
 
 

Welcome. We’re Sara Afflerback and Mel Howlett  



 

We work for ORS Impact, a consulting firm established in 1989. ORS Impact measures the hard-to-measure, 

using a customized approach, not one-size-fits-all.  

We specialize in the areas listed here. We will be making presentations on many of these topics here at AEA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

This morning we are going to… 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

Imagine you are the evaluator for an early learning initiative in the region, funded by a large, local 

nonprofit. You and your team spend many hours collecting, analyzing, and reporting on assessments from 

participating families. The initiative is mid-course. When you deliver the report to the Director of Early 

Learning at the nonprofit, what do you want her to do?  

 



 

ORS Impact believes evaluation reporting should include data visualization and design because it…. 
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ORS Impact believes evaluation reporting should include data visualization and design because it…. 

 



 

Next is a real example of the demographic data we presented to a client in 2012-13. And line graphs of how 

assessment scores differed between two groups. 
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Table 3 | Percentage of children with particular demographic characteristics 

Characteristic22 2013 Cohort (n=494) 2014 Cohort (n=547) 

Gender 

Male 48% 51% 

Female 52% 50% 

Ethnicity23 

African 31% 24% 

Hispanic 31% 39% 

African American 10% 9% 

White 7% 6% 

Vietnamese 6% 2% 

Multiethnic 5% 5% 

Chinese 5% 5% 

Other Asian24 3% 6% 

American Indian 2% 2% 

Pacific Islander <1% <1% 

Other25 <1% 2% 

Language 

English 26% 21% 

Non-English 74% 79% 

Spanish 39% 45% 

Somali 26% 15% 

Other African (Amharic, Oromo) 9% 6% 

Vietnamese 8% 2% 

Other26 7% 19% 

Chinese Languages 6% 3% 

Other Asian27 3% 6% 

Arabic 2% 3% 

Number of Siblings 

Zero 21% 28% 

One 32% 33% 

Two 25% 20% 

Three 13% 11% 

Four 6% 5% 

Five or more28 4% 3% 

                                                

22Coordinators gather participants’ demographic information upon enrollment. 

23 Ethnicity categories are defined by PCHP National Office. 

24 Includes Filipino, Korean, and Indian 
25 Unspecified other ethnicity.  
26 Includes multilingual or other languages not included as options in the MIS 
27 Includes Cambodian, Cham, Laotian, and Indian languages 
28In the 2013 Cohort, 2% have five additional children, 1% have six, 1% have seven, and less than 1% have eight.  In the 
2014 Cohort, 2% have five additional children, 1% have six, and less than 1% have eight. The average number of siblings 
for Cohort 13  was 1.7 and the average number of siblings for Cohort 14 was 1.4. 
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Figure 7 | Average overall PACT scores for high school graduates versus non-

high-school graduates 

 

 

Figure 8 | Average overall CBT scores for children of high school graduates 

versus non-high-school graduates 
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When we submitted that report, we didn’t feel good. We knew it was going to sit in a drawer and never be 

used. But rather than dwelling on that, we turned our attention to the following year.  

What other products could we make to better share the key findings? So we made… 

 



 

A visual executive summary for the client to share with funders/other interested parties that don’t have the 

attention span to read the full report. 

 



 

 

The Parent‐Child Home Program  is a research‐based early literacy and school readiness program for two‐ to four‐year‐olds and 

their parents. A trained home visitor, typically of the same cultural background, provides twice‐weekly visits over a two‐year period.  

1058 families in King County   9 implementing agencies

 

 

 

 

Changes  in parents and children are measured using observational assessment  tools,  the Parent and Child Together  (PACT)  for 

parents and the Child Behavior Traits (CBT) for children. Progress is measured four times over the course of the program: at the 

beginning of Year 1, at the end of Year 1, at the beginning of Year 2, and at the end of Year 2.  

2013‐2014 Evaluation of the Parent‐Child Home Program in King County

Executive Summary 

90% of participating 

families had household 

incomes below the federal 

poverty line 

More than 75% of parents 

were born outside the 

United States; many 

immigrated from Mexico, 

Somalia, Ethiopia, or China 

Participants were 

extremely diverse; many 

families served identify as 

Hispanic (38%), African 

(27%), African American 

(9%), and White (5%) 

At least three quarters of 

families primarily speak a 

language other than 

English in the home, 

including Spanish, Somali, 

and Chinese languages 

Icons from flaticon.com 

Analysis of average CBT scores show increases in 

Children Parents 

Outcomes 

Who was served? 

Never Never

Analysis
 
 of average PACT scores show increases in  

parents’ positive behavior with their children.   children’s positive behavior. 

Rarely

Sometimes

Rarely

Often

Always

Sometimes

Always

Often



 

 

 
PCHP is particularly effective for non-English-speaking families and for 

families with parents who did not graduate from high school 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2013‐2014 Evaluation of the Parent‐Child Home Program in King County

Executive Summary 

The first day she [went] to school, she took a test and she knew 

every color, every shape, even counting.  She was comfortable . . . 

everything the teacher asked, she knew. And the [teacher] asked 

me, ‘You say this was her first day in school? But I see that you 

teach her.’ – PCHP parent 

Outcomes 

Parents Children 
At baseline Non‐English‐speaking parents scored lower 

on average than English‐speaking parents on the PACT, 

but they had closed the gap by the end of the two‐year 

program  

 
Similarly, average PACT scores for parents that are high 

school graduates were lower at baseline than for non‐

high‐school graduates, but the gap had nearly closed by 

the end of the year two           

Difference 
at baseline

Often

Baseline
End of 
Year 1

Start of 
Year 2

End of 
Program

Often

Difference 
at baseline

Baseline
End of 
Year 1

Start of 
Year 2

End of 
Program

Though children of Non‐English‐speaking families 

scored lower at baseline on average than children of 

English‐speaking families on the CBT, they had closed 

the gap by the end of year two   

 
Likewise, average CBT scores for children of high 

school graduates were lower at baseline than for 

children of non‐high‐school graduates, but the gap 

narrowed over the two years 

Often

Difference 
at baseline

Baseline
End of 
Year 1

Start of 
Year 2

End of 
Program

Baseline
End of 
Year 1

Start of 
Year 2

End of 
Program

Difference 
at baseline



 

A slide deck for the team to easily copy and paste viz into other products/presentations. (Notice it is the same 

demographic data).  



$25,000-$30,000 

(5%)

$30k-$40k

(3%)
>$40k

(1%)

Under $10,000 (31%)

$10,000 -$15,000 (28%)

$15,000 -$20,000 (20%)

$20,000 -$25,000 (12%)

Over $25,000 (9%)

Under $10,000 (30%)

$10,000 -$15,000 (22%)

$15,000 -$20,000 (23%)

$20,000 -$25,000 (15%)

Over $25,000 

(10%)

$25,000-$30,000 

(5%)

$30k-$40k

(3%)
>$40k

(1%)

Distribution of PCHP families within income brackets by cohort year

2015 2014



Top Ten Countries of Origin 

for PCHP Primary Caregivers

not Born in the USA

1. Mexico- 285 caregivers

2. Somalia -219 caregivers

3. Ethiopia -79 caregivers

4. China -58 caregivers

5. Vietnam - 45 caregivers

6. El Salvador - 24 caregivers

7. Burma - 21 caregivers

8. Guatemala - 19 caregivers

9. Iraq - 16 caregivers

10. Eritrea - 12 caregivers



2015 2014

Distribution of PCHP families’ self-reported race & ethnicity by cohort 
year



Distribution of PCHP families’ self-reported language primarily spoken 
at home by cohort year

2015 2014



"Often"
threshold

Speak
English

Do not
Speak
English

Baseline End of Year 1 Start of Year 2 End of Program

Trend of average PACT scores among Non-English speaking families 
compared with that of English speaking families in the 2014 graduating 
cohort



 

A data placemat to share back findings with agency staff. Shout out to Innovation Network – we learned this 

method of sharing back evaluation data from them.  

 



Agency X PCHP Program Data 2011-2014

███ Above Poverty Level

███ Below Poverty Level

94%

6%

2014

84%

2014

███ Arabic

███ Other Asian

███ Chinese Languages

███ Other

███ Vietnamese

███ Other African

███ Somali

███ Spanish

94%

2014

███ English Learners

███ Primarily Speak English

Female 
56%

Male 
44%

0%

79%

3%

12%

0%

0%

0%

6%

African

Hispanic

African American

White

Vietnamese

Multiethnic

Chinese

Other Asian

English

Languages other than 
English

Federal Poverty 
Level

Gender (2014 
only)

Race/ Ethnicity (2014 only)

n=34

n=34

n=34

n=34

n=34

1



Agency X PCHP Program Data 2011-2014

85%

2014

94%

2014

79%

21%

201435%

32%

18%

6%
6%
3%0%

2014

███ Over $40,000

███ $30,000-$40,000

███ $25,000-$30,000

███ $20,000-$25,000

███ $15,000-$20,000

███ $10,000-$15,000

███ Under $10,000

Primary Caregiver 

Parents

Average starting age of child in 
years

███ Single parents        ███ Partnered

███ Mother

███ Grandmother

███ Foster Parent/Other

███ Father

Annual Income Ranges

███ Were/ are teen parents      ███ Not teen parents

Teen Parents

n=34

n=34
n=34

n=34
n=34

1.87

1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

2014

2



 

And an infographic to summarize key findings from each agency to help them recruit potential funders, 

families, etc.  

 



Agency X PCHP Report   2014 Program Year

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Key Findings

One Family's Story

Changes in Parents & ChildrenWho We Serve

Parent and Child Together (PACT) Scores

2.84

2.52

Agency X 2014 (n=17)

King County 2014 (n=296)

+0.61***

3.44

+0.91***

3.43

2.60 2.71
3.05 2.93

2.37 2.33

2.72 2.60

+0.7*** +0.6***
+0.7***

+0.4***+1.0*** +1.0***
+0.8*** +0.9***3.26 3.26 3.78

3.363.34 3.32
3.54 3.47

Communication Consistency Showing Affection Responsiveness

2.47

2.23

Agency X 2014 (n=15)

King County 2014 (n=300)

+0.87***

3.34

+1.16***

3.38

Child Behavior Traits (CBT) Scores

2.60 2.72

2.12

2.47 2.47
2.23

2.43

1.93
2.24 2.30

+0.8***

+0.3 ns

+1.3***
+0.9***+1.1***

+0.9*** +1.4*** +1.1***

3.38
2.97

3.42 3.333.32 3.36 3.34 3.35 +1.3***

3.56
+1.1***

3.60

Independence Social Cooperation Cognitive Abilities Emotional Stability Task Orientation

Teacher Rating of Oral Language and Literacy 
(TROLL) Scores

2.78 2.82
3.30

2.42 2.47

2.94

+0.5*

no 
significant 
increase

+0.1 ns
+0.9***

+0.7***

+0.7***3.24
3.443.29 3.14

3.64

Language Use Reading Print Concepts

Agency X 2014 
(n=9)

King County 2014 
(n=319)

• Mothers were the primary caregivers for every participating 

family at Agency X

• Nearly 80% of families at Agency X are two-parent 

households

• Slightly more than 60% of Agency X families fall below the 

Federal Poverty Level

• All 2014 Agency X families that did not primarily speak 

English were Spanish speakers

• PACT average scores are comparable for parents from Agency X 

and for parents from PCHP in King County overall; Agency X 

parents are especially strong in the affection subscale

• CBT average scores are similar for children from Agency X  and 

children from King County PCHP overall, except for the social 

cooperation subscale where they score higher at baseline

• Despite Agency X children having lower reading scores , their 

TROLL average scores for language use and print concepts 

are comparable with King County PCHP children overall

Demographic Findings

Assessments

“We had one family where the parents separated while the child 
was in the program. I was worried for the child. I did not know 
how it would affect her. 

After a little while, the father called me. He has her four days a 
week, and he is still in the area served by the Agency. He made it 
a priority for the child to continue with the program. 

I was happy when I saw that the child was doing good. The father 
interacts. He is trying, doing a good job. The child has done very 
well. She is in her second year now. It is almost as if this was 
her stability; something that kept going.”

Key to Changes in Parents & Children

of 2014 Agency X 
families speak
primarily English

6%

speak primarily 
Spanish94%

61% of 2014 families fall below the 
2013 Federal Poverty Level

of 2014 families earn less than 
$15,000 per year

78%
of 2014 families come from 
two-parent households

39%

Agency X

King County

Baseline scores "Often" Benchmark Line

Agency X

King County

Improvement at the 
end of year 2

● For overall assessment scores, data bars are oriented horizontally, as seen above. For subscale scores 

(which are subsets of the assessments that measure particular developmental factors), the bars are 
oriented vertically

● Asterisks indicate that the improvement in scores was statistically significant (i.e. whether it was unlikely 

that they were due to chance), with *** indicating a p value of ≤ 0.001, ** indicating a p value of ≤ 0.01, * 
indicating a p value of ≤ 0.05, and “ns” indicating a score that was not statistically significant.

Notes:



 

 



 

Consider the audience for your reporting when deciding which visual product to use.  
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Consider the audience for your reporting when deciding which visual product to use.  

 



 

Consider the audience for your reporting when deciding which visual product to use.  

 

  



 

 

If you are a third party evaluator, consult with your client to understand your priority audience. Some groups 

want and look forward to traditional report. 

The most important thing is the fit the product to the org culture, appetite for data, and data literacy of your 

audience.  

 



 
 

Also consider the purpose of your reporting… 
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Also consider the purpose of your reporting… 

 

 

 



 

 

Also consider the purpose of your reporting… 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



 

Also consider the purpose of your reporting… 

 

  



 

 

Also consider the purpose of your reporting… 



 

Given your audience and purpose, decide which abbreviated visual product is the best fit.  



 

Use these questions to help you prioritize data and findings for the abbreviated product.  



 

 

We want to emphasize that we are sharing one example to help illustrate what we mean by additional 

products to accompany a more traditional evaluation report. You by no means need to create and use all of 

them, and you don’t need to use them in these ways. 

Now we will do a short activity to give you a chance to try it on your own… 

 



 

 



 

 



 

It is also important to note that abbreviated visual products: 

• Require more time and money 

• Also require upfront skill building/professional development  

• Are not the end-all-be-all; still need to facilitate learning and to promote use  

 



 

What questions do you have? 

 



 

 

  



□ Accountability

□ Closing the Feedback Loop

□ Field Building

Who is your primary audience for the evaluation data and/or findings?

Decision Makers

□ Funders

□ Boards

□ Policy makers

Implementers

□ Leadership

□ Staff

□ Grantees

Beneficiaries

□ Individuals

□ Families

□ Communities

Related Orgs

□ Partners

□ The field

For what purpose? (check all that apply)

ORS Impact’s Guide to Effective Evaluation Reporting
Which abbreviated visual product is best suited to accompany (or replace) your evaluation report?

What level of detail does your 
primary audience have appetite for?

Is a visual product appropriate considering 
the organizational culture and personality 

of your primary audience?

What state are the data in?

Traditional 
evaluation report

Visual executive 
summary

Infographic Data placemat
Slide deck of 

visuals/graphics

High Medium to low

No Yes

Analyzed, interpreted, 
and ready for reporting

Need interpretation

Choose one or more of the following:

□ Learning

□ Marketing

□ Merit and Worth

Given the primary audience and purpose you identified, use the flow chart to help determine which product(s) are best 
suited for evaluation reporting:

A U D I E N C E   &   P U R P O S E

C O N S I D E R A T I O N S

□ Other: ______________



1

What does your primary audience need to know from this evaluative effort?

Which evaluation data and/or findings would enable your primary audience to make decisions or to take action? 

Keep the evaluation/reporting purpose in mind!

What will it take for them to digest the prioritized data and/or findings?
Consider your primary audience’s data literacy or ability to interpret graphics.

Refer to resources that outline design principles, such as:

What other ways might you facilitate learning and promote use of these evaluation data and/or findings?

• Stephanie Evergreen’s Data Visualization Checklist: stephanieevergreen.com/wp-
content/uploads/2014/05/DataVizChecklist_May2014.pdf

• Ann K. Emery’s Chart Choosing Tool: annkemery.com/essentials/

• The Data Visualization Catalogue: datavizcatalogue.com/

2

ORS Impact’s Guide to Effective Evaluation Reporting
Which abbreviated visual product is best suited to accompany (or replace) your evaluation report?

D E S I G N

http://stephanieevergreen.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/DataVizChecklist_May2014.pdf
http://annkemery.com/essentials/
http://www.datavizcatalogue.com/



