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This Executive Summary provides an overview of the Center for States 
Evaluation Report: Fiscal Years 2015–2019. The Capacity Building Center 
for States (the Center for States, or the Center) is part of the Children’s 

Bureau’s Child Welfare Capacity Building Collaborative (the Collaborative) 
in partnership with the Center for Tribes and Center for Courts.

 
Center for States Mission

The Center for States builds capability within states to execute, achieve, and 
sustain improved organizational performance, ultimately improving safety, 

permanency, and well-being outcomes for children, youth, and families.
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Guided by the Children’s Bureau’s (CB’s) vision and 
foundational intent, the Center for States’ approach to 
capacity building was based on a theory of change that 
depicts how the Center’s services could support public child 
welfare agencies to successfully implement federal pro-
grams and enhance organizational functioning to improve 
the safety, permanency, and well-being of children, youth, 
and families. The Center’s theory of change rests on three 
foundational pillars: 

Effective practice (the “what”)
To promote safety, permanency, and well-being, child 
welfare agencies need to have the necessary knowledge of 
policies, programs, and practices that work across the child 
welfare continuum—from primary prevention through post-
permanency supports. Child welfare staff must also have the 
skills to execute these tasks and those related to leadership, 
agency management, and system partnerships (Framework 
Workgroup, 2014; Walsh, Rolls Reutz, & Williams, 2015). 

Effective implementation (the “how”)
To achieve lasting change, selection of the “right” program or 
other intervention must be coupled with effective imple-
mentation (Durlak, 2013; Fixsen, Blase, Metz, & Van Dyke, 
2013). Assessing organizational readiness is an ongoing 
process, while teaming is a key consideration during all other 
activities. Each icon in the second ring of the graphic repre-
sents a major phase of the implementation process.

Organizational capacity (the “support”)
Agencies must have the organizational capacity to function 
well, achieve goals, and adapt to pressures that influence 
change (e.g., new legislation, leadership turnover) (Fla-
spohler, Duffy, Wandersman, Stillman, & Maras, 2008). To be 
ready for change, agencies benefit from examining factors 
that contribute to foundational capacity (e.g., leadership and 
culture), intervention-specific capacity (e.g., program knowl-
edge, system relationships), and motivation (e.g., compat-
ibility) (Scaccia et al., 2015). Based on capacity and readiness 
assessments, agencies can use strategies to build organiza-
tional capacity outcomes in needed areas (e.g., resources, 
infrastructure, knowledge and skills, culture and climate, 
and engagement and partnership) (Children’s Bureau, 2018).

The Foundation

Organizational Capacity Outcomes

The Collaborative organized different aspects 
of organizational capacity outcomes into the 
following five categories. Each outcome category 
includes multiple unique capacities for a total of 
34 individual capacity outcomes.

Resources: Concrete materials and assets.

Infrastructure: Organizational structure, protocols, 
and processes.

Knowledge and skills: Staff expertise and 
competencies.

Culture and climate: Shared beliefs, values, and 
attitudes that influence behavior.

Engagement and partnership: Intraorganizational 
and interorganizational relationships and 
connections.

https://capacity.childwelfare.gov/states/focus-areas/cqi/organizational-capacity-guide/organizational-resources
https://capacity.childwelfare.gov/states/focus-areas/cqi/organizational-capacity-guide/organizational-infrastructure
https://capacity.childwelfare.gov/states/focus-areas/cqi/organizational-capacity-guide/organizational-knowledge-and-skills
https://capacity.childwelfare.gov/states/focus-areas/cqi/organizational-capacity-guide/organizational-culture-and-climate
https://capacity.childwelfare.gov/states/focus-areas/cqi/organizational-capacity-guide/organizational-engagement-and-partnership
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The Center supported service delivery through a developing infrastructure 
and approach guided by the CB’s commitment to capacity building and 
supporting achievement of outcomes.

Center Services

A well-defined practice model for capacity 
building in tailored services to illustrate service 

expectations and promote a consistent approach.

Effective marketing and dissemination to 
promote target audience access to and use of 

Center for States services.

Data and evaluation processes, resources, 
and activities that support continuous quality 

improvement (CQI).

A comprehensive knowledge management 
approach that collects, organizes, and curates 
information on effective and emerging child 

welfare practices.

Tailored Services supported individual jurisdictions by engaging and 
partnering with them to assess capacity building needs, create plans, 

and deliver effective services that increase organizational capacity 
and support effective implementation of new or ongoing initiatives to 

improve practice.

Universal Services focused 
on increasing awareness, 

understanding, engagement, 
access, and use of the tools 

and resources needed to build 
capacity and support program 
administration and practice for 

a broad audience.

Constituency Services created 
opportunities for cohorts of 

child welfare professionals and 
groups of child welfare agen-
cies to establish collaborative 
networks, connect with peers 
facing similar challenges, learn 
new knowledge and skills, and 
discuss and share resources, 

information, and ideas.
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The Center committed to being a learning organization through robust CQI 
and an evaluation focused on services delivered, audience experiences, and 
outcomes achieved.

Center for States Evaluation Approach

1 These data were provided to CB and are not included in this report.

 To answer these questions, data were drawn from multiple sources for 
both documentation and triangulation purposes. The Center’s evaluation 
plan included stakeholder surveys, preassessments and postassessments, 
documentation of service delivery, qualitative data from interviews and focus 
groups with federal staff and jurisdictions, dissemination and reach data, 
document review, and surveys of staff and consultants. Over time, additional 
data sources were added, including assessment of service objectives and 
evidence of increased capacity, fidelity assessments, data to support specific 
substudies focused on innovative technical assistance strategies, and staff 
interviews. Additional substudies were conducted to pilot new approaches 
(e.g., CFSR Round 3 PIP Pilot, Child Welfare Virtual Expo) and understand the 
effectiveness of specific services.1

The remainder of this executive summary describes the key findings of the 
Center’s evaluation, organized by the following topic areas:

n	Types of service and volume of service delivery
n	Service engagement and reach 
n	Service satisfaction and quality
n	Service outcomes

How does the Center for States provide services to the field?

How do recipients perceive services provided by the Center for States? 

How and to what extent does each type of service (e.g., universal, 
constituency, tailored) increase capacity?
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 In this chart showing the volume of service delivery by type and year, the total number of services delivered per year was 
consistent after fiscal year (FY) 20152. While the Center engaged in developing its infrastructure and approach to service 
delivery, considerably less service delivery occurred. In subsequent years, total service delivery was relatively consistent, 
ranging between 345 (FY 2017) and 502 (FY 2019) services.

2 Counts for each year reflect products and learning experiences launched, universal, constituency, and tailored services events held, information requests 
received, assessment and work plans completed, tailored services projects approved, and active constituency groups. Counts in the text box on p. 5 reflect 
the same, except for constituency groups, in which the total number of groups supported (23) by the Center during the 5-year contract period is reported.

After rapid and intensive infrastructure development in the first year of the 
contract, the Center maintained a consistent volume of service delivery for 
each fiscal year.

Tailored Services
n	Assessment (130): Review of multiple aspects of agency functioning such as performance on child 

and family outcomes, agency capacity, and implementation of federal laws. 
n	Work planning (92): The process of creating action steps to achieve identified and measurable 

agency goals for improving child welfare outcomes. 
n	Brief service project (124): Capacity building project usually fewer than 9 months in duration that 

requires low to moderate level of intensity.
n	Intensive project (84): Capacity building project expected to last 9 months or longer that requires 

moderate to high level of intensity.
n	Child and Family Services Review Program Improvement Plan (CFSR PIP) (38) and Child and 

Family Services Plan (CFSP) (9) support: Services to assist states with the CFSR PIP and CFSP 
processes such as deeper problem exploration, data analysis and visualization, and planning.

n	Tailored services peer events (41): Events that facilitate state-to-state meetings around common 
challenges or topics of interest.

Universal Services
n Products (490): Publications (e.g., tip sheet, brief, guide, article) and digital products (e.g., video, audio, podcast, recorded event) to increase knowledge and 

awareness and build skills. 
n Universal services events (59): Events to increase information and awareness and build knowledge and skills for child welfare professionals. 
n Information and referral (144): Information and library requests for information on a topic from the Center for States.

Constituency Services
n	Constituency services events (367): Meetings 

that connected groups of child welfare 
professionals with common interests to increase 
knowledge and promote peer-to-peer sharing.

n Constituency group support (23): Group hosting 
and assistance for groups of child welfare profes-
sionals to facilitate conversations and information 
sharing around a common topic. 

n Learning experiences (27): E-learning and 
curriculum-based products for workforce training.

Service Types

Types of Service and Volume of
Service Delivery

Consistent service volume after year one, ranging between 345 (FY 2017) and 502 (FY 2019)
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Tailored Services
Tailored service projects were designed to support improve-
ments in organizational capacity and implementation of ef-
fective child welfare practice. A total of 255 tailored services 
projects were approved throughout the contract. From 
October 2017 to October 2019, 146 projects (71 brief services 
projects and 75 intensive projects) were approved and closed, 
qualifying them for inclusion in outcome analyses. These 
projects targeted 332 organizational capacity outcomes and 
709 change and implementation milestones. 

n	With no differences by fiscal year, infrastructure (103 
projects) and knowledge and skills (98 projects) were 
the organizational capacity outcomes most frequently 
targeted by the Center for improvement when work plan-
ning, while resources and culture and climate were the 
least selected (11 projects). Within those, “analytics/evalu-
ation,” “change management and implementation,” and 
“child welfare practice” were the most frequently selected 
capacities within knowledge and skills, while “policies and 
procedures” and “evaluation/quality assurance (QA)/CQI 
systems” were the most frequently selected capacities 
within infrastructure. 

n	Brief service projects, which typically lasted less than 9 
months, often focused on completing implementation 
milestones related to the process of problem exploration, 
while longer intensive projects focused more frequently 
on milestones related to identifying, adapting, prepar-
ing for, and piloting implementation of an intervention. 
Intensive projects that built on prior work plans were 
more likely to target milestones related to collecting and 
using data to adjust and sustainability.

n	Projects addressed several target areas of need, includ-
ing child welfare practice areas (e.g., family engagement; 
foster care/out-of-home services; assessment of safety 
and risk), systemic areas (e.g., CQI; workforce recruit-
ment, development, and retention; information systems; 
family/parent involvement in the organization; foster and 
adoptive parent licensing, recruitment, and retention), 
and/or federal processes/initiatives (e.g., CFSRs, CFSPs).

Universal and Constituency Services
n	Universal and constituency services also were designed 

to address one or more target areas. The target area 
most frequently selected was “foster care/out-of-home 
services,” which was associated with 222 universal and 
constituency products and services. These products 
included the Parent Partner Program Navigator toolkit 
and the Empowering Caregivers, Strengthening Families 
video series. The second most frequently selected target 
area was “CQI,” which was associated with 174 products 
and services, including the CFSR Round 3 Statewide Data 
Indicators and the Change and Implementation in Prac-
tice series. In both target areas, the products accounted 
for more than half of the services developed.

During work planning for a typical tailored services project, 
Center staff collaborated with jurisdictions and federal staff to 
identify project goals, including the dimensions of organizational 
capacity that the project targeted for growth or enhancement 
along with indicators of implementation progress or “milestones” 
throughout the work plan. As outlined in the Center’s theory of 
change, the focus on change and implementation milestones 
and capacity dimensions supported effective child welfare 
practice. The Center categorized work plan goals in a data system 
using one or more target areas: systemic (e.g., CQI, workforce 
recruitment, development, and retention), federal processes/
initiatives (e.g., Adoption and Safe Families Act, CFSR), or 
practice areas (e.g., family engagement, permanency plan-
ning). The Center also tracked milestone and capacity outcome 
achievement throughout service delivery.
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A Tailored Services Practice Model was 
developed (2016).

n	The Center developed a Tailored Services Capacity 
Building Practice Model (Practice Model) for delivery 
of tailored services to jurisdictions. The Practice Model 
ensures that the Center’s guiding principles permeate its 
tailored service work: translating the guiding principles 
into operational behaviors to guide Center service staff, 
describing the core components for how the Center will 
operate, and supporting CQI and consistent practice. 
Using the Practice Model, Center for States staff carried 
out tailored services through a seven-phase delivery sys-
tem of engagement, assessment, work planning, service 
delivery, tracking and adjustment, transition to sustain-
ability, and working as a team. The Practice Model identi-
fies three behavioral practice levels: “Desired,” “Develop-
mental,” and “Insufficient.” Fidelity practice levels were 
determined collectively through feedback and observation 
from project stakeholders, technical assistance providers, 
and Center for States observers. Preliminary results and 
analyses were shared with tailored services teams on a 
regular basis to inform service delivery and development 
of training content and coaching for staff and consultants.

The Center planned and hosted an annual Child 
Welfare Virtual Expo to provide a cost effective 
and engaging virtual conference for busy child 
welfare professionals (2016). 

n	The Child Welfare Virtual Expo (Virtual Expo) was a 
Center for States innovation for the child welfare field. 
Since 2016, the conference has been hosted live on a 
unique digital platform that allowed attendees and speak-
ers to interact in real time. Each year, the Virtual Expo 
showcased several unique features, including participant 
badges to promote engagement, easily downloadable 
resources, the “live” look and feel of a conference versus 
the appearance of a traditional webinar, and opportuni-

ties to participate in groups. The number of Virtual Expo 
attendees increased over time, ranging between 750 (FY 
2016) and 1,741 (FY 2019), reaching over 50 jurisdictions 
every year.

Constituency group (CG) service support 
was more clearly defined later in the contract 
after the Center developed its infrastructure 
and evolved based on lessons learned and 
stakeholder collaboration (2016 and 2017). 

n	In FY 2015 and FY 2016, the Center worked with CB to 
inventory the strengths and challenges of prior ser-
vices to CGs (some of which were carried over from the 
National Resource Centers) and to identify gaps. From 
this assessment, the Center launched 14 new CGs and 
began to modify its approach to managing CGs to provide 
consistency in how support strategies were used to 
achieve the goals and objectives for each type of CG. The 
Center created 10 CGs between FY 2015 and FY 2017, and 
4 between FY 2018 and FY 2019. Two additional groups 
were transitioned from other organizations to the Center 
in FY 2018 and FY 2019. 

As the Center’s infrastructure developed and 
more categories of events were created based 
on distinctions in goals and audience needs 
(2016), the number of events increased (2016), 
particularly smaller constituency services events 
that focused on peer engagement (2018 and 
2019).

n	In FY 2015, before having fully developed its approach, 
protocols, and staffing, the Center held four events. 
Beginning in FY 2016, an average of 108 in-person and 
virtual events were held each year. There were six times 
more constituency services events (364) than univer-
sal services events (59), and most constituency services 
events were designed to facilitate meaningful peer 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Key Service Innovations and 
Improvements
Operationalization of services, evolution of the service approach, and 
development of innovative strategies contributed to changes in service 
volume and types.
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engagement (e.g., 50 roundtables in FY 2018 and FY 
2019), which was consistent with the Center’s efforts to 
transition from larger to smaller constituency services 
events. Multiple factors likely contributed to this shift 
from larger to smaller events, including changes to the 
Center’s event taxonomy, efforts that began in late FY 
2016 to use constituency services events to support other 
Center services (e.g., facilitate use of universal products), 
reviews of effective practice for enhancing peer con-
nections, and the Center’s increased collaboration with 
CB and Grantees in the planning of and participation in 
in-person Grantee meetings. 

Knowledge management strategies to 
support service delivery were developed 
and institutionalized (2017).

n	Beginning in FY 2017, the Center embraced a knowledge 
management approach to gather, categorize, analyze, 
and share child welfare trends, challenges, and promising 
and evidence-based practices across the nation. As 
intended, this approach was increasingly used by staff 
to guide discussions of service delivery, inform product 
development, disseminate relevant knowledge to juris-
dictions, and promote faster sharing of knowledge and 
expertise among Center staff to inform service delivery.

A holistic learning approach was used to 
efficiently and effectively use different learning 
strategies to achieve common goals (2017).

n	Between FY 2015 and FY 2017, the Center developed three 
e-learning and 10 curriculum-based learning experiences. 
In FY 2018 and FY 2019, the Center moved away from 
focusing on the creation of e-learning or curriculum-
based experiences to using a holistic learning approach 
that attempts to move its audience from building 
foundational knowledge to supporting use of knowledge 
in everyday practice to achieve clearly defined goals that 
are linked to a research-informed need. Product series 
that followed this approach include Quality Matters: 
Improving Caseworker Contacts With Children, Youth, 
and Families and Empowering Caregivers, Strengthen-
ing Families, which contained 7 and 11 products (videos, 
discussion guides), respectively. 

Higher volumes of digital products relative to 
other types of products such as factsheets and 
briefs reflected the Center’s desire to ensure 
resources and services were more engaging and 
accessible. (2019) 

n	In each fiscal year, digital products were produced more 
than any other type of product. Of the videos produced 
for the contract, 51 percent were produced in FY 2019 (91 
of 178). In FY 2019, the Center produced videos for the 
Change and Implementation in Practice series, National 
Foster Care Month, the Becoming a Family-Focused 
System series, and the Understanding the Story: Family 
Mosaics video series. This, combined with the higher 
volume of videos developed for the 2019 Child Welfare 
Virtual Expo, contributed to the higher volume of digital 
products during FY 2019.

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
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The Center engaged almost all U.S. states and 
territories in universal and constituency ser-
vices. 

n	Overall engagement with universal and constituency 
services was steady beginning in FY 2017, reaching every 
state and almost every jurisdiction. Through its website, 
the Center provided convenient access to its inventory of 
universal and constituency services. The Center also used 
dissemination strategies such as monthly email blasts 
(e.g., CapNEWS) to the Center’s subscribers (3,279 by end 
of FY 2019) and social media posts to promote awareness 
and access to universal and constituency services, prod-
ucts, and events.

The jurisdictions most engaged with services 
tended to participate in all three service areas. 

n	Of the 10 jurisdictions with the highest participation in 
universal and constituency services, 7 had at least one 
brief service, intensive project, or CFSR PIP project over 
the last 5 years, with an average of 3.5 projects across 
the 5 years. Of the top 11 jurisdictions with the highest 
number of tailored services projects,5 all participated in 
universal and constituency services, with an average of 
84 services including events, CGs, learning experience 
module completion, and information requests. The map 
on the previous page shows participation in universal 
and constituency services by state, with more individual 
participation and diversity in participation indicated by 
larger and more varied colored circles, respectively. 

In collaboration with CB, the Center engaged 49 
states, five title IV-B territories, the District of 
Columbia, and the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe4 
in tailored services.

n	Tailored services included a comprehensive assessment 
conducted with each jurisdiction to identify all needs that 
could benefit from organizational capacity building. These 
needs were then prioritized to determine where the Cen-
ter should focus service delivery relative to the jurisdic-
tion’s other initiatives and technical assistance from other 
providers. Along with Center experts, CB Central and 
Regional Office staff and state staff had opportunities to 
participate in all aspects of tailored services. Stakeholder 
interviews indicated there were some challenges with in-
volving CB Central and Regional Office staff in all aspects 
of service delivery. Factors that may have contributed to 
this include the Center’s irregular communication with 
CB staff, Center staff turnover, and lack of communica-
tion about Center processes. 

n	Of the 193 tailored services for which there is additional 
information, the most commonly used mode of tailored 
services delivery was in-person site visits, which com-
prised 70 to 80 percent of all contact hours with jurisdic-
tions. There was minimal variation over time or across 
different modes of service delivery, although a slightly 
higher proportion of CFSR PIP support and CFSP support 
was provided via teleconference in FY 2018 and FY 2019 
compared to FY 2017. In general, very few service contacts 
were provided through webinar, video conference, or 
continuous messaging. 

n	The primary service strategies used during tailored 
services included coaching, consultation, and facilitation. 
For brief services and intensive projects, these strategies 
were used in 79 to 89 percent of the contacts. A similar 
trend was observed for CFSR PIP support and CFSP work. 

3 “Jurisdictions” refers to the 57 child welfare agencies with which the Center made concerted efforts to engage. This includes public child welfare agencies 
in the 50 states, American Samoa, Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands, District of Columbia, Guam, Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, Puerto Rico, 
and U.S. Virgin Islands.

4 The Center for States provided services to support Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe’s implementation of its title IV-E waiver project. It was the only title IV-E 
eligible tribe funded for a title IV-E waiver project at the time.

5 The 11 jurisdictions with the most projects were: Arizona, California, Hawaii, Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota, New Mexico, Nevada, Puerto Rico, 
U.S. Virgin Islands, and Virginia.

Service Engagement and Reach
During the contract period, the Center engaged all child welfare jurisdictions3 
with at least one type of service.
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The Center’s reach went beyond audiences who directly engaged with services.

n	Participants in universal and constituency services events and CGs indicated that they shared information with peers 
almost 70 percent of the time and that they used the information to train others around one third of the time. Participants 
were also asked to estimate the number of people with whom they would share information from the event. Responses 
ranged from 1 to 1,000, with median of 10, a mean of 31, and a total of approximately 36,000 people. 

Almost all jurisdictions participated in at least one universal or constituency service.
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Participant satisfaction and perceptions of quality were primarily evaluated using stakeholder surveys that included 
questions and items targeting various constructs. Participants were also asked to provide suggestions for improvement and 
reflect on how services were relevant and useful to their work.

The following graph shows the average ratings for each construct of satisfaction and quality across all Center service areas 
over time.

Service Satisfaction and Quality

Service Quality Constructs

Satisfaction: Overall satisfaction with the service provided. 

Usefulness: Applicability of Center services to the agency’s work, appropriateness of the materials provided, 
whether the service met the needs of the agency, and whether the information presented during the service 
was clear and understandable.

Relevance: Relevance of a particular service to the values and context of the agency and the communities the 
agency serves, and whether the Center’s service was helpful in their work, timely, and current. 

Expertise/facilitation: Perceived quality of subject matter experts, consultants, and staff and the quality of 
their facilitation skills.

Format: Whether participants liked the format of service, how easy it was to participate, whether the format 
provided opportunities for participants to interact, if the time allotted was appropriate for the meeting’s goals, 
the helpfulness of the [constituency service] advance assignments, and the usefulness of the technology used.

Most participants were satisfied with Center services and felt that services 
were high quality.

Satisfaction with services and perception of quality were high with increases over time.



CBCS Final Evaluation Report, Executive Summary13

Tailored Services

n	Tailored services had 
the highest quality 
ratings in 2019 com-
pared to other service 
types. These increased 
ratings may be attrib-
uted to the develop-
ment of the Practice 
Model in FY 2016, 
which was designed, 
in part, to support CQI 
and consistent prac-
tice. Discussions with 
Center leadership also 
indicated that Center 
staff may have become 
more comfortable set-
ting up peer-to-peer opportunities through tailored ser-
vices events and using the virtual technology over time, 
as well as becoming more adept at selecting peers. Brief 
service projects had slightly higher service quality ratings 
than intensive projects. Interviews with Center staff and 
review of Center documentation indicate this difference 
may be because brief services projects have shorter-term 
goals that are narrower in scope and potentially easier to 
achieve than the longer-term and more complex imple-
mentation goals common to intensive projects.

n	Intensive projects that closed later in the contract cycle 
were implemented with higher fidelity to the Tailored 
Services Practice Model than those that closed earlier. 
Between FY 2016 and FY 2019 the Center conducted 
a fidelity study to support consistent and high-quality 
tailored services activities (using the Practice Model). This 
study included direct observations, stakeholder surveys, 
and a Practice Model assessment form to evaluate assess-
ment, work planning, and service delivery activities. For 
the seven assessment and work planning meetings and 39 
projects sampled, resulting fidelity scores were standard-
ized to create fidelity categories of high (one-quarter of 
projects), moderate (one-half of projects), and low (one- 
quarter of projects). In other words, one-quarter of inten-
sive projects and assessment and work planning meetings 
achieved between 92 to 99 percent (or high) of available 
Practice Model adherence points, one-half achieved 86 to 
91 percent (or moderate) Practice Model adherence, and 
one-quarter achieved 63 to 85 percent (or low) Practice 
Model adherence. The resulting breakout of projects was 
consistent with the wide range of experiences reported 
by Center staff, and trends show statistically significant 
increases in fidelity over time. Factors cited as facilitators 

and barriers to implementation of various aspects of the 
Practice Model include:

Facilitators:
n	Knowledgeable, well-prepared, and responsive Center 

teams with established roles and responsibilities
n	Consistent and reliable communication with all 

stakeholders

Barriers:
n	Lack of transparency and communication with 

stakeholders about Center processes (e.g., timelines 
for assessment and work plan approvals)

n	Delays in finalizing work plans

Constituency Services 

n	Constituency services 
events showed notable 
improvements with sat-
isfaction, relevance, and 
format ratings over time. 
This may be attributed to 
changes made to improve 
the quality and consisten-
cy of service delivery, such 
as reducing the average 
meeting size and provid-
ing greater clarity about 
specific goals and objec-
tives for different types 
of constituency services 
events.

n	CG participants reported 
more satisfaction with 
services over time. There 
was improvement over 
time for CG support across 
all satisfaction and quality constructs, with the largest gains 
being associated with satisfaction, relevance, and format. 
Satisfaction had the largest gain, increasing from 4.9 (n=12 
groups) at baseline to 5.7 (n=11 groups) at follow up.

 
Universal Services 

n	Overall, satisfaction was high for universal services 
events across all constructs with some minimal variation 
over time. The ratings for relevance were consistently high, 
averaging above 6.0 each fiscal year. Usefulness, expertise, 
facilitation, and overall satisfaction were also high with 
some minimal variation over time and by event type. 

“

“

The tailored service pro-
vided by the Center for 
States was invaluable to 
our unit. The knowledge, 
expertise, and experience 
provided by Center for 
States staff and consultants 
was not something that we 
could have gathered within 
our state agency and dedi-
cated the amount of time 
to this singular project.

 – Tailored services 
satisfaction survey, 2016

“
“

I enjoyed the presenta-
tions that were given and 
gained knowledge from 
them. … I was able to meet 
people from states that are 
smaller, like my state, and 
learned that those states 
are facing similar issues 
that my state is facing. 
Also, I was able to learn 
about strategies that other 
states have implemented 
that could be beneficial for 
my state.

 – Constituency 
services in-person event 
participant, 2019
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n	Satisfaction, relevance, and usefulness ratings of universal services products generally were high, with little change 
over time. Usefulness ratings showed the greatest improvement. This increase might be attributed to changes the Center 
made in connecting product development with research about how adults learn, having better defined target audiences, 

and emphasizing product use.

Service recipients were asked to describe how Center services were relevant and useful to their work and 1,864 responses 
were received. When examined, there was little variation by service type.

Participants readily offered suggestions for how Center services could be improved, and this feedback was incorporated 
into Center CQI processes.

Participants were asked for suggestions on how to improve the Center’s services. In total, the Center received 509 responses 
to this question. Suggested improvements were consistent across service types and fiscal years. Service recipients most 
often commented that services could be improved by:

n	Including more indepth information (135 comments) 
n	Providing more time for services or events (73 comments)
n	Offering more examples from other states (58 comments)
n	Facilitating more peer-to-peer or CB interaction (69 comments)

Other suggested improvements included comments related to: 

n	Technical issues (e.g., improving audio, video, or other technical problems during events) (52 comments) 
n	Requests for handouts and/or participant lists (34 comments)  
n	Event facilitation (e.g., speakers being difficult to follow, hear, or understand) (32 comments) 
n	Event structure (e.g., such as smaller group discussions, more/fewer breakouts, or more networking time) (32 comments)

Many participants provided specific comments and examples about the usefulness, 
relevance, and applicability of Center services to their work.

Relevant and Useful 
Content and Examples

Respondents indicated the 
specific topic, the state 
examples highlighted in 
services, or the overall 

content of the service was 
relevant and useful to their 

work. 

(1,140 comments)

Applicable to Practice 
and Training

Respondents stated 
they will apply the 

information learned to their 
professional development, 

toward improving programs 
or developing training, to 

inform policy or practice, or 
to share with peers. 

(303 comments)

Connections With Peers 
and Experts

Respondents appreciated 
the opportunity to 

collaborate, learn from 
other participants, or hear 

the perspectives of different 
speakers. 

(290 comments)
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Service Outcomes

Tailored services peer-to-peer events increased collaboration and awareness. These events achieved 71 percent of all 
objectives, with the highest number of objectives achieved in the areas of increasing collaboration (100 percent) and 
awareness (86 percent).

Evaluation of universal services and constituency services outcomes included the use of surveys, interviews, and preassess-
ments and postassessments of service recipients. For tailored services, data sources included project reporting, stakeholder 
surveys, interviews with federal and jurisdiction staff, and documented self-reports of implementation progress and changes 
in organizational capacity. For all services, questions about achievement of each specific objective from each service were 
included in stakeholder surveys and coded by the associated outcome (e.g., improved relationships, increased awareness).  

Overall, projects that focused on effective implementation of an intervention achieved more than half of the implemen-
tation milestones targeted in brief service and intensive projects. Projects that targeted fewer milestones and focused 
on fewer aspects of effective implementation had higher completion rates. From October 2017 to October 2019, the Cen-
ter steadily improved its rate of milestone completion, achieving 65 percent of its milestones and completing at least one 
milestone in 68 of 87 projects (78 percent). The most commonly achieved milestones were “theory of change developed” and 
“team established.” The milestones that appeared to be most difficult to achieve were related to implementation readiness, 
including “sufficient knowledge and skills in place” and “sufficient infrastructure in place.”

Methodology
At project closing, Center staff assessed milestones and capacities as “achieved” or “not achieved.” 
One hundred and five projects met the inclusion criteria for this analysis. 

The capacity survey, administered by the Collaborative’s evaluators, demonstrated perceived gains in 
knowledge about the change and implementation process for 39 projects. 

The Center conducted 38 interviews with federal and state project team staff focused on outcomes 
achieved, facilitators and barriers, transfer of knowledge about effective implementation, and overall 
experience with the Center.

Project documentation (e.g., final reports, project evaluation results, charters, policies) were 
reviewed to (1) explore for identification of practice and capacity changes (49 projects) and (2) 
compare against systematic criteria to understand confidence in the evidence provided for project 
achievements (53 projects). A confidence score was created for each project with more objective 
forms of evidence indicative of higher levels of confidence and more subjective or generic evidence 
indicative of lower levels of confidence.

Tailored services intensive projects supported 
organizational capacity changes along with policy and prac-
tice improvements. An exploratory analysis of 49 intensive 
project final reports showed that approximately 80 percent 
provided evidence of some level of increased capacity as a 
result of tailored services. In addition, approximately half (26) 
of the reports provided clear, discernable evidence of policy 
and practice improvements, including improved family engagement (four jurisdictions), coaching and supervision (three ju-
risdictions), CQI practice (two jurisdictions), safety models (two jurisdictions), training systems (two jurisdictions), and others.

Tailored services helped jurisdictions achieve implementation milestones, 
increase capacity, improve practice, and increase collaboration and awareness. 

In Nevada, as a result of its project to develop 
a model for supervisory coaching, the 
project team increased its engagement and 
collaboration with regional stakeholders as it 
created a workgroup of early adopters and 
champions for the model.
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Systematic examination by evaluators of the evidence provided by tailored services teams for milestone and capacity 
outcome achievement resulted in high confidence in what was reported as achieved. Of the 53 projects included in this 
analysis, projects that closed later in the contract period of performance tended to receive more ratings of “high” confidence 
in milestones and capacity outcome achievement than those that closed earlier in the contract. For projects that closed in FY 
2018, 40 percent of the milestones and capacity outcomes achieved received a “low” or “moderate” confidence rating after 
review of the available evidence, while among projects closing in FY 2019, 13 percent received a “low” or “moderate” confi-
dence rating. Tailored services teams improved in selecting appropriate milestones, working with jurisdictions on supporting 
effective implementation progress, and documenting evidence to support those achievements.

Jurisdictions working on brief service projects reported 
achieving just under half of their project objectives related 
to intended increases in organizational capacity. Of the 40 
brief service project teams that were surveyed, almost half 
of the projects met their objectives. Most objectives for brief 
service projects were related to increased knowledge or skills 
and organizational infrastructure. For these two outcome 
areas, nearly all objectives related to increased skill were met 
(89 percent). In contrast, 26 percent of objectives related to 
infrastructure were met.

Kansas developed a team to implement the 
Icebreaker program, which included creating 
an implementation plan and timeline and 
distributing communication materials. The 
state also developed a theory of change, logic 
model, and evaluation plan for the Icebreaker 
program. Kansas also piloted the program , 
which included training to prepare Icebreaker 
facilitators and a plan for tracking and 
collecting data on Icebreakers long-term.

Almost half of the organizational capacity outcomes targeted in brief service and intensive projects were achieved. Forty-
eight percent of the organizational capacity outcomes targeted by Center services were achieved, with 64 of 105 projects 
achieving at least one outcome. The largest number of projects achieved increases in the capacity outcome areas of infra-
structure and knowledge and skills. The most difficult to achieve capacity outcome was culture and climate.

Jurisdiction teams increased their knowledge of effective change and implementation and, in some cases, were able to 
transfer that knowledge to other initiatives. Of the 39 intensive project teams that responded to the Capacity Survey, 30 
reported increased knowledge about change and implementation, 8 projects reported no change in knowledge, and 1 project 
reported decreases in knowledge. Interview findings were mixed, with some federal and state respondents indicating there 
were increases in knowledge (8), some indicating they would be able to apply this knowledge to other projects (9), and some 
indicating knowledge increases but less confidence in application (13).

Methodology (cont.)
An attainment score was calculated by project with scores ranging from 0 to .1, a result of multiplying 
the percentage of milestones and capacity outcomes achieved with the confidence score for the 
supporting evidence.

Technical assistance contextual factors were hypothesized to predict achievement of work plan goals 
and were tested in a multilevel model. The 10 factors included were: jurisdiction, total hours, adjusted 
service duration (time between first service and close date), continuations (projects that span across 
fiscal years), days with contacts (frequency of contact), onsite visits, service contact implementation 
type (preparation, implementation support, or both), months from contract start, consistent support 
(changes in Liaison support), and concurrent projects (multiple projects for one work plan).
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Over time, services for intensive projects improved and projects were more likely to achieve work plan goals. The 
likelihood of project outcome achievement was also greater when projects received higher numbers of Center service 
hours and when project teams focused their services either in the planning phase or implementation phase rather than 
on aspects of both. Project achievement significantly increased for each additional hour of service delivery and for projects 
that occurred later in the Center’s contract. Additionally, projects that focused on both planning and implementation phases 
were less likely to achieve goals than projects focused on planning or projects focused on implementation. There were no 
statistically significant differences in attainment scores when service delivery strategies (e.g., coaching, consultation), liaison 
transition, extended work plans, and concurrent projects in the same jurisdiction were examined.

Self-report indicators of capacity growth and milestone 
achievement were combined with documented evidence 
to give a more reliable understanding of what projects 
achieved in relation to their work plan goals by calculating 
an attainment score for each project. Project attainment 
scores averaged .55 across all 53 projects on a scale of 0 to .1. 
Almost half the projects (23) showed high numbers of mile-
stones and capacity outcomes achieved along with higher 
confidence in the evidence to support those achievements. 
These included projects focused on developing practice 
profiles for safety practice, participating in the CQI Academy 
and applying CQI skills with coaching support, and implementing new programs for improved family engagement, diligent 
recruitment, and parent and youth advisory boards. Other projects included those with reported achievements but lower 
confidence in the supporting evidence, projects that were not able to achieve as much as they intended, and projects that 
reported zero progress toward their goals.

In Vermont, the Vermont Quality Assurance 
Team and the Center Team developed a 
detailed data-analytic framework and applied 
it to three priorities: 1) foster care reentry, 2) 
diligent recruitment, and 3) workforce reten-
tion. As a result, the Quality Assurance Team 
deepened its understanding of data-analytic 
frameworks, data analysis, interpretation, and 
presentation and built capacity to use data 
analytics as part of the CQI cycle.

Tailored service projects were more likely to attain their goals if they occurred later in the 
contract, had higher service volume, and focused on one aspect of implementation.
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n	Service recipients reported that constituency
service events improved peer relationships and
collaboration most of the time. Constituency
services events met 64 percent of all intended
objectives, including 80 percent of their objectives
related to improved collaboration and 69 percent of
objective related to enhanced peer connections. The
number of event participants that planned to engage
with others after an event increased over time. By
FY 2019, almost all participants (91 percent) planned
to engage with others at least once after an event,
and over 70 percent planned to engage at least every
few months.

n	CGs achieved less than half of the objectives targeted.

However, there was overall improvement in the percent-

age of objectives achieved from the baseline survey (FY 

2016) to the follow up survey (FY 2018) in which partici-

pants reported achieving 41 percent of the objectives.

Achievement of objectives related to increased aware-

ness and enhanced connections improved by more than

25 percent from baseline to follow up. CG participants

most often reported that they would use the information

from events to enhance their professional development.

n	Most learning experiences increased participant knowl-

edge. Preassessments and postassessments administered

for the Center’s e-learning showed statistically significant

increases in knowledge for Achieving Placement Stabil-

ity, Family Engagement Leadership Academy, and the

CQI Academy. Gains were moderately significant for the

Collaborating With the Courts and Building Capacity to

Address Chronic Neglect learning experiences.

n	Service recipients reported that universal servic-

es events increased knowledge and awareness most

of the time. Overall, universal services events met 70

percent of all intended objectives, including 77 percent of

objectives related to increased awareness and 71 percent

of objectives related to increased knowledge. These events

were less likely to achieve objectives related to improved

connections and collaboration.

Universal and constituency services helped jurisdictions to improve peer 
relationships, increase awareness, and connect child welfare professionals with 
the knowledge and resources they need to do their work.

n	Participants most often reported that they planned to

use or had already used information obtained from

their involvement with Center services to share with

their peers, inform program improvement, and enhance

professional development. Participants in universal and

constituency services reported that they intended to use

or were already using information from events to share

with their peers most frequently. This was followed close-

ly by the intent to use information for their professional

development and program improvement. For participants

who received CG support, the most frequently reported

method of information use was professional development,

while for tailored services events it was program improve-

ment. Learning experience participants were less likely to

indicate how the information would be used.

“
“

I write policies and was already in 
the process of updating our safety 
policy for staff. This information will 
be incorporated into updated policy. 

– Universal services knowledge
and skills event participant, 2017
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Share Information With Staff
and Stakeholders

Specific examples included 
sharing the information 

learned with staff, colleagues, 
local counties, or stakehold-
ers. Respondents mentioned 

they would do this in meetings 
or through incorporating the 

information into trainings. 

(682 comments) 

Improve Own Expertise
and Practice

Specific examples included 
applying the information for 

personal professional develop-
ment or their own day-to-day 

practice.

 (31 comments)

Inform Policy, Planning,
and Practice

Specific examples included 
applying the information in 

their work, including to inform 
planning or programming, to 
develop policies or protocols, 

or to advocate for change. 

(541 comments) 

n	Universal Service Events 
(n=1,663)

n	Constituency Service Events 
(n=933)

n	Constituency Group Support 
(n=189)

n	Tailored Services 
(n=35)

n	Learning Experiences 
(n=603)

Most participants planned to use Center services to share with peers, inform program improvement,
and enhance professional development. 

Participants also provided 1,268 specific examples and 94 other ways in which they plan to apply the 
information they gleaned from the Center events in their work. 

Share with Peers 

Professsional Development

Program Improvement

Policy Development

Train Staff

Advocacy

Share Information with Clients

Research and Evaluation

Grant Writing/Fundraising
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Child welfare agencies operate in increasingly challenging 
environments. They are embedded in large, multilayered 
systems where the issues they need to address are compli-
cated and persistent, the context in which they work evolves 
over time, and solutions vary as much as the needs of chil-
dren and families they serve. Amid this complexity, agencies 
are expected to provide an array of interventions, forecast 
and respond to emerging needs, and demonstrate agility in 
designing and implementing relevant, high-quality services 
that result in positive outcomes for children and families. 

In 2014, CB established the Child Welfare Capacity Building 
Collaborative—a group of three centers designed to forge 
productive partnerships with child welfare professionals and 
their jurisdictions, adhere to a common and coherent model 
of service delivery, and deliver evidence-informed and out-
come-driven services in an effort to build organizational ca-
pacity and help agencies and courts improve their effective-
ness. CB’s intent was to support states, tribes, and territories 
in addressing both practice issues and systemic challenges. 
As part of the Child Welfare Capacity Building Collab-
orative, the Center for States worked to leverage lessons 
learned from members of the previous training and techni-
cal assistance system while raising expectations, increasing 
accountability, applying research and expert knowledge, and 
incorporating thoughtful innovation and creativity.

The evaluation of the Center for States shows that during 
its first 5 years, the Center largely met its goals by:

n	Increasing volume of service delivery substantially after
the first year, in which there was rapid and intensive work
to create infrastructure, develop the capacity building ap-
proach, and build effective partnerships with stakeholders
and maintaining consistent volume of service delivery for
each fiscal year after the first year

n	Meeting the majority of audience expectations regard-
ing satisfaction and quality with services and making
data-informed adjustments as needed to improve quality,
such as creating a taxonomy of events that more clearly
defined the goals, objectives, and linked strategies for
each type of event

Conclusion

n	Developing and implementing a model of tailored service
delivery that contributed to higher-quality services, in-
creased knowledge and awareness about the change and
implementation process, improved organizational capac-
ity outcomes, and clear and discernable changes in policy
and programs

n	Helping most audiences, through participation in univer-
sal and constituency events, increase their knowledge and
awareness and improve collaboration with peers

n	Engaging all jurisdictions in some type of service,
generating more saturation across all three services for
some jurisdictions, and extending the Center’s influence
beyond those who directly engaged with services

n	Being responsive to stakeholder feedback and findings
from ongoing fidelity monitoring by making improve-
ments over time with how it engaged jurisdictions with
assessment, work planning, and service delivery

n	Embracing its charge from CB to be an innovator in
technical assistance by designing and testing new
strategies, such as virtual learning (e.g., Virtual Expo),
holistic learning theory, the Practice Model, the knowl-
edge management approach, and use of alternative
learning modalities (e.g., videos, podcasts)

n	Committing its resources to being a learning organization
with leadership commitment and buy-in, development of
data infrastructure, and use of feedback loops

The evaluation findings also provide insight about areas to 
consider as the Center engages in strategic planning and 
visioning for the next period of funding. 

n	Prioritize service strategies and approaches for more
rigorous operationalization, such as the holistic learning
approach or other strategies that the Center considers to
be key components of its theory of change. The Practice
Model has been a useful strategy and a good exemplar
for promoting consistent and reliable practice. As such,
lessons learned from the Fidelity Study and ongoing CQI
efforts related to the Practice Model can be applied as
the Center considers further operationalization of other
service strategies.
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n	Build on the successes and address the challenges
related to the use of organizational capacity milestones
and capacity outcomes as a method for promoting and
tracking project success. The Center might consider
how this process could be improved, perhaps by further
operationalizing its approach to helping jurisdictions use
change and implementation processes and committing
resources to ensuring implementation fidelity and
ongoing monitoring of this approach.

n	Continue to seek out, design, and test innovative service
delivery strategies like the Virtual Expo that will promote
accessibility to and engagement with Center services as
well as meet target audience needs for capacity building.

n	Build on the lessons learned about dissemination and
reach from the Becoming a Family-Focused System series
marketing pilot.

n	Develop a more comprehensive and consistent approach
to clearly defining the objectives, target audiences, and
outcome and reach goals for every service strategy.

n	Continue to refine the taxonomy for universal and
constituency services events so that the distinctions
among different types of events are clearly defined by
goals, objectives, and linked strategies.

n	Identify opportunities to continue to refine how
outcomes are defined and evaluated in tailored services
and, potentially, investigate how the level of effort in
tailored service delivery—including direct and indirect
contact hours (e.g., time spent in preparation for direct
contact)—contributes to the achievement of brief service
and intensive project outcomes and success.

The next iteration of the Center for States can thoughtfully 
and proactively build on the successes and lessons learned 
from this contract to enhance its capacity for future service 
delivery to states. In addition, lessons learned from this 
evaluation can be applied as the Center develops additional 
research questions and evaluation approaches. 
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The Children’s Bureau in the Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
funded the Capacity Building Center for States and included in it a commitment to evaluating Center services and 
understanding more about how to support public child welfare agencies most effectively. This report presents findings from 
the evaluation of the Center and is the result of 5 years of dedication from the Center’s internal Evaluation Team. Members 
of the team who significantly contributed to the development of this final report include Christine Leicht, Hung Pho, Katie 
Campbell, Kathleen Wang, Dannele Ferreras, Toni DeWeese, Bianka Michalski, Elizabeth Eaton, and Kate Loyco. We also ap-
preciate those Evaluation Team members who meaningfully contributed throughout the years and members of the Center’s 
Editing Team who supported the quality and clarity of evaluation reporting. 

The Center Evaluation Team would like to recognize the ongoing support of Center leadership and staff for their commit-
ment to evaluation and for encouraging the child welfare agencies they serve to participate in evaluation activities, as well 
as the Cross-Center Collaborative Evaluation Team whose support allowed us to reduce burden and work together toward a 
better understanding of outcomes for Center services. 

The Center Evaluation Team would like to express its gratitude to the state and territorial public child welfare agency leaders 
and staff who gave so generously of their time to complete web-based surveys and participate in interviews and focus groups 
to reflect on their experiences with Center providers and share their insights to help inform and improve the quality and 
delivery of the Center’s capacity building services. 

Finally, the Center Evaluation Team would like to extend a special thanks to Brian Deakins, our Contracting Officer 
Representative, and Jane Morgan, Director of the Capacity Building Division of the Children’s Bureau, whose guidance, 
leadership, and support were invaluable to the Evaluation Team and the entire Center throughout the project. Their 
contributions strengthened the quality of the overall evaluation and the use of data to inform service delivery. We especially 
appreciate Mr. Deakins’ thoughtful and thorough review of all evaluation products, including this final evaluation report.
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