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Evaluation Highlights

Sustainable Farm Families (SFF) Alberta is a multi-faceted health and safety education program
operated by the Farm Safety Centre. Developed specifically for the rural farm context, the
program consists of workshops delivered by farm facilitators and nurse facilitators that occur
annually over three years. To support change, the participants also receive regular follow-up in-
between workshops. While the specific content covered each year is different, every workshop
includes a physical health assessment, numerous farmer to farmer discussions, as well as health
and farm safety information. Previous evaluation results indicated that the program engaged
the farmers in thinking about their health and safety and built commitment to returning to
complete the three-year program.

The evaluation of SFF Alberta in 2017-2018 sought to understand the impact of the program
over time as participants proceed through the program. Multiple mixed methods were used to
collect data from program staff, current workshop participants, people who did not return for
subsequent years of the program and people who completed the program.

Program Implementation

In 2017-2018, SFF Alberta engaged a total of 812 people across all three years of the program.
While the curriculum topics were consistent with previous years of the program, a systematic
evidence-informed revision of the substance abuse curriculum was particularly well received by
the Hutterite participants.

As in previous years, most of the SFF Alberta resources were dedicated to meeting Hutterite
demand for the program. In fact, the number of new Hutterite participants has nearly tripled
from 100 in 2015/16 to 394 in 2017/18.

In each year of the program, Hutterites came to the workshops for health information. Local
Producers also returned to the workshop for health-related programming. Over time, the
Hutterite participants required less encouragement from others to attend (all rates in %).

W Year 1 (n=322) Year 2 (n=200) M Year 3 (n= 83)
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The physical assessment and conversation about results with the RN continued to be an
important component of the workshop. Overall, both Local Producer and Hutterite participants
found the workshop sessions to be useful and relevant to their lives.



What Was the Impact of SFF Alberta in 2017-2018?

Health and WelBeing

As they progress through the program, Hutterite participants

began to understand health as more than healthy eating and G2 S @dloay] rhust
active living. In Year 2, in addition to physical and mental learn to handle stress.
health, their personal Action Plans targeted social health, safety X ltye Ay¥T2
and other (spiritual) health. Hutterites found the focus on get on stress

management is
KSft LJF dzf «
(Hutterite Year 2)

mental health and stress management particularly relevant.
There is also evidence that by multiple levels, settings and
stakeholder groups within the colony, the workshops contribute
to strengthening health literacy among Hutterites.

Farm Safety

After each year of SFF Alberta, Hutterite participants reported heightened awareness of safety

around the colony for adults and children. In both Year 1 and Year 2 workshops, more than half

of the Colony Action Plan goals focused on safety. According to focus group participants, they

woulddal 1S FINY alFfFfSde 3J2Ffa ol &NRaz2y NRKE RY 21K
(Hutterite Year 3).

Link between Personal Health and Farm Safety

Both Local Producer and Hutterite participants understood the link between personal health
and farm safety, and were especially aware that stress compromises safe thinking. Reducing
stress, whether by creating positive work environments or enhancing mindfulness and pro-
active thinking, were identified by participants as key strategies to improve farm safety.

As Hutterites gained health knowledge, and strengthened health literacy, their recognized need
for farm safety training increased (Year 1 n=322, Year 2 n= 200, Year 3 n= 83; all rates in %).

B Yearl Year 2 B Year3
(v)
19% 15%
(1]
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Lifestyle program Health info Health & safety Time Farm safety
training



In 2017-2018, it also became evident that change processes on the Colonies extended beyond
the workshop participants. On some Colonies children and youth participated in workshop
activities, such as the alcohol presentation and Colony Action Planning. Alignment between
children’s and adults’ priorities for Colony safety revealed a connection between children’s
learning in the Farm Safety Centre’s in-school Safety Smarts program and SFF workshops.

Overall, across the different years, Local Producers and Hutterites believed the workshops were
worthwhile and a good investment of time. Evaluation results show that the workshops start
important conversations about farmer mental health, anxiety and stress management. In the
Colony context, the workshops strengthen health literacy competencies as participants learn to
think about health and safety information in the context of their lives. While Local Producers’
understood the link between health and safety, after the workshops most are still seeing farm
safety resources that are easy to implement.

Recommendations

The steadily increasing rate of Hutterite participation since 2014-2015 leaves little doubt that
SFF Alberta has responded to Hutterite interest in health and safety information. If the program
is able to continue, the evaluation learnings suggest the following points for consideration.

1. Develop a multi-pronged approach to farm safety across the lifespan.
9 Collaborate with Hutterite leadership to develop a safety program for youth that foster
mentor relationships across generations.
1 Take a lifespan approach to engage children, youth and adults in distinct, but
complementary, ways.

2. Balance responsiveness to context and evidence-informed processes.
I Consistently complete systematic, evidence informed reviews of workshop curriculum
during summer months.
9 Ensure revisions are respectful of and responsive to Hutterite context and culture.

3. Include easy-to-use, practical and evidence-based farm safety tools for each year of the
program.
9 Support strengthened health literacy and interest in farm safety by ensuring practical,
ready-to-use tools for on-the-spot safety training are available in all workshops.
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1.0 Background

Sustainable Farm Families (SFF) Alberta is a multi-faceted health and safety education program
operated by the Farm Safety Centre. Developed specifically for the rural farm context, the
program consists of workshops delivered by farm facilitators and nurse facilitators that occur
annually over three years. To support change, the participants also receive regular follow-up in-
between workshops. While the specific content covered each year is different, every workshop
includes a physical health assessment, numerous farmer to farmer discussions, as well as health
and farm safety information. Previous evaluation results indicated that the program engaged
the farmers in thinking about their health and safety and built commitment to returning to
complete the three-year program.

Originally beginning in southern Alberta in 2014-2015, the Farm Safety Centre expanded the
program in 2015-2016 to reach farmers in other parts of the province. In 2016-2017, the SFF
Alberta program was completed with the original group of participants. Demand for the
program from Hutterite Colonies has continuously increased to the point where the majority of
workshops in 2017-2018 were on Colonies.

Between October 2017 and February 2018, SFF Alberta:

I Completed the 3-year program with Hutterites and Local Producers who began in 2015-
2016

9 Delivered Year 2 of the program to Hutterites who began in 2016-2017

1 Engaged new Hutterites and Local Producers across Alberta in Year 1 workshops.



2.0 Approach to the Evaluation

This evaluation of SFF Alberta occurred between May 2017 and March 2018, with data
collection between October 2017 and February 2018. As with the previous evaluations, the
2017-2018 evaluation was based on a participatory and capacity building approach. The
evaluation approach was consistent with previous years and aligned with the program logic
model (see Appendix A). The same ethical risk mitigation strategies from the ARECCI Second
Opinion Review in 2015-2016 were implemented.! A full description of the evaluation methods
and tools is found in Appendix B.

In 2017-2018, the SFF Alberta overarching evaluation questions continued to be:

9 How was SFF Alberta implemented?

T What were the results of participation?

1 What was the immediate impact of the workshops?
1 How, if at all, did participants change over time?

To answer these questions, data were collected from SFF team members, workshop
participants, farmers who did not return to the program and farmers who completed the
program. The mixed methods approach was grounded in the original 2014-2015 evaluation.

Table 1: An overview of the mixed methods, participation and the total number of data
collection points in the evaluation show that 1,485 people contributed to the evaluation.

Method Participation (#)

Workshop participants - End of Chapter surveys 736
Workshop participants - End of Workshop surveys 609
Online non-attendee survey 4
Interviews — Participants in program (in-person) 10
Focus groups — Participants in program (2 groups) 20
Focus group — Participants who completed program (1 group) 9
Action plans - Individual 69
Action plans — Colony 16
Workshop observations (Year 1, 2 and 3) 3
Interview — External stakeholder (telephone) 1
Co-interview - Staff (in-person) 2
Focus group — Staff (1 group) 6
TOTAL Number of Data Points 1,485

1 A Project Ethics Community Consensus Initiative. Available at:
http://www.aihealthsolutions.ca/arecci/screening/87437/156bd946c37455d902d979b2abb6fb36



http://www.aihealthsolutions.ca/arecci/screening/87437/156bd946c37455d902d979b2abb6fb36

3.0 How was SFF Alberta Implemented in 2017-2018?

3.1  The SFF Team Composition

In 2017-2018, the SFF Alberta team grew to include five Registered Nurse Facilitators, two Farm
Facilitators and two Clerical staff. It continued to be led by a Program Manager, who also was a
Farm Facilitator at some workshops, and the Farm Safety Centre Executive Director. Priority
qualities across the team are lived farming experience and a commitment to prevention. By
providing feedback to each other about workshop delivery, message clarity and other aspects
of facilitation, team members demonstrate a commitment to continuous reflection and
improvement.

Consistent with evaluation results in every year of the program,
interpersonal engagement and relationships between the SFF
team and participants are strong. Team members particularly sl Tniieres: i dhei
enjoy working in the cultural context of the Hutterite colonies world.”

and endeavour to be respectful of the culture. They are genuinely (SFF Team)
committed to connecting with Hutterite participants through

social and educational opportunities.

“We eat together,
chat, tour the shop; we

M : . Hutterite participants seem to especially value
USRS ISR RO e team members’ willingness to connect on a
GSNE AYLERNIIyYix, 2 8

32y 8 GKNRIAK (KS personal level and share their experiences.

(Hutterite Year 3)

3.2 SFF Activities
3.2.1 Outreach

In 2017-2018, as in previous years, Local Producers were the smallest group of participants.
Two Year 1 workshops were offered to Local Producers, and both groups had limited
attendance. In one workshop, the content was not fully delivered and majority of participants
did not stay for the duration.? After this, SFF Alberta offered Year 3 workshops to Local
Producers interested in completing the series and primarily focused the remaining resources on
meeting Hutterite demand.

The program leadership understand that, in general, Local Producers who have access to
multiple mainstream channels of health information, may consider the workshop health

information quite basic. At the request of one municipality, SFF Alberta offered a specific
session on mental health and stress management (from the Year 2 SFF curriculum).3

2 Evaluation survey data were not fully collected at either Local Producer Year 1 workshop.
3 Evaluation survey data were not collected at this abbreviated session.



Due to the steadily increasing demand from Colonies, over time SFF Alberta has become
primarily focused on offering workshops to Hutterite Colonies. The SFF team consistently
responds to and accommodates each Colony’s particular needs and logistical requirements.
Between October 2017 and February 2018, the program accommodated 20 Colonies and four
were placed on a waiting list, as there was not enough funding to provide service to all who
requested workshops. This is similar to demand in the previous year, when 25 workshops with
Hutterites and Local Producers were completed between October 2016 and March 2017.

3.2.2 Pre-workshop Contact

After four years of programming, SFF Alberta is well known in the Hutterite community. Once
they participate in a Year 1 workshop, all Colonies have continued with Year 2 and Year 3
workshops without much additional recruitment effort by the SFF team. In 2017-2018, 44 pre-
workshop contacts were made with Hutterite colonies to plan the workshops.

3.2.3 Workshops

The SFF Alberta workshop processes have become “mostly consisterft(Co-interview). While
there continues to be a commitment to a flexible, responsive approach, the team has
developed a routine that fits well with the Colony schedules.

In 2017-2018, SFF Alberta engaged a total of 812 people across all three years of the program.

Table 2: As in previous years, most of the SFF Alberta resources were dedicated to meeting
Hutterite demand for the program.

# Workshops # Participants # Did Not Return
Hutterite 20 775 91
Local Producer 5 37 19



As shown below, the number of new Hutterite participants has nearly tripled since 2015-2016.

en=394
e n=100 *n=281 *40% more
T * 181% than 2016-
® Baseline more 2017
than . ® 294% more
Baseline

than Baseline

Overall, the Hutterite participants enjoy the workshop and stay for a long day. They describe
the sessions and information as interesting and a break from their daily routine: “Got a break
from some stressful wof{Hutterite Year 2).

3.3 Workshop Curriculum

In 2017-2018 the SFF Alberta curriculum continued to provide general information about
healthy lifestyles and chronic disease prevention within a farming context. The SFF team
acknowledged that the actual content is basic information, but described the delivery context
as culturally unique. The curriculum topics in 2017-2018 were consistent with previous years of
the program.



Table 3: Other than the physical assessment and farm/occupational health and safety, different
topics were covered in each year of the program. According to the Hutterites, it is this variety
across the years that makes the workshops interesting.

Session Local Hutterite | Hutterite | Hutterite
Producer® Y1 Y2 Y3

All Workshops

Physical Health Assessment

Year 1 Workshops
State of Rural Health
Cardiovascular Disease
Diabetes
Nutrition & Diet
Mental Health/Stress-Less
Farm Health & Safety

Wise Men’s Health Omitted?
Wise Women’s Health Omitted
Year 2 Workshops

Mental Health
Alcohol Use & Misuse
Occupational Health & Safety

Wise Men’s Health Omitted
Wise Women’s Health Omitted
Year 3 Workshops

Cancer

Respiratory

Farm Health & Safety — Next
Steps

Physical Activity

In the summer of 2017, SFF Alberta engaged in a systematic review of the substance use
curriculum in collaboration with a prevention consultant from Alberta Health Services (AHS),
Addiction & Mental Health. The curriculum was revised to better align with current evidence
and key substance misuse messages. This process provided a learning opportunity for the SFF
team.

4 Although two Year 1 workshops were delivered to Local Producers, the complete curriculum was not covered in
one workshop. The total number of participants in these workshops was too small to report.
5 The Wise Men’s and Wise Women’s units have never been included in the Hutterite context.

10



During the 2017-2018 workshops, ad hoc changes to the curriculum occurred in response to
teachable moments or participants’ requests for information. For example, in response to
Hutterite questions about how to judge the effects of homemade alcohol, Colonies were given
a breathalyzer with instructions about appropriate use and limitations of use at the conclusion
of the alcohol session. Other examples were the integration of information about personality
traits and discussions about relationships and empathy.

33 Reasons that Participants Attended or Returned to the Workshop

3.3.1 Local Producers

Local Producers who finished the program indicated that while GX LOY I|f g
the curriculum contained more personal health information than about the safety of
they originally anticipated, they recognized the relationship staff and was seeking
between healthy farmers and a strong farm business. Even so, new ways of

the Local Producers’ original need for practical, interpersonal supporting thent’
farm safety information and training strategies that are ready-to- (LP completed)

use with their staff was not met by the program.

Figure 1: By their final year, Local Producers returned for health-related programming. They
did not attend because of safety information (n=13, all rates in %).

15% 15% 15% 15% 0
Up-to-date Physical General Encouraged by Safety info
health info assessment interest others

3.3.2 Hutterites

An interest in learning about health motivated
“Know it [SFF] has helped Hutterites to attend years 1, 2 and 3 of the SFF Alberta
LIS ? AL‘]E S X . 2S gy workshops. In focus groups, Hutterites reported that
y S S R AU X, 2dz they heard about changes made by other Colonies after
convincing ot'hers to be healthy the workshop, and recognized their own Colony needed
(Hutterites Year 1) help with addressing health issues and healthy living.

11



Figure 2: In each year of the program, Hutterites came to the workshops for health
information. Over time, they required less encouragement from others to attend (all rates in
%).

MW Year 1 (n=322) Year 2 (n=200) M Year 3 (n=83)
48% 469
14 18 .z o\
11 I I 6% 49 0 s 117
. . | ] |
Up-to-date health Physical General interest  Encouraged by Safety info
info assessment others

Some Colonies have expressed interest in a new round of SFF Alberta for those members who
were unable to participate in the original pilot program. Others have requested follow-up visits
from the team in a couple of years after completing the program.

A commonality shared by Local Producers and Hutterites was that the Government of Alberta’s

Enhanced Protection for Farm and Ranch Workergcéietmonly known as Bill 6) did not

influence their participation in SFF Alberta. Hutterite colonies are exempt from the legislation,

whereas some Local Producers are not. Local Producers expressed strong support for farm

safety, employee protection and workplace insurance, but explained that “Regimented
LINPG202Fta R2y QU & 2 NJLP campletéd K SBF Abdrtd\ads p&iogivédiabl2 v Y S vy (i
helpful because it is a flexible, responsive initiative that is not government mandated.

3.4 Follow-up

Both Local Producers and Hutterites continue to identify the Program Manager as the key
contact person for SFF Alberta. The program is committed to at least one structured, mid-year
follow-up phone call by the Program Manager to participants. Follow-up occurred less formally,
too, as Hutterite men and women phoned the Program Manager to discuss questions about the
health information in the workshop or other sources of information.

4.0 Participant Feedback Across the Workshop Years

In each year of the workshop, participants provide feedback at the end of each session about
how much they learned (know more), whether the information was beneficial to their farming
operation (beneficial) and whether they think the resource kit was useful (resource kit useful).

12



4.1 Physical Assessment

Although Hutterite and Local Producer participants identified
multiple reasons for attending the workshop, the physical
assessment continues to be an important component of the
workshops. It is during the conversation about their physical
assessment results with the Registered Nurse (RN) that participants
begin to truly understand what the results mean for their health.
This knowledge informs decisions about their health, and also may
enable participants to have more fully informed conversations with
other health care providers, such as primary care physicians.

4.2 Year 1 Workshop

/ “The assessme%

was really good for
learning the state
of my own healttf

(Hutterite Year 1)

A /

Figure 3: Hutterites rated most Year 1 sessions above 80%, except for Farm Health & Safety

(Farm H&S) (n=294, all rates in %).

® Know More M Beneficial M Resource Kit Useful

94 94 95

g1 92

80%

Rural Health CVvD Diabetes Diet & Nutrition

88 87

90 30

Stress Farm H&S
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Figure 4: Closer analysis of the Year 1 Farm H&S results reveals a substantial difference in

ratings over time. In 2017-2018, Year 1 Hutterites (n= 294) rated the farm safety session lower
than Year 1 Hutterites did in 2016-2017 (n= 247, all rates in %).

2016-2017 W 2017-2018

87% 86%\ 89%
N\ 78% 79%
73%
Know more Beneficial Resource kit useful

4.2 Year 2 Workshop

Figure 5: Hutterites rated all Year 2 sessions above 90% (n=229, all rates in %).

E Know More Beneficial Resource Kit Useful
95 94
90% % % % 90 91 91 >3
Mental Health  Substance Use OH&S

The revised Year 2 substance use curriculum was well-received by the Hutterite participants.
The module involved both content presentations and interactive activities. At the Colonies’
request, youth (13 -19 year old) were invited to attend the alcohol session. Adults and youth
both participated in the demonstrations, such as trying the ‘Fatal Vision’ goggles (alcohol

impairment simulation). Observational data confirmed that people were engaged and had fun
with the activities.

14



Hutterites also found the sessions on mental health and stress management to be very relevant
to their lives.

4.3 Year 3 Workshop

Figure 6: For the first time since the program began in 2014, Local Producer participants rated
three of the four workshop sessions higher than their Hutterite counterparts (rated at 100%).

Hutterites (n=83, in %) Local Producers (n=18, in %)
Know More Beneficial Resource Kit Useful
H Know More Beneficial Resource Kit Useful
100 100 100 100 100100 100100 100
95909 94 94
93937 93 92 939597
90% ‘ | ‘ 90% 89
Cancer Respiratory Farm Safety Physical Cancer Respiratory Farm Safety Physical

Activity Activity

Please note: This should be interpreted with caution, as the Local Producers (n=18) were a very
small sample.

5.0 What Was the Impact of SFF Alberta in 2017-2018?

As the SFF Alberta program matures over time, so, too, does understanding of how the
initiative contributes to change. In its initial year, SFF Alberta was understood to be an
Australian farm safety and health education program that was successfully adapted to the
Canadian context. Subsequent analyses revealed key elements of health promotion theory, in
particular an ecological approach that considers the interrelationships between people and the
settings in which they live and work. It became clear that within the unique Hutterite cultural
context, the workshops reached multiple:

T Levels, e.g., individual, family and community
9 Settings, e.g., homes and workplaces
9 Stakeholder groups, e.g., women, men, younger adults and older adults.

15



Now as the initial participants conclude the SFF Alberta program, the evidence suggests that
the workshops contribute to strengthening health literacy among Hutterites.

5.1 Healthy Literacy as a Key Determinant of Health

Research has established health literacy as a key determinant of health; in fact, it is “a stronger
predictor of an individual’s health status than income, employment status, education level and
racial or ethnic group.”® Quite simply, health literacy refers to “the ability to access,
comprehend, evaluate and communicate information as a way to promote, maintain and
improve health in a variety of settings across the life-course.”” Health literacy is not an
individualistic concept; the intersection of peer, community and cultural contexts influences an
individual’s capacity to make informed health decisions (i.e., their critical health literacy).821911
Some people are more at-risk of low health literacy, such as older adults, English language
learners and those with lower levels of formal education.!?

Strong health literacy links with workplace safety. Workers who are able to fully understand
their job’s health and safety requirements are safer on the job. In fact, Mitic and Rootman
(2012) assert that workers with low health literacy may continue to expose themselves to
unsafe work conditions, simply because they cannot access information about their right to a
safe worksite. When they have higher health literacy, workers are also better able to manage
their personal and family health concerns, which improves productivity and safety.'3

Community settings are ideal for promoting health literacy because initiatives can
simultaneously engage individuals and groups in a way that is sensitive to cultural context and

6 Kickbusch, 1., Pelikan, J.M., Apfel, F., Tsouros, A.D. (2013). Health Literacy: The Solid Facts. Copenhagen, Denmark:
World Health Organization, Regional Office for Europe. Accessed 13 Feb 2018. Available at:
http://www.euro.who.int/ data/assets/pdf file/0008/190655/e96854.pdf.

7Public Health Agency of Canada (original emphasis), Accessed 13 Feb 2018; available at: http://www.phac-
aspc.gc.ca/cd-mc/hl-Is/index-eng.php.

8 Mitic, W. & Rootman, I. (2012). An Intersectoral Approach for Improving Health Literacy for Canadians. Victoria,
BC: Public Health Association of BC. Accessed 13 Feb 201. Available at: https://phabc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/IntersectoralApproachforHealthLiteracy-FINAL.pdf.

% de Wit, L., Fenenga, C., Giammarch, C., di Furia, L., Hutter, |., de Winter, A., Meijering, L. (2018). Community-
based initiatives improving critical health literacy: A systematic review and meta-synthesis of qualitative evidence.
BMC Public Health, 18(40).

10 Kickbusch, 1., Pelikan, J.M., Apfel, F., Tsouros, A.D. (2013). Health Literacy: The Solid Facts. Copenhagen,
Denmark: World Health Organization, Regional Office for Europe. Accessed 13 Feb 2018. Available at:
http://www.euro.who.int/ _data/assets/pdf file/0008/190655/e96854.pdf.

1 Harris, J., Springett, J., Croot, L., Booth, A., Campbell, F., Thompson, J., Goyder, E., Van Cleemput, P., Wilkins, E.,
Yang, Y. (2015). Can community-based peer support promote health literacy and reduce inequalities? A realist
review. Public Health Research, 3(3).

12 Mitic, W. & Rootman, . (2012). An Intersectoral Approach for Improving Health Literacy for Canadians. Victoria,
BC: Public Health Association of BC. Accessed 13 Feb 201. Available at: https://phabc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/IntersectoralApproachforHealthLiteracy-FINAL.pdf

13 bid.
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the local setting.'** This leads to the development of health literacy competencies that

strengthen individual decision making, create community conditions supportive of health and
advance healthy public policy (see Figure 7).

Figure 7: Strengthened health literacy emerges from action in three key areas.'®

HEALTH LITERACY

eEnhance critical thinking
& critical appraisal of

Inquldual health information
il i eStrenghten informed
manage decision making
ey eFacilitate application of
health informaiton
Individual eStrengthen social support
ability to networks
change eImprove working
conditions conditions
eSupport culture
Collective eEffective group decision
decision making about community
making action
about *Knowledge of community
health informs policies

1 Mitic, W. & Rootman, . (2012). An Intersectoral Approach for Improving Health Literacy for Canadians. Victoria,
BC: Public Health Association of BC. Accessed 13 Feb 201. Available at: https://phabc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/IntersectoralApproachforHealthLiteracy-FINAL.pdf.

15 de Wit, L., Fenenga, C., Giammarch, C., di Furia, L., Hutter, I., de Winter, A., Meijering, L. (2018). Community-

based initiatives improving critical health literacy: A systematic review and meta-synthesis of qualitative evidence.

BMC Public Health, 18(40).
16 |bid.
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5.2  Health & Well-Being
In Year 1 of SFF Alberta, Hutterite’s personal Action Plan goals primarily focused on improving

physical health through healthy eating and active living changes (n=57 goals, in %).

2%
social

16%
mental

84%
physical

Focus group participants described actions taken to achieve the goals:

1 ]Ic\c/l)(ejzu changes to include more vegetables and less fried “Over the 3 year
program, we lost lots
1 Walking instead of riding scooters around the colony of weight, had
1 Purchasing treadmills for the colony. changes in
After a year, the average self-rating of these goals was 3.5 out of Cho'?Stemrl
(Hutterite Year 3)

5 (5 = full achievement).
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In Year 2, Hutterites’ understanding of health broadened and they identified multiple
components of health to focus on. In addition to physical and mental health, their personal
Action Plans targeted social health, safety and other (spiritual) health.

4% 3%
other social
10%
safety
10% 72%
e physical

Hutterites’ Action Plan steps to achieve their intentions included:

1 Spend time with family; get to know Brothers better ) - L
9 Put asign on the chemical shed azs wkha | '
learn to handle stress.
X lye AyT2
get on stress
After a year, the average self-rating of these goals was 3.7 out management is

of 5 (5 = full achievement). KSf LIF dzf «
(Hutterite Year 2)

9 Stress management.

5.3  Farm Safety

After each year of SFF Alberta, Hutterite participants reported heightened awareness of safety

around the colony for adults and children. Focus group participants shared that the program

helped them realize thereared X f 20 a 2F KI T I NR&a 2y GKS FINXYI |V
GKSY® L wiKS gl NSySaas Y(Hiterdeveard)dz 0 KAY] 0ST2

In both Year 1 and Year 2 workshops, more than half (n=3 of 5 goals) of the Colony Action Plan
goals focused on safety. According to focus group participants, theywouldd a I 1 S FI N & F &
goals based on the most importardfety hazards around theolony (Hutterite Year 3).
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Examples of Colony goals for improving safety follow:

9 CPR and First Aid training (Year 1, Year 2 and Year 3) — O 2e want current certification at
each of the livestock operations: Dairy barn, Chicken barn, Hog barn, Cattl¢ darm,LIP €
(Hutterite, Year 3)

9 Fence around the dugout (Year 1, Year 2 and Year 3)

¢ aLyadaltft al ¥Sde (muttekite, Xegr3). Ay aK2LJ ol f O2yeé

When Hutterites rated their Colony safety goals after one year, the average assessment was 3.4

out of 5 (5 = full achievement), and the most common rating was 5 (fully achieved). Overall,

they believed the program ¢ ¢ | dza K dza (2 | aasSayay K Sa Syaaislzr G A 2y
(Hutterite, Year 3).

5.4  Link between Personal Health and Farm Safety

G¢KS KSIfOKASNI @2dz I NB G
(LP completed)

Over the three years of the program, Local Producer and Hutterite participants understood the

link between personal health and farm safety. The connections between mental health, stress

and farm safety were particularly relevant to Local Producers. This also held true in the

Hutterite culture.d L Y RA @A RdzF £ | Yy R O2 f Muftérite¥edarB)fséby 32 KI YR A
extension, personal health and farm (Colony) safety are the same. Local Producers and

Hutterites understood that stress compromises safe thinking. Reducing stress, whether by

creating positive work environments or enhancing mindfulness and pro-active thinking, were

identified as key strategies to improve farm safety.

5.5  Motivation and Commitment to Change

Although they all are farmers, Local Producers and Hutterites have different social and cultural
contexts. The data showed that they also needed different types of support to achieve their
Action Plan goals.

The most important support identified by Local Producers continued to be available time (30%,
n=4 of 13). This is the same as in 2016-2017, when 30% (n=10 of 33) of Local Producers ranked
‘available time’ as the most important resource. No Local Producers called for farm safety
training in 2017-2018 (0%).

Hutterites’ needs, on the other hand, changed over the course of the three-year program.
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Figure 8: Across all years of the program, health information was consistently identified as an
important support. However, the Hutterites recognized need for farm safety training increased
each year after the first workshop (Year 1 n=322, Year 2 n= 200, Year 3 n= 83; all rates in %).

B Yearl Year 2
26%
24%
21
19%

I I 12 44
Lifestyle Health info Health &
program safety

5.6  Sustainability of the Changes

W Year 3
22%
15%
7 7 6%
Time Farm safety
training

Nearly all Local Producers and Hutterites knew which risk factors to take action on to improve
their health (between 85% and 95%). Local Producers and Hutterites who completed the
program described their new behaviours as “habits”. They believed Action Planning processes,
such as trouble shooting and goal setting, were transferrable to other areas of their lives.

Motivation and commitment to lifestyle change data from Local Producers and Hutterites in
2016-2017 (when they were in Year 2 of the program) were compared with the same groups’

data in Year 3 of the workshop (2017-2018).
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Motivation to complete farm safety activities Hutterites’ commitment to lifestyle changes

increased over time for both groups. increased over time; Local Producers’
lessened.
97%
0,
89% ____—» 879 92%
/
61%
54%
46% 46%
2016-2017 2017-2018 2016-2017 2017-2018
Local Producer W Hutterite Local Producer M Hutterite
Note 2016-2017 2017-2018
Local Producer n=32 n=13
Hutterite n=89 n=83

In 2017-2018, it also became evident that change processes on the Colonies extended beyond
the workshop participants. Not only were youth invited to the alcohol presentation, but on
some Colonies children and youth were included in the Colony Action Plan goal setting process.
Often the adults’ Colony safety goals were an extension of the children’s learning in the Farm
Safety Centre’s in-school Safety Smarts program.
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Figure 9: Children’s and Adults’ goals converge to make the Colony safer for everyone.

Children's Learning in Safety Adults' SFF Alberta Colony
Smarts Safer Colony Action Plan

- Stay out of dugouts & ponds for all - Fence the dugout

-Children should not drive
vehicles

- Take the keys out of vehicles

5.7  Sustainability of the Program

The small sample of Local Producer Year 3 participants (n=13) reported that the workshop was
beneficial (see Figure X). Those who completed the program (n=9) believed that “There is
benefit in talking about th¢physical assessment] results, understanding the results and
comparing with others (LP complete). They expressed interest in knowing the cost of
operating the workshops, as well as the results of the investment, in order to more fully assess
the cost-benefit of participation.

Hutterites almost unanimously believed the workshop was a worthwhile investment of their
time. It is unclear, however, to what extent Hutterite motivation to attend the workshop was
linked with cost: “...because it was funded and free, most Colonies come to the workshop
(Hutterite Year 2). Hutterite focus group participants described the hardcopy information
resources as a tool to share information and sustain changes.

Figure 10: Overall, across the different years, participation was worthwhile and a good
investment of time.

m Worthwhile Good Investment
98 g7 10099
92 92
90% o1
85
Yr1l Yr 2 Yr3 Yr 3 Local
Hutterite  Hutterite Hutterite Producer
n=322 n=200 n=83 n=13
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6.0 Conclusions

Overall, SFF Alberta has achieved consistent implementation of the workshops, particularly in the
Hutterite context. This consistent process allows for a strong conclusion that the program has achieved
its specified outcomes across years of implementation and beyond.

6.1  Starting Important Conversations

While population data specifically about farmer mental health in Canada are lacking, there is
growing awareness that farmers are struggling with mental health, stress and suicide.!” The
2018 FarmTech Conference in Edmonton, Alberta held a session specifically focused on farmer
mental health titled “Breaking Down Barriers: A Panel Discussion about Mental Health in
Agriculture”.*® Media reports indicate the session was fully attended.'® A team at the Ontario
Veterinary College, University of Guelph recently completed a “... national survey to establish
baseline statistics on various mental health outcomes in farmers, including stress, anxiety,
depression, burnout, and resilience.” Although analysis is currently in-process, the principal
investigator reported that a preliminary press release about the survey has generated
considerable interest and inquiries.?°

Given this context, it is not surprising that the mental health, anxiety and stress management
content in SFF Alberta resonated the most with Local Producer and Hutterite participants.

6.2  Building Health Literacy

“LF @2dz R2y Qi 1| Vidg@out 2 dz
(Hutterite Year3)

Evaluation results from all years of SFF Alberta point to the program meeting a need for basic
health information among Hutterites. The impact of the program, however, extends beyond
simple information transfer. The seamless integration of individual, family and community in
Hutterite culture supports the development of health literacy competencies as participants
learn to think about health information in the context of their lives (see Figure 7 on p. 14).

17 personal communication: A. Jones-Bitton (Principal Investigator), 7 February 2018.

18 FarmTech 2018 conference agenda. Accessed 7 February 2018; Available at:
http://farmtechconference.com/agenda/

1% Global News. Accessed 7 February 2018; Available at: https://globalnews.ca/news/3999137/farmer-mental-
health-suicide-depression-farm-tech-conference/

20 personal communication: A. Jones-Bitton (Principal Investigator), 7 February 2018.
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When the nurse facilitators discuss the physical assessment results with each participant, the
participant decides which areas of his/her own health need improving and develops his/her
own goals. In essence, the nurse guides the Hutterite through a process of critical appraisal and
application of the health results to their own daily life (strengthening individual healthy literacy
competencies).

Program staff facilitate similar conversations among all workshop participants. Then, as a
community, Hutterite participants apply the health and safety information to their Colony
context. The changes made by the group, which could be framed as ‘policy statements or policy
improvements’, often address tangible aspects of daily life, such as the healthfulness of food
served or the safety of the Colony environment. These changes benefit all members of the
Colony across the lifespan (strengthening community health literacy competencies).

Health literacy theory specifies that cumulatively, this type of multi-level competency growth
will contribute to a greater sense of control of health, safety and well-being for individuals and
the community.?! This directly aligns with the long-term outcome of SFF Alberta: Sense of
control over health, safety and well-being.

6.3  Local Producers Still Need Safety Resources that are Easy to Implement

“There are really two ways of looking at it [farm safety]: 1) personal/individual health
2) the comprehensive aihcompassing safety plan for the farm.
We still need help with the plan of sty for our farnt
(LP completed).

Many initial Local Producer participants were committed to health and safety on their farms
before coming to SFF Alberta. They attended the program because they were seeking readily
available, easy-to-implement safety sessions or electronic resources for their employees. While
SFF Alberta augmented their safety approaches in some areas, their original need is still unmet.

21 de Wit, L., Fenenga, C., Giammarch, C., di Furia, L., Hutter, |., de Winter, A., Meijering, L. (2018). Community-
based initiatives improving critical health literacy: A systematic review and meta-synthesis of qualitative evidence.
BMC Public Health, 18(40).
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7.0 Final Program Considerations

The steadily increasing rate of Hutterite participation since 2014-2015 leaves little doubt that
SFF Alberta has responded to Hutterite interest in health and safety information. If the program
is able to continue, the evaluation learnings suggest the following points for consideration.

7.1  Develop a multi-pronged approach to farm safety across the lifespan

In 2014-2015, the Hutterite Education Committee was seeking safety education for their youth.
Early evaluation results (2014-2015) confirmed SFF Alberta does not meet this specific need. At
the same time, curriculum links between the Farm Safety Centre’s in-school Safety Smarts
program and SFF Alberta emerged in the workshops in 2017-2018. Again, the gap between
childhood and adult initiatives is clear: youth health and safety information needs are still
unmet.

A collaboration between Farm Safety Centre and the Hutterite Education Committee to develop
a youth program that bridges the child-adult transition period could address this need. By
engaging Hutterite adults in the meaningful safety education of youth, and fostering mentor
relationships across generations, the program could take a lifespan approach that engages
children, youth and adults in distinct, but complementary, ways. This type of approach would
acknowledge that farming is a lifestyle and a way of life; it is not just a job.

7.2 Balance responsiveness to context and evidence-informed processes

A critical program tension is how to balance responsiveness to local contexts with population
data and systematic curriculum improvements. In essence, SFF Alberta needs to ensure
changes, additions and revisions to the workshop curriculum are intentionally grounded in best
practice evidence and respectful of Hutterite culture.

Workshop content should only be added after a systematic and consistent review has been
completed. Program implementation patterns suggest that the ideal time for curriculum review
is during the summer months, when no workshops are delivered. The systematic, evidence-
informed curriculum review process used for the substance use module could serve as a model
for future curriculum reviews.

For curriculum review of each existing content area, the following questions should be
considered:

9 Isthe content area still relevant and needed?
1 Does it reflect best practice?

For adding new material to the curriculum, the following questions should be considered:

9  What need or evidence supports this addition to curriculum?
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' What existing material will be removed to accommodate the new material?

7.3 Include easy-to-use, practical and evidence based farm safety tools for each year
of the program

SFF Alberta has successfully communicated the association between personal health and farm
safety with its participants — both Hutterites and Local Producers. Increasing healthy literacy
among Hutterite participants, in particular, links with a recognized need for farm safety
training. The FSC could further support this growing interest in farm safety training by ensuring
practical, ready-to-use tools for on-the-spot safety training are a core part of the farm safety
curriculum in each year of the workshop.

27



Appendix A: Program Logic Model

Ultimate Aim: To provide farm owners, their families and workers with tools, techniques and additional resources to proactively manage thei
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Appendix B: Evaluation Methods

This evaluation of SFF Alberta occurred between May 2017 and March 2018. As with previous

evaluations, our approach was grounded in participatory, capacity building methods.

We worked with the Farm Safety Centre and the SFF Alberta Evaluation Committee to develop

and implement the evaluation.

9 We built the capacity (knowledge and skills) of the Farm Safety Centre to conduct evaluations.

' We collaboratively developed realistic and actionable recommendations with the Farm Safety
Centre.

1  We facilitated processes that support evidence-based decision making.

Our approach involved collecting quantitative and qualitative data (mixed methods) from

different data sources at multiple points in time (triangulation of data).

I We implemented rigorous methods that created confidence in the evaluation results, to
allow for sound decision making for future steps.

Sustainable Farm Families (SFF) Alberta Evaluation Committee Members
Laura Nelson, Farm Safety Centre

Jordan Jensen, Farm Safety Centre/SFF Alberta Program Manager

Kim Andrus-Just, Lead RN, SFF Alberta

Raelyn Peterson, Farm Safety Coordinator, Alberta Agriculture & Forestry
Sharlene Wolbeck Minke, SWM Consulting Services

Birgitta Larsson, BIM Larsson & Associates

= =4 4 -8 A8 -4

1.0 Evaluation Questions
In 2017-2018, SFF Alberta followed-up with participants who received Year 2 and Year 3 of the
program, and engaged new participants in Year 1 of the program. There were five distinct
participant groups in the evaluation:
1. Hutteritesin Year 1 of the program
Hutterites in Year 2 of the program
Hutterites in Year 3 of the program
Local Producers in Year 3 of the program
Local Producers who completed the program in 2016-2017.

e W

While the evaluation questions outlined in Table 1 sought to continue the learning, they
especially explored the impact of SFF on participants’ behaviour as they proceed through the
program. The questions guided all aspects of the evaluation, namely development of the data
collection tools, data analysis and reporting results.
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Table Al: Evaluation Questions and Relevant Areas of Inquiry

Evaluation Questions

Relevant Areas of Inquiry

Procesg How was the SFF initiative implemented in different Alberta contexts?

What improvements, if any,
has SFF made to:

» Resource Kit content

« Workshop processes

« Other innovations

With a focus on the annual curriculum review process,
understand the types of revisions and how the content was
aligned with Alberta priorities and context.

1) Specific curriculum areas to explore:

0 Are the identified health and safety topics consistent
with priorities for action in Alberta?

0 Is the framing of the health or safety issue consistent
with Albertan approaches?

0 Are all of the content areas and strategies, resources or
tools grounded in current best practices?

0 Are there practical, evidence-based strategies,
resources or tools that enable participant action on
multiple determinants of health and ecological levels?

2) Identify/describe the types of practical, evidence-based
farm safety tools (added or revised).

Why did farm producers
participate in the SFF
workshops?

» Motivating factors —i.e.,
health concerns, beliefs
about health and farming

« Expectations of participation

« Commitment to health,
wellbeing and safety

1 Level of farm producer participant commitment to the
workshop process or change.

Impact¢ What were the results of participation? What was the immediate impact of the
workshops? How, if at all, did participants change over time? What were the lorigem
impacts of participating in the program?

What difference did
participation make?

Why did participants continue
on into subsequent years?
What were the main reasons
that participants did not
participate in subsequent
years?

« Effectiveness of workshop delivery/presentation with
different cultural groups.
- Is the curriculum appropriate?
- Do participants understand the content and find it useful?

1 Proportion of participants who returned to subsequent
years and completed the program
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Evaluation Questions Relevant Areas of Inquiry

T Supports and barriers to continuing in the program
What was the main reason

participants returned after 1 What difference do the relationships make to participants

missing a year? intentions to change? Maintenance of change? (follow-up)

« Impact on individual farm 1 Ability of facilitators and health care professionals to
producers (i.e., health develop and maintain relationships with farm producer
knowledge, perceptions and participants (if there is a new staffing model)

behaviours)
« Impact on farm business (i.e., | 1 Ability of the program to influence farm producers’

intentions to change or knowledge, attitudes and behaviours with respect to health,
changes in farm practices) safety and well-being

« Impact on farm-related 1 Types of knowledge, attitude and behaviour changes
industries (i.e., awareness (intentions and maintained changes)

and support for SFF)

2.0 Ethics Review

The evaluation approach was the same as in previous years, when it was screened with the
ARECCI decision making support tool and rated as somewhat more than minimal risk. See:
http://www.aihealthsolutions.ca/arecci/screening/87437/156bd946¢37455d902d979b2abb6fb
36

As such, mitigation strategies suggested by the Second Opinion Review in 2016-2017 were
implemented. This included:

Risk area identified by ARECCI Screening Mitigation Strategy
tool
Questions that collect information about 9 No collection of directly identifiable
sensitive issues, illegal behaviour, information (such as name).
stigmatizing conditions or behaviours, or 1 All analyses will be done at the aggregate
religious or cultural beliefs or practices? level.

The use of tests, surveys, interviews, oral Respondents can withdraw at any time.
history, focus groups, or observation of SFF staff will be on site when participants
public behaviour where the participants complete the surveys.

can be directly or indirectly identified
through the information recorded?

= =4
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Risk area identified by ARECCI Screening Mitigation Strategy

tool
Questions or procedures that might cause |  All focus group attendees will self-select and
participants psychological distress, the process for data collection and
discomfort or anxiety beyond what a management will be clearly outlined at the
reasonable person might expect in day to beginning of the session.
day interactions 9 Only the evaluators will have access to the
raw data.

9 All focus group attendees are asked to
respect the information shared at the
session.

2.1 Informed Consent to Participate in the SFF Alberta Evaluation

Informed consent was requested and captured for each component of the data collection
process:

1 The SFF team explained all data collection points and data use during the workshop delivery
(End of Chapter and End of Workshop surveys).

1 The Program Manager provided information regarding the purpose, rationale and use of data
to all workshop participants to ensure the information was understood before asking for
volunteers for interviews or focus groups. Then consent was recaptured by the evaluator
prior to the interview or focus group beginning.

1 Verbal consent to participate in the focus groups was gathered by the SFF team as part of the
participant recruitment process and once again confirmed by the evaluators prior to the
focus group beginning. The recruitment process followed accepted cultural protocols, as
known by the SFF team.

3.0 Data Collection and Evaluation Tools

In order to facilitate measurement consistency across the years of program implementation, no
revisions were made to the data collection tools from previous evaluations.

3.1 Interviews and Focus Groups

All of the interview and focus group questions covered the same content areas as in previous
evaluations. Copies of the data collection tools are available in 2015/2016 evaluation report.

3.1.1 Follow-up focus group with participants who completed the program in 2016-2017
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I Questions focused on reasons for participating in the program and sustainability of change
over time.

3.1.2 Executive Director and Program Manager

9 Anin-depth, in-person co-interview was conducted with the Executive Director and
Program Manager. While the questions were grounded in the previous years’ tools, the
interview was quite open-ended in order to explore emerging learnings more fully.

3.1.3 Focus Group with Hutterite participants in Year 1 and 3 workshops

I Questions focused on intentions to change in Year 1, the experience in Year 2 and 3, and
commitment to the program.

3.1.4 Open-ended interview with Hutterite participants in Year 2 workshop

9 Explored intentions to change, the workshop experience and commitment to the program.

3.1.5 Organization Stakeholder

9 An open-ended telephone interview focused on questions about awareness of SFF Alberta,
comparison with other provincial farm-focused programs and future programming.

3.2 Surveys
No revisions were made to the workshop survey content.

3.2.1 End of Chapter

9 Participants completed three closed-ended questions that assessed their knowledge and
attitudes about the information.

1 The survey was administered electronically, via an iClicker program, rather than in hard
copy. The results were transcribed to an Excel template by SFF Alberta and provided
electronically to the evaluators.

3.2.2 End of Workshop

1 Participants completed nine closed-ended and three open-ended questions.
1 The survey continued to be administered on paper.
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1 Results were entered into an Excel template by SFF Alberta and provided electronically to
the evaluators.

3.2.3 Local Producer participants who did not return

' Alink to an online survey hosted on Survey Monkey was sent to participants who did not
participate in a 2017-2018 workshop.

3.3 Action Plans

9 A sample of personal Action Plans was drawn from participants in Year 2 and 3 workshops,
as well as Colony Action Plans.

9 Using a systematic selection process, the Farm Safety Centre selected every fourth Action
Plan from participant records and Colony records in alphabetical order. The selected Action
Plans were marked in order to avoid duplicate sampling.

1 The selected Action Plans were de-identified, scanned and sent electronically to the
evaluators.

4.0 Evaluation Participant Recruitment
4.1 Interviews and Focus Groups

The SFF Alberta Program Manager invited the different stakeholders to participate in the in-
person/telephone data collection by a common, informed consent process:

9 Standard information about the evaluation purpose and approach was shared (read an
information sheet or emailed the content)

I The interview or focus group questions were provided

The option to not participate was clearly stated

=a

9 If participant was willing to participate, their name, email and/or phone number were
provided to evaluation consultants for scheduling

4.2 Surveys
4.2.1 Online

9 For the on-line survey, the Program Manager sent an email message stating the invitation to
participate and purpose of the survey. The link to the on-line survey was embedded in the
email.
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9 The initial request was followed by two reminder messages.

4.2.2 Workshop

9 Workshop participants used iClickers to record their responses to the End of Chapter
guestions. No identifiable data were collected with the electronic response system.

9 They also completed paper-based surveys that they dropped in an anonymous box at the
end of the workshop.

Table 2 outlines the characteristics of stakeholders who participated in the evaluation.

Table A2: Evaluation Participants

Participants Method Number of Participants
FSC Executive 1 In-person co- | 1 2 participants
Director, SFF interview T 1.5 hours long
Program Manager
SFF Alberta team 1 In-person 1 1 focus group with 6 participants

focus group 1 2 hours long

Hutterites who 1 Workshop 1 83 completed End of Chapter surveys, with 1-5
returned to Year 3 surveys scale
workshop 1 74 completed End of Workshop surveys

1 Focus Group 1 1 focus group with 18 Hutterite participants
T 2 hours long

T Action Plans T 40 personal Action Plans from Year 2 of the
program

1 5 Colony Action Plans from Year 2 of the
program

1 Observation 1 Both evaluators observed part of a Year 3 Colony
workshop




Hutterites who
returned to Year 2
workshop

Workshop
surveys

Interviews

Action Plans

Observation

31 completed End of Chapter surveys, with 1-5
scale

229 completed End of Chapter surveys, with 1-3
scale

200 completed End of Workshop surveys

10 open-ended post-workshop interviews

29 personal Action Plans from Year 1 of the
program

11 Colony Action Plans from Year 1 of the
program

Both evaluators observed part of a Year 2 Colony
workshop

Hutterites who
participated in Year
1 workshop

Workshop
survey

Focus Group

Observation

81 completed End of Chapter surveys with 1-5
scale

294 completed End of Chapter surveys with 1-3
scale

322 completed End of Workshop surveys

1 focus group with 5 Hutterite participants
2 hours long

Both evaluators observed part of a Year 1 Colony
workshop

Local Producers who
completed the
program in 2016-
2017 (1 year post-
completion)

Focus group

1 focus group with 9 participants
1 hour long

Local Producers in
Year 3 workshop

Workshop
survey

Action Plans

1 6 Action Plans from Year 2 of the program

18 completed End of Chapter surveys, with 1-5
scale
13 completed End of Workshop surveys

Local Producers who
did not return

On-line survey

1 4 participants who did not return completed

surveys
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5.0 Data Analysis and Interpretation

As in previous evaluations, an analytic template based on the evaluation questions guided
analysis and interpretation. A change in rating options was completed between 2016-2017 and
2017-2018 data collection. In particular, data from the End of Chapter survey were modified
from a 5-step Likert scale to a three-step response scale (Agree, Not Sure and Disagree). The
End of Workshop survey maintained its five-step Likert Scale with ordinal response options.
Only a small sample of the total population were affected by the change. However, it resulted in
an ordinal response variance that did not allow for cross tabulations.

To ensure that all data were included in the analysis the following steps were used:

9 Survey results from all cohorts regardless of scale were independently analyzed
guantitatively with descriptive statistics, such as means (averages). Analysis of the
survey results using a five-point scale used the “strongly agree” response as the positive
factor.

1 Populations from the same year, measuring the same factors but using different scales
were compared to determine if there were any obvious differences that required
additional analysis.

The analysis showed consistency in rating for all factors by populations regardless of scale,
except in the areas noted below. These differences may be related to the population or rating
options of the tool, or both.

YEAR 1

The smaller Hutterite population (n=81) using the 1-3 scale rated the module State of Rural
Health lower in all three categories (their knowledge, benefit to farm life, and value of resource
kit) compared to the larger population (n=294) using the 1-5 scale.

. Know more about: 74% versus 94%.

o Beneficial to farm life: 77% versus 94%.
o Resource kit valuable: 78% versus 95%.
YEAR 2

The smaller Hutterite population (n=31) using the 1-5 scale rated the module Mental Health
lower in all three categories (their knowledge, benefit to farm life, and value of resource kit)
compared to the larger Hutterite population (n=229) using the 1-3 scale.

. Know more about: 77% versus 92%.
. Beneficial to farm life: 71% versus 92%.
. Resource kit valuable: 81% versus 95%.
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Then the qualitative data from interviews, focus groups and Action Plans were analyzed by
identifying themes and patterns in the data.

Once the preliminary analyses were complete, the results from the quantitative and qualitative
data sources were added into the appropriate category in the analytic template. This integrated
approach made it possible to understand similarities and differences across the different data
sources.

Interpretation particularly focused on change over time, and similarities and differences between
Local Producer and members of Hutterite Colonies. Preliminary findings and recommendations
were reviewed and refined with the Evaluation Committee.

6.0 Limitations

6.1 End of Chapter Survey Questions
Although the questions were the same as previous years, the implementation of the response
options changed with the iClicker data collection.
1In 2015-2016, the questions were accompanied by a five-point Likert scale, where 1 =
‘strongly agree’ and 5 = ‘strongly disagree’.
1In 2016-2017, the response categories were collapsed in 3 response options: 1 = ‘agree’, 5
= ‘disagree’, and 2, 3 and 4 were all grouped as ‘unsure’.
1In 2017-2018, the iClicker was re-programmed to allow 3 responses only (1 = agree, 2 =
disagree and 3 = unsure). The change, however, occurred after some workshop data were
collected with the 1-5 scale. Data from the two different response options were
compared. Differences were explored through the qualitative results and the larger group
of responses was used for further quantitative analyses.

In total, these measurement changes over time limited the ability to validly compare results
from previous years.

6.3 Action Plans

Workshop participants were asked to rate each personal Action Plan goal. In order to overcome
language barriers, SFF Alberta staff were available to help participants with the process, if
needed. This may have contributed to social desirability bias.

Colony Action Plans were set by the group and therefore, rated by the full group one year later.
While this approach is philosophically and culturally consistent, there may also be an inherent
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risk of social desirability during the rating process. In most cases, the SFF Alberta staff also
observed the achieved colony goal (e.g., salad bar at lunch or fence around dugout).

The sampling process outlined selection of every fifth Action Plan, excluding ones sampled in
previous years. It is unclear exactly what sampling strategy was used by SFF Alberta, but in
total, the following were submitted for analysis:

9 29 Year 1 Action Plans (participant n = 200)

9 40 Year 2 Hutterite Action Plans (participant n=83)

9 6 Year 2 Local Producer Action Plans (participant n=13)

I No Year 3 Action Plans from Hutterite or Local Producers.

For personal and colony Action Plans, the analysis focused on qualitative features of types of
goals.
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