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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Animal-assisted interventions compliment virtually all forms of contemporary
therapy, in a variety of contexts and with a myriad of populations. One common form of
intervention, Positive Behavioral Intervention Support (PBIS), is a particularly common
behavioral modification methodology for children with development disability, geriatric
populations with dementia or Alzheimer’s, adults and children with neuromuscular
problems, and for children of domestic violence. This project reflects a longitudinal
program evaluation of an animal-assisted activity program that works specifically with
this latter population, child residents of short-term domestic violence shelters. Most
animal-assisted interventions are part of an individualized education or therapy
program, the interactive sessions are long-term, goal-directed, and outcome driven.
The Little Dog Laughed, Animal-Assisted Therapy Program is a nonprofit
organization that engages dog training as a model for non-violent problem solving,
psychosocial, and life skills education. In conjunction with behavioral therapy
professionals, this program gives opportunities for children of domestic abuse to interact
with the dogs in short, 20-minute training sessions once a week. The children are
introduced to a learning goal, provided guidelines for respectfully working with the dog,
as well as tools (e.g., clickers and hand signals) to promote clear communication
between the child and the trained dog model. The opportunities to train and observe
outcomes are limited both in terms of the length of each visit as well as the number of
visits each residence receives. Therefore evaluating individual outcomes for a program
of this kind can be challenging. Behavioral improvement was evaluated through focal
observation every 5 minutes for the 15 to 20 minute training sessions over a 12-week
period. Improvement was evaluated using seven categorical learning and behavioral
domains: 1.) Engagement (e.g., paying attention); 2.) Instruction Compliance; 3.)
Concept Recognition; 4.) Attitude (verbalized emotional response to the activities, dog,
or the facilitator), 5.) Affect (e.g., non-verbal emotional expression); 6.) Dog
Approach/Avoidance; and 7.) Social Civility as well as the goals of TLDL mission
statement.
Based on the observational data, The Little Dog Laughed, Animal-Assisted Therapy
Program did appear to achieve behavioral improvements among their target population
in all three constructs associated with the mission goals as well as the four empirical
questions. TLDL model is adaptable to a number of other contexts and target
populations. It is conceivable that the seven behavioral outcome categories for child
residents of domestic violence shelters could be modified for a variety of other
populations.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND
“Our volunteer dog/handler teams work with therapists/counselors/teachers in their
effort to nurture empathy and non-violent problem solving skills in at-risk youths. We
offer a carefully structured set of short classes that teach behavioral skills by engaging
the children in actively training our dogs using positive training techniques.”
TLDL Mission Statement

Presenting Problem
In the spring of 2013, The Little Dog Laughed Animal-Assisted Therapy Program
contacted the Center for Civic Engagement at Pacific University to find resources in
helping them establish a program evaluation for TLDL. The Behavioral Research and
Instructional Neuroscience Laboratory responded and with the initial help of the
laboratory principal investigator, Heide Island and six undergraduate, psychology
college students, a pilot evaluation was underway in the fall of 2013. Granting agencies
require evidence-based programming to provide funding support and in the words of the
original solicitation email from Linda Keast, Director of The Little Dog Laughed,
“We have no evidence. This is a new model, and our successes fall in the
realm of anecdotal. We are looking for a student or class of students willing to
help design and document a study that is rigorous and compelling; and we
need guidelines on what to capture/document going forward. We wish to be a
pilot program for other [animal-assisted activity] groups nationally. While there
is a plethora of documentation on the positive effects of animal use in
therapy, virtually all major therapy animal organizations (e.g., Pet
Partners/Delta Society, Therapy Dogs International) specifically prohibit the
use of clickers, off-leash work, or training by the child. Agencies which have
incorporated dog training into their therapy programs have established a good
track record, but rely on a formal class structure (impractical in many
interventions) and the use of shelter dogs (strictly forbidden in Washington
Co. facilities). By using therapy dogs, we answer safety concerns and by
having “primed the pump” by including only clicker-savvy dogs we are more
agile concerning class content and pace. A local elementary school counselor
who has incorporated us as a standing part of her work with at-risk kids is
100% behind us, but to reach a wider audience we need an unbiased
assessment of the program. We need metrics internally for improvement
and externally to validate the program’s efficacy.”
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Animal Assisted Interventions Background
Since the early 1970s, animal-assisted programs have been an important part of the
corpus of therapeutic options available to both medical patients and mental health
clients (Pichot, 2012). Animal-assisted intervention (AAI) is an umbrella term for the
inclusion of animals as part of any number of therapeutic protocols. These interventions
describe a variety of animal-assisted programs including: Animal-assisted therapy
(AAT), Animal-Assisted Education (AAE), and Animal-Assisted Activity (AAA).
Kruger and Serpel (2006) reported 20 different definitions of animal-assisted therapy
(AAT) within the current psychological literature. The ambiguousness of the language
defining the scope of animal-assisted interventions lead the Delta Society to publish a
standardized rubric for terms and definitions (Delta Society, 1999). As such, Animalassisted therapy (AAT) is defined as a goal-oriented intervention that uses animals as a
fundamental part of the treatment procedure (Palley, O’Rourke, and Niemi, 2010). The
typical AAT program is managed and directed by mental health professionals who,
through an initial intake assessment, establish individualized therapeutic goals for their
clients. Those goals may be achieved in part through the use of animal-assisted
therapy. In this context, the term “therapy” broadly refers to any healing, empirically
supported, treatment for mental, physical, and behavioral conditions, disorder or
injuries. The primary aim of AAT is to foster growth in social, cognitive, behavioral,
emotional, and physical functioning (Palley, et. al., 2010). The programs are
accomplished in a variety of settings, including residential communities like in-residence
hospitals, rehabilitation centers, or outpatient clinics. Although in the cases of larger
animals with special environmental needs like horses (e.g., equine-assisted therapy;
Berget, Ekeberg, Pedersen, Braastad, 2011) and dolphins (e.g., dolphin-assisted
therapy; Nathanson, 1998), patients are taken to farms, petting zoos, aquaria, marine
rehabilitation and research centers. The established success of these programs extends
to a number of populations including those with: dementia; psychiatric conditions; heart
disease; cancer; developmental disabilities; speech and fluency conditions, and
attachment disorders (Palley, et. al., 2010). Regardless of the setting or population, for
most all AAT the care is outcome-oriented, therefore progress is documented and
longitudinal, occurring over a specific period of time, and tailored to each client or
patient’s needs (Delta Society, 2015).
In contrast to animal assisted therapy, animal-assisted activities (AAA) are more
flexible and less individualized. Animal-assisted activities are often referred to as the
“meet and greet” of AAI, with therapy animals, in most cases dogs, visiting hospitals,
senior centers, domestic violence shelters, client homes, and schools for the purpose of
education, recreation, entertainment, or simply to improve the quality of life for the
participants (Souter and Miller, 2007). Although trained professionals or volunteers also
facilitate the animal-assisted activities, AAA does not necessarily have a predetermined
treatment outcome, the same activity may involve more than one participant, progress is
not necessarily recorded, and the participants’ enthusiasm or interest generally drives
the length of the visit (Souter and Miller, 2007). The goal of AAA is to improve quality of
life, provide life skills training, or simply to assist in education (i.e., Animal-Assisted
Education; AAE). The populations AAA serves is however, often the same as those
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served through AAT: clients or patients with cognitive conditions (e.g., aphasia;
Macauley, 2006; Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder; Schuck, Emmerson et al.,
2015); adults or children with development disabilities (e.g., autism spectral disorder;
Bass, Duchowny, Llabre, 2009); children of sexual abuse (Dietz, Davis, and Pennings,
2012); patients with Alzheimer’s disease (Mossello, Ridolfi et al., 2011); persons with
psychiatric conditions (e.g., depression, Souter and Miller, 2007; anxiety, addictions,
depression, and schizophrenia, Berget, Ekeberg et al., 2011); patients with a terminal
illness or debilitating motor conditions (Caprilli and Messeri, 2006; Serpell, 2012),
children of in-patient care (Caprilli and Messeri, 2006); nursing home residents
(Kawamura, Niiyama and Niiyama, 2009), and adjudicated populations (e.g., Jasperson,
2010).

Presenting Problems and Evaluation Challenges
The Little Dog Laughed delivers programming in brief bouts of guided activity (AAA),
rather than long-term interactions where the child and the dog are able to establish a
bond (AAT). The transitional nature of residents of domestic violence shelters provides
a limited window for behavioral improvements to occur. Rather than frequent, extended,
and ongoing therapy over a period of months or years, the interaction with the therapy
dog may be as constrained as one visit and no more than four for a single residential
stay. Further, those interactions are limited to a 20 to 25 minute period. On any given
visitation day, the participants vary. Given the emotional vulnerability of child residents
of domestic violence shelters, children elect to participate in the animal-assisted
activities. This means that TLDL program facilitators have little advance notice to
prepare age-appropriate or child-specific activities prior to the visit participation.
Therefore both the dogs and their facilitators must be exceedingly flexible in the kinds of
programming and activity provided. That said, the narrow activity window may also
offer some advantages, for one, the child participants know the opportunity to interact
with the therapy dog and their facilitator is only offered once a week. A reserved child
may recognize the opportunity cost of not choosing to participate when TLDL visits.
Further, the interaction period of 20-minutes is sensitive to the attention span of young
to very young children. The brief bout of activity during the program session encourages
sustained attention and learning within the timeframe that the children are best able to
assimilate information.
Among child residents of domestic violence shelters, their schedules, security, and
emotional, behavioral, and cognitive resources are transitional at best. There is very
little stability outside of their routine in attending school, therefore one major concern
among the staff at the DV shelters and among the facilitators of TLDL program is that
none of the activities feel overtly school-like. TLDL program is designed to be didactic,
both instructive and flexible without feeling like homework or overtly instructive and
pedantic. The idea is that all activities feel both entertaining as well as instructive. TLDL
uses dog training as a model to impart nonviolent problem solving, empowerment, and
motivational tools when faced with overwhelming challenges that may feel
unmanageable. These skills are imparted by presenting each child participant with a
problem (i.e., teach Eli how to dance), then through the Socratic method, the facilitator,
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the child and the dog work toward solving the problem by breaking the solution down
into individual elements. Through shaping each of the dog’s successive behavioral
approximations toward the target outcome with positive reinforcement using clicker
training and food reinforcers (e.g., See-Tag-And-Reinforce) the dog achieves the
desired goal. By emphasizing gentle, safe, and respectful interactions with animals,
children are afforded the opportunity to see how to find and approach the solution to
what might appear at first, an unmanageable task.
The S.T.A.R. methodology is similar to the Positive Behavior Intervention Support
(PBIS) model, an empirically supported, evidence-based platform for behavior change.
PBIS, an extension of operant conditioning (Skinner, 1938) was designed to reduce
problem behaviors as well as increase adaptive, socially appropriate behaviors within
academic settings (Reynolds, 2012). The model requires the program administrator
and participant to establish behavioral expectations together, which are then taught
rather than assuming they arrive in possession of all necessary behavioral skills. It
contrasts with standard practices that monitor and exact punishment which create a
“bottom-line” consequence for failure to correct behaviors and instead rewards children
for appropriate behavior. PBIS is flexible in goal setting, yet operant in immediacy,
reinforcing good behavior on the spot. The STARS model used in dog training is
analogous to PBIS and offers a behavioral framework for long-term behavioral
modification, despite the brief bouts of animal interaction indicative of animal-assisted
activity.
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EVALUATION PURPOSE AND QUESTIONS
Purpose
The purpose of this program evaluation was to establish the efficacy of The Little
Dog Laughed, Animal-Assisted Therapy Program. Efficacy was measured as a
statistically significant improvement in behavior over the course of the animal-assisted
interaction. Ideally, the behavior observed and recorded at the end of TLDL session
would be significantly higher than at the onset for all 7 behavioral categories.
TLDL mission statement asserts, “Our volunteer dog/handler teams work with
therapists/counselors/teachers in their effort to nurture empathy and non-violent
problem solving skills in at-risk youths. We offer a carefully structured set of short
classes that teach behavioral skills by engaging the children in actively training our
dogs using positive training techniques.”
In order to evaluate the efficacy of their mission we essentially dissected the
mission statement into component parts so we could identify what behavioral
categories addressed the goals of their mission. Not all of the 7 evaluated behavioral
categories are represented in TLDL’s mission statement, based on our interpretation of
their mission, 6 of the 7 categories either directly or indirectly addressed the goals of
their mission statement. These are identified in the table below.
Mission Statement Goals

Corresponding Behavioral Category
Attitude
Dog Approach

“Nurture empathy”

Social Civility
Concept Recognition
“Non-violent problem solving skills”

Instructional Compliance
Social Civility
Engagement

Teach behavioral skills…using
positive training techniques.

Attitude
Social Civility

We did not feel “Affect,” was an appropriate correlate with the mission since not all
children are emotionally demonstrative or animated in activities they enjoy. To avoid
discriminating against children with flattened affects, social or developmental disabilities
(e.g., ASD) we did not include Affect in the above.
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Questions
Program efficacy was defined as any behavioral change in a positive direction
between blocks and more importantly from blocks 1 (onset of the activity) to 4 (end of
the activity). Although the pilot and first phase of the evaluation was exploratory, we
had to assume the program was working, so the default predictions were that:
1.)

Children’s behavior would show significant behavioral improvements within all
behavioral categories

2.)

Children’s behavior would show the greatest improvement in all behavioral
categories from blocks 1 to 4.

3.)

Children who had previously interacted with TLDL would demonstrate higher
behavioral scores for Dog Approach during the first block (i.e., they became less
fearful of the dogs following previous interactions) and the last block.

4.)

Children who had previously interacted with TLDL would demonstrate higher
behavioral scores for Social Civility at block 1 and at block 4 (i.e., formerly
established social manners and structured behavioral norms would provide the
framework for how to behave in subsequent visits).

EVALUATION TIMELINE
þ Pilot (2013–2014): Establish target variables for efficacy
þ Phase I (2014–2015): Measure efficacy of program in achieving behavioral change
in
the target sample, short-term residents (age 7 – 17 years) of domestic violence
shelters and provide suggestions for improvement.
¨ Phase II (Summer 2015–2016): Help TLDL implement recommendations, assess
efficacy, evaluate improvements of program, if improvements are not evidenced,
revisit implementation.
¨ Phase III (2016–2017): Provide consultative support to TLDL in their efforts to write
and submit a program-relevant grant.
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TARGET POPULATION AND METHOD
Target Population
Evaluators observed TLDL animal-assisted activities at two domestic violence shelters
in northwest Oregon, Monika’s House and Raphael House (See Appendix I). TLDL program
was delivered to individual children or to groups of two to three children, depending on the
shelter. Shelter participants ranged in age from 4 to 17 years (M=7.89; SD=2.90), with an
average age of 7.6 years among the girls (SD=3.10) and 8.4 for the boys (SD=2.4). Two
clicker-trained Papillon dogs, one male (Eli) and one female (Lili) served as therapy dogs for
all site visits. However, most all of the observations occurred with just one of the two therapy
animals, Eli. Given the small number of observations with Lili, there was no way to ascertain
if the quality of activity programming differed as a consequence of the therapy dog, that said,
based on the consistency of the facilitator, the breed, and the training, this is unlikely.
Child confidentiality was maintained, as no names were documented and all
observations were conducted in the shelters with no audio or video support. Any necessary
identifying information, like the child’s gender and age, was coded by first initial with a brief
description of their appearance (e.g., gender, approximate age, hair color and length, ethnic
identity, approximate height). Some identifying information was necessary, as some children
were in-residence for more than one week. A total of 22 children were observed at Monika’s
House and 15 at Raphael’s House from September of 2013 through May of 2015, in a total of
35 DV site visits.

Procedure
Each animal-assisted activity visit was 15-20 minutes of interaction, with 5-minute,
focal naturalistic, focal observations occurring over 4 blocks. Most interactions occurred over
4 blocks total per session. On each data sheet (See Appendix III) the site, date, time, and
observer initials were coded, as was the therapy dog, the child’s first initial, gender, age, the
number of previous visits (if available), and a brief description of their physical appearance,
as well as the title or a description of the animal-assisted activity (e.g., clicker training, matchto-sample, move with me, etc.).

Pilot
Prior to the pilot, the research team met with the program director to establish how to
define efficacy for her program. In other words, we needed to know what kinds of behavioral
improvement or change TLDL program hoped would occur among its target population (child
residents of the DV shelters) as a consequence of the animal interactions. Based on these
discussions, 6 outcome categories were outlined: Engagement (e.g., attention,
interest/inquisitive, participation); Instructional Compliance (e.g., recognition of instructions,
correcting prompted errors); Concept Recognition (e.g., recognizing conceptual ideas or
errors); Attitude (e.g., verbal behavior indicative of emotional affect), Affect (e.g., nonverbal
behavior indicative of emotion), and Metacognition (i.e., introspection), as well as two
additional categories: Dog Approach (e.g., unafraid, fearful, or neutral) and Social Civility.
Social Civility in this evaluation is defined as the ability to recognize appropriate social
behavior, understand how civility affects others, and correct behavioral mistakes in manners
(i.e., civility), either with a prompt or spontaneously. An example of a Social Civility infraction
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would be if a child interrupts the facilitator of volunteer. Their rating would be a -1. But if they
correct it, either spontaneously or with a prompt and if they persist in refraining from
interrupting or self-correct when they do (by indicating that they know they shouldn’t interrupt)
in subsequent blocks, they would receive a 1.

Phase I
Following the pilot, one category, Metacognition was eliminated because there were too
few opportunities to ascertain whether the children were introspective about their behavior.
Additionally, some of the children observed were under 5 years of age, a time in which neural
development has not yet lateralized, resulting in a limited ability to delay gratification, and
little introspection. We also added the Dog Approach and Social Civility as part of the main
behavioral groupings. Thus for Phase I, a final, vetted set of 7 behavioral categories emerged
for observation: Engagement (e.g., attention, interest/inquisitive, participation); Instructional
Compliance (e.g., recognition of instructions, correcting prompted errors); Concept
Recognition (e.g., recognizing conceptual ideas or errors); Attitude (e.g., verbal behavior
indicative of emotional affect), Affect (e.g., nonverbal behavior indicative of emotion), Dog
Approach (e.g., unafraid, fearful, or neutral) and Social Civility.

Behavioral Rating Scales
Behavior within the categories of Engagement, Instructional Compliance, and Concept
Recognition were coded on an intensity scale of 0 (e.g., not engaged, does not follow
instructions; no concept recognition) to 3 (e.g., eager interest, exceptional instructional
compliance, and concept recognition). For example, if a child did not use the clicker in the
way the facilitator showed them, their Instructional Compliant would be coded a 0, unless the
recognized their mistake and corrected it. Self-correction is typically coded positively, as a 1
or a 2. The emotional behavior categories for verbal and non-verbal emotion coding were
also on a scale, but between -3 (e.g., very bad attitude, verbalizing a lot of discontent;
frowning, crying, etc.) to 3 (e.g., verbalizing exclusively positive remarks; smiling, giggling,
laughter, in some cases jumping up and down). Finally the Dog Approach and Social Civility
categories were coded from -1 to 1, this is a negative (-1, dog avoidance; uncivil or rude
behavior) to positive rating scale (1, dog approach; civil or well-mannered) with 0
representing a no change or ambivalent category (see Appendix III).

Inter-rater Reliability
All observations occurred with two evaluators both for the pilot and for Phase I of data
collection. Observers were paired as a team, they did not change in terms of who they
observed with and in which shelter they observed. During focal observations, the evaluators
did not talk or discuss their results and sat opposite each other at tables at their
corresponding shelter. This was in place to protect the validity of their observations, so no
bias could interfere with their own objective assessments of what they observed. During data
entry, each observer’s data was entered into the date files but only those behavioral ratings
and behavioral categories that were observed by both evaluators were used for analyses.
This data was entered with their respective Cohen’s kappa reliability rating. The average
inter-rater reliability rating for the pilot was .76. In other words, 76 percent of all observations
were in agreement between the four coders (anything over 65% is an acceptable IRR). For
the Phase I observers, four different evaluators, again each team assigned to one of the two
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domestic violence shelters, their IRR was .79 percent, slightly higher than those from the
pilot. However, it should be noted that Raphael House was only observed for a four-month
period during the Phase I period.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
Findings
The empirical questions we attempted to answer during the pilot and Phase 1 of this
program evaluation were the following:
1.)

Children’s behavior would show significant behavioral improvements within all
behavioral categories

2.)

Children’s behavior would show the greatest improvement in all behavioral categories
from blocks 1 to 4.

3.)

Children who had previously interacted with TLDL would demonstrate higher
behavioral scores for Dog Approach between Blocks 1 and 4, the onset to the end of
the animal-assisted activity session. In other words, the child DV residents and TLDL
participants became less fearful of the dogs following previous interactions.

4.)

Children who had previously interacted with TLDL would demonstrate higher
behavioral scores for Social Civility at Block 1 and at Block 4 (i.e., formerly established
social manners and structured behavioral norms would provide the framework for how
to behave in subsequent visits).

In order to evaluate behavioral improvement from block to block, we conducted paired
samples t-tests between Blocks 1 to 2; Blocks 2 to 3; Blocks 3 to 4 and finally for the most
meaningful improvement, from Block 1 to 4 for all behavioral categories. To estimate the
degree of significance for those paired blocks were significant differences (p<.05) were
observed, effect size estimates (eta-squared, Σ2) were calculated (.04 = small effect; .06 =
moderate effect: .14 = large effect).
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Table 1. Behavioral means (SD) from the onset (Block 1) of the AAA session to the end (Block 4)
Block 1
M (SD)

Block 4
M (SD)

df

t

p

Σ2

Engagement

2.31 (.73)

2.69 (.54)

80

-4.12

.001

0.18

Follows Instructions

2.45 (.73)

2.60 (.50)

74

-2.28

.01

0.07

Concept Recognition

2.03 (.05)

2.37 (.98)

75

-3.94

.03

0.17

Affect

1.96 (1.29)

2.53 (.87)

77

-5.43

<.001

0.28

Attitude

2.30 (.90)

2.68 (.66)

74

-4.13

<.001

0.12

Dog Approach

0.67 (.54)

0.85 (.44)

66

-2.99

<.01

0.17

Social Civility

0.88 (.33)

0.94 (.24)

-

-

>.05

-

Behavioral Category

2

M = mean; SD = standard deviation, df = degrees of freedom, t = t-value, p = p-value, Σ = eta-squared

Engagement
Behaviors associated with Engagement (rating scale ranged from 0 to 3) increased
significantly from Block 1 (M=2.38; SD=0.81) to Block 2 (M=2.53, SD=0.69), t(173)= 3.29, p=
.001, Σ2=0.06 and from Block 2 (M=2.53, SD=0.65) to Block 3 (M=2.66, SD=66), (t139)=
2.25, p=.03, Σ2=.04. There was however, no change from Block 3 (M=2.66, SD=0.57) to
Block 4 (M=2.69 SD=0.54), t(80)= -0.39, p=.05.
Despite a lack of significant improvement in Engagement from Block 3 to 4, Engagement
scores for children improved from the onset of the program activity at Block 1 (M=2.31,
SD=0.84) to the end of the activity session, at Block 4 (M=2.69, SD=0.54), t(80)= -4.12, p=
.0001, Σ2=.18 (See Figure 1). The degree of this significance is very large (i.e., a large effect
is typically at .14; the effect size for Engagement between Blocks 1 and 4 is .18).
The results of the paired-samples t-tests provide partial support for the first prediction, that
behavior would improve from block to block across all target behaviors and support for the
second prediction, that behavior would should the greatest improvement from the onset of the
animal-assisted activity to the end.
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Figure 1. Mean Engagement Ratings by Block
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Instructional Compliance
The degree of instructional compliance among the children from block to block was similar
to the pattern described for Engagement. There was a significant increase from Block 1
(M=2.49, SD=0.76) to Block 2 (M=2.61, SD=0.61), t(164)= -2.84, p= .027, Σ2=0.05 and from
Block 2 (M=2.56, SD=0.67) to Block 3 (M=2.67, SD=0.57), t(134)=-2.33, p= .02, Σ2=0.04, but
not from Block 3 (M=2.71, SD=0.53) to Block 4 (M=2.65, SD=0.51), t(79)= 1.15, p=.05.
Again, the largest behavioral improvement was evidenced from the onset of the animalassisted activity, Block 1 (M=2.49, SD=0.73) to the last activity, Block 4 (M=2.68, SD=0.50),
t(74)=-2.28, p=.01, Σ2=0.07 (See Figure 2 below).
Figure 2. Mean Instructional Compliance Ratings by Block
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Block 4

Concept Recognition
While Concept Recognition increased significantly between Block 1 (M=2.03, SD=1.05)
and Block 4 (M=2.37, SD=0.98), t(75)=-3.94, p=.03, Σ2=0.17.
But there were no significant changes in behavior between individual blocks, including
Block 1(M=1.53, SD=1.20) and Block 2(M=1.63, SD=1.22), t(160)=1.70, p>.05, Block 2
(M=1.86, SD=1.15) and Block 3 (M=1.97, SD=1.15), t(125)=1.86, p>.05, and Block 3
(M=2.29, SD=0.99) and Block 4 (M=2.36, SD=1.01), t(78)=0.90, p>.05 (See Figure 3).
Figure 3. Mean Concept Recognition Ratings by Block
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Attitude
For Attitude, Block 1 (M= 2.27, SD= 0.91) to Block 2 (M=2.42, SD= 0.77), t(158)=-3.80,
p<.001, Σ2=0.08. This construct continued to increase significantly from Block 2 (M=, SD=) to
Block 3 (M= 2.47, SD= 0.70), t(127)=-1.99, p<.05, Σ2=0.03, as well as Block 3 (M=2.47, SD=
0.76) to Block 4 (M= 2.64, SD= 0.73), t(75)=-2.41, p=.02, Σ2=0.07. This resulted in an overall
increase from Block 1 to Block 4, t(74)=-4.13, p<.001, Σ2=0.20 (See Figure 4).
Figure 4. Mean Attitude Ratings by Block
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Block 4

Affect
Affect increased from Block 1 (M=, SD=) to Block 2 (M=, SD=), t(163)=-6.09, p=.001,
Σ2=0.19, from Block 2 (M=, SD=) to Block 3 (M=, SD=), t(132)= -3.05, p=.003, Σ2=0.07, and
from Block 3 (M=, SD=) to Block 4 (M=, SD=), t(77)=-3.04, p=.003, Σ2=0.11. Thus, there was
a very large effect from Block 1 to Block 4, t(77)=-5.43, p<.001, Σ2=0.28 (See Figure 5).
Figure 5. Mean Affect Ratings by Block
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Social Civility
Social Civility, on the other hand, increased significantly from Block 1 (M=0.88, SD=0.33)
to Block 2 (M=0.97, SD=0.33), t(56)=-2.16, p=.03, Σ2=0.06. It did not, however, change
significantly between Block 2 (M=1.02, SD=0.32) and Block 3 (M=0.98, SD=0.14), t(43)=0.81,
p>.05, or between Block 3 (M=0.94, SD=0.24) and Block 4 (M=0.94, SD=0.24), t(29)=0.0,
p>.05.
Figure 6. Mean Social Civility Ratings by Block
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Block 4

Dog Approach
The category of Dog Approach also had a significant overall increase from Block 1 to
Block 4, t(66)=-2.99, p<.01, Σ2=0.12. It can be inferred from the data that children become
more comfortable with the dogs following the initial introduction, this is supported in the
between block behavioral improvements from Block 1 (M=0.68, SD= 0.58) and Block 2 (M=
0.76, SD= 0.53), t(130)=-2.55, p<.01, Σ2=0.05, as well as between Block 3 (M=0.77, SD=
0.49) and Block 4 (M=0.85, SD=0.44), t(66)=-1.93, p=.05, Σ2=0.05. However, there wasn’t a
significant change between Block 2 (M=0.76, SD=0.51) and Block 3 (M=0.80, SD=0.47),
t(105)=-1.42, p>.05. (See Figure 7)
Figure 7. Mean Dog Approach Ratings by Block
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Children’s behavioral improvements across target categories are visually displayed below.
All categories with the exception of Concept Recognition and Social Civility demonstrated
significant improvement across blocks. However, as noted above, children showed
significant behavioral improvement in Concept Recognition from Block 1 to 4.
Since the domestic violence shelters are located in two different counties, one with
significantly higher property taxes than the other, which means the schools in one county
likely have more resources than the other. We wanted to determine if there were between
site differences in baseline behavior among the 7 categories and differences in general
behavioral improvements from each block relative to each shelter. In order to do this, we
conducted several more paired samples t-tests. Based on these analyses, we found that 3 of
the 7 behavioral categories differed between shelters.
Concept recognition ratings were significantly lower at Monika’s house (M=1.20, SD=1.18)
than at Raphael’s house (M=2.36, SD=0.82), t(167)=-6.23, p<.01, Σ2=0.19. Ratings at
Monika’s house were also lower for Attitude (M=2.12, SD=0.98) than Raphael’s House
(M=2.60, SD=0.61), t(164)=-3.12, p=.002, Σ2=0.05. This was also true for Affect ratings,
Monika’s house residents (M=1.91, SD=1.12) had much lower Affect ratings than those
children participating in TLDL programming at Raphael’s House (M=2.24, SD=0.83),
(t(169)=-2.04, p=.04, Σ2=0.02.
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However, Social Civility ratings were higher on average at Monika’s house (M=0.90,
SD=0.29) than at Raphael’s house (M=0.60, SD=0.55), t(76)=2.09, p=.04, Σ2=0.02.
Figure 8. Mean Target Behavioral Ratings Within Four 5-Minute Blocks
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Finally, the fourth prediction posited that children who had previously interacted with TLDL
would demonstrate higher behavioral scores for Dog Approach and Social Civility at Block 1
and Block 4 (i.e., formerly established social manners and structured behavioral norms would
provide the framework for how to behave in subsequent visits). This prediction was true for
both behavioral categories for Block 1, Dog Approach (r=.39 (133), p<.001) and Social Civility
(r=.340 (72), p=.003), but not for Block 4.

Conclusions
The Little Dog Laughed, Animal-Assisted Therapy Program is a non-profit, animalassisted activity program whose mission is to provide empathy based, behavioral learning
opportunities and non-violent problem solving skills. TLDL is unique from other AAA and
AAT programs in a number of ways. First, TLDL handlers are S.T.A.R. (See–Tag–And–
Reward) trained and certified to allow dogs off leash when serving communities in a
“S.T.A.R.” capacity. TLDL dogs are off leash and clicker trained so that participants are able
to actively engage with the dogs in a more meaningful, collaborative way. The children, once
familiar with clicker and reinforcement training, are provided the opportunity to train the dogs
to do tricks, provide food and praise incentives and are encouraged to ‘read’ TLDL dogs’
posture, facial expressions, level of activity, and attention, so they can moderate the
reinforcements and task demand to suit the social willingness of the dog. The greater child–
dog collaboration teaches empathy, problem-solving and potentially generalizes to the child’s
social relationships outside of the animal-assisted sessions.
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Second, due to their long-term partnership with two local domestic violence shelters,
TLDL is also distinctive from other AAA programs because the facilitators and dogs often
work with child participants more than once. The value of multiple visits with TLDL dogs and
volunteers, is the repetition provides the child an opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge
and learning from the previous visit. Repeated visits creates praise-earning opportunities for
former participants to demonstrate their knowledge, like clicker training, this translates to
recognition of how well they paid attention in former sessions and encourages further
participation.
Third, TLDL does not visit DV shelters with leashed, pet companions, they actively
engage child residents in a learning language to reinforce and encourage behavior with the
clicker trained S.T.A.R. dogs. This is an important way to model the child’s own agency, that
they can, through non-violent, positive methods, get what they want from others in a socially
responsible, civil way.
This program evaluation was developed to determine if the behavioral outcomes adhered
to and supported TLDL Program Mission. For this evaluation, efficacy was defined as
behavioral improvements from the first 5-minute block to each subsequent block until the end
of the four-block activity session. In order to establish the short-term behavioral improvement
as a consequence of TLDL sessions, we observed child DV residents in weekly animalassisted activity sessions over a two-year period. The empirical questions these
observations sought to answer were: 1.) Would behavior improve over the course of each
activity session? 2.) Would behavior improve in all seven behavioral categories? It has been
suggested that approximately 43 percent of children between the ages of 5 to 12
demonstrate some kind of specific fear, one of which is commonly associated with dogs
(cite). Though, the source of this widely cited statistic is inconsistent, it is more likely around
14 to 16 percent (Brewer, 2001; Muris and Merckelbach, 2000), and dog fearfulness would
certainly present a challenge for animal-assisted interventions. 3.) Therefore, we also
wanted to know if for those child DV residents’ with prior TLDL participation showed greater
Dog Approach scores than those who were first-timers. 4.) We expected this for Social
Civility scores as well. We did not anticipate Attitude, Affect, Concept Recognition,
Engagement, or Instructional Compliance would necessarily improve with prior TLDL
experience, as Attitude and Affect are dynamic and the activities changed across visits and
sessions. Based on our observations and DV behavioral data, all four of the empirical
questions were statistically supported, most with varying effect sizes.
Since a mission statement is a formal summary of the values and goals of an
organization, it was also necessary to evaluate how well the program actually met the
objectives of its mission statement. The Little Dog Laughed, Animal-Assisted Therapy
mission statement asserts, “Our volunteer dog/handler teams work with
therapists/counselors/teachers in their effort to nurture empathy and non-violent problem
solving skills in at-risk youths. We offer a carefully structured set of short classes that teach
behavioral skills by engaging the children in actively training our dogs using positive training
techniques.” From this statement, there were essentially three constructs we could
measure: 1.) empathy, 2.) nonviolent problem solving, and 3.) teaching behavioral skills
through reinforcement. It could be argued that the last construct is the same as the second,
non-violent problem solving. But we interpreted the third construct as the effectiveness of
reinforcement conditioning in establishing a positive context for learning. Therefore for the
first construct of TLDL mission, to engender empathy, was addressed through the behavioral
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categories of Affect, Dog Approach and Social Civility. The second mission of TLDL was to
teach non-violent problem solving this was coded relative to the behavioral categories of
Instructional Compliance, Attitude, and Social Civility. Finally the last component of TLDL
mission, engendered behavioral skills through reinforcement conditioning was addressed
through Engagement (i.e., no interest, no learning), Attitude, and Social Civility. In all three
TLDL mission objectives, Social Civility was important, however this category in conjunction
with Concept Recognition was the weakest of all of the behavioral categories observed.
Concept Recognition showed strong behavioral modification over the course of individual
TLDL sessions (Block 1 to Block 4) but not during the sessions (Block 2 to 3 or 3 to 4). This
is likely the result forgetting to continue to prompt participants during the activity so that they
can show their learning across the entire session. This is no doubt difficult since there is
typically only the facilitator and the dogs. The volunteers were part of the program
evaluation team, and were in place to make sure children had opportunities to verbally
demonstrate their knowledge (e.g., what are you supposed to do when Eli does a trick
correctly? Answer: Click and give a treat). Also for Social Civility, this is a difficult category.
It essentially captures existing knowledge about manners, civility, and the child’s ability to
take the perspective of another, whether it is a person or a dog (e.g., empathy). These
behaviors generally emerge organically, when child participants are paired with other
children, resulting in impatience, bossiness, derailing an activity on the negative spectrum,
and cooperative sharing (e.g., “Here you can have a turn”), praise (e.g., “You’re really good
with Eli”), encouragement (E.g., “It’s okay, you can pet him”), and mindful of manners (e.g.,
“may I please pet Eli?”). These social interactions can occur faster than observers are able
to record, particularly if there are other more salient behaviors emerging concurrently. In
addition, some of these behaviors may be hard to correct, the facilitator does not necessarily
want to come across as a disciplinarian especially for a population that has either directly or
indirectly experienced aggressive and/or violent consequences for mistakes.
Based on the observational data, The Little Dog Laughed, Animal-Assisted Therapy
Program did appear to achieve behavioral improvements among their target population in all
three constructs associated with the mission goals as well as the four empirical questions.
TLDL model is adaptable to a number of other contexts and target populations. It is
conceivable that the seven behavioral outcome categories for child residents of domestic
violence shelters could be modified for a variety of other populations. For example, TLDL
model could be adapted for rehabilitation centers, to assist patients with motor damage,
assisted living facilities to help residents with attention, memory, and loneliness, and
inclusion facilities to help residents with developmental disabilities.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The Little Dog Laughed sought an evidence-based program evaluation with the ultimate
goal of garnering grants and funding sources for their activities, handlers, dogs, and services.
Given this goal, there are several things that TLDL can do to legitimize their program further.

Manualize TLDL Program
Since animal-assisted activity is difficult to evaluate through a traditional Program
Assessment Rating Tool (PART), it is important that the program is manualized. That is, what
is the actual program? The only documented material representing TLDL is the website.
Although the website has a lot of information it is not clearly organized, and can be difficult to
navigate. The value of a formalized manual is that of clarity. Program manuals generally
include the organizational mission, clear expectations and responsibilities for volunteers,
handlers, partnering organizations (e.g., domestic violence shelters), and those who hope to
evaluate or corroborate TLDL’s results with their own AAA or AAT programs; methodologies;
with activity libraries, and outcome goals. Currently there is no TLDL manual.

Activity Library
An activity library was informally suggested following the pilot. The value of an activity
library, regardless of whether the activities are original (i.e., TLDL owns the authorship rights)
is that TLDL mission and the outcome categories (e.g., Engagement, Concept Recognition,
Social Civility, Dog Approach, etc.) can be assimilated into each activity (See Appendix IV for
an example). Additionally, the activities could be evaluated and compared to see which
activities were objectively more successful at achieving the stated goals of the mission
statement.

Social Civility (SC)
The Social Civility (formerly Social Rapport) outcome category directly addresses all three
TLDL mission goals. Social Civility is the behavior in each AAA session that occurs
organically, if they are uncivil, the AAA session is an opportunity to reframe them and provide
the civil behavior instead. Examples of SC include basic manners, “please” and “thank you,”
turn-taking, cooperation, sharing, polite requests, respecting boundaries, etc. They are the
pre-existing set of social behaviors that the children bring to TLDL sessions; some of these
behaviors may be in conflict with positive, adaptive, life skills. Social Civility also compliments
the established method of Applied Behavioral Analysis (ABA), the systematic application of
learning theory to improve socially significant behavior and to demonstrate that the employed
interventions are responsible behavioral improvement. TLDL activities can be used as
reinforcers for Social Civility behaviors, so that low-probability behaviors (more desirable
behaviors) are made contingent upon high-probability behaviors (less desirable behaviors),
then the lower-probability behavior, Social Civility are more likely to occur (this is the crux of
the Premack Principle or Relativity Theory of Reinforcement). Given the importance of this
outcome category, we recommend that handlers and volunteers attend to these behaviors
when they occur in session; they too are an important part of the outcome goals.
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Volunteer Assistant
As an aside, it was noted by both the pilot evaluators and the Phase I evaluators that the
handler really needs a second person at the DV site visits. During the evaluation period, we
have been able to provide a volunteer for the Raphael House visits, so that the handler is free
to implement the activities, attend to the dog, provide appropriate reinforcements, and
manage the props used for each session. However, once the evaluation period is over, the
handler needs a volunteer assistant to attend to the children participating in the sessions. It
is too much for one person to manage all of the moving parts (activities, props, dogs,
participants) in each session. The S.T.A.R. methodology is used for the dogs but is also
necessary for the children, a volunteer helps with this, one person for the dog and the activity,
one person for the program goals and the children.
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APPENDIX II: SITE DESCRIPTIONS
MONIKA HOUSE
Monika’s House was established in 1999 with the support of a Community Development
Block Grant. Monika’s House Shelter is Washington County’s only domestic violence shelter,
and is named in memory of the late Monika Voits. In January of 1999, Monika’s husband
murdered in her sleep while her two sons slept down the hall. Monika's House is a 24-bed
facility (i.e., 6 family units, 3 single-person units) whose mission is to provide confidential
emergency residency for families, children and their pets seeking shelter and protection from
family members who pose imminent physical danger. Monika’s House is one of five domestic
violence shelters in the state that also provide sanctuary to family pets.
The services provided through Monika’s House include the following: emergency
accommodation; individual and group domestic violence support; parenting groups and
support; children's groups and support; safety planning; resource referrals; advocacy and
case management; staffing and a 24-hour crisis line.
Reference: http://www.dvrc-or.org/monikas-house/

RAPHAEL HOUSE
Portland’s Raphael House is a multi-faceted domestic violence agency dedicated to
fighting the causes and consequences of intimate partner violence. Established in 1977,
Raphael House offers emergency shelter, a 24-hour crisis line, transitional residency
advocacy, as well as non-residential advocacy in partnership with the Portland Police Bureau,
and community outreach and education.
The mission of Raphael House is to engage the community in non-violent living through
advocacy, education, and community outreach, and by providing a safe haven from domestic
violence. The Raphael House is an IRS 501(c) 3, designated non-profit organization.
Reference: http://raphaelhouse.com
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APPENDIX III: DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

Page 39 of 73

Page 40 of 73

Page 41 of 73

Page 42 of 73

APPENDIX IV: RECOMMENDATIONS
Animal-Assisted Activity Library
Note: This sample is an example of how an observed exercise could be translated into an
AAA Library. It is important that although there may be some resistance to the word, “lesson”
that entertaining activities for children, almost without exception, contain a moral or
educational lesson of some kind. This is apparent in after-school programing (e.g., Barney
and Friends, Dora the Explorer, this is especially true of the longest airing children’s show,
Sesame Street). The most engaging educational lessons are also entertaining and the most
valuable entertaining programming, regardless of the media or context is also educational.

Sample Activity: “Should I Stay or Can I Play?”
(variation of “Be a Tree”)
Life Skill Objective:
1. To teach children how to interact with dogs in an appropriate and safe manner.
2. To recognize when it is safe to “play” with a dog and what is acceptable and safe play
behavior and when dog’s nonverbal behavior suggests that they “stay away,” including
what to do when a dog approaches the child, “be a tree.”
Behavioral Category Addressed:
1. Concept Recognition: Signs of a socially receptive dog
2. Engagement
3. Instructional Compliance: Do the participants use the skills they learn in interacting safely
with the therapy dog?
4. Affect (specifically important for Mission Statement)
5. Dog Approach (specifically relevant for the Mission Statement)
Activity
• Facilitator shows child participants what to look for in a socially receptive dog (e.g., eye
gaze, tail position, ear/head position, facial expression, shoulder hair, body posture, etc.)
•

Facilitators show child participants what they should do when they first come in contact
with a dog (e.g., Stand still, avert eye gaze)

•

Once approach is deemed safe, facilitators show children participants how to interact with
dogs (e.g., slow strokes, areas of the body dogs don’t like to be touched, correct touch
pressure, etc.)

Something like this should be developed for each animal-assisted activity. If the lesson is
borrowed from another source, that source should also be cited for each activity.
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APPENDIX VI: FUNDING RESOURCES
Banfield Charitable Trust
8000 NE Tillamook Street
P.O. Box 13998
Portland, OR 97213
BCT recognizes and promotes the human-animal bond. They understand the benefit this bond has on
humans emotionally, physically, and mentally. BCT runs several different programs that benefit
animals and people. Through the help of donors they are able to provide grants to assist those in
need and support pet focused organizations.
http://www.banfieldcharitabletrust.org/nonprofits/program-grants/

Oregon Department of Justice Crime Victim’s Services Division
Provides a list of Oregon grants related to crime, including domestic violence.
Oregon Department of Justice
PO Box 1108
Salem, Oregon 97308
Phone: 503-373-1323
http://www.doj.state.or.us/victims/pages/cami.aspx

VAW net.org
National Online Resources Center on Violence Against Women
3605 Vartan Way, Suite 101
Harrisburg, PA 17110
Voice 1 800 537-2238
http://www.vawnet.org/grants-funding/funding-opportunities.php

Avon Foundation for Women
777 Third Avenue
New York, NY 10017
(866) 505-AVON
http://www.avonfoundation.org/grants/grants-database/

Annie E. Casey Foundation
701 St. Paul St.
Baltimore, MD 21202
A private charitable organization, dedicated to helping build better futures for disadvantaged children
in the United States.
https://portal.aecf.org/instructions/

Family and Youth Services Bureau
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
370 L'Enfant Promenade, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20447
Funds an array of programs at the state, tribal and community levels.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/fysb/grants

Youth.gov
Resource for more than 1,000 grant opportunities for 26 federal grant-making agencies
http://youth.gov/funding-search
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Office of Justice Programs Grants 101
U.S. Department of Justice
810 Seventh Street NW
Washington, DC 20531
Phone: 202-514-2000
Email: askojp@ncjrs.gov
Overview of the grants and funding sponsored through the U.S. Department of Justice (including
programs that support children of domestic violence)
http://ojp.gov/grants101/index.htm

Grants.gov
Most comprehensive resource for finding and applying for all federal grant programs.
http://www.grants.gov

GrantWatch.com
Provides a comprehensive listing of the most current funding opportunities
http://www.grantwatch.com

The United States Department of Justice
Office of Violence Against Women
This site provides current, open solicitations of grant applications and their RFPs.
http://www.justice.gov/ovw/grant-programs

Planet Dog Foundation (PDF)
Fund nonprofit: animal-assistance programs, therapy dog programs, other canine service programs
Planet Dog Foundation
85 Bradley Drive
Westbrook, ME 04092
207.761.1515 ext. 101
pdf@planetdog.com
http://www.planetdogfoundation.org/grantmaking.aspx

Doris Day Animal Foundation
Their grants do not exceed $5,000
Doris Day Animal Foundation
8033 Sunset Blvd
Ste 845
Los Angeles CA 90046
http://www.dorisdayanimalfoundation.org/grants/guidelines-and-faq

Build-a-Bear Workshop Bear Hugs Foundation
Our goal is to provide grants to help many programs that are working hard to make the world a
healthier and happier place for kids.
Children’s Health and Wellness Grants
http://www.buildabear.com/html/en_US/aboutus/community/2014ChampGrantGuidelines.pdf

Bernice Barbour Foundation
Awards grants for hands-on animal care projects.
http://www.bernicebarbour.org/
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PetSmart Charities
Provides limited financial assistance to fund innovative programs, with measurable results, that help
accomplish its mission. Nonprofit animal welfare organizations, municipal animal control facilities, and
educational establishments are eligible to apply.
http://www.petsmartcharities.org/

PETCO Foundation
7262 North Rosemead Blvd.
San Gabriel, CA 91775
FAX: (858) 909-2618
Rejoice grants through PETCO Foundation support IRS designated non-profit, pet-related groups as
well as municipal agencies and educational institutions involved in animal welfare causes, these
include animal-therapy programs. PETCO Foundation's direct mission is to: "Support community
organizations and efforts that enhance the lives of companion animals while strengthening the bond
between people and pets."
http://www.petco.com/petco_Page_PC_foundationgranttypes.aspx

WorldCause Foundation
One East Broward Blvd. Suite 700
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301
Has funded animal-assisted therapy programs in the past.
http://www.worldcausefoundation.org/newspress/november_5_2012.html

Laura J. Niles Foundation
c/o Fogarty, Cohen, Selby & Nemiroff LLC
1700 East Putnam Avenue, Suite 406
Old Greenwich, CT 06870
Supports efforts that offer learning and economic growth opportunities for the motivated poor. Of
equal importance are charitable initiatives that foster life enrichment through canine and other types of
animal companionship.
http://www.ljniles.org/application-process.html
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APPENDIX VII: DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Heide D. Island, Ph.D.

Title

Associate Professor, Psychology

Organization

Pacific University

Evaluation Position

þ Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2013–2015

Responsibility

Evaluator, Program Supervisor

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

☐Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 27, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Michelle Smith

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2014–2015

Responsibility

Field observer, Monika’s House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 27, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Jhoevhana Sabado

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2014–2015

Responsibility

Field observer, Raphael House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 27, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

April Knowlton

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2014–2015

Responsibility

Field observer, Monika’s and Raphael House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 27, 2015

Page 55 of 73

Page 56 of 73

DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Lenore Ribera

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2014–2015

Responsibility

Field Volunteer/Observer,
Monika’s and Raphael House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 27, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Rebecca Klassy

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2014–2015

Responsibility

Field observer, Monika’s House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 27, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Lori Engler

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2013–2014

Responsibility

Field observer, Raphael House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 22, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Dakota Davison

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2013–2014

Responsibility

Field observer, Monika’s House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 23, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Monique Slusher

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2013–2014

Responsibility

Field observer, Raphael House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 23, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Colton Markham

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2013–2014

Responsibility

Field observer, Raphael House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 23, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Colin Kanewske

Title

Evaluator/Observer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2013–2014

Responsibility

Field observer, Monika’s House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 23, 2015
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Name

Abigail Fiegenbaum

Title

Evaluator/Volunteer

Organization

Pacific University, Psychology

Evaluation Position

☐Team Leader

Evaluation Year/s

2013–2014

Responsibility

Field volunteer, Monika’s House

I have real or potential conflicts of interest to disclose.

☐Yes

þ Team member

þ No

If yes answered above, I disclose the following facts:
Real or potential conflicts of interest may include, but are not
limited to:
Close family member who is an employee of the USAID
operating unit managing the project(s) being evaluated or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Financial interest that is direct, or is significant though indirect,
in the implementing organization(s) whose projects are being
evaluated or in the outcome of the evaluation.
Current or previous direct or significant though indirect
experience with the project(s) being evaluated, including
involvement in the project design or previous iterations of the
project.
Current or previous work experience or seeking employment
with the USAID operating unit managing the evaluation or the
implementing organization(s) whose project(s) are being
evaluated.
Current or previous work experience with an organization that
may be seen as an industry competitor with the implementing
organization(s) whose project(s) are being evaluated.
Preconceived ideas toward individuals, groups, organizations,
or objectives of the particular projects and organizations being
evaluated that could bias the evaluation.
I certify (1) that I have completed this disclosure form fully and to the best of my ability and (2) that I will update this
disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If I gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then I agree to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and refrain
from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.

Signature
Date

May 23, 2015
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Pacific University
Department of Psychology
Behavioral Research and Instructional
Neuroscience (B.R.A.I.N) Laboratory
2043 College Way, Forest Grove, OR 97116
e: island@pacificu.edu, t: 503-729-2552
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