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Advancing Implementation Science Through
Measure Development & Evaluation

Establish a stakeholder-driven operationalization of a pragmatic
measures construct

Develop reliable, valid rating criteria for assessing the pragmatic

strength of measures

* Develop reliable, valid, pragmatic measures of three critical
implementation outcomes: acceptability, appropriateness, & feasibility

* Identify CFIR- and IOF-linked measures that demonstrate psychometric
and pragmatic strength using the Psychometric & Pragmatic Evaluation of
Implementation Science Measures (PAPERS)
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Defining the “Pragmatic” Measures Construct:



D&Il: Stakeholders & Measurement
e

Valid and reliable measures are needed to:

O Assess barriers and facilitators to implementing evidence-
based practices (EBPs)

O Inform the development, selection, and tailoring of
implementation strategies

O Evaluate implementation outcomes

However, little is known about how stakeholders view
and /or use implementation science measurement tools
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Present Study
-

Aims to promote understanding of how stakeholders:
1. View and use implementation-relevant measurement tools

2.  Approach and evaluate implementation endeavors without
formal tools

3. Discuss barriers and facilitators surrounding measure use
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Methods

Participants

O 15 community stakeholders with experience implementing
EBPs in diverse settings (e.g., schools, medical centers,
community mental health agencies)

Process
O Semi-structured qualitative interviews

O Example Questions:

Do you use any tools or measures to assess the context or the situation
before implementation?

If not, how do you determine whether the context or situation is
favorable for implementation?

Data Analysis

O Content Analysis: Emergent Themes

O Codebook: CFIR & IOF NIMH: 1RO1MH106510



Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research (CFIR)

Characteristics of Individuals

I Individual Stage of Change l Other Personal Attributes | Self-Efficacy I Individual Identification with Organization
’ Knowledge & Beliefs about Intervention

Inner Setting

RI: Leadership Engagement | I Structural Characteristics ‘ I Implementation Climate ‘ I IC: Organizational Incentives & Rewards
I IC: Learning Climate Readiness for Implementation ‘ Networks & Communication l IC: Compatibility
Rl: Available Resources l IC: Tension for Change Rl: Access to Knowledge IC: Goals & Feedback ‘ l IC: Relative Priority |

Intervention Characteristics

‘ Adaptability ’ Complexity l Design Quality & Packaging l Evidence Strength & Quality ‘ Intervention Source
\ Relative Advantage ‘ Trialability

Outer Setting

[
Cosmopolitanism Peer Pressure External Policy & Incentives | Patient Needs & Incentives

m Engaging ’ Opinion Leaders i I Reflecting & Evaluating | Champions | External Change Agents

I Formally Appointed Internal Implementation Leaders Damschroder et al.. 2009
r




Implementation Outcomes Framework (IOF)

| Implementation Outcomes

Acceptability

Adoption

Appropriateness

Cost

Feasibility

Fidelity

Penetration

Sustainability

Proctor et al., 2009, 2011



Results: Implementation Measure Use
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Results: Assessing Context
S

Needs &

Leadership

Resources

Culture

“Sometimes we'll
get patient input
to talk
about...their
needs and
concerns, and
what the gaps
are and to
assess, sort of,

their readiness.”
\ )

Engagement

[ “We have )
divisions
amongst our
leadership in
terms of people
can say they're
supportive of
that but they
have their own
agendas that

they re pushing.”
\ J

[ “The piece about \
us valuing
evidence-based
approaches...
makes it difficult
because the
CFTSI
infervention does
not have...as
strong of

\  research.” )




Results: Assessing Process or Progress

Fidelit
Executing I((;I :QI) Y

“So in our smallest programs, or our smaller programs, we
can actually do individual site visits with a fidelity
assessment...to the extent that there is an existing fidelity
instrument out there to use.”

“We do fidelity measures. We call them knowledge
assessments. And we use fidelity tools, some we made up,

some we use from the model.”
NIMH: 1IRO1MH106510



Results: Assessing Outcomes
0

Clinical
Outcome Informal Tools Sustainability
Measure
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Results: Barriers & Facilitators
S

- Stakeholders reported the following barriers:
O Awareness
O Accessibility

O Pragmatic

1 Stakeholders mentioned possible facilitators:
O Champions & Leadership Engagement

O Access to Knowledge & Information

* Even when these potential facilitators were present,
organizations did not use formal measurement tools to inform

or evaluate implementation efforts
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Future Directions
X

Continue to explore stakeholder views and use of
implementation science measurement tools

O What do stakeholders want to measure?

O How can we promote awareness of and access to formal
measurement tools?

O How can we make implementation science measurement
tools more practical (i.e., pragmatic) for stakeholders

Psychometric & Pragmatic Evaluation of Implementation
Science Measures (PAPERS)
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