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Background

The Texas State Independent Living Council (SILC) contracted with Greenlights to launch a Common Outcomes & ROI project in December 2013. Divided into two phases, this project is designed to guide the Centers for Independent Living, the SILC, and the IL network through an intensive process to develop a set of standard outcomes and return on investment measures for use in reporting program and organization performance and impact.   
Standard Outcomes and Return on Investment Project Overview
Phase I
Taking Stock

Major Activities
· Internal data gathering from CILs (surveys, interviews, site visits, document review, etc.)
· National benchmarking of comparable organizations
· External data gathering on needs, trends, and other factors (key stakeholder interviews, review of ILRU trainings, etc.) 

Deliverables
· Emerging Themes Report 
· Summary report of all data gathered
Timeline
· January – April 




Phase II
Outcomes & Measurement




Major Activities
· Strawman Outcomes and ROI Framework 
· 4 regional in-person work sessions & follow-up virtual meetings with CIL EDs 
· “Market Test” Framework with Stakeholders 



Deliverables 
· Outcomes/ROI Report


Timeline
· April - July 





















Foundational questions that will be answered through this process include:  
1. What similarities and discrepancies in data systems and definitions of service will impact the ability to compare measures of outcomes and impact between CILs?
2. Are there measures of outcomes and impact that all CILs could use to meet the reporting requirements established by state and federal funders, while also providing value and increased evaluation capacity to each CIL?
3. What returns on investment (ROI) can be established as a result of federal and state investment in the CILs and how should the proposed ROI be calculated?
4. What, if any, additional capacity or system changes will Centers for Independent Living need in order to accurately and fully report on uniform measures of outcome, impact and return on investment?  

Phase I:  Taking Stock

Between January and March of 2014, Greenlights conducted in-person and telephone interviews with executive directors and staff of the CIL network, other stakeholders prioritized by the Leadership Team, benchmark interviews with other state SILC networks, and conducted an online survey of all executive directors. 

Who is on the Project Leadership Team?
· Regina Blye, SILC
· Sandra Bitter, SILC
· Michele Crain, LIFE, Inc.
· Jackie Pacha, Brazos Valley Center for Independent Living
· Amy Kantoff, TACIL

Who was interviewed?
	22 stakeholder/staff interviews, including 
· 14 CIL Executive Directors
· Paula McElwee, ILRU
· Kelly Buckland, NCIL
· Michele Crain, TACIL
· Billy Altom, APRL
· Dr. Glen While, Research & Training Center on Independent Living, The University of Kansas
· Christina Holt, Work Group for Community Health and Development
· Amy Kantoff, DARS

Scheduled for interview:
· Glenn Neal, Cheryl Fuller, and Claudia Peden, DARS
· Bob Michaels, Independent Consultant
· Mike Hendricks, ILRU
· Lori Brooks, DARS

 Site Visits to 3 CILs including:  
· REACH, Inc.
· Heart of Central Texas Independent Living (HOCTIL)
· San Antonio Independent Living Services (SAILS)

	
Benchmark Organizations, including:
· Michigan Statewide Independent Living Council
· Disability Network/Michigan
· California State Independent Living Council
· Wisconsin Coalition of Independent Living Centers, Inc.
	
Who took the online survey? (See appendix for full survey results)
· 10 CIL Executive Directors 
· 2 Directors of Programs

Emerging Themes from Interviews, Survey and Document Review
During this process we have learned about the incredible diversity of services and supports that are provided by each of the 27 Centers of Independent Living in Texas.  A major strength of the CIL network is that each Center is unique, with programs tailored to the needs and desires of the local communities. At the same time, the CILs also share and promote a common vision of enabling and empowering independent living for all individuals with disabilities. It is this unifying vision that will serve as the cornerstone for the creation of a standard outcomes framework for the CILs of Texas. 


1. What similarities and discrepancies in data systems and definitions of service will impact the ability to compare measures of outcomes and impact between CILs?

· CILs are generally satisfied with their data systems. The vast majority of CIL staff surveyed and interviewed indicated they were happy with the data systems they currently use.  Of the survey respondents, 89% used CIL Suite.  Other systems include NetCIL, MiCIL and a locally developed system.  Most use the data collected through these systems not only to report to DARS and RSA, but also to monitor, evaluate and/or plan service delivery.  

· Service definitions are well understood and generally implemented consistently. In order to better determine similarities in service definitions across Centers, we first asked about the clarity of the definitions in the 704 instructions.  Based on survey respondents, 83% indicated these definitions are “somewhat” or “very clear”. We then asked EDs to provide examples of specific activities that would fall under several of the RSA service definitions. We found general consistency in how the types of activities were categorized into the service areas, with only a few exceptions:

· Some job related activities, such as resume writing and dressing for an interview, may be categorized as “Vocational” or “IL Skills Training”. 
· Helping a consumer complete an application for housing could fall under “Advocacy” services or “Housing, Home Modifications, and Shelter Services”.  
· Teaching a consumer how to wash and fold clothes could fall under “IL Skills Training” or “Personal Assistance Services”. 
· Several CILs did not believe there was an “other category” or had never used the category.  A couple of CILs reported regularly using this category for specific services including case management and providing general disability information. 
· Differences in how services, individuals, & consumers are counted create a challenge to establishing a statewide picture. While individual CILs are generally content with their data system and have a clear understanding of the definitions of service, this project has revealed a number of differences in how CILs across the network count and track numbers that are reported to DARS and RSA. Specific examples of apparent differences include: 
· What counts as an I&R? The total number of I&R services varied widely among Centers, even taking into account budget size differences. Based on information collected during the survey and interviews, it appears these differences are substantially based on how broad of an interpretation of the definition a CIL takes when reporting I&Rs, particularly community I&Rs.  For instance, some count newsletters and mail-outs in their total I&R count, and others also include hits on social media sites in response to an I&R related post.   
· When does a Community I&R become a CSR?  While the CIL Network appeared to be in general agreement about when it makes sense to open a Consumer Service Record, we did hear from a few EDs who shared that there may be internal variances in the choice to move from an I&R only to a CSR. Some Centers may more quickly move to open a CSR, whereas others may work more intensively with an individual before creating a consumer service record.
· Is a requested service always received?  From the survey results we learned there are a number of reasons why a service that a consumer requests may not be received, including that the consumer did not meet eligibility requirements, or that the CIL doesn’t have the resources or provide that particular service. However, in reviewing the 704 reports we found that a number of the CILs reported an exact one-to-one match between services requested and services received.  We subsequently learned that even if a service is not provided by a Center, the CIL will often be able to refer that individual to another community resource, and at the point of the referral the service is considered to have “been received.”  
· Are services provided multiple times to the same consumer undercounted? There appeared to be significant variation in how CILs count the number of repeating services provided to the same consumer. When asked about this issue, the majority of EDs indicated that due to RSA requirements, a re-occurring service such as peer counseling is only counted more than once if it is in support of a different purpose or goal. There were other respondents who said they count a service only once, no matter how many times a service is administered and regardless of the purpose of the service.  Both of these ways of counting may result in the CILs work efforts and impact being under-represented. We also heard from EDs who said the service is counted again if the consumer requests the service again and/or if the service is provided on more than one day.
· Should all services be counted, regardless of funding source? We heard from at least 2 executive directors who shared they were only counting services on the 704 report that were part of a federally funded program, and were not counting services provided through a state or other funded program. This is another example of where CILs may be undercounting the number of services provided to consumers in their communities.
· RSA and DARS reporting requirements contribute to inconsistency in counting methods. Key differences in the RSA and DARs reporting requirements, both in terms of frequency of reporting and counting instructions, leads to confusion among CILs. 

2. Are there measures of outcomes and impact that all CILs could use to meet the reporting requirements established by state and federal funders, while also providing value and increased evaluation capacity to each CIL?

As a preliminary avenue for developing standard measures of outcome and impact measures, we reviewed the methods used for establishing and monitoring the achievement of consumer goals.  
· RSA Goal definitions are generally well understood and implemented consistently.  When we asked CILs how clear the goal category definitions were in the RSA 704 instructions, 80% of respondents indicated the goal definitions were “very clear” or “somewhat clear.” Additionally, when asked to provide examples of the type of goals that would be included in various goal categories, there seemed to be a relatively strong degree of consistency in the goals included within each category.  

· Short-term versus long-term goals.  While there is general agreement on the importance of having consumers (and not staff) establish and decide whether or not a goal is good, several EDs explained that their Center(s) works with consumers to develop shorter-term goals. For example, if a consumer shared she has a goal of obtaining a college degree, the first step in that process might be to apply to college. This would therefore be established as the first goal for the consumer to work on with Center support. At least two EDs we spoke with used a similar planning process with the consumers, but recorded only long term goals and then labeled the shorter term goals as objectives. The variation in how Centers establish goals may mean some CILs are under-reporting the effort invested in consumers.

· Role of measuring community activities in developing a picture of impact. Part of the mission of the CILs is to serve as a strong voice of advocacy in the community, working to promote systemic changes to improve access and opportunities for people with disabilities. Current RSA requirements ask CILs to document community/systems advocacy efforts in a Community Activities Table in the 704 report. While this qualitative information provides a useful summary of CIL activities during the year, the significant variation in the types of activities reported makes developing a state-wide picture of impact challenging. In addition, some of the data reported by CILs are actually outputs, rather than true outcome measures. 
· Other states have found that using standard measures of outcomes can improve their case for support.  Michigan and Wisconsin in particular have found that since developing and reporting standard outcomes across their states, they have successfully increased funding support from state government.  
· NCIL is sponsoring an effort to measure program outcomes and incorporate these into the 704 Report. The National Council on Independent Living was motivated to develop a common outcomes framework, in part because of the results of a 2003 OMB assessment which concluded that Centers had failed to demonstrate results. NCIL noted in their 2012 report that, “this finding was explicitly not a statement that the Center program was ineffective, but simply that the program was not yet identifying its desired outcomes, measuring them, and using them to continually improve effectiveness.” NCIL is currently in communication with RSA to revise the 704 report to incorporate a standardized outcome framework, similar to the framework field tested by NCIL in 2010-2011. In a conversation with NCIL Executive Director Kelly Buckland, he reported feeling confident that RSA will adopt at least some of NCIL’s proposed recommendations.  

3. What returns on investment (ROI) can be established as a result of federal and state investment in the CILs and how should the proposed ROI be calculated?
· Some states have successfully calculated return on investment using primarily employment and community-based living outcomes. During Phase II of this project, we will look further into the possibilities associated with calculating a statewide ROI.

4. What, if any, additional capacity or system changes will Centers for Independent Living need in order to accurately and fully report on uniform measures of outcome, impact and return on investment?  
· Based on feedback received from the benchmark organizations and some stakeholders, successful approaches to measuring collective impact incorporate the following:
· Uniform methods of counting
· A tracking system that is easy to implement and cost effective
· Uniform consumer goals and community outcome data
· Frequent meetings between CILs to discuss data issues and ensure accuracy


Next Steps

What comes next?
1. Taking Stock Report  (April)
 Greenlights will synthesize key findings of Phase I, including the identification of similarities and differences in data systems and definitions of service, as well as measures of outcomes.  The report will provide concrete recommendations which will lay the foundation for facilitated discussions about establishing standard outcomes and return on investment measures.
2. “Strawman” Document with Outcomes and Service Definitions (April)
Greenlights will develop a draft document, or “strawman,” of possible outcome measures, and return on investment calculations that will serve as a beginning point for discussion among CILs.
3. Small group work-sessions with CIL Executive Directors (May)
Greenlights will facilitate 4 regional meetings with EDs to review and revise the strawman document, incorporating feedback and ideas with the ultimate goal of creating an outcome and ROI framework that would be valuable to CILs across the state.
4. “Market Test” Framework with Stakeholders  (May-June)
Greenlights will share draft outcomes and ROI measures with key stakeholders to receive their feedback.
5. Virtual CIL work group meetings (June)
Greenlights will conduct up to 3 virtual work sessions to review stakeholder feedback and work towards developing a general consensus on a few measures of outcome and ROI that could be used to demonstrate statewide impact of the CIL Network.
6. Finalize Outcome/ROI Report (July)
Greenlights will finalize a document of key outcomes to be used by CILs along with standard interpretations of definitions of service and return on investment calculations



Appendix I

CIL Data Reporting Survey
January 2014
Summary of Responses

SILC and Greenlights invited CIL executive directors to participate in an online survey designed to collect information related to definitions of service, data collection and data reporting. There were 12 participants total, 10 who were executive directors and 2 who were directors of programs. 16 Centers were represented. In the following summary, “Overall” refers to all survey respondents. The top responses in each respondent category are indicated in bold for quick reference.


DATA COLLECTING SYSTEMS

    What system do you currently use to collect data?


	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	CIL Suite
	88.9%
	8

	MiCIL
	11.1%
	1

	Customized software system
	0.0%
	0

	Excel or other spreadsheet
	0.0%
	0

	Other
	
	2


Other: 
	· In house designed forms that employees manually use to record monthly figures

	· NetCIL by Engineering Data Design Group




How satisfied are you with your current system?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Very satisfied
	69.2%
	9

	Somewhat satisfied
	23.1%
	3

	Somewhat unsatisfied
	7.7%
	1

	Very unsatisfied
	0.0%
	0






How frequently does your CIL use the data collected for RSA and DARS to internally evaluate your programs (e.g. review trends, identify needs, add/change programs offered)?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Monthly
	41.7%
	5

	Quarterly
	33.3%
	4

	Annually
	16.7%
	2

	Never
	8.3%
	1

	Other
	
	2



Other: 
	· Fairly new to program.  First quarter this year was first that we started examining the ways we can use the data internally. We expect to use it at least quarterly as we go forward.

	· Also do 6 months 704 readiness review



NCIL Outcome Management 


Are you familiar with the NCIL's work on outcomes management?


	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	75.0%
	9

	No
	25.0%
	3





If you answered yes to the above question, please briefly describe how (if at all) you use NCIL's information.

The majority of organizations are not using NCIL’s information.  Three organizations reported they are aware of it and are currently reviewing it. One has reviewed it and does not see the relevance to their Center.  One organization uses it to influence organizational practices and applies the information to goal setting for the organization.

INDIVIDUAL SERVICES, REPORTING AND TRACKING

At what point do you recommend that an individual counted as I&R only, establish a CSR?

	Overall, there is a theme among organizations that a CSR is established if the individual identifies that they need extended services or if the organization determines that the individual needs extended services beyond what is provided by the I&R. Respondents varied on who was required to initiate the request with some  requiring  the individual to make the request, some requiring  a recommendation by an intake specialist, and some allowing the need to be identified by any staff person working on the case.



When do you count that an individual service (not including I&R) has been received?

	Over half of the organizations defined that they count an individual service as being received when the individual reports they received the service they requested. The second most popular response was when the CIL staff member indicates that they provided the requested service to the consumer. A few organizations mentioned that if the individual service request was addressed then the service would be considered as received. For example, an individual looking for housing who is placed on a waitlist would be considered as service received.

	

	


For the purposes of reporting in the 704 report, when do you count a person as "receiving I&R services"?

The majority of respondents count a person as receiving I&R services in one of two ways: 
· When a person contacts the CIL for a request for information or referral. 
· When the individual actually receives the information or referral that was requested.

What would be the primary reason(s) why a consumer would not receive a requested service?  Check all that apply.

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Consumer doesn’t fit eligibility requirements
	72.7%
	8

	CIL doesn’t have resources
	63.6%
	7

	CIL doesn’t provide the requested services
	72.7%
	8

	Consumer doesn't follow through
	90.9%
	10

	Other
	
	3




Other: 
	· Consumer doesn't follow through AND/OR referral source doesn't have the means to provide at that time and individual may have to go onto an interest list.

	· When consumer requesting service it is either with CIL or other resource, it is all about consumer choice.

	· Moved, Died, Changed their mind






What criteria are used to determine if an individual service provided repeatedly to a single consumer should be counted more than once? Check all that apply.

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Service is in support of a different purpose or goal
	81.8%
	9

	Our software is used to determine this
	45.5%
	5

	Consumer requests service again
	27.3%
	3

	Service is provided on more than one day
	18.2%
	2

	Other
	
	3


Other:
	· For instance we provide six bus tickets a month to certain consumers.  We do not close and open, rather leave them open if it is an ongoing need.

	· We count service only once no matter how many times service is administered

	· I&R as a requested service is counted each time requested.



How clear are the individual service definitions provided by RSA?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Very clear
	58.3%
	7

	Somewhat clear
	25.0%
	3

	Somewhat unclear
	16.7%
	2

	Very unclear
	0.0%
	0

	Not aware of RSA service definitions
	0.0%
	0



Please briefly explain your answer:
	· Open to interpretation, especially when some services requested/provided could fall under more than one category.

	· Service definitions are available in 704 Report instructions.



How often is progress toward individual consumer goals tracked?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Monthly
	33.3%
	3

	Quarterly
	44.4%
	4

	Annually
	22.2%
	2

	Other
	
	4


Other: 
	· Has been quarterly in the past, but beginning January, we are tracking it monthly.

	· No set tracking established.

	· At each consumer/CIL contact goals are reviewed between them.

	· At least quarterly




Briefly describe how progress toward individual consumer goals are tracked?

The most frequently cited ways that organizations track progress toward individual consumer goals were: 
· Contact with the consumer
· Database documentation
· Staffed meetings.


For the 704 reporting requirements, has your CIL established criteria in order to classify goals by Significant Life Area (i.e. Self-Advocacy/Self-Empowerment, Communication, Mobility/Transportation, etc.), particularly if a goal matches more than one SLA?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	40.0%
	4

	No
	40.0%
	4

	Working on it
	20.0%
	2



If you answered yes to the above question, are there written procedures in place that define the criteria?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	20.0%
	1

	No
	60.0%
	3

	Working on it
	20.0%
	1




How does your CIL determine if an individual goal has been achieved?

Nearly all of the CILs determine that an individual goal has been achieved when the consumer has determined (with or without staff) that the goal has been achieved.

	







How clear are the goal definitions provided by RSA?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Very clear
	30.0%
	3

	Somewhat clear
	50.0%
	5

	Somewhat unclear
	10.0%
	1

	Very unclear
	10.0%
	1

	Not aware of RSA goal definitions
	0.0%
	0



Please briefly explain your answer: 
	· Subject to interpretation.

	· The Section B, Item 2 definitions are much clearer than service definitions

	· Subpart III, Section B offers little insight, and we are not aware of specific definitions.

	· We focus heavily on definitions during staff trainings and we keep the service and goal definitions with every intake and staff person.



Who is responsible for data collecting and tracking in your CIL?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Executive Director only
	22.2%
	2

	Center Director only
	0.0%
	0

	All Staff
	88.9%
	8

	Other
	
	3


Other: 
	· Executive Director monitors and holds periodic reviews; compiles all for 704 report.

	· Staff inputs data, Director of Programs tracks and compiles data.

	· Executive Director and Program staff



As a part of this initiative, we will be working with all CILs to determine return on investment (ROI) calculations.  Has your CIL assigned a cost amount to any of your services?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	0.0%
	0

	No
	70.0%
	7

	Working on it
	30.0%
	3



If you answered "yes" or "working on it", please briefly describe your process:
· This is why we are working with you :)


If you have encountered any major challenges in completing the reporting requirements for DARS and/or RSA, please briefly describe.

	 The most commons concerns that were noted by organizations were: 
· Using separate databases for collecting information;
· The volume of information/data collect by the organization;
· The changes in reporting requirements; and 
· The restrictions about counting services makes it difficult to reflect the depth of work happening at their facility.



Is there anything else that would be helpful for us to know?

	· It would be helpful to know the purpose and have a clear definition of the reporting documents for DARS.

	· The lack of understanding/acceptance by RSA and DARS that CIL employees often provide numerous and frequent lengthy assistance to consumers under the same service category (for example individual advocacy assistance), but on different issues and there is no way to count this work (accept in case notes) when each consumer is only allowed be counted for a specific service (for example individual advocacy assistance) one time during any grant year

	· Looking forward to the interview because CIL programs have more substance than can be captured through this survey.

	· Understanding a CIL as it is not DARS, also if the funders are wanting this (DARS) they already have the data, why have they not used it to determine their ROI.  The funding source are the ones requiring data, so should they not be required to determine ROI?

	· There seems to be a "disconnect" between the DARS Area offices and the Central Office in Austin.  While local DARS personnel general have good working relationships and understandings of CILs, Austin administrators are unable to explain the value of CILs other than in terms of numbers and "ROI."

It is impossible to place a dollar figure on the services provided by a CIL which is typically a holistic approach to independent living.  How can one place a dollar figure on a person who has received a good job and is helping to raise his family?

Additionally, the ten original Texas CILs have received no increase in funding over the past 20 years.  What state agency, business (or what household) could function with the same income it was receiving twenty years ago?  The SILC has not used this argument effectively; and legislative efforts are tied to ROI.  Meanwhile, CILs are required to meet more rigid standards by DARS every year.
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Appendix II. Peer Benchmarking Chart
	
	California
	Michigan
	Wisconsin

	Number of CILs
	28
	15
	8

	Funding structure
	All receive both state and federal funding 
Each CIL receives base funding amount with incentives to raise funds through fee for service or fundraising
	All receive both state and federal funding (worked to change funding structure)
	All receive both state and federal funding

	Data system
	Mix of systems, with majority (15) using CFAL
	CFAL-NetCIL
	MiCIL

	Voluntary or mandatory framework
	Voluntary
	Initially voluntary and became part of state contract requirements in 2008
	Mandatory- part of state contract requirements

	Data quality control processes
	Individual CILs manage data quality internally only; no network wide training/discussion
	Network wide monthly data meetings with participation from all CILs; YouTube training videos by SILC
	Individual CILs manage data quality however some peer reviews or support provided; network wide support and all use the same tool

	Outcomes framework
	· No standard outcomes used for reporting
· Previously network worked to develop logic model and outcome framework, but did not achieve buy-in among CILs;
· State Association is lobbying to increase CIL funding and believes it will be critical to develop state picture of impact; exploring the possibility of modifying Aging and Disability Resource Connections costing tools
	· Initial framework developed in early 2000s; 
· Later network worked with database vendor to build outcome model directly into database via drop-down menus; 
· Allows network to report out on individual outcomes, as well as community outcomes and has developed a more complete state-wide picture of impact 
	· Initial framework developed in 1990s
· Developed framework for Quality  Indicators for Independent Living Services (QUILS)
· Ongoing training and support
· Organized lobbying/advocacy using data collected

	ROI
	Fresno CIL developed ROI report- no statewide ROI data
	Calculation of tax payer savings related to long-term services and supports (relocation from nursing facilities to community) and employment (SSI savings and increased tax revenue)
	ROI reports developed yearly for collective and individual CILs

	Additional information
	Network experiencing challenges related to differences in counting services, who qualifies as a consumer, service definition differences

	Used outcome reporting to justify an ask for increased state funding- this lead to additional appropriations for all CILs
	Network experienced difficulty initially to develop consistency and consensus; common goal setting and tracking purposes helped with accountability and strengthened support within the network
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The Texas State Independent Living Council (SILC) contracted with Greenlights for Nonprofit Success to launch a Common Outcomes & ROI project in December 2013. Divided into two phases, this project is designed to guide the Centers for Independent Living (CIL), the SILC, and the Independent Living (IL) network through an intensive process to develop a set of standard outcomes and return on investment (ROI) measures for use in reporting statewide performance and impact.   
Standard Outcomes and Return on Investment Project Overview
Phase I
Taking Stock




Phase II
Outcomes & Measurement




Major Activities
· “Strawman” outcomes and ROI Framework 
· 2 regional in-person work sessions & follow-up virtual meetings with CIL EDs and relevant staff
· “Market Test” Framework with Stakeholders 




Deliverables 
Outcomes/ROI Report

Timeline
· April - July 

Major Activities
· Internal data gathering from CILs (surveys, interviews, site visits, document review, etc.)
· National benchmarking of comparable organizations
· External data gathering on needs, trends, and other factors (key stakeholder interviews, review of National Council on Independent Living (NCIL) framework, etc.) 

Deliverables
· Emerging Themes Report 
· Taking Stock Report
Timeline
· January – April 






















Foundational questions that will be answered through this process include:  
5. What similarities and discrepancies in data systems and definitions of service will impact the ability to compare measures of outcomes and impact among CILs?
6. Are there measures of outcomes and impact that all CILs could use to meet the reporting requirements established by state and federal funders, while also providing value and increased evaluation capacity to each CIL?
7. What returns on investment (ROI) can be established as a result of federal and state investment in the CILs and how should the proposed ROI be calculated?
8. What, if any, additional capacity or system changes will CILs need in order to accurately and fully report on uniform measures of outcome, impact and return on investment?  

This document represents the final deliverable from Phase 1 of the project. While we could fill many pages with the findings of good work that the CILs do, we have instead chosen to focus this document on the four key questions that we set out to address.  SILC and CIL leadership should take the relatively critical nature of this document not as an indictment, but rather as an honest view of where CILs currently stand relative to their ability to produce a statewide picture of their collective impact.  
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Between January and April of 2014, Greenlights conducted a document review, in-person and telephone interviews with executive directors and staff of the CIL network and other stakeholders prioritized by the Leadership Team, benchmark interviews with other state SILC networks, and an online survey of executive directors.  

Project Leadership Team
1. Regina Blye, SILC
2. Sandra Bitter, SILC
3. Michele Crain, LIFE, Inc.
4. Jackie Pacha, Brazos Valley Center for Independent Living (BVCIL)
5. Amy Kantoff, Texas Association of Centers for Independent Living (TACIL)

Document Review, including:
1. RSA 704 Instructions and FAQ Document
2. DARS 3161 Instructions and Monthly Reports for state funded CILS 
3. 2012 & 2013 704 reports for CILs
4. NCIL Outcomes Project Report
5. Texas SPIL 2014-2016
6. CIL Websites
7. Disability/Network Michigan – Changing Lives Changing Communities Annual Report and the Telling Our Story Handbook
8. DARS Rider 30 Report

27 stakeholder/staff interviews 
1. 14 CIL Executive Directors
2. Paula McElwee, Independent Living Research Utilization (ILRU)
3. Kelly Buckland, National Council on Independent Living (NCIL)
4. Michele Crain, TACIL
5. Billy Altom, Association of Programs for Rural Independent Living (APRIL)
6. Dr. Glen White, Research & Training Center on Independent Living, The University of Kansas
7. Christina Holt, Work Group for Community Health and Development
8. Bob Michaels, Independent Consultant
9. Amy Kantoff, Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS)
10. Glenn Neal, Cheryl Fuller, and Claudia Peden, DARS
11. Lori Brooks, DARS



 Site Visits to 3 CILs  
1. REACH, Inc.
2. Heart of Central Texas Independent Living (HOCTIL)
3. San Antonio Independent Living Services (SAILS)
	
Benchmark Organization Interviews
1. Michigan Statewide Independent Living Council
2. Disability Network/Michigan
3. California State Independent Living Council
4. Wisconsin Coalition of Independent Living Centers, Inc.
	
Online survey (See appendix for survey results)
1. 10 CIL Executive Directors 
2. 2 CIL Directors of Programs 



[image: Greenlights_TitleBar][bookmark: _Toc384644742][bookmark: _Toc404591086]FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



During this process we have learned about the incredible diversity of services and supports that are provided by each of the 27 Centers for Independent Living in Texas.  A major strength of the CIL network is that each Center is unique, with programs tailored to the needs and desires of the local communities. At the same time, the CILs also share and promote a common vision of enabling and empowering independent living for all individuals with disabilities. It is this unifying vision that will serve as the cornerstone for the creation of a standard outcomes framework for the CILs of Texas. 
I. [bookmark: _Toc384565956][bookmark: _Toc384644737][bookmark: _Toc384565957][bookmark: _Toc384644738][bookmark: _Toc384565958][bookmark: _Toc384644739][bookmark: _Toc384644740]What similarities and discrepancies in data systems and definitions of service will impact the ability to compare measures of outcomes and impact among CILs?
[bookmark: _Toc384644741]Key Findings
· CILs are generally satisfied with their data systems. The vast majority of CIL staff surveyed and interviewed indicated they are happy with the data systems they currently use.  Of the survey respondents, 89% use CIL Suite.  Other systems include NetCIL, MiCIL and a locally developed CSR system. CILs use the data collected through these systems not only to report to DARS and RSA, but also to monitor services and consumer progress toward goals, and to plan service delivery efforts.

· Service definitions are well understood and generally implemented consistently. At the outset of this initiative, a question was raised related to the need to create standard definitions of service for all CILs.  Based on feedback received through the online survey and during the individual interviews, CILs generally feel as though the 704 instructions serve as standard definitions for the data currently reported. Based on survey respondents, 83% indicated these definitions are “somewhat” or “very clear”.  In order to evaluate whether these definitions were being interpreted consistently, we asked executive directors to provide examples of specific activities that would fall under several of the RSA service definitions. The table below contains the sample activities listed during the interviews and Appendix III compares these activities with those reported in the Michigan Telling Our Story handbook. 
We found general consistency in how the types of activities were categorized into the service areas. The primary exceptions appeared to be in situations where a service could fit into multiple categories.  Examples include:

· Some job related activities, such as resume writing and dressing for an interview, may be categorized as “Vocational” or “IL Skills Training”. 
· Helping a consumer complete an application for housing could fall under “Advocacy” services or “Housing, Home Modifications, and Shelter Services”.  
· Teaching a consumer how to wash and fold clothes could fall under “IL Skills Training” or “Personal Assistance Services”. 

When asked about CILs use of the “other category”, several Centers reported that they were not aware there is an “other category” or had never used the category.  However, a couple of Centers reported regularly using this category for specific services including case management and providing general disability information.  Other CILs reported that the use of the “other category” isn’t necessary as all program services can be classified under one of the existing service definitions.

Examples of Activities by Service Type
	RSA Definition for Advocacy/Legal Services
	Assistance and/or representation in obtaining access to benefits, services, and programs to which a consumer may be entitled.

	Sample activities
	· Calling an agency to assist with a utility bill
· Social security advocacy- attending hearings
· Contacting a landlord regarding housing issues
· Teaching a consumer how to advocate with an employer
· Assisting in the legal process when a consumer has been discriminated against
· Completing an application for housing                                            
· Helping a consumer complete voter registration forms 

	RSA Definition for Housing/Home Modification, and Shelter Services
	Services related to securing housing or shelter, adaptive housing services (including appropriate accommodations to and modifications of any space used to serve, or occupied by individuals with significant disabilities).


	Sample activities
	· Weatherization
· Working with the city to assist a consumer with qualifying for home modifications
· Texas ramp project
· Helping to install grab bars/ramps
· Tenant based rental assistance program vouchers
· Negotiating with landlords
· Providing information on accessible housing
· Emergency shelter services
· Relocation services


	RSA Definition for IL Skills Training and Life Skills Training Services
	Instruction to develop independent living skills in areas such as personal care, coping, financial management, social skills, and household management. This may also include education and training necessary for living in the community and participating in community activities.


	Sample activities
	· Computer classes
· Cooking
· Self-management of chronic illness such as diabetes
· Job search techniques
· How to dress for an interview
· Resume writing
· English as a second language 


	
· Differences in how services & consumers are counted create a challenge to establishing a statewide picture. While individual CILs are generally content with their data system and have a clear understanding of the definitions of service, this project has revealed a number of differences in how CILs across the network count and track services that are reported to DARS and RSA. Specific examples of apparent differences include: 
· What counts as an Information and Referral (I&R)? The total number of I&R services vary widely among Centers, even taking into account budget size differences. Based on information collected through the survey and interviews, it appears these differences are substantially based on how broadly a CIL interprets the definition of an I&R, particularly community I&Rs.  Differences may also be the result of inconsistencies in reporting requirements between DARS and RSA. For example, RSA 704 instructions related to I&Rs do not mention newsletters or mail-outs, whereas DARS 3161 instructions specifically reference these types of communication.
Significant points of differences include: 
· Newsletters and Mail-outs.  Some executive directors’ report counting all newsletters and mail-outs in their total I&R count, while others count only mail-outs to individuals who request them, only mail-outs to individuals who do not have a CSR, or only one mail-out per year. Others report they do not count newsletters and mail-outs at all. 
· Social Media. Some executive directors count all hits on social media sites in response to an I&R related post, others count only when someone posts a response and some do not count social media activity at all. 
· Multiple I&Rs to an individual. Some executive directors report counting an I&R only one time for the year for each individual, while others report counting every I&R regardless of how many times an individual requests and/or receives the service.
· When does a Community I&R become a Consumer Services Record (CSR)?  While the CIL Network appeared to be in general agreement about when it makes sense to open a consumer service record, some executive directors reported that some staff and Centers move more quickly to open a CSR, whereas others work more intensively with an individual before creating a CSR. In addition, executive directors noted the importance of individual choice when establishing a CSR. For example, even if an individual is seeking in-depth assistance and a staff person considers it the right time to open a CSR, it is ultimately the consumer’s choice to decide if he/she is willing to take that next step.
· Is a requested service always received?  From the survey results we learned there are a number of reasons why a service that a consumer requests, such as physical restoration services or rehabilitation technology services, may not be received. Possible reasons include that the consumer did not meet eligibility requirements, or that the CIL doesn’t have the resources or provide that particular service. However, based on a review of the 704 reports, a number of the CILs reported an exact one-to-one match between services requested and services received.  We subsequently learned that even if a service is not provided directly by the Centers, CILs will often refer consumers to other community resources. For many CILs, this point of referral means the requested service has “been received.” Some CILs count this as a service even if the referral did not ultimately lead to assistance for the consumer and/or they were not able to track the assistance the consumer received. For other CILs, the service is only considered “received” when staff follow-up to confirm that the referral resulted in documented service delivery. 
· Are services provided multiple times to the same consumer underreported? There appeared to be significant variation in how CILs count the number of repeating services provided to the same consumer for reporting purposes.
· Counting a Service Again if Supporting Different Goals. When asked about CILs count repeating services provided to the same consumer, the majority of executive directors indicated that due to RSA requirements, a re-occurring service such as peer counseling is only counted more than once if it is in support of a different purpose or goal.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  RSA instructions on this topic are found in the Frequently Asked Questions document. It states, “Certain services such as peer counseling, IL Skills training and therapeutic treatments by nature require multiple interactions. Though a particular service may require multiple interactions, it is still the same service. Generally a service that is provided through multiple interactions should be counted only once. However, a service provider may count a type of service more than once if each time that service is provided it is identified in the CSR as a unique occurrence in support of a different purpose or goal.”] 

· Counting a Service Once, Regardless of Goals. There were other executive directors who said they count a service only once, no matter how many times a service is administered and regardless of the goal related to the service.  
· Counting a Service Again if Service is Requested/Provided Again. At least one executive director shared that a service is counted again if it is requested again by the consumer and/or if the service is provided on more than one day. 
· Counting a Service Again if the Same Service is Provided by Multiple Staff. For example, if the same service is provided to a consumer by a different staff person, the service would be counted a second time, even if they are working on the same goal.  
· Counting all Related Services if a Service Fits Multiple Categories. For example, attendance at a transportation class may also include services related to mobility training and advocacy. Therefore, this would count as three distinct services. 
· Should all services be counted, regardless of funding source? We heard from at least two executive directors who shared they were only reporting services on the 704 report that were part of a federally funded program, and were not reporting services provided through a state, foundation or other funded program.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  RSA instructions on this topic are found in the Frequently Asked Questions document. It states, “Funding, outcomes and consumer data from CILs receiving any Part C funds, regardless of amount, are to be reported in Part II of the 704 Report submitted by those CILs…The 704 Report should include information about any consumer served through non-title VII programs and funding sources if: 1) title VII funds contributed at least in part to the availability of the non-title VII program (e.g. title VII funds used to secure a non-title VII grant or contract); 2) the non-title VII funds were generated by a title VII supported activity (e.g., fee-for service contracts for IL services); or 3) the consumer also receives funded by title VII.”] 

· [bookmark: _Toc384565962][bookmark: _Toc384644743]RSA and DARS reporting requirements contribute to inconsistencies in counting methods. There are key differences that executive directors noted in the RSA and DARS reporting requirements related to reporting services, which leads to confusion among CILs. 
· Reporting Timeframes: The DARS 3161 form is a monthly report, whereas RSA’s 704 documentation is submitted only once per year.  Therefore, if a consumer receives eight (8) peer counseling services during the year, one per month, focused on the same goal, a CIL may only count this as one (1) total service in the 704 report (per the RSA instructions).  However, each month the service is provided it may appear in the DARS report. 
· Counting Repeating Services: Additionally, we learned from conversations with DARS staff that there are not specific policies in place related to how repeating services provided to the same consumer should be reported on the 3161 form. 
· Individual CILs regularly monitor data quality, however a lack of coordination across the network contributes to inconsistencies. Nearly 90% of the Centers who completed the survey reported that all staff within the CIL share data entry responsibilities. Because of this, CIL executive directors recognize the importance of regular staff training and communication to help ensure consistency related to data procedures.  A number of directors reported performing quality control checks and shared that they frequently meet with staff to discuss data issues. While this level of oversight no doubt increases internal consistency, there are not opportunities for CIL staff from across the Texas network to regularly discuss data challenges. 
In addition, we learned that the Michigan SILC, the Disability Network/Michigan and the Wisconsin Coalition of Independent Living Centers have worked with their CIL Networks to implement a shared data system that allows for data to be collected and reported in a consistent and comparable way.  Michigan CIL staff also meet monthly and Wisconsin CILs provide ongoing peer support to discuss data challenges and reach consensus on how to best measure common outputs and outcomes.  
[bookmark: _Toc384644745]Recommendations
· Encourage full participation by all CILs to work  collectively to establish consistent interpretation and implementation of service delivery counting methods, with special emphasis on: 
· I&R services
· Services provided multiple times to an individual consumer
· Inclusion of activity funded by all sources, including state, federal, corporate, foundation and individual donor support

· The CIL network should consider developing and distributing a Texas Handbook on Recommended Measures of CIL Activity and Impact that documents the recommended interpretation and implementation of service delivery counting and reporting methods.  This would provide all CIL staff, particularly new staff and executive directors, with a reference manual. In addition, all CILs should be encouraged to conduct at least quarterly monitoring activities to ensure their staff are using consistent methods for counting and recording work activity and outcomes. 
· Consider convening monthly data meetings to ensure ongoing consistency in counting methods across the entire CIL Network.   Monthly data meetings provide an opportunity for CIL staff to come together and ask questions of each other, discuss challenges related to data issues and share ideas related to opportunities for improving data collection and reporting.
· Encourage all executive directors, especially those new to the CIL Network, to receive training on the importance of and process for collecting and reporting data.  Training could be provided internally or through a mentorship with a more tenured executive director.
· TACIL, SILC and the CIL Network should work with DARS to gain clarification regarding reporting requirements, particularly as it relates to how services are counted. In addition, we recommend working with DARS to ensure that reporting requirements fully represent the efforts and work of the CIL network. 
II. [bookmark: _Toc384644747][bookmark: _Toc384644752][bookmark: _Toc384565965][bookmark: _Toc384644753][bookmark: _Toc384644754]Are there measures of outcomes and impact that all CILs could use to meet the reporting requirements established by state and federal funders, while also providing value and increased evaluation capacity to each CIL?
[bookmark: _Toc384644755]Key Findings
· As a preliminary avenue for developing standard measures of outcome and impact, we reviewed the methods used for establishing and monitoring the achievement of consumer goals.  
· RSA Goal definitions are generally well understood and implemented consistently.  When we asked CILs how clear the goal category definitions were in the RSA 704 instructions, 80% of respondents indicated the goal definitions were “very clear” or “somewhat clear.” Additionally, when asked to provide examples of the type of goals that would be included in various goal categories, there was a relatively strong degree of consistency in the goals included within each category.  
· CILs vary on reporting short-term and long-term goals.  While there is general agreement on the importance of having consumers (and not staff) establish and decide whether or not a goal is good, several executive directors explained that their Center(s) works with consumers to develop shorter-term goals. For example, if a consumer shared she has a goal of obtaining a college degree, the first step in that process might be to apply to college. This would therefore be established as the first goal for the consumer to work on with Center support. At least two executive directors we spoke with used a similar planning process with the consumers, but recorded only long term goals and then labeled the shorter term goals as objectives. The variation in how Centers establish goals may mean some CILs are under-reporting the effort invested in consumers. For example, CILs that work with consumers on longer term goals will most likely report more goals as “in progress” rather than having being “achieved” at the end of the RSA reporting period. 
· CILs report consistent methods for determining progress and achievement of consumer goals. The majority of CILs report monitoring progress on consumer goals monthly or quarterly.  CILs regularly check in with consumers via telephone or in person and many CILs hold periodic case staffing meetings to discuss active consumers.  Goals are typically considered as having been met when the consumer, in consultation with CIL support staff, report success in achieving a specific goal. 
· Other states have found that using standard measures of outcomes can improve their case for support.  Michigan and Wisconsin in particular have found that since developing and reporting standard outcomes across their states, they have successfully increased funding support from state government.  Wisconsin noted the difficulties they experienced in the development of standard measures of outcomes, however they did see an increase in understanding and advocacy efforts to legislators when looking across state and local outcomes. 
· NCIL is sponsoring an effort to measure consumer and community outcomes and incorporate these into the 704 Report. The National Council on Independent Living was motivated to develop a common outcomes framework, in part because of the results of a 2003 OMB assessment which concluded that the Center program within RSA suffered from “Results not demonstrated.”  NCIL noted in their 2012 report that, “this finding was explicitly not a statement that the Center program was ineffective, but simply that the program was not yet identifying its desired outcomes, measuring them, and using them to continually improve effectiveness.” NCIL is currently in communication with RSA to revise the 704 report to incorporate a standardized outcome framework, similar to the framework field tested by NCIL in 2010-2011. In a conversation with NCIL Executive Director Kelly Buckland, he reported feeling confident that RSA will adopt at least some of NCIL’s proposed recommendations.  
· TACIL, SILC and the CIL Network have an opportunity to influence how DARS measures performance.  Rider 30 of the 2014-15 General Appropriations Act requires DARS to establish strategies to improve the measurement, collection, and reporting of outcome data related to CILs.  TACIL, SILC and individual CILs have provided written feedback to DARS on their plans to meet this requirement.  
· Systems advocacy is an important component of CIL services and outcome measures are needed to capture the impact of this work. Part of the mission of the CILs is to serve as a strong voice of advocacy in the community, working to promote systemic changes to improve access and opportunities for people with disabilities. Current RSA requirements ask CILs to document community/systems advocacy efforts in narrative form. In addition, some DARS-funded CILs document community activities in quarterly performance reports. However, the CILs documentation for both DARS and RSA reporting requirements are predominately measures of work effort, rather than true outcome measures. In addition, without a set of standard outcome measures related to systems advocacy, it becomes difficult to produce an overall picture of state-wide impact. 
NCIL has recognized that current RSA reporting requirements related to systems advocacy are focused more on measures of work effort, rather than outcomes, and has developed several outcomes related to systems advocacy in their framework.
[bookmark: _Toc384644756]Recommendations
· As part of Phase II of this project, encourage full participation by all Texas CILs to work to define a small set of outcome measures that tie to individual and community goals and can be used to demonstrate the impact of the Texas CIL Network collectively as well as the individual importance of each CIL to potential funders and advocates.
· Work with the Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) to advocate for inclusion of the set of outcome measures in the Legislative Appropriation Request as well as in monthly reports.  In addition, as DARS prepares to submit a 2016-17 legislative appropriations request, there is an opportunity to advocate for changes to what CIL- related measures are included. 
· Monitor and participate in requests for comments on the revised 704 report.  When RSA releases the draft revised 704 report for public comment, there will be an opportunity for CILs as well as TACIL and SILC to provide feedback on the proposed revisions and advocate for output and outcome measures that demonstrate the true work effort and results related to services.  
III. [bookmark: _Toc384644757][bookmark: _Toc384644758][bookmark: _Toc384644759][bookmark: _Toc384565969][bookmark: _Toc384644760][bookmark: _Toc384644761]What returns on investment (ROI) can be established as a result of federal and state investment in the CILs and how should the proposed ROI be calculated?
[bookmark: _Toc384644762]Key Findings
· Although they are not currently calculating return on investment, CILs see the value in their work providing support for individuals with disabilities within their respective communities.  The CILs empower individuals with disabilities to live as independently as possible and help them become more prepared to face whatever challenges they may encounter. The CILs serve all people with disabilities regardless of age, income, disability, or socioeconomic status and are value-added organizations in their communities. Lives change and communities are improved as a result of these services. 
· The ability to support individual and personalized goals is vital to the success of CILs, but also creates a challenge in determining standard return on investment measures. There is a strong consensus from the CIL directors we interviewed that CILs are strength-based and make every attempt to accept people where they are.  It was clear during this process that the uniqueness of each CIL to be able to meet the needs of consumers, based on consumer directed requests, is very important. Consumers are able to come in and make a request or set a goal, and staff work to support that consumer to the greatest extent possible. At the same time, many executive directors we spoke with are hopeful that this process will also allow the network to establish standard measures that can be used to determine statewide ROI.
· Michigan has successfully calculated return on investment using employment and community-based living outcomes to demonstrate that in 2012 every $1 investment returns $11 in taxpayer savings. To reach this ROI, Michigan calculated the savings in public dollars spent on public assistance and support when people with disabilities are able to live independently.  
[bookmark: _Toc384644763]Recommendations
· During Phase II of this project, we will work to develop a set of standard return on investment measures that can be used in reporting statewide performance and impact, as well as can be used by individual CILs in order to report their return on investment to foundations, other funders, donors, and stakeholders.
IV. [bookmark: _Toc384644765][bookmark: _Toc384644766][bookmark: _Toc384644767][bookmark: _Toc384644768][bookmark: _Toc384565973][bookmark: _Toc384644769][bookmark: _Toc384644770]What, if any, additional capacity or system changes will CILs need in order to accurately and fully report on uniform measures of outcome, impact and return on investment?  
[bookmark: _Toc384644771]Key Findings
· Based on feedback received from the benchmark organizations and some stakeholders, successful approaches to measuring collective impact incorporate the following:
· Uniform methods of counting
· A tracking system that is easy to implement and cost effective
· Consumer goals tied to standard outcomes 
· Specific outcomes for systems based advocacy
· Frequent meetings between CILs to discuss data issues and ensure accuracy

· Building an outcome tracking system directly into existing databases assists with implementation efforts.  The Michigan CIL network worked with the developers of NetCIL/CFAL to incorporate outcome measures directly into their existing system. As a result, Michigan SILC staff reported that the CILs were able to more easily and efficiently incorporate the new outcome reporting requirements into their daily work. 
[bookmark: _Toc384644772]Recommendations
· Work to build consensus among the twenty-seven (27) CILs. Agreeing on a uniform method of counting, as well as establishing common outcome and ROI measures will require patience and commitment from all CILs. By seeking commonalities, the network will be able to share statewide and individual CIL outcomes with funders, legislators, and community stakeholders more effectively.  
· Once outcome measures are developed, establish a regular process of obtaining feedback from the network.  With the development of any new system, there will be glitches, challenges, and questions when it is initially implemented. While a previous recommendation in this report highlighted the importance of monthly meetings for CIL staff across the network to ensure consistency of reporting, we would also recommend that CILs have the opportunity to provide regular input on how the new outcome measurement system is working and to recommend adjustments or changes to the system as needed. 
· Consider incorporating outcome measures directly into existing data systems. The Texas CIL network should explore the possibility of including outcome and ROI measures into their current data management systems. We learned from Bob Michaels that the NCIL Outcomes Measures Task Force has already approached all of the major data management providers, including CILSuite and MiCIL, regarding the inclusion of outcome measures. Michaels reported the providers were very open to the idea of including this type of tracking in their management systems.
[bookmark: _Toc384644773]
[image: Greenlights_TitleBar]      NEXT STEPS

This report represents the culmination of Phase I of the Common Outcomes and ROI Project. The report contains many ideas and observations gleaned from surveys, interviews and document reviews.  The sheer number of observations and recommendations may seem overwhelming at first, but the ultimate value lies in the opportunity to prioritize items for action and work towards a common way to define the ultimate impact of CILs in Texas.  

During Phase II of the Project, Greenlights will work with SILC and the CIL Network to create a set of standard outcomes and return on investment calculations for use in demonstrating performance and impact.  Key components of this phase include: 
· Two regional meetings in May 2014 to develop draft common outcomes and ROI.  At these meetings, Greenlights will present a model of outcome measure development, called a success equation.  This model will be used to help participants think about the CIL Network’s ultimate impact on Texas and its residents and what 4 or 5 key outcomes are necessary to achieving this impact.  The goal of these meetings is to reach consensus on a draft shared set of measures that can be used to demonstrate the impact of CILs individually as well as collectively through the CIL Network    All CIL executive directors are asked to attend and actively participate in one of these meetings.   
· Individual meetings with key stakeholders to “market test” draft outcomes and ROI.  In order to be useful, and avoid redundancy and inconsistencies in reporting, the outcome and ROI measures that are developed during this process should align to the greatest extent possible with the needs of the various funders and stakeholders of the CIL Network. As Greenlights is working with the CIL network to develop the outcome framework, we will also be having meetings with key stakeholders during which we show them draft versions of standards outcomes and receive their feedback. 
· Virtual workgroups in June and July 2014 to reach consensus on a standard set of common outcomes and ROI.  Using the draft frameworks developed during the regional meetings, and incorporating feedback received from stakeholders, Greenlights will guide CIL executive directors through a discussion designed to reach consensus on a final set of outcome and ROI measures.
· Final report issued in July 2014. Greenlights will present a final report of work completed to SILC and encourage distribution to the full CIL Network and key stakeholders. 





[bookmark: _Toc384644774][image: Greenlights_TitleBar]Appendix I: CIL Data Reporting Survey

CIL Data Reporting Survey
January 2014
Summary of Responses

SILC and Greenlights invited CIL executive directors to participate in an online survey designed to collect information related to definitions of service, data collection and data reporting. There were 12 participants total, 10 who were executive directors and 2 who were directors of programs. 16 Centers were represented. In the following summary, “Overall” refers to all survey respondents. The top responses in each respondent category are indicated in bold for quick reference.


DATA COLLECTING SYSTEMS

    What system do you currently use to collect data?


	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	CIL Suite
	88.9%
	8

	MiCIL
	11.1%
	1

	Customized software system
	0.0%
	0

	Excel or other spreadsheet
	0.0%
	0

	Other
	
	2


Other: 
	· In house designed forms that employees manually use to record monthly figures

	· NetCIL by Engineering Data Design Group




How satisfied are you with your current system?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Very satisfied
	69.2%
	9

	Somewhat satisfied
	23.1%
	3

	Somewhat unsatisfied
	7.7%
	1

	Very unsatisfied
	0.0%
	0






How frequently does your CIL use the data collected for RSA and DARS to internally evaluate your programs (e.g. review trends, identify needs, add/change programs offered)?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Monthly
	41.7%
	5

	Quarterly
	33.3%
	4

	Annually
	16.7%
	2

	Never
	8.3%
	1

	Other
	
	2



Other: 
	· Fairly new to program.  First quarter this year was first that we started examining the ways we can use the data internally. We expect to use it at least quarterly as we go forward.

	· Also do 6 months 704 readiness review



NCIL Outcome Management 


Are you familiar with the NCIL's work on outcomes management?


	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	75.0%
	9

	No
	25.0%
	3





If you answered yes to the above question, please briefly describe how (if at all) you use NCIL's information.

The majority of organizations are not using NCIL’s information.  Three organizations reported they are aware of it and are currently reviewing it. One has reviewed it and does not see the relevance to their Center.  One organization uses it to influence organizational practices and applies the information to goal setting for the organization.

INDIVIDUAL SERVICES, REPORTING AND TRACKING

At what point do you recommend that an individual counted as I&R only, establish a CSR?

	Overall, there is a theme among organizations that a CSR is established if the individual identifies that they need extended services or if the organization determines that the individual needs extended services beyond what is provided by the I&R. Respondents varied on who was required to initiate the request with some  requiring  the individual to make the request, some requiring  a recommendation by an intake specialist, and some allowing the need to be identified by any staff person working on the case.



When do you count that an individual service (not including I&Rs) has been received?

	Over half of the organizations defined that they count an individual service as being received when the individual reports they received the service they requested. The second most popular response was when the CIL staff member indicates that they provided the requested service to the consumer. A few organizations mentioned that if the individual service request was addressed then the service would be considered as received. For example, an individual looking for housing who is placed on a waitlist would be considered as service received.

	

	


For the purposes of reporting in the 704 report, when do you count a person as "receiving I&R services"?

The majority of respondents count a person as receiving I&R services in one of two ways: 
· When a person contacts the CIL for a request for information or referral. 
· When the individual actually receives the information or referral that was requested.

What would be the primary reason(s) why a consumer would not receive a requested service?  Check all that apply.

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Consumer doesn’t fit eligibility requirements
	72.7%
	8

	CIL doesn’t have resources
	63.6%
	7

	CIL doesn’t provide the requested services
	72.7%
	8

	Consumer doesn't follow through
	90.9%
	10

	Other
	
	3




Other: 
	· Consumer doesn't follow through AND/OR referral source doesn't have the means to provide at that time and individual may have to go onto an interest list.

	· When consumer requesting service it is either with CIL or other resource, it is all about consumer choice.

	· Moved, died, changed their mind






What criteria are used to determine if an individual service provided repeatedly to a single consumer should be counted more than once? Check all that apply.

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Service is in support of a different purpose or goal
	81.8%
	9

	Our software is used to determine this
	45.5%
	5

	Consumer requests service again
	27.3%
	3

	Service is provided on more than one day
	18.2%
	2

	Other
	
	3


Other:
	· For instance we provide six bus tickets a month to certain consumers.  We do not close and open, rather leave them open if it is an ongoing need.

	· We count service only once no matter how many times service is administered

	· I&R as a requested service is counted each time requested.



How clear are the individual service definitions provided by RSA?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Very clear
	58.3%
	7

	Somewhat clear
	25.0%
	3

	Somewhat unclear
	16.7%
	2

	Very unclear
	0.0%
	0

	Not aware of RSA service definitions
	0.0%
	0



Please briefly explain your answer:
	· Open to interpretation, especially when some services requested/provided could fall under more than one category.

	· Service definitions are available in 704 Report instructions.



How often is progress toward individual consumer goals tracked?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Monthly
	33.3%
	3

	Quarterly
	44.4%
	4

	Annually
	22.2%
	2

	Other
	
	4


Other: 
	· Has been quarterly in the past, but beginning January, we are tracking it monthly.

	· No set tracking established.

	· At each consumer/CIL contact goals are reviewed between them.

	· At least quarterly




Briefly describe how progress toward individual consumer goals are tracked?

The most frequently cited ways that organizations track progress toward individual consumer goals were: 
· Contact with the consumer
· Database documentation
· Staffed meetings.


For the 704 reporting requirements, has your CIL established criteria in order to classify goals by Significant Life Area (i.e. Self-Advocacy/Self-Empowerment, Communication, Mobility/Transportation, etc.), particularly if a goal matches more than one SLA?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	40.0%
	4

	No
	40.0%
	4

	Working on it
	20.0%
	2



If you answered yes to the above question, are there written procedures in place that define the criteria?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	20.0%
	1

	No
	60.0%
	3

	Working on it
	20.0%
	1




How does your CIL determine if an individual goal has been achieved?

Nearly all of the CILs determine that an individual goal has been achieved when the consumer has determined (with or without staff) that the goal has been achieved.

	







How clear are the goal definitions provided by RSA?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Very clear
	30.0%
	3

	Somewhat clear
	50.0%
	5

	Somewhat unclear
	10.0%
	1

	Very unclear
	10.0%
	1

	Not aware of RSA goal definitions
	0.0%
	0



Please briefly explain your answer: 
	· Subject to interpretation.

	· The Section B, Item 2 definitions are much clearer than service definitions

	· Subpart III, Section B offers little insight, and we are not aware of specific definitions.

	· We focus heavily on definitions during staff trainings and we keep the service and goal definitions with every intake and staff person.



Who is responsible for data collecting and tracking in your CIL?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Executive Director only
	22.2%
	2

	Center Director only
	0.0%
	0

	All Staff
	88.9%
	8

	Other
	
	3


Other: 
	· Executive Director monitors and holds periodic reviews; compiles all for 704 report.

	· Staff inputs data, Director of Programs tracks and compiles data.

	· Executive Director and Program staff



As a part of this initiative, we will be working with all CILs to determine return on investment (ROI) calculations.  Has your CIL assigned a cost amount to any of your services?

	Answer Options
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Yes
	0.0%
	0

	No
	70.0%
	7

	Working on it
	30.0%
	3



If you answered "yes" or "working on it", please briefly describe your process:
· This is why we are working with you :)


If you have encountered any major challenges in completing the reporting requirements for DARS and/or RSA, please briefly describe.

	 The most common concerns that were noted by organizations were: 
· Using separate databases for collecting information;
· The volume of information/data collected by the organization;
· The changes in reporting requirements; and 
· The restrictions about counting services makes it difficult to reflect the depth of work happening at their facility.



Is there anything else that would be helpful for us to know?

	· It would be helpful to know the purpose and have a clear definition of the reporting documents for DARS.

	· The lack of understanding/acceptance by RSA and DARS that CIL employees often provide numerous and frequent lengthy assistance to consumers under the same service category (for example individual advocacy assistance), but on different issues and there is no way to count this work (accept in case notes) when each consumer is only allowed be counted for a specific service (for example individual advocacy assistance) one time during any grant year

	· Looking forward to the interview because CIL programs have more substance than can be captured through this survey.

	· Understanding a CIL as it is not DARS, also if the funders are wanting this (DARS) they already have the data, why have they not used it to determine their ROI.  The funding source are the ones requiring data, so should they not be required to determine ROI?

	· There seems to be a "disconnect" between the DARS Area offices and the Central Office in Austin.  While local DARS personnel general have good working relationships and understandings of CILs, Austin administrators are unable to explain the value of CILs other than in terms of numbers and "ROI." It is impossible to place a dollar figure on the services provided by a CIL which is typically a holistic approach to independent living.  How can one place a dollar figure on a person who has received a good job and is helping to raise his family? Additionally, the ten original Texas CILs have received no increase in funding over the past 20 years.  What state agency, business (or what household) could function with the same income it was receiving twenty years ago?  The SILC has not used this argument effectively; and legislative efforts are tied to ROI.  Meanwhile, CILs are required to meet more rigid standards by DARS every year.



[bookmark: _Toc384644775][image: Greenlights_TitleBar]Appendix II: Peer Benchmarking Chart

	
	California
	Michigan
	Wisconsin
	Texas

	Number of CILs
	28
	15
	8
	27

	Funding structure
	All receive both state and federal funding 
Each CIL receives base funding amount with incentives to raise funds through fee for service or fundraising
	All receive both state and federal funding (worked to change funding structure)
	All receive both state and federal funding
	Some CILs are state funded only; others are federally funded only; and some receive funding from both state and federal government

	Data system
	Mix of systems, with majority (15) using CFAL
	CFAL-NetCIL
	MiCIL
	Mix of systems, with majority using CIL Suite

	Voluntary or mandatory outcomes reporting system
	Voluntary 
	Initially voluntary and became part of state contract requirements in 2008
	Mandatory- part of state contract requirements
	To Be Determined

	Data quality control processes
	Individual CILs manage data quality internally only; no network wide training/discussion
	Network wide monthly data meetings with participation from all CILs; YouTube training videos by SILC
	Individual CILs manage data quality however some peer reviews or support provided; network wide support and all use the same tool
	Individual CILs manage data quality internally

	Outcomes framework
	· No standard outcomes used for reporting
· Previously network worked to develop logic model and outcome framework, but did not achieve buy-in among CILs;
· State Association is lobbying to increase CIL funding and believes it will be critical to develop state picture of impact; exploring the possibility of modifying Aging and Disability Resource Connections costing tools
	· Initial framework developed in early 2000s; 
· Later network worked with database vendor to build outcome model directly into database via drop-down menus; 
· Allows network to report out on individual outcomes, as well as community outcomes and has developed a more complete state-wide picture of impact 
	· Initial framework developed in 1990s
· Developed framework for Quality  Indicators for Independent Living Services (QUILS)
· Ongoing training and support
· Organized lobbying/advocacy using data collected
	· Texas SILC included 2 objectives under Goal 4 of the current state-wide plan related to standardizing data collection and reporting
· In order to reach these objectives, the SILC and the CIL Network are working with Greenlights to reach  consensus on standard outcomes and unified descriptions of service among all 27 Centers, and develop return on investment and funding justification data



[image: Greenlights_TitleBar]
       Appendix II: Peer Benchmarking Chart (Continued)	



	
	California
	Michigan
	Wisconsin
	Texas

	ROI
	Fresno CIL developed ROI report- no statewide ROI data
	Calculation of tax payer savings related to long-term services and supports (relocation from nursing facilities to community) and employment (SSI savings and increased tax revenue)
	ROI reports developed yearly for collective and individual CILs
	No current state-wide ROI measures; CIL Network  will work with Greenlights to develop

	Additional Information
	Network experiencing challenges related to differences in counting services, who qualifies as a consumer, service definition differences
	Used outcome reporting to justify an ask for increased state funding- this led to additional appropriations for all CILs
	Network experienced difficulty initially to develop consistency and consensus; common goal setting helped with accountability and strengthened support
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 Advocacy/Legal Services
	RSA Definition 
	Assistance and/or representation in obtaining access to benefits, services, and programs to which a consumer may be entitled.

	Michigan sample activities
	· Accompany consumer to county commission meeting
· Assist with voter registration
· Represent a person with a disability at a social security hearing
· Provide intervention on behalf of a consumer regarding eviction, hostility, violence or other issues
· Assist a consumer in understanding his or her rights under civil/disability rights law

	Texas sample activities
	· Calling an agency to assist with a utility bill
· Social security advocacy- attending hearings
· Contacting a landlord regarding housing issues
· Teaching a consumer how to advocate with an employer
· Assisting in the legal process when a consumer has been discriminated against
· Helping a consumer complete voter registration forms 
· Completing an application for housing



Housing/Home Modification, and Shelter Services 
	RSA Definition
	Services related to securing housing or shelter, adaptive housing services (including appropriate accommodations to and modifications of any space used to serve, or occupied by individuals with significant disabilities).

	Michigan sample activities
	· Assist in locating an apartment or house
· Survey a home for barriers 
· Modify a home
· Coordinate for emergency housing

	Texas sample activities
	· Weatherization
· Working with the city to help a consumer qualify for home modifications
· Texas Ramp Project
· Helping to install grab bars/ramps
· Tenant based rental assistance program vouchers
· Negotiating with landlords
· Providing information on accessible housing
· Emergency shelter services
· Relocation services






IL Skills Training and Life Skills Training Services
	RSA Definition
	Instruction to develop independent living skills in areas such as personal care, coping, financial management, social skills, and household management. This may also include education and training necessary for living in the community and participating in community activities.


	Michigan sample activities
	· Develop a budget
· Housekeeping 
· Care for a service or therapy animal
· Plan and prepare meals

	Texas sample activities
	· Computer classes
· Crafts 
· Cooking
· Self-management of chronic illness such as diabetes
· Job search techniques
· How to dress for an interview
· Money management classes, 
· Resume writing
· English as a second language 
· Financial management
· Grocery shopping how-to
· Tutoring
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The Texas State Independent Living Council (SILC) contracted with Greenlights for Nonprofit Success to launch a Common Outcomes & Return on Investment (ROI) project in December 2013. Divided into two phases, this project was designed to guide the Centers for Independent Living (CILs), the SILC, and the Independent Living (IL) network through an intensive process to develop a set of standard outcomes and return on investment (ROI) measures for use in reporting statewide performance and impact.   
Standard Outcomes and Return on Investment Project Overview
Phase I
Taking Stock




Phase II
Outcomes & Measurement




Major Activities
· “Strawman” Outcomes and ROI Framework 
· 2 regional in-person work sessions & follow-up virtual meetings with CIL EDs and relevant staff
· “Market Test” Framework with Stakeholders 




Deliverables 
Outcomes/ROI Report

Timeline
· April - July 

Major Activities
· Internal data gathering from CILs (surveys, interviews, site visits, document review, etc.)
· National benchmarking of comparable organizations
· External data gathering on needs, trends, and other factors (key stakeholder interviews, review of National Council on Independent Living (NCIL) framework, etc.) 

Deliverables
· Emerging Themes Report 
· Taking Stock Report
Timeline
· January – April 























Foundational questions that guided this process include:  
9. What similarities and discrepancies in data systems and definitions of service will impact the ability to compare measures of outcomes and impact among CILs?
10. Are there measures of outcomes and impact that all CILs could use to meet the reporting requirements established by state and federal funders, while also providing value and increased evaluation capacity to each CIL?
11. What returns on investment (ROI) can be established as a result of federal and state investment in the CILs and how should the proposed ROI be calculated?
12. What, if any, additional capacity or system changes will CILs need in order to accurately and fully report on uniform measures of outcome, impact and return on investment?  

This document represents the final deliverable from Phase 2 of the project and is intended to provide an Outcome and ROI Framework that the network of CILs in Texas can use to demonstrate their community and state-wide impact.  
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During Phase 1 of this process, we worked to develop a clear understanding of the existing measures, definitions of service, and systems used by the CILs in their data reports.  Greenlights conducted a document review, in-person and telephone interviews with executive directors and staff of the network of CILs, as well as other stakeholders prioritized by the Leadership Team, benchmark interviews with other state IL networks, and an online survey of executive directors.  The information gained through these sources was summarized and presented at the SILC Annual conference in Corpus Christi, Texas on March 30th and further detailed in a Taking Stock Report issued in May 2014. 

During Phase II, attention turned to working with the network of CILs to create an Outcome and Return on Investment (ROI) framework.  During this phase, 2 regional meetings were held with executive directors and other staff within the IL Network to develop a draft set of standard outcomes that can be used to demonstrate performance and impact across the network. We used a model of outcome measure development called a success equation to think about the CIL’s ultimate impact on Texas and its residents, and what 4 or 5 key outcomes are necessary to achieving this impact. Key performance indicators for each of the proposed outcomes were also developed in order to measure the outcomes. 

The resulting success equation, with supporting key performance indicators, was circulated in the form of an online survey to solicit executive directors’ feedback and input. We then convened a series of conference calls to further discuss how the CILs might operationalize the success equation, specifically focusing on how they would count the proposed key performance indicators.  


As part of this project, Greenlights’ gathered information from the following sources:

Project Leadership Team
6. Regina Blye, SILC
7. Sandra Bitter, SILC
8. Michelle Crain, LIFE, Inc.
9. Jackie Pacha, Brazos Valley Center for Independent Living (BVCIL)
10. Amy Kantoff, Texas Association of Centers for Independent Living (TACIL)

Document Review, including:
9. RSA 704 Instructions and FAQ Document
10. DARS 3161 Instructions and Monthly Reports for state funded CILs
11. 2012 & 2013 704 reports for CILs
12. NCIL Outcomes Project Report
13. Texas State Plan for Independent Living 2014-2016
14. CIL Websites

15. Disability/Network Michigan – Changing Lives Changing Communities Annual Report and the Telling Our Story Handbook
16. DARS Rider 30 Report

28 Stakeholder/Staff Interviews 
12. 14 CIL Executive Directors
13. Paula McElwee, Independent Living Research Utilization (ILRU)
14. Kelly Buckland, National Council on Independent Living (NCIL)
15. Michele Crain, TACIL
16. Billy Altom, Association of Programs for Rural Independent Living (APRIL)
17. Dr. Glen White, Research & Training Center on Independent Living, The University of Kansas
18. Christina Holt, Work Group for Community Health and Development
19. Bob Michaels, Independent Consultant
20. Amy Kantoff, Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS)
21. Glenn Neal, Cheryl Fuller, and Claudia Peden, DARS
22. Lori Brooks, DARS

Benchmark Organization Interviews
5. Michigan Statewide Independent Living Council
6. Disability Network/Michigan
7. California State Independent Living Council
8. Wisconsin Coalition of Independent Living Centers, Inc.
	
2 Online Surveys 
3. CIL Data Reporting Survey
4. Success Equation Feedback Survey

2 Regional Meetings (Summary of work done included as Appendix A) 
1. May 22nd in Houston, Texas attended by 13 CIL EDs and other staff.  
2. May 29th in Houston, Texas attended by 8 CIL EDs and other staff. 

3 Virtual Work-sessions 
1. July 2th - 4 CIL EDs and staff
2. July 8th - 4 CIL EDs and staff
3. July 10th- 5 CIL EDs and staff 
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Through participation in regional meetings in Dallas and Houston and follow-up surveys, the executive directors of all the CILs in Texas were invited to come together to define how their work impacted their communities and the state.  During these deliberations, participants used a “success equation” framework to help determine their strategic outcomes.  The information presented below is based on the work done during these regional meetings, with modifications made based on a follow-up survey that was circulated. The project Leadership Team also worked with Greenlights’ to review the success equation and give its approval. The resulting success equation represents a general consensus of the intended impact and outcomes of the network of CILs in Texas:  Participants agreed the concepts were true, though finding the exact words and phrases to convey the unique importance of consumer-driven decision-making that underpins the independent living programs is an ongoing point of discussion. 

A success equation begins with an ultimate impact statement-- the “so what” for the entire network.  

Throughout this process, we were reminded of the incredible diversity of services and supports that are provided by each of the 27 Centers for Independent Living in Texas.  A major strength of the network of CILs is that each Center is unique, with programs tailored to the needs and desires of the local communities. At the same time, the CILs also share and promote a common vision of enabling and empowering independent living for all individuals with disabilities. It is this unifying vision that served as the cornerstone for defining their ultimate impact.  
The ultimate impact statement for the network of CILs is:

Persons with disabilities are integrated and engaged in their communities 



The success equation also includes a set of key outcomes necessary to achieve the ultimate impact.   Each outcome represents a specific change in behavior, condition, or status that the CILs can impact and measure.  While each CIL and the consumers they serve have unique needs and desired goals, we sought to find a few common outcomes that all CILS agreed were necessary for achieving their vision and ultimate impact.  The equation represents the additive value of the intermediate outcomes:  each is necessary and together they lead to the CIL’s impact.Key Outcomes

	
A + B + C + D = Ultimate Impact (UI)

The key outcomes for the network of CILs are:

Outcome A. Individuals with disabilities have informed choices 

Outcome B. Consumers achieve their goals for independent living 

Outcome C: Communities are more accessible 

Outcome D: The network of CILs in Texas is effective, integrated and sustainable.
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Preliminary Key Performance Indicators

In addition to the development of a success equation for the network of CILs, executive directors and other CIL staff also created a draft set of key performance indicators.  Indicators are used to provide evidence that certain results have been achieved.  They “indicate” how successful the network is in reaching its intended outcomes. The indicators below represent a general consensus among participants in the regional meetings, follow-up survey, and virtual work-groups regarding how the CILs can demonstrate their progress.  Further detail regarding the indicators, including any outstanding concerns among participants and ideas related to data collection, are presented on the subsequent pages. 
B. Consumers achieve their goals for independent living

1. # of consumers who gained a self-identified skill, type of knowledge, or resource

2. # of consumers who achieved their self-identified outcome(s) 

3. # of consumers who participated in self-advocacy

4. # of consumers who are connected to and engaged with a network of peers

5. # of consumers served who moved out of an institution into a community based setting or who remained in a community based setting because of CIL services 

6. # of consumers who obtained employment or who maintained employment as a result of CIL services
D. The network of CILs is effective, integrated and sustainable

1. Increase in diversification of funding streams that support CILs individually and collectively

2.  # of consumers who report being satisfied with the CIL

3.  Key stakeholders report that they understand what the CIL does and believe the CIL is having a positive impact in the community

4.  Key stakeholders report that they understand what the network of CILs does and believe the CILs are having a positive impact in the state

5.  Staff retention rate
C. Communities are more accessible


1. # of issues or barriers identified

2. # of issues or barriers addressed

3. The CIL annual plan addresses systems advocacy issues

4. # of community partnerships/collaborations

5. # of individuals that attended disability awareness/ADA training

6. # of community trainings/presentations by CIL staff
A. Individuals with disabilities have informed choices


1.  # of individuals who obtained the information requested from the CIL 

2. # of individuals who used the information they learned about from the CIL's efforts


























Stakeholder Feedback

In order to be useful, and avoid redundancy and inconsistencies in reporting, the outcome and ROI measures that are developed during this process should align to the greatest extent possible with the needs of the various funders and stakeholders of the IL Network. Greenlights therefore met with the Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) to show them a draft version of the proposed outcomes. Representatives from DARS indicated that they liked the work done to date on the outcomes framework and could see using it in some form within their contracts with CILs.   Specific recommendations they had moving forward include: 

· Consider reducing the number of indicators under each outcome to three to focus on what is most critical in measuring impact.  
· Include numbers and percentages for each of the outcomes and indicators.  
· Each individual CIL could set a target projection for the outcomes and indicators to demonstrate community needs and priorities.  Then, through overall reporting, a statewide picture of impact would emerge.  
· Have the final Outcomes Framework formally ratified by the network and then include it in the next State Plan.   
· Continue to work on creating standard methods of counting in order to ensure standard measurement.
· 
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The success equation, with supporting key performance indicators, was circulated in the form of an online survey to solicit executive directors’ feedback and input, with particular emphasis placed on determining whether respondents agreed with how to measure the outcomes presented in the success equation.  

A series of conference calls was then convened to further discuss how the CILs might operationalize the success equation, specifically focusing on how they would count the proposed key performance indicators. The following table summarizes the feedback that was received from participants of the online survey and conference calls. The table includes the “level of consensus” we received regarding each key performance indicator using the following rating system:

· High indicates full consensus from survey and conference call participants 
· Medium indicates general agreement with the overall indicator concept, but modifications are needed
· Low indicates disagreement and/or significant concerns regarding the indicator
[bookmark: _Toc393690192]Outcome A:  Individuals with disabilities have choices 
	Key Performance Indicators
	Level of Consensus 
	Considerations/Concerns 
(from survey and virtual work sessions)
	Ideas for Data Collection 
(from virtual work sessions)

	3. # of individuals who obtained the information requested from the CIL 

	
High

	
· What constitutes an I&R will need to be more clearly defined.

· What is meant by “requested” and “used” will need to be more clearly defined.

· Suggestion to replace “used” with “did the information meet your needs”.

· CILs may not be able to get up-to-date contact information for all individuals seeking I&R.
	
· Phone calls to I&R recipients:
· Consider calling only a sample of individuals.

· Utilize existing surveys (ex. consumer needs assessment, satisfaction survey)

· Network will need to determine how often data will be collected- monthly? quarterly?

· I&R calls are typically answered by multiple staff- therefore it will be important that all staff are trained in the data collection process.


	4. # of individuals who used the information they learned about from the CIL's efforts 
	
High
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	Key Performance Indicators
	Level of Consensus 
	Considerations/Concerns 
(from survey and virtual work sessions)
	Ideas for Data Collection 
(from virtual work sessions)

	
1. # of consumers who gained a self-identified skill, type of knowledge, or resource 
	
Medium


	
· Idea proposed to create a new indicator related to consumer choice. Example: “Consumer has gained knowledge of their choices.”

	
· Review the consumer’s plan in the CSR. 

· Ask consumers directly during the plan review.


	
2. # of consumers who achieved their self-identified outcome(s) 

	
High

	· Suggestion made to define outcome as “A goal that can be achieved within a 6-12 month time period.” 
· For some CILs, what is currently called an “objective” (essentially a short-term goal) would be counted as an outcome for the purposes of this framework. 
· Greenlights recommendation: It may be valuable to subdivide this indicator by outcome/goal area (housing, transportation, etc.). 

	
· Review the consumer’s plan in the CSR. 

· Ask consumers directly during the plan review.


	
3. # of consumers who participated in self-advocacy 
	
Medium

	· Some consumers with intellectual disabilities may not understand that what they are doing is “self-advocacy”- therefore this may be difficult to measure.  Additionally, not all consumers have goals related to self-advocacy or peer relationships.
· Self-determination is of key importance to CILs- it should be up to the consumer whether they engage with a peer network.
	
· Ask questions related to self-advocacy and network of peers as part of annual survey. (Consider changing to monthly surveys to increase response rate.)



	
4. # of consumers who are connected to and engaged with a network of peers 
	
Medium

	
	

	
5. # of consumers served who moved out of an institution into a community based setting or who remained in a community based setting because of CIL services 

	
High

	
· It may be possible to determine “at-risk” by focusing on the type of concerns that would determine potential risk factors.
	
· CILs already track institutional move out information which could be used for collecting data on this indicator.

	
6. # of consumers who obtained employment or who maintained employment as a result of CIL services 
	
High

	
	· CILs with government contracts (Work Incentive Program) to provide employment related services have access to data on number of consumers who obtain employment and the types of public assistance they receive- this information could potentially be used for determining ROI.
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	Key Performance Indicators
	Level of Consensus 

	Considerations/Concerns 
(from survey and virtual work sessions)
	Ideas for Data Collection
(from Virtual Work sessions)

	
1 # of issues or barriers identified (systems wide)
	
Medium

	· Several EDs indicated they would like to remove this indicator, as the more important focus is the number of issues/barriers addressed.
	

	
2: # of issues or barriers addressed
	
High

	· Language needs to be clarified- does “addressed” mean that a change was “achieved?” 
· An issue being “resolved” is often contingent on other agencies/groups being involved, however CILs can still work on addressing the issue.
· Greenlights recommendation: In addition to providing information on number of issues addressed, it may be helpful to categorize the data by issue area- ex. transportation, housing, etc.
· Greenlights’ recommendation: Supporting narrative may be important to provide context of the level and types of barriers addressed. 
	· Documentation is included as part of the 704 report.

	
3: The CIL annual plan addresses systems advocacy issues
	
High

	
	· Documentation would be included in the CIL annual plan

	
4: # of community partnerships/collaborations by CIL staff
	
High

	
	· Current RSA requirements ask CILs to document community/systems advocacy efforts in narrative form. In addition, some DARS-funded CILs document community activities in quarterly performance reports. 

	
5: # of individuals that attended disability awareness/ADA training
	
High

	
	

	
6: # of community trainings/presentations
	
High

	
	· Narrative section of 704 report includes information on events that CIL staff attends (704 Community Activity section)
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	Key Performance Indicators
	Level of Consensus 

	Considerations/Concerns 
(from survey and virtual work sessions)
	Ideas for Data Collection
(from Virtual Work sessions)

	
1.  Increase in diversification of funding streams that support CILs individually and collectively
	
Medium


	· Some EDs would like to remove this indicator, whereas others believe it is important in order to capture CIL efforts at increasing sustainability as well as being able to provide new and expanded resources.

· Suggestion to change indicator language- “CILs receive funds that support sustainability and promote ongoing development.”
	· Existing CIL records

	
2: # of consumers who report being satisfied with the CIL
	
High


	
	· Existing survey on consumer satisfaction 

	
3: Key stakeholders report that they understand what the CIL does and believe the CIL is having a positive impact in the community
	
Medium


	· Concerns were expressed regarding the amount of time it would take to collect this information.

· Would need to clearly identify “key stakeholders”.
	· New survey/data collection tool would need to be created- suggestion was made for TACIL to create survey

	
4: Key stakeholders report that they understand what the network of CILs does and believe the Network is having a positive impact in the state
	
Medium


	
	· Suggestion was made to have TACIL create and distribute a survey

	
5: Staff retention rate
	
Low
Green-11
Yellow-2
Red-3


	· Some CILs would like to see this indicator removed, whereas others see it as a valuable measure of CIL effectiveness and experience.

· Consider changing indicator to reflect data on the quality and experience of the staff overall.
	· Retention rate could be calculated as the average tenure of CIL staff in months or years.
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At the outset of this initiative, a question was raised regarding the need to create standard definitions of service for all CILs.  As reported in the Phase I Taking Stock report, service definitions are well understood and generally implemented consistently across the network of CILs. CILs reported that the 704 instructions generally serve as standard definitions for the data currently reported.  In order to evaluate whether these definitions were being interpreted consistently, we asked executive directors to provide examples of specific activities that would fall under several of the RSA service definitions.  

We found general consistency in how the types of activities were categorized into the service areas. The primary exceptions appeared to be in situations where a service could fit into multiple categories.  In addition, when asked about CILs use of the “other category”, several Centers reported that they were not aware there is an “other category”, had never used the category or that it wasn’t necessary as all program services can be classified under one of the existing service definitions .  However, some reported regularly using this category for specific services including case management and providing general disability information. 
Although we found that service definitions are well understood, differences in how services & goals are counted create a challenge to establishing a statewide picture. Three specific examples of apparent differences that would impact the consistency of reporting of the indicators included in this report include: 
· What counts as an Information and Referral (I&R)? The total number of I&R services vary widely among Centers, even taking into account budget size differences. Based on information collected through surveys and interviews, it appears these differences are substantially based on how broadly a CIL interprets the definition of an I&R, particularly community I&Rs.  Differences may also be the result of inconsistencies in reporting requirements between DARS and RSA. For example, RSA 704 instructions related to I&Rs do not mention newsletters or mail-outs, whereas DARS 3161 instructions specifically reference these types of communication.  Developing a statewide picture of the indicators included under Outcome A, Individuals with disabilities have choices, will necessitate CILs working together to create a consistent interpretation of what to include in the counts. 
· Is a requested service always received? During Phase I, we learned that for many CILs, a referral means the requested service has “been received.” Some CILs count this as a service even if the referral did not ultimately lead to assistance for the consumer and/or they were not able to track the assistance the consumer received. For other CILs, the service is only considered “received” when staff follow-up to confirm that the referral resulted in documented service delivery.  Inconsistent interpretation of when to count a service as received could create a similar challenge for counting Outcome B, Indicator 1, # of consumers who gained a self-identified skill, type of knowledge, or resource. 

· CILs vary on reporting short-term and long-term goals.  Several Centers work with consumers to develop shorter-term goals. For example, if a consumer shared she has a goal of obtaining a college degree, the first step in that process might be to apply to college. This would therefore be established as the first goal for the consumer to work on with Center support. At least three executive directors we spoke with used a similar planning process with the consumers, but recorded only long term goals and consider the shorter term goals as objectives. The variation in how Centers label goals and objectives could create a challenge for consistent report on Goal B, Indicator 2, # of consumers who achieved their self-identified outcome(s).
As the network of CILs prepares for Year 2 of this statewide CIL initiative, we encourage prioritizing working collectively to establish consistent interpretation and implementation of service delivery counting methods.
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Through this process, Greenlights has learned of the incalculable value that individuals with disabilities, their families, and the broader community receive every year as a result of CIL services. In addition to these benefits, Greenlights sought to learn how the network of CILs could demonstrate a return on investment (ROI). Through our ongoing data collection process, including a review of various ROI documents and benchmark interviews, we identified three indicators where a return on investment can be calculated: 
· Transitioning individuals with disabilities from institutional facilities back into community based living
· Assisting individuals with disabilities to remain in community based living settings, despite being at risk of moving into an institution
· Employment related services (for selected CILs with specific governmental employment contracts)
1. Transitioning individuals with disabilities from institutional facilities back into community based living
	Basic approach to calculation
	Data to be collected

	Comparison of the average annual cost of institutionalization, with the average annual cost of CIL support
(Total institutional costs for X consumers) – (Total community based services costs for X consumers)- (Total CIL services costs for X consumers) =         Taxpayer Savings
	· Total number of consumers served by CILs who moved out of an institution into a community based setting within the reporting fiscal year
·  Average daily Medicaid/Medicare rate of institutional facilities X 365 days
· Average annual cost of a consumer receiving CIL core services
· Average annual cost for other community supports

	Additional Considerations:
· NCIL defines “institution” as a “residence where individual residents do not control and direct one or more aspects of their lives. Institutions, may include, but are not limited to, group homes, nursing homes, ICF-MR/DDs, boarding homes, some assisted living alternatives, or other small or large congregate living situations.”
· During the next phase of this process, Greenlights recommends that the network determine how to calculate the average cost of CIL services per consumer. The simplest formula for determining cost would be to divide total expenditures by number of consumers served – however this method does not account for varying needs and intensity of services accessed by consumers.  Another option would be for the CILs to use a cost allocation process to determine the annual expenditures, and average cost per consumer, associated with each of the core services.    
· Information related to the average annual cost for other community supports may be available from the Department of Aging and Disability Services.



2. Assisting individuals with disabilities to remain in community based living settings, despite being at risk of moving into an institution.
	Basic approach to calculation
	Data to be Collected

	Comparison of the average annual cost of institutionalization with the average annual cost of CIL support to assist individuals to remain in the community. 
(Total institutional costs for X number of at-risk consumers)-(Total CIL services costs for X number of at-risk consumers)=                                     Taxpayer Savings 
	· To calculate number of at-risk consumers living in community all year long:
-First obtain the number of consumers who are living in a self-directed community based setting when the year begins
-Next obtain the number of those consumers who did enter an institution during the reporting year 
-Of those who did not enter an institution, determine the number of consumers who are considered “at-risk” for moving into an institution (see at-risk information below)
· Average daily Medicaid rate of nursing facilities X 365 days
· Average annual cost of a consumer receiving CIL core services

	Additional Considerations:
During the next phase of this project, the network of CILs will need to determine how “at-risk” status will be determined. Possible options include: 
· Use a combination of consumer and/or family self- report, along with case-worker assessment.  
· Establish an “at-risk” checklist using a predetermined set factors such as type of disability, daily living needs, community resources available, caregiver information, and consumer choice.
· Use NCIL’s “at-risk” definition from their 2011 field test training manual. It specifies: “you can decide that a person is “at-risk” if he or she a) meets the level of care criteria needed for nursing home admission in your community, and also b) faces any one of three other situations: is likely to require admission to a nursing facility within the next 120 days, has a primary caregiver who has a disability or is over the age of 70, OR faces a substantial possibility of deterioration in mental and physical condition or functioning if either home and community based services or nursing facility services are not provided in less than 120 days.”
· The network of CILs may also wish to consider calculating ROI (or including this in their “at-risk definition) for consumers who had moved out of an institution in a previous year, but are still receiving CIL services. CILs could make the case that without their services, the consumer would be at risk of returning to an institutional setting.  



3. Employment related services
	Basic approach to calculation
	Data to be collected

	Obtaining employment: 
Calculation of savings in public dollars spent on public assistance when consumers are able to obtain employment   
(Value of public assistance received by X consumers prior to employment)- (Total value of public assistance received by X consumers after reduction in benefits)=    Taxpayer Savings

Maintaining employment:
(Total value of public assistance received by X consumers when unemployed) – (Public assistance consumers are still receiving)= Taxpayer Savings 

	Obtaining employment:
· Number of consumers who have obtained employment as a result of CIL services during the current year
· Total public dollars consumers received (prior to employment) in areas such as: Food stamps, SSI benefits, Housing, Medicaid 
· Total reduction in public dollars in areas of food stamps, SSI benefits, and Medicaid after consumer obtains employment



Maintaining employment:
· Number of consumers who maintain employment each year as a result of CIL services
· Total public dollars (food stamps, SSI benefits, Medicaid) consumers would be receiving if job is lost 
· Total value of public assistance consumers are still receiving while employed

	Additional considerations:
· This ROI calculation may be primarily applicable to CILs with employment related governmental contract. While other CILs also support consumers with employed related goals, it may be more difficult to directly link these efforts to return on investment.   
· An alternative method for calculating ROI would be to evaluate the additional earning capacity realized by consumers as a result of employment.  
· While determining the return on investment related to employment services may be a useful calculation, particularly for those with employment related contracts, the network will need to determine if the burden related to data collection outweighs the benefits of using employment as a return on investment measure.  
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This report represents the culmination of Phase II of the Common Outcomes and ROI Project. We would like to acknowledge the collective participation from the network of CILs. Working to establish common outcome and ROI measures has required patience and commitment from executive directors and staff. Throughout this process, they have been asked to participate in surveys, interviews, site visits, regional work sessions and virtual work groups:  finding time in their already busy schedules to work extensively with the project team and their network peers.  In addition to the time commitment, the process itself is challenging.  Other states we spoke with acknowledged these difficulties and reminded us that these efforts take time. However, they ultimately found that establishing common outcomes increased understanding among legislators and funders and lead to increased support.  

It is important to remember that the framework presented in this report is not the end of the process: there is more work to do to finalize the indicators, define counting methods and establish a process for collectively reporting the data.  Continued participation by the full network will be key moving forward.  

An overview of this report will be presented at the SPIL Goal 4 meeting scheduled for August 12, 2014. During this gathering, CIL executive directors and program directors will be asked to plan for how best to prioritize and move forward on implementing the outcomes framework.  Specific items to consider during this exercise will be: 
· Finalizing key performance indicators (KPIs) and how they will be measured. During this project, CIL EDs and staff developed a set of KPIs which will be used to measure progress on outcomes. These KPIs will need to be further refined in order to ensure consistent data collection and reporting. 

· Addressing differences in how data are collected and counted. This project has continued to reveal a number of differences in how CILs across the network count and track data that are reported to DARS and RSA. CIL EDs acknowledge this challenge. As recommended in the Taking Stock report, a monthly peer meeting to discuss data challenges could be a format for resolving these difference.  Monthly data meetings will provide an opportunity for CIL staff to come together and ask questions of each other, discuss challenges related to data issues and share ideas related to opportunities for improving data collection and reporting.

· Wherever possible, using existing data systems/reports to collected data for this outcome framework.  CIL executive directors expressed concerns that adding this framework on top of the reporting requirements they currently operate under will be overly burdensome.  As this project continues, it will be important to continue to examine what existing data systems/reports can be used in order to collect data for the proposed outcome framework while remembering that there are be some indicators and ROI measures that will require new ways of collecting data.

· Further defining how ROI data will be collected. Although this report presents some opportunities for defining ROI on the services provided by CILs, there is still work to be done to ensure that the measures and calculations used are accurate, reliable, and fairly represent the cost savings to tax payers.  
· Working with DARS to promote use of outcomes framework for reporting.  The Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) has been a key stakeholder that was consulting during this process.  Moving forward, the CILs could advocate for inclusion of the set of outcome measures in the Legislative Appropriation Request as well as in monthly reports.  
· Implementing recommendations from the Taking Stock report. The Taking Stock report, published in May 2014, contained many ideas and observations gleaned from the surveys, interviews and document reviews done during Phase I.  As part of the regional work sessions held during Phase II, participants were asked to indicate their agreement with the recommendations presented in that report.  At both work sessions, the participants expressed consensus that the full set of recommendations should be implemented.  Given the number of recommendations, it will be important to prioritize items for action to ensure progress is made in implementation. 
· Creating a reference table of activities by service type.  During Phase I of this project, CIL executive directors provided examples of activities by some of the most frequently accessed service types as defined by RSA.  During the August 12th meeting, we will continue collecting this information and ask CIL staff to provide examples of activities by all of the service types. These examples will be compiled and can be used as a reference tool by the network. 
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Feedback on “Strawman” Success Equation & Performance Indicators
Dallas and Houston Regional Meeting

Ultimate Impact- Persons with disabilities are integrated into their communities 
1. Suggested revision: Include language regarding engagement- “Persons are integrated and engaged in their communities.”
1.   Individuals with disabilities have choices 
1.   Consumers achieve greater independence
1. Suggested revision: Agreement with Dallas that language needs to reflect the fact that this is a consumer driven process. Focus should not just be about independence, but also on the achievement of self-directed goals.  For example, “Consumers achieve their goals (priorities) for independent living.”
1.   Communities are more accessible
1.   CILs are stronger and more sustainable
3. Suggested revision: Remove the word “stronger.”  CILs are already strong. Agreement with Dallas that this outcome should focus on the entire CIL Network. 






*Houston group would like to remove all percentages from all of the indicators in Outcomes A, B, C, and D
Outcome A
Individuals with disabilities have choices.
	
	Strawman
	Dallas
	Houston

	Indicator #1

	1.  # and % of individuals who obtain the information requested from the CIL

	 # and % of individuals who obtain the information and options requested from the CIL

	Did not like the addition of “and options” due to the fact that it creates challenges with measurement. 
Revision: “…obtain the assistance requested from the CIL”


	Indicator #2

	# and % of individuals who used a new resource they learned about from the CIL’s I&R efforts 

	# and % of individuals who used a new resource they learned about from the CIL’s I&R efforts

	Revision:  “…who used a new resource or options they learned about from the CIL’s efforts”


	Indicator #3
	
	New indicator: # and % of I&Rs that result in a CSR
	Would like to remove this indicator.  Houston group does not see it as a useful measure for the outcome, “individuals with disabilities have choices.”  They noted that individuals can choose whether or not they want to move from an I&R to a CSR.

	
	
	
	New indicator: Related to consumers being supported in their choices by the CIL- consumer satisfaction 







Outcome B
Consumers achieve greater independence.
	
	Strawman
	Dallas
	Houston

	1. Indicator #1
	# and % of consumers who gained a specific skill, type of knowledge, or resource 

	# and % of consumers who gained a specific skill, type of knowledge, or resource 
And who put it into use (measured separately)

	General consensus to remove language added by Dallas.  

Discussion regarding this indicator: Question was raised, “How is indicator #1 different than an indicator such as- Did the consumers achieve their goals.” Participants noted that some CILs may not use the term goal in their work with individuals. 

Question raised, “Do we need an indicator related to identifying specific skills, types of knowledge, or resources. 

Network will need to continue to gain clarity and consensus around this indicator.


	Indicator #2
	# and % of consumers who regard themselves as more independent

	Same as strawman
	Revision: Change language to reflect consumer driven process.  Ask the question, “did the consumer get what they came for?”


	Indicator #3
	# and % of consumers who participate in at least one specific personal self-advocacy  activity
	# and % of consumers who participate in self-advocacy 
	Revision: Would like to see language regarding peer advocacy included in this indicator, or as a separate indicator. 


	Indicator #4

	# and % of consumers served who moved out of an institution into a community based setting or who remain in a community based setting because of CIL services
	Same as strawman
	Same as strawman

	Indicator #5

	# and % of consumers who obtain employment or who maintain employment as a result of CIL services
	Same as strawman
	Same as strawman

	Indicator #6

	
	New Indicator: Add indicator related to peer services
	Agreement with Dallas that they would like to include language regarding peer advocacy (see notes from Indicator #3)



Outcome C
Communities are more accessible.
	
	Strawman
	Dallas
	Houston

	Indicator #1

	# and % of activities conducted (surveys, public meetings polls) to identify or confirm primary barriers or problems in the
community
	Same as strawman

	
Add new indicator: # of issues/barriers identified and addressed

	Indicator #2

	CILs annual plan contains a systems advocacy work plan

	CILs annual plan addresses systems advocacy issues

	Agreement with Dallas

	Indicator #3
	# and % of consumers who have participated in at least one specific systems advocacy activity
	Delete indicator
	Agreement with Dallas- delete indicator

	Indicator #4
	# of positive changes achieved and negative changes prevented in legislation, policies, practices or services that address barriers/problems
	
Some confusion regarding this indicator and how it would be measured.  
	
Some confusion regarding this indicator and how it would be measured.  

	
	
	New indicator: # and % of community partnerships/collaborations

	Agreement with Dallas- add language regarding “meaningful participation”

	
	
	New indicator: # and % of community trainings/presentations

	Agreement with Dallas

	
	
	New indicator: # and % of individuals that attend disability awareness/ADA training

	Agreement with Dallas


Outcome D
CILs are stronger and more sustainable.
	
	Strawman
	Dallas
	

	Indicator #1

	Increase in diversification of funding streams that support individual CILs and the CIL Network
	 Increase in diversification of funding stream that support individual CILs and their mission and the CIL Network
	Increase in diversification of funding stream that support individual CILs and their mission and the CIL Network.

	Indicator #2

	# and % of CIL Leadership who have the information and tools necessary to manage and guide their organizations
	Delete indicator
	Agreement with Dallas- delete indicator

	
	
	New indicator: Related to CIL reputation/credibility/recognition

	Minor language change: related to CIL Network reputation/credibility/recognition


	
	
	New indicator: Related to greater experience/lower turnover
	Minor language change: related to greater experience/lower turnover or training


	
	
	
	New indicator: related to development of a Change Management/Marketing/Development plan for CIL Network
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