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A Quick Introduction to Evaluation
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Why is evaluation important?

GET ALL THE
INFORMATION You CAN,
WE'LL THINK oF A
USE FoR (T LATER.

—_———

-

http://www.sattva.co.in/knowledge/csr/12-great-tips-set-effective-monitoring-evaluation-system-csr-program/
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How do we get from here to there?

Where
Where you are you

= ‘ want to

be
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How do there?

A

Where
Where you are you

now want to
be

Long-term
Goals

Baseline
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Digging Deeper
'9ging P - -

 What is the purpose of the evaluation?
— Decide what new programs to start

— Improve performance of an ongoing program - W
— Demonstrate outcomes of a finished program

 Who is your audience?
— Funders/grant-giving organizations
— Legislators
— Program participants

« What questions are you trying to answer?

— Will the information provided by answering these questions
inform decisions about your programs’ future?

— Who decides which questions take priority?
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Sample Design Matrix

Researchable Information Scope and Limitations What this
Questions Required and Methodology analysis will
Sources likely allow us to
say
What questions What How wiill the What are the What are the
is the team information team answer limitations and  expected results
trying to answer does the team each question?  how will they of this
need to address affect the evaluation?
the questions? results?
Where will they
getit?
Question 1
Question 2
Question 3

Source: Adapted from US Government Accountability Office, in Newcomer, Hatry, Wholey,
2015, Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation; Chapter 1: Planning and Designing Useful
Evaluations
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How do we go beyond pounds in/pounds
out?
* Food distribution
— Nutritional quality of food distributed
— Equity in distribution

« Beyond food distribution
— Advocacy
— Education
— Social Networking
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Conducting inclusive evaluations

« Race/culture of evaluator vs. evaluation participant

* Inclusion of stakeholders \ '
— ldentify priority questions to be addressed by N
evaluation

— Serve as sources of information

— Advice on strategies for information gathering
appropriate to context

— Help interpret data

L

728

* |s there a need for translation or interpretation?

« Dissemination of results- community review

Source: Newcomer, Hatry, Wholey, 2015, Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation; Chapter
12: Culturally Responsive Evaluation
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Who can help you figure this out?

* Universities
« Community Colleges

* Departments of Public RVEY
Health/ Hospitals =

— Community Health
Assessments under ACA

« Cooperative Extension
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Final Thoughts: Start small...and early!

* Think about evaluation
BEFORE you start programs to
contribute to program design

* Pilot programs, evaluate, then
roll-out

* Pre-test any survey questions
to get feedback




MAPPING THE NEED +
CAPACITY BUILDING

DJ TAITELBAUM,
CAPACITY ANALYSIS MANAGER

The Greater Boston

BA N K . Ig‘ G Everyone has a role in ending hunger in our community. 5"
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® map.feedingamerica.org

FEED|NG
AMERICA INAMERICA  WORK  ACTION

Food Insecurity in The United States

Chick on the map of use the search bar to start exploring

Search

Food Insecurity Rates



Q0D BUDGET SHORTFALL AND AVERAGE MEAL COST

FOOD BUDGET SHORTFALL REPORTED BY FOOD-INSECURE INDIVIDUALS IN 2015

‘l!.w
$17.38 e

WEEKLY FOOD COST OF
BUDGET SHORTFALL FOOD INDEX

FOOD-SECURE INDIVIDUALS’ AVERAGE COST PER MEAL

)

|2

$61.74




One Meal a Day Goal

R : Sub-County Food Insecurity

upon Food Bank request




Thia Geii Boston GETTING TO ONE MEAL A DAY

FO0DI¥S v —
- B8 Vo g rogress Towar
BANKEI/Z. 2 - b One Meal A Day Goal by

Number of Cities and Towns*

Feeding Eastern Massachusetts

No Meals Distributed: 56
1% - 20% of Goal: 1"
21% - 60% of Goal: 32
61% - 99% of Goal: 27
1 Meal A Day (Goal Met): 35
2 Meals A Day: 14

Meals Distributed 217 g 3 Meals A Day: 15
No Distribution G ; ‘
B 1+ - 20% of Goal 1 Meal A Day (Goal Met)
B 21% - 60% of Goal 2 Meals A Day
61% - 99% of Goal [ 3 Meais A Day

*For the period 4/1/2016 through 3/31/2017

Data Sources: MassGIS, 'Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A. Crumbaugh, M. Kato and E. Engelhard, Map the Meal Gap 2016:
Feeding America’, MVFB, Lovin' Spoonfuls, and Food Insecurity Estimates at the County Level. Feeding America, 2016

GBFB; its data partners and partner agencies.”’ "Taitelbaum, D., FY 2017 One Meal A Day Goal Methodology. The Greater Boston Food Bank, 2016.

Sarvice Layer Crodits: Esrl. HERE, Dolorme, Mapmylndis, © OpenStreethap contsbutons, and the GIS user community




GBFB and it’s network
of distribution partners




GBFB and it’s network
of distribution partners




The Greater Boston GETTING TO ONE MEAL A DAY
FOOD
BANKUEIZ4.

Feeding Eastern Massachusetts

Distribution Partners
and Data Partners

(m

eals by Source )
1 Dot = 100 Meals

Lovin' Spoonfuls

* Non-Agency (Pantry)
MVFB
Agency

ol GBFB Y,

*For the period 4/1/2016 through 3/31/2017
Data Sources: MassGIS,

'Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A. Crumbaugh, M. Kato and E. Engelhard, Map the Meal Gap 2016
Feeding America’, MVFB, Lovin' Spoonfuls, and Food Insecunity Estimates at the County Level. Feeding America, 2016
R 3o+ :
GBFB; its data partners and partner agencies.” "Taitelbaum, D., FY 2017 One Meal A Day Goal Methodology. The Greater Boston Food Bank, 2016.
Service Layer Croaits: Esrl. HERE, Delome, Mapmylnda, © OpenStrestiap contabutorns, and the GIS user comaunity




The Gaster Boston GETTING TO ONE MEAL A DAY

FOOD
BAN Kmu

Feeding Eastern Massachusetts

Meals Distributed
B 05 - 20% of Goal 1 Meal A Day (Goal Met)
B 21% - 60% of Goal 2 Meals A Day

61% - 99% of Goal [l 3 Meais A Day

Data Sources: MassGIS,
Feeding America’, MVFB, Lovin' Spoonfuls, and
GBFB,; its data partners and partner agencies.'’

Service Layer Crodits: Esri, HERE, Delorme, Mapayinda, © OpenStreetMap contritutons, and B GIS uier community

Progress Toward
One Meal A Day Goal by
Number of Cities and Towns*

0% - 20% of Goal: 17
21% - 60% of Goal: 18
61% - 99% of Goal: 22
1 Meal A Day (Goal Met): 60
2 Meals A Day: 42
3 Meals A Day: 3

*For the period 4/1/2016 through 3/31/2017

"Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A. Crumbaugh, M. Kato and E. Engelhard, Map the Meal Gap 2016:
Food Insecurity Estimates at the County Level. Feeding America, 2016

"Taitelbaum, D., FY 2017 One Meal A Day Goal Methodology. The Greater Boston Food Bank, 2016.




The Greater Boston

FOOD
BAN Kmu

Feeding Eastern Massachusetts

GETTING TO ONE MEAL A DAY

Haverhill

Meals to Meet Goal
I 38.001 - 105,400
B 15,601 - 38,000

700 - 15,600

0 (Goal Met)

Data Sources: MassGIS,
Feeding America’, MVFB, Lovin' Spoonfuls, and
GBFB; its data partners and partner agencies.'’
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Progress Toward
One Meal A Day Goal by
Number of Cities and Towns*
38,001 - 105,400 Meals: 13
15,601 - 38,000 Meals: 18

700 - 15,600 Meals: 26
0 Meals (Goal Met): 133

*For the period 4/1/2016 through 3/31/2017

"Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A. Crumbaugh, M. Kato and E. Engelhard, Map the Meal Gap 2016:

Food Insecurity Estimates at the County Level. Feeding America, 2016

MTaitelbaum, D., FY 2017 One Meal A Day Goal Methodology The Greater Boston Food Bank, 2016.




Meals to Meet Goal
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B 1-21.400
21,401 - 38,700
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e Food Pantry

Revere

First Congrogationsl Chuarch Pantry

¢




The Greater Boston GETTING TO ONE MEAL A DAY
FOOD

BANKUE}74.

Feeding Eastern Massachusetts

American Red Cross Mobile Site

/Hill
[ SO0 AR Eemensary School Pantry/Revere Elementary

[ Mobile Pantry/Revere Veterans

First Congregational Church Pantry

Meals Distributed

- 0% - 20% of Goal 1 Meal A Day (Goal Met)
- American Red Cross Mobile Site
B 21% - 60% of Goal 2 Meals A Day

61% - 99% of Goa - 3 Meals A Day

Boston

*For the period 4/1/2016 through 3/31/2017
Data Sources: MassGIS,

*Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A. Crumbaugh, M. Kato and E. Engelhard, Map the Meal Gap 2016:
Feeding America’, MVFB, Lovin' Spoonfuls, and Food Insecurity Estimates at the County Level. Feeding America, 2016
GBFB; its data partners and partner agencies.” 1+
s ot o B e wg‘;‘ “m?_u sl i S S s I e s Taitelbaum, D., FY 2017 One Meal A Day Goal Methodology. The Greater Boston Food Bank, 2016,




[ gbfb.org/maps/one-meal-a-day

+ @ GBFB's One Meal A Day Goal
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Congregate Meal Program

Food Pantry

Total Meals Distributed: by
City and Town

Goal Index

Iy 3 Meals A Day

D 2 Meals A Day

[ 1 Meal A Day (Goal Met)
[ 61% - 99% of Goal

Dy 21% - 60% of Goal

Dy 0% - 20% of Goal




The Greater Boston

FOOD‘?‘ Progress Toward Three Meals A Day
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Percent Hunger Free

Top 10 Cities and Towns

Town City Meal Gap Meals Needed = Porcent Hunger Free
Fall River g 1,137.¢ 61
Quincy

Medford

Waltham

Newton

Revere

Brookline

Methuen

Dartmouth

Baverly

Meals Needed

 Dashboard & City_Town_Selection
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Balancing Effectiveness, Equity,
and Efficiency
In Food Program Evaluation

Sharon Feuer Gruber, Food Works Group
Angela Whitmal, Manna Food Center




Who, Where, and Why

T o, v Yy TE )  Wilmington

-m ® Montgomery

County, MD
~_ *® Manna Food
o Center

® APs Initiative
® Food Works

Nauonal Park
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Goals

®* Project goal: Actionable guidance regarding site
locations; where and how to:

® orow

® consolidate

® consider closing
® add new sites

* Framework: Effectiveness, equity, efficiency

manna
\{ food center FOOd Worksﬁ

group




Highlights of Methodology

|. Analysis of Need =» 20 Priority Census Tracts

® Pounds needed in that ® Number of low-income
tract households

® Pounds needed in ® Personal vehicle access
surrounding tracts

® Supermarket access
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Il. Site Evaluation

The numbers
® Need where the site is located

® Cost per person per distribution

® No. of pounds other organizations distribute in the
vicinity of the site




Site Evaluation, cont.

Equity and dignity
® Vulnerability of population

® |ndoor or outdoor distribution

® Choice pantry or pre-packed boxes




Site Evaluation, cont.

Capacity and Facilities
® Physical accessibility
® |[evel of support offered by host site

® Capacity for deeper partnership with Manna

® Capacity to grow the distribution




[II. Demographics

Compared Manna’s client demographics to Census
Bureau data to identify tracts where the data points to
underserved populations, specifically with regard to:

® Race
e Ethnicity

®* Primary language spoken at home

Need + site weighting system + demographics +
understanding of unique circumstances not reflected in dat
usions and recommendations




(Some of) Our Conclusions

® Multi-faceted look at census tracts was
essential to determining prioritization.

® Site evaluation was an effective tool, not an
absolute.

® Partnership and outreach are key to equity and
to growing sites.

® More data and analysis Is needed.




Stay in Touch

Sharon@FoodWorksGroup.com
510.872.6423
Angela@MannaFood.org
301.424.1130

T —
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Who Is your
audiencece

Lived
Experience
Voice In
Decision
Making







QUESTIONS




