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Collective Impact CoP (CI CoP) 2017 Minutes

Date: Thursday June 8, 2017
Time: 1pm EDT
Location: Go to Meeting-online
Facilitator: Heather Keam
Participants: Blyth Butler, Sarah Brown, Lysandra Marshal, Margot Fournier
Regrets: Sherry Baker, Christina Southey, Stephanie Guico

	
	Topic
	Minutes

	1:00pm 
	Quick Introduction of who is on the call
	Location
Name of your CI initiative
Are you involved in your backbone?

	1:05
	Introduction about Shared Measurement
	Heather did a quick overview on what is shared measurement and where it fits with Collective Impact.  Here is a copy of the presentation.  This also include samples from the show and share. 



	1:15
	Presentation from Blythe Butler
	Blythe wrote an article called Culture Matters: Using a Culture of Adaptive Learning to Implement Collective Impact.  I encourage you all to have a read.  It broadened my thinking on how to achieve shared measurement.   Here is the article:



During Blythe’s presentation, I took away a few tips or ideas:
· Collective Impact is the “what and Network approach is the “how” we behave.
· Systems outcomes are not the same as population or client outcomes.  We need consider the internal measurements such as Network functioning or network mapping and the external measures such as shared measurements.  
· Shared measurement doesn’t mean everyone shares the same measures
· Shared measures to guide strategies VS Strategies guide measurement 
During the presentation Blythe referred to two resources and here are links to them:

For Strengthening Families:
http://www.cssp.org/reform/strengtheningfamilies
The quick link to program Self-Assessments can be found on the right hand side of the page.

For Network Analysis:
http://partnertool.net/
I think there is a low cost version of the tool online.   We heavily customized ours when using it in our context.


	1:45
	Show and Share 
	 We had two initiatives who submitted resources for their shared measurements. 





	2:00
	Next steps

	· Our Next Topic will be on the three pre-conditions of Collective Impact (Influential champions, Adequate resources, and Urgency of issue).  It would be great if you can come prepared on how your initiative worked on the pre-conditions and what lessons did you learn.   
· Heather to send out minutes
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Thursday September 14 at 1pm. 




Culture Matters_Implementing CI with Adaptive Learning - CaseStudy_blog article_Nov 2016_BButler.pdf
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Culture Matters: Using A Culture of Adaptive Learning 


to Implement Collective Impact 
(Adapted from my post on Calibra-tion.ca, and an article for Engage! Magazine via Tamarack) 


"We shall not cease from exploration, and the end of all our exploring will 


be to arrive where we started and know the place for the first time."   


- T. S. Eliot 


For the past three years I’ve had the fortune to work as the Network Weaver with the First 2000 Days 


Network leading strategy development and implementation, with a strong focus on culture 


development. The First 2000 Days Network is an initiative focused on improving outcomes for children 


in their first two thousand days of life, before they enter the formal school system.  The impact of 


investing in early childhood development for society is significant: estimates put a minimum of a $1:8 


return for early childhood development investments. Healthy child development - especially before the 


age of five - can have far reaching societal effects on school outcomes, job and workforce readiness, and 


crime prevention to name a few.  


Working on this initiative has been a huge learning curve on so many fronts, especially in how to 


implement a Collective Impact initiative that supports an adaptive learning culture. 


What makes the First 2000 Days Network unique? 


When I began with the First 2000 Days Network, I knew very little about early childhood development, 


and even less about how the non-profit sector in Calgary functioned around this issue. There were so 


many nuances that signaled early-on that this would be a very different project: 


 This was a new initiative, essentially in a ‘start-up’ phase in terms of its maturity.  There was no 


staff, no strategic plan, and very little formal organizational capacity. 


 No centralized organizational capacity or formal authority. The various functional roles of the 


initiative were widespread amongst many different players, not all working for a single agency 


or organization. 


 No funding. At the beginning of my involvement, the initiative didn’t have any project or 


sustainable funding to support its ongoing development. It was essentially an experiment with 


no guaranteed future. 


 Use of two frameworks to guide implementation which required engaging stakeholders in two 


new ways of working using 1) network theory and 2) the Collective Impact framework. 


 Supporting how work was being done, not just what was being done: my role was mostly about 


changing thinking and behaviour patterns, not executing the tactics of a work plan. 


All of these factors meant there were high levels - and many types – of uncertainty at play. My role in 


helping to lead the development of the initiative shifted from trying to ‘use’ Collective Impact to focus 


on how to embed and integrate a culture adaptive learning. It was clear that no conventional work plan 



https://calibra-tion.ca/

http://www.tamarackcommunity.ca/latest/author/blythe-butler

http://www.2000days.ca/

http://www.2000days.ca/

http://www.monitorinstitute.com/downloads/what-we-think/catalyzing-networks/Catalyzing_Networks_for_Social_Change.pdf

https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact
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was going to be able to match the very fluid, dynamic, complex set of challenges we were facing both 


internally and externally.  


Personality of the First 2000 Days Network  


Embedding network theory and the Collective Impact framework in the First 2000 Days Network had 


implications on our personality and how we functioned. 


Essentially there are three features of the network approach used by the First 2000 Days Network that 


are important to highlight: 


1. The First 2000 Days Network skews strongly toward being an ‘organic’ network (vs. a 


mandated one) This means that stakeholders engage in the First 2000 Days Network at their 


own will – they are not required to be there and do not ‘report’ into a formal authority 


structure.  


 


2. Networks, especially organic ones, function at the speed of trust1. Trust and perceived value 


amongst network participants is the ‘currency’ of networks. Therefore, the quality of the 


Network is indicated by the levels of trust and value amongst Network participants. 


 


3. The First 2000 Days Network is very focused on HOW network participants work together, as 


much as on WHAT they were doing to improve the lives of children in Calgary.  


The illustration below2 lays out the differences between conventional approaches to organizational 


development, vs the ‘network’ way and reflects the First 2000 Days Network’s culture: 


 


  


                                                           
1 The First 2000 Days Network used the PARTNER Tool to assess network strength and inform strategy.  
http://www.ucdenver.edu/academics/colleges/spa/researchandoutreach/buechner%20institute%20for%20governance/centers/center%20for
%20network%20leadership/tools/Pages/default.aspx  
2 http://www.monitorinstitute.com/downloads/what-we-think/catalyzing-networks/Catalyzing_Networks_for_Social_Change.pdf  



http://www.ucdenver.edu/academics/colleges/spa/researchandoutreach/buechner%20institute%20for%20governance/centers/center%20for%20network%20leadership/tools/Pages/default.aspx

http://www.ucdenver.edu/academics/colleges/spa/researchandoutreach/buechner%20institute%20for%20governance/centers/center%20for%20network%20leadership/tools/Pages/default.aspx

http://www.monitorinstitute.com/downloads/what-we-think/catalyzing-networks/Catalyzing_Networks_for_Social_Change.pdf
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Learning to Love Complexity: Collective Impact  


If our efforts using Collective Impact to meet the First 2000 Days Network’s mission of improving early 


childhood development outcomes has been successful to any degree, it is directly correlated to our 


ability to adapt the Collective Impact to our context, understand how it could function to support our 


work; and make judgements about where it can’t. In our work to support social change, we’ve 


approached Collective Impact as an adaptive process, not a finished product. 


A critical aspect of our approach has been a very strong focus on creating a culture of adaptive learning 


to support our work – especially within the Backbone team (more on this below). Our approach to 


adaptive learning and our evaluation methodology informs our strategy, not the other way around. This 


focus on adaptive learning has led to a greater tolerance and appreciation for ambiguity, and has also 


improved our collective capacity to assess, adapt, implement and learn from ‘real time’ feedback loops 


to inform the next iteration of our work.   


Given the role of Network Theory and Collective Impact on the development of The First 2000 Days 


Network, the structure and functions we developed had a unique design. An illustration of our 


organizational structure - and essentially our change management approach - is below: 


 



http://www.2000days.ca/
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The image above illustrates both our Network’s structure and the key functions of the Collective Impact 


framework. There is a team, called the Backbone, at the center of the Network that takes responsibility 


for leading key elements of the Collective Impact framework. Sometimes Backbone members are paid 


and sometimes they are volunteers. A paid role doesn’t constitute or imply a different authority or 


responsibility than a voluntary role. In our case, the membership of that group was primarily made up of 


individuals who self-selected to the First 2000 Days Network and brought their skills to the table 


voluntarily. 


As a way of linking the efforts of the Backbone team with key stakeholders in the early childhood 


development sector, we created feedback loops with other initiatives, organizations or individuals as a 


way of creating connections out into the broader ECD community, and feeding that work back into the 


Backbone, and back out again.  Our ‘Change Agents’ and their links with the Change Collectives are self-


led and self-managed, with learning links (feedback loops) built in to the Backbone activities. Results are 


fed into the Network’s Learning & Evaluation Strategy to ensure coherence and fidelity. 


A Culture of Adaptive Learning:  


Given the high levels of uncertainty and the unique nature of the First 2000 Days Network, we took a 


number of approaches to ensure we were matching the change and organizational development efforts 


to the social change we were trying to achieve, as well as the organizational culture we were trying to 


create and foster:  


1. Be the Change: Model the Behaviours You Want to See in Others 


Since Networks are built on trust, the core of our culture needed to be focused on trust.  Building trust 


in an informal, mostly voluntary, immature organization is very time consuming, as it relies heavily on 


one-on-one relationships, built in different contexts over time.  Part of building trust and the type of 


culture you strive for is to model the kinds of behaviours you want to create in the entity. 


“(Employees and managers)…must learn how the very way they go about defining and solving 


problems can be a source of problems in its own right” – Chris Argyris 


Our culture is supported by our Guiding Principles, which guide our development, strategy, decision 


making and evaluation efforts. They also guide our daily interpersonal interactions with one another: 


Guiding Principles 


 Trusting: a focus on building trusting relationships 


 Collaborative: shared responsibilities amongst the group to lead and contribute 


 Participatory: many voices heard & opportunities to engage 


 Authentic: planning, process and implementation are in-line with vision and purpose 


 Transparent: access to information is shared, decision-making processes are known, status of 


actions is visible 


 Adaptive: revisions are encouraged based on learning, changes in the environment and people 


involved.   


 Innovative: demonstration of leadership, perseverance and courage to push against 


conventional barriers to achieving progress. 



https://hbr.org/1991/05/teaching-smart-people-how-to-learn)
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2. SLOW and steady orientation. Repeat. Repeat.  


Creating and supporting a tolerance for very high investments of time. One of the structural 


components we initialized was a weekly meeting.  That sounds like a given – but in an initiative with no 


formal leadership, no paid positions, voluntary participation and no plan – that is a HUGE ask.  We knew 


enough to know that meeting once a month like many committees do would not be enough to move us 


forward, especially in terms of building a distinctive culture for the Network.  We needed to try to build 


in characteristics of a highly effective team in the absence of knowing the game we were playing, and 


they only way we could do that was face-to-face, as often as possible. 


We also focused on re-orienting people to the Network multiple times in multiple ways, and try to 


repeat the story of what we are and how we function as often as possible.  The adage that people need 


to hear a message 9 times before it sinks in has held true in our experience. We do not perceive this as 


wasted time; on the contrary, we see the repetition as essential for building trust with a diversity of 


stakeholders. 


3. Invest in Adaptive Learning: (high tolerance for failure) 


A key part of the Network’s culture is a focus on adaptive learning. This means being extremely tolerant 


of failure, supporting the need to test new ideas, creating space and time to integrate learning, 


supporting innovation and adaptation, and integrating reflective evaluation efforts at every level of the 


initiative.  It also requires ‘widesight, deepsight, hindsight and foresight’: constantly assessing the 


changing situation and building the capacity in our team to meet the challenges and opportunities that 


come our way – even if that puts our very existence into question. 


“…(because) so many professionals are almost always successful at what they do, they rarely 


experience failure. And because they have rarely failed, they have never learned how to learn 


from failure.” –  Chris Argyris 


 


4. Learning & evaluation guide strategy, not the other way around:   


The Network’s first formal hire was an evaluator, with the capacity not just to measure outcomes for 


kids (which would be a conventional success metric for an entity that exists to improve outcomes for 


kids) but who could also take a critical approach to the ongoing development of the Network, and feed 


that critical view to the Backbone team in order to inform the Network’s strategies and priorities.  


In conventional approaches you have a Board, or Steering Committee, who gets reported to on the 


developments of the project at regular time intervals. In our case, the ‘board’, steering committee and 


staff were all the same people:  having the evaluator as an external set of eyes to observe and provide 


feedback loops on our development was key.  This allowed us to eventually create a Strategic 


Development Plan that was informed not only by what kids need to grow up healthy and thriving; but to 


ensure the Network is healthy and thriving too. 


 


5. Demonstrate adaptation: (i.e. changing governance model, adapting the function of meetings)   



https://hbr.org/1991/05/teaching-smart-people-how-to-learn)

http://www.2000days.ca/s/First-2000-Days-Network-Strategic-Development-Plan-2016_01_181.pdf

http://www.2000days.ca/s/First-2000-Days-Network-Strategic-Development-Plan-2016_01_181.pdf
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Because of the high levels of uncertainty, we were very aware of the need to be open to changing 


decisions quickly if they weren’t working. One example is how we had ‘inherited’ a governance model 


that everyone initially accepted. Over time it became clear that we had a governance body before we 


knew what they were governing!  For the Network, the existence of a Steering Committee was 


premature in the early days as the Backbone – or core team actually executing the work – wasn’t at a 


stage where we could clearly articulate what we needed steering for, or when. We disbanded the initial 


governance structure after the first year and now match our governance more organically to our 


culture, and to what specific Change Collectives were in play at the time. 


 


6. Linking quality engagement with capacity building:  


Because we didn’t have a conventional Strategic Plan to follow, our engagement strategy came from a 


mapping exercise that identified all of the key players in the Early Childhood Development system in 


Calgary – essentially those individuals or organization that held official positions of power or influence. It 


was very easy to fall back on thinking we needed to just go out, and ‘engage’ these players in the 


Network.  On paper, this looked good, but in reality it often did not support the key aspect of a Network: 


building trust.  


We took a step back from conventional stakeholder engagement and used our desired outcomes as our 


quality standards to guide a more proactive, deliberate (albeit slow!) engagement approach.  This 


allowed us to prioritize our engagement efforts through building capacity in stakeholders to improve 


their performance against our idea of quality: quality for early childhood development and also for 


building a quality network and a quality collective impact initiative.  Essentially, we used our quality 


standards to assess capacity building, which in turn informed our engagement approach.  This cycle leads 


to increased capacity at an individual and Network level. 


 


7. Shared measurement doesn’t mean everyone shares the same measure:  


In Collective Impact, one of the main framework elements is to develop a ‘shared measurement’ 


approach. One of the common traps of the term ‘shared measure’ is that people automatically assume 


that means everyone needs to measure the same thing.  In our case, there were many debates about 


which specific aspects of early childhood development the Network should stand for. Was it literacy? 


Play? Maternal health? We realized early on that if we pegged the Network against forcing everyone to 


measure the same thing around Early Childhood Development that we would fail: why would a health 


agency get on board to measure literacy? They wouldn’t. And yet, we knew we needed health at the 


table.  So, instead of using ‘shared measurement’ as a top-down, single-source approach, we decided 


instead to focus on building the capacity of all the players around the table using a shared approach to 


quality. In essence, we use five promotive factors for child and family well-being – developed by the 


Center for the Study of Social Policy3 -  as our quality standard for what capacities should be built with 


Network participants which will ultimately improve their ability to serve and support children.  


                                                           
3 http://www.cssp.org/reform/strengtheningfamilies.   See the Network’s webinar on “Using Strengthening 
Families to Guide a Collective Impact Approach: Implications for Shared Measurement” 



http://www.cssp.org/reform/strengtheningfamilies/about/overview-of-the-strengthening-families-website

http://www.cssp.org/reform/strengtheningfamilies

http://www.cssp.org/media-center/video/november-2016-strengthening-families-networking-webinar

http://www.cssp.org/media-center/video/november-2016-strengthening-families-networking-webinar
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Lessons for Other Collective Impact Implementers: 


As a result of working on the development of the First 2000 Days Network, I suggest there are several 


principles Collective Impact practitioners can use to improve the likelihood of success of building a 


strong culture to support sustained change:  


 Understand the nature of the challenge, including the types and sources of uncertainty. 


Managing a mandated, top-down Collective Impact effort is going to present very different 


challenges than an organic, nimble, less-formal organization. Know what those differences are 


and the implications for your practice. 


 


 Pay as much attention to how you are supporting the culture of the project, as to what the 


project is about (function vs. form). The project may have very specific and pre-determined 


outcomes but HOW you achieve those, in order to build sustained capacity for the project to 


succeed over time, is important. 


 


 True change requires a high level of tolerance for failure, messiness, adapting and learning. 


Not all change projects are supported to do this or see this as a key feature of their process. 


Beware! 


 


 Don’t understand too quickly: if you are leading a network or change project, the worst thing 


you can do is assume you know what needs to happen.  You might end up being right, but take 


the time to check your assumptions and engage in real conversation about what’s needed for 


the network to make progress.  Match your learning and actions to reality! 


 


To learn more about how The First 2000 Days Network has structured their approach to implementing 


Collective Impact, you can read their case study “Establishing the pre-conditions for systems-level 


change in Early Childhood Development”, visit their website and view their videos on strategy and 


capacity building on their YouTube channel. 


Blythe Butler is currently the Network Weaver for the First 2000 Days Network as well as a consultant in 


the areas of change management, organizational culture, evaluation and collective impact 


implementation. She can be reached at info@2000days.ca or blythe@atticusinsights.ca 


 



http://www.2000days.ca/s/First-2000-Days-Network_Systems-Change_Case-Study_July-2016.pdf

http://www.2000days.ca/s/First-2000-Days-Network_Systems-Change_Case-Study_July-2016.pdf

http://www.2000days.ca/

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC2rUvh4ZXYpI1OqnN_2HC_g

https://ca.linkedin.com/in/blythebutler

mailto:info@2000days.ca

mailto:blythe@atticusinsights.ca
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THE EARLY DEVELOPMENT INSTRUMENT (EDI)
The EDI is a questionnaire that is used province-wide. It was developed by researchers at 
the Offord Centre for Child Studies to measure patterns and trends in child development in 
populations of children. The questionnaire is completed by kindergarten teachers for children in 
their classes. They are filled out in February, after teachers have had the chance to get to know 
their students. This ensures that teachers are able to answer the questions for each student 
knowledgeably. The EDI includes 104 questions and measures five important areas of early child 
development.  These areas are good predictors of adult health, education and social outcomes. 


THE EARLY DEVELOPMENT INSTRUMENT


The EDI... 


•	 is a Canadian-made research tool 
developed at Offord Centre for Child 
Studies at McMaster University;  


•	 has been used in BC since 1999;


•	 is used to measure developmental trends 
and change in populations of children; 


•	 is NOT used to diagnose individual children;


It is important to note that individual, 
identifiable data are not released.


By evaluating data gathered from the EDI questionnaire, researchers are able to measure 
population-based vulnerability rates by geographical area, allowing us to understand child 
vulnerability across the province. Vulnerable children are children who, without additional 
support and care, may experiences future challenges in school and society. Knowing how 
children are actually faring in the province means that communities and governments are  
able to provide better supports and services for families and young children.  


2015
FACT SHEET 


EDI SCALES OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT


Physical Health and Well-being


Can the child hold a pencil?  Is the child able  
to manipulate objects?


Social Competence


Is the child able to follow class routines?  
Is the child self-confident?


Emotional Maturity


Does the child comfort a child who is crying  
or upset?


Language and Cognitive


Is the child interested in reading and writing?  
Can the child count and recognize numbers?


Communication Skills


Can the child tell a story?  Can the child 
communicate with adults and children?







“Reducing inequality in child development will require us to bring about enduring social change...” 
- Clyde Hertzman, Founding Director, Human Early Learning Partnership 


GUIDING COMMUNITY ACTION
In Powell River, EDI scores provide important 
information used to plan new programs that 
support families and their young children. One 
program of note is the ORCA (On the Road 
with Children’s Activities) bus, a mobile early 
learning activity bus that has made it possible 
to bring early development programming 
to children in more remote areas of the 
community. 


In North Vancouver, EDI results provided the 
catalyst to create better supports and services 
for families. The results allowed community 
early child development stakeholders, like 
Fran Jones, to show that even in BC’s most 
affluent neighbourhoods there were a number 
of vulnerable children. Because of this 
recognition, they were able to build services 
and support hard for reach families with the 


WHEELS program.


INFORMING POLICY
Policy monitoring is an important research focus 
for HELP. It is our goal to support development 
of evidence-based policy recommendations that 
are consistent with our understanding of the 
science of early development and that address 
vulnerability rates. We also know that children 
thrive when their families thrive and therefore, 
supporting children’s development requires policy 
to address families’ needs for time, resources and 
community supports in caring for their children.


The EDI, specifically, provides population-
based data about early child development to 
communities and governments so that they 
can put into place programs and policies to 
support healthy child development in all families. 
Illustrating with data the disparities in children’s 
development inspires action to redress these 
inequities. 


Leading Research in Child Health and 
Well-being


HELP is committed to the quality of its 
research and reviews its data collection 
processes regularly to ensure that 
results are reliable and valid. HELP works 
collaboratively with a network of trainers 
and teachers in every district to ensure 
there is consistency in the way that they 
assess the children in their classes.


The EDI was developed to measure 
trends in child development across large 
populations, and has been adopted and 
implemented all over the world including 
Australia and Chile.


FACT SHEET . 2015


CREATING POSITIVE SOCIAL 
CHANGE THROUGH RESEARCH
To contribute to positive social change, 
HELP creates maps, graphics and reports 
that summarize EDI results. EDI results are 
reported annually for the province, school 
districts and neighbourhoods. The results  
give each community in BC a snapshot of 
how their children have developed in the 
years before they begin school. HELP works 
with over 100 community stakeholders who 
use the data and their own local knowledge 
and resources to better support children and 
families in their area. 
 
EDI research shows patterns of child 
development – both across the province and 
within local communities. It is a starting point 
to inform how we introduce policies and 
programs to best support child development.


The EDI:


•	 Increases awareness of the importance of 
the early years;


•	 Identifies areas of strength and weakness in 
children’s development;


•	 Provides evidence based research to 
support community initiatives for healthy 
child development;


•	 Strengthens relationships between 
researchers and communities; and


•	 Provides communities with information 
to support future planning and service 
development.


TEL 	 604. 822. 1278 
FAX 	 604. 822. 0640 
EMAIL	 edi@help.ubc.ca 
WEB 	 earlylearning.ubc.ca
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BC CRN Evaluation – 2016 Update 
Report Summary 


History and Context 
The following summary provides a snapshot of the analysis to date on the five years of evaluation 


research conducted between 2012 and 2016. Analysis is continuing based on feedback from the BC CRN 


Summit conducted each year in April.  


The evaluation looks at five broad areas: community attitudes, CRN working style, participation levels, 


relationships and networks created, and impact seen as a result of CRN work. Overall, results are 


positive in each of these categories.  


The research is based on annual surveys of CRN members throughout the province. Surveys were 


conducted in the fall of 2012 thru 2015 and in the winter of 2017.  


Analysis includes simple frequencies, trends, and cross-tabulations by level of involvement, stage of 


development and urban/rural status. In addition, thematic coding was conducted on network 


relationships and impact seen.   


Findings 
We find a consistently strong level of community awareness about adult abuse from CRN participants 


with the vast majority of respondents indicating some level of community response to the problem. The 


percentage reporting an ‘effective response’ is relatively small (between 10 and 15 percent over the 


three years) but consistently increasing.  


The majority of respondents (59 percent) report that adult abuse is considered a problem in their 


community requiring a community response. This percentage has been relatively consistent over the 


evaluation years. 


Higher levels of engagement are correlated with reports of more effective responses and higher levels of 


community coordination.  


Between 2012 and 2016, the average “coordination rating” has generally increased, adding further 


evidence that the CRNs are contributing to an effective response to adult abuse.  


Respondents were mostly likely to describe the working style of the CRN as cooperative, informal, 


transparent, and fair. It was extremely uncommon for respondents to report the working style as 


formal, unequal, secretive or combative.  


More engaged respondents and respondents from higher development stage CRNs were more likely to 


report the working style being cooperative, informal, transparent, and fair than lower involvement or 


lower stage CRN respondents.  


Respondents continue to report relatively high levels of confidence in their CRN partners and in the CRN 


approach, with averages hovering around five on a seven-point scale.  







Members of CRNs show a typical “long tail” for involvement, with a relatively small number of 


participants reporting extremely high levels of involvement and activity while most show relatively low 


levels of involvement.   


The average for the involvement scale increased consistently over the four years of evaluation from 6.1 


in 2012 to 8.72 in 2016, indicating a positive trend towards greater engagement and retention of CRN 


volunteers.  


There is a strong correlation between higher levels of involvement and higher stages of CRN 


development, though it is impossible to say whether greater involvement leads to a high stage of 


development or a higher stage of development facilitates greater levels of involvement.  


Half of all respondents reported that they had reached out beyond their usual connections and 


communities as a result of their work in the CRN, indicating that the CRNs are doing an effective job of 


connecting with diverse communities.  


Respondents from earlier stage CRNs were more likely to report engaging in outreach than later stage 


CRNs. Likewise, more engaged and involved participants were more likely to report reaching out to new 


communities.  


Eighty percent of respondents in 2016 reported that they had seen or heard about a positive direct 


impact on the community as a result of the work of the CRN. This number has steadily increased since 


first asked in 2013 and represents an extremely positive demonstration of CRN impact.  


Almost two-thirds of respondents in 2016 reported increased community awareness of the issue, and 


over half reported increased awareness of resources, as well as better working relationships and more 


public education. About a quarter reported more effective referrals as a result of the work of the CRN 


and/or direct responses to potentially abusive situations as a result of the CRN’s work.  


Conclusions and Recommendations 
The results of the evaluation continue to be extremely encouraging. Nearly all indicators started in 


positive territory and continue to move in positive directions over the course of the study period.  


Perhaps the most important finding is the relatively high percentage of respondents who reported 


seeing or hearing about positive impacts on the community as a result of the work of the CRNs. In 


addition, the descriptions of the kinds of impact seen demonstrated a deepening and broadening of 


impact from internal to community focused impacts.  


Additionally, evidence of strong and growing professional networks can be seen as a sign of the growing 


infrastructure of the social network-based approach to abuse prevention and response.  


Results from the mentor interviews universally identify over commitment and lack of available time and 


resources as the biggest barriers to successful CRNs. As a result, even healthy CRNs become susceptible 


to disruptions due to the changing workloads or life-circumstances of coordinators or champions.  


Mentors suggested the value of stronger network relationships including developing stronger regional 


coordinator networks and / or mentor clusters to increase social support and problem solving and to 


identify opportunities for collaboration.  
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Collective Impact CoP

June 8, 2017

Our Agenda for the call is:

Who is on the call?

Intro to Shared Measurement

Blythe Butler presentation

Show and share your Shared Measurements process

What will our next topic will be?

 









Shared Measurement is not:

Meant to measure the impact of a single organization or intervention

Simple data collection

Focused only (or mostly) on programmatic measures

Meant to be punitive

Meant to foster competition

A once-a-year report

A retrospective evaluation

Shared Measurement asks the questions:



WHAT progress are we making? 


HOW does this information help us make better decisions?

What is Shared Measurement?







Developing a shared measurement system is essential to collective impact.  Agreement on a common agenda is illusionary without agreement on the ways success will be measured and reported.  Collecting data and measuring results consistently on a short list of indicators at the community level and across all participating organizations not only ensures that all efforts remain aligned, it also enables the participants to hold each other accountable and learn from each other’s successes and failures.



Shared measures allow a Collective Impact initiative to:

Improve Data Quality

Track Progress Toward a Shared Goal

Enable Coordination and Collaboration

Learn and Course Correct

Catalyze Action
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Challenges When Developing and Implementing Shared Measurement Systems

Difficulty in coming to agreement on common outcomes and indicators

Concerns about relative performance / comparative measurement across providers working in the same space

Limited capacity (time and skill) for measurement and data analysis within participating organizations

Alignment among funders to ask for the common measures as part of their reporting requirements 

Time and cost of developing and maintaining a system, both for human capital and technology
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“Tips and Tricks” When Developing Shared Measures

Collecting and Presenting Data

Set specific and time-bound goals and report progress relative to targets

Include data on whole populations (vs. a sample) where possible

Use numbers as well as percentages to make goals more tangible

Identifying Indicators

Limit “top-level” indicators to a manageable number (~15), with additional contributing indicators if needed 

Establish a set of criteria to guide the identification and prioritization of potential indicators

Leveraging Existing Efforts and Expertise

Form a voluntary team of data experts to advise on the design, development, and deployment of a shared measurement system

Develop a crosswalk of what partners are already measuring

Consider  leveraging existing indicators adopted by relevant efforts at the local, provincial, or federal level
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Tools that may help!

The Outcomes Diary is used with your Collective Impact team to identify the specific benefits or changes you want to monitor.

The Shared measurement Mapping invites your collective to think about the measures that the collaborative would be demonstrating if they were making progress on the issue.



These tools can be found on our website www.tamarackcommunity.ca





Blythe Butler from Atticus Insights has just finished writing an article on Adaptive Learning and Collective Impact and is going to talk about how adaptive learning impacts approaches to Shared Measurement and lesson's learned.



Blythe is leading the development of a 'Collective Impact' network that supports linking, aligning and leveraging efforts in the Early Childhood Development sector in Calgary & area.





Shared Measurement Examples

Lysandra Marshall, PhD

Research and Knowledge Broker

OKN Early Years Initiative



Sherry Baker, M.A.

Executive Director

BC Association of Community Response Networks (BC CRN)

BC CRN Evaluation – 2016 Update

OKN Early Years Initiative is the Early Development Instrument (EDI)





Communicating your shared measurements
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