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This review examines the latest literature available about past and current comprehensive community initiatives (CCIs) and Federal partnerships that address risk and protective factors known to be associated with delinquent activity.  
To produce this review, we explored the literature related to five major topics: 

1. Defining and describing CCIs.
2. Defining and describing Federal partnerships. 

3. Funding CCIs.
4. Evaluating CCIs.
5. Supporting CCIs (technical assistance).
In addressing each topic, we have drawn from the general literature; reports, evaluations, and other documentation from the CCIs and Federal partnerships identified by the Council for inclusion in this study; and information about other federally and foundation-funded CCIs. We have given particular attention to sources that identify best practices and promising approaches. We also note gaps in the knowledge base—areas where little has been written. 

1 Defining and Describing CCIs
A Brief History: The Emergence of CCIs and Federal Partnerships
CCIs are local community interventions that seek to improve the living conditions of individuals, families, and communities through collaborative partnerships and systems change. CCIs are broad-based efforts with multisector participation, employ long-term strategies and perspectives, and are centered on improved outcomes and systems change (changes in institutional policies, practices, and resources to better respond to the needs of children and families). CCIs have gained popularity in the past 20 years as a strategy for addressing some of the most pressing needs of communities including delinquency issues (Messinger, 2004). Briggs identifies several societal trends that may account for this growing popularity: the devolution of government decisionmaking to States and localities, the increased role of private and nonprofit organizations in public interest work, and the public’s willingness to depart from traditional solutions (Briggs, 2002). In addition, the recognition that the problems associated with juvenile delinquency are complex, multifaceted, and interconnected has led communities to take a comprehensive approach to transform the conditions that shape the lives of children and families (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 22).
At the same time, there has been a growing awareness of the problems that arise when agencies and organizations fail to work together. In their 2007 report, Felix et al. write: “Policy analyses in many areas suggest that the lack of coordination between and among schools, mental health, and juvenile justice contributed to mental disorder, antisocial behavior and the level of school and community violence” (p. 5). Swan and Morgan identify several problems resulting from not working together:

· Overlapping services across agencies and duplication of roles.
· Excessive costs for services duplicated across agencies.
· Incapable bureaucracies across agencies that prevent services from being delivered in a timely way.
· Service providers working with the same clients without any coordination or acknowledgment of one another (Swan and Morgan, 1993).

The use of CCIs to focus on the needs of juvenile delinquents and at-risk youth can be viewed as one of the latest developments in the movement to promote a more individualized, caring, and redemptive concept of juvenile justice—an approach that builds on the strengths of young people, families, and communities to ensure that children are given the best possible opportunity to grow and thrive (Krisberg et al., 2004). Within this comprehensive strategy movement, key decisionmaking shifts from the Federal government to local communities, where local officials representing communities determine what policies and programs best meet their needs. A CCI offers one vehicle to translate comprehensive strategies into reality and provide “the right service, for the right youth, at the right time” (Krisberg et al., 2004, p. 5). The growth of CCIs has paralleled and been stimulated by the growth of jointly funded initiatives, including Federal assistance programs.
Ways of Working Together: Defining Terms

As we examined the general literature about CCIs, we discovered confusion in the use of terms such as collaborate, coordinate, and cooperate. Often these terms are used interchangeably within the same document. We also found discrepancies in their meaning from one source to another. Recent publications have attempted to clarify the definitions of these terms. General agreement about the common traits denoted by many of these terms can be found in the publications of Huxam and Vangen, 2005; Mattessich et al., 2001; Schulman, 2007; Swan and Morgan, 1993; Leone et al., 2002; and Delany et al., 2003. This review uses a similar classification, defining three distinct ways of working together.

Cooperation: A process or way of working characterized by parallel activities carried out among individuals or groups that associate informally to accomplish their common goals. Agency procedures, policies, and activities remain distinct and are determined without reference to the procedures and policies of other agencies (Swan and Morgan, 1993). For example, agency staff (e.g., school social workers and probation officers) might provide general information, support, or referrals to one another but do not otherwise change the way they conduct business (Leone et al., 2002; Mattessich et al., 2001).
Coordination: A process or way of working that involves interactive efforts to alter or smooth the relationships of independent organizations, staffs, and resources (Swan and Morgan, 1993). Some planning and division of roles are required, and communication channels are established. Organizations initiate procedural changes (such as in scheduling) to accommodate the procedures and activities of other agencies but still do not fundamentally transform their way of doing business (Mattessich et al., 2001; Swan and Morgan, 1993; Leone et al., 2002).
Collaboration: A process or way of working that involves a long-term, mutually beneficial, well-defined relationship entered into by two or more organizations to achieve common goals. The relationship includes a commitment to mutual goals, a jointly developed structure and shared responsibility, mutual authority and accountability for success, and shared decisionmaking, resources, and rewards. Unlike cooperation and coordination, collaboration fundamentally alters traditional agency relationships (Mattessich et al., 2001; Swan and Morgan, 1993).
These classifications can be considered as markers on a continuum of joint work. At one end of the continuum is coordination, which is the least involved and least complex form of working together. At the other end is collaboration, the most involved and complex. 
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Choosing a Way of Working Together

Collaboration is a complicated process that does not just happen; true collaborations develop over time and with great effort (Winer and Ray, 1994). Swan and Morgan describe collaboration as the culmination of a developmental sequence that moves from working independently to cooperation, continues through coordination, and eventually reaches collaboration (Swan and Morgan, 1993). 

Other researchers emphasize that the placement of these ways of working together on a continuum should not be mistaken as an endorsement of the need to move toward collaboration or any particular form of joint effort. Instead, the continuum should be interpreted simply as a means to identify and classify the wide range of joint efforts. 

In fact, some researchers argue that collaboration is not always effective or appropriate and ultimately may end up consuming more resources than if the work were carried out separately (Schulman, 2007; Mattessich et al., 2001). Often, the less complicated processes of cooperation or coordination may be more appropriate. Huxam and Vangen point out that collaboration is a “serious resource-consuming activity” that should be considered only when conditions are ideal. They write, “Our message to practitioners and policy makers alike is don’t do it unless you have to” (Huxam and Vangen, 2005).
The implication is that the method of working together needs to be matched to particular projects or goals. Cooperation would be most appropriate if a problem can be addressed by agencies and organizations working together in informal relationships to share information. If a problem requires more intense cross-organizational involvement, coordination may be more appropriate. Collaboration is used for only the most demanding and complex issues facing a community, issues that require durable and pervasive relationships among organizations working together (Winer and Ray, 1994). Domestic violence, child abuse and neglect, and substance abuse are examples of complex issues that may benefit from a collaborative approach. To address the complex issues surrounding juvenile delinquency, Leone et al. (2002) argue that collaborative programs that “serve to maximize the potential of all young people” and help to build a safe and productive society are superior to punitive approaches that focus on punishing offenders and removing them from society.
Factors that Lead to Successful Partnerships
There is an abundance of literature examining the factors that affect success in efforts to work together. The Wilder Research Center prepared a comprehensive review of this literature, Collaboration: What Makes It Work, originally published in 1992 and updated in 2000 (Mattessich et al., 2001). After screening more than 300 publications from the fields of health, social science, education, and public affairs, the review team culled out 40 studies that met the defined criteria for collaboration.
By blending the findings from these 40 studies, Mattessich and colleagues identified 20 distinct factors shown by the research to affect the success of a collaborative effort. They grouped these factors into six categories: 
1. Community Environment. 

· History of collaboration or cooperation in the community.

· Collaborative group seen as legitimate leader in the community.

· Favorable political and social climate.

2. Membership Characteristics.
· Mutual respect, understanding, and trust.

· Appropriate cross-section of members.

· Members see collaboration as in their self-interest.

· Ability to compromise.

· Members share a stake in both process and outcome.

3. Process and Structure.
· Multiple layers of decisionmaking.

· Flexibility.

· Development of clear roles and policy guidelines.

· Adaptability.

· Appropriate pace of development.

4. Communication.
· Open and frequent communication.

· Established informal relationships and communications links.

5. Purpose.
· Concrete, attainable goals and objectives.

· Shared vision.

· Unique purpose.

6. Resources. 

· Sufficient funds, staff, materials, and time.

· Skilled leadership.
Using these 20 factors as a base, the authors then created a “Collaboration Factors Inventory,” a three-page, self-administered questionnaire that allows organizations and communities to assess their readiness for a collaborative effort and to identify the specific factors that need to be cultivated for the effort to be successful. The inventory can be accessed online at www.wilder.org.

2
Defining and Describing Federal Partnerships 

Federal agencies have begun to recognize that many of the complex challenges that face our Nation—including the challenges associated with juvenile delinquency—cannot be addressed by a single agency. They have begun to realize that forming partnerships with other Federal agencies is a way to pool expertise and limited resources to deliver results more efficiently. Partnering with other agencies leverages resources to achieve outcomes that would not be possible if agencies worked independently.

This section surveys what is known about the practice of Federal cooperative, coordinated, and collaborative efforts to support children, youth, and families and identifies themes unique to Federal partnership practices.  

The Coordinating Council has identified seven Federal collaborations with promising results, based on the following criteria: initiative is from the last 10 to 12 years, is in the field of youth development, has at least three Federal partners, has been in operation at least 3 to 5 years, connects Federal collaboration to changes in youth service delivery at the local or State level, and focuses on systems or institutional change. In addition, the collaborations selected include clearly successful as well as less successful examples, reflect examples of different agencies serving as lead partner, and reflect a degree of regional and urban-rural balance.
These collaborations include: 
· Helping America’s Youth.

· 4-H/Military Partnerships.

· Shared Youth Vision.

· Safe Kids/Safe Streets.

· Greenbook Initiative.

· Safe Schools/Healthy Students.

· Boost4Kids.
In addition, an eighth collaboration that involved a Federal agency in a consortium of private funders was included.

· Institute for Community Peace (formerly known as National Funding Collaborative on Violence Prevention).  
Information about these collaboratives and literature pertaining to them form the basis of this section. 

Types of Partnerships
If you have the urgency and you have the inspiration and vision from the leadership, that’s when you have the opportunity to create something that breaks the mold and does something special (Charles Simon as quoted in Goldstein, 2004, p. 8).

Public-public partnerships. Discussing Federal partnerships can be confusing due to the lack of a common language to describe the relationships between Federal partners. In this review, we describe relationships between Federal partners (including Federal departments) and between units of government as public-public partnerships. We refer to these as interdepartmental partnerships. The Safe Schools/Healthy Students (SS/HS) initiative is an example of interdepartmental collaboration. This initiative brought together the U.S. Departments of Education (ED), Justice (DOJ), and Health and Human Services (HHS). Key leaders from each of these departments created a framework for a comprehensive, coordinated, cross-sector, community-based grant initiative to respond to and prevent youth violence.

We refer to partnerships among agencies within a single Federal department as intradepartmental partnerships. The Safe Kids/Safe Streets (SK/SS) initiative is an example of intradepartmental or interagency collaboration. Six offices within DOJ collaborated on the initiative to help communities reduce child abuse and neglect and their aftereffects through collaborative communitywide efforts. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), Executive Office for Weed and Seed (now part of the Community Capacity Development Office), and the Office on Violence Against Women were the primary partners. At various times, the Office for Victims of Crime, Bureau of Justice Assistance, and Bureau of Justice Statistics were partners. OJJDP provided overall coordination of the initiative.
The Boost4Kids and Shared Youth Vision (SYV) initiatives are examples of public-public partnerships between Federal, State, and local governments. In an effort to achieve better results for children, Boost4Kids focused on coordinating the actions of State and local governments with the Federal government to cut red tape, integrate services, and use current funding more effectively. SYV, a joint partnership between the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), HHS, ED, DOJ, and others, engages support from across Federal agencies as well as across State and local governments to prepare the Nation’s neediest youth for successful adult roles and responsibilities. 
Public-private partnerships. Public-private partnerships include partnerships among Federal agencies, State and local governments, private organizations, and foundations. The Greenbook Initiative is an example of a partnership between Federal agencies and foundations. This partnership, one of the more diverse partnership covered in this review because of the wide range of participants, includes four offices within DOJ, four offices within HHS, three foundation partners, three technical assistance partners, and three evaluation partners. These partners work together to help child welfare and domestic violence agencies and family courts respond more effectively to domestic violence and child maltreatment.


The Institute for Community Peace, formerly called the National Funding Collaborative on Violence Prevention, was established in 1994 as a partnership among public and private funders and community collaborators to prevent violence and promote peace through community-based action, training and technical assistance, and research. Over the years, partners have included DOJ, HUD, and a wide variety of businesses and foundations.

Partnership Practices 

To make more effective use of limited resources, the Federal government encourages partnerships to rally behind a common outcome and to be creative with resources. They propose that human, information technology, physical, and financial resources should be identified and acquired to propel a partnership forward.  

Boost4Kids, an initiative promoted by Vice President Gore, sought to streamline administrative procedures by cutting costs and introducing stronger performance measures within national programs for children and families. In 1999, 13 performance partners were selected from local community collaborative initiatives. Performance partners were provided with a “Federal champion” within the Federal government, whose role was to help measure results and cut red tape. The goal of Boost4Kids was to identify and resolve barriers at the Federal, State, and local levels and to create better models for cross-government delivery of services for children. A Boost4Kids network was created to provide a way for partners to share lessons learned.  

The Safe Schools/Healthy Students (SS/HS) initiative is an example of how agencies can leverage resources to support a common outcome. In their report on the initiative, Felix, Fulrong, Sharkey, and Osher described these practices: “SS/HS braided what were essentially three individual grants (each authorized under different parts of the U.S. Code) in a manner so that applicants wrote only one application (not three), made one annual report (not three), received technical assistance from a uniform set of providers, and participated in only one national evaluation” (Felix et al., 2007, p. 7).   

Practices that Lead to Successful Federal Partnerships

The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO), which defines collaboration as “any joint activity that is intended to produce more public value than could be produced when organizations act alone” (GAO, 2005, p. 4), identifies eight key practices that can help enhance and sustain collaboration among Federal agencies.

1. Define and articulate a common outcome. Agency staff need to work together across agency lines to articulate the common outcome or purpose they seek to achieve that is consistent with their respective agency goals and missions. The rationale for agencies to work together can be imposed externally through legislation or can come from the agencies’ own perceptions of the benefits to be gained from collaboration (GAO, 2005, p. 11).

2. Establish mutually reinforcing or joint strategies designed to help align partner agencies’ activities, core processes, and resources to achieve the common outcome (GAO, 2005, p. 14).

3. Identify and address needs by leveraging resources to support the common outcome. Partnering agencies should identify the resources (personnel, financial, information technology, and physical) needed for the collaborative effort. Each agency brings its own expertise, resources, and capacities to the effort. By leveraging resources, collaborating agencies can gain additional benefits that would not be available if they were working independently (GAO, 2005, p. 16).
4. Agree on roles and responsibilities, including leadership. It is important for agencies to articulate who will do what, to organize their joint and individual efforts, and to facilitate decisionmaking. In addition, committed leadership is needed to overcome the barriers to working across agency lines (GAO, 2005, p. 17).
5. Establish compatible policies, procedures, and data systems to operate across agency boundaries. In addition, it is important to address differences in agency cultures to encourage a cohesive working relationship and to create mutual trust (GAO, 2005, p. 19).
6. Develop mechanisms to monitor, evaluate, and report on results of the collaborative effort. This information can help key decisionmakers and stakeholders make midcourse corrections to improve policy and operational effectiveness (GAO, 2005, p. 21).
7. Reinforce agency accountability for collaborative efforts. Federal agencies can use their strategic and annual performance plans to reinforce accountability for collaboration by aligning agency goals and strategies with those of the collaborative effort (GAO, 2005, p. 22).
8. Reinforce individual accountability for collaborative efforts. Agencies can use their performance management systems for senior personnel to emphasize fostering collaboration within and across organizational boundaries to achieve results (GAO, 2005, p. 23).
Other practices or factors that are critical to successful Federal collaboration include involvement of non-Federal partners/stakeholders in decisionmaking, leadership and organizational culture that support collaborative relationships, and frequent communication among partners to facilitate working together and prevent misunderstanding.

Barriers

Federal agencies carry out programs in a fragmented, uncoordinated way, resulting in a patchwork of programs that can waste scarce funds, confuse and frustrate program customers, and limit the overall effectiveness of the federal effort (GAO, 2005, p. 2).

Federal agencies face many barriers when they attempt to collaborate. These barriers too often perpetuate fragmented and overlapping practices within the Federal government. Barriers inhibit the collaborative process by making it difficult for agencies to determine mutual priorities, share resources, and make progress. Recurring barriers discussed within the literature include:

· Conflicting or competing agency missions.

· Turf battles.

· Incompatible processes, procedures, data, and computer systems (bureaucratic impediments). 

· The absence of clear lines of responsibility and accountability for cross-agency programs.

· Agency practices and statutory requirements that impede using funds in a collaborative way including statutory time limitations on expenditure of funds.
· Time constraints associated with incompatible annual planning and budget cycles (GAO, 2000).
3
Funding CCIs

CCIs are funded in a variety of ways. Some are exclusively supported with Federal funds and others exclusively by private funds (although none of the CCIs included in the inventory are funded exclusively with private funds). Some use State and local funds that originate with the Federal government. It is important for CCIs to cultivate multiple, varied funding sources so their efforts can be sustained over time.
Federal Funding 

Federal funds are distributed to States and communities through a variety of mechanisms.

· Entitlement programs guarantee services to all individuals who meet eligibility criteria. For example, Foster Care (Title IV-E) enables States to provide foster care for children in placement. Entitlement funds go directly to the designated State agency, which can operate the program at the State level or turn the funds over to local agencies to provide services.  
· Formula or block grants allocate funds to States based on an established formula (such as poverty rate, relative share of the population under age 18). For example, the 4–H/Military Partnership is funded by formula grants to land-grant universities from the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA’s) Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service. Unlike entitlement programs, formula grants do not guarantee funding to cover everyone eligible for services. Like entitlements, formula or block grants are made directly to State agencies, which can operate the program at the State level or turn funds over to local agencies to provide services.
· Discretionary grants are funds over which the Federal agencies have discretion in their use; that is the agencies may award the funds to establish or support a wide range of efforts, from delinquency prevention to reentry to family strengthening. For example, the White House Office of National Drug Control Policy and Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) partner to oversee the Drug-Free Communities Support Program, which provides grants directly to community coalitions to reduce substance abuse among youth. Local governments, community-based organizations, and community coalitions usually apply to the sponsoring Federal agency through a competitive process for this type of grant. 
· Demonstration grants are pilot projects involving a small number of sites, often to test innovative programs or approaches. For example, OJJDP’s Safe Start Promising Approaches for Children Exposed to Violence Program provides funds to 15 communities to test the effectiveness of specific interventions for improving outcomes and reducing the harmful effects of children’s exposure to violence. Demonstration grants can be funded with discretionary or earmarked funds, are usually awarded on a competitive basis and can be made to State and local governments or community-based organizations, depending on the program.

Funding Partnerships in Practice

It was a barrier to say to a community, “Look, we’ve got multiple funding streams here.” It was far better to say, “Here’s an opportunity for you to apply (through one application for a single) initiative (that bring everyone) together and, do (together) what (could not) have done in… individual silos. Form your multisystems team. Plan for this grant” (former OJJDP Administrator, Shay Bilchik, discussing the SS/HS initiative as quoted in Goldstein, 2004, p. 12).

The development and subsequent implementation of the SS/HS initiative illustrates a representative range of funding challenges Federal agencies face when they set out to collaborate. Goldstein’s (2004) extensive interview-based study of the history of the SS/HS initiative as well as the study by Felix and colleagues (2007) examined details of three Federal departments (DOJ, HHS, and ED) working together to fund a collaborative initiative. 
During the initial planning stages, leaders from the participating departments demonstrated their commitment by offering initial funds from their department’s budgets. Funds were later supplemented with large appropriations earmarked for new efforts to address drug and violence prevention in schools. Subsequently, because there was no overarching legislation to support interagency partnerships to address these issues, departments were faced with the challenge of how to contribute and manage these funds under one initiative. Perceived and actual restrictions on the activities funds could be used for by each department presented a major roadblock to their contribution of funds. After considerable negotiating and planning by teams of agency lawyers, it was decided that HHS and DOJ would transfer funds through an interagency agreement to ED. Funds from the three agencies would be dispersed together as one unit to local education agencies (LEAs) using one application. To be eligible for funding, these LEAs were required to partner with local justice officials and the local mental health authority. This built-in collaboration requirement ensured that funds from each of the participating agencies would be used in appropriate capacities. The streamlined application process worked to meet the goals of the collaborative. 

Despite only having funds appropriated for the first year of the program, the SS/HS initiative established a 3-year grant cycle, which contrasted with the 1- or 2-year norm of many programs in the 1990s. (Over the past 10 years, agency grant cycles have lengthened as funders have recognized the need for longer-term investments to create sustainable community change.) The funding agencies had discovered that once awards were made, communities required time to undertake the necessary startup and development work including hiring project staff before they could implement their projects. They thought that 3 years would allow sufficient time for grantees to develop and implement their projects, engage in sustainability planning, and institutionalize the practices they started. Agency staff thought a 3-year grant period allowed grantees time to recruit talented staff who might not have been interested in a project funded for only 1 year. SS/HS planners trusted that funds supporting the program would be appropriated by Congress in subsequent years.

The Safe Kids/Safe Streets (SK/SS) initiative is an example of intradepartmental Federal collaboration. Three offices within DOJ—OJJDP, Executive Office for Weed and Seed (now the Community Capacity Development Office), and OVW—each contributed funds to support five sites, technical assistance, and a multisite evaluation. OJJDP provided overall coordination. Program managers from each office met regularly to ensure coordination of program details and the development of a shared vision for the initiative. 
The Community Guide to Helping America’s Youth, a Federal Internet resource with strategies and tools to help communities form partnerships to serve youth, is itself the product of an informal partnership between the White House Helping America’s Youth initiative and 10 Federal departments (HHS, DOJ, ED, USDA, DOL, Interior, Commerce, Housing and Urban Development, Office of National Drug Control Policy, and Corporation for National and Community Service). Although there was no formal interagency agreement to share funds, a partnership was put into place in which some agencies contributed funds and others contributed in-kind resources to develop the Community Guide and maintain the Web site that houses it.
The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s New Futures Initiative, a project to help communities assist their at-risk youth, recognized that traditional funding requirements often favor the same communities and service providers, the same people using the same money to do the same kinds of things. They felt that communities and service providers with skilled grantwriters and a track record of managing grants have an advantage over communities with promising capacity but less experience. In an effort to include nontraditional partners within their initiative, one of the New Futures project sites developed a promising practice of awarding “mini-grants” to neighborhood groups and nonprofits to carry out small projects. “Mini-grants were a way to cultivate new providers—investing small amounts of money to see if new groups could expand their missions to work with youth” (Walsh, 2005, p. 16). Federal agencies have also made planning or capacity development grants and technical assistance available to communities. Weed and Seed exemplifies this approach.
Sustainability
In its recent review of foundation-sponsored CCIs, the Association for the Study and Development of Community found that CCI sustainability efforts often focus on finding funds to sustain programmatic activities, with less attention paid to the processes and structures that support community organizing and planning. To support lasting community change, funders of CCIs need to encourage grantees to focus on institutionalization (changing structures, relationships, and activities) and community capacity (developing the skills and knowledge to continue to support innovative approaches to addressing complex social problems), along with reform of financing methods to continue CCI programs (Association for the Study and Development of Community, 2007, pp. 17–18).
4 Evaluating CCIs

Evaluation is a fundamental part of a collaborative enterprise. It is the primary strategy for improving operations and disseminating findings about the impact that the collaboration has on the system, its resources, and the target population (Delany et al., 2003, p. 13).

There is general agreement in the CCI literature about the importance of evaluation—not only to document results but also to provide ongoing feedback to help CCIs strengthen their programs and to build the field of knowledge about what works and what does not. CCI evaluations can be quite complex because they involve measuring outcomes at multiple levels and across multiple sectors, evaluating processes, and examining whether evidence-based programs or curriculums have been implemented with fidelity. 

The Challenges of Evaluating CCIs

Complex, community-based initiatives are hard to evaluate because of their size and the speed with which they are being rolled out, and because they are trying to address multiple problems within shifting political environments (Coote et al., 2004, p. xi).

Coffman (2007, p. 1) notes that systems initiatives are “notoriously hard to measure” and outlines some of the challenges involved in evaluating them:

· They involve multiple programs and players and feature outcomes at multiple levels (individual, family, community, organization, system).

· They involve multiple public (and private) funding streams operating through a variety of agencies and decisionmaking structures.

· They require stakeholders across agencies and systems to align goals and coordinate actions.

· They often emphasize equity and the importance of closing gaps in results based on race, income, or ethnicity.

· They are long-term efforts, evolving over time. The fact that it requires time for a CCI to get off the ground means that it may not be possible to measure outcomes for several years.

Additional challenges identified in the literature include:

· Stakeholders often have differing expectations about what the evaluation should accomplish. For example, politicians may desire “quick wins,” funders want to see that their investment achieves results, grantees may want ongoing feedback so they can improve their performance, and researchers may emphasize “academic credibility” (i.e., use of rigorous experimental or quasi-experimental methodology) (Coote et al., 2004, p. xi; Mott, 2003). 

· CCI evaluation can be a “lightning rod for tensions” and unresolved questions about the purpose and audience of the evaluation, the outcomes to be evaluated, the method of evaluation, and the role of the evaluator (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 70).

· The complexity of CCIs makes data collection a challenge because participating agencies do not always have compatible systems. CCIs must work to find cost-effective approaches to collect and track information and to close data gaps to measure outcomes.

· CCIs with limited funding for evaluation may be faced with limited choices for evaluation methodology because they do not have the resources to develop and implement an experimental research design (Coffman, 2007). 

· Evaluators must learn to operate within the unique political environment of CCIs. In Principles for Evaluating Community Initiatives, the authors emphasize “the importance of engaging practitioners, community participants, funders, and other stakeholders in the process of designing evaluations, interpreting evaluation results, and clarifying expectations of the evaluation process” (Association for the Study and Development of Community, 2001, p. 5).

· Because CCIs are complex and intended to bring about change at multiple levels, the evaluation design must demonstrate the causal relationship between the initiative and the outcomes (Association for the Study and Development of Community, 2001, p. 20).

· Often, stakeholders do not clearly specify the intermediate steps that need to be taken to reach a long-term goal or articulate the connections between program activities and outcomes.

In short, the essential reality is that the process of community change (or systems change) is difficult to map and track. There is a often “fundamental mismatch between the amount of time that real community change takes (at least 10–20 years) and funders’ willingness to commit to long-term support” (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 64).  This is the core challenge with which private funders have grappled for a number of years and with which federal agencies are now appreciating.  Precisely because changes at the community and system levels often take years, it is critical to identify interim outcomes along the path to long-term change (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 70).

Evaluation Design
Outcome Evaluation

Typically, evaluations of community change efforts have focused on tracking process or program measures. This approach, which sought to collect and analyze data to assess a program’s impact and effectiveness, can serve as a tool of accountability between grantees and funders (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 70) but has limited effectiveness in demonstrating outcomes. While measuring process or project outcomes (e.g., number of clients served, changes in student test scores) is part of gauging project performance, these quantitative indicators of progress do not provide CCIs the important quantitative and qualitative information they need about capacity building or systems change. According to Andrew Mott: “Counting (events and activities) can miss the point. . . . Extremely important issues of power, knowledge, and capacity are easily neglected when an evaluation concentrates solely on what can be predicted and then counted. At best, this shortchanges many of the group’s major accomplishments; at worst, it can encourage a group to redirect its energies away from its most significant work to activities which are easy to count and report” (Mott, 2003, p. 13).

Process Evaluation

During the 1990s, CCIs shifted the focus of evaluation to the other end of the spectrum—evaluation and documentation of processes (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 70). Evaluators examined key processes such as community planning, collaboration, leadership development, community engagement, and access to local leaders and decisionmakers. Process outcomes (outcomes associated with program implementation) provide valuable information to help guide a CCI’s approach and activities (Association for the Study and Development of Community, 2001, p. 19), but process evaluations do not provide information about long-term outcomes or about the effectiveness of the overall CCI approach (Auspos and Kubisch, 2004, p.11).

Theory of Change Approach to Evaluation

A growing number of evaluation experts use the theory of change (TOC) model as a starting point for evaluation of complex systems initiatives, and funders encourage this approach (Anderson, 2004, p. 3). A TOC is a “concrete statement of plausible, testable pathways of change that can both guide actions and explain their impact” (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 75). It specifies stakeholders’ underlying assumptions about what will change as a result of an initiative and why. It provides a roadmap depicting the relationships between the initiative’s strategies, interim outcomes, and long-term impacts, and produces testable assumptions regarding those relationships. Articulating a TOC requires the partners to specify why they are selecting a particular activity and what the intended outcomes are. It often involves “backward mapping,” where stakeholders think in backward steps from the long-term goal to the intermediate and early outcomes that would be required to accomplish the desired long-term outcomes. (The TOC for a project is depicted graphically; that visual representation is known as a logic model.  At times, the terms “theory of change” and “logic model” are used interchangeably to denote the underlying hypothesis.)

A TOC should be created early so that it can inform the development of initiative strategies. And the evaluation design should be tailored to the TOC, measuring the outcomes and impacts of each strategy (Coffman, 2007; Association for the Study and Development of Community, 2001; Kubisch et al., 2002; Anderson, 2004; Auspos and Kubisch, 2004). This approach moves evaluation from being a stand-alone monitoring process to an integrated part of program planning and implementation.
The Aspen Institute’s Roundtable on Community Change has found that the TOC approach to evaluation “has proven to be helpful in clarifying the goals and strategies of community interventions, and in designing, implementing, and evaluating large-scale initiatives.” However, “helping stakeholders to develop good theories of change is a time-consuming, resource-intensive process that requires several iterations, good facilitation, and access to information” (Auspos and Kubisch, 2004, p. 15).
Based upon their reading of a number of CCI evaluations and interviews with stakeholders from CCIs, the Aspen Institute’s Roundtable identifies several lessons learned.

· Because long-term outcomes (e.g., statistically significant changes in indicators of child, family, and community well-being) are not likely to be achieved within most funders’ timeframes, it is important to identify interim outcomes (milestones) along the path to long-term change.

· Focusing on pathways of change shifts the nature of evaluation away from a purely summative accounting of the CCI to a continuous process of providing feedback that can guide management and decisionmaking.

· New approaches to evaluating CCIs challenge traditional roles. When evaluations are built on TOCs, evaluators are engaged with initiatives much earlier than they have been in the past. As they facilitate CCIs’ efforts to define outcomes, activities, and pathways of change, the line between evaluation and technical assistance becomes blurred (Kubisch et al., 2002, pp. 70–72).
Models for Evaluating CCIs

The Reclaiming Futures Initiative, Children’s Mental Health Initiative, and Safe Schools/Healthy Students Initiative provide examples of approaches to evaluating CCIs and illustrate some of the challenges involved.
Reclaiming Futures Initiative

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation’s Reclaiming Futures Initiative is a 10-site system reform initiative focusing on substance abuse interventions in the juvenile justice system. The evaluation of the initiative used a two-tiered process to measure the effects of the initiative on local service systems: (1) evaluators visited each community several times from 2003 to 2005 and interviewed community stakeholders; and (2) surveys were given to local experts identified as those most qualified to assess the overall effectiveness of their community’s juvenile justice and substance abuse treatment systems. Included were judges, probation officers, educators, substance abuse and mental health treatment professionals, community activists and organizers, members of faith-based organizations, and other youth advocates. Surveys were conducted twice annually between December 2003 and June 2006 (Butts and Roman, 2007). 
The surveys measured outcomes in 13 indices broken down into 3 categories: administration, collaboration (both of which focused primarily on system changes), and quality (which focused on client outcomes). Administration indices included access to services, data sharing, systems integration, and resource management. Collaboration indices included the sharing of client information, partner involvement, and agency collaboration. Quality indices included screening and assessment, treatment effectiveness, availability of treatment for targeted client groups, cultural integration, family involvement, and availability of prosocial activities. For 12 of the 13 survey indices, the scores improved over time. The most dramatic improvements were found in the ratings for treatment effectiveness, the use of screening and assessment tools, availability of prosocial activities, and the sharing of client information in support of treatment. (The one index that did not improve—partner involvement—was the highest ranked index in each of the six surveys.)

Butts and Roman concluded that these surveys were “a cost-effective means of tracking systemic change during an unpredictable, highly complex, multi-site, and multifaceted organizational reform initiative” (Butts and Roman, 2007, p. 3) and that this approach to evaluation revealed substantial improvements in the coordination of juvenile justice and substance abuse treatment systems though it did not connect system reform efforts directly to client outcomes. 
Children’s Mental Health Initiative

Evaluation has been an integral component of the Comprehensive Community Mental Health Services for Children and Their Families Program (Children’s Mental Health Initiative or CMHI, administered by the Center for Mental Health Services, SAMHSA, HHS). CMHI is a comprehensive effort to promote the development of systems of care to improve the lives and outcomes of children with serious emotional disturbance and their families. Since the initiative was started in 1993, the CMHI has awarded grants to 126 communities to develop community-based systems of care. The FY 2002–2003 national evaluation, a multiple-method and multilayered longitudinal study, measured child clinical and functional outcomes, family outcomes, system-level outcomes, service and cost outcomes, program effectiveness, satisfaction with services, and Government Performance and Results Act indicators (Center for Mental Health Services, 2003). 
Highlights from the evaluation include:

· Improved child clinical and functional outcomes (e.g., behavioral and emotional problems decreased; behavioral and emotional strengths increased; school performance and attendance improved; fewer children were expelled, suspended, or sent to detention; law enforcement contacts decreased; children in communities with highly individualized and highly accessible services improved at a faster rate than children in other communities).
· Improved family outcomes (e.g., caregiver strain decreased, economic outcomes of caregivers improved).
System-level outcomes were measured within two domains—the extent to which communities applied the eight core system of care principles (family focused, individualized, culturally competent, interagency, collaborative/coordinated, accessible, community based, and least restrictive) to service delivery (entry into service system, service planning, service provision, case review) and to infrastructure (governance, management and operations, service array, quality monitoring). Communities reported higher levels of achievement in service delivery than in infrastructure. While they were largely able to provide services that were in alignment with the core principles, they were less successful putting structures in place and maintaining strong interagency partnerships to ensure this type of service provision. The evaluators observed, “The moderate success [in changing infrastructure] achieved by these grant communities indicate that the potential exists for improvement in these areas” (Center for Mental Health Services, 2003, p. 34). They concluded that “at the system level, the grant initiative has been effective in translating system of care principles into reform of a system’s infrastructure and service delivery approach” (Center for Mental Health Services, 2003, p. 50).

Safe Schools/ Healthy Students Initiative

The SS/HS Initiative, a Federal interdepartmental collaborative discussed earlier in this review, helps school districts and communities develop and implement comprehensive, communitywide strategies for creating safe and drug-free schools and promoting healthy child development. The national evaluation of the initiative, conducted by Research Triangle Institute (RTI) in collaboration with the RMC Research Corporation, is described by Felix et al. (2007). RTI collected cross-site evaluation data from 97 communities during 2000 to 2003. Seventeen “sentinel” sites—selected to be representative of a variety of regions, sizes, and scopes of work—were given more intensive study, including a cost-benefit analysis. Evaluators collected both process and outcome data. The process evaluation focused on how the initiative affected local planning and implementation of comprehensive, integrated strategies to provide for healthy child development and a safe school environment. Components included an annual partnership survey, surveys of project directors, and additional cost analysis information from the sentinel sites. The outcome evaluation focused on the impact of the initiative on healthy child development and a safe school environment. Evaluators annually collected archival data from schools (e.g., attendance records, academic performance, policy violations, and consequences), law enforcement agencies (e.g., juvenile victimization, juvenile arrests, and adult arrests for child abuse/neglect), and health and community agencies (e.g., child welfare and adolescent mortality). In addition, evaluators asked teachers in grades 1, 3, and 5 to rate students on their social and emotional development, social skills, temperament, bullying, classroom behavior, mental health, and service need and use. Teachers of middle and high school students were surveyed annually on violence, weapon carrying, perceptions of school safety and climate for learning, substance abuse, mental health, and parental support. The outcome evaluation also surveyed principals about school programs, policies, and curriculums related to school safety, violence and substance abuse prevention, and mental health. The evaluators faced challenges, including “start-up problems that prevented the evaluation from collecting baseline data” (Felix et al., 2007, p. 9).

The findings of the national evaluation of SS/HS have not yet been released. A new National Evaluation Team was recently named (MANILA Consulting Group, RMC Research Corporation, and Battelle Centers for Public Health Research and Evaluation). The team plans to integrate process data with outcomes data (http://www.promoteprevent.org/Resources/national-evaluation/).

In addition to participating in the national evaluation, SS/HS sites are required to evaluate the outcomes of their individual programs. Sites reviewed by Felix and colleagues took a variety of approaches including surveys, focus groups, interviews, and use of existing datasets. A few used experimental evaluation designs, but the vast majority used quasi-experimental or non-experimental designs. Challenges across sites included the difficulty finding balance between program needs and research rigor, community distrust of the evaluation effort, and the short length of time in which the programs were expected to make systems changes. Felix and colleagues highlight one evaluation that appears to be a model approach. Evaluators of a SS/HS site in Colorado used schools (rather than individual students) as the unit of analysis. Using baseline data collected before the grant, they designed a longitudinal study that tracked changes in risk and protective factors for substance use, violence, and perceptions of school safety. Using this approach, they demonstrated longitudinal reductions in risk factors and improvements in protective factors across the program period and for specific groups of students (Felix et al., 2007, p. 9).

What Evaluation Has Shown

After a decade of experience, the record of CCIs is mixed. Many initiatives did indeed produce valuable change in their communities: they increased the quality and quantity of social services, economic activity, and physical improvements; they developed new capacities and relationships; and they brought new resources to the neighborhoods. But they were not the agents of community transformation that many hoped they would be (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 6).

CCI evaluations attempt to document systems changes as well as client outcomes. So an important evaluation question for CCIs is: Did changes at the system level result in improved outcomes for youth, families, and communities? 

Based on the national, multisite evaluations we reviewed, which include the National Evaluation of the Safe Kids/Safe Streets Program, Strengthening and Rebuilding Tribal Justice Systems, National Evaluation of Weed and Seed, Tribal Strategies Against Violence, Plain Talk: Addressing Adolescent Sexuality Through a Community Initiative, Drug-Free Communities Support Program National Evaluation, The Greenbook Demonstration Initiative Interim Evaluation Report, and others, the answer appears to be inconclusive. Because of the limited timeframe allotted for evaluation (evaluations typically ended with the end of federal program support and no long-term follow up was done), most were not expected to. In fact, although they documented significant accomplishments, most evaluations did not establish a connection between system changes and client outcomes. However, evaluators allowed that, given more time, the connection might be demonstrated. Here are a few excerpts taken from evaluation findings: 
· Evaluators of the Safe Kids/Safe Streets Program “did not observe any changes in reported child maltreatment during the term of the study and did not expect to [because of the short timeframe]. However, they reported significant accomplishments that are expected to help reduce maltreatment, delinquency, and other problem behaviors in the long run” (Gragg et al., 2005, p. viii.).
· Evaluators of Criminal Justice Treatment Networks (a SAMHSA-funded demonstration project to improve substance abuse treatment access and service delivery to adult female offenders) observed: “While systemic changes were witnessed in the network communities, no research to date has determined whether these systemic changes have improved client outcomes.…. Future research should examine [data collection and evaluation design issues in determining evidence of efficacy]” (Townsend, 2004, pp. 616–617).  
· Evaluators of the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s New Futures Program observed: “The site set out to test the premise at the heart of New Futures: that strong political leadership, interagency collaboration, case management, and other comprehensive innovations could reduce teen pregnancy and school dropout rates and improve school achievement and youth employment rates in a five-year period. That premise turned out to be wrong. None of the New Futures cities made such measurable improvements in five years” (Walsh, 2005, pp. 9, 15). 
· Regarding Safe Kids/Safe Streets, Cronin and colleagues observed: “Perhaps the most impressive systems reform efforts at the SK/SS sites involved creating new agency structures for case handling, improving existing structures, and changing policies and procedures to improve case processing and outcomes. Most of these changes do not depend on SK/SS funds for their continuation” (Cronin et al., 2006, p. 7). 

· An National Institute of Justice evaluation of the Weed and Seed Initiative carried out after the initiative’s second year found decreases in Part 1 crimes (defined by the Federal Bureau of Investigation as serious offenses that include aggravated assault, forcible rape, murder, robbery, arson, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft) for six of eight sites studied. The evaluators linked this change to program activities, noting: “A relationship appears to exist between crime trends and the concentration of program resources in sites that had the largest increases or decreases in crime” (Dunworth and Mills, 1999, p. xv).

· The Aspen Institute Roundtable on Community Change reported on lessons learned from CCI evaluations: “The evaluations of the early CCIs have produced richly textured accounts of what has happened in individual communities and a great deal of descriptive information about the key processes that have been involved. . . . Collectively, they yield important cross cutting lessons about planning, mounting, and managing complex community change initiatives. CCI evaluations have also documented what might be called first-order effects. They show, for example, that CCIs have successfully implemented new services . . . [and] helped neighborhood organizations to partner and work together. . . . These are important accomplishments, and they should be recognized as such. But the lack of information about longer-term outcomes and impacts, and the lack of evidence about the effectiveness of the overall approach as a revitalization strategy, significantly limit the cumulative learning the initiatives provide and the ability to draw lessons from them about good practice” (Auspos and Kubisch, 2004, p. 11).
· The Association for the Study and Development of Community concluded: “There needs to be more conceptual and methodological development regarding the evaluation of systemic changes and their relationship to other levels of change and outcomes in a CCI” (Association for the Study and Development of Community, 2001, p. 24).

5
Supporting CCIs (Technical Assistance)
A critical investment is in good technical assistance (TA). High quality TA promotes
 . . . project sustainability, and thereby increases the odds that a project will result in system change. At the least, it leaves behind human capital, data, or procedural tools. . . . At best, TA promotes the creation of sufficient capacity for the initiative to carry on and meet its goals (Brimley et al., 2005, p. xi).
Training and technical assistance (TA) is an essential component of collaborative initiatives. According to a Greenbook demonstration site stakeholder: “TA provides a roadmap. It has been one of the most important factors in making progress” (Greenbook National Evaluation Team, 2004). Much of the support Federal agencies provide to CCIs comes in the form of TA. 
Types of TA
TA can come in many forms. It can be comprehensive and provide support for every step of the grant relationship or limited, providing support in specific areas. It can be standardized or customized. Examples of standardized TA, where each site within a multisite program receives the same services and support, include cross-site gatherings, intersite training conferences, help desks, tool kits, webinars, Web sites, and conference calls. An example of site-specific, customized TA is The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Rebuilding Communities Initiative’s use of onsite local organizational development coaches to help sites carry out organizational development strategies. As another example, the Greenbook TA team provided onsite facilitation at several sites to help local partners work through philosophical differences and trust issues.

Evaluators of Plain Talk (the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s initiative to help communities protect their youth from the consequences of early sexual activity) note that TA is more likely to be effective when it is customized to address a site’s specific priorities. However, customized TA can be costly. To address this concern, Plain Talk provided sites a mixture of standardized TA through cross-site conferences and customized TA to help individual sites with specific tasks and goals (Walker and Kotloff, 1999, p. 85). The Greenbook Initiative, DOJ’s Tribal Strategies Against Violence (TSAV), and SK/SS also used a combination of standardized TA and onsite, project-specific TA.
Mentorship, or peer-to-peer TA, is another valuable and cost-effective form of TA used by CCIs. Training and Technical Assistance for Providers (T-TAP), Shared Youth Vision (SYV), SK/SS, New Futures, and Greenbook have all incorporated some version of peer-to-peer TA. SK/SS and Greenbook, for example, promoted peer-to-peer learning, in which sites shared experiences and resources. T-TAP (funded by DOL’s Office of Disability Employment Policy) assigns mentors to grantees based on a detailed organizational assessment and the needs expressed by the organization. Mentoring provides an opportunity for a reciprocal relationship and benefits not only the grantee but also the mentor and mentor organization. T-TAP reports that their mentors develop new perspectives and strategies, gain a new passion about their work, and learn from the organizations they mentor. SYV also uses mentorship as a part of its TA. Veteran SYV sites must agree to mentor new sites. Mentor sites are paired with new sites based on geographic proximity as well as similarities in the communities of youth they serve. New Futures sites reported that peer support from other sites provided the best help in navigating “tough political work.” Evaluators of DOJ’s Comprehensive Indian Resources for Community and Law Enforcement (CIRCLE) Project noted that one of the shortcomings in TA provided to the tribal partners was the lack of opportunities for peer-to-peer TA.
The content of TA support is as varied as the collaborations it is delivered to. Types of TA provided to the CCIs reviewed in this report include: 

· Strategic planning (SS/HS, CIRCLE).

· Development of local workplans (TSAV).
· Coalition building/partnership development (SS/HS, Plain Talk, Greenbook).

· Community mobilization/social marketing (SS/HS, Plain Talk).
· Program assessment and evaluation (SS/HS).

· Sustainability (SS/HS, Greenbook, Plain Talk, TSAV).

· Development of management information systems (Plain Talk).

· Development of tools, protocols, and memorandums of understanding (Greenbook).

· Cultural competence (Greenbook, SS/HS).

· Topical training relevant to the CCI’s focus (e.g., CIRCLE sites received training in community policing, Greenbook sites received training on domestic violence assessment tools, TSAV sites received gang prevention training).

· System reform (SK/SS).

· Promising practices and program models (Greenbook).

· Dissemination of information about other sites’ activities (SS/HS, Greenbook).

The type of TA provided to a program often reflects the priorities of the grantor as well as site needs. For example, TA provided through OJJDP’s Targeted Community Action Planning (TCAP) Toolkit focuses on providing support for programmatic priorities such as community mobilization, assessment, planning, and implementation. As another example, CIRCLE Project evaluators noted that the sites received TA within DOJ’s traditional areas of expertise (e.g., training in community policing, training to court-appointed special advocates), but the initiative lacked sufficient TA in other needed areas (e.g., evaluation, institution building, strategic planning, leadership development, and financial management and budgeting). 
Some initiatives require sites to use TA. Others have a mixture of optional and required TA. For example, SYV grantees were required to attend a series of youth forums, and they also have access to an optional help desk. SS/HS offers a combination of required TA through multisite conferences and webinars and optional TA through the National Center for Mental Health Promotion and Youth Violence Prevention.  
Although a large body of literature exists about the types and methods of support that TA can provide, not much has been written about what forms of support are most appropriate and at what time. As more CCIs are evaluated, we are beginning to learn some lessons about when and how to provide TA. For example:

· Weed and Seed evaluators observed that sites would have benefited from additional TA early in the Weed and Seed planning process.
· CIRCLE evaluators observed that more TA in strategic planning would increase the likelihood of systems change. They noted: “In general, sound planning processes . . . require site-specific, problem-targeted technical assistance, especially in the form of baseline assessment, which was not really part of CIRCLE” (Brimley et al., 2005, p. xii).

· CIRCLE evaluators noted that the time gap between sites’ requests for and provision of TA was too large.

· About a year into the SK/SS initiative, after reviewing the sites’ implementation plans, OJP reassessed its approach to TA. Whereas OJP had originally relied on a diverse array of TA providers to meet sites’ specific needs, it decided to contract with a dedicated TA provider (Institute for Educational Leadership) to promote stronger system reform efforts.

TA Guidance

Every city grappled with the paradox of trying to think comprehensively in a service-specific world, and they got little help from the world of outside technical assistance consultants, who are trained in the existing categories—school reform, teen pregnancy, health, youth employment—that have long dominated family services (Walsh, 2005, p. 24).
Walsh’s observation illustrates a theme encountered in the literature. Although TA is often available to support community collaborative efforts, it is not always effective.
There is general agreement within the literature that TA needs to be relevant and appropriate to the local community. It needs to be directed toward developing local capacity and advancing community goals. Most granting organizations and agencies do not understand and plan for the range of TA grantees will need. Walsh writes, “Public agencies interested in strengthening natural support systems (within a funded initiative) need to learn how to nurture and monitor fledgling community-based efforts” (Walsh, 2005, p. 16). 
Considerations need to be given to the geographic and demographic makeup of grantee sites, local political realities, and local resources. New Futures recognized that community residents and nontraditional service organizations needed TA to support them in what was often new work or avenues for their organizations such as dealing with the political components of collaborating and learning how to manage public funds.  
TA activities should not be limited to the direct recipients of support. The benefits of received TA should spill over directly and indirectly to the entire community.  
Consideration should be given to the timing of TA delivery. The literature is clear that TA needs to be delivered in a timely manner. Sites should anticipate the gap in time that will occur between when TA is requested and when it can be delivered. The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Rebuilding Communities Initiative was dedicated to delivering TA that respected the time, commitment, energy, and capacity of the communities that requested it. They specified that TA needs to be of high quality and that providers need to be accountable to both the sites and the granting organization.

CIRCLE evaluators noted that good TA can reduce or even replace the need to monitor grantees’ compliance. They observed that many non-Federal government funders, particularly foundations, are gradually shifting from intensive monitoring and toward intensive, well-rounded TA. They argued that good TA that is targeted at specific site needs and problems provides essentially the same information as monitoring, and that “if grantmakers are actively involved in the delivery of such TA, it becomes a ‘twofer’ and makes for better use of funds” (Brimley et al., 2005, p. xi). As an example of this, New Futures found that mentorship, in the form of foundation site managers spending regular time in project site cities, was the best form of TA the Annie E. Casey Foundation provided.
Together We Can (the Institute for Educational Leadership’s national initiative to strengthen and sustain CCIs to improve results for children, families, and communities) partnered with five Federal agencies (ED, HHS, HUD, DOJ, and DOL) to hold a focus group on strengthening Federal TA in support of CCIs. Participants identified TA strategies that they found most valuable and suggested that TA providers should:

· Have “on-the-ground” experience in collaboration.

· Be politically astute and bring specific skills and techniques to help local leadership understand and work effectively within their particular political context.

· Be available for an extended period of time, preferably on or near site.

· Be selected by the locality and accountable to the locality as its client.

· Offer peer-to-peer consultation whenever possible.

· Understand and promote community goals.

· Emphasize the development of local leadership (Institute for Educational Leadership, 1996, p. 5).

In addition to the above qualities, The Aspen Institute’s Roundtable on Comprehensive Community Initiatives for Children and Families suggests that TA providers should be:

· Technically proficient in their specialties and steeped in general principles of community building.
· Racially sensitive and culturally competent.
· Able to facilitate organizational change (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 67).

National evaluations of CCIs have not typically systematically evaluated the effects of TA. However, as part of the Greenbook Initiative’s process evaluation, the National Evaluation Team will assess the impact to the sites of receiving TA. Evaluators are tracking information on the amount and type of TA that sites receive and the sites’ perceptions of the impact of TA on their activities. These findings, while specific to the Greenbook Initiative, may prove to be useful to other CCIs and Federal partnerships as well.

Conclusions

Based on this review of selected literature, what guidance can be extracted for Federal agencies and others who want to support CCIs as a means to improve the lives of youth, families, and communities? Here are a few initial lessons learned. 
Process of Working Together 

· There is no single best way of working together that fits all initiatives, but rather a continuum of increasing complexity ranging from cooperation to collaboration. The style of working together needs to be tailored to the goals of the particular initiative.

· Collaboration is a complicated process that develops over time and with great effort. It requires durable and pervasive relationships among organizations working together.
· Research on cross-agency collaboration has identified 20 specific factors (related to a CCI’s community environment, membership characteristics, processes and structure, communication, purpose, and resources) that have been shown to impact success. A self-assessment tool, based on these factors, can help newly forming CCIs pinpoint strengths they can build on, as well as deficiencies (available at www.wilder.org).
· Committed leadership appears to be a critical element during every phase of a CCI, from the development of the vision to the completion of an evaluation. 
Federal Partnerships

· Partnerships among Federal agencies leverage resources to achieve outcomes that would not be possible if agencies worked independently. 

· Partnerships can serve to overcome the fragmentation and lack of coordination sometimes found in Federal programs designed to benefit youth, families, and communities. Although some of this fragmentation can be addressed by partnerships among agencies within the same department, many issues affecting youth and families need to be addressed by partnerships across Federal departments or by partnerships among Federal agencies, State and local governments, private organizations, and foundations.   
· Although much of what is known about working together applies to efforts at the Federal level, the sheer size and complexity of Federal entities creates formidable barriers to collaboration. Still, effective Federal partnerships have been forged, even without authorizing legislation (as in the example of Safe Schools/Healthy Students). 
· The GAO identifies eight key practices to help enhance and sustain collaboration among Federal agencies: articulating a common outcome; establishing mutually reinforcing or joint strategies; leveraging resources to support common goals; clearly defining roles and responsibilities, including leadership; establishing cross-agency policies, procedures, and data systems; developing mechanisms to monitor, evaluate, and report on results; reinforcing agency accountability for collaborative efforts; and reinforcing individual accountability for collaborative efforts. 

· Other factors critical to successful Federal collaboration include involvement of non-Federal partners/stakeholders in decisionmaking and leadership to support collaborative relationships, and frequent communication among partners.

· Federal departments and agencies should seek to model the collaborative practices they want their grantees to engage in.  

· Barriers to Federal collaboration include conflicting or competing agency missions; turf battles; incompatible processes, procedures, data, and computer systems; the absence of clear lines of responsibility and accountability for cross-agency programs; difficulties finding and using funds in a collaborative way (including statutory funding restrictions); time constraints; and incompatible annual planning and budget cycles.

Funding of CCIs

· Because Federal funding streams are so complex, some potential CCI sites may find it hard to marshal the skills and supports needed to develop a grant application. The result is that funding is often awarded to CCIs that are already functioning, rather than to those in need of support to get off the ground. The challenge is to fund sites that are working together well enough to make good use of Federal support, but are not so well established that the funds will make little difference. 
· The Safe Schools/Healthy Students initiative is a model for how Federal departments can work together to streamline a funding process so that sites can submit a single application for funds coming from multiple sources. 
· To support sustainability and lasting community change, funders of CCIs need to encourage grantees to focus on institutionalizing structures, relationships, and activities; developing community capacity; and cultivating multiple, varied funding sources. 
Evaluation of CCIs

· Evaluation of CCIs is important—not only to document results but also to provide ongoing feedback to help CCIs strengthen their programs and to build knowledge in the field about what works and what does not. 
· CCI evaluation is challenging because CCIs involve multiple programs and players and feature outcomes at multiple levels (individual, family, community, organization, and system); stakeholders often have differing expectations about what the evaluation should accomplish; participating agencies do not always have compatible information systems to collect data; it is difficult to demonstrate the causal relationship between the initiative and the outcomes; the process of community (or systems) change is difficult to map and track; CCIs are long-term efforts, evolving over time, and real community or system change often takes longer than the grant period for a CCI. 
· Most CCI evaluations examined in this study emphasized processes (e.g., community planning, collaboration, leadership development, community engagement) rather than outcomes. Process evaluations provide valuable information but do not provide information about long-term outcomes or about the effectiveness of the overall CCI approach.
· A growing number of evaluation experts advise using the theory of change (TOC) model as a starting point for evaluation of CCIs. A TOC is a “concrete statement of plausible, testable pathways of change that can both guide actions and explain their impact” (Kubisch et al., 2002, p. 75). It provides a roadmap depicting the relationships between an initiative’s strategies, interim outcomes, and long-term impacts, and produces testable assumptions regarding those relationships.
· The national evaluations of CCIs identified for this review relied primarily on stakeholder surveys, although the Safe Schools/Healthy Students initiative also drew on archival data (such as school attendance, juvenile arrests, and adolescent mortality) to assess outcomes for youth and communities.

· Although it is generally agreed that CCIs are a valuable approach to improving the lives of youth and families, most national evaluations have not yet been designed or funded in ways that would allow them to collect the requisite information or show a connection between systemic changes and outcomes for youth, families, and communities. 

Support for CCIs (Technical Assistance)
· Although much has been written about the types and methods of support that TA can provide, little has been written about which forms of support are most appropriate and at what time. 
· TA needs to be relevant and appropriate to the local community. It needs to be directed toward developing local capacity and advancing community goals.

· Peer-to-peer TA and mentoring are valuable and cost-effective forms of TA for CCIs.

· National evaluations of CCIs have not typically evaluated the effects of TA.
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Appendix: A Brief Background on the Comprehensive Community Initiatives Project

What Is a Comprehensive Community Initiative?

Comprehensive community initiatives (CCIs) are local community interventions to improve the living conditions of individuals, families, and communities through systems change efforts involving participants within and across many sectors of society.  

The graphic below shows the relationships among CCIs, the agencies or organizations that fund them, and the people who benefit from their work.
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How Were CCIs Selected for This Study?

Only CCIs with specific characteristics were considered for review. The criteria called for CCIs to be broad based with multisector participation, to possess long-term strategies and perspectives, and to be centered on systems change and improved outcomes. In addition, CCIs need to effectively use data and community assessments to work toward a strengths-based, developmental approach. In an attempt to assess the successes and limitations of CCIs, special attention was given to examining the nature of CCI participant relationships as they worked together. We also examined how and when technical assistance is best invested in support of CCIs, how CCIs are evaluated, what the outcomes of CCIs are for youth and families, and other general lessons that can help guide future decisionmaking.










Goal: Systems Change


Multi-sector service delivery systems; decisionmaking; service delivery models:  cooperation/coordination/


collaboration








CCI area of focus





Goal: Individual, Family, and Community Outcomes


Youth, families, and communities
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