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I.  Introduction 
 
The United States has the highest youth homicide rate among 26 of the wealthiest nations, and 

homicide is the second leading cause of death for black males between the ages of 15-24 years old 

(Cunningham et al., 2008). Youth who are victims of assaults are more likely to become adult 

perpetrators or victims in assaults multiple times in their lives (Mendard, 2002). According to Caputo, et 

al., victims of violent injury are more than twice as likely to “die of violent death compared with matched 

control subjects” (as cited by Juillard, et al., 2016, p. 1156).  

Hospital-based violence intervention programs (HVIPs) have been developed to break the cycle 

of violence (Juillard, et al, 2016). One such HVIP is the Wraparound Project (Wraparound), which is 

housed in San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH) and funded by the city of San Francisco and SFGH, 

amongst others. Wraparound is unique because SFGH’s Trauma Center treats 97% of the injuries that 

occur in the city, making it a key location to address the issue of violent injuries in San Francisco (Juillard, 

et al., 2016). Wraparound offers previously injured individuals intensive, culturally competent1 case 

management, with the goal of ending violent injury recidivism in San Francisco.  In 2011, Wraparound 

was extended to include the Weapons in Minors Possession (WIMP) program, the main focus of this 

evaluation plan. WIMP participants are youth who are referred by probation officers or are court-ordered2 

to participate in the program, many of whom were previously found to be in possession of weapons or 

were incarcerated. WIMP educates youth about the severity of damages caused by the use of weapons 

and aims to promote empathy with victims of violence. 

WIMP consists of a one-day workshop during which participants visit SFGH to meet with case 

managers, trauma nurses, social workers, and victims of violent injury to gain a firsthand understanding of 

the consequences of carrying weapons. During the workshop, participants 1) hear case managers share 

                                                
1 Cultural competence is defined as “the ability of providers and organizations to effectively deliver health 
care services that meet the social, cultural, and linguistic needs of patients” (as cited by “Cultural 
Competence in Health Care,” 2004). 
2 Court-ordered participants are ordered by the County of San Francisco’s Superior Court to participate in 
the program as a part of the participants’ probationary requirements. 
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personal stories of involvement with violence and life-saving changes they have observed in Wraparound 

clients, 2) meet Wraparound clients, who are former victims and survivors of violent crimes, and 3) tour 

SFGH’s emergency room and intensive care unit, where they view a trauma room and learn about the 

effect of violent injuries from trauma nurses who work with patients firsthand. The participants also 

complete pre- and post-program questionnaires that assess their views on weapons and violence.  

Although Wraparound has been evaluated extensively over the ten years it has been in operation, 

WIMP is a relatively new program (six years) that has only been preliminarily evaluated using data 

collected from 2011-2015. To date, no formal evaluation plan has been developed. This proposed 

evaluation plan is designed for youth who have been previously incarcerated. Results from this evaluation 

will be used to check the WIMP program’s alignment with its overarching goals. The findings from this 

evaluation may also be used to inform curriculum for WIMP program delivery in schools. The WIMP team 

has not yet planned who will conduct the evaluation once the plan is completed. The evaluation report will 

be shared with staff, grantors, and future funders of the program. 

 
II.  Goals & Objectives 
 

Problem: Annually, approximately 775,000 youth aged 15-24 receive medical care for non-fatal 

violent injuries in the U.S., putting significant stress on the individuals, their families, and communities, 

and creating substantial costs in healthcare systems (Cunningham et al., 2008). Wraparound evaluations 

have also found that 39% of participants have post-traumatic stress disorder post-injury and are often 

considered disabled for a portion of their lives, which has significant, long-term impacts on the health and 

financial well-being of the individuals, their families, and their communities (San Francisco Wraparound 

Project). 

Cost estimates, completed in 1999, show that nonfatal injuries cost approximately $24,353 in 

medical care costs and $57,029 in lost productivity per person (Cook et al., 1999). Based on cost 

calculations done by Wraparound, those injured due to violence cost a total of $49,000/individual 

(personal and taxpayer costs) in San Francisco (San Francisco Wraparound Project). The WIMP program 
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addresses these social and financial costs by aiming to prevent violent injury for at-risk youth. 

 

Goals: The WIMP program was created to reduce weapon related injury and incarceration rates among 

youth in San Francisco. WIMP’s goals are: 

 
1. Educate youth who are at-risk for or have already been arrested for weapons possession. 
2. Increase youths’ understanding of the impact that weapons have on victims, victims' family 

members, and perpetrators. 
3. Reduce the number of at-risk and court-ordered youth being admitted to SFGH Trauma Center 

for injuries caused by the use of weapons. 
4. Reduce the number of at-risk and court-ordered youth being incarcerated for possession of 

weapons.   
5. Aid in the rehabilitation of Wraparound clients by allowing them to share their experiences and 

influence those in similar positions as themselves. 
 

 
Objectives: Each goal has its own set of process and outcome objectives. 
 
Goal 1: Educate youth who are at-risk or have already been arrested for weapons possession. 
Process Objectives 

● 1.1 Each quarter, at least 90%3 of participants complete pre-workshop surveys. 
● 1.2 Each quarter, at least 90% of participants complete post-workshop surveys. 
● 1.3 At least 50% of all San Francisco youth incarcerated for weapons possession or assault are 

referred to and/or participate in the WIMP program. 
● 1.4 At least 150 San Francisco teens have participated in the WIMP program by January 2019. 

 
Outcome Objectives 

● 1.1 Each quarter, at least 80% of participants report viewing speakers and facilitator as role 
models for change. 

● 1.2 Each quarter, at least 80% of participants report increased ability to determine their own 
future and influence events that affect their lives pertaining to weapons use and violence. 
 

Goal 2: Increase youth’s understanding of the impact that weapons have on the victims, victims' 
family members, and perpetrators. 
Process Objectives 

● 2.1 Each quarter, 90% of participants write essays reflecting upon their experience. 
● 2.2 Each quarter, 90% of workshops are delivered as intended based on WIMP program protocol. 

 
Outcome Objectives 

● 2.1 Each quarter, 90 percent of participants report 1-point increase in awareness of the 
consequences of carrying weapons. 

● 2.2 Each quarter, 90% of participants report that they feel more comfortable speaking with family 
or friends about the consequences of using or carrying weapons. 

● 2.3 Upon 1-year follow-up, 80% of participants report 1-point percentage reduced use of 

                                                
3 Targets were decided upon through conversation between the evaluation planning team and the WIMP 
team. 
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weapons. 
● 2.4 Upon 1-year follow-up, 80% of participants report 1-point percentage reduced use of 

weapons. 
 

Goal 3: Reduce the number of at-risk and court-ordered youth being admitted to SFGH Trauma 
Center for injuries caused by the use of weapons. 
Outcome Objectives  

● 3.1 Upon 1-year follow-up, at least 80% of participants are not admitted to SFGH Trauma Center 
due to violence-related injuries. 
 

Goal 4: Reduce the number of at-risk and court-ordered youth being incarcerated for possession 
of weapons.  
Outcome Objectives 

● 4.1 Upon 1-year follow-up, less than 10% of participants are reincarcerated for weapons 
possession. 

● 4.2 Upon 1-year follow-up, reincarceration rates among WIMP program participants are 
60.3/100,000 (see Table 1 below). 
 

Goal 5: Aid in the rehabilitation of Wraparound clients. 
Process Objectives 

● 5.1 Each workshop, 100% of participants are actively engaged during the workshop. 
 
Outcome Objectives 

● 5.1 Within a 1-year period, 90% of WIMP speakers from Wraparound report that speaking at the 
WIMP workshop aided in their recovery from their violent injury. 

● 5.2 Within a 1-year period, 90% of WIMP speakers from Wraparound report that they felt they 
influenced youth in similar situations as themselves to make safer choices in carrying weapons by 
speaking at the WIMP workshop. 

● 5.3 Upon 1-year follow-up, 80% of WIMP speakers from Wraparound report that speaking at the 
WIMP workshop aided in their recovery from their violent injury. 

● 5.4 Within 1-year follow-up, 90% of WIMP speakers from Wraparound report that they felt they 
influenced youth in similar situations as themselves to make safer choices in carrying weapons by 
speaking at the WIMP workshop. 
 

 
III.  Theories of Change 
 

WIMP’s logic model is grounded in Social Learning Theory, where learning is acquired through a 

social context and new patterns of behavior can be acquired through direct experience and/or 

observations (Bandura, 1971). This theory emphasizes the importance of self-efficacy in shaping an 

individual’s behavior change. Self-efficacy is the perception individuals have of their capacity to determine 

their own future and influence events that affect their lives (Bandura, 1994).  

According to Social Learning Theory, an individual's self-efficacy is influenced by four sources: 1) 

past individual experiences; 2) vicarious experiences; 3) encouragement from others; and 4) physiological 
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states (Bandura, 1994). WIMP introduces participants to a variety of people, including victims of violent 

injuries with whom they may identify and professionals who understand firsthand the consequences of 

violent injuries caused by weapons. Participants enter the program with their own experiences of weapon-

related violence and hear personal accounts from case managers, former victims, and family members. 

When combined with nurse-led tours of SFGH’s Trauma Center, participants develop “thoughts or 

hypotheses about the types of behavior most likely to succeed” (Bandura, 1971), which then guide their 

future actions (Dulany & O’Connell, 1963). The WIMP workshops attempt to address three of the four 

influences on participants’ sense of self-efficacy by allowing them to have a space in which they can 

discuss past experiences, be introduced to a number of individuals with relatable experiences from whom 

they can learn vicariously from, and interact with individuals who provide encouragement to make safe 

decisions.  

 WIMP’s framework is derived from a number of theories grounded in research and the team’s 

experience working on Wraparound. Firstly, WIMP is based on the assumption that addressing a number 

of risk factors in concert with one another will result in reduction of the number of individuals sustaining 

weapon-related injuries, compared to addressing risk factors in isolation. This theory is based on public 

health best practices and prior work done by Wraparound (Julliard, et al, 2016). The WIMP program 

works with stakeholders across sectors -- probation officers, UCSF staff, and SFGH trauma nurses and 

social workers -- to address multiple risk factors. Secondly, WIMP is based on the theory that hospitals 

offer a place where people are likely to reconsider their lifestyles and choices (San Francisco 

Wraparound Project). When in the hospital environment, participants may choose to reconsider their 

choices to carry weapons and their involvement in potentially dangerous activities. Thirdly, the WIMP 

program is based on the theory that culturally competent injury prevention will better allow participants to 

build trust with workshop facilitators, victims, and healthcare workers compared to programs that do not 

take participants’ past experiences and communities into consideration (Julliard, et al, 2016). 

IV.  Logic Model 
See following page. 
  



Wraparound Project’s 
relationships with SFGH 
trauma nurses and social 
workers. 

Wraparound Project’s 
relationships with 
probation officers and 
courts. 

San Francisco General 
Hospital (SFGH)  building 
- WIMP office as meeting 
space, and hospital 
Emergency Room and 
Intensive Care Unit (ICU) 
as tour locations. 

Participants complete 
pre- and post-program 
surveys. 

Participants visit 
Emergency Department 
and Intensive Care Unit, 
and meet with SFGH 
nurses and social 
workers.  

Participants meet with 
victims  who share 
personal stories 
involving injuries due to 
violence. 

WIMP facilitator gives an 
overview of the program 
and shares cases they 
have worked on. 

Participants attend 
WIMP program. 

Participants write essay 
about their experience in 
the WIMP program. 

Participants receive 
certificate of completion. 

STO4: Participants’ 
probation is reduced. 

STO2: Participants 
report increased 
awareness of the 
severity and variety of 
damages caused by use 
of weapons. 
 

STO1: At the end of the 
WIMP workshop, 
participants report 
increased awareness of 
consequences of 
carrying weapons. 

IMO2: Participants 
speak with families and 
friends about the costs 
and damages of weapon 
use. 

LTO1: Primary violent 
injury prevention for 
participants and their 
families. 

INPUTS ACTIVITIES OUTPUTS OUTCOMES 

Short-Term Intermediate Long-Term 
WIMP case manager 
receives referrals from 
probation officers and 
courts. 

Wraparound Project case 
manager as a facilitator 
and victims as WIMP 
speakers. 

Wraparound provides 
surveys, cost analysis 
research poster, 
certificates of completion 
and question guidelines 
for participants. 

Facilitator explains the 
financial cost of being 
injured due to violence. 

STO3: Participants 
report increased ability 
to speak with friends and 
family about the costs of 
the use of weapons. 

LTO2: Reincarceration 
of participants is 
prevented. 

IMO1: Participants carry 
weapons less frequently 
or not at all. 

LTO3: Financial costs 
of violent injuries are 
reduced at individual, 
interpersonal and 
community levels. 

IMO3: Participants do 
not get re-arrested for 
possession of weapons 
or minor possessions. 

Funding from SFGH 
Foundation. 

WIMP Logic Model 

IMO4: Participants don’t 
get admitted to hospital 
due to injuries from 
violence within 1 year of 
completing the program. 
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Logic Model Assumptions  
● A minimum of five youths must be referred to the WIMP workshop per month in order for the case 

manager to hold one session each month.  
● Case managers, the empowerment team and trauma nurses are present at the workshop. 
● WIMP staff and partners implement the program with fidelity. 
● WIMP program case managers maintain relationships with SFGH, probation officers, and courts. 
● WIMP program case managers receive adequate funding from SFGH and other grants to hold 

one WIMP workshop per month to fidelity. 
 
Process Evaluation Assumptions 

● Participants attend the workshop for which they have signed up (dosage). 
● Participants receive the intended activities and interactions with program partners (dosage). 
● The WIMP program is implemented as intended (fidelity). 

 
The WIMP program logic model (Fig. 1) illustrates the program’s resources, activities, outputs, 

and intended objectives, from the perspective of WIMP management. The ‘Goals’ of the WIMP program 

are to prevent violent injury and re-incarceration among youth living in San Francisco, the operational 

‘Objectives’ are to educate at-risk youth about the consequences of carrying weapons and provide them 

with the tools to make educated decisions when in potentially violent situations (Fig. 1 Short, Intermediate 

and Long Term Objectives). 

The ‘Inputs’ that are needed for the program activities to occur include human resources (ex. 

case managers, trauma nurses and social workers), financial resources (ex. funding from SFGH) and 

physical resources (ex. SFGH building and access to Emergency Department and Intensive Care Unit). 

The inputs also include ‘Activities’ leading up to the workshop (ex. probation officers and courts refer 

participants to the WIMP case manager) and activities that comprise the workshop (ex. participants visit 

the Emergency Room and Intensive Care Unit). The WIMP team aims to host one workshop with five 

participants every month, although this is dependent on the number of referrals the WIMP case manager 

receives from probation officers and courts. The workshops are two hours and 30 minutes long and take 

place on Thursday afternoons from 4–6:30 pm. 

   These activities lead to direct ‘Outputs’ of the program, which include participant attendance, a 

hand-written essay, and a certificate of completion for participants. These outputs then follow into the 

intended short, intermediate, and long-term outcomes of the program, which align with the goals and 

objectives outlined above. The intermediate (IMO) and long-term (LTO) outcomes are detailed below: 
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IMO1: After completing the workshop, participants are equipped with alternative strategies for encounters 
relating to weapon use and participants report carrying weapons less frequently or not at all. 
 
IMO2: Participants return to their personal lives equipped with the skills and knowledge to talk about 
damages caused by the use of weapons, and communicate this knowledge to their friends and family.  
 
IMO3: As a result of informed decisions and conscious efforts to avoid situations involving weapons and 
violence, participants do not get arrested or re-arrested for possession of weapons, within 1 year of 
completing the program. 
 
IMO4: Because participants are carrying weapons less frequently and have the tools to act safely in 
dangerous situations, Participants do not get admitted to hospital due to injuries related to violence, within 
1 year of completing the program.  
 
LTO1: Reduction in violent injuries results in decreased financial costs to the individual (individual 
hospital and/or rehabilitation costs, wages lost due to missed work, opportunity losses due to missed 
school); their support network (friends/family do not have to miss work or school to care for the injured); 
and their community (health care spending, less human resources needed to facilitate injured victim 
care). 
 
LTO2: Program participants, along with their family and friends, experience reduce primary injuries 
related to weapon use. This ultimately contributes to improved quality of life. 
 
LTO3: By educating program participants and providing them with additional tools to make safer 
decisions regarding weapon use, WIMP helps break the cycle of injury recidivism and reincarceration. 
  

The above theoretical framework and logic model were developed based on information obtained 

from WIMP management.  

 
V.  Evaluation Questions 
 

● What impact does the WIMP program have on the lives of participants after completing the 
program? 

● What are the strongest elements in the WIMP program? 
What can be improved upon in the WIMP program?  

 
VI.  Evaluation Design 
 
 This evaluation uses a non-experimental design to assess educational attainment and prevention 

of injury and reincarceration among participants who are court-ordered or referred to WIMP. A distinct 

feature of this design is that it does not employ randomization or include a comparison group; rather, it 

focuses on changes over time in a preselected group of participants. This design was chosen because it 

fits with ethical considerations of working with this vulnerable population. However, under this design, any 
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changes in process and/or outcome observed and reported post-session cannot necessarily be attributed 

to the WIMP program. 

We considered using a quasi-experimental design in which two non-equivalent groups are 

compared (Trochim, 2006); however, we are uncertain of the approach’s feasibility given the following 

ethical implications. Firstly, incarceration and arrest data is only accessible to authorized court employees 

and probation officers. Using confidential information to recruit control group participants would 

significantly decrease the chances of obtaining Institutional Board Review (IRB) approval for the 

evaluation. Secondly, evaluators and WIMP case managers have preliminary data showing that the 

WIMP program is beneficial to participants (Nguyen, 2015); therefore it would be unethical to deny some 

individuals from participating in the program (the evaluators and program staff are not in a state of 

equipoise4).  

 WIMP is currently in the implementation stage of program development. Although the program 

has been active for the last six years, some areas require additional attention before an evaluation can 

shift completely toward measurement of program outcomes. For this reason, the evaluation will measure 

program processes and outcomes. Currently, WIMP provides simple exposure (“dose”) of the program 

through a one-time, 150-minute workshop with a modest reach (5 participants per session). At this stage, 

the evaluation design combines measures of both implementation and outcomes to prepare the program 

for transition into the maintenance stage of development. The outcomes will help stakeholders identify the 

strengths and weaknesses of WIMP in its present iteration, as well as its impact on program participants 

and Wraparound clients.  

The purpose of the evaluation is threefold. Firstly, the evaluation will provide WIMP staff with 

information to improve and expand the program’s services. Secondly, the evaluation will provide WIMP 

staff with information they can use to highlight program strengths in grant applications and leverage the 

program’s impact on the community to receive additional funding. Thirdly, WIMP staff hopes to use 

                                                
4 “Equipoise” is defined as state in which the evaluators and program staff are genuinely uncertain about 
the outcomes the program will have for participants. 
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information collected in the evaluation to develop a paper that can be presented at conferences and 

published in academic journals. This evaluation will take two years to complete, and an independent 

evaluator will do the data collection, analysis and report development.  

An evaluator will be present at all WIMP workshops during the first 6-month evaluation period; 

however, the evaluator will only be present during evaluation parts of the workshop and will not take part 

in facilitating or organizing the workshop. The evaluator will lead all activities related to the evaluation and 

the workshop facilitator and speakers will not be present during the evaluation periods. The separation of 

the evaluator from the workshop program and the facilitators from the evaluation times is to reduce 

desirability bias. The one weakness of this separation is that participants may feel less comfortable 

providing personal or sensitive information with someone they are unfamiliar with. The workshop 

facilitator will give a warm handoff to the evaluator, and the evaluator will discuss the independent nature 

of the evaluation with participants in order to address this issue.  

Limitations: There are some limitations to the evaluation design. Without a comparison group, it is 

not possible to assess whether observed changes are attributed to the program or external factors. 

However, we believe the evaluation questions can still be answered using valuable information obtained 

through our measurement tools, which include pre/post-session surveys, a workshop observation 

protocol, program records, follow-up interviews, and follow-up focus groups (see “Measurement”).  

 
VII.  Measurement 
 

Objective Indicator Tool 

Goal 1: Educate youth who are at-risk or have already been arrested for weapons possession. 

P1.1 Each quarter, at least 90% 
of participants complete pre-
workshop surveys. 

# of participants completing pre-
workshop surveys/# of 
participants 

Pre-Workshop Survey 

P1.2 Each quarter, at least 90% 
of participants complete post-
workshop surveys. 

# of participants completing 
post-workshop surveys/# of 
participants 

Post-Workshop Survey 
 

O1.1 Each quarter, at least 80% # of participants report viewing Post-Workshop Survey 
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of participants report viewing 
speakers and facilitator as role 
models for change.  

speakers and facilitator as role 
models/# of participants 

O1.2 Each quarter, at least 80% 
of participants report increased 
ability to determine their own 
future and influence events that 
affect their lives pertaining to 
weapons use and violence 

# of participants report on self-
efficacy scales/# of participants 

Post-Workshop Survey 

P1.3 At least 50% of San 
Francisco youth incarcerated for 
weapons possession or assault 
are referred to and/or participate 
in the WIMP program. 

# of WIMP referrals/# of San 
Francisco youth incarcerated for 
weapons possession or assault 

Program Records 

P1.4 At least 150 San Francisco 
teens have participated in the 
WIMP program by January 
2019. 

# of participants Program Records 

Goal 2: Increase youth’s understanding of the impact that weapons have on the victims, victims' family 
members, and perpetrators. 

P2.1 Each quarter, 90% of 
participants write essays 
reflecting upon their experience. 

# of participants completing 
essay/# of participants 

Post-Workshop Essay Prompt 

P2.2 Each quarter, 90% of 
workshops are delivered as 
intended based on WIMP 
program protocol. 

# of workshops delivered as 
intended based on WIMP 
program protocol/# of workshops 

Program Records, Workshop 
Observation Protocol 

O2.1 Each quarter, 90% of 
participants report 1-point 
increase in awareness of 
consequences of carrying 
weapons 

# of participants reporting 
increased awareness of 
consequences of carrying 
weapons/# of participants, 
calculated from Likert scale 

Post-Workshop Survey 

O2.2 Each quarter, 90% of 
participants report that they feel 
more comfortable speaking with 
family or friends about their 
experience at the WIMP 
workshop. 

# of participants who report that 
they spoke with family or friends 
about their experience at the 
WIMP workshop/ # of participant 

Post-Workshop Survey 

02.3 Upon 1-year follow-up, 80% 
of participants report 1-point 
reduced use of weapons. 

# of participants report reduced 
use of weapons/# of participants 

1 year follow-up participant 
interviews OR 
Caregiver/Probation Officer 
Follow-up Interviews 
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Goal 3: Reduce the number of at-risk and court-ordered youth being admitted to SFGH Trauma Center 
for injuries caused by the use of weapons. 

03.1 Upon 1 year follow-up, 80% 
of participants are not admitted 
to SFGH Trauma Center due to 
violence-related injuries. 

# of participants are not admitted 
to hospital due to injuries from 
violence/# of participants 
 

1 year  follow-up participant 
interviews OR 
Caregiver/Probation Officer 
Follow-up Interviews 

Goal 4: Reduce the number of at-risk and court-ordered youth being incarcerated for weapons or 
minors in possession.  

04.2 Upon 1 year  follow-up, less 
than 10% of participants are 
reincarcerated for weapons 
possession. 

# of participants reincarcerated 
for weapons or minor 
possession/# of participants 

1 year  follow-up participant 
interviews OR 
Caregiver/Probation Officer 
Follow-up Interviews 

04.3 Upon 1 year follow-up, 
reincarceration rates among 
WIMP program participants are 
60.3/100,000.  

# of reincarcerated participants/# 
of participants*100,000 

1 year  follow-up participant 
interviews OR 
Caregiver/Probation Officer 
Follow-up Interviews 

Goal 5: Aid in the rehabilitation of Wraparound clients. 

P5.1 Each workshop, 100% of 
participants are actively 
engaged during the workshop. 

# of participants actively 
engaged during each 
workshop/# of participants per 
workshop  

Workshop Observation Protocol 

O5.1 Within a 1 year period, 
90% of WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound report that 
speaking at the WIMP workshop 
aided in their rehabilitation from 
violent injury. 

# of WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound who report that 
speaking at the WIMP workshop 
aided in their recovery from their 
violent injury/# of WIMP 
speakers from Wraparound  

1 year follow-up speaker 
interviews 

O5.2 Within a 1 year period, 
90% of WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound report that they felt 
they influenced youth in similar 
situations as themselves to 
make safer choices in carrying 
weapons by speaking at the 
WIMP workshop. 

# of WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound who report that 
they felt they influenced youth to 
make safer choices by speaking 
at the WIMP workshop/# of 
WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound 

1 year follow-up speaker 
interviews 

05.3 Upon 1 year follow-up, 80% 
of  WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound report that 
speaking at the WIMP workshop 
aided in their rehabilitation from 
violent injury. 

# of WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound who report that 
speaking at the WIMP workshop 
aided in their recovery from their 
violent injury/# of WIMP 
speakers from Wraparound 

1 year follow-up speaker 
interviews 
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O5.4 Within a 1 year follow-up, 
90% of WIMP speakers from 
Wraparound report that they felt 
they influenced youth in similar 
situations as themselves to 
make safer choices in carrying 
weapons by speaking at the 
WIMP workshop. 

# of WIMP speakers from the 
Wraparound program who report 
that they felt they influenced 
youth to make safer choices by 
speaking at the WIMP 
workshop/# of WIMP speakers 
from Wraparound 

1 year follow-up speaker 
interviews 

 
Tools 
 
Measurement Tool 1: Pre and Post Workshop Participant Surveys (Appendix) 
 

Since 2013, the WIMP program has collected pre- and post-workshop data from participants who 

attend WIMP workshops. There have been a number of iterations of the survey, however the current 

survey has been used since 2015. The proposed surveys will consist of two sections: questions that have 

been developed specifically for the program and questions added to the surveys for evaluation purposes 

that are based on existing literature. 

Section 1: Program-specific Questions (Section 1-4) 

Open-ended and close-ended questions are currently used in the WIMP pre- and post-workshop 

surveys. The questions are intended to allow participants to begin thinking about the use of weapons and 

causes of violence in their homes and neighborhoods and to allow participants to reflect on what they 

have learned after the workshop is complete. For the evaluation, these questions will allow for the 

evaluation of immediate changes in participants’ attitudes towards weapon use and violence in their 

communities.  

The strength of the existing questions is the mix of open and close-ended questions, allowing for 

responses that can be compared to one another, while also allowing for a variety of responses that do not 

hold participants to a structured response in the open-ended questions. Some of these questions are 

somewhat vague, so suggested edits have been made (see Appendix). 

Section 2: Additional Evaluation Questions (Section 5)  

Close-ended questions aim to measure the three elements of self-efficacy that the workshop 

attempts to address: discussion of past experiences, vicarious learning from others’ past experiences, 
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and encouragement from others to change one’s life. These questions build off of measurement tools 

used in existing literature on cultural competence in education and self-efficacy, including the Cultural 

Self-Efficacy Scale (CSES) (Bernal & Froman, 1987). These questions are used frequently to measure 

self efficacy, and are proven to be reliable and valid across different populations. In order to align with the 

structure of responses used in the surveys, the responses of the CSES questions have been changed 

slightly (changed from a 4-point Likert scale to a 5-point Likert scale). 

Administration 

Paper surveys will be administered and collected by the workshop facilitator (as is done 

currently). Surveys will only be provided in English, and each survey is designed to be completed by 

participants in under 10 minutes. 

Measurement Tool 2: Program Records (Appendix) 
 

The WIMP program currently collects information on participants through sign-in sheets and court 

communication (emails, phone conversations, etc.). These records will be used to collect indicator data 

pertaining to a number of the process outcomes and will be used to collect information on the 

demographics of participants who enter the program. Further research into UCSF and California State 

Court privacy policies and IRB requirements is necessary to ensure that it is ethical to use court 

communication for evaluation purposes. 

Measurement Tool 3: Workshop Observations (Appendix) 

A workshop observation protocol will be completed by the workshop facilitator (usually the case 

manager) to measure a number of process indicators. These indicators include the fidelity of each 

workshop to how the workshop is intended to be delivered and levels of engagement of participants 

during the workshop. The workshop facilitator will complete the observation protocol after the workshop is 

complete, and the protocol should take less than 10 minutes to complete.  

Measurement Tool 4: Participant Essays (Appendix) 

Immediately following the WIMP session, participants are asked to write a short essay in addition 

to the post-workshop survey. The workshop facilitator will distribute hard copy paper prompts with the 
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questions, “After going through the Weapons in Minors Possession (WIMP) program today, what did you 

learn? How do you feel?”. The essay prompts are designed to be completed within 5-10 minutes. Based 

on past evaluations, participant essays are usually 2-5 sentences long. The inclusion of blank lines 

nudges participants to thoughtfully write more than 1-2 sentences. These essays will be used as 

qualitative data to evaluate Goal 1 and Goal 2.  

Measurement Tool 5: Post-Workshop Participant Focus Groups (Appendix) 

After the WIMP workshop is complete, an evaluator who was not involved in the workshop will 

moderate a 30-minute focus group with workshop participants. The purpose of the focus groups is to 

provide a comfortable space for participants to discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the WIMP 

program with one another. The structure and size of the WIMP workshop fit many of the prerequisites 

necessary for conducting focus groups, including a participant group of five people with similar 

backgrounds and experiences that have had a shared experience with one another (Krueger, 2010). The 

evaluator will moderate three focus groups over the course of the evaluation. 

The evaluation planners are currently in discussion with the WIMP team to determine the 

feasibility of focus groups due to limited program resources and concerns regarding the length of time to 

which the participants must commit for one workshop. 

Measurement Tool 6: Post-Workshop Speaker Interviews (Appendix) 

The evaluator will interview a sample of speakers from Wraparound (“WIMP speakers”), directly 

following the speaking engagement. The interview will take place while the WIMP staff and participants 

are touring SFGH’s trauma ward to ensure privacy and confidentiality. The purpose of the interviews will 

be to measure the speakers’ experiences presenting at the workshops and measure how speaking to 

WIMP participants has influenced their own rehabilitation process. Responses to the interview questions 

will be used to inform any necessary changes to the involvement of Wraparound clients in the WIMP 

program. The evaluator will also follow up with speakers 12 months later (see Measurement Tool 9). 

Measurement Tool 7: Participant Follow-up Interviews (Appendix) 
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All WIMP participants will be contacted 12 months after completing the program to complete a 

follow-up survey or interview to measure the longer term impacts of the program.  

WIMP workshop participants will be contacted by phone, mail or email one year after participating 

in the WIMP workshop. The evaluator will reach out to the participant and request to set up a time to 

meet, either in person or by phone. The evaluator will meet the participant at the WIMP office or at 

another location, and spend approximately 20 minutes discussing the participant’s experience at the 

workshop.  

The evaluator will attempt to contact the participant three times using different forms of 

communication (phone, mail and email). If the participant cannot be reached or refuses to meet for an 

interview, the evaluator will remove the participant from the participant follow-up portion of the study. 

Measurement Tool 8: Caregiver/Probation Officer Follow-up Interviews (Appendix) 

 In the event that the WIMP participant cannot be contacted, the evaluator will contact the youth’s 

caregiver or probation officer to measure the longer term impacts of the program. The evaluator will 

attempt to reach the caregiver first; after 2 attempts with no response, the evaluator will contact the 

probation officer. 

 The caregiver/probation officer will be contacted by phone, mail or email one year after the 

participant’s involvement in WIMP. The evaluator will reach out to the caregiver/probation officer and 

request to set up a time to speak by phone. The evaluator will speak with the caregiver/probation officer 

for approximately 20 minutes discussing the participant’s progress since attending WIMP. 

 The evaluator will attempt to contact the caregiver/probation officer three times using different 

forms of communication (phone, mail, email, etc). If the caregiver/probation officer cannot be reached or 

refuses to meet for an interview, the evaluator will remove the them from the follow-up portion of the 

study. 

Measurement Tool 9: Speaker Follow-up Interviews (Appendix) 

The evaluator will contact a sample of WIMP speakers 12 months to one year after speaking at a 

WIMP workshop to conduct a semi-structured interview with the speaker. The interview will consist of 
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questions regarding the speaker’s experience presenting at the WIMP workshop and how this experience 

has impacted the speaker’s overall recovery process from the violent injury they have sustained.  

WIMP workshop speakers will be contacted by phone, mail or email 1 year after speaking at the 

WIMP workshop. The evaluator will reach out to the speaker and request to set up a time to meet in 

person or by phone. The evaluator will meet the speaker at the WIMP office or at another location, and 

spend approximately 20 minutes discussing the speaker’s experience at the workshop.  

The evaluator will attempt to contact the speaker three times using different forms of 

communication (phone, mail, email, etc). If the speaker cannot be reached or refuses to meet for an 

interview, the evaluator will remove the speaker from the follow-up portion of the study. 

Limitations 

The data collection tools outlined above are based on the following assumptions: (1) participants 

will be willing to participate in a variety of evaluation measures during and 12 months after completing the 

workshop; and (2) the evaluators will be able to feasibly and ethically follow up with participants and 

speakers 12 months after participants and speakers have attended the workshop.  

 Because the participant group is particularly hard to reach, it is unclear whether follow-up data 

collection is possible, therefore the evaluation may be limited to self-reported data collected during the 

workshop. 

Validity of Tools 

 The questions currently provided in the WIMP pre/post-workshop surveys and reflection essay 

have not been tested for reliability and validity. The suggested focus group questions and interview 

questions have not been tested on participants or speakers, either; therefore, there may be some 

measurement error. The evaluator and WIMP team may want to consider conducting a pilot test, testing 

these measurement tools on a few individuals before using them to collect data for the evaluation. 

Conducting a pilot test, then changing the measurement tools to reflect findings from these test, would 

increase the validity of these tools. 
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Because this program deals with particularly sensitive topics, there is a significant chance that 

participants will answer questions in ways they consider socially desirable rather than responding 

honestly, meaning outcomes may have desirability bias.  

Internal Validity of Evaluation Design 

Because randomization and comparison groups cannot be ethically used in this evaluation, the 

evaluation’s internal validity may be threatened because confounding variables that may be interacting 

with objective measures are not controlled for. For instance, the experience of being arrested may cause 

incarcerated youth to carry weapons and involve themselves in violence less frequently, and in this 

evaluation, these changes in youth behavior will be attributed to the WIMP program. In order to comply 

with ethical standards and evaluation feasibility, confounding variables should be accepted and 

acknowledged as limitations of the evaluation.  

Triangulation of findings developed from each evaluation method will be used to compare the 

reliability and validity of the findings and measurement tools by comparing findings to one another. 

Through triangulation, the evaluator can determine whether a finding is valid by determining whether it 

reoccurs from data collected using different measurement tools.   

Due to resource limitations, it is likely that the evaluator will collect and analyze the data, rather 

than having a separate blinded, data analyst, which may also introduce bias into the study. Because this 

evaluation addresses sensitive, stigmatized topics, and because it will be conducted in-person or over the 

phone, it is likely that there will be a desirability bias in the ways in which participants, speakers, 

caregivers and probation officers answer questions. In order to reduce this bias as much as possible, the 

evaluator can make it clear to evaluation participants that all information will be kept anonymous and will 

not limit their access to healthcare or any type of social support. 

External Validity of Evaluation Design 

 Because findings will likely not be compared to a control group, it will be difficult to measure the 

external validity of the evaluation. The findings will pertain to incarcerated youth in San Francisco, 

meaning they may not be generalizable to other populations in other geographic areas. The findings will 
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also be specific to the San Francisco General Hospital setting and WIMP’s connection with Wraparound; 

therefore, the findings may not be transferable to other violent injury prevention programs. 

Reliability  
 

Of the measurement tools, the only questions that have been tested for reliability are the 

pre/post-workshop survey questions developed from self-efficacy scales (Section 5). Reliability of other 

measurement tools can be tested by conducting a pilot test of measurement tools.  

 
VIII.  Data Collection Plan 

As of now, it is unclear when the WIMP program will have the resources and funding to be able to 

conduct this evaluation. For this reason, the data collection plan is explained in steps rather than by 

dates. Data will be collected over one six-month and one year periods: in-workshop data is collected 

during the first period, and follow-up data is collected during the second period. The WIMP program will 

recruit a student or outside evaluator to collect data over this time period. The WIMP program may 

choose to continue collecting data beyond this time period.  

Data Collection Period 1 
 

Pre- and post-workshop participant surveys, essays, collection of program records, and workshop 

observations will be conducted after every WIMP workshop over the six-month time period (6/6 

workshops). Post-workshop focus groups and speaker interviews will be conducted at 50% of workshops  

over the six month period (3/6 workshops). Post-workshop focus groups and speaker interviews will be 

conducted at the same workshops (Workshops 1, 3, and 5), which will allow the evaluator to cross-

reference data from the focus groups and speaker interviews.  

The pre-workshop surveys will be administered by the evaluator and completed by participants 

during the first 10 minutes of the workshop. The sign-up sheets will be distributed and collected at the 

same time as the survey. The evaluator will collect the surveys and sign-up sheets once participants are 

finished. If necessary, the evaluator will be on call to answer questions or help participants in reading the 

material. A completion rate of 90-100% for the pre-workshop survey and sign-up sheets are predicted.  
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The post-workshop surveys and the essay prompt will be administered by the evaluator 30 

minutes before the end of the WIMP workshop. The evaluator will be present to answer any questions 

related to the survey or essay prompt. The evaluator will collect surveys and essays once the participants 

have completed them. All surveys will be inputted into an electronic database, like Qualtrics or Excel. 

Essays will be scanned and stored electronically. 

At Workshops 1, 3 and 5, participants will be invited to participate in a 30-minute focus group to 

discuss their thoughts on the WIMP program. The evaluator will make it clear that the focus group is a 

voluntary activity and participants do not need to attend. Although the voluntary nature of this method 

may introduce bias, it will best fit with ethical considerations of working with this population and is 

necessary in the IRB protocol.  An incentive, most likely food and beverages, will be provided. The 

evaluator will focus the discussion around the merits and points of improvement for the WIMP program 

and how the program has impacted the participants. Focus groups will be tape-recorded and the 

evaluator will take notes during the discussion. The recordings will then be transcribed into a Word 

document and stored. 

At Workshops 1, 3 and 5, the evaluator will also interview the WIMP speaker after the speaker 

has finished presenting at the workshop. While the WIMP group is touring SFGH, the evaluator will 

conduct a semi-structured interview with the speaker. The interview will last for 15-20 minutes, and once 

the interview is complete, the evaluator will ask the speaker for his/her contact information so they can 

follow-up with the speaker in 1 year. Interviews will be tape-recorded and the evaluator will take notes 

during the discussion. The recordings will then be transcribed into a Word document and stored. 

Data Collection Period 2 

Participant follow-up interviews, and speaker follow-up interviews, and analysis of hospital/court 

records will be conducted in Months 7-12 of the data collection period, pending follow-up is determined to 

be feasible and ethical. All participants (30 individuals, based on current recruitment rates) and speakers 

will be contacted by phone and mail two times to set a time to complete the interviews. An attenuation 

rate of 50% is predicted. 
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 The participants and speakers will have the option to complete the interview by phone or in-

person, and each interview will last 15-20 minutes.  Interviews will be tape-recorded and the evaluator will 

take notes during the discussion. The recordings will then be transcribed into a Word document and 

stored. The interviewees will be compensated in some way; however, the compensation method has not 

yet been determined.  

Hospital records and court records will be collected at the end of the data collection period and 

will be analyzed for injury rates and incarceration rates of participants. 

 
Table 1: Data Collection Tool Administration 

Tool Time Period # of times tool is administered 

Pre and Post-Workshop 
Participant Surveys 

Month 1 - month 6 universe -30 participants 

Collection of Program Records Month 1 - month 6 universe -30 participants 

Workshop observations Month 1 - month 6 6 (once per workshop) 

Post-Workshop Participant 
Focus Group 

Month 1 - month 6 3 (workshop 1, 3, and 5) 

Post-Workshop Speaker 
Interviews 

Month 1 - month 6 3 (workshop 1, 3, and 5) 

Participant Follow-up Interviews 1 year universe – 30 participants 

Caregiver/Probation Officer 
Follow-up Interviews 

1 year caregivers/probation officers that 
cannot be contacted in the 
follow-up interviews  

Speaker Follow-up Interviews 1 year universe - 6 speakers 

Hospital/Court Records 1 year universe- 30 participants 

 

Limitations of Data Collection Plan 

 There are a number of limitations to the data collection plan outlined above. Firstly, the number of 

participants and speakers in the evaluation is small (30-36 individuals). Due to resource limitations and 

the limited number of WIMP workshops offered per month, this population is the upper limit of the number 

of individuals that can feasibly be observed. Secondly, a longer follow-up period for the evaluation would 
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be best; however, due to the nature of the program’s participants and resource limitations, a follow-up 

period of longer than six months is not feasible. Thirdly, the evaluation would ideally have a comparison 

group to which findings can be compared. However, as mentioned earlier, it is not ethical to develop a 

control group for this evaluation. 

 
IX.  Sampling Plan 

As mentioned above, evaluation study subjects will be recruited directly from WIMP’s 
 
pool of program participants and workshop speakers from Wraparound. All participants will be 
 
sampled via pre/post surveys; 50 percent of participants will be sampled through focus groups 
 
and follow-up interviews, while 50 percent of speakers will be sampled through follow-up 
 
interviews (nonprobabilistic, purposive sampling). A maximum of 30 individuals are expected to  

participate in the program over a six-month period; due to the small group size, sampling all participants 

using at least one measurement tool will be necessary to obtain the most thorough data possible. 

Because the evaluation will primarily be used for internal purposes, completing the assessment in 

a timely manner is important. The WIMP team wishes to spend one year on follow-up. The program will 

be monitored for six months, enough time for the evaluator to reach saturation in participant and speaker 

data, but short enough to keep the entire evaluation period less than two years. An 18-month data 

collection period allows WIMP to ascertain its program impact within two fiscal years and include findings 

in future grant proposals. 

Additional purposive sampling will occur during focus group data collection and follow-up 

interviews. Of the six WIMP sessions outlined in the program period, three will include a post- workshop 

focus group. All participants from every other session (Months 1, 3 and 5) will be invited to take part in a 

30-minute focus group immediately following the session. Similarly, all speakers from every other session 

(Months 1, 3 and 5) will complete a 20-minute post- workshop interview with the evaluator. Samples from 

three sessions will be sufficient in capturing enough qualitative data to represent all workshops, while 

reducing administrative and financial burden on WIMP staff. 
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Comparability will be difficult to establish due to the lack of control groups. However, the 

evaluator may be able to triangulate comparability between different workshop and/or focus group 

session groups. 

 
X.  Ethical Issues 

This evaluation has been designed based on the ethical recommendations of American 

Evaluation Association’s Guiding Ethical Principles, which are outlined in detail below.  

1) Systematic Inquiry: This evaluation is designed to be conducted systematically, with assumptions, 

methods and findings developed through data-based inquiry. The non-experimental evaluation design is 

the most rigorous design that can be used based on ethical considerations of randomization and 

comparison groups. A variety of methods, including both quantitative and qualitative methods, will be 

used to answer the outlined evaluation questions. Triangulation of findings developed from different 

research methods will be used to compare the results collected from each measurement tool to one 

another. 

2) Competence: When selecting an evaluator to conduct this evaluation, the evaluator’s competence in 

terms of the proposed methods and techniques should be taken into consideration. The evaluator’s 

experience working with incarcerated youth from San Francisco should also be taken into account. In 

order to gain trust of the participants and WIMP staff, cultural competence is critical for evaluators 

working with this population and using the measurement tools outlined in this plan. The evaluation team 

has taken cultural sensitivity and cultural relevance into consideration when developing the data collection 

plan, however this should be an iterative process, in which the data collection plan and measurement 

tools continue to be assessed for cultural sensitivity and relevance.  

3) Integrity/Honesty: The evaluator will act with transparency and honesty in working with WIMP staff 

and evaluation participants. The evaluator should act independently of the WIMP team, and should sign a 

Memorandum of Agreement before beginning the evaluation that outlines the role of the evaluator, and 

the ways in which conflict will be managed if it arises. Evaluator transparency and objectivity should be 
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considered in how the findings of the evaluation are used. Even if evaluation results show neutral or 

negative outcomes of the WIMP program, the results should not invalidate the WIMP program, impact the 

salaries of those working for the program, or affect the services participants in the program receive. 

4) Respect for Persons: Throughout the evaluation, the evaluator’s most significant priority must be to 

preserve the security, dignity and self-worth of evaluation participants. Ethical issues involving risks and 

benefits of participating in the evaluation procedures, participant follow-up, and compensation for 

participating must be taken into consideration. Because of the nature of the evaluation topic and the small 

study sample size, participants’ privacy must be taken into consideration throughout the study process, 

specifically during data collection, analysis and data storage and when reporting evaluation findings. 

Respect for the program facilitators and stakeholders’ privacy, dignity and time is also critical.   The 

evaluator should follow UCSF’s and California Superior Court’s data privacy and security protocols when 

conducting this evaluation, as well as exercise her/his own discretion.  

5) Responsibility for General and Public Welfare: The evaluator has a responsibility to report findings 

that will benefit the communities participants are a part of and general public.  

Because the WIMP team has expressed interest in publishing findings from this evaluation in an 

academic journals, the evaluator should submit a Full Committee proposal to UCSF’s IRB and follow IRB 

ethical protocols before conducting this evaluation. IRB sets the highest standards of protocols that are 

developed to protect research participants, so even if this evaluation is not used for research purposes, it 

may still be useful to follow these protocols. 

 

XI.  Data Analysis Plan 

Quantitative Analysis 

 Due to the subject matter that will be evaluated in the WIMP program and the limited sample size 

of participants and speakers, this evaluation largely relies on qualitative data collection and analysis. 

However, some basic quantitative measures will be collected and analyzed.  
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 The evaluator will analyze data collected in the pre and post-workshop surveys and attendance 

sheets, and may glean quantitative data from the observations, interviews or focus groups, if appropriate. 

The evaluator will collect pre and post-workshop survey data and attendance using paper surveys, and 

will enter responses into Qualtrics or Microsoft Excel to be analyzed. Firstly, a set of descriptive statistics 

on participants and program outcomes will be developed. Secondly, when appropriate, the evaluator will 

measure the strength of relationships between variables using linear or logistic regression. Thirdly, the 

evaluator will develop graphs, tables and other types of visualizations to report quantitative data. These 

visualizations can be made using Microsoft Excel, or other programs like Tableau. Different data 

visualization methods will be use depending on the audience for which the report is developed. 

 Quantitative analysis in this evaluation has a number of limitations. For instance, this evaluation’s 

largest sample size is projected to be 30 people, which means it is unlikely that the evaluators will not be 

able to find any relationships that are statistically significant. Additionally, many of the outcomes cannot 

be fully measured using quantitative data. Due to these limitations, the evaluation will be mainly reliant on 

qualitative data. 

Qualitative Analysis 
 

As mentioned above, the majority of this evaluation will be analyzed using qualitative data. 

Qualitative analysis will be conducted for the focus groups, participant essays, speaker follow-up 

interviews, participant follow-up interviews, workshop observations, and the open-ended portions of the 

pre/post surveys. The interview data will be transcribed by hand during the interview by the program 

assistant and then entered into a Word file housed on WIMP’s shared computer drive. The evaluator will 

analyze all survey and interview data as part of his/her scope of work. First, the evaluator will develop a 

priori themes through a discussion with WIMP staff before data analysis takes place. A codebook 

containing these themes and descriptions will be used to score the aforementioned qualitative data. The 

codebook will be created in an Excel spreadsheet and saved on the WIMP shared drive. Themes may 

include “empowerment”, “self-efficacy”, “personal choice”, or “consequences”. Additional themes may 

emerge during analysis, at which point they will be added to the codebook and analyzed. 
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 Focus group data will be assessed using thematic analysis, which seeks to identify common 

themes emerging from “group dynamics and the open interplay among participants” (Massey, 2010). 

Codes pertaining to a range of individual attitudes, opinions, beliefs (articulated data when vocalized, 

attributional data when in response to a direct request), and otherwise unarticulated norms and social 

values (emergent data) will be assigned to qualitative results. Summary statistics will be compiled to 

assess data distribution and uncover any underlying motivations for participant behavior regarding 

weapons possession.  

 The general inductive approach will be used to analyze data from participant essays, speaker and 

participant follow-up interviews, workshop observations, and the open-ended portions of the pre/post 

surveys. This method is recommended over a similar framework popularized by Miles & Huberman in 

order to use a standardized procedure to “[create] meaning in complex data through the development of 

summary themes or categories from the raw data” (Thomas, 2006). Using general inductive framework, 

codes will be sorted into categories that summarize key themes found in the above measurement data. 

The evaluator will create a list of category labels, a word or short phrase, with category description, to 

describe characteristics, scope, and limitations of the category. The general inductive codebook will also 

include text examples to illustrate meanings and perspectives associated with the category. The coding 

results will be compiled to synthesize the emergent themes or categories most relevant to WIMP’s 

evaluation objectives. 

There may be limitations to the qualitative analysis in terms of matching responses to the a priori 

themes. First, the codebook will have been developed in collaboration with WIMP staff that administer the 

workshop. However, such potential bias can be reduced by including emergent themes during analysis. It 

is also possible that there may be challenges in matching respondent data to identified themes due to 

significant differences in participant and evaluator life experience and written/oral language proficiency. 

Again, themes that emerge and are added during analysis can help address this limitation.  
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XII.  Reporting Plan 

The evaluator will develop three versions of the final report; a report for internal program use, a 

report for external use (funders, stakeholders, etc.), and an academic paper that can be submitted for 

publishing and can be used for conference presentations. 

The internal report will include comprehensive explanations of program theory, evaluation 

objectives, and methods. Findings will be presented as in aggregate form, and the report will strongly 

focus on recommendations for program changes. All tools, data analyzed and additional notes will be 

included in the appendices of the report. 

The external report will be a shorter document that is developed to convey the evaluation 

methodology, key findings and recommendations to current and potential funders and partners. The 

document will include an executive summary and a short explanation of the evaluation methodology and 

findings.  

 The WIMP team has expressed interest in presenting findings to academic audiences, for 

instance, in the journal Injury Prevention : Journal of the International Society for Child and Adolescent 

Injury Prevention, or at the annual National Network of Hospital-based Violence Intervention Programs 

Conference. To develop these papers, the WIMP evaluator will partner with evaluators who have 

conducted rigorous evaluations on Wraparound and have presented evaluation findings to academic 

audiences.  

 
Work Plan 
See following pages. 
 
 The work plan outlines tasks and implantation for 21 months of evaluation: three months of 

preparation, six months of program implementation and simultaneous initial evaluation, and 12 

months of follow-up evaluation. The evaluation roles include WIMP’s case manager, workshop 

facilitator (historically this has usually been the case manager, though this plan has defined it as a 

separate role dependent upon staffing availability), program coordinator, program assistant, and 
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evaluator. The case manager is most familiar with participants as s/he works directly with referred 

individuals and recruits them for the program. The program coordinator acts as a primary liaison 

between WIMP and stakeholders such as UCSF, SFGH, and potential funders; s/he is also 

responsible for writing grant applications and funding requests. The program assistant manages 

administrative duties relating to the program and supports the program coordinator in facilitating 

outreach to speakers and stakeholders. The evaluator is an external employee hired to conduct a 

formal assessment of the program using initial and follow-up evaluation data. S/he is also 

responsible for conducting workshop interviews and focus groups. The evaluator is responsible for 

compiling results and key findings, with administrative support from the program assistant. 

 
Budget 
See following pages 
 

The budget outlines known and anticipated costs of WIMP’s evaluation implementation. It 

includes direct and indirect costs of staffing, supplies, outreach, incentives and transportation. 

 
  



WIMP Work Plan
Initial 
Eval

Follow -
up Eval

Task Duration Point Person
Month 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Planning
Hire staff (Program Coordinator, Facilitator, Program Assistant) 1 month Case Manager (CM) ✔

Market program to probation officers and juvenile corrections 
facilities 3 months

CM; Program 
Coordinator ✔ ✔ ✔

Train & orient new staff and program assistant for program 
activities (including WIMP protocols and implementation 1 month CM ✔

Identify and liase with WIMP partners (probation officers, 
speakers, empowerment team members, SFGH staff, trauma 
nurses) 2 months Program Coordinator ✔ ✔

Identify and secure locations for various program activities 2 weeks Program Coordinator ✔

Confirm participation of all WIMP partners through signed 
MOUs 1 month Program Assistant ✔

Recruit and enroll Cohort #1 participants 1 month
Program Coordinator; 
Program Assistant ✔

Assemble program materials (surveys, handouts, supplies) 2 weeks Program Assistant ✔

Implementation
Confirm Cohort #1 attendance 1 week Program Assistant ✔

Confirm WIMP speakers a few days before session 1 week
Program Coordinator; 
CM ✔

Hold monthly WIMP session 1 day
CM; Facilitator; Program 
Coordinator ✔

Have participants complete pre/post surveys 1 day Facilitator ✔

Complete workshop observation 1 day Facilitator ✔

Hold focus group with participants 1 day Evaluator ✔

Conduct post-workshop interview with speaker 1 day Evaluator ✔

Recruit and enroll Cohorts #2-6 participants 3 weeks
Program Coordinator; 
Program Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Evaluation

Convene WIMP staff and program partners for feedback 2 weeks

CM; Facilitator; Program 
Coordinator; Program 
Assistant ✔

Collect and analyze data for Cohort #1 evaluation 2 months
Evaluator; Program 
Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔

Prepare Cohort #1 evaluation report 2 weeks Evaluator ✔

Distribute Cohort #1 evaluation report to relevant stakeholders 1 week
CM; Program 
Coordinator ✔

Collect evaluation data and check in with staff to continue 
evaluation processes ongoing

Program Coordinator; 
Admin Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Collect and analyze data for Cohort #2 evaluation 1 month Evaluator; Program Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔

Distribute Cohort #2 evaluation report 1 week
CM; Program 
Coordinator ✔

Collect and analyze data for Cohort #3 evaluation 1 month Evaluator; Program Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔

Distribute Cohort #3 evaluation report 1 week
CM; Program 
Coordinator ✔

Collect and analyze data for Cohort #4 evaluation 1 month Evaluator; Program Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔

Distribute Cohort #4 evaluation report 1 week
CM; Program 
Coordinator ✔

Collect and analyze data for Cohort #5 evaluation 1 month Evaluator; Program Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔

Distribute Cohort #5 evaluation report 1 week
CM; Program 
Coordinator ✔

Collect and analyze data for Cohort #6 evaluation 1 month Evaluator; Program Assistant ✔ ✔ ✔

Distribute Cohort #6 evaluation report 1 week
CM; Program 
Coordinator ✔

Develop findings into overall evaluation report 2 weeks Evaluator; Program Assistant ✔



WIMP Program Evaluation
italics denote 
in-kind 24-Month Initial Evaluation Budget

DIRECT COSTS 
Personnel
I. Salaries Annual Salary % FTE Annual Subtotal 24-Month Total Salary & Fringe Benefits $127,400
Case Manager $58,000 0.5 $29,000 $48,000 Equipment & Supplies $3,125
Program Coordinator $48,000 0.25 $12,000 $24,000 Transportation $1,350
Facilitator $40,000 0.2 $8,000 $16,000 Facilities Rentals $6,350
Administrative Staff $36,000 0.25 $9,000 $18,000 Indirect Costs $20,497
Evaluator $158,327 0.25 $39,582 $79,164
TOTAL Salary Value (includes in-kind): -- -- $97,582 $195,164
TOTAL Salary Needed: -- -- $49,000 $98,000

II. Fringe Benefits Salary Subtotal Fringe Benefit % Subtotal Total
Case Manager $29,000 30% $8,700 $17,400
Program Coordinator $12,000 30% $3,600 $7,200
Facilitator $8,000 30% $2,400 $4,800
Administrative Staff $9,000 30% $2,700 $5,400
Evaluator $39,582 30% $11,875 $23,750
TOTAL Fringe Benefit Value (includes in-kind): $97,582 30% $29,275 $36,594
TOTAL Fringe Benefits: $49,000 30% $14,700 $29,400
PERSONNEL TOTAL: $63,700 $127,400

Operating Expenses

I. Equipment Quantity Cost each
Subtotal before 

discount Total after discount
Computers (includes 2 in-kind) 3 $1,000 $3,000 $1,000

II. Supplies
Office supplies $700 $700
Facilitator training manuals and workbooks 2 $50 $100 $100
Printed materials (50% discount from ClubCard printing) $750 $750 $375
Food for focus groups and other outreach events 12 events $50/event $600 $600
Gift cards for focus group participants 70 cards $25/event $350 $350

III. Transportation
Clipper cards for participants 70 cards $5/card $350 $350
Local staff transportation $1,000 $1,000

IV. Other
Facilities rental for workshops/focus group meeting at SFGH 75 hrs $60/hr $6,350 $0
OPERATING EXPENSES TOTAL $13,200 $4,475

DIRECT COSTS TOTAL $140,600 $131,875

INDIRECT COSTS
Direct Cost 

TOTAL % Subtotal Total
Straight percentage $131,395 15.6 $20,497 $20,497

DIRECT & INDIRECT COSTS TOTAL $152,372
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Conclusion 
 
 This evaluation plan has been designed to achieve quality results within staff time and budget 

constraints in a grant-funded program. The results will be used for internal program improvement, and are 

intended to inform WIMP’s work to prevent weapons possession and weapon-related injury among San 

Franciscan youth. The evaluation findings will shape and support WIMP’s ongoing work to build client 

self-efficacy skills and empower vulnerable youth to make safe choices in difficult situations. 
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APPENDIX 

 
Measurement Tool 1: Pre and Post Workshop Participant Surveys 
 

Weapons in Minors Possession Assessment, Part 1 (Pre-Workshop) 
  
Section 1 
Directions: For the next 9 questions, tell us how much you agree with each statement. Circle 
one answer per question. 
 

1.  If someone carries a gun, he/she will be safer. 
A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
2.  People who carry weapons are more likely to get hurt. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
3.  Shooting someone hurts their family members too. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
4.  I could become a victim of violence. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

   
5.  If I carry a weapon, I could get hurt. 

A.  Strongly agree 
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B.  Agree 
C.  Mostly agree 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Disagree  

6.  I can control whether I get hurt. 
A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
7.  I know how a victim of violence feels. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
8.  Someone who gets shot is a loser or a punk. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
9.  People who get shot are just like me. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
 
Section 2 
Directions: Circle one answer for the question below. 

1.  How long does it take for someone to get better after they get shot? 
A.  A day 
B.  A few weeks 
C.  5 months 
D. A year 
E.  Many years 
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Directions: Write 2-3 sentences answering the question below. 

2.  What do victims have to deal with after they get shot? 
          
____________________________________________________________________________ 
              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

                
____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

                
Section 3 
Directions: The next 3 questions ask about how you would respond in certain scenarios. You 
may choose more than one response.  
  

1.  Imagine that you’re in line for a drink of water. Someone your age comes along and 
pushes you out of line. What would you probably do if this happened to you? 

A.  Say something nasty to the person. 
B.  Ask the person why he/she pushed you. 
C.  Nothing, just walk away. 
D. Tell the person it’s your place in line. 
E.  Push the person out of line. 

  
2.  You’re walking to the store. Someone your age walks up to you and loudly insults you. 

What would you probably do if this happened to you? 
A.  Insult the person back. 
B.  Ask the person what’s going on. 
C.  Walk away from the person. 
D. Tell the person to cut it out. 
E.  Hit the person. 

  
3.  You see your friend fighting with another person his age. What would you probably do if 

this happened to you? 
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A.  Cheer for your friend to win. 
B.  Find out why your friend and the other kid are fighting. 
C.  Go away and let your friend and the other kid fight it out. 
D. Try to get both of them to calm down and stop fighting. 
E.  Join your friend fighting against the other kid. 

 
Section 4 
Directions: Tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements. Circle one 
answer per question. 
 

1.  Threatening to use a weapon is an effective way to avoid a physical fight. 
A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  It depends 
D.  Don’t know 

  
2.  Avoiding or walking away from someone who wants to fight you is an effective way to 

avoid a physical fight. 
A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  It depends 
D.  Don’t know 

  
3.  Apologizing (saying you’re sorry) is an effective way to avoid a physical fight. 

A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  It depends 
D.  Don’t know 

  
4.  When I see that a fight is about to happen, I can stop it from happening. 

A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  It depends 
D.  Don’t know 

  
5.  I can usually tell when a fight is about to happen. 

A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  It depends 
D.  Don’t know 
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Directions: Answer the following questions. 
6.  How can you tell when a fight is about to happen? 

          
____________________________________________________________________________ 
              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
7.  List three ways you can stop yourself from getting into a fight. 

  
1)  ______________________________________________________________________ 

 

2)  ______________________________________________________________________ 

 

3)  ______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Section 5 
      
Directions: For the next 10 questions, tell us ask about how much you agree with each 
statement. Circle one answer per question. 
 
1. I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
2. If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
3. It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 

A.  Strongly agree 
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B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
4. I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
5. Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
6. I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
7. I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
8. When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
9. If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 
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A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
10. I can usually handle whatever comes my way. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 
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Weapons in Minors Possession Assessment, Part 2 (Post-Workshop) 

  
Section 1 
Directions: The next 9 questions ask about how much you agree with each statement. Circle 
one answer per question. 
  

1.  If someone carries a gun, he/she will be safer. 
A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
2.  People who carry weapons are more likely to get hurt. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
3.  Shooting someone hurts their family members too. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
4.  I could become a victim of violence. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
5.  If I carry a weapon, I could get hurt. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 
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6.  I can control whether I get hurt. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
7.  I know how a victim of violence feels. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
8.  Someone who gets shot is a loser or a punk. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
9.  People who get shot are just like me. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
Section 2 
Directions: Circle one answer for the question below. 

1.  How long does it take for someone to get better after they get shot? 
A.  A day 
B.  A few weeks 
C.  5 months 
D. A year 
E.  Many years 
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Directions: Write 2-3 sentences answering the question below. 
2.  What do victims have to deal with after they get shot? 

           
____________________________________________________________________________ 
              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

                 
Section 3 
Directions: The next 3 questions ask about how you will respond in a certain scenario. Select 
all answers that apply. 
  

1.  Imagine that you’re in line for a drink of water. Someone your age comes along and 
pushes you out of line. What would you probably do if this happened to you? 

A.  Say something nasty to the person. 
B.  Ask the person why he/she pushed you. 
C.  Nothing, just walk away. 
D. Tell the person it’s your place in line. 
E.  Push the person out of line. 

 
2.  You’re walking to the store. Someone your age walks up to you and calls you a name. 

What would you probably do if this happened to you? 
A.  Call the person a name. 
B.  Ask the person what’s going on. 
C.  Walk away from the person. 
D. Tell the person to cut it out. 
E.  Hit the person. 

  
3.  You see your friend fighting with another person his age. What would you probably do if 

this happened to you? 
A.  Cheer for your friend to win. 
B.  Find out why your friend and the other kid are fighting. 
C.  Go away and let your friend and the other kid fight it out. 
D. Try to get both of them to calm down and stop fighting. 
E.  Join your friend fighting against the other kid. 
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Section 4 
Directions: The next 4 questions ask whether you believe a certain statement. Circle one 
answer per question. 
  

1.  Threatening to use a weapon is an effective way to avoid a physical fight. 
A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  Don’t know 

  
2.  Avoiding or walking away from someone who wants to fight you is an effective way to 

avoid a physical fight. 
A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  Don’t know 

  
3.  Apologizing (saying you’re sorry) is an effective way to avoid a physical fight. 

A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  Don’t know 

  
4.  When I see that a fight is about to happen, I can stop it from happening. 

A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  Don’t know 

  
5.  I can usually tell when a fight is about to happen. 

A.  Yes 
B.  No 
C.  Don’t Know 

  
  
  
Directions: Answer the following questions. 

6.  How can you tell when a fight is about to happen? 
         
____________________________________________________________________________ 
              

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________ 

               

7.  List three ways you can stop yourself from getting into a fight. 
  
1)  ______________________________________________________________________ 

 

2) ______________________________________________________________________ 

 

3)  ______________________________________________________________________ 

  
  
Section 5 
      
Directions: For the next 10 questions, tell us ask about how much you agree with each 
statement. Circle one answer per question. 
 
1. I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
2. If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
3. It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 
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4. I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events. 
A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
5. Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
6. I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
7. I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
8. When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

 
9. If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 
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10. I can usually handle whatever comes my way. 

A.  Strongly agree 
B.  Mostly agree 
C.  Neutral 
D. Mostly disagree 
E.  Strongly disagree 

  
 
  
 
  



 47 

 
Measurement Tool 2: WIMP Sign-in Sheet 
  

Weapons in Minors Possession (Court) 
1001 Potrero Ave. Ward 3A 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

  

Name: _________________________________  Birthdate: ___________________________ 

Address: 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

City: ___________________________           Zip Code: ___________________________ 

Home/Cell Phone #: (___________)_________________________ 

Race/Ethnicity: 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Sex (circle one):               Male                     Female                                  

Grade in school: _________________________ 

  

Parent/Guardian:__________________________  Phone #: ___________________________ 

Attorney: ________________________________  PO: _______________________________ 

Charge: ________________________________  Police Station: _______________________ 

Custody Time (circle one):                           Yes                         No 

  
I understand that I have been ordered to attend the W.I.M.P program by the Juvenile Courts and 
that I am expected to follow all the rules of the program: 

·       show up on time 
·       fully participate in the program 
·       zero tolerance for any gang/set/turf behavior, clothing, language or paraphernalia 
·       everything that is shared is confidential 
·       respect everyone in the program 

 

Date of class: ______________________ Time: ______________________________ 

 
Date: ____________________________ Minor’s Signature: _________________________ 
 
Date: ____________________________ Parent/Guardian Signature: __________________ 
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Measurement Tool 3: Workshop Observation Protocol 
 
 
Date: 
Time: 
Facilitator name: 
 
 
Number of WIMP participants attended: 
 
 
Please check the boxes for the items that occurred during the WIMP workshop today and 
write down any observations from the workshop. 
_ of _  participants completed the sign-in sheet and submitted the sheet to the facilitator 
_ of _  participants completed the pre-workshop survey 
 
 
Case Worker-Led Discussion 

❏ Facilitator gave an introduction to the San Francisco Wraparound Program and WIMP 
❏ Facilitator shared traumatic cases they have worked on and life-saving changes they 

have seen in their clients 
❏ Facilitator shared their personal stories and involvement with violence 
❏ Facilitator answered questions and allowed for comments from WIMP participants 

 
 
Empowerment Team Discussion 

❏ The empowerment team consisted of; 
❏ prior victims of violent crimes  
❏ family members of victims 
❏ prior perpetrators of violent crimes 

❏ Empowerment Team shared their personal stories about being involved with violence 
❏ Empowerment Team shared their reasons for discontinuing a violent lifestyle 

 
 
SFGH Tours 

❏ Participants toured the Emergency Room 
❏ Participants toured the Intensive Care Unit 
❏ Participants visited a trauma room 
❏ Participants met a trauma nurse, social worker or doctor working in the ER, ICU or 

trauma room 
❏ The health care practitioner explained what his/her job entails and the effect of 

violent injuries on the patients with whom he/she works 
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Final Discussion 
❏ Participants completed post-workshop survey 
❏ Participants completed post-workshop reflection essay 
❏ Participants received their certificates of completion 
❏ Participants were actively engaged throughout all elements of the workshop 

 
Observations (What went well? What would you change for next time?): 
  

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Measurement Tool 4: Post-Workshop Participant Essay Prompt  
Directions: Answer the following questions honestly, writing as much as you want. 
  
After going through the Weapons in Minors Possession (WIMP) program today, what did 
you learn? How do you feel? 
  

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 

              

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Measurement Tool 5: Post-Workshop Participant Focus Group Protocol 
 
Hi, my name is __________. I want to talk with you today about your experience at the WIMP 
workshop. I’m going to ask you a few questions about your experience, but this meeting is 
mainly about you talking with each other about the workshop. Please feel free to let me know if 
you would like clarification or if you would not like to answer any question. All of the things you 
tell me will be kept private, and nothing you tell me will limit you from accessing and services, 
jobs or other opportunities. This conversation should only take us about 15 or 20 minutes. 
 

1. What did you think was the most meaningful part of the workshop? 
2. If you could change anything about the workshop, what would it be? 
3. How comfortable would you feel talking to your family and friends about the things you 

learned at the workshop? 
4. Is there anything else you’d like to talk about?  
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Measurement Tool 6: Post-Session Speaker Interview Protocol 
 
Hi, my name is __________. I want to talk with you today about your experience speaking at the 
WIMP workshop. I’m going to ask you questions about your experience, there might be overlap 
with the questions you have been asked before because we’d like to see if anything has 
changed. Please feel free to let me know if you would like clarification or if you would not like to 
answer any question. All of the things you tell me will be kept private, and nothing you tell me 
will limit you from accessing and services, jobs or other opportunities. This conversation should 
only take us about 15 or 20 minutes. 
 
All the information that you tell me will be kept anonymous and it will not be used to limit your 
access to health care or other social services. 
 

1. How did you first hear about WIMP? 
2. What were some reasons you chose to speak at the WIMP workshop? 
3. What were your favorite parts of speaking in the WIMP workshop? 
4. What was challenging about speaking in the WIMP workshop, if anything? 
5. What support did you receive from WIMP and Wraparound to prepare for your 

participation? 
6. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience speaking at the 

WIMP program? 
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Measurement Tool 7: Participant Follow-up Interviews 

Hi, my name is __________. I want to talk with you today about your experience participating at 
the WIMP workshop a year ago. I’m going to ask you questions about your experience, please 
feel free to let me know if you would like clarification or if you would not like to answer any of the 
questions. All of the things you tell me will be kept private, and nothing you tell me will limit you 
from accessing and services, jobs or other opportunities.This conversation should only take us 
about 15 or 20 minutes. 
 
All the information that you tell me will be kept anonymous and it will not be used to limit your 
access to health care or other social services. 
 

1. How have you been over the last year?  
2. What are some of the most memorable moments for you from the WIMP workshop? 
3. Were there any challenging parts of participating in the WIMP workshop? 
4. After participating in the WIMP workshop, did you see any changes in how you 

understand or act in terms of carrying weapons? 
a. After the WIMP workshop, did you talk to your family or friends about your 

experiences at the workshop? 
b. Do you think carrying weapons will keep people safer? 

5. Over the last six months, have there been any big life changes for you? 
a. Are you still on probation? Did participating in WIMP reduce your probation time? 
b. Have you been arrested in the last year? 

i. Since participating in WIMP?  
c. Have you been injured or gone to the hospital for any health issues over the last 

year? What were the cause of these health issues? 
6. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience in the WIMP 

program? 
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Measurement Tool 8: Caregiver/Probation Officer Interview 

Hi, my name is __________. I want to talk with you today about ________(participant name)’s 
experience participating in the WIMP workshop one year ago. I’m going to ask you questions 
about ________(participant name), please feel free to let me know if you would like clarification 
or if you would not like to answer any of the questions. All of the things you tell me will be kept 
private, and nothing you tell me will limit you or ________(participant name) from accessing and 
services, jobs or other opportunities.This conversation should only take about 10-15 minutes.  
 
All the information that you tell me will be kept anonymous and it will not be used to limit 
________(participant name)’s access to health care or other social services. 
 

1. How has ________ been the past year?  
2. What did _________  tell you about the WIMP workshop after she/he/they attended? 
3. Have you noticed any changes in _______’s knowledge and/or behavior in terms of 

carrying weapons? 
a. After the WIMP workshop, did they talk to family or friends about their 

experiences at the workshop? 
4. Over the last year, have there been any big life changes for _______? 

a. Is _________still on probation? Did participating in WIMP influence probation 
time? 

b. Has _________ been arrested in the last year? 
i. Since participating in WIMP?  

c. Has ________ been injured or gone to the hospital for any health issues over the 
last year? What were the cause of these health issues? 

5. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about how ________ has been doing 
since participating in the WIMP program? 
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Measurement Tool 9: Speaker Follow-up Interviews 

Hi, my name is __________. I want to talk with you today about your experience speaking at the 
WIMP workshop one year ago. I’m going to ask you questions about your experience, please 
feel free to let me know if you would like clarification or if you would not like to answer any 
question. All of the things you tell me will be kept private, and nothing you tell me will limit you 
from accessing and services, jobs or other opportunities. This conversation should only take us 
about 15 or 20 minutes. 
 
All the information that you tell me will be kept anonymous and it will not be used to limit your 
access to health care or other social services. 
 

1. What were some reasons you chose to speak at the WIMP workshop? 
2. What were the most memorable moments for you from speaking at the WIMP 

workshop? 
3. Were there any challenging parts of speaking in the WIMP workshop? 
4. Over the last year, have there been any big life changes for you? 

a. Are you still a part of the Wraparound program? 
b. Have you had any health concerns or run ins with the law? 

5. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about how speaking at the WIMP program 
has impacted you over the last year? 
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