective), as 
well as immediate knowledge change. One month later, 
supervisors completed a final knowledge test in order to assess 
retention. Workers also completed a survey to assess changes in 
supervisor behavior and relationship skills (transfer).   

Organizational outcome data was collected for two months pre-
training and two months post-training. This longer measurement 
period allowed time for an impact at the organizational level.   
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Control Group 
Supervisors and workers in the control group completed similar 

tests to the experimental group. The control group also completed 
these tests at the same points in time. However, different 
administration procedures were used for this group. Tests were 
given to the Service Region Administrators for each control group 
region. These Service Region Administrators were then 
responsible for distributing tests to the teams. Supervisors and 
workers completed tests in the office and then returned them to 
researchers by mail.  

The latter administration method highlights one of the key 
issues to consider in test administration for advanced training 
evaluation. In order to maximize the response rate, administrators 
were involved in the administration process. However, researchers 
should ensure that there is sufficient “buy-in” on the part of 
administrators prior to their involvement in the process. 
Researchers should also ensure that the administrators have 
complete understanding of the research process. If either of these 
issues remains in question, direct mailing of tests to control groups 
may be preferable to the use of administrators.   

Another issue to consider in the administration of tests for 
training evaluation is the timing of training. The timing of pre- and 
post-tests for control groups must match that of experimental 
groups. In this training program, the training schedule varied. The 
same training could be scheduled over three to six weeks. In order 
to ensure matching of the experimental and control groups, the 
administration of these tests must also be matched.   
 

Maximizing Response Rate 
 

Control Groups 
Phillips (1996) encourages the use of control groups for 

training evaluation. However, this research identified several 
issues with the control groups. First, control groups must be 
matched to training groups in order to validate comparisons. 
Matching of groups in child welfare should consider availability of 
resources, skill, and training experience of teams. In the evaluation 
of the Supervisor-Team Training Program, teams were originally 
matched based on geographic region. The purpose of this matching 
was to ensure that there were similar levels of resources available 
to clients and similar organizational climates in each group.   
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However, this matching became burdensome for regional 
administrators who were responsible for test administration. This 
resulted in delays in delivery and completion of tests. 
Subsequently, groups were matched based on similar geographic 
features (urbanicity, population size) and completion of certain 
training and accreditation programs. This change in matching 
procedures resulted in a much higher compliance rate for the 
administration of tests. 

Another issue to consider in the use of control groups for 
training evaluation is the incentive for participation. The original 
incentive for participation in this research was the promise of 
inclusion in future training cycles (thus, the control group was 
actually a waiting-list control group).  However, response rates to 
surveys were very low with this incentive. A change was made to 
provide free lunch to control teams who successfully completed all 
surveys. This meal incentive resulted in a much higher response 
rate for control teams. 

 
Post-Tests 

There was also a generally low response rate for post-tests 
across the experimental and control groups. In order to address this 
issue, researchers began to make follow-up calls to remind 
supervisors about the surveys to be completed. The supervisors 
were then responsible for reminding workers to complete their 
tests.  

In the follow-up call, researchers attempted to provide 
technical assistance (answer questions about tests) and ensure that 
tests were received. Researchers made the effort to speak to an 
individual and not leave a message. For the control teams, 
researchers also reminded supervisors of the incentive for test 
completion.   
 

Data Management 
 
Given the magnitude of data being collected in this evaluation 

project, a data management system was needed. Supervisors and 
workers were assigned a code in order to match pre- and post-tests, 
as well as workers and supervisors. These codes were pre-recorded 
on tests prior to administration. A database was created in order to 
track the return of tests by each team.   
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Conclusion 
 
A number of issues for rigorous training evaluation have been 

identified through this research. A thorough review of existing 
scales must be conducted in order to provide the best measures of 
predictor variables. Level One evaluation must, at minimum, target 
utility reactions. Level Two evaluation must be closely tied to the 
training curriculum and practitioner language. Issues of 
methodology and existing data selection must be addressed for 
Levels Three and Four evaluation.   

Although the training evaluation literature calls for the use of 
control groups in research, this study raised questions about 
matching, timing of evaluation, and incentives for participation.  
Similarly, the literature calls for data collection at multiple points 
in time. However, administration of such tests must be supported 
by organization administrators and reinforced by researchers 
themselves. In all, training evaluation in child welfare remains a 
challenging endeavor as researchers must negotiate the intricacies 
of rigorous scientific research within a system with numerous 
constraints.   
___________________ 
 

Anita P. Barbee, M.S.S.W., Ph.D., Becky F. Antle, M.S.S.W., 
Ph.D., and Mavin Martin, Ph.D. are at the Kent School of Social 
Work, University of Louisville. Dr. Barbee is Director of the 
National Resource Center on Child Welfare Training and 
Evaluation at the school.  
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Discussion: “Supervisory Training 
for Optimum Outcomes” 

 

y, May 24, 2002, 10:30-11:30 a.m. 
 Barbee, M.S.S.W., Ph.D., Presenter 
i Lynch, Facilitator 

 Barbee presented the Supervisory Training for Optimum 
omes, an evaluation of a training program that trains 
rvisors and their workers simultaneously. The study measured 
nal readiness, team support, organizational support, 
onship factors, and knowledge. Results were compared to a 
ol group yet to receive the training. Outcomes will take into 
nt casework completed by the different teams. 

Topics of Discussion 

ethodological Issues 
he discussion focused on inquiring about the training 
ram, the decision-making process utilized in creating the 
odology, and the implementation of the evaluation process. 
 Control group and experimental group assignment. 

Teams within regions were randomly assigned to the 
training. Control groups from other regions were chosen for 
their similar characteristics with the experimental teams. 
The first test differed for the control group because the 
control group completed its first test in the field and the 
experimental group completed its test at the training. The 
rest of the tests were mailed to people in the field. Control 
groups, which will undergo the next round of this training, 
will also go through the same evaluation during the 
training. Kentucky has approximately 200 child welfare 
supervisors; however, the first round of the training 
included 35 supervisors,. 

 Measurement tools/incentives to complete them. The 
measurement tools took people as little time as possible to 
complete—between 15 to 30 minutes. The control group 
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• was mailed the evaluation, then called with a reminder. 
Furthermore, if the whole control group team completed 
the evaluation tool, all members were provided a free lunch 
by the evaluation project.   

• Outcome measures. Outcome measures include 
administrative data and case reviews. Data will be analyzed 
pre- and post-training. Recidivism, or the rate at which a 
child returns to foster care, is measured through the case 
review. Supervisory practice is measured by observing a 
supervisor working through a case with a social worker. 
The exercises in the training utilize the workers’ own cases. 
The evaluation measures individual variables utilizing 
standardized scales in order to facilitate replication. 

• Curriculum. The curriculum is written word for word with 
little room for variation. Trainings are videotaped and 
trainers are held accountable for adhering to the 
curriculum. The curriculum is available to others. 

 
II.   Identified Issues/Questions for Further Study 

• Issues to consider included deciding how many teams 
were needed for a good sample, obtaining administrative 
support, and evaluating cost-benefit for test distribution. 
The evaluation is funded by a federal grant for three years. 
The evaluation trains the trainers and provides all the 
technical assistance for the training.   

___________________ 
 

Anita Barbee, M.S.S.W., Ph.D., is Director of the National 
Resource Center on Child Welfare Training and Evaluation at the 
Kent School of Social Work at the University of Louisville  
in Kentucky. 

Naomi Lynch is Director of Training for the Council of Family 
& Child Caring Agencies in New York City. 
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 Wrap-up and Strategizing for 2003
“ 
 

y, May 24, 2002, 11:30 p.m.–12:00 noon 
Berdie, M.S.W., Facilitator 

ssion topics included format of the symposium, time for 
ntations vs. discussions, participant lists, and fiscal issues.   

Topics of Discussion 

ormat of the Symposium 
 The introduction portion of the symposium should consist 

of identifying issues for feedback, which could be included 
in the registration form and then subsequently posted at the 
symposium. 

 Following some discussion, the group agreed that attendees 
who are not presenting should submit a one-page write-up 
on a project of theirs in progress. 

 Suggestions were made to post feedback sheets regarding 
attendees’ various projects, enabling participants to write 
questions/comments on them to more fully utilize 
attendees’ experiences and expertise within the 
symposium’s short period of time.   

 The published proceedings from last year were easy to read 
and very helpful. Attendees are looking forward to reading 
the proceedings from this year. The proceedings will be 
posted on the CalSWEC Web site, starting with 2001.   

 Attendees stated they liked the format of the symposium 
this year, specifically allowing more time for discussion 
and the scheduling of small breaks between each 
presentation. 

 A suggestion was made to eventually consider an 
international perspective regarding training evaluation.
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II. Presentations and Discussions 
• David Wegenast offered to bring the Classroom 

Performance System (CPS) to next year’s symposium if 
anyone wants to utilize it in his or her presentation. 

• Copies of overheads helped attendees follow the 
presentations, especially in facilitating discussions. Another 
added benefit is the ability to bring back the overheads to 
attendees’ places of work. 

 
III. Participant List 

• Attendees agreed they like the symposium’s small size, 
which allows participants’ time to focus on the struggles 
and successes in order to help each other create better 
evaluations. Furthermore, the small size facilitates honesty 
and openness, allowing for the opportunity to discuss issues 
in depth. 

• Every year more requests are received to attend the 
symposium. There are currently over 100 people on the 
attendance list. Attendance at the entire conference was one 
of the criteria used last year, which facilitated pairing down 
the participant list.   

• Attendees agreed the symposium could probably increase 
in size, with the possibility of the symposium turning into a 
conference. Suggestions were made for participants to 
attend the symposium every other year, allowing more 
people to participate.   

• How large the symposium’s potential audience remains 
uncertain. Thirteen states were represented at this year’s 
symposium; however, approximately 20 states are engaged 
in some kind of training evaluation. 

• A consensus was reached to move the symposium 
downstairs to the larger room and increase attendance to 60 
participants. Attendees agreed they would evaluate the 
symposium next year, allowing for the possibility to 
decrease the symposium size if the larger group does not 
work. 

• Anita Barbee’s survey regarding what states are completing 
training evaluation should be a topic for discussion next 
year in relation to increasing the size of the symposium. 

• The Steering Committee should eliminate people from the 
mailing list who do not have a role in training evaluation. 
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• Recommendations were made to consider inviting 
awardees of the Federal Resource Center grants and 426 
grants because a requirement of the grants is to complete 
training evaluations. Federal law, under 4B Section 426, 
awards grants to universities to assist in developing child 
welfare programs. The first symposium invitation list was 
put together using these grant recipients.   

 
IV. Fiscal Issues  

• CalSWEC proposed charging a nominal attendance fee for 
the symposium due to budget constraints. The group agreed 
a nominal attendance fee would not discourage them from 
attending. Charging a small registration fee may also 
increase the likelihood that people who registered would 
attend. 

• CalSWEC also stated they may not be able to fund lodging 
next year; however, the group agreed they still would 
attend the symposium. 

 
V.  Steering Committee: Steering Committee volunteers David 

Wegenast, Anita Barbee, Naomi Lynch, Patty Harrelson, 
Michael Nunno, Michel Lahti, and Henry Ilian. 
• The group agreed that people who present one year should 

skip presenting the next year. The Steering Committee 
should also diversify the spread of topics; however, not 
many people proposed presentations, effectively limiting 
the availability of topics.   

• The rules for presentations were developed from last year’s 
wrap-up session and by the Steering Committee. 

• Steering Committee guidelines on invitations to the 
symposium should include consideration of some slots for 
people who work on program evaluation. 

 
VI.  Announcements/Future Projects 

• A meeting will be held at the next NSDTA (National Staff 
Development and Training Association) training, on 
November 17–20, 2002, in Nashville, to discuss the 
development of a National Training Resource Center Web 
page, to be completed by Dr. Barbee. 

• The American Evaluation Association annual conference 
was recommended as a good one for networking and 

 150



Wrap-up and Strategizing for 2003 

 151

gathering resources. The next conference will be held in 
Washington, D.C. 

• Dr. Barbee’s resource site will be linked to the CalSWEC 
Web site and list serv. The group agreed they wanted the 
list serv to include a place to share information and receive 
feedback. Initially the list serv will be closed; however, 
people can be invited to join the list serve, as with the 
symposium.   

• Dr. Barbee’s survey regarding what states are completing 
training evaluation should be a topic for discussion next 
year in relation to increasing the size of the symposium. 

___________________ 
 

Jane Berdie, M.S.W., is a Child Welfare Consultant based 
 in Denver. 
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Fifth Annual

National Human Services
Training Evaluation Symposium

2002

Wednesday, May 23

5:00 p.m.  RECEPTION

6:00 p.m.  DINNER

7:00 p.m.

Welcome
Chris Mathias

Chris Mathias is the interim deputy director of the California Social
Work Education Center located at the University of California, Berkeley
School of Social Welfare.

Keynote
Mark E. Courtney
“The Role of Evaluation in Child Welfare Services: Some
‘Big’ Questions”

Mark E. Courtney is the director of the Chapin Hall Center for Children
and an associate professor in the School of Social Service Administration
at the University of Chicago.

Program
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Thursday, May 23

9:00–10:00 a.m.

Introduction to the Morning
Jane Berdie

Jane Berdie is a child welfare consultant based in Denver, Colorado.

Setting the Tone
Keynote Speaker:  Michel Lahti
“Competency Model for the Training Evaluator”

Michel Lahti is manager of the Evaluation Services Unit at the
Institute for Public Sector Innovation located at the Edmund S.
Muskie School of Public Service at the University of Southern
Maine in Augusta.

10:00–10:15  BREAK

10:15–10:30  Presentation

“The SPrA Trainee Package: Strategy for Assessing the
Acquisition of Relationship-Building and Change-Promoting
Skills in Child Welfare Caseworker Trainees”

Presenters: Henry Ilian, Robert Highsmith,
 & Douglas Pratt
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Thursday, May 23 (Continued)

Henry Ilian is responsible for Testing & Evaluation at the James
Satterwhite Academy for Child Welfare Training, the training arm of
New York City’s Administration for Children’s Services.

Robert Highsmith is director of Assessment & Evaluation at the
James Sattherwhite Academy for Child Welfare Training in New
York City.

E. Douglas Pratt is an affiliate of The Child Welfare Policy &
Practice Group in Atlanta.

10:30–11:15  Discussion

Facilitator: Jane Berdie

11:15–11:30  BREAK

11:30–12:00 noon

Technology Demonstration: “Using the Classroom
Performance System to Evaluate Training”

Presenters: David P. Wegenast & Ronnie Mahler

David P. Wegenast is professor of Social Work at Buffalo State
College in New York.

Ronnie Mahler is associate professor at Buffalo State College in New
York.
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12:00 noon

Ann L. McLean will lead the group into lunch by wrapping up
the morning sessions and

explaining the logistics of the lunch break.

Ann L. McLean is an evaluation specialist with the Northeast
Wisconsin Partnership for Children & Families at the University of
Wisconsin at Green Bay.

12:00 noon–1:15 p.m.  LUNCH

1:15–1:30  Regroup

1:30–1:45  Presentation

“Having Access to the People Who Do the Work, Monitoring
Compliance with Practice Standards”

Presenter: Michael Nunno

Michael Nunno is senior extension associate at the Family Life
Development Center/DSW at Cornell University in Ithaca, New
York.

1:45–2:30  Discussion

Facilitator: Dale Curry

Dale Curry is an assistant professor in Family & Consumer Studies
at Kent State University in Ohio.
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Thursday, May 23 (Continued)

2:30–2:45  BREAK

2:45–3:00  Presentation

“Is Your Needs Assessment Meeting Your Needs?”
Presenters: Cindy Parry & Debbie Yip

Cindy Parry is an independent consultant in training and program
evaluation based in Littleton, Colorado.

Debbie Yip is the founding director of The Resource Center for
Family-Focused Practice in Davis, California.

3:00–3:45  Discussion

Facilitator:  Robin Leake

Robin Leake is a research associate with the American Humane
Association’s Children’s Services in Englewood, Colorado.

3:45–5:00

Action/Discussion Groups
Facilitator: David P. Wegenast

(See following page.)
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Action Groups/Discussion Topics

Evaluation of Transfer of Learning
Ann L. McLean & Dale Curry

Evaluation of Skill
Cindy Parry

Federal/ Training Outcome Review—Developing an Outline
of Training Evaluation Standards that Could Be Used by
States to Clarify Their Expectations

Jane Berdie & Dale Curry

Training and Workforce Stability
Michelle Graef & Sherrill Clark

National Survey on Training and Evaluation in the Human
Services

Anita P. Barbee

5:00

Regroup to plan for the evening
Facilitator:  Marsha Carlson

Marsha Carlson is the curriculum and evaluation specialist
with the Regional Training Academy Coordination Project
located at the California Social Work Education Center,
based at University of California, Berkeley School of Social
Welfare.
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Friday, May 24

9:00–9:15 a.m.  Regroup

9:15–9:30  Presentation

“Evaluation of CalSWEC Title IV-E MSW
Education/Training”

Presenters: Sherrill Clark & Susan E. Jacquet

Sherrill Clark is a research specialist with the California Social Work
Education Center located at the University of California, Berkeley
School of Social Welfare.

Susan E. Jacquet is a research specialist with the California Social
Work Education Center located at the University of California,
Berkeley School of Social Welfare.

9:30–10:15  Discussion

Facilitator: Gary Adair

Gary Adair is manager of the Staff Development Program at the
Santa Cruz County Human Resources Agency in Santa Cruz,
California.

10:15–10:30  BREAK
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10:30–10:45  Presentation

“Supervisory Training for Optimum Outcomes”
Presenter: Anita P. Barbee

Anita P. Barbee is director of the National Resource Center on Child
Welfare Training and Evaluation at the University of Louisville’s
Kent School of Social Work in Kentucky.

10:45–11:30  Discussion

Facilitator: Naomi Lynch

Naomi Lynch is director of training for the Council of Family &
Child Caring Agencies in New York City.

11:30–12:00 noon

Wrap-up; strategies for 2003
Facilitator: Jane Berdie

12:00 noon  LUNCH AND BEYOND
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Symposium
Steering Committee

Gary Adair Robin Leake
Anita P. Barbee Naomi Lynch

Jane Berdie Chris Mathias
Marsha Carlson Ann L. McLean

Sherrill Clark Michael Nunno
Dale Curry Cindy Parry

Michelle Graef Andrew Petersen
Henry Ilian David P.Wegenast

Barrett Johnson

Regional Training Academy
 Coordination Project

Chris Mathias Interim CalSWEC
Deputy Director

Barrett Johnson Interim Regional Training
Academy Coordinator

Marsha Carlson Curriculum and Evaluation
Specialist

Terry Jackson Administrative Assistant
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Adair, Gary
Staff Development Program
Manager
Santa Cruz County
Human Resources Agency
1020 Emeline Ave., Bldg. B
Santa Cruz, CA 95061
931-454-4890
FAX: 831-454-4092
hra037@hra.co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Gary Adair is currently involved in
developing an employee
recruitment and retention strategy.
The intended outcome is an
educational pathway that will help
employees develop their skills
within the agency. The ultimate
goal is to improve employee
retention and development.

Barbee, Anita P.*
Director
National Resource Center on
Child Welfare Training and
Evaluation
Kent School of Social Work
University of Louisville
Louisville, KY 40292
502-852-0416
FAX: 852-0522
anita.barbee@louisville.edu

Anita P. Barbee received her PhD
in social psychology from the
University of Georgia in 1988 and
her MSW from the University of
Louisville in 2001. Her current
projects include evaluating core
child welfare training at Levels I, II,
and III; evaluating the efficacy of
alternate models of training delivery
and reinforcement; and using
Internet applications to evaluate
individual and group behavior.

____________________

* Presenters

Directory of Presenters and Participants
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Berdie, Jane*
Child Welfare Consultant
435 South Gaylord St.
Denver, CO 80209
303-733-9532
FAX: 303-733-9532
jberdie@msn.com

Jane Berdie, MSW, is currently
working on several training
evaluation projects for
Pennsylvania’s child welfare core
training and for independent living
training in Colorado and North
Carolina. All involve embedded
evaluation of knowledge and /or
skills.

Bozanich, Dennis
Staff Development Supervisor
Contra Costa County
1470 Enea Circle, Ste.1500
Concord, CA 94520
925-646-5835
FAX: 925-646-5840
DBozanich@ehsd.co.contra-
costa.ca.us

Dennis Bozanich, MBA, is the
Supervisor of Staff Development in
Contra Costa County, overseeing
Children and Family Services,
Welfare to Work, and Adult and
Aging Bureaus. One of Mr.
Bozanich’s projects is working on a
comprehensive evaluation process
of all the training that is being
offered by Staff Development. Prior
to this position, he worked for 18
years for a non-profit organization
as a program manager and
evaluator.

Brooks, Susan
Director
Northern California Children &
Family Services Training
Academy
The Center for Human Services
University of California, Davis
1632 Da Vinci Ct.
Davis, CA 95616-4860
530-757-8643
FAX: 530-754-5104
sbrooks@unexmail.ucdavis.edu

Susan Brooks, MSW, is Director of
the Northern California Children &
Family Services Training Academy
at The Center for Human Services
at UC Davis. She has nearly 20
years of experience in social
services. She has an extensive
background and specializes in
substance abuse, collaboration,
team building, and supervision. For
seven years, Ms. Brooks supervised
the multi-disciplinary team for
children’s services in San Mateo
County. She was the founder and
executive director of the non-profit
San Mateo County Perinatal
Council, a community
collaborative.
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Carlson, Marsha
Training & Curriculum
Specialist
Regional Training Academy
Coordination Project
CalSWEC
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
University of California,
Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
510-643-6400
FAX: 510-642-8573
carlsonm@uclink.berkeley.edu

Marsha Carlson, MSW, is currently
involved in several aspects of the
Standardized Core Curriculum pilot
evaluation, working with
representatives from California’s
regional training academies on the
development of advanced training
for child welfare supervisors,
creating a statewide mentor/training
program, and promoting T4T’s for
academy trainers. Ms. Carlson is
also responsible for coordinating
the 2002 training evaluation
symposium. Prior to joining
CalSWEC, Ms. Carlson was a Child
Protective Services social worker
for more than seven years.

Clark, Sherrill J. *
Research Specialist
CalSWEC
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
University of California,
Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
510-642-4480
FAX: 510-642-8573
sjclark@uclink4.berkeley.edu

Sherrill J. Clark, LCSW, PhD, has
been responsible for implementing
a California-wide competency-
based curriculum to prepare MSWs
for work in public child welfare
practice. Her research interests
include child welfare and health
policy, and social work education,
especially the continuum of
education and practice, how
learning in the classroom is
transferred to and from the field,
and the relationship between
education and outcomes for
children and families. Dr. Clark is a
U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services Bureau of Health
Professions Primary Care Policy
Fellow and a member of the
California Department of Social
Services statewide Child Welfare
Stakeholders’ Group.
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Courtney, Mark E. *
Executive Director
Chapin Hall Center for
Children
University of Chicago
1313 E. 60th St.
Chicago, IL 60637
773-256-5162
FAX: 773-753-5940
courtney-
mark@chmail.spc.uchicago.edu

Mark E. Courtney, PhD, is the
Director of the Chapin Hall Center
for Children and an Associate
Professor in the School of Social
Service Administration at the
University of Chicago. Before
moving into academia, Dr.
Courtney worked for several years
in various capacities providing
group home care to abused and
neglected adolescents. His research
has focused on the relationship
between public assistance and child
welfare programs and on outcomes
of out-of-home care placement,
including family reunification,
reentry to out-of-home care,
adoption, and the post-discharge
well-being of youth who have aged
out of foster care.

Derrick, Christy
Evaluation Coordinator
The Center for Child & Family
Studies
University of South Carolina
College of Social Work
Benson Bldg.
Columbia, SC 29208
803-777-8494
FAX: 803-777-1366
cderrick@sc.edu

Christy Derrick, MPH, manages
and oversees activities related to the
evaluation of adolescent pregnancy
prevention programs and foster care
programs. Ms. Derrick participates
in the evaluation of school district
initiatives and the evaluation of an
Interactive Training Program for
Independent Living.

Donnelly, Bill
Director
Inter-University Consortium
3250 Public Policy Bldg.
University of California, Los
Angeles
Box 951656
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1656
310-825-2811
FAX: 310-206-2716

Bill Donnelly heads The Inter-
University Consortium (IUC). The
IUC and Los Angeles County
Department of Children and Family
Services (DCFS) Training Project is
a collaborative endeavor between
the DCFS and the graduate
programs of social work at
California State University, Long
Beach; California State University,
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donnelly@ucla.edu

http://www.sppsr.ucla.edu/iuc/
index.cfm

Beach; California State University,
Los Angeles; University of
California, Los Angeles; and the
University of Southern California.
The IUC/DCFS Training Project is
currently in its eleventh year. In
2000–2001 the Training Project
trained 6,971 staff and generated
155,174 training hours.

Foster, David
Director
Central California Child
Welfare Training Academy
5310 N. Campus Dr. MS-102
Fresno, CA  93740-8019
559-278-2258
FAX 559-278-7229
david_jfoster@csufresno.edu

David Foster, LCSW, has 17 years
of experience in public child
welfare as a social worker,
supervisor, and manager. Mr. Foster
served as the Title IV-E
Coordinator for California State
University, Fresno’s Social Work
Program from 1993 to 1998. He is a
founding member of the California
Regional Training Academy
Development and Implementation
Project and has been academy
Director since 1998.

Gammage-Caldera, Soledad
Curriculum Specialist
Central California Training
Academy
112 Ron Ct.
Vallejo, CA 94591
707-647-1655
FAX: 707-647-1655
scaldera@csufresno.edu

Garrison, Mary
Project Coordinator
Bay Area Academy
1140 Hickory View Dr.
Morristown, TN 37814
423-581-4421
FAX: 423-587-1093
marydgarrison@aol.com
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Gilman, Elizabeth
Curriculum Specialist
CalSWEC
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
University of California,
Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
510-642-9273
FAX: 510-642-8573
egilman@uclink.berkeley.edu

Elizabeth Gilman, MA, JD, joined
CalSWEC as Curriculum Specialist
in March 2002. Her responsibilities
include curriculum development,
evaluation, and planning associated
with the statewide Title IV-E MSW
program. She also serves as staff to
the CalSWEC Board Curriculum
Committee. For ten years, Ms.
Gilman served as a research
scientist in the Department of
Psychology at Yale University,
where she was also a Fellow in the
Bush Center in Child Development
and Social Policy. As a writer and
policy analyst specializing in child
policy, health, and education issues,
Ms. Gilman has had recent
consulting projects with the
Alameda County Children and
Families Commission, the National
Center for Children in Poverty, and
Policy Analysis for California
Education (PACE). She has also
worked as a child protective
services social worker and group
facilitator in Chicago.

Graef, Michelle
Research Assistant Professor of
Psychology
University of Nebraska
Center on Children, Families &
the Law
121 S. 13th St., Ste. 302
Lincoln, NE 68588-0227
402-472-3741
FAX: 402-472-8412
mgraef1@unl.edu

Michelle Graef, PhD, is developing
and validating a wide range of
assessments for use in the selection
of Child Protective Services
workers and in the assessment of
these new workers’ competencies.
She has conducted a number of
studies on various aspects of CPS
staff turnover, most recently on
methods for costing the financial
impact of this turnover. This
summer she will begin work on a
new NIH grant, “The community
context of rural and urban child
neglect.”



Presenters and Participants

169

Grantz, Deb
Contracts & Grants Manager
CalSWEC
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
University of California,
Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
510-642-5886
FAX: 510-642-8573
gratnzd@uclink.berkeley.edu

Harrelson, Patricia
Independent Consultant
Adjunct Instructor
Mandel School of Applied
Social Sciences
Case Western Reserve
University
1901 West 54th St. (Front)
Cleveland, OH 44102
216-409-2525
FAX: 216-631-8133
PHar22@aol.com

Patricia A. Harrelson, MSSA, LSW,
is an independent trainer and
consultant. A Certified Ohio Peace
Officer since 1988, she has worked
in law enforcement, child welfare,
chemical dependency, and juvenile
justice. Ms. Harrelson earned a BS
in Criminal Justice from Bowling
Green State University and an MS
in Social Administration from Case
Western Reserve University. She
trains on a variety of topics,
including the assessment of risk,
family assessment, interviewing,
culture and diversity, critical
thinking skills, worker safety, and
behaviorally specific case planning.
Ms. Harrelson currently teaches as
an adjunct faculty member at the
Mandel School of Social Sciences
at Case Western Reserve University
and serves as Coordinator of the
Ohio Child Welfare Training
Program Evaluation Work Team.
She has conducted agency,
program, and training evaluations
and is an Affiliate of the Institute
for Human Services in Columbus,
Ohio.
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Highsmith, Robert *
Director of Assessment &
Evaluation
NYC James Satterwhite
Academy for Child Welfare
Training
Administration for Children’s
Services
492 First Ave., 5th Floor
New York, NY 10016
646-935-1484

Robert Highsmith is responsible for
the design and implementation of
instruments and systems used by
the Satterwhite Academy, the
training arm of New York City’s
Child Welfare Administration, for
assessing the readiness of
caseworkers to deliver child welfare
services. He is also responsible for
evaluating the effectiveness of
Academy training, from the points
of view of caseworkers,
supervisors, and trainers.

Horn, Michael
Manager of Evaluation Services
Northwest Institute for Children
& Families
University of Washington
4101 15th Ave., N.E.
Seattle, WA 98195
206-685-7694
FAX: 206-685-1330
hornm@u.washington.edu

Ilian, Henry *
Testing & Evaluation
NYC James Satterwhite
Academy for Child Welfare
Training
Administration for Children’s
Services
Children’s Center
492 First Ave.
New York, NY 10016
649-935-1410
FAX: 649-935-1604
1588CS@DFA.state.ny.us

Henry Ilian, DSW, has been
involved since 1987 in evaluation
and testing at the New York City
Child Welfare Administration,
James Satterwhite Academy for
Child Welfare Training. He is
currently working on the
development of competency-based
measures to accompany the New
York City adaptation of the New
York State Common Core for child
welfare workers. He also teaches
research at the Columbia University
School of Social Work.



Presenters and Participants

171

Ing, Mindy
Research Assistant
Child Welfare Partnership
Portland State University
520 S.W. Harrison St.., #440
Portland, OR 97201
503-725-8006
FAX: 903-725-8030
ingm@rri.pdx.edu

Jacquet, Susan E. *
Research Specialist
CalSWEC
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
University of California,
Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
510-643-9846
FAX: 510-642-8573
sjacquet@uclink.berkeley.edu

Susan E. Jacquet, PhD, joined
CalSWEC in September 2000. Dr.
Jacquet manages CalSWEC’s
research component, including
ongoing surveys of California’s
MSW students and Title IV-E
graduate MSWs.

Johnson, Barrett
Regional Training Academy
Coordinator
Regional Training Academy
Coordination Project
CalSWEC
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
University of California,
Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
510-643-5484
FAX: 510-642-8573
barrettj@uclink.berkeley.edu

Barrett Johnson, MSW, LCSW,
joined CalSWEC in September
2000. Mr. Johnson oversees
CalSWEC’s coordination of
statewide training efforts in
California, including development
and implementation of the
Standardized Core Curriculum for
California child welfare workers,
and strategic planning for a
statewide training evaluation
system. He has worked for many
years with urban children and
families, with an emphasis on
intervention in cases of child sexual
abuse.



Presenters and Participants

172

Lahti, Michel *
Manager, Evaluation Services
Institute for Public Sector
Innovation
Edmund S. Muskie School of
Public Service
University of Southern Maine
295 Water St.
Augusta, ME 04330
207-626-5274
FAX: 207-626-5210
michel.lahti@state.me.us

Michel Lahti, Research faculty
member at the Edmund S. Muskie
School of Public Service,
University of Southern Maine,
focuses his research and teaching
interests in research design,
children’s mental health, and the
use of performance measurement
systems in the nonprofit and public
sectors. His current research
includes four projects: (1) A DHHS
Child Welfare Demonstration
Project (randomized longitudinal
study of a clinical case management
model for families adopting
children with special needs); (2) a
process and outcomes evaluation of
an OJJDP systems change
demonstration project focused on
how best to support children ages 0-
6 who witness or experience
violence; (3) a CDC-funded pilot
project on identifying and
implementing new performance
measures for state health agency
STD/HIV AIDS prevention
programs; and (4) research support
to the Governor’s Children’s
Cabinet on a youth social indicators
project (Maine Marks).

Lally, Eileen M.
Program Manager
Family Services Training
Academy
School of Social Work
University of Alaska,
Anchorage
4500 Diplomacy Dr., Ste. 430
Anchorage, AK 99508
907-786-6731
FAX: 907-786-6735
Aneml1@uaa.alaska.edu

Eileen M. Lally, EdD, LCSW, is in
her fourth year of a partnership at
the State of Alaska’s Division of
Family and Youth Services,
providing training to their statewide
social work staff that utilizes Title
IV-E funding. Evaluation is an
ongoing issue, and this conference
helps focus on ways to effectively
accomplish it.



Presenters and Participants

173

Leake, Robin*
Research Associate
American Humane Association
Children’s Services
63 Inverness Dr. East
Englewood, CO 80112-5117
303-925-9486
FAX: 303-792-5333
robin@americanhumane.org
http://www.americanhumane.
org

Robin Leake, PhD, is responsible
for research design; selection or
development of instruments; data
collection, analysis, and
interpretation; proposal and final
report development; and project
management. She is involved in
numerous projects, including
managing a multi-level evaluation
of child welfare staff training for
the State of Colorado.

Lynch, Naomi
Director of Training
Council of Family & Child
Caring Agencies
19 W. 21st St., Ste. 501
New York, NY 10010
212-929-2626
FAX: 212-929-0870
naomi@cofcca.org

Naomi Lynch is the Training
Director for a training consortium
of over 100 child welfare agencies
in New York State. In her role, she
administers a competency-based
training program to new and
experienced caseworkers and
supervisors. She is an advocate of
and collaborates with local and state
governments to administer training
programs that support adult learning
principles and skill development.
She is assisting local and state
governments and agencies in
transitioning to an outcome-focused
training model that will be used by
public and private agencies
throughout the State of New York.

MacLeod, Ann-Mary
Reseach & Educational
Evaluation  Consultant
School of Social Work
7585 Lighthouse Lane
University of Nevada
Reno, NV 89511
775-853-8080
FAX: 775-784-4573
amacleod@nvbell.net

Ann-Mary MacLeod, BS, has just
completed an evaluation of the Title
IV-E program at the School of
Social Work, University of Nevada,
Reno. She is currently helping with
a classroom evaluation project. In
addition, she has joined a team that
will evaluate the effects of alcohol,
tobacco, and other drug-prevention
education for school-aged children.
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Mahler, Ronnie *
Associate Professor
Buffalo State College
Department of Social Work
1300 Elmwood Ave., HC 118
Buffalo, NY 14222
716-878-5327
mahlerre@bscmail.buffalostate.
edu

Ronnie Mahler, PhD, ACSW, has
teaching responsibilities and
research interests in the area of
program evaluation, mental health,
and training human service workers
to be culturally sensitive. Dr.
Mahler’s most recent evaluation
project involves a quantitative and
qualitative evaluation of a
community-based entrepreneurial
training project designed to develop
self-sufficiency among low-income
individuals or persons on
Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families.

Mathias, Chris
Director
CalSWEC
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
University of California,
Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
510-642-7490
FAX: 510-642-8573
cmathias@uclink.berkely.edu

Chris Mathias, MSW, has worked
at CalSWEC since March 2000. She
heads a statewide effort to assess
needs and coordinate training of
public social services staff,
especially those in public child
welfare, throughout California. This
work is done in collaboration with
the state’s five regional training
academies, the California
Department of Social Services, and
the County Welfare Directors
Association. Ms. Mathias has been
working in child welfare for 15
years.

McLean, Ann L. *
Evaluation Specialist
Northeast Wisconsin
Partnership for Children &
Families
University of Wisconsin—
Green Bay
2420 Nicolet, CL 730
Green Bay, WI 54311
920-465-2026
FAX: 920-465-2961
mcleana@uwgb.edu

Ann McLean is Professor Emeritus
at the University of Wisconsin—
Green Bay and continues to be
engaged in selected training
evaluation projects. Current projects
include after-training evaluation of
changes in perceived competence in
CORE worker curriculum;
identifying the different training
needs of Native American Child
Welfare personnel who are served
by NEW Partnership; and
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developing a proposed transfer of
learning evaluation agenda.

Nunno, Michael *
Sr. Extension Associate
Family Life Development
Center
NYS College of Human
Ecology
Cornell University
MVR Hall
Ithaca, NY 14853
607-254-5127
FAX: 607-225-4837, 255-8562
Man2@cornell.edu

Michael Nunno, DSW, is the
principal investigator of the
Residential Child Care Project. He
designs evaluation strategies and
methodologies that measure
individual performance within
competency-based training and on-
the-job performance. He also
provides training and technical
assistance to residential facilities to
lower levels of aggression and high-
risk interventions.

Parry, Cindy*
Independent Consultant in
Training and Program
Evaluation
7 Bobcat Lane
Littleton, CO 80127
303-925-9414
FAX: 303-948-552
cparry@americanhumane.org
cfparryassociates@att.net
(home)

Cindy Parry, PhD, has been
responsible for several training
evaluation and test construction
projects in a number of states. She
is an author of a new NSDTA
publication, Training Evaluation in
the Human Services, and has made
numerous presentations on training
evaluation and instrument
development at NSDTA and other
state and national conferences.

Pence, Donna
Training Operations
Coordinator
Public Child Welfare Training
Academy
6505 Alvarado Rd., Ste. 107
San Diego, CA 92120
619-594-3811
FAX: 619-594-1118
dpence@projects.sdsu.edu

Donna Pence was a special agent
and child abuse/child homicide
specialist before retiring from the
Tennessee Bureau of Investigation.
She has trained on the national and
international level on topics related
to the identification, intervention,
and investigation of child
maltreatment. She was co-chair of
the American Professional Society
on the Abuse of Children’s
Investigative Interviewing of
Children Guidelines Task Force.
She is co-author of Team
Investigation of Child Sexual
Abuse: The Uneasy Alliance (Sage
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Pub.). Ms. Pence continues to train
on these topics as well as consult on
training for law enforcement and
child welfare in this field. She is
currently researching a book on
interpersonal issues on
multidisciplinary teams. She has
been with the academy since
January 2002.

Ploehn, Trish
Division Chief
Staff Development
Los Angeles County
Department of Children &
Family Services
10355 Slusher Dr., Ste.1,
Rm. 211
Santa Fe Spring, CA  90670
562-903-5416
FAX: 562-946-4017
tploehn@co.la.ca.us

Trish Ploehn, LCSW, has over 25
years of experience in child
protective services. She has worked
as a social worker, supervisor, and
manager in a variety of child-
focused programs. In her current
administrative position, she is
responsible for staff training,
clinical licensure, social work
internships, and staff recruitment,
retention and education.

Pratt, E. Douglas *
Affiliate
The Child Welfare Policy &
Practice Group
3786 Evans Rd.
Atlanta, GA 30340
770-723-9105
FAX: 770-723-9105
ppr-edp@juno.com

E. Douglas Pratt, DSW, LCSW, and
his Child Welfare Policy & Practice
Group colleagues helped design the
outcome-based training of New
York City’s James Satterwhite
Academy and are now using
qualitative evaluations of that
training and of NYC’s
Administration for Children’s
Services practice. They co-designed
both MAPP (1991) curricula—
GPS- and CSA-MAPP. Their
implementation of S-O-C practice
in Alabama is the subject of Making
Child Welfare Work (Bazelon,
1998).

Richardson, Joan
Training Director
Protective Services Training
Institute

Joan Richardson, LMSW, has been
Training Director for the Protective
Services Training Institute of Texas
since 1993. She coordinates
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237 Social Work Bldg.
University of Houston
Houston, TX 77204-4013
713-743-8136
FAX: 713-743-8888
jrichardson@uh.edu

statewide training for CPS, APS,
Child Care Licensing, and statewide
Intake staff and supervisors. Prior to
this, Ms. Richardson worked with
the New York State Department of
Social Services for 13 years,
managing Family and Children
Services training contracts. She
served on NSDTA’s Board of
Directors for four years.

Rodgers, Angela
Project Manager
Portland. State University
Child Welfare Partnership
520 S.W. Harrison St.
Portland, OR 97201
503-725-8157
rodgersA@cwp.ssw.pdx .edu

Angela Rodgers, PhD, is a Research
Assistant for the Child Welfare
Partnership training unit that
conducts core training for all new
child welfare caseworkers in the
state of Oregon. She is currently
developing a project agreement for
an ongoing evaluation/assessment
of the training to be presented to the
State Office of Services to Children
and Families in hopes that the office
will be willing to fund such an
endeavor.

Roditti, Martha
Acting Director
Bay Area Academy
Department of Social Work
San Francisco State University
1600 Holloway Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94134-4161
415864-1365
FAX: 415-338-0591
mroditti@sfsu.edu

Rose, Greg
Chief
Resources Development &
Training Bureau
California Department of Social
Services

Prior to entering state service, Greg
Rose, MSW, worked in policy
development, research and direct
practice with people living with
HIV/AIDS, gang-involved youth,
and pregnant and parenting young
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744 P St., MS 19-87
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-324-3046
FAX: 916-445-2898
greg.rose@dss.ca.gov

women. His MSW is from
Sacramento State University.

Sanderson, Marcia
Director
Protective Services Training
Institute
School of Social Work
The University of Texas at
Austin
1925 San Jacinto Blvd.
Austin, TX 78712-1203
512-471-0521
FAX: 512-2332-9585
msanderson@uh.edu

Marcia Sanderson, LMSW-ACP,
has been the Director of the
Protective Services Training
Institute since 1993. From 1999 to
2002, she also assumed the role of
Director of the Child Welfare
Education Project, a Title IV-E
stipend program at the University of
Houston Graduate School of Social
Work. She has taught grant writing
in the Master’s program and
program evaluation as a part of a
contimuing education workshop on
Program Planning and Proposal
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