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Goals	
  

ì  Define	
  ImplementaDon	
  

ì  Briefly	
  define	
  TFCO	
  model	
  

ì  Describe	
  research	
  on	
  measuring	
  implementaDon	
  that	
  has	
  come	
  
out	
  of	
  the	
  TFCO	
  model	
  

ì  Describe	
  how	
  this	
  research	
  has	
  lead	
  to	
  minor	
  changes	
  in	
  TFCO	
  
implementaDon	
  process	
  

ì  Describe	
  how	
  this	
  research	
  has	
  lead	
  to	
  the	
  potenDal	
  for	
  
providing	
  empirical,	
  data-­‐driven	
  assessment	
  and	
  feedback	
  to	
  
stakeholders	
  aOempDng	
  to	
  adopt	
  TFCO	
  

	
  



Good	
  ideas	
  spread	
  on	
  their	
  own!	
  

What	
  Happens	
  to	
  Innovation?	
  	
  



Defining	
  Implementation	
  

“Let	
  it	
  happen”	
  

“Help	
  it	
  happen”	
  

“Make	
  it	
  happen”	
  
ImplementaDon	
  

DisseminaDon	
  

Diffusion	
  

(Greenhalgh	
  et	
  al.,	
  2004;	
  Lomas,	
  1993)	
  



	
  

	
  

Implementation	
  Process	
  



Defining	
  Implementation	
  
Spans	
  the	
  conDnuum	
  from	
  the	
  pre-­‐implementaDon	
  toward	
  the	
  

development	
  of	
  competency	
  and	
  independence	
  

	
  	
  

Aarons,	
  G.A.,	
  Hurlburt,	
  M.	
  &	
  Horwitz,	
  S.M.	
  (2011).	
  Advancing	
  a	
  Conceptual	
  Model	
  of	
  Evidence-­‐Based	
  PracDce	
  ImplementaDon	
  in	
  
Public	
  Service	
  Sectors.	
  Administra*on	
  and	
  Policy	
  in	
  Mental	
  Health	
  and	
  Mental	
  Health	
  Services	
  Research.38,	
  4-­‐23.	
  	
  



The	
  Challenge	
  of	
  Measuring	
  
Implementation	
  

¡  Implementation of EBP entails 
extensive planning, training, 
and quality assurance 

¡  Involves a complex set of 
interactions between 
developers, system leaders, 
front line staff, and consumers 

¡  Recursive process of well 
defined stages or steps that 
are not necessarily linear 

	
  



Agents	
  in	
  Implementation	
  

Program	
  Champion	
  

Purveyor	
  

System	
  

Developer	
  
PracDDoners	
  

Client/PaDent	
  

Agency	
  Leadership	
  



Natural	
  Tension	
  

ì  Methodology	
  of	
  IntervenDon	
  Development	
  and	
  Real-­‐
World	
  Pace,	
  Resources,	
  and	
  Needs	
  for	
  ImplementaDon	
  

ì  Rigor	
  of	
  Science	
  and	
  AdaptaDon	
  to	
  Fit	
  Contexts	
  



But	
  there	
  Is	
  Agreement	
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the implementers had left out was the whole idea of “creating a learning system” 
at each implementation site. Another purveyor posited that so few items gener-
ated were highly dependent on state and federal policies and funding because “it 
would be like stating the obvious”… rather he has come to think that “funding 
is not so much important in sustainability of implementation as is collaboration 
and having community partners.”

C. Comparing Implementer and Purveyor Ratings

Importance: 
When looking at what implementers rated as the ten most important imple-

mentation factors, as compared to what purveyors rated as the top ten, 7 out of 
the 10 implementation factors were on both top ten lists. These common top-
rated implementation factors are: 

• evidence based interventions that can be taught, modeled, evaluated and 
replicated,

• major stakeholder and leadership buy-in and support of the new model,
• the commitment of staff to the program model, 
• the availability of ongoing training and technical assistance, 
• support from the developer in terms of ongoing training, evaluation, and 

constructive feedback, 
• adequate funding to support implementation as well as ongoing operation 

of the program after implementation, and
•  support from the agency.

Feasibility:
Implementers and purveyors agreed on 5 out of the 10 implementation fac-

tors that were rated as most feasible for purveyors to impact, these factors are: 

• evidence-based interventions that can be taught, modeled, evaluated and 
replicated, 

• the availability of ongoing training and technical assistance, 
• support from the developer in terms of ongoing training, evaluation, and 

constructive feedback, 
• clear information from the start about fidelity, and 
• a link between the evaluation of fidelity and training. 

Dependence:
Six of the ten implementation factors implementers and purveyors alike rated 

as most dependent on state/federal policy and funding were: 

• adequate funding to support implementation as well as ongoing operation 
of the program after implementation, 

• regulations at the county, state, federal, or agency level, 
• state aid for programs that are struggling rather than imposing sanctions,
• flexibility of funding, 
• funding methods that embrace quality of services versus quantity of ser-

vices, and 
• modification of state statutes to support interventions of the program. 

Blasé,	
  K.,	
  Naoom,	
  S.,	
  Wallace,	
  F.,	
  &	
  Fixsen,	
  D.	
  (2004).	
  	
  Understanding	
  Purveyor	
  and	
  Implementer	
  Percep*ons	
  of	
  Implemen*ng	
  
Evidence-­‐Based	
  Programs	
  

	
  ImplementaDon	
  Components	
  Rated	
  as	
  Important	
  by	
  Both	
  	
  
Purveyors	
  and	
  Implementers	
  



Treatment	
  Foster	
  Care	
  Oregon	
  



ì  EBP for youth who otherwise would be in congregate 
care– JJ and CWS 

ì  Youth placed in well supported foster homes 

ì  Backed by multiple randomized clinical trials 

ì  Currently being implemented in over 70 sites 
domestically and internationally 

TFCO	
  Basics	
  



TFCO	
  Basics	
  
§  ObjecDve	
  

§  Change	
  the	
  trajectory	
  of	
  negaDve	
  behavior	
  by	
  improving	
  social	
  
adjustment	
  across	
  secngs	
  

§  How	
  is	
  this	
  achieved?	
  
§  Simultaneous	
  &	
  well-­‐coordinated	
  treatments	
  in	
  mulDple	
  

secngs	
  
§  Home	
  
§  School	
  
§  Community	
  
§  Peer	
  group	
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Ecological Model of Child Development 

                  Child 

Community 

Neighborhood 

            School 

         Peers 

Family 

Adapted from Bronfenbrenner, 1979 



TFCO	
  Basics	
  	
  
	
  

ì  Youth	
  are	
  placed	
  individually	
  in	
  foster	
  homes	
  	
  

ì  Treatment	
  in	
  a	
  family	
  secng	
  focusing	
  on	
  the	
  youth	
  
and	
  the	
  family	
  	
  

ì  Intensive	
  support	
  and	
  treatment	
  in	
  a	
  secng	
  that	
  
closely	
  mirrors	
  normaDve	
  life	
  

ì  Intensive	
  parent	
  management	
  training	
  	
  

ì  Youth	
  aOend	
  public	
  schools	
  
	
  



Known	
  Risk	
  and	
  Protective	
  Factors	
  From	
  TFCO	
  
Research	
  

§  Effects	
  mediated	
  by:	
  
§  Supervision	
  
§  RelaDonship	
  with	
  a	
  mentoring	
  adult	
  
§  Consistent	
  non-­‐harsh	
  discipline	
  	
  

§  Less	
  associaDon	
  with	
  	
  	
  delinquent	
  peers	
  
§  Homework	
  compleDon	
  

	
  



Implementation	
  of	
  TFCO	
  

ì  Many	
  moving	
  parts	
  

ì  Agents	
  involved	
  to	
  varying	
  degrees	
  during	
  different	
  parts	
  of	
  the	
  
process	
  

ì  Well	
  defined,	
  yet	
  individualized	
  

ì  MulDple	
  decision	
  points	
  

ì  Agency	
  Driven	
  and	
  Purveyor	
  Supported	
  



The	
  Role	
  of	
  Measurement	
  to	
  Inform	
  
Successful	
  Implementation	
  

ì  Can	
  we	
  use	
  measurement	
  to	
  inform	
  feedback	
  
within	
  these	
  interacDons?	
  

ì  How	
  can	
  we	
  develop	
  metrics	
  and	
  benchmarks	
  to	
  
create	
  data-­‐driven	
  feedback?	
  



The	
  Stages	
  of	
  Implementation	
  
Completion	
  (SIC)TM	
  

ì  IniDally	
  developed	
  to	
  measure	
  the	
  TFCO	
  implementaDon	
  
process	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  large	
  scale	
  implementaDon	
  trial	
  to	
  scale-­‐
up	
  TFCO	
  (Chamberlain	
  PI,	
  NIMH	
  R01MH076158)	
  

ì  Measures	
  implementaDon	
  acDviDes	
  from	
  Engagement	
  to	
  
Competency	
  

ì  Spans	
  three	
  Phases:	
  Pre-­‐implementaDon,	
  ImplementaDon,	
  
Sustainment	
  

ì  Has	
  been	
  adapted	
  for	
  mulDple	
  EBPs	
  in	
  different	
  service	
  
sectors	
  including	
  JJ,	
  CWS,	
  HIV	
  PrevenDon,	
  Housing,	
  Substance	
  
Use,	
  Primary	
  Care,	
  Mental	
  Health,	
  Schools	
  



Operationalizing	
  Implementation	
  
ì  AcDviDes	
  that	
  are	
  thought	
  to	
  be	
  necessary	
  for	
  implementaDon	
  

ì  AcDviDes	
  that	
  are	
  conducted	
  as	
  usual	
  pracDce	
  (even	
  without	
  
evidence	
  of	
  being	
  necessary)	
  during	
  implementaDon	
  

ì  Date	
  driven	
  
ì  Must	
  define	
  what	
  “completed”	
  means	
  
ì  Must	
  define	
  what	
  missing	
  data	
  means	
  

	
  not	
  completed	
  
	
  not	
  completed	
  because	
  not	
  relevant	
  in	
  this	
  implementaDon	
  context	
  
	
  completed	
  but	
  with	
  a	
  previous	
  implementaDon	
  
	
  completed	
  but	
  not	
  certain	
  when	
  it	
  happened	
  
	
  	
  



8 Stages:                                      Involvement: 
1.  Engagement    System Leader 
2.  Consideration of Feasibility  System Leader, Agency 
3.  Readiness Planning   System Leader, Agency 
 
4.  Staff Hired and Trained   Agency, Practitioner 
5.  Adherence Monitoring   Practitioner, Client 

 Established     
6.  Services and Consultation  Practitioner, Client 
7.  Ongoing Services,    Practitioner, Client 
     Consultation, Fidelity, Feedback 
 
8.  Competency (certification)  System Leader, Agency, 

     Practitioner, Client 

	
  

Pre	
  

Imp	
  

Sus	
  

SIC	
  Stages	
  



TFCO	
  SIC	
  Activities	
  Within	
  Stage	
  

1.  Engagement 
 Date agreed to consider implementation  

2.  Consideration of Feasibility 
 Date of stakeholder meeting #1   

3.  Readiness Planning 
 Date of cost calculator/funding plan review 

4. Staff Hired and Trained 
 Date of initial supervisor training   

5. Adherence Monitoring Established 
 Date fidelity technology set-up  

6. Services and Consultation Begin 
 Date of first client served 

7.  Ongoing Services, Consultation, Fidelity, Feedback 
 Date of Implementation Review #1   

8.  Competency (certification) 
  Date of first certification application submitted   



Yields	
  THREE	
  Scores	
  

ì DuraDon	
  
	
  
ì ProporDon	
  
	
  
ì Stage	
  Score	
  



§  Reliably distinguish good from poor performers 

§  Reliability distinguishes between implementation strategies 

§  Meaningful prediction of implementation milestones 

§  Pre-implementation SIC behavior predicts successful program 
start-up 

§  Pre-implementation SIC behavior predicts discontinuing 
program 

§  Pre-implementation and implementation behavior combined 
predict development of Competency (Stage 8)  

 

TFCO-­‐SIC	
  Outcomes	
  



What	
  Is	
  Pre-­‐Implementation?	
  	
  

ì  Stage	
  1:	
  Engagement	
  
	
  Date	
  site	
  informed/learned	
  of	
  TFCO	
  services	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  interest	
  indicated	
  
	
  Date	
  agreed	
  to	
  consider	
  implemenDng	
  

ì  Stage	
  2:	
  ConsideraDon	
  of	
  Feasibility	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  first	
  response	
  to	
  planning	
  contact	
  
	
  Date	
  Stakeholder	
  meeDng	
  #1	
  held	
  
	
  Date	
  Feasibility	
  QuesDonnaire	
  completed	
  



What	
  Is	
  Pre-­‐Implementation?	
  	
  

ì  Stage	
  3:	
  Readiness	
  Planning	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  cost	
  calculator/funding	
  plan	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  staff	
  sequencing,	
  Dmeline,	
  hiring	
  plan	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  Foster	
  Parent	
  recruitment	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  referral	
  criteria	
  and	
  liaison	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  communicaDon	
  plan	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  stakeholder	
  meeDng	
  #2	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  wriOen	
  implementaDon	
  plan	
  	
  
	
  Date	
  provider	
  selected	
  



Which	
  Aspects	
  are	
  Most	
  Influential?	
  

ì  QualitaDve	
  interviews	
  with	
  acDvely	
  implemenDng	
  
sites	
  

ì  Encouraged	
  bi-­‐direcDonal	
  developer-­‐agency	
  
dialogue	
  

ì  Provided	
  insights	
  into	
  common	
  challenges	
  

ì  Provided	
  insights	
  into	
  the	
  rigor-­‐flexibility	
  tension	
  
	
  



Combining	
  Qualitative	
  and	
  Quantitative	
  
Data	
  
ì  Stage	
  3:	
  Readiness	
  Planning	
  

	
  Date	
  of	
  cost	
  calculator/funding	
  plan	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  staff	
  sequencing,	
  Dmeline,	
  hiring	
  plan	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  Foster	
  Parent	
  recruitment	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  referral	
  criteria	
  and	
  liaison	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  communicaDon	
  plan	
  review	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  stakeholder	
  meeDng	
  #2	
  
	
  Date	
  of	
  wriOen	
  implementaDon	
  plan	
  	
  
	
  Date	
  provider	
  selected	
  



Using	
  Data	
  to	
  Guide	
  Success	
  

Turning	
  Lessons	
  Learned	
  into	
  ImplementaDon	
  Feedback	
  and	
  
Support	
  Tools	
  



TIP	
  SHEETS	
  

ì  Foster	
  Parent	
  Recruitment	
  

ì  Referral/Eligibility	
  Criteria	
  



Web-­‐Based	
  SIC	
  

ì  Developed	
  with	
  funding	
  from	
  NIMH	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  an	
  
AdministraDve	
  Supplement	
  to	
  a	
  larger	
  SIC	
  evaluaDon	
  
grant	
  (Saldana,	
  PI;	
  R01	
  MH097748-­‐S1)	
  

ì  User-­‐friendly	
  data	
  entry	
  to	
  address	
  challenges	
  of	
  
being	
  date	
  driven	
  

ì  Build	
  a	
  Repository	
  of	
  SIC	
  data	
  across	
  mulDple	
  
pracDces	
  

ì  Develop	
  a	
  method	
  for	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  improve	
  
the	
  chance	
  for	
  implementaDon	
  success	
  

	
  



































Enhancing	
  Consultation	
  





Combining	
  Implementation	
  and	
  Program	
  
Delivery	
  Data	
  











Future	
  Directions	
  

ì  Develop	
  a	
  protocol	
  for	
  using	
  the	
  implementaDon	
  feedback	
  
system	
  

ì  Evaluate	
  the	
  effecDveness	
  of	
  implementaDon	
  feedback	
  
ì  In	
  TFCO	
  
ì  Equally	
  effecDve	
  across	
  EBPs?	
  

ì  If	
  demonstrated	
  to	
  be	
  effecDve,	
  then	
  ulDmately	
  another	
  
implementaDon	
  challenge	
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For other practice specific SIC information, scoring, and analysis, please contact Lisa Saldana: lisas@oslc.org 

BSFT - STAGES OF IMPLEMENTATION COMPLETION 
 

Site ID: __ __ __ 

Implementation Initiated By:  State = 1, County = 2, Agency = 3, Other = 4 
Funding Stream:    Medicaid = 1, Private Insurance = 2, Grant = 3, Other = 4 
Region:     Domestic = 1, International = 2  
     Location Name: ____________________________ 

 
Stage 1 – Engagement  

 
Activity Date 

1_a Date of program availability/BSFT model presentation _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_b Date of email or phone call to request information by site _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_c Date receipt of scope of work _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_d Date response to scope of work occurs _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_e Date phone call scheduled _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_f Date receipt of cost schedule _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_g Date conference call held _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

1_x Did site discontinue their implementation process in this 
stage? If yes, please indicate the date 
(declined to consider implementation) 

_ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

Note  

 

 

 
 Stage 1 Complete � 

 

Stage 2 – Consideration of Feasibility  Activity Date 

2_a Date clarification of cost schedule _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_b Date clarification of therapist and staffing requirements _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_c Date of feasibility call #1 _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_d Date of feasibility call #2 _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_e Date of review referral pipeline _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_f Date of identification of funding source _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

2_x Did site discontinue their implementation process in this 
stage? If yes, please indicate the date 

 

_ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

Note  

 

 
 Stage 2 Complete � 

  

SIC	
  TEAM	
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For other practice specific SIC information, scoring, and analysis, please contact Lisa Saldana: lisas@oslc.org 

BSFT - STAGES OF IMPLEMENTATION COMPLETION 
 

Site ID: __ __ __ 

Implementation Initiated By:  State = 1, County = 2, Agency = 3, Other = 4 
Funding Stream:    Medicaid = 1, Private Insurance = 2, Grant = 3, Other = 4 
Region:     Domestic = 1, International = 2  
     Location Name: ____________________________ 

 
Stage 1 – Engagement  

 
Activity Date 

1_a Date of program availability/BSFT model presentation _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_b Date of email or phone call to request information by site _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_c Date receipt of scope of work _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_d Date response to scope of work occurs _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_e Date phone call scheduled _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_f Date receipt of cost schedule _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
1_g Date conference call held _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

1_x Did site discontinue their implementation process in this 
stage? If yes, please indicate the date 
(declined to consider implementation) 

_ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

Note  

 

 

 
 Stage 1 Complete � 

 

Stage 2 – Consideration of Feasibility  Activity Date 

2_a Date clarification of cost schedule _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_b Date clarification of therapist and staffing requirements _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_c Date of feasibility call #1 _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_d Date of feasibility call #2 _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_e Date of review referral pipeline _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 
2_f Date of identification of funding source _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

2_x Did site discontinue their implementation process in this 
stage? If yes, please indicate the date 

 

_ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

Note  

 

 
 Stage 2 Complete � 

  


