
Impact, Influence and Leverage in KIDS COUNT Context
In April 2005, Tom Kelly, Evaluation Manager for the Casey Foundation, engaged the Network Steering Committee in a discussion around measurement and evaluation issues and talked through the development and use of “A Practical Guide to Documenting Influence and Leverage in Making Connections Communities.”  This guide, developed in 2004, provides Casey’s Making Connections partners with “practical guidance to capturing and documenting influence and leverage”. While the guide takes a more community focused approach to clarifying these issues, many of the illustrations revolve around the work of KIDS COUNT grantees.  The discussion following Tom’s presentation yielded several important points:

· Advocacy organizations should be realistic about what they can accomplish and be clear about how those things are tied to the larger goal of better outcomes for kids and families.

· Advocacy organizations should be able to identify and talk about “change along the way,” or the incremental process by which policies are changed.

· There are many facets to the policy change process that can be quantified including the development of relationships and the deepening of understanding.  Identifying other relevant facets is an important part of the framework development process.

· Everything can’t be measured and sometimes data that simply sounds reasonable is good enough.

· Theory of Change and “So That” models can be useful in helping organizations understand and more clearly talk about results.

Attached are models and examples of how Impact, Influence and Leverage are being measured from an advocacy perspective across several different issues areas and contexts. Several of these were used in conjunction with the steering committee discussion and other pieces have been collected from work done in other Casey issue areas.  These documents represent several different but related ways of thinking about how we might approach the development of a KIDS COUNT framework.
Appendix 1 – A broad framework, excerpted from another Casey area of work, that does a pretty good job of describing what we mean when we say impact, influence and leverage.

Appendix  2 – A review of our 2005 proposals that lifts up what we saw as the four catergories that most grantees are engaged in to achieve results.

Appendix  3  - “Evaluating the Success of New Mexico Voices for Children.” Kay Monaco, Executive Director of New Mexico Voices for Children, provided the steering committee with the attached narrative and strategy continuum as background materials for the evaluation discussion. Kay’s model focuses on the process of policy change and the ways in which you would measure progress within that process.”

Appendix  4 – . Excerpts from AECF Education Program: Results Portfolio Presentation. This is one example of how Casey is working with similar grantees to talk about and measure impact, influence and leverage.  
Attachment 1 –. “A Practical Guide to Documenting Influence and Leverage in Making Connections Communties”. A publication created specifically for the Making Connections initiative that talks about these issues from a community perspective.  Some parts of this document are more relevant than others, but most of the best examples are the KIDS COUNT work ( see page10 and 15-16). 
The tasks adopted by the Evaluation working group for 2005 center around:

· The development of an evaluation framework, unique to the KIDS COUNT Network that provides KIDS COUNT grantees (and perhaps other advocacy organizations) with the means to more easily answer questions about the results of their advocacy work.  
· The development of additional tools or simple processes to support that framework.

Ideally, the attached documents provide a starting point for that discussion which should also include the development of a workplan, and the identification of other resources that will be necessary to move forward in this work. The next working group call will give us an opportunity to:

· Clarify the work of the group moving forward.

· Start the development of a work plan and timeline

· Discuss how we can use the annual conference to move the work.   

Appendix 1

Annie E. Casey Foundation

Impact, Influence and Leverage Results in Grantmaking
(excerpted from Income Security grantmaking guidance document)

The Casey Foundation aims to achieve three types of results through its grantmaking: 
· Impacts, by which we mean direct improvements in the circumstances, conditions, and well-being of disadvantaged children, families, or communities;  

· Influence; which refers to changes in public policies, programs, attitudes, or systems that, in turn, will hopefully produce desired impacts; and 
· Leverage, by which we mean increase or changes in the allocation of investments, both public and private, in public policies, programs, attitudes, or systems that, in turn, will hopefully produce desired impacts.  
Some investments and grantees aspire to produce all three types of results, including impacts.  Others focus on influence and leverage, but don’t expect to achieve direct impacts, since they aim to affect public policy and spending.  

Performance measures quantify how well programs, agencies, grantees, or investments are working.  They measure resources invested in a program (inputs), products produced by the program (outputs) and whether anyone is better off (outcomes).  They help us understand if what we are doing is producing the results we desire and if it is a cost effective investment.  Not all performance measures are equally important.  The most important performance measures tell us whether the recipients of the services are better off for what we have done.  The typical questions we ask when considering performance measures are: 

· What or how much did we do?  These measure the quantity of the effort – e.g., number of individuals served; number of activities performed.
· How well did we do?  These measure the quality of the efforts – e.g., percent of individuals satisfied/dissatisfied with a service; percent of activities performed well/poorly/in need of improvement. 

· Is anyone better off?  These measure the effect of the effort on the lives of those being served – e.g., number and percent of individuals with improved knowledge, skills, behaviors, circumstances.  

By “impact performance measures” we mean data and other types of information that provide evidence showing a measurable improvement or change in a condition of well-being for the children, adults, families, or communities directly served by our grants or programs or the agencies and service systems we support.  This includes information on two dimensions: population well-being and program or system performance. Please recall that most of our Income Security investments support projects and work that seek to influence public policy and leverage public/private investments thereby indirectly improving outcomes for low income kids and families.  Relatively few of our investments intend to have direct impacts on low-income families, and therefore we don’t expect these to be stressed in your document.
When we refer to “influence performance measures,” we mean data (numbers, accomplishments, stories) that provide evidence showing there is a measurable change in opinion, law, policies, regulations, practice or procedures by individuals or organizations which control resources or design and run programs and systems that serve low income families, making them more consistent with the Foundation’s point of view on kids and families and the core values and beliefs we have about family economic security.  It includes changing how individuals understand problems and solutions, building their capacity to respond more effectively, and advocating for changes in policy, systems and practice. Please recall that, as a private foundation, the Casey Foundation cannot support direct lobbying, grassroots lobbying, or electioneering as delineated in our Grantee Terms and Conditions.  However, public education and advocacy are allowable.  
Influence can be thought of along a continuum that includes reach (how many and what groups), engagement (in what ways are they interested, involved, or committed), and action (what are they doing about it).  You should be clear about the “customers” you’re trying to reach; that is, the people and organizations whose attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, policy and practice you’re trying to influence, and the potential impact on outcomes for kids and families.
For example, if you are proposing to fund a series of studies or other publications, or sponsor a series of meetings, or build technical assistance capacity, please explain how you/we will know if you’re reaching your customers.  What do you expect them to do differently as a result of these studies, meetings and/or technical assistance?  Questions that begin to provide evidence of influence across the continuum include: How many and what groups have been contacted?  In what ways are they interested in our theory of action, core values, beliefs, strategies, tools, practices, etc?  What action have they taken – e.g., has there been a policy change that reflects the Foundation’s point of view on family economic security or has there been a change in the way they train or provide services to those they serve?  

“Leverage performance measures” refer to data showing a increase in financial investments by other public or private funders in initiatives, policies, services, or other efforts we’re supporting.  The primary indicator of success in leverage is the level or amount of co-investment made by other funders, or the redirection of public resources.  Performance measures could include addition or redirection of financial resources to support the goals and results we/you are seeking (i.e., new or increased philanthropic or government funding):
· Number and percent of co-investors involved in this work?  

· How much money over what period of time are they contributing to the initiative? 

· Addition or redirection of financial resources to support the goals and results we/you are seeking (i.e., new or increased philanthropic or government funding).
Appendix 2

KIDS COUNT Context

In the KIDS COUNT work plan for 2005 we asked grantee organizations to talk about the ways in which they measure the effectiveness of their data based advocacy work.  In general, the answers to that question focused on several common outcome areas for advocacy organizations.  Those areas, listed below, may provide us with a common framework on which to build more common language and some common tools with which to talk about the impact and the influence that data based advocacy has on policy.

The most common areas mentioned in the work plans were:

*Policy change - Impact

      - avoiding budget cuts

      -more money for services

      -new legislation that was good for kids and families

      -data or policy positions being adopted or referred to by policy makers

*Communications - Influence

      -newpaper articles

      -tv or radio coverage

      -op ed placement

            -calls from media / policy makers requested information and/or advice

            -participation of key decision makers in the work of the organization

-data / policy analysis products produced / disseminated

*Coalition building / leadership – Influence / Leverage

      -leadership role in large coalitions

      -participant / but critical role (data development or communications)

            -requested to provide data and assistance to coalitions and related organizations

*Organizational Development - Leverage

      -development of co-investors in data and policy work

      -securing general support for policy work

      -number of skill level of staff

            -involvement of Board of Directors / Advisory Groups

            

As a part of the work of the Steering Committee this year, we agreed to continue this discussion and provide guidance to the Evaluation Working Group as they work to bring clarity to this discussion, manage the development and deployment of tools and identify further learning opportunities for the Network on this issue.  That guidance may initially consist of a set of “critical questions” that need to be answered in order to develop a frame and processes that are useful across the KIDS COUNT Network.

We appreciate how difficult it can be for grantees to be explicit and rigorous about results and performance measures, especially in the realm of public policy analysis, advocacy, and/or research dissemination. We are also sensitive to concerns about the risk of performance measures being used to assess “success” or “failure” in a business where so many other powerful actors and forces are influencing outcomes.  At the same time, we are interested in creating this framework in 2005 so that we can jointly begin to answer some of these questions in a way the will be mutually beneficial to the Foundation, grantees and advocates in general.

Appendix 3

Evaluating the Success of New Mexico Voices for Children
Kay Monaco – Executive Director New Mexico Voices for Children
The mission of New Mexico Voices for Children is to improve the health and wellness of all children in New Mexico. How do we know when our work has resulted in positive changes in children’s health and wellness? How do we measure success? 

KIDS COUNT data tell us the current status of children in New Mexico: high child poverty; high school drop out; high teen pregnancy; and a host of other bad indicators where NM has a high percentage of children at risk. One measure of success is that the percentage of children in poverty decreases, or the number of births to teen mothers drops, or the number of children completing high school increases. While it is sometimes possible to enact a policy that causes immediate and quantifiable change in any of these indicators, that type of systemic policy change is rare. Incremental policy changes could have a positive impact on the indicators, but often a single policy change may not have a large enough impact so as to positively affect the data. 

For example, if predatory lending practices are ended, poor families should have more wealth, and poverty should be lessened, and children’s outcomes should improve. If they don’t improve, then the reason could be because the number of low income families moving into the state increased. Or the poverty was so deep for many children and families that the depth of poverty was reduced slightly, but not enough to lift significant children above the poverty line, and therefore improve their health and wellness. Or, there could be a hundred other explanations. But, the inability to see changes in children’s wellness does not mean that ending predatory lending was not important to children’s health and wellness; it just means that the effects of the policy are not yet quantifiable. The next policy change that impacts family economic security – say, for example, raising the minimum wage from $5.15 to $6.00 per hour – could be the incremental step that, when the effects are added to the positive effects of ending predatory lending, causes children’s health to improve.

In addition to the problems of the causal relationship between the policy changes and ultimate outcome (improved child health) and the need for additive incremental changes before the ultimate outcome is effected, we’re faced with the additional problem that many of the policy changes we seek are very long term. They are most often not “winable” in a short term, and take years of work. If we do not achieve a policy “win” in a single year, how do we evaluate the work we did that year? Is the only measure of success that we have succeeded in changing policy?

Given these very real difficulties of measuring success through policy wins, and the further step of having those policy wins result in improved conditions for children, how can policy advocacy organizations evaluate themselves, and be accountable to funders?

We think that the last measure – quantifiable improvements in child well-being – are probably not the yardstick with which to measure policy advocacy success. Over time, the baseline should show some change, but the timeline may be too long – a decade or more – to be useful for more immediate evaluation purposes.

Pegging success to policy changes is equally problematic if the policies are hotly contested – like tax reform. The changes may be incremental, and even those may take years. And, forward momentum at the state level may be eclipsed, or even eradicated by changes in federal law.

Instead, we propose that the evaluation of success should be a continuum of work that is the organization’s model or theory of how policy reform happens. This “strategy continuum” begins with the policies targeted for change, and the intervening steps toward a policy win.

In the first instance, the target policy (or policies) should meet two criteria: the policy should impact large numbers of children and result in systemic change; and credible research must connect the policy change to improved outcomes for children. For example, research shows that quality early care and education will improve school readiness, effect poor school performance, and likely result in fewer school dropouts. Or, there is a body of research connecting child poverty to poor health outcomes like teen pregnancy, youth behavioral health problems, school dropout rates. Enacting policies that address quality care and education, or child/ family poverty, are successes even if the outcomes do not immediately change because they are in the direction that credible research tells us that we need to move.

But, there are steps toward policy change that can and should be evaluated to insure that there is forward momentum. Advocacy organizations may vary in their model or theory of how policy change is enacted, but they should be able to articulate the steps they take which have quantifiable indicators or measures.

The theory of change that NMVC is developing hinges on research, education, and media coverage as the key components of a successful policy campaign.  We believe our model needs internal revision and refinement, and that it is a work in progress. As we apply it to our policy advocacy efforts, we hope to modify it in ways that result in greater success. 

	
	Strategy Continuum (with evaluation components)  for Policy Advocacy

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Identify the Issue
	Issue Visibility
	Issue Understanding
	Engaging the Debate
	Message Placement and Echoing
	Moving Forward
	Winning

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 A systemtic issue effecting the health and wellness of children is identified and current policy evaluated
	The  visibility of the problem or issue is raised  with the public
	Public education efforts deepen the understanding of the issue
	The  opposition engages with you and your allies on the issues
	Your frame or message begins to emerge in public discussions other than those you generate
	Public policy change surfaces and serious interest in the policy change is discernable
	Policy change is enacted 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indicators or measures:
	Indicators or Measures:
	Indicators or Measures:
	Indicators or Measures:
	Indicators or Measures:
	Indicators or Measures:
	Indicators or Measures:

	      - survey of preliminary data and research completed (eg.,  child poverty is related to poor health outcomes, and the rate in NM is high)
	 - policy briefs:
	  - educational efforts aimed at ally organizations and policy makers:
	  the issue and messages are directly addressed and debated by your "targets" or opposition
	- media coverage echoes the message
	- legislation / administrative changes are proposed
	-  legislation and/ or administrative rule and/ or procedures change

	
	 - how many?
	
	
	
	
	

	
	- distributed to whom?
	
	
	- how many?
	- how much support? For example, legislation introduced? Heard in committee? Heard on the floor? Bi-partisan support? Administrative rules change suggested?
	

	
	- # people recv'g?
	- across the state?
	- talk show debates? # ? Who?
	- how important is the outlet?
	
	

	
	
	         - how many? What kind?
	- # op-eds, letters to the editor, etc., that are in response to your media coverage and message
	 - what page does the story appear on?
	
	

	
	 -  newsletters
	- ally organizations adopt the issue:
	
	
	
	

	      - current policy is reviewed and it is not  adequately addressing the issue
	-# people recv'g?
	
	
	  - does your message appear early in the story?
	
	

	
	
	- send research to their              constituents, include it in their newsletters
	- opponents use your frame to refute the message (ex: Medicaid is NOT an economic engine).
	
	
	

	
	       - media coverage
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   - # of print and broadcast stories mentioning the issue
	
	
	- key policy makers echo your message in a public venue, written materials or the press
	    - ally organization support the legislation/ policy change and mobilize grassroots support
	

	       -value based message about the issue is developed
	
	- agree to include the issue as part of their agenda
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	- the person refuting your message is an important person in your community (ex: the Governor)
	
	
	

	
	   - # of times the issue appears; period of time (ie, over several months?)
	
	
	- how important/ influential is the messenger?
	
	

	
	
	- their staff participate in "training of trainers"
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	    - was the venue important?
	
	

	
	
	 - the message is formally adopted by ally organizations who agree to use the message when talking about the issue 
media coverage improves 
- press coverage is more accurate and not simplistic
- talk shows about the issues on public and commercial radio or TV, and in other languages
- # of earned media stories increases
	
	     
	
	

	
	 - kinds of media outlets (ie, public radio? Weekly papers? etc).
	
	
	- public figure, non-policy maker echoes your message
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 - did the message appear in the media coverage?
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CENTER FOR POLICY STUDIES 2005: $150,000

Scope of Work

• Provide capacity building assistance and support advocacy efforts that influence improved practices among those who are involved in 

efforts to create an open sector of new schools, especially in Foundation sites;

• Plan and conduct  national meetings on public education's growing "open sector" of new schools, and producing publications on the 

subject;

• Develop web-based resources and tools on how school districts can advance public education's growing "open sector" of new schools;

• Produce policy briefs, analysis, and documentation of lessons learned and provide models and technical assistance that influence the 

national discussion on creating new schools; and

• Support advocacy and public information campaigns that influence public policies that create supportive environments for new schooling 

options for students and their families, especially in Foundation sites.

Performance Measures and Anticipated Accomplishments

•

What are you doing?

Number of individuals, organizations, states, districts served and/or reached through Casey supported Open 

Sector products, activities, and/or services, organized by audiences (e.g., families, students, educators, policymakers, funders, etc.)

•

What are you doing?

Number of Casey supported Open Sector products developed and disseminated and/or types of services 

provided, organized by audiences (e.g., families, students, educators, policymakers, community organizations, funders, etc.)

•

How well are you doing?

Percent of customers/target audiences evaluating Casey supported Open Sector products, activities, and/or 

services on different dimensions of quality, including usefulness, cultural appropriateness, effectiveness, etc.

•

What impact are you having?

Number/percent of Casey supported customers/target audiences (e.g., families, students, educators, 

policymakers, etc.) that show improvement in knowledge and opinions about the Open Sector.

•

What influence are you having?

Number/percent of individuals and/or target audiences influenced by Open Sector products and 

services, including evidence of how they have been influenced (e.g., changes in policy, beliefs, practices, etc.)

•

What leverage are you having?

Percent of Casey/non-Casey funding of total grant or project operating dollars.

• Other accomplishments and successes, including stories and anecdotes, and successes.
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INFLUENCE:

• 11 publications, 3 mass electronic communications on key “Open Sector” topics to 1,500 + policymakers and practitioners

• Monthly visits to Education/Evolving website more than doubled in 2004

• 15 presentations by project leaders reach 2,000 + policymakers and practitioners

• 100 + policymakers and practitioners attend 4 open sector meetings (2 national, 2 in Minnesota)

• 80 + teachers, teacher organizations, and district leaders in Milwaukee, Minneapolis, Chicago, New York, California and other states and 

cities get information and technical assistance in creating teacher professional practice schools

• 44 representatives of education funders exposed to open sector concepts at event co-organized by project in Denver

• Partnership with Harvard Business School’s Clay Christensen results in:

 Lead participation by Christensen in two national forums for 30 top U.S. education leaders

 Christensen to co-author publications applying his research on innovation and disruptive technologies to K-12 education

 Christensen to appear at major national venues such as the Education Commission of the States National Forum in July 2005

• Minnesota policy influence:



Number, range, and quality of charter school sponsors expand in Minnesota with assistance of open sector initiative



Quality Teaching Coalition launched to create interdisciplinary teaching license and certification programs



Broad coalition of charter/new school supporters receive assistance in framing initiatives on facilities, transportation, special 

education, extra-curricular activities and other elements of “Open Sector”

LEVERAGE:

• 3 funders commit nearly $400,000 to the open sector initiative for 2005

• Minnesota Department of Education commits $175,000 to charter sponsorship


