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An Evaluation of the Peacemaking and Parent 
Partners Initiative 
An Initiative of the Washtenaw County Trial Court and Dispute 
Resolution Center of Washtenaw County 
 
Headed by Judge Timothy P. Connors and Referee Susan Butterwick, with the 
support of Michigan’s State Court Administrative Office (SCAO), the 
Washtenaw County Peacemaking Court is the first state court to adopt the use 
of tribal and community court peacemaking principles to resolve cases. The 
only other non-tribal court known to use tribal court practices to resolve cases 
is a community court in Red Hook, NY. The Red Hook Peacemaking program is a 
diversionary program that refers cases to a court-annexed program housed in 
the courthouse building. By contrast, the Washtenaw County Peacemaking 
Court is institutionalized within the court; it incorporates peacemaking values 
in the way the judge relates to litigants including out-of-court referrals for 
peacemaking circles.  
 
The aim of the Peacemaking and Parent Partners Programs is to improve the 
state court system through the implementation and integration of tribal 
peacemaking principles and practices.  Anticipated outcomes of the initiative 
include:  
 
a. Increased understanding, communication, and tailored solutions that better 
meet the needs of litigants  
b.  Improved court efficiency across a variety of case types  
c.  Restoration of important family and community relationships  
 
A year-end report and evaluation is intended to capture relevant data on 
program research questions related to the Washtenaw County Trial Court 
Peacemaking and Parent Partners Initiative. This evaluation is limited in its 
scope, however, as one year is inadequate in determining many child, family, 
and court related outcomes. Data points include a) case variables from court 
documents, b) post-peacemaking self-reports, c) reflections, d) participant 
surveys, and e) interviews.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2016  

 

The Waverly Group-MidWest L.L.C. 
Peacemaking and Parent Partners Evaluation 

10/28/2016 



2 An Evaluation of the Peacemaking and Parent Partners Initiative 

 

 

Peacemaking and Parent Partners Evaluation | Confidential 

 

Project Overview  

Headed by Judge Timothy P. Connors and Attorney / Referee Susan Butterwick, with the support of 

Michigan’s State Court Administrative Office (SCAO) the Washtenaw County Peacemaking Court is 

the first state court to adopt the use of tribal and community court peacemaking principles to resolve 

cases. The only other non-tribal court known to use tribal court practices to resolve cases is a 

community court in Red Hook, NY. The Red Hook Peacemaking program is a diversionary program 

that refers cases to a court-annexed program housed in the courthouse building. By contrast, the 

Washtenaw County Peacemaking Court is institutionalized within the court; it incorporates 

peacemaking values in the way the judge relates to litigants including out-of-court referrals for 

peacemaking circles.  

 

The program began in the Fall of 2013 when the Supreme Court selected it among several proposals 

for funding through its Court Performance Innovation Fund (CPIF) grant to test the premise that tribal 

peacemaking principles could be successfully implemented in a state court to resolve cases, increase 

satisfaction of litigants, and improve public trust in justice.   

 

Beginning in 2013 through mid-2014, referrals focused on family, probate, civil, and district court 

cases.  From March 2015 – January 2016, Judge Connors served as Presiding Judge of the Juvenile 

Division and the Court convened a working group to plan a peacemaking/parent mentoring program 

to enhance child outcomes; including reunification in child welfare cases. The Judicial Engagement 

Team or JET was formed.   

 

Since inception of the Washtenaw Peacemaking Court, over 40 peacemaking facilitators have been 

trained, including staff of the Friend of the Court division for child and spousal support and child 

custody and visitation matters and community residents (peacemakers) from the county’s Dispute 

Resolution Center (DRC). Trained peacemakers now co-facilitate the cases and are using 

peacemaking practices on court, school, and community case referrals, thus widening the circle of 

peacemaking throughout the community. Over 80 families have been served through the Washtenaw 

Peacemaking Court processes, since 2013.  

This year-end report and evaluation is intended to capture relevant data on program progress and 

address research questions related to the Washtenaw County Trial Court Peacemaking and Parent 

Partners Initiative from October 2015 – September 2016. Specifically, the report is intended to 

identify outcomes related to child welfare cases and outline progress of the newly created Partner 

Partners Initiative. Approximately 25 cases were referred from the Trial Court to the Dispute 

Resolution Center over the course of the one year.  

Peacemaking. This evaluation addresses child welfare cases occurring during the period of Fall 2015- 

Fall 2016. Data points for “closed” cases include a) case variables and court documents, b) post-

peacemaking self-reports, c) reflections, d) participant surveys, and e) interviews. “Open” child 

welfare cases exist and are currently being addressed through the Dispute Resolution Center. These 

cases are not included in the final report.  
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All research questions could not be addressed during the pilot project. An additional year of 

programming would provide a more robust sample size and additional time for cases that extended 

beyond the funding period of (2015-2016). Questions addressed through this evaluation include:   

 What are the perceptions of process as reported by those involved with the peacemaking and 

parent partnering programs? 

 Does the process improve the perceived quality of decision-making by staff to address client 

needs?  

 What are the frequencies of case by type presented?  

 Do the processes produce outcomes and impact individuals, families and organizational 

systems?  

 

Research questions proposed in the original logic model that will require additional programming 

time and larger sample to address include:  

 What relationship exists between case characteristics, disposition of case (including length of 

time of disposition), results, and case outcomes? 

 Does the process reduce the frequency of complaints on the same issue, post-

peacemaking/parent partnering? To what extent does the process reduce court petitions on the 

same issue?   

 Do the processes reduce multiple placements in child welfare cases? 

 Do the processes reduce the length of time to permanence and length of stable permanence. 

 

Parent Partners. As a result of JET, discussions began in 2015 to develop a Parent Partners Program, 

similar to those implemented in a number of large American cities. Parent Partners was viewed as a 

complementary intervention program to peacemaking for parents prior to, during, and following 

engagement with the child welfare court system.  

 

Given the mission and values of the Dispute Resolution Center, development of the Parent Partners 

Program became their charge. Inclusion of its constituents remains a core guiding principle of the 

DRC, and therefore, parents/guardians became critical co-creators of the programming. Data points 

for Parent Partners were related to the integrity of program development and included research on 

national empirically tested and best practices programs, modification of models to fit the needs of 

Washtenaw County stakeholders, and participant training.  

 

Development of the Parent Parents Program involves process evaluation questions including:  

 Were program activities accomplished?  

 Were program activities delivered with fidelity and quality? 

 Was the target audience reached?  

 To what extent did external factors influence program delivery?  

 

 

PEACEMAKING PROGRAM 

 

Referrals. Peacemaking remains a voluntary option for parties to determine whether or not they 

wanted to participate. During the court proceedings, Judge Connors and/or Referee Butterwick would 

explain peacemaking to the parties and attorneys and after agreement that the parties would like to try 

peacemaking, the judge would asked the parties to “defend” their decisions to participate. Why is 
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something in which they would like to engage? What are the expectations of engagement?  These 

questions are repeated to the parties on intake as it helps participants to begin to think and to verbalize 

how they envision peacemaking to be a different and unique kind of discussion.  

 

Parties whose cases are not resolved through peacemaking are encouraged to return to the court 

process in Washtenaw County. Judge Connors and Referee Butterwick would then proceed through 

the judicial process, with no sanctions or penalty for not resolving the referred issues through 

peacemaking.   
 

Given the nature of a pilot project, referrals were carefully selected by Judge Connors and Referee 

Butterwick in an attempt to improve the likelihood of success for efforts. Criteria for referrals were 

carefully created in partnership with the DRC so as to align with the expectations and expertise of 

their volunteer trained facilitators. Criteria for participation are discussed further in the next narrative 

section.  

 

In addition to selecting cases most likely to succeed, Judge Connors and Referee Butterwick selected 

cases that fit well within the traditional court proceedings timeline. Figure 1 illustrates the child 

protection court proceedings process and typical issues referred to the peacemaking process.   For the 

purpose of the pilot all cases were referred post-adjudication and most cases were referred from the 

reunification docket only.  One case was referred at the point of filing a supplemental petition for 

termination.  

 

Limiting the types of cases available for referral enhances future identification of outcomes and 

generalizability of results to cases outside post-adjudication. In the future, referral timing in court 

proceedings may become an integral research variable.  

 

Once the parties and court determined that peacemaking would be a good fit for the case, a program 

referral form with their contact information was completed and given to the peacemaking program 

staff. If intake staff was available at the court at the time of referral, in-person intake began 

immediately after 

the referral was 

made from the 

bench. Otherwise, 

the parties were 

contacted shortly 

after the referral 

to begin the intake 

process.  

 

Given the 

voluntary nature 

of engaging in 

peacemaking and 

adherence to “best 

fit” criteria of 
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cases, limited cases over 2015-2016 were eligible for a “true” participant vs. control group 

comparison in Year 1.   

 

 

Criteria for participants. Participants referred to peacemaking were required to adhere to the 

following:  

* All participation must be voluntary 

* Parties must be willing to speak from their hearts, be respectful, and listen to understand the 

others in the circle. All parties must understand the intensive nature of peacemaking and be 

willing to commit the time and effort to complete the process. 

* Parental/Guardian consent is required for youth participation under the age of 18. 

* None of the parties suffer from severe or untreated mental illness and are not in need of 

intensive drug treatment or suffer from a cognitive incapacity that negates the ability to 

understand the discussion and exercise informed decision-making, without an advocate or 

surrogate present. 

* None of the parties can be under the influence of controlled substances that interfere with 

capacity to make informed decisions at the time of the peacemaking meeting. 

* The case does not involve allegations of serious domestic violence, elder abuse or sexual 

assault, such that a party feels intimidated sitting in the room and talking with an alleged 

perpetrator. 

Peacemaking Program Intake and Scheduling Process.  An intake protocol was established and 

included the following:   

* Provide a meeting between the DRC facilitator and each prospective participant for the 

DRC to explain the peacemaking process, go over the confidentiality consent form, answer 

any questions, and determine whether the case is suitable for peacemaking. 

* Obtain consent to participate. 

* Allow the participants to discuss their perspective on the case. 

* Determine whether participants want a support person with them during peacemaking and 

provide opportunity for the peacemaker to speak to support people prior to peacemaking. 

* Determine whether there are legal issues such that attorneys will need to be present for all 

or part of the peacemaking process. If attorneys are involved, the peacemaker schedules a 

conference call with both attorneys first, then schedules individual calls with the attorneys, 

then schedules calls with the clients. All parties and attorneys must be aware of whether any 

party will be accompanied by an attorney to the session. 

* Determine if there are any barriers to peacemaking and whether or not they can be 

overcome. 

* Schedule the peacemaking session if it is deemed appropriate. 

Peacemaking Program Information. All information pertaining to peacemaking cases were 

included in a case file maintained by the Dispute Resolution Center. Hard copies of emails, telephone 

contacts, surveys, intake information, and resolution/consensus documents were maintained in these 

files.  
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Evaluation Methodology.  A project logic model was developed for the initiative and may be found 

in Appendix A. The logic model was designed to measure outcomes based on 25 completed cases 

from 2015-2016.   

Over twenty-five court referrals occurred during the pilot period, and included delinquency and child 

welfare cases. However, given the schedule of the court proceedings and criteria for participation, the 

twenty five cases were referred to the DRC in a staggered fashion. For example, according to the 

interim report to SCAO, dated March 31, 2016, ten cases had been referred by Judge Connors and 

Referee Butterwick to the Dispute Resolution Center for peacemaking between October 2015-March 

2016. Two cases had been closed (one with an agreement), one case was pending due to logistical 

issues caused by incarceration, and one case was pending due to a health issue of one of the 

participants. A total of seven closed child welfare cases are included in this evaluation report.  

A variety of data collection methods were used including the following:  

Court Participant interviews/surveys. Court participants were surveyed post- peacemaking. In 

addition, participants were provided an opportunity to provide additional comments about their 

experiences through telephone interviews. Participants were provided with a gift card for participating 

in the 10-15 minute open-ended interview. The post-peacemaking survey and interviews were 

designed to solicit information about what happened during program sessions, perceptions of session 

content and structure (what worked and what did not), perceptions along key elements of procedural 

justice (e.g., voice, respect, neutrality, and understanding), and overall satisfaction with the 

peacemaking sessions.   

 

Community/family participants. Community members who participated in peacemaking sessions were 

surveyed. In addition, participants were provided an opportunity to provide additional comments 

about their experience through telephone interviews. Participants were provided with a gift card for 

participating in the 10-15 minute open-ended interview. The interviews solicited information about 

what happened during the sessions, perceptions of session content and structure (what worked and 

what did not), perceptions along key elements of procedural justice (i.e., voice, respect, neutrality, and 

understanding), and overall satisfaction with the peacemaking and/or parent partnering experience. 

Survey instruments may be found in Appendix B.  

  

Declined to participate. Short interviews were to be conducted with individuals who declined to take 

part in peacemaking/parent partnering process. No declined to participate interviews occurred.  

  

Surveys—Justice and Case Management Stakeholders. Post-peacemaking surveys were completed by 

prosecutors, L-GALs, parent attorneys, social workers and case managers. The surveys solicited 

information about what happened during the sessions, perceptions of session content and 

structure (what worked and what did not), perceptions along key elements of procedural justice (i.e., 

voice, respect, neutrality, and understanding), and overall satisfaction with the peacemaking and/or 

parent partnering experience.  

  

Court comparisons. Evaluation staff will work with the court to better understand the Return on 

Investment. Leveraging the capacity of the Washtenaw County Odyssey Case Management Software, 

the following may be included:  
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 Evaluate comparisons of sanction/outcomes that would have occurred if the case had gone 

through the traditional court process.  

 Identify types of cases that are most amenable to the peacemaking and parent partnering 

process by measuring and comparing success and durability of agreements and reunification 

by case categories;  

 Assess how the peacemaking and parent partnering process timeline compares to the normal 

court process on the different case types;  

 Determine whether the time factor to reach resolution impacts court costs and resources by 

comparing cases in this project to other cases of the same type that go through the traditional 

system. 

 

Results 

The overarching research questions regarding perceptions of the peacemaking process are as follows:   

 What are the perceptions of process as reported by those involved with the peacemaking and 

parent partnering programs? 

 Does the process improve the perceived quality of decision-making by staff to address client 

needs?  

 Do the processes produce outcomes and impact individuals, families and organizational 

systems?  

 
Court and Community/Family Participant interviews/surveys. Information regarding participants’ 

program satisfaction was collected. Surveys were distributed and collected from participants at the 

conclusion of the peacemaking session. No names were requested on the survey.  

Twenty-two self-report surveys of peacemaking program perceptions were analysed, with results 

displayed in Table 1. Overall, participants provided favorable responses about their experiences with 

the program. 

Table 1. Peacemaking Participant Self-Report Survey Responses (Select Questions)  

Answer Options 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
Not Sure  

I knew what to expect before I attended peacemaking.  0% 18% 32% 45% 5% 
 
Everyone at the peacemaking seemed to want things to 
work out.    

0% 0% 18% 72% 0% 

After hearing everyone talk I see things differently now.  10% 9% 36% 36% 9% 
 
We talked about all the issues that were important to 
me.  

0% 5% 35% 60% 0% 

The peacemaking has helped me sort things out.  5% 0% 30% 55% 10% 

I think that peacemaking will help me as I go forward.  0% 10% 30% 60% 0% 

I think that it was worth participating in peacemaking.  0% 0% 14% 86% 0% 

 
Peacemaking helped improve my relationship with one 
or more persons in the room.  

5% 0% 35% 60% 0% 
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 Facilitator’s Impact in the Process 

“We talked really good as a family because the facilitators 

were there.” - grandmother 

  

“We felt that we had to be civil to one another because of the 

facilitators. Also we felt a responsibility to respond to 

questions, because the facilitator waited for us to respond” –

mother 

 

“If we weren’t in the circle, we probably would have hung up 

on each other”. - mother 

 

Participants agreed that it was worth participating in the peacemaking process. Strong agreement also 

was reported for peacemaking participants’ intention to want to work things out during the session. 

The greatest range of responses occurred with respect to questions pertaining to long term outcomes 

for participants. Respondents 

disagreed 19% that they see 

things differently as a result 

of their experiences. In 

addition, 15% of the sample 

were unsure or strongly 

disagreed that peacemaking 

helped the participant “sort 

things out”. Finally, 

participants reported being ill 

prepared for the peacemaking 

process; not knowing exactly 

what to expect. 

Open ended responses on the survey further reinforced the likert questions.  

Following the peacemaking circle, DRC staff issues an introductory email and invitation to each 

participant for a follow-up research interview.  The Waverly Group-MidWest L.L.C. contacted 

individuals who participated in 

the process and expressed interest 

in a follow-up phone interview. 

Four participants completed the 

phone interview consisting of 

questions related to their 

experiences. One participant 

refused to participate and did not 

wish to be contacted again.  

Overall, participants were pleased 

with their participation in the 

peacemaking process. 

Specifically, participants 

commented about the importance 

of the facilitators and their role in 

the circles:  

Comments also focused on how the process heightened communication opportunities between and 

among family members.  

“Peacemaking was really important because it allowed us to talk about things. Ordinarily we 

would hang-up on each other, when the fight went bad” 

 Peacemaking Circles Enhance Communication  

“Everyone was able to speak freely without the lawyers speaking 

for us”- grandmother 

  

“Peacemaking allowed understanding between everyone 

(including me) and allowed everyone to speak from their hearts” 

-mother 

 

“We all had an opportunity to speak our minds freely without 

being judged” –support member 
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 Peacemaking Circles Mandatory or Voluntary? 

“I don’t like it. I didn’t like being threatened that I would 

receive a subpoena if I didn’t participate. I only participated 

because I had to” – grandmother  

  

“I wish the DRC would offer families more circle 

opportunities. It was kind of like therapy- but better” - mother 

 

“I would participate in more circles, if given the choice by the 

DRC” - mother 

“Peacemaking made us 

closer to each other. We 

had a chance to talk 

about some things that 

we have never been able 

to discuss”  

Others commented that they 

wished the DRC would offer 

circles for families after the cases 

was closed. The perception of the 

voluntary nature of participating 

in peacemaking was lost on one 

participant. During an interview 

the participant suggested that the circles not be mandated by the court. One telephone participant 

would not engage in the interview as she did not appreciate being required by law to attend a 

peacemaking circle.  

Peacemaking Baseline Information. Issues were identified on the client intake form and the facilitator 

exit surveys. Closed cases represent the following types of issues referred to peacemaking.  

  

 Issues related to Neglect (Parental Psychological Issues, Child’s Physical/Medical Needs not addressed)  

 Issues (Multiple Concerns including DHHS Plan, Neglect, Parent Substance Abuse)  

 Issues related to DHHS Plan Compliance (Housing, Parent Education Classes)  

 Issues related to Transition to Reunification (Foster Care Parents Desired Adoption. Paternal Grandmother given 
Custody Instead)  

 

Participants of the peacemaking circles were overwhelmingly female (68%) to male participants 

(32%). Peacemaking circles were comprised of supporters, DRC volunteer facilitators, attorneys, case 

workers as well as litigants. An average of five participants were present for the peacemaking circles.  

Circles lasted an average of 113 minutes. Two cases were not included in the analysis of length of 

time, however, as the sessions ended prior to full completion. Participants had to leave before 

completion, truncating the possibility of meeting in the circles beyond the average length of time.  

Agreements were reached in the peacemaking circles. Figure 3 describes the agreement outcomes.  

33%

33%

22%

8% 4%

Figure 2. Percentage of Cases by Issue  

Neglect* Multiple Concerns DHHS Plan Compliance

Reunification Issues Other
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Peacemaking agreements addressing specific DHHS plan compliance resulted in plans for visitation 

and family therapy. Parental support agreements focused on housing, substance abuse, transportation, 

and parent skill building. The fewest number of agreements addressed communication and 

relationship building within the family, including the creation of a plan for schooling and expected 

household chores following transfer of parental rights.  

Case Comparison – Preliminary Cost Analysis. A “comparison” group was developed for the 

purposes of measuring program outcomes and identifying potential cost savings that occur as a result 

of the pilot programming. Comparison group cases (N = 22) were randomly selected from Judge 

Connors caseload in March 2016. Cases were screened for their potential for reunification.  

In September, 2016 and using the Washtenaw County Odyssey access system, two “closed” Court 

comparison cases were compared with two “closed” cases referred to the Dispute Resolution Center.  

Two preliminary variables were identified for purposes of understanding cost savings in “closed” 

cases as a result of the Peacemaking Program and include:  

 Average length of time for case closure: operationally defined as preliminary hearing date 

to case closure.  

  Washtenaw County Court Cases: 355 days   Referred Cases: 385 days 

 

 Average number of rescheduled court dates: operationally defined as the number of times 

the case hearings are deferred or postponed.   

  Washtenaw County Court Cases:   4    Referred Cases:  3 

Cost savings to the court includes personnel and other court operational costs.   

 

The cost analysis is considered preliminary because of the small sample size. A full complement of 25 

closed “control” and 25 closed “experimental” cases is required for fully understanding cost savings. 

In addition, the length of time for case closure of DRC referred cases may be longer during the pilot 

period as time has been required for program initiation, staff training, and program development.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

67%
20%

8%
5%

Figure 3. Percentage of Agreements by Issue    

DHHS Plan Compliance Parental Support

Communication and Relationships Others
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PARENT PARTNERS PROGRAM 

Program Development. 

In partnership, the Washtenaw County Trial Court and the Dispute Resolution Center began the 

development of the Parent Partners Program. Following two focus groups of parents previously 

involved in the child welfare system, action steps were developed in support of the program.  

Table 2 outlines the steps taken in development of the program.   

Table 2. WASHTENAW COUNTY TRIAL COURT PARENT PARTNERS INITIATIVE  
Development Action Steps  

Focus group of potential parent partners  

Data from focus groups synthesized  

Identification of national parent mentoring/partnering programs 5-6 total   

Interview methodology for parent mentoring/partnering programs created  

Calls made to programs for scheduled interviews  

Report completed with visual table of responses to interview questions  

Identification of potential parent partners. 

Draft potential design of the program through interview research and results of the focus groups from 
last year.  

Convening parent parent/mentor participants in a facilitated dialogue about the results of the potential 
design of the program. Feedback encouraged.  

Results from the feedback session analyzed and design modifications completed  

Presentation of process and results supplied to JET team in March and model finalized 
 

Results.  

Development of the Parent Parents Program involves process evaluation questions including:  

 Were program activities accomplished?  

 Were program activities delivered with fidelity and quality? 

 Was the target audience reached?  

 To what extent did external factors influence program delivery?  

 

Upon the request of the JET Steering Committee, the program evaluator began working with Vanessa 

Levine-Smith (University of Michigan School of School Work student) to research and interview staff 

from nationally recognized parent partner programs. The overall objective was to better understand 

best practice approaches to parent partner/mentoring programs and to develop a comparative rubric on 

operational and programmatic variables. This step was required prior to addressing process evaluation 

questions. Telephone interview questions are listed in Table 3.  

Table 3. Protocol for Telephone Interview of Parent Partners Program   

Name of organization, contact person, contact information 

Name of Parent program 
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When did it start? 

Why did it start? 

How many staff persons work with program? And in what capacity, i.e. volunteer, mentor, 
administrator, etc. 

Who are the other stakeholders?, i.e. prosecutor, lawyers, community agencies, businesses, etc. 

How do you define success?  Decreased in time for reunification, permanency, etc. 

What were the pitfalls/ challenges? 

What are the annual costs?  Are they mostly administrative? 

What are the sources of funds? 
How were the mentors trained? 

Who was the trainer? 

How do you measure success?  
Who performs your evaluation, and how frequently do you run your evaluations? 

What are the training costs?  Is it annual, bi-annual, other? 

Do you pay your mentors? If so, how much do you pay them? 

Do mentors receive ongoing supervision? If not, who do they go to if they run into a problem?  

How do you publicize or recruit for the mentor program?  

At what point in the legal process are mentors matched with parents? How long do they work 
with the parents? 

What makes for a “good mentor,” or a mentor who is most effective in the program?  

What are the characteristics of a case/participant who would get the most out of the program?  

Are you tracking the general problems that participants run into as they go through the legal 
process, as discussed in parent mentor meetings? (i.e. conflicts with caseworkers, poor legal 
representation, etc.). 

Do you run parent mentor groups? If so, how do you run them? How many people are in those 
groups? 

Are your mentors mandated reporters?  

If you could have done anything differently with this program, what would it be? 

 

Six parent program directors were interviewed. A comparison of four parent programs are provided in 

Table 4. Results from the interviews and case studies included the following key points:  

 Programming components are not necessarily generalizable or transferable. Operational and 

programming variables must be tailored to meet the needs of the community, available 

resources, and desired outcomes. A number of commonalities exist across programs, 

however, and may be introduced in the Washtenaw County Court program (e.g. role 

descriptions, participant feedback forms).  

 Integration into “systems” (e.g. human services, justice, education) is necessary for program 

sustainability.  

 Articulation of program goals and objectives, prior to implementation, is advised. Programs 

must begin with a clear definition of success that is shared amongst stakeholders.  

 Continuous improvement processes are required during the introductory period of the 

program.  
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Table 4. Parent Partner Program Overview and Comparisons  

Parents as Partners (NYC) Iowa Parent Partner  Child Welfare 
Organizing Project 
(NYC) 

P4P (Washington)  

Scientific/Research 
Findings:  
 
No empirical research  

Scientific/Research 
Findings:  
 
No empirical research  

Scientific/Research 
Findings:  
 
No empirical research 
(anecdotal)  
 
Over 120 people have 
completed the 
curriculum and more 
than half of them have 
secured employment as 
parent advocates in 
foster care, preventive, 
and legal services 
agencies. Over 70% of 
the participants who 
had children in foster 
care at the point of 
enrollment had 
regained custody by 
completion of the 
curriculum 

Scientific/Research 
Findings:  
 
Empirical research  
 
The King County P4P 
program was evaluated 
by the National Council 
of Juvenile and Family 
Court Judges for the 
King County Parent to 
Parent Program. 
 
“Overall, the findings 
from this study suggest 
that there is a positive 
association between 
participating 
in Dependency 101 
with improved parent 
engagement and case 
outcomes. Although 
statistically 
significant findings 
were limited, there 
were overall positive 
trends among 
Dependency 101 
participants which 
included: greater 
participation in 
services and visitation, 
increased rates of 
court hearing 
attendance, increased 
rates of reunification, 
and lower rates of 
termination of parental 
rights.” 
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Brief Description:  
 
New York City Children’s 
Services developed 
the Parents as 
Partners program to 
improve their ability to 
engage parents. By 
employing parents who 
have experience with the 
system as Family 
Specialists, Children’s 
Services:   

 sensitizes child 
welfare staff to the 
client perspective  

 connect parents with 
Family Specialists 
who share a mutual 
understanding of 
their experience and 
can actively relate to 
their situation. Family 
Specialists provide 
crucial advice and 
guidance regarding 
expectations of 
parents and services 
available to them.  

This program improves 
the agency’s ability to: 

 Engage parents 

 Inform policy and 
program decision-
making 

 Enhance training and 
staff development by 
providing insight to 
professionals from 
the perspective of 
parents. 

Parent/Caregiver Services 

 

The program directly 

Brief Description 
  
Iowa Parent Partner 
Approach is an approach 
designed to provide 
better outcomes around 
re-abuse and 
reunification. The Iowa 
Parent Partner 
Approach celebrates 
parents who have been 
in the child welfare 
system and achieved 
reunification or resolved 
issues around 
termination of parental 
rights as individuals that 
have overcome obstacles 
through change, 
recovery, and 
accountability. This 
approach utilizes their 
skills, once they are 
trained as Parent 
Partners, to mentor 
families whose children 
are in foster or kinship 
care as they navigate 
through the Department 
of Human Services (DHS) 
system.  
 
Parent Partners, who are 
independent contractors 
of Children & Families of 
Iowa, receive training on 
a variety of topics 
including Domestic 
Violence, Mandatory 
Reporting, Boundaries 
and Safety Issues, 
Building a Better Future, 
Ethics, Substance Abuse, 
DHS 101, and Mental 
Health Overview. Once 
trained, they provide 
one-on-one mentoring by 
providing advice, 
support, and 

Brief Description 
 
Since 1999, Child 
Welfare Organizing 
Project (CWOP) has 
delivered 13 cycles of 
the six-month, peer-led 
child welfare Parent 
Leadership Curriculum 
in East Harlem, the 
South Bronx, and North 
and Central Brooklyn. 
Co-designed and co-led 
by parents and 
professionals, 
the CWOP Parent 
Leadership 
Curriculum is intended 
to orient parents 
involved with the 
public child welfare 
system to their rights 
and responsibilities, 
laws and regulations 
governing local 
practice, and the 
contractual obligations 
of service provider 
agencies. Another goal 
of the curriculum is to 
prepare parents for 
paraprofessional roles 
as peer organizers and 
advocates.  
 
The CWOP Parent 
Leadership 
Curriculum consists of 
both classroom 
sessions and 
experiential learning 
and leadership 
opportunities.. 
 

Program Goals: 

The goals of the CWOP 
Parent Leadership 

Brief Description 
 
Parents for Parents 
(P4P) formerly called 
Parent to Parent -  is a 
peer outreach and 
education program 
provided by parents 
who have successfully 
navigated the child 
welfare system to 
parents who have 
recently become 
engaged with the 
dependency system. 
Education is provided 
through a parent-led 
Dependency 101 class.  
Parents for Parents has 
been identified as a 
Promising Practice by 
the UW Evidence 
Based Practices 
Institute.  
 
P4P programs are 
currently active in the 
following counties: 
♦ King County, run 

by the King County 
Superior Court 

♦ Pierce County, now 
run by 
Multicultural Child 
and Family Center, 
formerly run by the 
Pierce County 
Superior Court 

♦ Kitsap County, run 
by the Kitsap 
County Superior 
Court 

♦ Grays Harbor and 
Pacific County, run 
by Grays Harbor 
Court Appointed 
Special Advocate 
agency 

♦ Thurston* and 
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provides services to 
parents/caregivers and 
addresses the following:  

 Challenges navigating 
the child welfare 
system; need for 
support regarding 
interaction with the 
case planning agency, 
assistance toward 
discharge goals and 
accessing services; 
and lack of 
understanding of 
responsibility in the 
case planning 
process. 
 

Intensity/Duration  

Contacts vary based on 
the specific case issues. 
Usually they are in 
contact 1-2 times per 
week for 1 hour or more.  

  

 

  

 

 

 

encouragement to 
families whose children 
are currently involved 
with DHS.  
 
Parent Partners meet 
with families face-to-face 
as well as contact by 
phone. Parent Partners 
offer to be present as a 
support at Family Team 
Decision Making 
Meetings, staffing, and 
court appearances. All 
activities and contacts 
the Parent Partner has 
with the family are 
documented on a 
monthly activity form. 
 
Parent Partners receive 
oversight by local 
Coordinators to discuss 
ongoing issues and case 
concerns. Coordinators 
also offer growth 
opportunities in 
professional interaction 
skills, as this may be a 
Parent Partner’s first 
professional role.  
 
Program Goals: 
The goals of the Iowa 
Parent Partner 
Approach are: 

 Provide better 
outcomes around re-
abuse 

 Provide better 
outcomes around 
reunification 

 
Parent/Caregiver 
Services 
This program directly 
provides services to 
parents/caregivers and 

Curriculum are: 

 Orient parents to 
their rights and 
responsibilities 
within the child 
welfare system 

 Engage parents in 
policy analysis and 
systemic advocacy 
 

Parent/Caregiver 
Services 
 
The essential 
components of 
the Child Welfare 
Organizing Project - 
Parent Leadership 
Curriculum include: 

 A curriculum co-
designed and co-led by 
parents who have had 
personal experience 
with the NYC child 
welfare system. The 
classroom sessions 
consist of: 

 Orientation 
 Interpersonal 

communication 
skills 

 History of the 
New York City 
Child Welfare 
System 

 Navigation of 
the family court 
and foster care 
systems 

 Basics of 
community 
organizing 

 Local resources 
for preserving 
and reuniting 
families 

 Resume writing 

Mason County, run 
by the Family 
Education and 
Support Center  

♦ Snohomish 
County*, run by 
the YWCA 

♦ Spokane County*, 
run by the Spokane 
County Superior 
Court 

♦ Whatcom County*, 
run by Whatcom 
County Superior 
Court 

*  Programs 
established through 
current CIP contract 
 
In all cases, regardless 
of whether or not the 
program is run by the 
Superior Court, there is 
strong collaboration 
with the court.  In all 
cases, the host 
organization is 
identified by local 
stakeholders, with the 
court having top 
priority, and other 
organizations 
becoming the host 
organization when the 
court determines that 
it does not want to 
operate the program. 
 
 
Program Goals: 
 
Goal 1 - Increase 
parent involvement in 
the dependency 
process by providing a 
program that: 
 
 Provides early 

outreach and 
education for 
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addresses the following: 

Having a child in the child 
welfare system; lack of 
information/education/a
wareness of the Public 
Agency (DHS); lack of 
communication skills 
especially with systems 
and involuntary services; 
lack of basic self-
advocacy skills, including 
skills to prepare for 
meetings, court hearings, 
etc. that parents may be 
required to attend due to 
Juvenile Court and DHS 
involvement 

Intensity 

Frequency of contact is 
determined by the family 
and the family’s needs. 
Typically for the 
mentoring, or one-on-
one piece of the program 
it is recommended that 
Parent Partners spend 1-
2 hours of face-to-face 
contact per parent per 
week. 

Duration 

The length of the 
program varies as much 
as the resources, needs, 
and identified concerns 
of the parent/family 
varies. It is 
recommended to receive 
at least 6 months of 
mentoring 

 

and job 
readiness 

 Examples of 
experiential learning 
and leadership 
opportunities including: 

 Giving 
testimony at 
public hearings 

 Participating in 
presentations 
at professional 
conferences 
and universities 

 Meeting with 
elected officials 

 Writing for 
publication 

 Trainees are 
reimbursed for their 
expenses in connection 
with curriculum 
participation (e.g., 
carfare, child care, 
lunch, time off from 
work). All trainees 
participate in a weekly 
peer-led support group. 

 The training has three 
major components: 

 Support Group 
with 10-15 
participants 

 Field Learning 
 Classroom 

Learning 
 

Intensity/Duration  
 
10 hours per week  
6 month duration 

parents about the 
dependency 
process. 

 
 Creates an 

opportunity for 
informal support 
and ongoing 
contact with 
parents going 
through a similar 
experience.  

 
 Helps shift parental 

attitudes from 
anger and 
resentment to 
acknowledgement 
and acceptance. 

 
 Improves voluntary 

service use by 
parents. 

 
 Increases parental 

court 
participation/comp
liance with court 
orders 

 
Goal 2 - Provide parent 
Partners with 
leadership training and 
“gateway” 
employment 
opportunities as they 
provide support, 
knowledge and 
mentoring to parents 
new to the system. 
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Parent/Caregiver 
Services 

Intensity/Duration  
 
Court Outreach – A 
Parent Partners is 
present at the Shelter 
Care Hearing (and 
other dependency 
related court hearings, 
as determined by the 
Steering Committee) to 
provide outreach to 
parents, introduce self 
as a parent with CPS 
experience who got 
his/her kids back, 
provide information 
and support, gather 
basic demographic 
information from the 
parent, and invite 
parents to a 
Dependency 101 class. 
 
Phone Follow Up – 
Parent Partners calls 
parents prior to the 
Dependency 101 class 
to answer questions 
and encourage their 
participation in the 
class. 
 
Dependency 101 Class 
– Two-hour class led by 
parent Partners, with 
agenda including 
stories of success by 
parent Partners, 
sharing of information 
and resources 
important to parents, 
and presentations by 
each of the 
stakeholders in the 
child welfare system 
(e.g., CA social 
workers, parent 
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attorney, AAG, CASA, 
etc.) providing 
information about 
their role in the system 
and giving the common 
message that everyone 
is working with the 
primary goal of the 
parents getting their 
children back. 

 
Co-creation of the Parent Partner Program with the Dispute Resolution Center and three volunteer 

parents has occurred. The DRC secured three volunteer “leaders” for the Parent Parents Program. 

These leaders, or Parent Mentors, have had experiences with the court system, and are best positioned 

to support other parents/guardians with similar challenges.  

The volunteer Parent Mentors participated in a strategic planning session, created the role description, 

program agenda, flyer for recruitment, and is leading programming on Thursday evenings at a local 

church/community room.  Meetings have been intimate, with no more than three participants at each 

session, in addition to the mentors. Recommendations for reaching a broader audience is discussed in 

the summary section of this document.  

Criteria for Parent Partner Mentor Role Description. 

 

The Parent Mentor Role description was created by volunteer parent mentors who the DRC named, 

“Mentors”. Parent Partner Mentors created the following role summary.  

 

Role Summary: 

Focusing on the goal of enhancing and improving permanency outcomes for families, Parent Mentors 

are role models who provide guidance based on a combination of training and personal first-hand 

experience. Empowering and coaching parents through the process with DHHS, the courts, and other 

system representatives is an important aspect of this work. 

 

Required Knowledge, Skills and Abilities: 

1. Values working in a multicultural/diverse work environment. 

2. Strong commitment to the population served by the program and to seeing parents succeed. 

3. Ability to communicate in a professional and real life manner, both orally and in writing. 

4. Ability to advocate for others. 

5. Organizational and time management skills. 

6. Ability to maintain professional boundaries and to handle confidential 

information. 

7. Openness to feedback and support. 

8. Ability to handle sensitive information and situations in a calm and professional manner. 

9. Ability to work from a strengths-based perspective in motivating parents to make a 

change. 

10. Demonstrated ability to work as a member of a team. 

 

Other Requirements: 
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1) Passing a criminal background check  

2) Complete confidentiality training and sign confidentiality statement 

3) Review HIPAA requirements, view “Secure It” video, and other 

DRC requirements including a peacemaking process training. 

 

Duties and Responsibilities:  

1. Develop a trusting relationship with assigned parents. 

2. Regular contact and visits with parents. 

3. Support parents in developing positive parenting skills. 

4. Support parents with treatment services and community resources as needed. 

5. Support parents in making positive choices. 

6. Empower parents to advocate for themselves and their family. 

7. Coach parents in understanding the boundaries and expectations of DHS. 

8. May attend court and /or meetings as support when requested by parents. 

9. May attend regular conferences with program supervisor. 

10. May attend scheduled mentor support group meetings. 

11. Document contacts and visits with parents. 

12. Attend all trainings as required. 

13. Maintain confidential information. 

14. Participate in training as required. 

15. Participate in meetings as required. 

16. Give presentations to various community groups. 

17. Models and encourages direct, professional communication. 

 

Education and Experience Requirements 

1. Experience and knowledge of DHHS Child Welfare system. 

2. A minimum of one year clean and sober, if addiction was a presenting issue. 

3. High school diploma or GED, OR high school level writing and reading skills. 

 

Working Conditions: 

1. Possible interactions with individuals who are using drugs and/or alcohol. 

2. Possible exposure to upset, angry, severely traumatized or emotionally disturbed children, 

adolescents, parents and extended families. 

3. Possible evening and week-end duties. 

4. May be visiting parents in environments such as homes, prison or treatment 

facilities. (only as a one-on-one mentor – not for group sessions)  

 

Training  

 

In response to the need for additional program development support, SCAO hosted a professional 

development/training opportunity on September 29, 2016. Twenty-seven participants from local 

agencies, attorneys, parent partners, and court staff attended the session which included Ms. Kimberly 

Mays and Mr. Jason Braggs from P4P, Washington. The session included information on developing 

a successful parent program, collaborating with Health and Human Services, leveraging necessary 
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resources, and engaging parents in the process.  

 

Evaluation Results. As the Parent Partners Program remains in a development phase, 

program outcomes cannot be measured. However, learning outcomes from the training 

session were measured through an online survey.  

Answer Options 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

I know the strategies for better engaging individuals in a 
Parent Partners Program. 

0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
I learned the benefits of participating in a Parent Partners 
Program. 

0% 0% 0% 100% 

 
I understand the application of the Parent Partners Program 
to Child Welfare cases 

0% 0% 25% 75% 

 
I gained knowledge about the structure of a Parent Partners 
Program. 

0% 25% 25% 25% 

I learned about building relationships between DHHS staff 
and Parent Partners staff. 

0% 0% 25% 75% 

I better understand the challenges of implementing a Parent 
Partners Program. 

0% 0% 25% 75% 

 

A research design was developed through the partnership of E. Barton and V. Levine Smith. 

The research design for Parent Partners may be implemented when programming is further 

developed. The design may be found in the Appendix.  
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Peacemaking and Parent Partners Evaluation   

Recommendations for 2016-2017 

 

Recommendation 
 

Action 

Formalize methods for 
engaging caseworkers from 
DHHS and private agencies 
to participate in circles and 
recruiting parents to 
participate in the Parent 
Partners Program. 

Parent Partner Participant Recruitment and Retention 

 Develop network for referrals with stakeholders through presentations and collaborations (with lawyers, social service 

providers, CPS, DHHS, referees, judges, school social workers, etc.).  

 Posters, brochures, flyers in places where parents go (hospitals, urgent care facilities, community centers, schools, courthouse, 

with DHHS caseworkers). 

 Mass emails to network and facebook posts. 

 Website where parents can learn about the program and get resources. 

 Provide both information and emotional support. 

 Approach parents directly at courthouse. 

 Call parents who have open cases (get list from court). 

 Make the meetings as easy to get to as possible because lack of time, transportation and gas money are major obstacles for 

families. 

 Encourage participating parents to get the word out. 

 Emphasize that meetings are confidential. 

 Understand what parents need, and then provide it inasmuch as possible (with events, trainings, groups, etc.) 

 Social media groups have also been highly effective for other stigmatized parent groups, like parents with kids who have 

developmental disabilities. 
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Relationship with DHHS 

 In this kind of relationship, the Parent Partners program relies on referrals from DHHS. This will work best when the Parent 

Partner program develops strong relationships across the community through presentations, collaborations, advisory boards, etc. 

Kimberly Mays of Parents for Parents (WA program) said that often, stakeholders don’t really understand the kind of challenges 

parents face, and just seeing someone who got through the system successfully can transform what they believe to be possible 

for the parents. She said multiple times that this relationship-building was crucial to the success of the program. 

 It can be looked on favorably by DHHS and the court when a parent participates in the Parent Partners support groups, but it’s 

never mandated and there are no formal events. 

 

Formal Relationship 

 Parent Partners joins with CPS/DHHS for an informational event where the Parent Partners shares his/her story.  

 Parent Partners attends Family Team Meetings and works with the parent as a facilitator, translator-of-jargon and advocate. 

 Parent Partners works with family and CPS before children are removed. 

 Parent Partners and CPS/DHHS employee lead an informational class together. 

 CPS/DHHS can contract out to a Parent Partners program to run parenting classes. 
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Create awareness 
campaign of 
programming through 
presentations, using 
collateral materials that 
invite participation from 
all stakeholders.   

 
Develop a marketing budget for critical campaign about the peacemaking and Parent Partners Program.  
Support a student intern to develop a Washtenaw County resource manual for use at Peacemaking and Parent Partners 
Program.  

Build capacity at the DRC 
for significant numbers of 
peacemaking circles 
including first-time and 
returning family members  

Provide additional peacemaking training for new volunteers. Caseload currently isn’t too large, but each case is time 
consuming and record keeping needs to be meticulous. Outreach specialist to support Parent Partners needed to assist with 
organizing the venue, outreach calls to potential participating partners, and supporting the Parent “Mentors” as facilitators of 
the Thursday meetings.  
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Appendix A:Logic Model: Washtenaw County Parent Peacemaking (Short-Term) and Parent Partners Program (Long-Term) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INPUTS Financial:  

 Grant Funding  
 Leveraged Funds  
Individuals 

 DRC Volunteers  
 Parents 
 Court personnel 
 Parent Partners  
 Children  
 DHHS 
 Committee 

members  
 Social Work 

interns?  
Collaborating 

Partners /Tech. 

Assistance 

 Prosecutor’s office 
 University of 

Michigan Law 
Clinic 

 Washtenaw Co Bar 
(family, probate, 
and juvenile 
attorneys) 

 Casey Foundation  
 National Alliance 

of Children’s Trust 
and Prevention 
Funds 

 SCAO 
 Venue partners for 

Parent Partners 
Program  
 

 Consultants: 

 Local Evaluator 
Referral 

Organizations 

 

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES  

A. Convene meetings with key partners (JET)  

 Convene meetings with collaborating 
partners/resource organizations/ 

 Conduct information meetings for potential 
participants 

 Conduct group interviews with potential parent 
partners 

B. Develop communication infrastructure with 

various stakeholders 

 Develop and disseminate program promotional 
resource materials to stakeholders. 

 Broaden communication and reporting systems 
to track cases 

C. Establish criteria for participation and timeline 

for inclusion in peacemaking  

 On the reunification docket, after adjudication 
and before disposition  

 At least one child in the family is 12 or younger 
 Adjudicated 
  Parent must be stable with no current 

substance use (in treatment)  
 Must be eligible to participate based on DRC 

mental capacity guidelines 
D. Implement Parent Partner Room in Courthouse  

 Identify Volunteer Parent Partners  
 Train Parent Partners to answer court related 

questions for families  
 Identify and decorate the space  
 Schedule Parent Partners  
E. Parent Partners Program Developed in Year 2  

F. Provide referrals to interagency or external 

partnering organizations  

G. Contract and develop evaluation plan with local 

evaluator utilizing available data sources and 

developing new tools. 

 

 

DIRECT OUTPUTS  

A.  Capacity of Coordination (JET)  

 Resource inventory of relevant referral 
programs and service for parent mentors 

 Meeting attendance and no. of 
partners/referral organizations 
documented.  

B.  Effectiveness of Communication 

Infrastructure  

 System for tracking cases including a 
follow- up service delivery schedule and 
point of service schedule 

 Program promotional materials 
developed and disseminated to 
administrators, staff, parents/guardians 
and children.  

C.  Capacity for delivering interventions  

 No. of appropriate cases  
 No. of trained DRC Peacemakers  
 Blind draw of cases for “control” group  
D. Intervention Fidelity  
 % of core intervention components 

completed  
 Demonstrated adherence to peacemaking 
 Demonstrated adherence to 

implementation methods  
 Documentation of program adaptations  
E. Intervention Participation  

 No. of program sessions  
 No. of participants  
 Length of time of peacemaking  

interaction (parents, DRC vounteers)  
 Attrition/retention  
F.  Standardization of practice and 

participation in the process 

 Case decision-making tree standardized  
 Referral process to supportive agencies 

standardized  
 No. of referrals for parents   
 No. of referrals carried forward by 

participating parents  
 Program components including follow-up 

are standardized for parent partner – 
parent pairs 

DIRECT OUTPUTS► 

(Cont.) 

F. Evaluation  

 Evaluation plan 
 Creation of a 

tracking system 
to identify long-
term outcomes  

 Identification of 
data sources  

 Instruments 
(newly 
developed and 
existing.)  

 Data collection 
timeline  

 

Grant compliance 

documents (if grant 

funded)  

 Program 
promotional 
materials 

 electronic contact 
lists 

 questionnaires 
 surveys  
 Funding Report,  
 Year 

End/quarterly 
reports for 
partners 

 Portfolios 
 Evaluation 

Summaries 

OUTCOMES  

Parent participants: 

 Improved skills related to decision-
making, conflict resolution, and 
other socio-emotional skills  

 Improved parenting skills  
 Demonstrate constructive 

attitudinal change about source of 
child welfare process 

 Improved commitment to 
reunification 

 Family needs addressed to 
overcome barriers  

 Heightened satisfaction with 
process  

Children 
 Case disposition  
 Type of case  
 Length of time to reunification  
Parent Partners   

 Improved knowledge and skills for 
outreach/parent partner process 

 Increased satisfaction with process  
 Increase knowledge of the court 

system and referral processes  
DRC Volunteers  

 Improved knowledge and skills for 
outreach/parent peacemaking 
process 

 Increased satisfaction with process  
Collaborating Partners and Referral 

Organizations:  

 Partnering organizations will 
improve their delivery, effectiveness 
responding to  cases 

 Sustained collaboration through 
joint planning, shared fiscal 
resources, policy and program 
implementation.  

 Length of time spent on case  
Washtenaw County Court 

 Programs are implemented by 
individuals who practice with 
confidence,, fidelity, and skill; and 
use data to monitor progress. 

 Policies, programs and practices 
for youth are fully implemented and 
institutionalized within various 
systems.  

 Improved systems  
 ROI  variables  
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Appendix B. PEACEMAKING PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION SURVEY 
 

Please take a moment to fill out this survey.  The information we receive helps us to determine what 

we are doing well, and to discover ways to improve.  Your answers will be kept anonymous and 

confidential.                      

 
QUESTIONS 

 
PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH QUESTION 

 
1.   I wanted to participate in the process. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
2.   I knew what to expect before I attended peacemaking. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
3.   The facilitator explained the conferencing process. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
4.   I understood what was going on in the peacemaking. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
5.   I was treated with respect at the peacemaking. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
6.   I was not pushed into saying things during the peacemaking. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
7.   Everyone at the peacemaking seemed to want things to work out. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
8.   After hearing everyone talk I see things differently now. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
9.   We talked about all the issues that were important to me. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
10. Other people in peacemaking listened to me. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
11. The peacemaking has helped me to sort things out. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
12. Overall, I thought the peacemaking was fair. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
13. I was satisfied with the agreement made in peacemaking. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
14. I will follow agreements made in peacemaking, 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
15. I think that peacemaking will help me as I go forward. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
16. Peacemaking helped improve my relationship with one or more 

persons in the room. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
17. I think that it was worth participating in peacemaking. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
18. Whether or not an agreement was reached, I understand what 

other people have do next.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
19. Whether or not an agreement was reached, I understand what I 

have to do next. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
20. I would recommend this process to others. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
21. I had the chance to fully participate in peacemaking.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
22. The facilitator did not take sides.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
23. The facilitator was able to keep everyone on track. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
24. The facilitator showed that they cared about the participants.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Why did you come to the peacemaking (mark all that apply)? 

Because I was required to  Yes Because I think it will help my  Yes Because I think I can learn  Yes 
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come.  family.  something that will help others.  
 

I am (please check one)? 

 Mother  
Yes 

Father  
Yes 

Child/Teen  

Age? _______ 

 
Yes 

Family Member 

Relation? ___________ 

 
Yes 

Caseworker  
Yes 

Prosecutor  
Yes 

Attorney for:  

 

_____________ 

 
Yes 

Support 

Person/ 

Community 

Member 

 
Yes 

Parent Mentor   
Yes 

Guardian Ad 

Litem 

 
Yes 

 

 

 

How was the peacemaking process different from your experiences with the court system?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Are there any other comments you would like to make about your experience? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________________    

If you would like us to contact you about your comments or concerns, please write your name.  
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Name: ______________________________ 

 

PMC Case #: 

 

 

 

FACILITATOR EXIT SURVEY FOR PEACEMAKING PROCESSS 

 

 

1. Please check the anticipated issues in this case, i.e. what appeared to be the issues prior to peacemaking when you 

were assigned this case. Please check all that apply.  

 Wording of petition/plea  

 Compliance with service plan/parent/agency agreement  

 Personality/communication problem  

 Service plan/parent-agency agreement   

Visitation  

 Permanency options   

Other (please indicate): ___________________________________________  

 

2. Please check the actual issues, i.e. the issues that were actually discussed during the mediation. Please check all that 

apply.  

 Wording of petition/plea  

 Compliance with service plan/parent/agency agreement  

 Personality/communication problem  

 Service plan/parent-agency agreement  

 Visitation  

 Permanency options  

 Other (please indicate): ___________________________________________  

 

3. How many peacemaking sessions were held? _______session(s) How many minutes was the entire process? 

_______minute(s)  

 

4. Please check all that apply:  

 All issues were resolved  

 Some issues were resolved  

 There was no agreement on any issues  

 New issues were identified  

 Issues were clarified  

 Communication improved between the parties  

 Other (please indicate): ___________________________________________  

 

5. Please identify the participants in the peacemaking process.   

Mother  
Yes 

Father  
Yes 

Child/Teen  

Age? _______ 

 
Yes 

Family Member 

Relation? ___________ 

 
Yes 

Caseworker  
Yes 

Prosecutor  
Yes 

Attorney for:  

 

_____________ 

 
Yes 

Support 

Person/ 

Community 

Member 

 
Yes 

Parent Mentor   
Yes 

Guardian Ad 

Litem 

 
Yes 
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QUESTIONS 

 
PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH QUESTION 

 
6. Participants were prepared for their roles in the peacemaking 

process.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
If not, please explain.  

 

 
7. The necessary parties were in attendance at the peacemaking 

process. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
8. Participants exhibited increased understanding of the impact of 

their actions on the child (ren). 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
9. Participants exhibited increased understanding of the impact of 

their actions on the family.   

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
10. Participants appeared to have their concerns and questions 

adequately addressed. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
If not, please explain.  

 

 
11. Participants were engaged in the process. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
If not, please explain:  

 
 
12. An agreement was reached that addressed all the concern(s) or 

issues. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
If not, please explain:  

 
 
13. It appeared to you that the parties’ would follow-up on referrals 

provided to them.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
If not, please explain:  

 
 
14. Participants reported that they would continue to participate in the 

process (if more than one session was needed) 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
If not, please explain:  

 
 
15. You were satisfied with the peacemaking process.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 
If not, please explain:  

 
 
16. You were prepared to facilitate the peacemaking process in this 

case.  

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 
If not, please explain. For example, describe any modifications you would recommend for the training of permanency planning 
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facilitators.   

 

 
 
17. Please indicate any challenges that occurred during the peacemaking process which may affect the outcome.  

 

 

 
 
18. Was this case suitable for the peacemaking process?  

 

 
 
19. In your opinion, was this process a success? Why or why not?  
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Engagement Strategies of Parent Programs Across the Country:  

How to Improve Referrals and Work Closely with DHHS   

 

1. Parents for Parents (P4P) – King County, WA 

Contacts: Kimberly Mays, Jill Murphy, Alise Hegle, Mariko Ohiso,  

Basic Structure 

 Funded and housed by the court. 

 One-time “101” class to get oriented in the court process. Given 1x per month.  

 They are about to start a second “201” class, based on information that parents need. 

 Advocacy at the community level.  

 Starting to collaborate with the Court to meet parents at FTMs, before they pull kids.  

 Outside of the court’s jurisdiction, they do advocacy at policy levels, and monthly peer 
support groups. Groups can have 1-35 parents in attendance. 
 

Strategies for Engagement 

 Parent Partners approach parents on the courtroom floor for a one-on-one meeting when 
parents are present for a hearing. They introduce themselves to the parent as a source of 
support, address anxiety, build rapport, talk about the opportunities of the case, advise not 
to fear, acknowledge that most every parent comes in afraid and feeling like the allegations 
are unfounded. They clarify some expectations, encourage parents to talk to attorneys, and 
talk about how/when to say what to whom. Parent Partners fill out a form on the parents 
that go into a database.  

 They start serving needs immediately by providing community contact info that they expect 
will be useful to the parent, based on a standard screening that includes a trauma 
assessment. 

 Parent Partners encourage the parents to come to the informational class, which is run by 
parent veterans and is the center of the program. 

 They provide a brochure about P4P. 
 

Referrals from Community 

 Parents do not get any extra points for attending meetings, but it’s generally looked on 
positively by other stakeholders because P4P has built a good reputation and community 
trust. 

 Kimberly Mays stated that community outreach was essential to her work with parents, 
which she did primarily by doing presentations for lawyers, caseworkers, CPS investigators, 
court personnel, etc. and organizing an advisory committee with stakeholders.  While 
community support has been informal, it has been invaluable, leading to referrals from 
lawyers, judges, social service providers, caseworkers, etc. 
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2. Parents Helping Parents – Newton Highlands, MA 

Contact: Randy Block 

Basic Structure 

 Weekly support groups at community centers that donate space. Attendance varies from 
week to week. Maximum of 10 people in a group. 

 24/7 Toll Free Parental Stress Line, with trained volunteers. 

 Highly sensitive to the intergenerational trauma in the target population, which takes place 
at both the interpersonal and the institutional level. Trust and confidentiality are prioritized. 

 Follows an Alcoholics Anonymous model in that they are non-judgmental and do not take 
names or addresses of participants.  

Strategies for Engagement 

 Expectations: A 50% success is considered excellent. (Half of the groups stop meeting.) 

 It takes a big effort to publicize groups, including posters, flyers, brochures, info packets 
posted in CPS agency waiting rooms; court bulletin boards; doctor's offices; community 
centers; etc.  

 Website with information about the groups and a digital handbook for parents. 

 Once a group is established, group members are asked to get the word out. 

 Parents can bring friends to the group. 

  
Referrals from Community 

 Necessary to have referrals from stakeholders and anyone who interacts with parents (e.g., 
pediatric and family practices, hospital social workers and maternity education nurses, 
mental health counselors, CPS workers, school social workers) 

 They do not want anyone to be mandated to go to meetings. They do not take notes and 
would not report to the court or CPS because it breaks confidentiality. 

 They would like CPS to accept parent support groups as a substitution for parenting classes 
because a lot of the time it’s not a lack of parenting skills but emotional issues that are the 
problem. Occasionally, CPS will accept the substitution, but there’s no formal, blanket 
partnership between the two organizations. 
 

3. Child Welfare Organizing Project (CWOP) – New York, NY 

Contact: Joyce McMillan 

Basic Structure 

 Support Groups, with MSW facilitator in addition to Parent Partners leaders. 

 Weekly talks for both professionals and parents where a well-known person in the field gives 
a presentation and everyone asks questions. Lunch is served after, so people stick around 
and keep talking. Topics have included trauma and recidivism in child welfare. At least ½ hr 
is left for Q&A, and parents often share some of their stories – everyone learns. These 
events have been surprisingly successful. 
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 Advocacy  

 Parenting Classes 

 Curriculum for parents that helps them build stability and supports. 
Strategies for Engagement 

 Website with information about the groups, advocacy and digital handbooks for parents. 

 Facebook posts. 

 Flyers, brochures, etc. in places where parents go. 

 Approach parents directly at the courthouse, hand out materials and encourage them to 
come to a group. 

 Mass emails to entire network about events and news. 

 Keep track of what parents need, and then provide it. (For example: a job training on 
professionalism; information about intergenerational trauma; resources for childcare). 
 

Referrals from Community 

 CWOP is well-established organization (begun in 1994), so they get many referrals from the 
foster care system. 

 They sometimes contract with child welfare to run parenting classes or specific trainings.  
 

4. Circle of Parents 

Website  

Basic Structure 

 Peer-led parent support groups, including a professional facilitator. 

 Meet weekly, bi-weekly, monthly. 

 Anonymous. 
Strategies for Engagement 

 Website with information about the groups, advocacy and digital resource “tip sheets” to 
help parents. 

Referrals from Community 

 Necessary to be part of community and state-wide networks for referrals, but attendance is 
never mandated through CPS or DHHS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.circleofparents.org/
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Vanessa Levine-Smith: Parent Partners (Partners) Research Protocol  

Paper in partial fulfillment of University of Michigan School of Social Work Course  

*Please note that this is intended to guide the evaluation of the Parent Partners Program in the 

future. The Parent Partners Program name was not selected at the time this project was 

completed and may be referred to Parent Partners in this document .  
PART I 

Statement of Need 

One of the greatest challenges in child welfare cases is engaging parents1 in their mandated case 

plans (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2011). Parents fail to participate in case plans for 

a myriad of reasons that often have nothing to do with how much they love their children. The court 

process is overwhelming, foreign, accusatory, hierarchical and full of insider jargon. In response, parents 

experience shame, guilt fear and confusion, and have little understanding of what they can do to get their 

children back. These issues are compounded by poverty, stigma, professional incompetence, systemic 

overload and high caseworker turnover. As a result, cases linger as parents fail to comply with case plans 

and show up for hearings. Available services are not delivered, and children who might have been 

returned to their parents are left to wait and to wonder.  

Compared to the national average, Michigan performs particularly badly; not only does the state 

have one of the worst child abuse and neglect rates in the country (Kids Count, 2012), but Michigan 

foster care cases are much more likely to linger for a year or longer (see Appendix, Chart 1). About half of 

all cases end in reunification, but the long delay creates a negative domino effect that extends far into the 

future; children suffer the harshest brunt of such delays, while Michiganders pay resulting financial and 

social costs. 

The Parent Parent mentor program at the Washtenaw County Court seeks to improve this 

situation for children, parents and the community. Parent Partners will employ parent mentors who have 

been through a foster care case with successful reunification. These mentors will contact parents who 

                                                           
1 “Parents” is being used for brevity, but should be read to include primary caregivers, who might not be 
the child’s biological parents.  
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currently have child welfare cases underway. As peers who can deliver essential information and a realistic 

sense of hope, they will also direct parents to an optional informational class, and encourage their 

engagement so that parents can learn how they can impact case trajectories.  

It is expected that the proposed program will significantly improve parents’ experience in court, 

their case plan compliance and their attendance at hearings. In turn, positive case outcome (reunification) 

rates are expected to increase and case timeframes are expected to decrease. Parent mentors are also 

expected to become better prepared for sustainable employment and economic stability through their 

employment at Parent Partners. In order to verify that Parent Partners has in fact achieved these results, 

and to ensure that funding is used effectively, summative and formative evaluations must be conducted. 

The purpose of the proposed evaluation is to learn whether or not these changes are taking place. 

Literature Review, Theory of Change & Program Description 

In 2014, Child Protective Services completed about 3.2 million abuse and neglect investigations 

across the Unites States (AFCARS Report, 2015).  According to the MDHSS website, there are about 

13,000 children in Michigan’s foster care system. Once children have been removed from the home, 

parents and primary caregivers must ‘comply’ with court-mandated case plans in order to gain skills and 

prove that they can provide a safe home for their children. Accordingly, parental ‘compliance’ is the best 

predictor of family reunification (Jellinek et al, 1992).  

Professor Vivek Sankaran—a practicing family court lawyer, supervising attorney at the 

University of Michigan’s Child Advocacy Law Clinic, and advisor to the Washtenaw County Court—has 

noted that in his experience, parents often feel powerless, alone and overwhelmed by the legal maze in 

which they suddenly find themselves. While there is extensive anecdotal evidence and some qualitative 

data to support Dr. Sankaran’s observation, there is little formal data to support it. In the few studies on 

this issue, the data showed that parents often believe that caseworkers are disrespectful towards them, and 

that they have little power in case planning (Dale, 2004; Kapp & Propp, 2002). Compounding the issue, 
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caseworker turnover (Cyphers, 2001) and the caseworker’s subjective bias about the parents (Bosk, 2015) 

have substantial impact on cases.  

The current system is not working for children either. As foster youth age, they display an 

increasing number of mental health symptoms (Jim Casey Issue Brief, 2012), which suggests that core 

needs are not being met. Moreover, the effects last well into adulthood. For example, the extensive, 

highly-cited ACE Study has shown consistently strong correlations between traumatic childhood events 

and later substance abuse, depression, anxiety and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. Other studies 

confirm that youth in the foster care system are at high risk for a range of emotional, cognitive and 

behavioral issues that negatively impact their adult lives and their families (for a review, see Pecora et al, 

2009). Data also show that one in five foster youth will become homeless after the age of 18, and 71% of 

young female foster youth will be pregnant by age 21 (Courtney et al, 2005).  

If child welfare addressed only parents who were violently sociopathic abusers, parents’ 

experience in the system might not be cause for much concern. Yet the data suggest that about 75% of all 

cases are due to neglect rather than abuse (U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 2016). 

“Neglect” is so intertwined with poverty it becomes challenging to tell the two apart. For example, most 

states define neglect to include a parent who knowingly allows a child to be deprived of food, clothing, 

shelter or care; poverty is also defined in terms of inadequate food, shelter and clothing (Duva & Metzger, 

2011). Research consistently finds that children from low-income families are overrepresented among 

maltreated children at a ratio of 3:1 or higher (Johnson-Reid et al, 2013), and a recent unpublished report 

from the parent mentor program in King County, Washington, showed that lack of stable housing was 

the greatest barrier to reunification.  

In addition to socio-economic disparities, the extensive race-based problems in criminal justice 

system are reflected in the child welfare system. Like the carceral system, the foster care system 

disproportionately affects low income African American and Hispanic/Latina populations (see Appendix, 

Chart 2) (ACYF, DHHS, 2013; Crane & Ellis, 2004). When African American children are reported to 

CPS, they more frequently come from poorer communities than their Caucasian counterparts, and 
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allegations are more frequently made for neglect than abuse (Johnson-Reid et al., 2013). This is 

particularly concerning because the current data suggest that one in four foster youth will be involved 

with the justice system within two years of leaving the foster care system (Courtney et al, 2005;). In other 

words, foster care placements—and particularly extended, multi-site foster care placements—further set 

back a population that is already beset by severe social disparities. In sum, the child welfare system enacts 

the routinized marginalization of low-income African Americans and Hispanics/Latinos. 

 In Washtenaw County, the Court parent mentor program is grounded in structural social work 

theory, as outlined by Bob Mulally (2007). According to this paradigm, oppression is group-based, 

relational and perpetuated by unavoidable systems that restrict certain groups’ capacity for movement and 

change. The Court recognizes that structural oppression is intrinsically unjust, and has therefore identified 

Peacemaking Circles and the Parent Partners program to interrupt longstanding social inequalities that 

have been perpetuated, in part, by ‘business as usual’ at Washtenaw’s family court. These structural 

interventions are expected to humanize the legal system and increase its efficacy.  

Accordingly, the Parent Partners program follows an expansive, progressive model that goes 

beyond peer mentorship activities. Mentors are specifically supported and coached for professional 

development and sustainable employment. In addition, the coordinator is expected not only to oversee 

direct mentorship activities and the bi-monthly class, but to also build community partnerships through 

presentations for the external stakeholders who impact both family court cases and policy initiatives. 

Through these relationships, the coordinator and Parent Partners will learn more about the resources in 

the community and become increasingly well-equipped to make appropriate referrals for parents. While it 

would be a conflict of interest for the Court if the coordinator’s responsibilities were to include advocacy 

on the policy level, the relationships will be in place for such initiatives. Indeed, participants in a similar 

peer mentor program in King County, WA have organized a coalition and leveraged similar community 

relationships to advocate for legislation that is relevant to family court cases. 

Parent support programs are gaining traction in more progressive courts, where peer mentorship 

and informational classes have been implemented with positive results for: 1) parents’ satisfaction with 
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the court process; 2) behavioral changes that improve case trajectories (Layzer et al, 2001; Chaffin et al, 

2001; Summers et al, 2012). One of these programs has been so successful that it is now being considered 

for mandated state-wide adoption in Washington (in conversation with Kimberly Mays, employee and 

parent mentor at Parents for Parents).  

Parent Partners is designed and implemented to increase parent satisfaction and empowerment, 

and decrease feelings of powerlessness and defensiveness. As research shows, parents will become more 

open to learning how the system works when they have guidance from a knowledgeable veteran who can 

be a compassionate peer rather than a judgmental overseer. Peer support in conjunction with the 

informational class has been shown to correlate with case plan compliance, attendance at hearings and 

overall positive trends in engagement and case outcomes (JLP Research Report, 2013).  

The vital lesson is that the parents’ power lies in following the case plan. As a result of the 

increased ‘compliance,’ parents presumably gain necessary skills and services by following their case plans. 

In turn, family reunification will be more likely as the home becomes safer more quickly. In the long-

term, it is expected that these improvements will mitigate the high rates of homelessness, incarceration 

and early pregnancy that foster youth alum so often experience. This will lessen the burden on the public 

purse in both short-term and long-term outcomes.  

As a ‘lab’ for legal innovation, the leadership at the Washtenaw County Court is interested in 

systemic progress for equity, at the state and national level. Thus success in this court holds great promise 

for making a more equitable and acceptable system at large. 

Evaluation Questions to Address 

Evaluation Phase I 

The following list is an outline for evaluation questions to address. For more detailed questions, please 

see the Analytic Plan section of this evaluation proposal. 
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I Parent Comfort & Trust 

 Does participation in the Parent Partners Program correlate with increased comfort and trust? 
 

II Break Isolation 

 Does participation in the Parent Partners Program correlate with decreased levels of isolation?  
 

III Education for Parents in how to Navigate the System 

 Does participation in the Parent Partners Program correlate with stronger ability to navigate the 
court process and legal system? 
 

IV Perceived Power 

 Does participation in the Parent Partners Program correlate with the sense that one has more 
agency/power in the family court case? 
 

V Increased Case Participation 

 Does participation in the Parent Partners Program correlate with increased case engagement? 
 

VI Case Trajectories 

 Does participation in the Parent Partners Program correlate with improved case trajectories? 
 

VII Equity 

 Is participation in the Parent Partners Program more likely if one is a certain race, gender (cis and 
non-cis), sexual orientation, age, disability, mental health diagnoses, level of education completed 
or income level? 

 Is the Parent Partners Program more effective with certain demographic groups? 
 

 

Evaluation Phase II 

 

VIII Parents’ Evaluation of Court Case and Mandated Services 

 

IX Recidivism 
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X Parent’s Evaluation of Parent Partners Program 

 

XI Program Fidelity 

 

XII Parent Mentor Growth 

 

XIII External Stakeholder Community (attorneys, social service agencies, CPS, DHHS, etc) 

 

 

Target Population 

 The primary direct target population are parents with current child welfare cases. Secondary 

targets are parent mentors themselves, and the local child welfare community of attorneys, caseworkers, 

and social service providers. Children in foster care are not direct participants, but it is hoped that they 

will be direct beneficiaries of this intervention. 

Goals, Objectives & Intervention Strategies 

Goals Measured in Evaluation Phase I  

Goal 1: Increase parents’ levels of comfort and trust in family court. 

Objective 1.1. To increase parents’ level of trust in the process.  

Objective 1.2 To increase parents’ level of trust in relevant professionals.  

Objective 1.3 To increase intensity/frequency of the belief that the CPS case is a positive 

opportunity. 

Objective 1.4 To increase intensity/frequency of seeing the rationale behind CPS/DHHS actions. 

Goal 2: Break Isolation 
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Objective 2.1 To decrease feelings of isolation. 

Objective 2.2 To increase feelings of social support. 

Goal 3: Educate parents in how to navigate the system 

Objective 3.1 To increase parents’ ability to get their court process needs met. 

Objective 3.2 To increase parents’ knowledge about the professional roles in the child welfare 

system. 

Objective 3.3 To increase parents’ knowledge about what actions they need to take. 

Goal 4: Increase Perceived Power 

Objective 4.1 To increase parents’ understanding that their actions will impact the case.  

Objective 4.2 To increase parents’ knowledge about their rights to impact case plan design. 

Objective 4.3 To increase parents’ skill in working with others who are relevant to the case. 

Objective 4.4 To increase felt sense of power, regardless DHHS intent or fairness. 

Goal 5: Increased Case Participation  

Objective 5.1 To increase parents’ attendance at court hearings (by 20%). 

Objective 5.2 To increase parents’ visits with children (by 30%). 

Objective 5.3 To increase participation with case plans (by 20%). 

Goal 6: Case trajectories are improved. 

Objective 6.1 To shorten length of court cases by 10%. 

Objective 6.2 To increase number of reunification goals. 

Goal 7: Equity 



An Evaluation of the Peacemaking and Parent Partners Initiative 41 

 

Peacemaking and Parent Partners Evaluation | Confidential 

 
 

Objective 7.1 To be effective for all parents, regardless of race, gender, sexual orientation, age, 

mental health diagnoses, approximate household income per year, and level of education 

completed. 

 

Goals Measured in Evaluation Phase II 

Goal 8: Gain a better understanding of parents’ experience of the court case and mandated services 

Goal 9: Decrease recidivism rates. 

Goal 10: Parents enjoy the Parent Partners Program and find it to be useful. 

Goal 11: Parent Partners follow program design. 

Goal 12: Parent mentors gain professional skills. 

Goal 13: Community-wide impact in reducing stigma and increasing knowledge about parents with cases. 

Intervention Strategy 

 Parent Partners engage parents who meet criteria in peer support and the educational class.  

 Parent Partners build relationships with stakeholders through presentations and the creation of 

an advisory committee. 

 Parent Partners are trained, coached and supported for professional development. 

Conceptual Framework 

 A visual representation of how the proposed intervention will achieve desired outcomes can be 

found in the separate Logic Model document. A major underlying assumption is a community need for 

the intervention, based on non-local research and extensive local anecdotal reports. It is also assumed that 

peer support and an educational class can impact case trajectories and parents’ level of comfort with the 

case, creating far-reaching benefits. Financial inputs include state grants, leveraged funds and federal work 
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study for Parent Partners who are also attending school. The County Court will provide office space 

initially, though it is hoped that another host will step in so that parents can access Parent Partners 

without having to walk into court. Consultants include Parents for Parents, in King County, WA, who 

will provide initial trainings and materials, which will be tailored for Washtenaw.  

 The program design itself will be reviewed by two focus groups of veteran parents and the JET 

Committee, which is overseeing the program. Changes will be made based on feedback in these meetings. 

The Coordinator will interview, hire and train parent mentors. Training will include general professional 

development and discussion of long term professional goals. Parent Partners will introduce themselves to 

parents at the Court Floor Meeting and complete a form on parent’s case, including demographic profile, 

needs and barriers. Parent Partners advise parents as needed, provides referrals, exchange contact 

information and encourage them to attend the informational class and monthly peer support group. The 

coordinator provides weekly supervision for all mentors and is always available at least by phone during 

the court’s hours of operation. Parent Partners do a follow-up call regarding the class and peer support 

group, and run the 3-hour informational class. Once the program is implemented, feedback will be 

requested from stakeholders and incorporated on an ongoing basis. The Coordinator will also develop 

relationships with local stakeholders who can impact the trajectory of parents’ cases or who are involved 

with foster youth—such as attorneys, peacemakers, social service agencies and schools.  

 The results of the activities described above will include a workforce of 15 parent mentors who 

provide continuous court-floor support, brochures and information for all parents with open family court 

cases. Parent mentors will also run the class twice per month, and while the exact number of parents is 

not known at this time, it is expected that at least 50% of all eligible parents will participate in the class. 

Parent Partners will run monthly peer support groups of at least 6 participants. Data will be collected and 

organized on an ongoing basis. Relevant data will be made in annual reports made available to the public 

on the Court website, while other data will be used to improve the Parent Partners program.  

 Short-term outcomes achieved as a result of the Parent Partners program include an increase in 

parent comfort and knowledge levels; increase in parent engagement with case plans, visitations and the 
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court process; stronger community relationships between Parent Partners and external stakeholders; and 

increased employability for parent mentors. Middle-term outcomes include shortening of case trajectories, 

higher rates of reunification, and lower recidivism rates. In the long-term, results include improved well-

being for target families; increased knowledge base on parents’ experience in child welfare cases; decrease 

in stigma; humanization of the legal system; and parents will gain a voice in the community. Children are 

expected to benefit from all of these gains. 

 While Michigan does not currently have an official dollar amount for each foster care child who 

is placed outside of the home, the national annual average is approximately $25,782 per child (Zill, 2011), 

or $70.64 per day. Changes to average case lengths in Washtenaw County would translate into saved 

dollars if, for example, 19 children got back home to their parents three months faster. 

 Limitations to any evaluations of this intervention include the fact that the Court only has a 

minimal amount of data on child welfare cases. The design and implementation of a database is currently 

underway, but there is no demographic data on file for past cases. This makes time-based comparison 

evaluations challenging, at best. Another major limitation for the evaluation is that Parent Partners will 

likely be implemented in conjunction with Peacemaking Courts, making it impossible to parse the impact 

of each intervention alone. 

Stakeholders 

 The Director will coordinate funding for the program with the Court. Parent Partners will be run 

primarily by the veteran parent Coordinator, under supervision from the Director. The Coordinator will 

be responsible for hiring Parent Mentors, supervision, promoting parent leads, coordinating 

implementation of program, crisis intervention, fidelity to the program model, training, and building 

community partnerships. The Intern will support the Coordinator in these duties, in addition to 

performing administrative tasks, such as updating and printing brochures. Parent Mentors will engage 

with parents, run the support group and run the informational class. The JET Committee is a 

multidisciplinary group that will advise and guide program development.  
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PART II 

Research design 
 The Parent Partners program aims for multiple outcomes across the multi-faceted ecology of 

family court. Instead of developing evaluations for all of these outcomes, this Phase I Evaluation will 

focus on the two central questions at the heart of the Parent Partners program: 1) Does participation in 

the program ? 2) Does participation in the Program correlate with shorter case lengths, more reunification 

goals, and greater case engagement?  

In order to answer these questions, it would be ideal to run nonrandomized, quasi-experimental 

comparisons with another demographically similar family court that lacks a parent mentor program. It 

would be even more illuminating to add a third comparison group, with a demographically similar county 

that is running a different parent mentor program. This three-pronged comparison would illuminate the 

relative impact of having any parent mentor program vs. no parent mentor program, and differences in 

effectiveness for the two different parent mentor programs.  

Such an evaluation design is, however, impossible given previously mentioned limitations. 

Peacemaking circles fundamentally alter the way that family court is run in Washtenaw County, likely 

making the court process more collaborative, approachable and inclusive for families. As a result, there is 

no good comparison group for an evaluation that measures the effectiveness of parent mentors alone, or 

the ‘added value’ of having a parent mentor program in addition to peacemaking circles.2 If/when courts 

implement peacemaking circles and/or parent mentor programs for child welfare cases, it is 

recommended that Washtenaw County Court run a nonrandomized, quasi-experimental evaluation to 

measure the effectiveness of Parent Partners and peacemaking circles in conjunction.  

This evaluation, however, will need to work within the limitations. The evaluation will have two 

sections: The Experience Section and the Action Section.  

Experience Section 

                                                           
2 Peacemaking and restorative justice processes have been implemented in child support and parentage courts, but 

not for Child Protection cases, which are fundamentally different because the state’s role is far more intrusive and 
the child can be removed. 
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The first Experience Section of the evaluation will measure feelings about the court process. It 

will be a quasi-experimental, nonequivalent control group design, using pre and post-tests. Results will 

compare four groups of Washtenaw County parents: 1) Program class participants (X); 2) Program 

support group participants (Y): 3) Program class and support group participants (XY); and 4) Non-

participants. All participants will be engaged with the peacemaking courts. This section of the evaluation 

will provide evidence as to whether or not the Parent Partners Program correlates with an improved 

experience in family court. 

 
Program Class Participants         O1     X    O2 
Program Support Group Participants        O1     Y    O2 
Program Class and Support Group Participants  O1    XY  O2 
Non-Participants     O1     O2 

 
O1 occurs during the first introduction/intake with Parent Partners, when the parent is meeting 

the Parent Partners for the first time on the courtroom floor. O2 occurs at the case closure hearing, or 18 

months after the O1, whichever occurs first. 

It is important to note that the evaluation does not address participants’ satisfaction with the 

Parent Partners Program. This is because client satisfaction studies have questionable validity, generally 

providing high ratings regardless of service quality (Royse et al, 2014, pp.193-210). In addition, this 

evaluation is more interested in seeing whether or not identified needs were met in court. As such, it asks 

questions about the court process itself, and the survey cite and time is purposely linked to court hearings 

rather than the Program meetings. The psychological and physical distance from the Program allows the 

data to ascertain whether or not participants ‘hold’ any attitudinal shifts when they are in court.  

Process measures and qualitative data on the Parent Partners program will not will be gathered in 

this evaluations, but will be collected on an ongoing basis within the Program itself; this is an essential 

aspect of its flexible, collaborative, empowerment model. 

Action Section 

The second Action Section of the evaluation will be a post-test-only design with nonequivalent 

groups. It will compare engagement with services and case lengths amongst five groups of parents who 

have had their children removed from their homes: participants in the class, participants in the support 
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group, participants in both the class and support group, non-participants, and Washtenaw county prior to 

the Parent Partners Program and the Peacemaking Courts. This comparison will look for changes in case 

timelines, changes in court process and case plan engagement, and it will translate any changes into dollar 

amounts for a cost/benefit analysis. By using the historical Washtenaw County data, this evaluation will 

show general trends in case timelines after the implementation of Parent Partners and Peacemaking 

Circles, and it will provide evidence as to whether or not the Parent Partners Program correlates with 

parent engagement in their cases. 

Program Class Participants                      X    O 
Program Support Group Participants        Y    O 
Program Class and Support Group Participants              XY  O 
Non-Participants                    O 
Historical Washtenaw County Average                  O 

 

Experience & Action Sections 

The design for Evaluation Phase I will be quantitative rather than qualitative. It is more time-

intensive and expensive to gather, code and analyze qualitative data than quantitative data. As mentioned 

previously, a comparison evaluation with another family court would be more informative than the 

current evaluation; by making this evaluation quantitative, it will be easier and cheaper for other family 

courts to implement so that the more informative comparisons can take place in the future. In addition, 

the quantitative design makes it easier for Washtenaw County Court to re-administer the evaluation at a 

later date, so that progress can be tracked. 

The primary threat to validity is that Program participants are a self-selected group. Thus many 

factors can account for correlations between Program participation, court experiences and case lengths 

that have little to do with the Program’s impact. For example, Program participants might be more likely 

to have more resources (such as transportation) than non-participants. To minimize such threats to 

validity and to address the equity of the program, results will be compared and controlled for along the 

following demographic points: income levels, race, gender, sexual orientation, disability, age, mental 

health diagnoses, access to transportation, level of education completed, incarceration and homelessness. 

This information will provide evidence on who the Parent Partners Program is engaging, who it is leaving 
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out, and with whom it has the highest impact. This demographic information will not be available for the 

Washtenaw County historical data, as it was never input into the database. 

The entire evaluation will be reviewed by three Evaluation Focus Groups consisting of Parent 

Partners, parent participants and parent non-participants. Feedback will be requested and discussed. 

Resulting changes to the evaluation will be formally written and distributed to all parties. This 

consultation will tap parent knowledge as the necessary resource that it is, to ensure both validity and 

acceptability for the sample. In addition, the targeted utilization of parent expertise falls in step with the 

empowerment values and social change mission at the core of the participatory evaluation model (Royse, 

2014: pp. 111-115).  

Strengths of the overall research design include: 1) it is realistic and feasible to implement; 2) 

utilization of existing data for establishing average case timelines and parents’ case engagement in 

Washtenaw County’s family court; 3) it takes equity into account; 4) it addresses both subjective 

experience and objective data; 5) it incorporates parent consultation and 6) it is quasi-experimental with 

non-equivalent groups. Possible limitations of the overall research design include: 1) selection bias; 2) 

instrumentation error; 3) lack of a comparison group external to Washtenaw County Court; 4) non-

random sampling; and 5) the Experience Section of the evaluation will be based on self-reports. 

Sample, Recruitment and Retention of Participants 
 The Experience Section of the evaluation will engage a purposeful sample of parents who are 

having their first contact with Parent Partners on the courtroom floor, and who are not at the point of 

case closure. This population has not yet had the Parent Partners intervention, and they will have time to 

participate in it. Therefore, they provide a good pre-test baseline. All parents will be invited to participate 

in the evaluation until the sample size reaches 100. In the future, the Parent Partners Program will run in 

local prisons; once organizational trust and implementation is secure, this evaluation should be run with 

incarcerated parents as well.     

 The sample for the Action Section of the evaluation will be identical to the one above, except 

that it will include data on all case plan participation, attendance at court hearings, attendance at 

visitations and case lengths for the past five years in Washtenaw County. This data is currently being 
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added to the Washtenaw database, and will provide baseline numbers for case trajectories prior to the 

Parent Partners Program and Peacemaking Courts. By using this data, the causal impact of the 

interventions can be measured with somewhat greater accuracy.  

 The survey will be written in both Spanish and English because Washtenaw County Court has 

identified that all parents in the history of the court have been a native speaker of one of these two 

languages. Participants will need to be literate because the survey is going to be administered in written 

survey form. While this exclusion is a real drawback, the written survey form allows for privacy about 

sensitive information and process consistency in a way that spoken interviews never could. The 

evaluation will not include parents who do not show up for hearings, as outreach would disrupt 

procedural consistency.  

 Recruitment will occur after the Parent Partners has completed the initial introduction and 

screening with the parent on the courtroom floor. After screening for eligibility, the Parent Partners will 

ask potential subjects if they would like to complete a brief survey on two occasions, in exchange for $10 

upon completion of the first survey, and $20 upon completion of the second survey. The Parent Partners 

will clarify that he/she will have no access to the survey, that the court will have no access to the survey, 

and that the parent will place the completed survey in a sealed envelope with his/her signature over the 

seal, to be opened only by independent evaluators (The Waverly Group). If the parent is interested in 

participating in the evaluation, the Parent Partners will read a brief statement about the evaluation, and 

will direct the parents to desk carrels in the court hallway, where they can complete the survey with some 

privacy. Sealed envelopes with the survey will be returned to the Parent Partners, at which point the 

monetary incentive will be given to the parent. The Parent Partners will then tell the parent about the 

Parent Partners Program and complete their routine process. 

 The second survey has a higher monetary incentive in the hopes of increasing retention rates. 

The second survey will be the same as the first, with only slight grammatical alterations (see Appendix), 

and will be administered in much the same way. Parent Partners are sent a list of parents who are having 

case closures within the month. The Waverly Group will also receive this list, and will coordinate so that 

Parent Partners on the court floor will approach the parent who is having a case closure to remind them 
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of their participation in the study. The Parent Partners will state all of the information they provided at 

the time of the first meeting, and the parent will be directed to the hallway carrels, just as before.  

Since foster care cases can linger, it is not expected that all participants in the evaluation will 

reach case closure within a reasonable time frame for the study. Therefore, after 18 months since the first 

survey was completed, The Waverly Group will send Parent Partners a list of remaining evaluation 

participants who have not yet taken the second survey, and will request that Parent Partners approach 

them on the court floor at their next hearings. 

Parents who participate in the evaluation will be given an informed consent document requiring 

their signature (see Appendix). This document clarifies how information will be de-identified and kept 

confidential.  It will also give The Waverly Group access to basic data in the subject’s court file. 

Importantly, a certificate of confidentiality will be obtained from the Department of Health and Human 

Services (DHHS) that protects investigators from being forced to release any of data, even under a court 

order or subpoena. Washtenaw County Court will have no access to the subject’s responses, except once 

de-identified, coded, and aggregated with other de-identified responses.  

Data Collection and Measures 
Parent Partners will perform their routine screenings on the court floor. Evaluation subjects will 

be given the survey as previously described: After being screened for eligibility, invited to take part in the 

evaluation, and the completion of the survey, the subject will return all papers in a sealed and signed 

envelope to the Parent Partners. The subject will be paid as previously stated. Sealed envelopes will be 

placed in a locked box at Washtenaw County Court until they are picked up in person by staff from The 

Waverly Group, once per week. Envelopes will be opened at The Waverly Group office, where interns 

will input data into the evaluation database. De-identified files will be created by assigning each subject a 

number, and hard copies of the surveys will be held under lock and key.  

Experience Section 

Almost all questions on the surveys will use a Likert scale to gather new quantitative primary data 

(see Appendix for operationalized measures). The questions will be largely based on a previous evaluation 

for the Parents for Parents Program in King County, Washington, administered by Summers et al of The 
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National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (2012). All questions fall into the following 

clusters: Comfort and trust; view about the consequences of the CPS case; view about the rationality of 

the DHHS/CPS case; isolation; understanding the process; perceived power; and demographics. The 

previous evaluation confirmed the reliability of the original questions. The Evaluation Focus Groups will 

assess content and face validity for the current survey.  Please see Appendix for examples of the surveys. 

Action Section 

For the Action Section of the evaluation, interns will gain access to the subject’s Washtenaw 

County Court file for secondary administrative data. The interns will sign confidentiality agreements for 

each court file that they access, as this information is highly sensitive. Interns will not have access to full 

transcripts or court reports. Rather, they will gather quantitative secondary data generated by the 

Washtenaw County Court database. Interns will input this data into the evaluation database every 120 

days for each subject, over 18 months. Measures will be operationalized as follows:  

1) The presence of the parent at court hearings (expressed as a percentage). 

2) The presence of the parent at child visitations (expressed as a percentage). 

3) The parent’s participation in the court-ordered case plan (expressed as a percentage). 

4) Start and end dates for the case (entered as number of months). 

5) Case goal (reunification, adoption, kinship placement or independent living).  

 The same information will be gathered from secondary administrative data to find averages for all 

of these five measures over the past five years for Washtenaw County family court cases. All of these 

measures will have high reliability and validity because they have internal consistency, and numbers 1-4 

are based on simple mathematic equivalencies. The only threat to reliability and validity is data entry error 

by the court and by interns. Accordingly, for every 100 intern input sessions, ten de-identified court cases 

will be reviewed in depth (all transcripts and court reports will be made available) to check for 

discrepancies. Staff from The Waverly Group will perform these quality checks. 

To investigate differences in case engagement, case length and case outcomes, the following 

comparison groups will be formed after parents have had the chance to participate in Parent Partners, and 

upon completion of the second survey: Program Class Participants, Program Support Group Participants, 
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Program Class and Support Group Participants, Non-Participants, and the Historical Washtenaw County 

Averages.  

 
Analytic plan 

 Now that the parameters of the evaluation design have been clarified, it is possible to go into 

greater detail on the questions that this evaluation seeks to address. The following list is an expansion of 

the questions outlined earlier in this evaluation proposal: 

 

Experience Section of the Evaluation 

I Parent Comfort & Trust 

1. Do participants have a higher level of trust in the process than non-participants? 
2. Do participants have a higher level of trust in the relevant professionals than non-participants? 
3. For each measure above, would the data mark real change, or is the baseline for participants 

different than it is for non-participants? 
4. What are the relative gains for each of the participation variables: the class-only participant, the 

support group-only participant, or the participant who does both?  
 

II Break Isolation 

1. Do participants feel less isolated than non-participants? 
2. Do participants feel more socially supported than non-participants? 
3. For each question above, would the data mark real change, or is the baseline for participants 

different than it is for non-participants? 
4. What are the relative gains for each of the participation variables: the class-only participant, the 

support group-only participant, or the participant who does both?  
 

III Education for Parents in how to Navigate the System 

1. Do participants feel better able to get their court process needs met? 
2. Do participants think they know more about the different professional roles in the child welfare 

system than non-participants? 
3. Compared to non-participants, do participants have more knowledge about what actions they 

need to take?   
4. For each measure above, would the data mark real change, or is the baseline for participants 

different than it is for non-participants? 
5. What are the relative gains for each of the participation variables: the class-only participant, the 

support group-only participant, or the participant who does both?  
 

IV Perceived Power 

1. Compared to non-participants, do participants believe their actions have more impact on case 
outcomes?  



52 An Evaluation of the Peacemaking and Parent Partners Initiative 

 

 

Peacemaking and Parent Partners Evaluation | Confidential 

 

2. Compared to non-participants, do participants feel better able to impact the design of their case 
plans?  

3. Compared to non-participants, do participants feel more skilled in working with others who are 
relevant to the case? 

4. For each question above, would the data mark real change, or is the baseline for participants 
different than it is for non-participants? 

5. What are the relative gains for each of the participation variables: the class-only participant, the 
support group-only participant, or the participant who does both?  

 

Action Section of Evaluation 

V Increased Case Participation 

1. Compared to current non-participants (who are engaged in Peacemaking Court), do participants 
have higher attendance rates at court hearings? 

2. Compared to current non-participants (who are engaged in Peacemaking Court), do participants 
have more visits with their children? 

3. Compared to current non-participants (who are engaged in Peacemaking Court), do participants 
have meet higher percentage of their case plan appointments. 

4. Compared to 5-year averages for past Washtenaw County Family Court cases, how do current 
non-participants and participants compare along all measures mentioned above? 

5. What are the relative gains for each of the participation variables: the class-only participant, the 
support group-only participant, or the participant who does both?  

 

VI Case Trajectories 

1. What are the outcomes of cases for participants vs. current non-participants vs. past non-
participants? 

2. Does participation in the program correlate with shorter case times? 
3. What are the relative gains for each of the participation variables: the class-only participant, the 

support group-only participant, or the participant who does both?  
4. In general, are cases lengths increasing, decreasing or staying the same in Washtenaw County? 

 

VII Equity 

1. Is there a difference in class/support group attendance by race, gender (cis and non-cis), sexual 
orientation, age of parent, disability, mental health diagnoses, level of education completed or 
income level? 

2. Is there a difference in case engagement by race, gender (cis and non-cis), sexual orientation, age 
of parent, disability, mental health diagnoses, level of education completed or income level? How 
does this compare with case outcomes for non-participants, along the same demographic 
profiles? 

 

The following table summarizes the measures, levels of measurement, and statistical technique for 

data analysis for corresponding objectives, listed in the Goals, Objectives & Intervention Strategies 

section of this evaluation proposal. Statistical analysis will be performed using STATA. Descriptive 

statistics will be run to report frequencies and inferential statistics will be computed to explore the many 
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possible associations between measures. Chi-square tests of independence will be performed using an 

alpha level of p < 0.05. Equity will be addressed in every measure. 

 
Experience Section 

 

Objective Measure Level of Measurement Statistical Technique 

1.1  Self-reported level of trust 

in the CPS case process. 

(Survey question 1). 

Interval Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

1.2 Self-reported level of trust 

in the relevant professionals. 

(Survey questions 2-5). 

Interval Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

1.3 Self-reported view of the 

CPS case as an opportunity. 

(Survey questions 6 & 7). 

Interval Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

1.4 Self-reported view of the 

CPS case as rational. (Survey 

questions 8-11). 

Interval Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

2.1 Self-reported experience of 

isolation. (Survey question 

12). 

Interval Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

2.2 Self-reported experience of 

support. (Survey question 

13). 

Interval Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

3.1  Self-reported comfort with 

communication. (Survey 

questions 13, 14, 17, 24) 

Interval Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

3.2 Self-reported understanding 

of professional roles in the 

child welfare system. 

(Survey questions 15, 17, 

18). 

Interval 
 

Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 



54 An Evaluation of the Peacemaking and Parent Partners Initiative 

 

 

Peacemaking and Parent Partners Evaluation | Confidential 

 

3.3 Self-reported understanding 

of the importance of 

participation. (Survey 

questions 19-21). 

Ordinal 
 

Percentages for each response. 
Compare all groups at Time 1 
and Time 2.  Chi-square to 
compare by sub-group 
demographic measures. 

4.1 Self-reported belief that 

one’s actions will impact the 

case. (Survey questions 16, 

22-25). 

Interval 
 

Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

4.2 Self-reported belief that 

parent can impact the case 

plan design. (Survey 

question 24). 

Interval 
 

Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

4.3 Self-reported ability to work 

well with others who are 

relevant to the case.   

Interval 
 

Average rating on the Likert 
scale. Compare all groups at 
Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

4.4 Increased felt sense of 

power, regardless of 

whether or not the parent 

believes that DHHS/CPS 

has been fair. 

Interval 
 

Comparison of average ratings 
on the Likert scale for two 
sub-groups. Sub-group 1: 
Averages for survey questions 
2, 5, and 9-11. Sub-group 2: 
Averages for survey questions 
16 and 22. Compare all groups 
at Time 1 and Time 2.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

 
 

Action Section 

 
Objective Measure Level of Measurement Statistical Technique 

5.1 Number of court hearings 

attended.  

Ratio Expressed in percentages. 
Compare averages for all 
groups.  Chi-square to 
compare by sub-group 
demographic measures. 

5.2 Number of visits attended. Ratio Expressed in percentages. 
Compare averages for all 
groups. Chi-square to 
compare by sub-group 
demographic measures. 

5.3 Number of case plan 

appointments attended. 

Ratio Expressed in percentages. 
Compare averages for all 
groups. Chi-square to 
compare by sub-group 
demographic measures. 
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6.1 Case length Ratio Compare averages for all 
groups. Chi-square to 
compare by sub-group 
demographic measures. 

6.2 Case Outcome Ordinal Percentages. Compare 
averages for all groups.  Chi-
square to compare by sub-
group demographic measures. 

7.1 Number of parents who 

participated only in the 

Parent Partners Class.  

Ratio Compare by all demographic 
measures. 

7.1 Number of parents who 

participated only in the 

Parent Partners Support 

Group. 

Ratio Compare by all demographic 
measures. 

7.1 Number of parents who 

participated in the Parent 

Partners Class and Support 

Group. 

Ratio Compare by all demographic 
measures. 

 

 All evaluation questions will be answered through the data analysis described in the table above. 

Multiple graphs will be created to show relevant comparisons. In the Action Section of the evaluation, 

one of the most informative graphs will be a bar graph showing case lengths. There will be a bar for each 

group: Class-Only Participants, Support-Group Only Participants, Class & Support Group Participants, 

Current Non-Participants, and Past Non-Participants (Washtenaw County averages over the last 5 years). 

We will compare data going up to case lengths of 18 months. This will show general trends in Washtenaw 

County Court, and relevant correlations amongst groups. 

Conclusion 

Reduced to its simplest form, the Phase I Evaluation seeks to answer only two questions: 1) 

Does participation in the Parent Partners Program change experience? 2) Does participation in the Parent 

Partners Program change what happens?  Upon completion of the proposed evaluation, analysis should 

provide evidence as to whether or not the Parent Partners Program is effective in helping parents make 

their way through the overwhelming experience of child welfare cases with greater comfort, agency and 
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knowledge. This evaluation will measure whether or not the Parent Partners Program sustainably meets 

this goal for parents. 

The change theory of the program posits that these individual changes will alter parents’ actions, 

which in turn will change case trajectories and the costs associated with foster care cases. Should this turn 

out to be so, it will be a particularly important revelation for Michigan courts, where child welfare cases 

linger well beyond the national average. If the Parent Partners Program translates into speedier cases, it is 

recommended that the Program be considered for implementation in other counties. Quasi-experimental 

evaluations with other courts would glean important data, particularly in distinguishing the impact of the 

impact of the Parent Partners intervention alone (in the absence of the Peacemaking Courts). Such an 

evaluation would build on the strengths of this evaluation, while addressing its primary weakness. 

If this evaluation shows that the theory of change is incorrect, and the domino effect does not 

occur, the results will inform a new discussion about where to best allocate funding, time and resources to 

improve the process and increase social justice in family court. Even if the Parent Partners Program is 

shown to have little impact, this study will provide evidence on the relative impact of the Peacemaking 

Court, when compared to the Washtenaw County Court historical five-year average case lengths and 

parent participation in case plans. If shown to be effective, it is recommended that the Peacemaking 

Court be considered in other counties. Additional quasi-experimental evaluations could be run to measure 

the impact of Peacemaking Courts alone, without the added impact of the Parent Partners Program.  

It is recommended that Phase II of the Evaluation should also be undertaken, to measure other 

program objectives. This evaluation should only be pursued if Phase I of the Evaluation (this evaluation) 

provides evidence that the Parent Partners Program is effective. More generally, it is recommended that 

Parent Partners and Peacemaking both be implemented and evaluated, with an eye towards scaling up 

programs that work across the state of Michigan. Accordingly, the results of the evaluation—whatever 

they are—will be made available through the Washtenaw County Court website and the Center for Court 

Innovation. Publication in academic journals will also be pursued. All members of the Evaluation Focus 

Groups will be sent individual copies of the evaluation report, along with a letter of thanks. If the 
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evaluation provides evidence in favor of the Parent Partners Program, the results will be disseminated in 

Program materials, such as brochures. Positive results will also be shared through the Coordinator’s 

presentations to external stakeholders in the community. This information-sharing will be one part of 

Washtenaw County Court’s multi-faceted efforts to break down stigma, and to change the narrative from 

broken parents to fixable systems.  

 

Appendix 

 

 

Abstract 

 

A summative evaluation will be conducted to measure the effectiveness of the Parent Partners Program at 

Washtenaw County’s Family Court. The Program aims to support biological parents once their children 

have been removed by CPS. Through an educational class and support group, Parent Partners expects to 

change the participant’s experience of alienation, confusion and discomfort in the court process. The 

Court also expects that this change in experience will translate into a change in behavior, ultimately 

leading to shorter case timelines, and faster, higher rates of reunification between parent and child. In 

order to test the impact of the Parent Partners Program, a two-part evaluation design will be used. The 

first part will be a quasi-experimental evaluation design, and the second part will be a post-test-only 

design. Parents will be presented with two surveys; one will be given prior to any engagement with the 

Parent Partners Program, and the other will be given at the time of case closure or after 18 months from 

the first survey, whichever comes first. The survey will assess the subject’s sense of comfort and trust 

with the court process and relevant professionals, in addition to the subject’s self-reported ability to 

navigate the child welfare system. In order to measure behavioral change, the evaluators will gain access 

to the Washtenaw County Court database, and record relevant data that measures the parent’s behavioral 

engagement with the court case. If participation in the Parent Partners Program correlates with higher 

levels of comfort, power and knowledge, the program will have been successful. If participants also make 

desired behavioral changes, the Parent Partners Program could be scaled up, and so change the way that 

family court is run across the state, and across the country.  
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Chart 1 

 

Chart 2 

  

Sources: AFCARS Report, 2015; US Census Bureau, 2014. 
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Parent Partners Program Evaluation – Consent Form 

Investigator: The Waverly Group, Elizabeth Barton, thewaverlygroup.com@msn.com 

 

I, _______________________________, have been asked to participate in an evaluation of the Parent Partners 

Program. This evaluation is being conducted by The Waverly Group for the Washtenaw County Court. 

Purpose: 

I understand that the purpose of this study is to examine the success of the Parent Partners Program in supporting 

and educating parents with open family court cases in Washtenaw County.  

Duration and Location:  

I understand that the study will take place through a survey interview at the Washtenaw County Court. This survey 

will be delivered to me in Spanish or English. Further, I understand that the study will take up to 30 minutes of my 

time on two different occasions.  

Procedures: 

I will be asked to answer questions concerning my demographics, my experience of the court process, my 

understanding of the court process, and the degree to which my actions can determine the outcome for my court 

case. My participation or non-participation in the Parent Partners Program will be recorded on the two occasions 

that I am asked to complete the survey. The Investigator will be given access to the County Court’s file on my 

case(s). I understand that participation in the Parent Partners Program and in this evaluation in no way impacts my 

open case. I understand that I am to enclose this document and my completed survey in the provided envelope, and 

that I am to seal that envelope and sign my name over the seal before handing it to the Parent Partners.  

Risks/Discomforts: 

Some of the questions will be personal, which may cause me some discomfort. 

Benefits: 

By providing my information, I will help evaluators determine the effectiveness of the Parent Partners Program. I 

understand that participating in this study will benefit parents, the court and policy makers.  

Confidentiality: 

I understand that everything will be done to protect the confidentiality of the information I provide in the two 

surveys. The sealed envelope will only be opened by The Waverly Group in their offices. A research code number 

will be used to distinguish my responses from those of other respondents. My name and address and other 

identifying information will not be directly associated with any information obtained from me. A master listing of 

persons participating in the study and their identifying information will be kept in a secure location under lock and 

key, except when being used by select staff at The Waverly Group. Further, I understand that a certificate of 

confidentiality has been obtained from the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) that protects 

investigators from being forced to release any of my data, even under a court order or subpoena. Washtenaw 

County Court will have no access to my responses, except once de-identified, coded, and aggregated with other de-

identified responses. When results of this study are published, my name or other identifying information will not be 

used.  

Payments: 



An Evaluation of the Peacemaking and Parent Partners Initiative 61 

 

Peacemaking and Parent Partners Evaluation | Confidential 

 
 

I understand that I will be paid $10 upon completion of the first survey, and $20 upon completion of the second 

survey. 

Right to Withdraw: 

I understand that I do not have to take part in this study, and my refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss 

of rights to which I am entitled. I may withdraw from the study at any time without fear of losing any services or 

benefits to which I am entitled.  

Signatures: 

I have read this entire consent form and completely understand my rights as a potential research subject. I 

voluntarily consent to participate in this research. Should questions arise and I wish to contact Ms. Barton, or the 

Institutional Review Board (222-222-2222) to discuss my rights as a research subject. 

 

____________________________________________   _________________ 

Signature of Research Subject       Date 
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Survey #1 – Available in English and Spanish.  

Throughout this survey, please choose only one answer, unless directed otherwise. 

For questions 1-19 and 23-26, please circle the number (1-5) that best represents how much you 

agree with the following statements. 

 

1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree  |  Disagree     |       Neutral        |      Agree     |   Strongly Agree 
 

I have attended the following Parent Partners meeting(s): 

Class  |   Support Group  |  Class & Support Group | Neither the Class nor the Support Group 

Comfort and Trust3 
1. I believe that my family will get help we really need through this CPS case. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

2. I feel like I can trust my caseworker to be fair and see my side of things. 
1  2  3  4  5 

 
3. I feel like I can trust my judge to be fair and see my side of things. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

4. I feel like I can trust my lawyer to be fair and see my side of things. 
1  2  3  4  5 
 

View that the CPS Case can be a Positive Opportunity 
5. In the long run, I think things will get better for my children because of this CPS case. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

6. In the long run, I think things will get better for me because of this CPS case. 
1  2  3  4  5 
 

7. I realize I might need some help, but I will not get that help from this CPS case. 
1  2  3  4  5 
 

8. DHHS/CPS has my children’s best interest at heart. 
1  2  3  4  5 

 
View that DHHS/CPS is rational 

9. I realize I need some help to make sure my kids have what they need. 
1  2  3  4  5 

 
 

10. There were definitely some problems in my family that DHHS/CPS saw. 
1  2  3  4  5 

                                                           
3 These underlined sub-headings will not be included in the distributed survey; they are guides for the 
reader, and show the clusters mentioned previously in this paper. 
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11. There is absolutely no good reason for my CPS case. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

12. My home was safe for my children when they were living with me. 
1  2  3  4  5   

 
Isolation 

13. I feel like I am alone in dealing with this CPS case. 
1  2  3  4  5   
 

14. There are people who can give me emotional support as I go through this CPS case. 
1  2  3  4  5 

 
Understanding Process 

15. I understand how to best communicate my needs to the professionals involved in my 
case. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

16. I understand the roles of the professionals involved in the child welfare system. 
1  2  3  4  5  

 
17. I know what actions are required of me in order to have my children returned to me. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

 
18. I know who to ask if I have any questions related to my case. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

 
19. I know where I can find information if I have any questions related to my case. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

 
20. In order to have my children returned to me, how important is it for me to go to all 

visits with my child? 
 

Not Important  |  Somewhat Important  | Extremely Important  |  I don’t 
know 

 
21. In order to have my children returned to me, how important is it for me to attend all 

appointments in my case plan? 
 

Not Important  |  Somewhat Important  | Extremely Important  |  I don’t 
know   

 
22. In order to have my children returned to me, how important is it for me to attend all 

hearings? 
 

Not Important  |  Somewhat Important  | Extremely Important  |  I don’t 
know   
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 Perceived Power 
23. I believe there are things I can do so that the Court will return my children to me. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

24. I can impact the design of my case plan. 
 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

25. The professionals involved in this CPS case are not interested in what I have to say. 
1  2  3  4  5 

 
26. While I might not agree with them, I have been treated with respect by professionals 

involved in the child welfare system. 
1  2  3  4  5 

  
 

Demographics 

Race (Circle more than one, if needed) 

American Indian   |  African American/Black  |  Asian  |  Caucasian  |  Pacific Islander 

 

Are you Hispanic or Latino? 

Yes No   

 

Gender 

Female  |  Male  |   Transgender  |  Non-cisgendered  

 

Sexual Orientation 

Attracted to the opposite sex   

Attracted to the same sex  

Attracted to both sexes    

Asexual    

Other 

 

Date of Birth 

__________ 
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Circle all mental health challenges that you have been managing since the start of your CPS case: 

Anxiety  

Bipolar Disorder    

Borderline Personality Disorder   

Depression   

Panic Disorder 

Schizophrenia   

Substance Use 

Trauma    

 

Approximate Household Income per Year 

___________  

 

 I have a disability that can make it challenging for me to function on a daily basis. 

  Yes No  

 

Level of Education Completed 

Elementary School | Some High School  |  High School   |  Some College  |  College  |  

Associate’s Degree |  Graduate Degree 

 

 

Thank you for your time. We appreciate it. 

 

Survey #2 – Available in English and Spanish.  

 

(It is exactly the same as Survey #1, except that it is written in the past tense because the case is ending.) 
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Throughout this survey, please choose only one answer, unless directed otherwise. 

For questions 1-19 and 23-26, please circle the number (1-5) that best represents how much you 

agree with the following statements. 

 

1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree  |  Disagree     |       Neutral        |      Agree     |   Strongly Agree 

 

 

 

I have attended the following Parent Partners meeting(s): 

Class  |   Support Group  |  Class & Support Group | Neither the Class nor the Support Group 

 

 

1. During my case, I believed that my family would get the help we really needed through 
the CPS case. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

2. I felt like I could trust my caseworker to be fair and see my side of things. 
1  2  3  4  5 

 
3. I felt like I could trust my judge to be fair and see my side of things. 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

4. I felt like I could trust my lawyer to be fair and see my side of things. 
1  2  3  4  5 

 
 
 
Etc.  
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* Criteria for parent participation  

 

Year 1  

 Peacemaking Court participant. 
 On the reunification docket, after adjudication and before disposition. 
 At least one child in the family is 12 or younger. 
 Parent must be stable with no current substance use (in treatment). 
 Must be eligible to participate based on DRC mental capacity guidelines. 
 [# of cases in Peacemaking Courts is not currently available, but will be at a later date.] 
 

Year 2  

 All parents, including those in prison, except for those parents charged with abuse and on the termination docket. 
 After adjudication and before disposition. 
 At least one child in the family is 18 or younger. 
 Must be eligible to participate based on DRC mental capacity guidelines 
 [# of family cases in Washtenaw County is not currently available, but will be at a later date.]  
 

** Phasing for Parent Coordinator Responsibilities  

Year 1  

 Oversee program, including supervision, training and hiring. 
 Stakeholder presentations and partnership-building: 8 hours per week. 

 

Year 2  

 Oversee program, including supervision and hiring. Training is carried out by Parent Mentor Leads. 
 Stakeholder presentations, partnership-building, community-building: 20 hours per week. 

 

*** Note regarding legislative action 

Because Parent Partners is hosted and supported by the county court, it would be a conflict of interest for the 

program to advocate for policy changes. Nonetheless, Parent Partners forms the partnerships necessary for advocacy 

on a legislative level, and in the parent mentor program in King County, WA, veteran parents have self-organized to 

form advocacy-based coalitions that leverage these relationships. 
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