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INTRODUCTION

In the past couple of years, the unanticipated arrival of more than 50,000 immigrants and
asylum seekers to Chicago compelled the legal community to increase legal services and
implement new service models.' The City of Chicago, State of lllinois and service providers
have invested more than 300 million dollars and thousands of hours of human resources in
attending to the population arriving from the US southern border." A major component of this
work has been providing immigration legal services. Yet, despite this tremendous
investment, there has been no systematic plan to ask the immigrants and asylum seekers
directly for input or feedback about legal services." This is a problematic not only in this
circumstance, but also for the overall resources within the immigration legal services
community.

Immigrants are a backbone of Chicago communities and non-profit organizations have been
providing immigration legal services for decades. With increasing demand for legal services
in a challenging legal system, who determines what are priority needs? Recent
humanitarian situations are forcing the legal services community to reflect on what are the
most efficient and simultaneously culturally sensitive ways to deliver services? Also, how do
we know, or measure, the impact of these efforts? While service providers can make
educated decisions based on past experiences, engaging beneficiaries is essential for
healthy programs.

Participatory evaluations engage stakeholders in contributing to the understanding of the
project, how projects can be carried out, and the impact of the work. In this way,
beneficiaries are co-creators, or co-pilots, of the project and the needs of the community are
addressed. To accomplish this, evaluations can examine three different elements of
projects or services:

1. The objective or needs of the community;

2.The implementation, or the means and methods to achieve the goals;

3. The impact: reviewing the short or long-term results, did the project achieve its goal and
does the program continue, change, or end.

Immigrant communities require a consortium of services, such as shelter, health care,
transportation, and education, in addition to legal services to navigate their immigration
process. A wealth of research exists as to the benefits of participatory engagement in each
of these sectors.” This paper will focus on non-profit immigration legal services providers in
Chicago.
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This analysis also recognizes that nonprofit immigration legal service providers are and
have been working in a collapsed and complex legal system where demand for legal
services far exceeds the available supply of legal service professionals. They are also
already preparing potential responses for promised egregious policy changes in the
immigration system in 2025. Despite these challenges, with core mission statements that
endeavor to serve the immigrant community, defend human rights and provide equitable
access to justice, programs can no longer afford to not engage beneficiaries in decision-
making processes.

With an eye towards engaging beneficiaries in more programmatic decisions, we must first
know what currently exists, and what are the limitations in regards to participatory
evaluationmechanisms. This report synthesizes information shared by ten non-profit
immigration legal service providers in the Chicagoland area. The findings suggest that while
some organizations have mechanisms to collect feedback from clients, logistical and
operational barriers limit those efforts. Finally, to facilitate participatory feedback
mechanisms for non-profit legal services, programs can find resources with suggested,
general questions for post-legal clinic and case closing surveys. Translations are also
available for the questions in nine languages, in addition to a comparative chart of platforms
to host and manage the surveys.
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This project is funded by DePaul University’s Migration Collaborative and is part of a larger
six-month project focused on engaging migrant and asylum seeker voices in immigration
legal services in the Chicagoland area.” This report is the first part of the project and is
intended to review and encourage institutional participatory engagement mechanisms
across the service sector. The second part of the project endeavors to collect feedback from
Spanish-speaking migrants and asylum-seekers who arrived from the U.S. southern border
in Chicago between Fall 2022 and Fall 2024. Findings will be shared in February 2025.
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Immigration Legal
Service Provider: As
non-profit
organizations, they
offer assistance with
immigration-related
matters, such as
providing legal
guidance, preparing
forms, and providing
legal representation.

TERMINOLOGY
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NS
Participatory Feedback
Mechanism or
Participatory
Evaluation: A system
that actively involves the
people directly affected
by a program or initiative
in providing feedback on
its effectiveness,
allowing them to
contribute their
perspectives and

influence decision-
making processes.

N

Participants are also
recognized as
beneficiaries or
clients.
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METHODOLOGY

Thirteen organizations were invited to share their processes and experiences with
participatory evaluations; ten responded. Participation in the project was voluntary.
Confidentiality was promised to facilitate transparency in communication. Virtual
conversations lasted approximately 45 minutes and were based on six questions.” The
information was compiled and analyzed in excel.

The initial selection of organizations started from a list of Access to Justice” members,
taking into consideration organizations with varying size and scope of programs in the
Chicagoland area. Nine of ten organizations interviewed provide direct legal services for
family-based immigration matters to migrants and asylum seekers in the Chicagoland area.
The other organization does not provide case management but focuses on information
sharing and advocacy efforts for asylum seekers on the national level and with a presence
in Chicago.

A few limitations impact this review of mechanisms and processes.
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The number of organizations that provide immigration legal services has
grown in the past two years. This report does not involve a representative
sample of immigration legal service providers in the Chicagoland area.

As the questions focused on mechanisms and structures, this report does
not look into the results of the feedback of the organizations that have
collected input from their clients.

A

This project only requested conversations with legal teams. Had the
‘ @ questions been given to Development or Communication units within the

same organizations, the results and priorities may be different.
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L[l FINDINGS

A. Status of Patrticipatory Feedback Mechanisms within Chicagoland’s
Non-Profit Immigration Legal Service Providers

Ten of ten respondents said they want feedback from clients and would like to incorporate
feedback into program decisions.

Of the ten organizations that were surveyed:

Four organizations have active feedback mechanisms that vary in size and scope.

One organization was in the design phase of their first survey mechanism and had yet to
administer the evaluation, at the time of data collection.

Two organizations had survey mechanisms that are no longer active.

Three organizations have not yet implemented participatory feedback mechanisms.

Of the four organizations that have active feedback mechanisms, the mechanisms vary
significantly in scope.

« One organization received funding in early 2024 to focus on collecting feedback from
closed cases. They are actively collecting feedback and analyzing it on a quarterly
basis.

« One organization has a link to a google form on their website and shares the survey to
clients after legal clinics.

. One organization sends paper surveys to all clients across the organization that
includes other social services; the legal team does not routinely see this feedback.

« One organization collects direct feedback via regular surveys, town-hall meetings or as
needed depending on the topic.

The organization that was in designing their mechanism did so with the support of a
consultant and plans to pilot it across two units in the organization. Inspired by strategic
planning needs, they “want to have client voices in various layers of work: satisfaction,
advocacy.” They are “making sure our policies and practices have an impact” by conducting
in-depth surveys of clients with closed cases. At the time of data collection, they were also
still considering how to analyze the data and apply the survey in the strategic plan in the
future.
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B. The Benefits of Participatory Feedback Mechanisms

Involving beneficiaries in the evaluation of programs implies that the evaluation

objectives are wider than a narrow measuring of program outputs.

viii

For immigration legal

services, frequent project outputs include reporting the number of cases opened, the
number of cases filed, the number of matters closed, the number of “Know Your Rights”
presentations, or perhaps the number of cases with relief granted. While these numbers
demonstrate work completed, they may not adequately measure actual impact on the lives,
families, communities or access to justice in the immigration system.

Similarly, output numbers are generally
funneled towards donors and other
stakeholders, but if the objective is to serve
the communities, then accountability to the
community also necessary.ix In this way,
participatory evaluations are linked to
improving accountability and focus on the
needs of those affected by interventions
within the community. In discussion about
managing asylum workshops, one respondent
noted that it's important to consider the
content of the services, not just the framework
or the numbers. Like others, she recognized
how difficult it is to report complex legal
services that carry significant implication for
the beneficiary in mere number of people
served. She is hopeful that feedback from
participants will help reflect the value of time
and effort given to this complex service.

Research shows that structured feedback
can highlight barriers or needs that
traditional evaluations might not capture
and this information then can lead to
programmatic adjustments.” One of the
organizations surveyed asks a general
question upon initial engagement: What is the
individual asylum seeker’s top priority for
immigration? This data plays into the
decision-making process of the organization’s
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BENEFITS

* e
M{ﬂ Improved Accountability

q"é” Culturally Relevant Adjustments
LY

q/" Empowered Client Decisions
2,

{9‘} Enhanced Service Impact
=
Addressed Barriers Effectively

) Justified Program Choices

(@

Community-Driven
Improvements

*

Respected Client Opinions

Optimized Resource Allocation

De
Do<@}
[ o

DePaul Migration Collaborative



actions as the organization responds to the top needs of the community. Not only does this
input guide decision makers on priority issues in a resourced stretched industry but it can
also help justify why organizations may choose not to offer a specific service. Taking into
account the feedback can lead to adjustments that make resources more accessible and
culturally appropriate.

Participatory feedback collected during the service provision also affects the overall
impact and client satisfaction. A respondent shared that when preparing for a class action
litigation, the legal team wanted to pursue their most aggressive strategy, but they
recognized in doing so they would need to disclose additional personal information of the
plaintiffs. After dialoguing with the class members and clearly laying out the options, the
clients and attorneys found a solution that did not disclose so much personal information.
While this example seemingly illustrates client management strategies, in the end, the
clients were satisfied that they won the case, had less information disclosed and their
opinions were respected in the process that impacts their lives.

Participatory evaluations encourage improvements designed with the input and support of
those who will be most affected. One respondent shared that as legal status impacts an
individual’'s capacity to engage with other services, in addition to their feelings of security
and willingness to participate in society, it is important that clients are empowered to make
decisions that impact their lives. To emphasize this she said,

“[the work] is not just about legal services but about community
services.”

In short, through participatory evaluations, programs not only garner information about the
impact of their services but also have access to information that will support necessary
programmatic adjustments.

C. Barriers to Participatory Feedback Mechanisms

While ten out of ten respondents said they would appreciate getting feedback from clients
they also recognized barriers to collecting and managing the feedback. None of the barriers
mentioned are insurmountable but they do require operational support. This section
highlights barriers to operationalizing participatory feedback mechanisms.
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Programs lack approg
staff capacity.
All direct legal service organizations cited limitations of staff capacity as their main issue for
implanting a participatory feedback mechanism.

In recent years, the demand for legal services has far outpaced capacity of legal service
providers and in effect, overburdened resources.” In addition to managing increased
demand, many of the organizations were hiring staff positions at the time of data collection.
One organization had only two staff people in their immigration department, despite
hundreds of people requesting legal support. Another organization with an active
participatory feedback mechanism explained that they previously had an intern that was
able to send the survey link to participants after every clinic and that garnered responses.
The intern position is not currently filled however, and so they are not getting as much client
feedback and they do not have staffing capacity to send the survey. Two organizations hired
their first immigration attorney or DOJ representative within the past two years.

Respondents also highlighted that it is not just a matter of staff capacity but of
competencies. Legal staff are trained and specialized in providing legal services; various
respondents expressed frustrations that it is not the best use of legal time to conduct
programmatic tasks such as client surveys. As one respondent explained,

“We get lost in delivering services, so we don’t think down the
line. Funders only fund specific positions. All funded staff are
involved from beginning to end of the project. When
programmatic work falls to legal staff, it all adds up.”

All five of the programs that have, or are working towards, participatory evaluation
mechanisms are run by multi-disciplinary professionals; or they are individuals with training
other than, or in addition to, law degrees. On the other hand, four of the five programs that
do not currently have participatory evaluation mechanisms are managed by lawyers. While
non-profit culture invites professionals that want to help, and it requires flexibility and
resourcefulness of staff,* every profession has a specific skill set that contributes to service
provision and healthy teams. Intentional staffing, with multidisciplinary experience, may
foster opportunities for participatory evaluations.
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Ensuring language accessi
indispensable issue for all

Each organization surveyed requires communicating in at least two languages; one
organization reports using 30-40 languages in any given month. In two of the mechanisms
used by organizations, they had survey questions and responses in two or three languages
on the same form. While practical, this response may make the survey more difficult to read
and therefore less desirable to complete. Some platforms support surveys in multiple
languages.

ok

Two of the organizations that do not currently have participatory feedback mechanisms
cited language as one of the main barriers. One respondent noted that in addition to
language barriers, “a considerable number of clients have limited literacy skills, even in their
native languages...” Facing similar situations, another respondent with feedback
mechanisms shared that some case workers would verbally administer the survey over the
phone and note the responses in the form.

Timing of immigration matt

challenge service models.

As the length of adjudication times for immigration matters can take years, more
immigration legal service providers are leaning into limited scope models. " Traditionally,
lawyers would engage a client from intake through adjudication of the matter-- or provide full
representation on the case. Limited scope models, on the other hand, break full
representation into smaller components. This, in theory, allows beneficiaries to move their
case forward with legal counsel at various steps in the process and does not commit an
attorney to a case for multiple years or decades. Both full representation and limited scope
models face challenges with time and managing communication with clients.

Respondents recognized that full representation services often have no set time frames and
thus it is difficult to establish procedures for when to ask for feedback. Annual surveys may
not be necessary but only asking for feedback at the case closing may truncate important
information about the process.

On the other hand, in shifting to limited scope, or triage services, legal service providers
scramble to launch projects and deliver quick results to funders. The need to obtain funding,
staff the project, roll it out, make adjustments, and report on the results often leaves minimal
space or energy for programmatic structures. One respondent suggested that having a
template survey structure and procedure that could easily be adaptable to different one-day
services may help collect feedback.
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Technology: legal service p

need support.

Respondents expressed various concerns about managing data and technology. A few of
the data and technology considerations include: which survey platform should host the
questions and responses, text or email processes to communicate with participants, as well
as general data analysis processes and skills.

Delivery methods of surveys impact the response rate and data analysis. One organization
sends a paper-based survey to all clients, but results have not been shared within the legal
department. Another organization offers an electronic version and a paper version to clients.
All other organizations that have, or had, mechanisms use electronic surveys. Electronic
surveys are generally preferred because they can be disseminated in a variety of ways such
as a QR code, email or text message. E-surveys also minimize manual administrative labor
and facilitate data analysis.

When determining how to disseminate the surveys, programs will need to decide where to
host the survey. Two organizations have used Google Forms, which does not require a
subscription. Three others have used a subscription services. Subscription services allow
for survey logic, organizational branding, the capacity to manage the quantity and frequency
of responses and provide certain analytics for reporting. Subscription services however
often incur subscription fees, which require a budget.

In addition to platforms that can support participatory feedback mechanisms, some
organizations are still working through general data collection processes. One respondent
recognized that they do not have email addresses for all clients, or maybe clients do not
regularly check emails. Accordingly, it is necessary to think through different communication
methods such as a text or email option. Legal databases are also evolving to allow
feedback directly into the database, and to cut out middle administrative tasks.

Respondents recognized that they are not fully aware of the options available to them for
managing data or how those systems interact with legal databases, and that creating
capacity to learn these technologies has not been possible. In short, most projects do not
have data professionals involved in the project, but these tasks would fall to the legal team.
Data professionals and program managers can facilitate these conversations.
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Manage the information: how tc
actually do it?

Legal professionals understand the importance of preparing for answers to a question. The
same goes for evaluations. When asked about any concerns to getting client feedback two
respondents expressed fear at not being able to act on the feedback. On the contrary, one
respondent proactively emphasized the need to commit to responding to feedback as a
matter of accountability to beneficiaries.

Accordingly, multiple respondents stressed the importance of thinking through how the data
would be used.

“Asking too many questions or having too many surveys will lose
people.”

At this organization they have a general policy that participants cannot be surveyed again
until the organization has responded to the first survey. Responses are often shared through
a general newsletter email or informational post.

One respondent also anticipated the risk of overwhelming responses. For example, a survey
may result in ten areas that need attention but it is not practical for an organization to
immediately address all ten. She noted that,

“we will need to be selective and intentional”

and be careful of wanting to do everything but not doing anything in the end. This requires
an intentional decision-making process and respect for the longer-term investment for
program management.

Legal Culture and Varied Practice ‘ = 'n
Engaging Clients ‘ e -

Throughout the ten conversations non-profit immigration legal practitioners expressed a
range of philosophical positions about engaging clients in their work. At one end of the
spectrum is the idea that clients do not have time or capacity to provide feedback given their
specific vulnerabilities. For example, the respondent suggests that fleeing war and then
adapting and trying to establish life in the United States provides enough stress for clients to
manage. Furthermore, this provider stressed the importance of winning the case and
obtaining relief for the client.

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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Moving along the spectrum, the majority of respondents sit in the middle range, they think
feedback would be useful but are limited by logistical details of how to obtain, manage and
utilize the information. For example, one respondent said, “People get upset with the
immigration system; they can express that. We need to think of how to capture it and
respond to it.”

And, on the other end of the spectrum are organizations that are driven by feedback from
asylum seekers. Committed to following the needs and desires of the community this
provider notes that: “No conversation is beyond our members' ability to make a decision.
We need to communicate clearly. It's about civic education and how to have real
conversations.”

“These people are “No conversation is
trying to survive and beyond our members’
don’t have the capacity. ability to make a decision.

They aren’t really We need to communicate
thinking about clearly. It’s about civic
feedback. They need education and how to have
help and how to find it.” real conversations.”

-—__—>

“People get upset with the
immigration system; they can
express that. We need to think

of how to capture it”

This survey may highlight a larger issue within the legal services field about regularly
requesting feedback and how that feedback informs programmatic decisions. One
respondent expressed frustration that it was difficult, and almost impossible, to find models
of surveys and client-centered research at the national level of non-profit legal services”
They commented,

“National not-for-profits are developing proposals based on research
that show how a model works. Legal services aren't doing this yet.
People don't know what they're doing. Old school models worked-- but
do they work now? How do we know?”

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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Further analysis and discussion of industry culture extends the scope of this project but is
something to consider for future conversations.

D. Structures that Facilitate Participatory Feedback Mechanisms

Multi-disciplinary professionals, such as program managers, are important for
programmatic health and efficiency.

The overall data collected suggests a trend that organizations that currently have or have
had participatory evaluation mechanisms are led by a professional with a multidisciplinary
skill set. For example, one program is managed by a person who is a licensed social worker
and lawyer; another by a data scientist, who also has her juris doctorate. Three programs
surveyed are run by project managers who are trained in immigration law and policy but are
not licensed attorneys. While the focus of the projects is to provide legal services, the
systems that support those efforts depend on multi-disciplinary professionals to ensure
efficiency, dignity in processes and measurable impact.

Passive and alternative methods for collecting feedback are also important.

Numerous respondents mentioned alternative methods for knowing clients were satisfied
with legal services. For example, respondents mentioned family and friend referrals, or
clients bringing a home-cooked meal or hand-written note to staff as a way to show
appreciation. These passive data collection methods can give important information but do
not replace organized client input about specific services.

There are numerous ways organizations can collect and monitor client feedback and
needs. Additional ways respondents suggested they could evaluate client needs include:

. Tracking hits or clicks on website pages to know what is important to
= readers;
« Monitoring hits or comments on specific social media posts;

@EE . Organizing and monitoring intake logs to ascertain information on certain
services. For example, one organization tracks the types of services
requested on their call log. They use this information to know what types
of services are priority in the community.

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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E. Questions of Funding Participatory Feedback Mechanisms

Essential to any conversation about program structure and impact how projects are funded.
Three of the four organizations with feedback mechanisms were supported by specific
grants to design and launch feedback mechanisms. One respondent that would like to
obtain client feedback expressed,

“Getting data directly from the people about their experiences,
what do they want, what do they need, could help
leverage and show program needs to funders.”

Another respondent simply stated,

“If we had staff capacity and funding to do this, then we could
check the box on the funding proposal that
we have these mechanisms.

Participatory evaluations not only contribute to the efficient and effective use of resources,
but they assist in the alignment of purpose and processes for equitable philanthropic
endeavors.” Responses from legal service providers demonstrate opportunities to fund
these efforts to support increased impact in migrant and asylum-seeking communities.

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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L]l GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

~ AND MOVING FORWARD

General Observations

After surveying ten immigration legal service providers in the Chicagoland area

about participatory feedback mechanisms, the following general ideas emerged:

@ Organizations want to engage client feedback but are stuck in logistical and
operational questions.

v~ Asking for participant feedback requires time and resources to implement, analyze
@< and respond to feedback.

¢ Program managers provide a structure for success. Legal staff cannot (and should
@< not) be expected to do it all.

~~ Technology is critical to efficient data collection and evaluation. Numerous options
@\ exist for non-profit service providers.

_:@:_ Legal service programs could benefit from funding structures that specifically
facilitate program managers and technology or data support.

—Z@: Active and passive participant feedback is helpful.

-~ Creating new program models is difficult and often involves a period of trail and error.
?@\‘ Engaging participants- can provide key insights to facilities service delivery

>~ Assessing the actual impact of work and not simply measuring output is important to
@ meet the needs of individuals, ensure equitable and dignified delivery of services and
to meet the larger missions of the organizations and funder.

Moving Forward

. By engaging participants, legal service providers can better address needs in the
community and appropriately deliver services.

« Nonprofit immigration legal service programs need operational support such as
multidisciplinary staff that support legal services.

. Funders can allow participatory feedback mechanisms and necessary
organizational supports as part of funding proposals.

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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5fi RESOURCES FOR

PROGRAM STAFF

When asked about barriers to having participant feedback mechanisms one respondent
explained that they had been thinking about this process for two years, but other priorities
kept claiming precedence. She also suggested that having templates available, with
translations, would facilitate the process. Similarly, another organization said they would
love to restart their feedback mechanism but given capacity limitations, their ability to do so
depends on someone else designing it. Hearing these statements, below are resources to
support programs in starting or enhancing participatory feedback mechanisms.

Collecting and managing participatory or community-based data is an art that continues to
evolve with professional attention. But, there are also basic ways to get started. The
resources included here are suggestions and just the tip of iceberg as far as what is
possible for participatory feedback mechanisms.

Service providers can use a variety of methods to collect feedback from clients such as
surveys, website data analysis, interviews, focus groups. Each method has its pros and
cons depending on what information is desired and the resources available to get it.*"
Surveys, for example, can easily and cost-effectively reach many participants. ™ While they
can flexibly be disseminated to the target populations, data is limited to pre-determined
questions. Interviews, on the other hand, provide more in-depth information and are more
adaptable to a specific conversation, but they take time and resources to coordinate and
execute.”"
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As organizations prepare for, or look to enhance, participatory feedback

mechanisms, it is helpful to think through these points.”

19

A
S

1.Clearly identify your
objective for the
evaluation.

survey?

&

2. What tools are available to
create, support, or manage the

(see resource #3!)

al?

3. Create the
questions.

] —

0=
0=

4. Create an introduction to the survey
that explains the reason for asking,

what you will do with

the information,

any confidentiality concerns and
thanking the client for their time.

JA

5. In what
languages do you
need to distribute
the mechanism to
ensure inclusion?

6. Determine
when to send
the evaluations
and what staff to
be involved.

7. Discuss how
and who will
review and
analyze the
results.

8. Share the
results, as
appropriate, with
the team of
stakeholders.

A few tips for this process:
. Set practical expectations
« Be OK with criticism; this is an opportunity to evaluate or enhance impact

9. Respond
to participant
feedback.

10. Create an
action plan.
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Sample Survey Questions

As service providers emphasized limited resources and, based on the fact that surveys
facilitate cost-effective and flexible engagement, below are sample questions for surveys
post-legal clinics or at case closing. The questions were compiled after reviewing current
mechanisms shared by the respondent organizations.

Organizations should note that the length of the evaluation and question type will impact the
client’s willingness to complete it.” Thus, there are two sections of suggested questions.
The “Basic General Questions” section is considered the minimum questions to ask in a
survey. Section two, “Additional Questions to Consider” are just that, different types of
questions that a program may consider including in their survey. The additional questions
offer suggestions that evaluate the process, or delivery of services, as well as impact of
services.

Determining when to survey clients will also impact response rates.”™ Surveys can be
conducted on an on-going basis, or another option is to make a concerted effort during a
specific time period or focused on a specific population. For example, if more interns are
available for three summer months, feedback can be proactively collected during these
months. Or, when rolling out a new project, feedback will help determine the viability for
continuing the program.

Finally, to facilitate equitable engagement of different immigrant communities, the questions
are translated in nine languages.

Platforms Options to Manage the Survey

The third resource is a chart of platforms that can help programs manage their surveys. This
report does not endorse any specific platform but instead offers options that may serve
different needs and budgets. Once an electronic survey is constructed the link or QR code
can be shared in client communication via letters, text messages, emails, etc.

Support for staffing considerations

The fourth resource is available for staffing capacity considerations. DePaul University’s
Steans Center supports community partners through research, internships and more. In
fact, because of connections with this study, one participating organization connected with a
student via the Steans Center to help administer and analyze surveys. Another
organization also previously connected with DePaul students to design, execute and
analyze population specific surveys. Please connect directly with the Steans Center if
interested.
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1.Sample survey questions for client feedback post-legal clinic, in English with
translations in Arabic, Burmese, Dari, Haitian Creole, French, Pashto,
Russian and Spanish.

2.Sample survey questions for client feedback at case closing, in English with
translations in Arabic, Burmese, Dari, Haitian Creole, French, Pashto,
Russian and Spanish.

3.A comparative chart of platforms to manage electronic surveys.

4.DePaul Steans Center partners to support community-based organizations.

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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Notes

i New Arrivals Situational Awareness Dashboard, City of Chicago, last modified Nov. 27, 2024,
https://www.chicago.gov/city/en/sites/texas-new-arrivals/home/Dashboard.html.

ii City of Chicago Updates to the New Arrivals Mission, April 12, 2024,
https://www.chicago.gov/city/en/depts/mayor/press_room/press_releases/2024/april/april-new-arrival-
updates.html.

iii Paral recommends that, “We need to learn to talk with the forced migrants” in order to know their
experience, needs and plants, and to set up appropriate services for this population. Rob Paral, “Building a
Plane While It's Flying”: lllinois Confronts a New Era of Forced Migration,” DePaul Migration Collaborative,
Practitioner in Residence Report, April 2024, https://law.depaul.edu/academics/centers-institutes-
initiatives/depaul-migration-collaborative/projects/Documents/RP_Final%20Report%20(Updated%203_31).pdf.

iv Community Commons, Seven Vital Conditions for Health and Well-Being,
https://www.communitycommons.org/collections/Seven-Vital-Conditions-for-Health-and-Well-Being; Asset
Based Community Development is at the center of a large and growing movement that considers local assets
as the primary building blocks of sustainable community development. For more information see DePaul
University’s Asset Based Community Development Institute, https://resources.depaul.edu/abcd-
institute/about/Pages/default.aspx.

v DePaul’s Migration Collaborative “invites experts on migration, immigration, and human rights to collaborate,
address migration challenges, and inform policies” See: https://law.depaul.edu/academics/centers-institutes-
initiatives/depaul-migration-collaborative/projects/Pages/reframing-regufee-project.aspx

vi Participants may also be referred to as beneficiaries or clients within organizations. The six initial questions
asked of immigration legal service providers are: 1.) Does your organization have any mechanism(s) to
request feedback from participants* about the legal services they receive? If not, why not? If so, please
proceed with the following questions; 2.) What are your organization’s current processes for collecting
feedback from immigrants / asylum seekers? IE: Are all participants requested to provide feedback? At what
point in their services are they invited to provide feedback? 3.) How is this information collected and/or stored?
(e.g.: electronically, on paper, verbally?) 4.) Who at your organization collects this information? Who
reviews/analyzes the information? Is this information involved in making any programmatic decisions? If so,
how? 5.) Have you experienced any limitations in collecting feedback? If so, what are they? 6.) Anything else
you want to share about participatory feedback at your organization?

vii lllinois Access to Justice provides education, outreach, and legal representation to historically marginalized
communities impacted by mass deportation and incarceration. https://ilaccesstojustice.com/?

viii Promise and practice: participatory evaluation of humanitarian assistance, Forced Migration Review,
Accessed Nov. 27, 2024, https://www.fmreview.org/kaiser/. ix Forced Migration Review. “Promise and
practice.”

x UKAID, Department for International Development, Beneficiary Feedback in Evaluation, Feb. 2015,
https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Beneficiary-Feedback-Feb15a.pdf.

xi "Too Few Immigration Attorneys: Average Representation Rates Fall from 65% To 30%,” TRAC
Immigration, Jan. 24, 2024, https://trac.syr.edu/reports/736/; Neil Steinberg, “We’ve been trying to help:’ Legal
community steps up for migrants” Chicago Sun Times, Jan. 1, 2024; Adriana Cardona-Maguigad, “Clock
ticking for many recently arrived asylum seekers, but legal help is hard to find” WBEZ, Nov. 1, 2024,
https://www.wbez.org/immigration/2024/11/01/clock-ticking-for-many-recently-arrived-asylum-seekers-but-
legal-help-is-hard-to-find.

xii Eight of ten projects surveyed are managed by staff who are also responsible for providing legal services.

xiii “Explainer: Asylum Backlogs,” National Immigration Forum, last modified January 23, 2024,
https://immigrationforum.org/article/explainer-asylum-backlogs/; “Saving Lives, Ending Inefficiencies,” Human
Rights First, July 9, 2024, https://humanrightsfirst.org/library/saving-lives-ending-inefficiencies/; The following
resources demonstrate recent limited scope, or pro se models of representation: “ABA, COIl & HIAS, Pro Se+
Limited Scope Representation for Afghan Asylum-Seekers Toolkit,” ABA, April 2023, Jun. 13, 2024,
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/public_interest/immigration/pro-bono-at-the-commission-on-
immigration/free-resources/coi-hias-pro-se-plus-toolkit/; “First Phase of Centralized Immigration Application
Workshops Serve Nearly 3,500 Migrants,” The Resurrection Project, last modified February 20, 2024,
https://resurrectionproject.org/first-phase-of-workshops-for-recent-arrivals-ends/.
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xiv Research shows that for-profit legal services do discuss client surveys. As for-profit motives and
processes are different than non-profit services, additional discussion is beyond the scope of this review but
one sample resource of a law firm survey was found here: Legal Client Survey Template, Harvest, accessed
December 12, 2024, https://www.getharvest.com/resources/legal-client-survey-template. A study on client
perceptions of public defenders may also inform continued conversation on participatory feedback within
general legal services. See: C. Campbell et al., "Unnoticed, Untapped and Underappreciated: Clients'
Perceptions of their Public Defenders," Behavioral Sciences & the Law 33, no. 6 (2015): 751-70,
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/bs|.2182.

xv Equitable Evaluation Initiative,” Equitable Evaluation Framework.”

xvi Shackleton, S., Bezerra, J.C., Cockburn, J., Reed, M., & Abu, R. "Interviews and Surveys." In The
Routledge Handbook of Research Methods for Social-Ecological, edited by R. Biggs, Alta de Vos, R. Preiser,
H. Clement, K.Maciejewski & M.Schluter, 107. New York: Routledge, 2022. Systems; “Survey vs Interview for
research: Discover the Difference,” Survey Monkey, accessed Oct. 1, 2024,
https://uk.surveymonkey.com/mp/survey-vs-interview/.

xvii Pasquale Schifino, “Eight practical methods to collect customer feedback,” EasyFeedback, accessed
November 12, 2024, https://easy-feedback.com/blog/8-methods-to-collect-customer-feedback/; “12 Ways to
Effectively Collect Customer Feedback,” SurveySensum, March 27, 2024, accessed November 22, 2024,
https://www.surveysensum.com/blog/collect-customer-
feedback#:~:text=Customer%20surveys%20are%200one%200f,them%20more%20relevant%20and%20engagi

ng.

xviii Press Books, "13.1 Interview Research: What Is It and When Should It Be Used?," Scientific Inquiry in
Social Work, https://pressbooks.pub/scientificinquiryinsocialwork/chapter/13-1-interview-research-what-is-it-
and-when-should-it-be-used/; “Survey vs Interview for research: Discover the Difference,” Survey Monkey,
accessed Oct. 1, 2024, https://uk.surveymonkey.com/mp/survey-vs-interview/.

xix Miller, Sterling. "Creating a Customer Satisfaction Survey." Thomson Reuters. Accessed December 1,
2024. https://legal.thomsonreuters.com/en/insights/articles/creating-a-client-satisfaction-survey.

xx Forced Migration Review. “Promise and practice.”

xxi Miller, Sterling. "Creating a Customer Satisfaction Survey." Thomson Reuters. Accessed December 1,
2024. https://legal.thomsonreuters.com/en/insights/articles/creating-a-client-satisfaction-survey.

xxii Miller, Sterling. "Creating a Customer Satisfaction Survey." Thomson Reuters. Accessed December 1,
2024. https://legal.thomsonreuters.com/en/insights/articles/creating-a-client-satisfaction-survey.How to Run
Effective Client Surveys as a Law Firm, Checkbox, https://www.checkbox.com/blog/how-to-run-effective-client-
surveys-as-a-law-firm
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RESOURCE:
PARTICIPATORY
EVALUATION
MECHANISMS

Sample Survey, Post-Clinic TLOEN  \iication
= : Collaborative

For Legal Service Providers

This resource is part of a report, “Feedback in Action: Improving Client Feedback Systems
to Enhance Immigration Legal Services,” (Dec. 2024) and was funded by DePaul
University’s Migration Collaborative.

The following resource is not a survey to be distributed to clients but a list of
questions to be considered when constructing a survey. Below are examples of
questions that program staff at non-profit immigration legal service organizations may
consider for a client evaluation at the time of closing a case. This process will look different
to all organizations and so programs should modify the questions and responses to fit their
program needs.

Given the different language needs of immigrant communities, the questions are translated
in nine languages. This resource also includes an analysis of platforms to manage your e-
evaluations. Some of these platforms also offer translations or evaluations in multiple
languages.

There are two sections of suggested questions. The “Basic general questions” section is
considered the minimum questions to ask in a survey. Section two, “Additional Questions
to Consider” are just that, different types of questions that you may consider including in
your survey. In the lists below, text in italics should be modified or removed before
publishing or circulating any surveys.

Languages Available

« English . Burmese « French . Pashto « Spanish
. Arabic « Dari . Haitian Creole « Russian

This tool kit is part of a report on participatory feedback mechanisms for legal service providers
in Chicago. The project is funded by the DePaul Migration Collaborative.
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E n g I is h Post Clinic Survey

Thank you for attending the clinic. Your feedback is important to us. Please take a
moment to share your experiences at the legal clinic. Your comments are
anonymous. This information will be reviewed and incorporated into future
programmatic decisions.

Basic questions:

1.What type of legal assistance did you receive?

a. (List services available, IE: TPS (initial or renewal)/ Work Authorization | DACA
renewal | Citizenship/ Green card/ Asylum /| Special Immigrant Juvenile Status /
Other)

2. Is this your first time you have received legal services from [organization]?
a.Yes / No /| don’t remember
3.How would you rate your overall experience at the clinic?
a.Poor, moderate, Good, Excellent
4.Help us improve our services. What recommendations do you have to improve our
clinic services?
5.Name (Note: Only collect the name if there is a concrete reason to use it, and then
explain why you want their name or, do not ask for their name)

Additional questions to consider:

How long did it take to complete the application today? (text or 1-2hrs; 3-5hrs; 6-9 hrs)
How did you hear about us?
o Friend / family member / school / work/ shelter / another organization / social media
/ other
How was the application process?
o Easy, Moderate, Difficult, NA
How was getting an appointment for the clinic?
o Easy, Moderate, Difficult, NA
How was your experience with the interpreter?
o We had problems, the interpreter situation did not work; It was kind of difficult; It
was pretty good; It was great
How was accessing the location of the clinic?
o Easy, Moderate, Difficult, NA
Would you recommend our services to other migrants or asylum seekers?
o Yes/ No/ Maybe
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Burmese (Myanmar)...cics.
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F re n C h Post Clinic Survey

Merci de participer a la clinique. Nous tenons compte de vos commentaires,
veuillez prendre le temps de partager votre expérience a la clinique juridique. Vos
commentaires sont anonymes. Nous allons examiner cette information pour y
intégrer les décisions de programmes dans I’avenir.

Basic questions / Questions générales

1.Quel type de service juridique avez-vous regu?

a. (List the services available, for example: Statut de Protection Temporaire (TPS)
(initial or le renouvellement) / Autorisation de Travail / le renouvellement de DACA
(Action différée pour les enfants immigrants) / Citoyenneté / Carte de résident
(carte verte) / Asile / Statut de Jeune Immigré Spécial / Autre)

2.Est-ce que c’est votre premiére fois a recevoir des services juridiques de
[organization]?
a.0ui/ Non / Ne sais pas
3.Comment évaluez-vous l'expérience compléte a la clinique?
a.Mauvais, passable, bon, excellent
4.Aidez-nous a améliorer nos services. Quelles recommandations avez-vous pour
améliorer nos services aux clients?
5.Name (Only collect the name if there is a concrete reason to use it, and then explain
why you want their name or, do not ask for their name)

Additional Questions to Consider / Questions additionnels a considérer

. Combien de temps prenez-vous aujourd’hui pour finir la demande? (zone de texte ou
1-2hrs; 3-5hrs; 6-9 hrs)
« Comment découvrez-vous notre clinique?
o Ami.e / Proche / Ecole / Travail/ Refuge pour les sans-abris / Autre organisation /
Médias sociaux / Autre
« Comment sentez-vous le processus de demande?
o Facile, Moyen, Difficile, Rien a signaler
. Comment sentez-vous la complexité d’obtenir un rendez-vous?
o Facile, Moyen, Difficile, Rien a signaler
. Comment s’est passée votre expérience avec l'interprete?
. Nous avons eu de la difficulté, la situation d'interpréte ne fonctionne pas did not work;
C'était un peu difficile; C'était pas mal; C'était trés bien
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French (Cont.) Post Ciinic survey

. Sentez-vous des difficultés pour accéder a la clinique chez nous?
o Facile, Moyen, Difficile, Rien a signaler

. Recommandez-vous nos services aux autres migrants ou aux demandeurs d’asile?
o Oui/ Non / Peut-étre

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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Haitian Creole -.cicsue

Mési paske w te ale nan klinik la. Fidbak ou enpoétan pou nou. Tanpri pran yon ti
moman pou pataje eksperyans ou nan klinik legal la. Kbmanté ou yo anonim.
Enfomasyon sa yo pral revize epi enkopore nan pwochen desizyon pwogram yo.

General Questions / Kesyon debaz:

1.

Ki kalite asistans legal ou te resevwa?
a.(List services available, for example: TPS (inisyalman oswa renouvélman)/
Otorizasyon travay / renouvélman DACA / Sitwayénte / Rezidans / Azil / Estati
Espesyal pou Jén Imigran / Lot)

2.Eske se premye fwa ou resevwa sévis legal nan men [organization]?

a.Wi/ Non / Mwen pa sonje

3.Ki jan ou ta evalye eksperyans jeneral ou nan klinik 1a?

a.Pov, Jis, bon, ekselan

4.Ede nou amelyore sévis nou yo. Ki rekbmandasyon ou genyen pou amelyore sévis

klinik nou yo?

5.Non (Only collect a name if there is a concrete reason to use it, and then explain why

you want their name. Or, do not ask for their name.)

Additional Questions to Consider / Lot kesyon pou konsidere:

Konbyen tan li te pran pou ranpli aplikasyon an jodi a? (teks oswa 1-2 édtan; 3-5 édtan;
6-9 édtan)
Ki jan ou te tande pale de nou?
o Zanmi/ manm fanmi / lekol / travay / abri / yon 16t dganizasyon / rezo sosyal / 16t
Ki jan pwosesis aplikasyon an te ye?
o Fasil, Jis, Difisil, pa aplike
Kijan li te ye pou jwenn randevou pou klinik la?
o Fasil, Jis, Difisil,Pa aplike
Ki jan eksperyans ou te ye ak entépréet 1a?
o Nou te gen pwoblém, sitiyasyon entéprét la pat mache; Li te yon tijan difisil; Li te
bon; Li te vréman bon
Ki jan yo te jwenn aksé nan kote klinik la?
o Fasil, Jis, Difisil, Pa aplike
Eske w ta rekdbmande sévis nou yo bay |6t imigran oswa moun k ap chéche azil?
o Wi/ Non / Petét

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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P as h to Post Case Closing Survey
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R u S S i a n Post Clinic Survey

Cnacu60, YTO NOCETU/IN HaLly KINMHUKY. Ball 0T3bIB 0UeHb Ba)KeH A1 Hac.
Moxxanyiicta, yaennte MNUHYTY, UTO6bI NOAENNTLCA CBOUM OMNbITOM
o6palleHUs B IOPNANYECKYIO KIIMHMKY. Ballyn KoMMeHTapum ocTaHyTcs
AQHOHUMHbIMW. OTa UHOpMaLUa 6yaeT pacCMOTpeHa U yuTeHa NpU NPUHATUN
6yAyLNX peLueHN Halueli opraHn3saunn.

Basic questions / OCHOBHbIe BONpPOChI

1. Kakyro ropnamnyeckyro NoMoLLb Bbl NOAYyYNInN?

a. (Mepeuncnute gocTynHble ycnyrn, Hanpumep: TPS (nepBryHoe nan
npoaneHne) / PaspeweHve Ha paboTy / NpogneHne DACA / TpaxaaHcTeo /
puH-kapTa / Y6exuue / CTaTyc 0C060ro MMMUrpaHTa
HecoBepLUueHHoNeTHero / lpyroe

2. OTO nepBbIV pas, KOrAa Bbl NoyyvaeTe vopuanyeckue ycayrm ot [organization]?

a. Ja/Het/He noMHI0
3. Kak Bbl oLleHVBaeTe CBOV 06U OMNbIT paboTbl C HaLLen KAVHUKOW?

a. HeypoBnetsopuTtenbHo / YaoBnetsoputenbHo / Xopowo / OTANYHO
4. NMoMormnTe Ham ynyyLlnTb HaWW ycayru. Kakme pekoMeHAauum Bl MOrnim 6ol
AaTb AN ynyyleHna paboTbl HaLen KNIMHUKA?

a. (TekctoBoe nose A4/ KOMMeHTapueB)
5. Nom de client (Note: Only collect the name if there is a concrete reason to use it, and

then explain why you want their name or, do not ask for their name)
Additional questions to consider / lonoNHNTeNbHbIe BOMPOCHI

CKONbKO BPEMEHM Y BaC 3aHA0 CErofHA 3anonHeHune 3aasneHna? (Tekctosoe
none nnu Bblbop: 1-2 yaca; 3-5 yacos.; 6-9 YacoB)
Kak Bbl y3Hann o Hac?
o Apyr/YneH cembn / Lkona / Pabota / MpwutoT / Apyras opraHusaums /
CounanbHble cetn / pyroe
HackonbKo Ans Bac 6bia CIOXKHBIM Mpouecc nojavdn 3aaBneHna?
o Jlerko / YmepeHHo / TpyaHo / HeT oTBeTa
« Hackonbko 6b1n0 NMPOCTO 3anNncaTbCs Ha NpUeM B KIIMHUKY?
o Jlerko / YmepeHHo / TpygHo / HeT oTBeTa
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Russian (Cont.) Post Ciinic Survey

« Kak Bbl oueHuMBaeTe CBOM ONbIT paboThbl C NepeBoYNKOM?
o Y Hac BO3HUKAW NpobneMbl Npy paboTe ¢ NepeBOUYNKOM
o bblN10 4OBO/IBHO C/IOXHO
o [l0BONILHO XOPOLUO
o OTAnYHO
« Hackonbko 66110 yA06HbIM A06paThCs 40 MecTa PacnoOKEHUA KTUHUKA?
o Jlerko / YmepeHHo / TpyaHo / HeT oTBeTa
. PekomeHgoBanu 6bl Bbl HaWW yCAyrn ApyrumM MUrpaHTamM Mav iMuam, ULyLmm
ybexuiwa?
o [la/HeTt/B03MOXHO

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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Spanish :.cicsime

Gracias por asistir a la clinica. Sus comentarios son importantes para nosotros.
Témese un momento para compartir sus experiencias en la clinica juridica. Sus
comentarios son anénimos. Esta informacioén se revisara y se incorporara en
futuras decisiones programaticas.

Basic questions:

1. ¢ Qué tipo de asistencia legal recibi6 usted?

a. (List the services available, for example: TPS (inicial o renovacion) / Autorizacion
de trabajo/ Renovacion de DACA/ Ciudadania/ Tarjeta verde/ Asilo/ Estatus
especial de inmigrante juvenil/ Otros)

2. ¢ Es la primera vez que recibe servicios legales de [organization]?
a.Si/No/No recuerdo
3. ¢ Como calificaria su experiencia general en el taller?
a.Pobre, regular, bueno, excelente
4.Ayudanos a mejorar nuestros servicios. ¢ Qué recomendaciones tiene para mejorar
los servicios del taller?
5.Nombre (Note: Only collect a name if there is a concrete reason to use it and then
explain why you want their name. Or, do not ask for their name).

Additional questions to consider:

« ¢ Cuanto tiempo tardd hoy para completar su solicitud? (cuadro de texto o 1-2 horas;
3-5 horas; 6-9 horas, etc.)
« ¢ Como se enterd de nosotros?
o Amigo/familiar/escuela/trabajo/refugio/otra organizacion/redes sociales/otro
« ¢ Como fue el proceso con la solicitud?
o Facil, Moderado, Dificil, No Aplicable
. ¢ Como fue conseguir una cita para el taller?
o Facil, Moderado, Dificil, No Aplicable
« ¢Como fue su experiencia con el intérprete?
o Tuvimos problemas, la situacién del intérprete no funciono; fue un poco dificil;
Estuvo bastante bien; estuvo genial
. ¢ Como fue acceder a la ubicacion del taller?
o Facil, Moderado, Dificil, No Aplicable
. ¢Recomendaria nuestros servicios a otros inmigrantes o solicitantes de asilo?
o Si/No/Quizas
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RESOURCE:
PARTICIPATORY
EVALUATION
MECHANISMS

Sample Survey, Case Closing TLOEN  \iication
a7/ Collaborative

For Legal Service Providers

This resource is part of a report, “Feedback in Action: Improving Client Feedback Systems
to Enhance Immigration Legal Services,” (Dec. 2024) and was funded by DePaul
University’s Migration Collaborative.

The following resource is not a survey to be distributed to clients but a list of
questions to be considered when constructing a survey. Below are examples of
questions that program staff at non-profit immigration legal service organizations may
consider for a client evaluation at the time of closing a case. This process will look different
to all organizations and so programs should modify the questions and responses to fit their
program needs.

Given the different language needs of immigrant communities, the questions are translated
in nine languages. This resource also includes an analysis of platforms to manage your e-
evaluations. Some of these platforms also offer translations or evaluations in multiple
languages.

There are two sections of suggested questions. The “Basic general questions” section is
considered the minimum questions to ask in a survey. Section two, “Additional Questions
to Consider” are just that, different types of questions that you may consider including in
your survey. In the lists below, text in italics should be modified or removed before
publishing or circulating any surveys.

Languages Available

. English « Burmese . French « Pashto « Spanish
« Arabic « Dari . Haitian Creole « Russian

This tool kit is part of a report on participatory feedback mechanisms for legal service providers
in Chicago. The project is funded by the DePaul Migration Collaborative.
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|
E n g I IS h Case Closing Survey

Thank you for working with [organization]. As your case is now closed with our
office, we would appreciate feedback about the services. Your comments will help
make our programs better.

Basic questions:

1.What kind of legal case did you just complete? (list of case types + “other”)
2. Did your case directly involve: (list population types that may need to be flagged)
a.Family members
b.LGBT matters
c.Domestic violence
d. Detention matters
3.What was the outcome of your case?
a. (Filed and pending; Approved | Granted; Partially Approved; Denied; Not sure /
other)
4.How do you evaluate the overall service for this case?
a. (Poor, Moderate, Good, Excellent)
5. Would you recommend our services to your friends?
a. (Yes/ Maybe | No)
6. Help us improve our services. What recommendations would you make to improve
the services at [organization]?
7. Name (only ask for names if there is a specific purpose IE: you offer follow-up)

Additional questions to consider:

. Do you feel your attorney (or legal team) respected your opinions? Never, sometimes,
most of the time, Always, NA

. How many different attorneys or staff did you work with during this case?

« Approximately, for how long was your case pending?

. Rate your experiences:
o Communication from staff members Poor/ Moderate | Good /| Excellent

Using technology for the application process Poor/ Moderate | Good | Excellent
o Service during appointment Poor/ Moderate | Good | Excellent
o Your experience with interpreters Poor/ Moderate | Good | Excellent

« What was the best part of working with your legal team on your case?

. What was the most difficult part of working with your legal team on your case?

. How do you see the decision on this case impacting your life moving forward?

o
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Ara b i c Case Closing Survey
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Arabic (Cont-) Case Closing Survey
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Burmese (Myanmar) ....co
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Burmese/Myanmar (CONT.) . Closing Survey
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D a rl Case Closing Survey
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Dari (Cont) Case Closing Survey
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F re n C h Case Closing Survey

Merci de travailler avec [organization]. Puisque votre affaire se termine maintenant
avec notre bureau, nous apprécions vos commentaires selon les services. Vos
commentaires aident a améliorer nos programmes.

Basic General Questions / Questions générales:

1.Quel type de cas venez-vous de terminer? (list of case types + “other”)
2.Votre cas impliquait-il:
a.Des enfants
b.Des questions LGBT
c.La violence conjugale
d.Les questions de détention
3.Quel a été le résultat de votre affaire?
a.(Déposée et pendante; Approuvé | Accédée ; Approuvée Partiellement; Rejetée;
Pas sar/ autre)
4.Comment évaluez-vous le service complet pour cette affaire?
a.Mauvais | Passable | Bon | Excellent)
5.Aidez-nous a améliorer nos services. Quelles sont vos recommandations pour améliorer
les services a [organization name]?
a.(Oui /| Peut-étre | Non)

6. Aidez-nous a améliorer nos services. Quelles sont vos recommandations pour
7. Nom de client (Only ask for names if there is a specific purpose IE: you offer

follow-up)
Additional Questions to Consider / Questions Additionnels a Considérer:

. Sentez-vous que votre avocat (ou I'équipe juridique) a bien entendu votre avis? Jamais,
parfois, souvent, toujours, rien a signaler
. Avec combien d’avocats ou personnels juridique avez-vous travaillé pendant cette
affaire?
. Pour combien de temps était votre affaire pendante?
. Evaluez vos expériences: Mauvais | Passable | Bon | Excellent
o Le communication du personnel
o L'utilisation de la technologie pour la demande
o La service pendant le rendez-vous
o L’expérience avec interprétes
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French (Cont.) case Closing Survey

. Laquelle était la meilleure partie de la collaboration avec I'équipe juridique sur votre
affaire?

. Laquelle était la partie la plus difficile de la collaboration avec I'équipe juridique sur votre
affaire?

. Comment imaginez-vous I'effet de la décision judiciaire sur votre vie?

DePaul Migration Collaborative
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Haitian Creole ....coin s

Mesi paske w te travay avék (Organization). Akoz dosye w lan fenmen nan ofis nou
an, nou tap apresye Komantée w de sévis yo. Remak ou yo ap ede pwogram nou yo
vin pi miyo.

General Questions / Kesyon general:
1.Ki kalite ka legal ou fék konplete? (list case types +"lot")
2.Eske ka w la te enplike dirékteman:
a.Manm fanmi yo
b.LGBT zafé
c.Vyolans domestik
d.Zafé detansyon
3.Ki rezilta ka w la?
a.(Depoze ak annatant; Apwouvel Aksepte; Yon pati apwouve; Yo refize; Pa
seten/Iot)
4.Ki jan ou evalye seévis la an jeneral pou ka sa a?
a.(Pov, jis, bon, ekselan)
5.Eske ou ta rekdbmande sévis nou yo bay zanmi ou yo?
a. (Wil Petet/ Non)
6.Ede nou amelyore sévis nou yo. Ki rekbmandasyon ou ta fé pou amelyore sévis yo
nan [organization]?
7.Non (Only ask for names if there is a specific purpose IE: you offer follow-up)

Additional Questions to Consider / Lot kesyon pou konsidere:
. Eske w santi avoka w (ekip legal) te respekte opinyon w? pa ditou, pafwa, pi fo nan
tan, toujou, pa aplikab
. Konbyen diferan avoka oswa anplwaye ou te travay avék pandan ka sa a?
. Apepre, pou konbyen tan ka w la te annatant?
. Evalye eksperyans ou yo: pov/ modere | bon | ekselan
o kominikasyon nan men manm pésonél la
o Sevi ak teknoloji pou pwosesis aplikasyon an
o Sevis pandan randevou
o Eksperyans ou ak entépreét
. Ki sa ki te pi bon I& ou tap travay ak ekip legal ou a sou ka ou a?
« Ki sa ki te pi difisil 1& ou tap travay ak ekip legal ou a sou dosye w la?
« Kijan ou weé desizyon an sou ka sa a ka afekte lavi ou nan tan kap vini an?
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Pashto ....ccnsue
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Pashto (Cont.) case Closing Survey

45.)1‘4»9)&.)9)'.)4.0)[5 o
J9)BS 1559lliSud 3 o)) gy Seliige 5 o
Ceoss Jlgoy ileS 5 o
)25 guoliaw O 93g)b5 3 o
809 45 4>y 0)9< 6JgS HIS 5 0w EuF H5 3 guuliw S Auad 4 guwliow

Sog dagS 45 rapisiun slini 9JoS SIS > o3 ef igilh 3 gunlivs S 4 4y guolins

YL:SQSO}.&_CILS.&OHQ,}ng)gmmvgs)gs&oé)golldgwdl?g))gmu .

DePaul Migration Collaborative

51



52

R u ss i a n Case Closing Survey

Cnacn6o 3a cOTpyaHUYECTBO C [organization]. MOCKONbKY Balle Aesi0 B Hallem
oduce Tenepb 3aKpbITO, Mbl 6b1/1V 6b1 NPU3HaTE/IbHbI 3a Ball OT3bIB O
npeaocTaB/ieHHbIX ycnyrax. Balum kommMmeHTapum nomMoryT HaMm caenatb Hawm
nporpamMmmbl eLle ny4yiue.

General Questions / OCHOBHbI€ BOMPOCHI:

1.[lpaBoBOe Ae/10 Kakoro TuMa Bbl TO/IbLKO YTO 3aBepwmnnmn? (list of case types+
"apyroe")
2.bblno v Balle Aeno HenocpeacTBeHHO CBA3aHO C:
a.YneHamun ceMbu
b.Bonpocamun JIFBTUK+
c.loMalwHUM Hacunnem
d.Bonpocamu cogepxaHnsa noj cTpaxer
3.KakoB 6bin ncxopa Ballero gena?
a. (lModaHo u Haxodumcs Ha paccmompeHuu; OdobpeHo | YooenemeopeHo;
Yacmuy4Ho 00obpeHo; OmkioHeHO; He yeepeH(a)ldpyzoe)
4. Kak Bbl OLeH/BaeTe KayuecTBOo yCnyr, nNpejocTaB/ieHHbIX MO BallemMy ageny?
a. (HeydosnemeopumensHo, YooenemeopumesnbHo, Xopowo, Omau4Ho)
5. PekomeHA0Bann 6bl Bbl HALLW YC/TYTX CBOUM 3HAKOMbIM?
a.(4a/ BoamoxcHo | Hem)
6. MoMornTe HaM ynyudLnTb KayecTBO Hawmx ycnyr. Kakme pekomeHaaumm Bbl 6bl
Aanu Ans ynyJduweHusa pabotel [organization]?
7. ma knmeHTa: (only ask for names if there is a specific purpose IE: you offer follow-
up)

AononHuTeNbHbIE BONPOCHI:

. CunTtaete nn BbI, UTO Ball aABOKAT (lopuanyeckas KomaHAa) yBaxkas(a) saLue
MHeHue?

o (Hukozda, IHo20a, boabwyro Yacme epemeHu, Bcezoa, HI/)

« CKONbKO PasfiNyHbIX aiBOKATOB NN COTPYAHUKOB paboTanu ¢ BaMn No 3ToMy
aeny?

. Kak gosnro Balle ieN10 HaxoAMN0Cb B PaCCMOTPEHNIN?
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Russian (Cont.) case Ciosing Survey

« OueHwTe CBOI OMbIT NO CeayOWMM NyHKTaMm: (HeydoenemeopumesnsHo |
YdoenemeopumensHo | Xopowo | Omau4yHo)
o ObLeHne c CoTpyAHUKaMM
o Vicnonb3oBaHMe TeXHNYeCKMX CPeaCTB B NpoLecce nojayn 3asasneHuns
o Ob6cnyxnBaHve BO BpeMs npremMa
o Baw onbIT paboTbl C NepeBogYMKamMm
« UTO 6bIN0 NyyLLen YacTbio COTPYAHNYECTBA C Ballen topuanyeckon KOMaHaom
no BaLuemy geny?
« UT0 6110 CaMbIM C/IOXHBLIM B paboTe ¢ Ballen pUANYeCcKon KOMaHAOW No
Baluemy geny?
« Kak, no BawiemMy MHeHM 0, peLLeHne no 3ToMy ey NoBANSET Ha Bally XW3Hb B
6yayLiem?
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S pa n is h Case Closing Survey

Gracias por trabajar con [organization]. Como su caso ya esta cerrado en nuestra oficina,
agradeceriamos recibir sus comentarios sobre los servicios. Sus comentarios nos
ayudaran a mejorar nuestros programas.

Preguntas generales basicas:

1.¢,Qué tipo de caso legal acaba de completar? (list case types + "otros")
2.4,Su caso involucro directamente a:
a.Miembros de la familia
b.Asuntos LGBT
c.Violencia domeéstica
d. Asuntos de detencion
3. ¢ Cual fue el resultado de su caso?
a. (Presentado y pendiente; Aprobadol Concedido,; Parcialmente aprobado;
Negado,; No estoy segurol otro)
4. ;Como evalua el servicio general para este caso?
a. (Pobre, Moderado, Bueno, Excelente)
5. ¢Recomendarias nuestros servicios a tus amigos?
a. (Si/Tal vez/No)
6. Ayudenos a mejorar nuestros servicios. ; Qué recomendaciones haria para mejorar
los servicios de [organization]?
7. Nombre (only ask for names if there is a specific purpose IE: you offer follow-up)

Preguntas adicionales a considerar:

. ¢Siente que su abogado(a) (u equipo legal) respet6 sus opiniones? (Nunca, a veces,
la mayoria de las veces, siempre, no aplica)

. ¢Con cuantos abogados o miembros del personal diferentes trabajo durante este
caso?

« ¢Aproximadamente cuanto tiempo estuvo pendiente su caso?
. Califica tus experiencias: Mala/ Moderada | Buena | Excelente

o Comunicacién de los miembros del personal.
o Uso de la tecnologia para el proceso de solicitud.
o Servicio durante la cita.
o Tu experiencia con los intérpretes.
. ¢Cual fue la mejor parte de trabajar con su equipo legal en su caso?
. ¢Cual fue la parte mas dificil de trabajar con su equipo legal en su caso?
. ¢ Como cree que la decisidon sobre este caso afectara su vida en el futuro?
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Platforms for Participatory Evaluations*

Free/ Paid accounts

Multiple uses or single

Analytics

Branding

Dissemination

Multi Language

Best used for

Standout Feature

; Single user (form owner); Basic reporting with charts  [No direct branding; Links, embed . ; : ;
Free with Google account No multi-admin support. and export to Google uses basic Google codes, email Yes, users can translate| Simple surveys, m»ﬂmm« _m%%m_w_o: with
Google Forms Can collaborate Sheets. interface. sharing. manually or through | feedback forms, services (Sheets,

Google integrations

quizzes.

Drive).

Free tier with limitations (5 Z:ﬁ ~:mmq available with Advanced analytics, Full branding Links, QR codes, Yes, supports multiple | Complex forms with | Powerful
forms, 100 paid tiers. reports, and integration with [ (logos/colors) available nvites, social languages, includin . . integrations and
JotForms i pmissions/month); Paid tools like Google Analytics. |in paid versions; limited |media embeds. f guag i 9 integrations form-building
iers with more features. customization in free orm translation. (payment, widgets). | customization
Free version with limitations | Mult-userfieam features —[Advanced analytics, cross- ; Yes. supports Powerful analytics
Survey 10 questions per survey, 100 my\m lable in higher-tier tab reporting, and custom _m_:ﬂww. %<ﬂ%%qmm%m_m_ mc:\mﬁu_w multiple WBMw_uov\mxm ‘ and brand vt
Monke responses per survey); Paid |P1ans reporting. media sharing. languages. cedback, customer recogpnition for larger
Yy iers offer more features surveys. organizations
i _ - |Single user (form owner);  [Basic reporting with built-in i i i i
) Free with a Microsoft account; - f ! porting with bu No direct branding Links, QR codes, Yes, supports Quick forms and Seamless
Microsoft  I\ore features with Microsoft ooﬂm_wwﬂmmo: available via | graphs and Excel export. options available. email. embed multiple languages. quizzes for internal | integration
Forms 865 subscription. ! : ’ ) Microsoft Office
codes. teams or education. | g ite.
Free version with unlimited Single admin only. Basic reporting in free Limited customization Links, embed Yes, supports Casual use, quick Extremely user-
Survey Planet [surveys; Pro version with version; advanced in free version; codes, email multilingual surveys. feedback collection. | friendly for basic
branding features in invitations. surveys.

ladditional features (custom
hemes, export options).

analytics and export in Pro
version.

Pro version.

Fillout

Free tier with limitations; Paid
iers for more advanced
features and higher limits.

Multi-admin/team
collaboration available in
paid tiers.

Advanced analytics,
custom reports, and
integration options.

Full branding available
with logos/colors
(including free

lversion).

Links, QR codes,
email, embed
codes.

Yes, supports
multiple languages
with form translation.

Integrations with appg
like Zapier, Airtable,
and Webflow.

Modern design and
flexibility in
embedding forms.

Compiled Oct.
2024

is not an exhaustive list and no endorsements are made for any

participatory feedback mechanisms for program managers. This
particular product.

*This table was prepared as part of a toolkit to facilitate
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Academic Service Learning (ASL)

Student development is critical to the mission of the
Steans Center and the curriculum of Community
Service Studies. All of the programs at Steans are
positioned to equip students with the knowledge and
experience necessary to transform them into future
leaders and socially conscious citizens. This comes in
part from the hands-on, real world approach of
community-based service learning that students
experience through coursework, training, workshops,
and privilege/social justice reflections. There are a
wide variety of opportunities at the Steans Center for
students to get involved with community-based
service learning. Below are some of the ways that
students can become involved.

ASL Opportunities for DePaul Students &
Community Partners

. Student employment at the Steans Center

. Scholarships

« Community-based research assistant
opportunities

« Internships with community organizations and
schools

. Events and workshops

. Service learning study abroad

Partnerships develop out of relationships
resulting in mutual transformation and
cooperation between parties

We view partnerships as motivated by a desire to
combine forces to address the respective missions
of DePaul and community organizations. Ideally
this results in outcomes greater than any one
organization could achieve alone. Well planned
and transparent collaboration creates a sense of
shared purpose that serves the common good
(Partnership Forum, 2008). The report of the
Community Partner Summit (Community-Campus
Partnerships for Health, 2006-08, p. 13) identified
three essential components for authentic
community-higher education partnerships:

. Quality processes: relationship-focused,
characterized by integrity; trust-building;
acknowledgement of history, commitment
to learning and sharing credit.

« Meaningful outcomes: specific and
significant to all partners.

« Transformation: at individual, institutional
and organizational, and societal levels.
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Direct Service Advocacy

Students engage in service that direCtIy Students Support an ongoing Campaign to
benefits a Community Organization's eXiSting address a critical Socia|’ economiC,

programming (e.g., tutoring, providing health and/or environmental issue in Chicago or

screenings). internationally.

Project-based Service Solidarity Solidarity involves valuing the
Students produce a tangible product by the dignity of all people, respecting them as
end of the term (e.g., creating a website, individuals, in the pursuit of justice,
PR plan, assessing organizational community- building and peace. For
recruitment strategies). example, the Center supports courses at

prisons where DePaul students study
side-by-side with incarcerated students

Community-based Research as part of the Inside-Out Prison Exchange
Students contribute to a research effort Program.

defined and driven by a community partner.

Our Vision of Community Partnerships

At DePaul University's Steans Center, relationships with community partners are the cornerstone of
our work. Partnerships are defined as: Shared vision, resources, rewards, and risks. Community
partners are not considered solely as recipients of services or resources, but as equal partners who

have educational resources to share with the broader community including the university. We view
them as co-educators who have an equal stake in exchange of resources. As such, our partnerships
allow for space for people to talk freely about expected rewards of collaboration but also about the
potential risks to the time and resources among others.

Essential Partnership Components
. Assets (resources, strengths, and interests) Based on these principles, the Steans
identification and recognition for all partners Center creates "educational partnerships"

. Dialogue within partners and between where community organizations share in the
partners process of educating our students, faculty
. Creation of common language and staff. At the same time, we work as hard

. Relationship-building strategies

. Describing and understanding each other's
culture

. Learning together

. Collaborative problem posing and solving

. Collaborative agenda setting

. Identification and recognition of each
partner’s needs, issues and challenges

. Self assessment and reflection within each

partner group and between partners

. Constant negotiation and modification

. Supporting infrastructure in each partner’s
. organization

as possible with our community partners to
assure that the services and resources
provided by DePaul contributes to the
existing work of the organization. We ask
that partners evaluate our support and
partnership regularly. In sum, we view
partnerships as assets that require regular
nurturing and critical self-reflection so that
DePaul and its community partners can
improve the lives of the people we all seek
to serve.



