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Introductions

oTim Croisdale, PhD
oKate Cordell, MPH



DCR User Resources

o Recently Created Resources:
» User Manuals
» Data Dictionary
» Partner Level Reporting Tool (Microsoft Access)

» Data Analysis Resources
» Self Guided Training Videos

o Available via ITWS or at Google Shared Site

> Email kate.cordell@clear-data-consulting.com for access to Google
shared site



mailto:kate.cordell@clear-data-consulting.com

Ongoing Projects

Statewide Data Correction and Cleaning, Nov-Jun, 2013
Statewide FSP Indicators Project, Feb-Sept, 2013
County-Level DCR Data Quality Report, Jun-Nov 2013

Statewide DCR Data Quality Report, Sept 2013-Mar 2014



FSP Indicators Project

> The MHSOAC is hosting a project to develop four FSP
indicators which can be calculated consistently within
every county.

> We are seeking input from counties to identify four

valuable FSP indicators which can be developed using
FSP DCR data.



FSP Indicators Project Options

> Goal: Identify Four Domains of Interest:

A b8

Residential
Education
Employment
Financial
Legal
Emergency
Health
Substance

Discharge Values (+Length of Service)




FSP Indicators Project Options

» Thanks to all counties who contributed examples of how
DCR data are being used!

> Note:

Example graphs and tables in this presentation may have
been designed for a different purpose

Not all parts or designs of examples may be applicable to this
project

We want to try to identify aspects of examples which may be
useful for this project

The purpose of the examples are to stimulate conversation
not necessarily to choose one we will reproduce in its exact
form



FSP Indicators

» Indicators can be calculated for:
- All partners
- By age group
- By program
- By provider

- Partners served during time frames of service (e.g., fiscal
year, quarter, calendar year, etc.)

- Combinations of above



1. Residential Indicators

* Example Indicators Summary
[-1.1: Residence by Setting
[-1.2: Homelessness

[-1.3: Residential Stability (residential changes)



1. Residential Indicators

* Potential Indicators
[-1.1: Residence By Setting

a) Percent of partners in setting at PAF compared to discharge
or date/now

b) Average days before compared to during FSP

¢) Percentage of days/time before compared to during FSP
d) Mostrecent setting



I-1.1a Example - % Partners

F5P PROGRAMS

soeasetos | “w |

Apartment/Individual /5SRO
Assisted Living/Community
Congregate/Foster/Group Home
Emergency Shelter
Homeless

Jail

Haspital (Psychiatric, State)
Hospital (Medical)
Residential Treatment

With Parents/Family

Other

Unkmown

Total

Source: San Diego County Example Data

Intake

Latest

389 36% 425 359%
268 24% 242 22%
83 8% 128 12%
47 4% 15 1%
52 5% 28 3%
20 2% 11 1%
39 4% 31 3%
] 0% a8 1%
£ 3% 29 3%
111 10% 108 10%
19 2% 3B 3%
34 I% 31 1%

1,054 1,054
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Source: San Francisco
County Example Data

Residential Setting # of Partners # of FSP
Community Care 17 1.7%
Congregate Placement 4 2.8%
Homeless 3 2.1%
Individual Placement 2 1.4%
Jail 12 8.3%
Long-Term Care 3 2.1%
MHSA Stabilization Unit 1 0.7%
Psychiatric Hospital i 0.7%
Rent/Own Housing 23 15.9%
Residential Treatment 1 76%
Shelter/Temporary Housing 9 6.2%
Single Room Occupancy 47 32.4%
State Psychiatric 1 0.7%
Unknown Setting 3 2.1%
With Other Family 3 2.1%
With Parents 5 3.4%
FSP Total 145

Residential Frequency
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Jlient counts are unduplicated.
lesidential setting is as of the residential status date in the report header.
he residential setting is a required field, so all active clients as of the residential status date are included.

here is a rare case where an inactive client could be counted if they were discontinued before the residential status date and

1 were reactivated at the same FSP after the residential status date.



I-1.1a Example - % Partners

3Q % of 4Q % of 1Q 2Q % of
Residence at End of Quarter = 09/10 Age 09/10 | Age 10/11 | % of Age| 10/11 Age
26-59 | (N=250) | Group [(N=174) Group |(N=118)| Group |(N=125)| Group
Independent Living Arrangementi |
(In apt or house by self or with |
others. Single room f
occupancy.) | 36 14.4% 24 | 13.8% 14 11.9% 14 11.2%
Shelter/Homeless [t Al 0.4% - 2 1.7% 1 0.8%
Supenvised Placement '
(Assisted living facility, group
homes, board and care,
personal care attendants.) | 164 65.6% 117 | 67.2% 67 56.8% 85 68.0%
Medical Hospital ! 2 0.8% 3 | 1.7% 6 5.1% 1 0.8%
Psychiatric Hospital or Fadlity | 24 9.6% 14 | 8.0% 19 16.1% 11 8.8%
Residential Program (Crisis,
short and long term, nursing
home, substance abuse or dual
diagnoss.) |L..8 3.6% 5 | 2.0% 3 2.5% 4 3.2%
Justice Placement | 3 1.2% 3| A% 3 2.5% 2 1.6%
Other/Unknown 1 4.4% 8 | 4.6% 4 3.4% 7 5.6%

Source: Sacramento County Example Data




S

EohuRubuhoyofghafioh (e s

Adult
&

= 4

m 2

5

£

50

=

5 -2 1

=t

2 -4

-6

P & =g g i & e & . o
‘}QP& & F S & T E £ Qg‘? & 8 S &
i Yﬁ'&é & ,@Q@ g & o @@\ e &Qﬁ S Sl @4’@ S )
2 . - &
W L 9@@‘\ @e‘p@ \.d'% b & Q@S‘ ﬁ aép & &
CP‘& R g&
Partners  Setting PAFMO. PAF % Last No. Last % Change No. Change 5%

08 Apstiment Alore TTE 0B % o M3 % 123 47 %
Azsisted Living 12 0.5 % f 04 % -1 041 %
Community Cars 279 107 % 2T 87 % -52 20 %
Congregas Placement 195 75 % 160 61 % =35 4.4 %
Emegency Shelizr 230 96 % 108 42 % 4 54 %
Homeless 197 76 % | 46 ¥ T8 30 %
Individual Placem end 40 15 % & 18 % 7 0.3 %

Jail 45 17 % 1% 32 % o1 I3 %
Long-Teen Cars n 15 % 54 25 % 25 10 %
Medical Hospital 20 08 % -] 10 % 3 0.2 %
Nons Listed k= 15 % pc] 09 % -15 £6 %
Nursing Physical 3 02z % ) 09 % 19 0.7 %
Nursing Psychiatric 3 02z % 0 04 % 3 0.2 %
Qther Setfing 7 07 % 43 16 % 26 09 %
Psychistic Hospital 76 29 % 108 41 % 3z 12 %
Residertial Treaiment 157 60 % ] 26 % 24 %
Sirgle Room Octupancy [:24 P 8 Iz w 21 08 %
Page 3

Source: MHSOAC Enhanced Partner-Level Data (PLD) Templates



I-1.1a Example Parameters

RO2_ResidentialStatus_Form

Residential Status Report

Service Period®

Program / Provider / PSC (Optional)

Starting Date

=
AND
Ending Date

]

AND
Min. Days Served

]

*Will include all
partners with an active
partnership at any time
during this period,
unless ending date
disposition is otherwise
specified (e.g.,
discharged) in Other
Parameters section

PAF Program Mame

Other Paramaters (Optional)

PAF Age Group

PAF Provider

Referred By

PAF Partnership Service Coordinator Gender
i Latino
Status as of the Ending Date Entered: | _I
Ending Program Mame
Race

Ending Provider

Ending Partnership Service Coordinator

Current Age Group™*
Still Active or Discharged Only?
Discharge Reason

| hd

** Current age group at
time of discontinuation
for discontinued
partners or time of data
download for all other
partners

Submit

Source: Enhanced PLD Template Reports — Enter Parameters




FSP-Aduit

mww

 Acute Psychiatric Hospitad {Pavchiatric Heaith Faciity (PHF) 2,102 67.8 31 1,040.0 8.5 2 51%
Bcohol or Substarce Abuse Residerial Rehabiitation Center 22 74.0 3 682.2 97.5 7 207%
assisted Living Faciity i =5 0 0.0 1 329.8 3298 1 725%
Crisis Resicential Program = o 48.0 2 102.2 511 2 6%
ncy Shelter — d 431 53.9 8 669.2 55.8 12 S5%
| Group Living Home on N 5 5.0 1 2246 112.3 2 4,391%
Homeless (nckdespecpie ivingincars) | 14043 286.6 = 3,688.2 97.1 S -74%
| Institution for Merital Disesse (IMD) _ 1,966 218.4 8 208.4 208.4 1 -89%
. it ERES 438 62. 7 3618 226 16 -17%
Current program name includes clients enrolled in either the Child FSP, WRAP FSP-Child, TAY FSP, WRAP FSP-TAY, Adult FSP or Older Adult FSP
CurrentProgramName g

programs.

Residential Type Description

This field indicates the living arrangement type.

PreDays This is the total number of days clients spent in the residential category 12 months prior to the FSP enroliment date.
PreClients This is the total number of clients in the residential category 12 months prior to the FSP enroliment date.
This number calculates the typical amount of days spent in the residential category for FSP clients 12 months prior to the FSP enrollment date. This
AvgPraDays number is calculated by dividing the PreDays by the PreClients.
PostDays This is the total number of days clients spent in the residential category after FSP enroliment date.
PostClients This is the total number of clients in the residential categary after the FSP enrollment date.
This number calculates the typical amount of days spent in the residential category for FSP clients after the FSP enroliment date. This number is
AvgPastDays calculated by dividing the PreDays by the PreClients.
PctChangeDays The percent change in days is calculated by subtracting the number of pre days from the post days and dividing the number by the number pre days.

Source: Los Angeles County Example Data



Annualized Living Arrangement Graph - Clients by Provider and Program

Provider and Program level: Child FSP, WRAP FSP-Child, TAY FSP, WRAP FSP-TAY, Adult FSP & Older Adult FSP

f i . This report provides graphic representations of annualized pre-post living arrangements for a specific Provider site and FSP age group program by
l : residential type. It looks at the number of clients that have any days pre or post in each residential type.
Purpose: Providers are able to see if there has been a positive or negative change in the number of clients in a particular residential setting.
1234 Mental Health Center 1234 Mental Health Genter
FSP-Adult FSP-Adult
kH 35 - Pre-FarneshipClients2
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VAR X 74 2o L
Acuae Pochintric Fospitel / Pych atic Hes!th j Homeless (includes peosie fing in a9 2
Percentage Increase/Decrease 55.00% Percentage Increase/Dacrease -42.31%

Source: Los Angeles County Example Data
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Example -
% Days by
Setting

Source: San Francisco
County Example Data

Baseline Year Compared to First Year in Partnership

for Age Group ADULT
Baseline Change Change
% of Days as in % of
# Total # % of Total
Residential Category Clients Days Baseline Days

Genesai Living _ 107 24,947 135% 118 25636 13.8% 11 689 3%  04%
Supervised Placement 65 12195 66% 73 17562 95% 8 5367 44%  2.9%
Residential Tx _ 145 13,334  7.2% 151 18091 98% 6 4757 36%  26%
SRO with Lease 231 62,387 336% 299 79355 428% 68 16,968 27%  9.2%
Stabilization 0 0 00% 66 7250 39% 66 7,250 NA  39%
Shelter/Temp Housing 127 19319  104% 110 14709 7.9% -17 4610 -24% -2.5%
e, 133 22408 121% 84 8518 46% -49 -13890 -62% -7.5%
Justice System 148 19498 10.5% 100 8795 47% -48 -10,703 -55%  -5.8%
Hospitalization 166 6605 36% 113 4,366 24% -53 2239 -34% -12%
Gihadlinknown Resid 29 4727 25% 15 1138 06% -14 -3589 -76% -1.9%
Total UDC 508 185,420 508 185,420

Change in Percentage of Residential Days
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Residential Category
Notes

1. Includes all clients with at least one year in the partnership, where the initial year of partnership was uninterrupted. Both active and inactive
clients are included. ;

2. The baseline year is based on the "Past 12 Months" residential question in the PAF residential domain.

3. The partnership year is based on the "today” selection in the PAF residential domain, and subsequent KETs with residential changes.

4. The "# clients” column is an unduplicated dlient count within each residential category and in the total. However, clients may be duplicated
across categories, so the counts for the individual categories will usually be greater than the total.

5. Clients who transfer between FSPs have their enlire history listed under their most recent FSP.




3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~

Time Pegiod Mo
Pariner-
ahips

1. Past Year 20582

20too0Days 19999
3.91to180 Days 17512
4161 to 360 Days 1407
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» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report
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I-1.1d Example — Recent Setting

Figure 3.2 - Most recent housing status excluding homelessness, FSP consumers only (DCR)

100% -
90%
23.0% g g 28.0%
B0% 363% 38 8%
70% | 13.1% S48% oo %
605 17.5%

S0%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
Child  Child TAY  TAY Adult Adult Older Older
08-09 09-10 08-08 09-10 08-09 09-10 Adult  Adult
08-05 09-10

EwWith Family [Independent Foster Care Group Setting

Unknown/Missing for FY 2008-09 = 62.3% {n =101) for children; 42.5% [r = 131} for TAY: 37.6% (n =
168) for adults; and 52.1% (n = 38) for older adults
Unknown,/Missing for FY 2003-10 = 56.4% [n =132] for children; 53.6% {n = 263) for TAY: 53.9% (n =
412) for adults; and 54.3% (n = 63) for older adults

Source: Mental Health Services Act Evaluation: Report on Prioritized Indicators at Statewide Level Contract
Deliverable 2F, Phase 11

http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval Prioritylndicators IndividualCountyReport SmallCounti
es Rev 121912.pdf



http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf

1. Residential Indicators

e Potential Indicators

[-1.2: Homelessness
a) Actual count during partnership each month/quarter/year
b) Percent change from average

) Average before FSP compared to during FSP (quarterly
average, annual average, etc.)

d) Percent of partners experience homelessness at any time
(before compared to during FSP?)



I-1.2a Example — Days Homeless

l Adult |
Actual Total Number of Days

FY 06/07 FY07/08 FY 08/09 FY09/10 FY 10/11 FY11/12 _ FY12/13
3000 ....... " - ot i e 7 Lr}%& : S SR S ——— = e _.._ M_M&__.T._,a_.,;,.__ = S
2500 - :
2000 ~a ' A e e
jebn — &0 ; : B { ..... .

QAL
1000 - “"“ ~ ........... B
500 — =

i TR TS Tt =

N
=)

JSNIJMMJSNIJMMISNIMMISN

JMMJSNJIJMMIJISNIMMISNIMM
~—Psych. Hsop. =——Incarceration --—Homeless -——Education =--=Employment

Source: Orange County Example Data



1-1.2b Example

Homeless Days

FY06/07  FY07/08  FY08/09  FY09/10 FY10/11  FY11/12  FY12/13
3000 : - 3 R S o W S o SR e Pkl T 1 1 SRR St e LTS b ] - . - 600/0 .
2500 | P A% @
20% 8
2000 0% <
" . £
@ 1500 | S 20% 5
() - -40% W
1000 - -60% D
c
500 - - -80% ©
| - -100% ©
e )
0 -120% §
=
(4]
o

mimm Change From Average -——-Moving Average Actual

Source: Orange County Example Data



I-1.2¢c Example

eport: Annualized Living Arrangement Graph - Clients by Provider and Program
F’anmelar: Provider and Program level: Child FSP, WRAP F_SP-Ch!l(_i! TAY FSP, WRAP FSP-TAY, Adult FSP & Older Adult FSP
, ; This report provides graphic representations of annualized pre-post living arrangements for a specific Provider site and FSP age group program by
Description: residential type. It looks at the number of clients that have any days pre or post in each residential type.
Purpose: Providers are able to see if there has been a positive or negative change in the number of clients in a particular residential setting.
1234 Mental Health Center
FSP-Adult
30 30 Pe-atnersipCientd
L) F-
20 D
| :5 15
i
10| 0

Homeless (includes peoole living in carg .
Percentage Increase/Dacrease -42.31%

Source: Los Angeles County Example Data



I-1.2d Example — Any Homelessness

Figure 3.4 - Experienced homelessness at any point during the year, FSP consumers only

[DER]
30%
25 8%
25%
22.0%
20% 3.9% 9.0%
14.3% -
15% B FY 2008-2009
Fy 20059-2010
10% 8.6%
499 5.2%
i} .
0% n e —
Child TAY Adult Older Adult

Unknown/Missing for FY 2008-09 = 62.3% {n =101} for children; 42.5% {n = 131) for TAY; 37.6% (0 =
168) for adults; and 52.1% {r = 38) for older adults
Unknown/Missing for FY 2009-10 = 66.4% {n =192) for children; 53.6% (n = 263) for TAY; 53.9% (0 =
412 for adults; and 54.3% {r = 69} for older adults

Source: Mental Health Services Act Evaluation: Report on Prioritized Indicators at Statewide Level Contract
Deliverable 2F, Phase 11
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval Prioritylndicators IndividualCountyReport SmallCounti

es Rev 121912.pdf



http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf

1. Residential Indicators

* Potential Indicators
[-1.3: Number of Residential Changes

a) Average number of residential moves/changes by qrt served



I-1.3a Example — Resid. Change

Other/Jnknown

Source: Sacramento County Example Data

| 3Q 09/10 | 4Q 09/10 10 10/11 2Q 10/11
| % of | % of % of % of
‘ Active Active (N Active Active
Residential Changes - 26-59 | Changes|Pariners| (N-250) Changes|Partners| 174) | Changes| Pariners| (N-118) |Changes| Partners| (N-125)
Independent Living Arrangement|
(In apt or house by self orwith |
“lothers. Single room I |
occupancy.) 16 14 5.6% 19 8 4.6% 6 6 51% 4 4 32%
Shelter/Homeless | 3 2 0.8% | 1 1 0.6% 5 2 1.7% 4 3 2.4%
Supervised Placement i |
(Assisted living facility, group | i
homes, board and care, ‘
personal care attendants.) 82 57 22.8% 92 44 25.3% 87 51 43.2% 81 48 38.4%
Medical Hospital 9 7 2.8% 14 8 4.6% 13 13 11.0% 16 14 11.2%
Psychiatric Hospital or Facility 33 22 8.8% 35 20 11.5% 42 Z 22.9% 42 28 22.4%
-|Residental Program (Crisis,
short and long term, nursing
home, substance abuse or dual |
diagnosk.) 7 6 24% | 4 3 1.7% 6 5 4.2% 5 5 4.0%
Justice Placement 7 7 2.8% | 13 4 2.3% 10 8 6.8%
8 8 3.2% | 11 4 2.3% 15 9 7.6% 17 13 10.4%




2. Education

* Example Indicators Summary

[-2.1: School Status and Education Goals
[-2.2: Attendance

[-2.3: Grades

[-2.4: Expulsions & Suspensions



2. Education Indicators

e Potential Indicators

[-2.1: School Status and Education Goals
a) Partners in school
b) Partners in school with education goals

) Partnersreceiving specialized educational services



I-2.1a Example — In School

~ Education
(End of Period)
High School/Adult Education

Technical/Vocational School

Community/Four Year College

Graduate School

Other

Not in school of any kind

1 3 2 2
2| 1 8 9 1
10 11 15 4 1
2 3

71 202 11 53 108 135

Source: Orange County Example Data




I-2.1b Example — In School & Goa

FSP-PLUS PROGRAMS Continued

Education Setting

Mot in school of any kind

High School/Adult Education
Technical/Vocational School
Community College/4 yr College
Graduate Schoaol

Other

Missing

* Number of partners with

MHS - Center Star  MHS - North Star Providence Catalyst Telecare
ACT-VI ACT ACT/Inreach
e | e | e
21 21 92 80 111 96 114 112
0 o o 2 8 14 1 2
0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1
o o o 8 3 12 1 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0]
0 0 0 0 10 8 0 0
5 (24%) 38 (41%) 111 (83%) 23 (20%)

education recovery goals

Note: Some clients may have more than one education setting.

* Data from PAF or KET: "Does one of the partner’s current recovery goals include any kind of education at this time?"

Source: San Diego County Example Data



I-2.1c Example — Spec. Services

4.1: Percent of Child/Youth Partnerships with Specific School Measures (All Programs / Providers)

100
80
9
- 60
=
@
£ 40
@
[«
20
D -

mimii

Ed for Emotional

Special Education

) for Another
Disturbance
Reason
O 12 Months Before FSP 18 20
Oi1st 3m 19 21
M 2nd 3Mm 21 23
O3rd 3Mm 22 24
M 4th 3M 24 26

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report Example

O 12 Months

Before FSP

E 1st 3M

M 2nd 3M

C3rd 3M

M 4th 3M



2. Education Indicators

e Potential Indicators

[-2.2: School Attendance
a) Percent of partners with good (“mostly” or better) attendance
b) Percent of partners by quality of school attendance
¢) Change in attendance



I-2.2a Example — Good Attendance

4.1: Percent of Child/Youth Partnerships with Specific School Measures (All Programs / Providers)

100 — O 12 Months
Before FSP
N 80 T
b
— =
- 60 + ] 1st 3M
c
g
5 40 + —
o M 2nd 3M
20 + —
0T O 3rd 3M
Had Good School
Attendance
O 12 Months Before ESP 74 W 4th 3M
W 1st 3Mm 79
M 2nd 3M 80
O3rd 3m 81
M 4th 3M 82

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report Example



1-2.2b Example — Attendance Quality

Figure 1.2-2 -The frequency with which children and TAY attended school, FY 2009-10 admission
data (DCR)

100%

A8.4%

16.6% ¥ child (n = 4,655)

1.9% 31.3%

TAY (n = 2,033)

20% -
12.2%
10.7%
10% - 8.5% 6.4% 5 '1%8'?%

b | B - -

Always Mostly Sometimes Infrequently MNever Attends
Attends Attends Attends Attends

Child % missing data = 5.8% (n = 390), TAY % missing data = 44.4% (n = 1,327)

Source: Mental Health Services Act Evaluation: Report on Prioritized Indicators at Statewide Level Contract
Deliverable 2F, Phase 11

http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval Prioritylndicators IndividualCountyReport SmallCounti
es Rev 121912.pdf



http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf

Continuing Clients
Table 12: Change in School Attendance from Intake to latest Assessment®

Program Name Decline No Change No Change: Improvement Miszing
Consistently
Excellent
CRF-CARFE 5 5 23 10 1
N=44) (11.4%) (11.4%) (52.3%) (22.7%) (2.3%)
CRF-Crossroads -1 17 2 13 ]
(N=40) (20%) (42.5%) (5%} (32.5%)
CERF-Dougla: Young 9 30 5 10 1
(N=55) (16.4%) (54.5%) (9.1%) (18.2%) (1.8%)
Fred Finch Wraparound 14 (28%) 14 g 12 1
(N=20) (28%) (18%) (24%) (2%}
Harmoninm 3 1 3 2 3
(N=11) (25%) (8.3%) (25%) (16.7%) (25%)
AHS-TBS 0 0 3 0 0
W=3) (100%)
NA-TBS 3 2 5 2 1
N=13) (23.1%) (15.4%) (38.5%) (15.4%) (7.7%)
Eady Children’s Hospital-Central 13 13 15 19 1
(N=61) (21.3%) (21.3%) (24.6%) (31.1%) (1.6%)
Rady Children®s Hospital-CES 4 2 8 5 1]
N=1% (21.1%) (10.5%) (42 1%) (26.3%)
Eady Children®s Hozpital-North Coaztal 14 14 34 13 6
(=81} (17.3%) (17.3%) (42%) (16%) (7.4%)
ERady Children®s Hospital-North Inland 4 7 12 3 1]
=16) (15.4%) (26.9%) (46.2%) (11.5%)
SDY5-Counseling Cove -1 0 10 7 22
N=4T) (17%) (21.3%) (14.9%) (46.8%)
Southeast Mental Health Clinic’ - - - - -
*Analysis hmited to chients with 3, 6, 9, or 12 month assessment in the cwrrent quarter. Most recent assessment of attendance compared to
attendance at intake.
TData unavailable for this program.

Source: San Diego County Example Data



2. Education Indicators

* Potential Indicators
[-2.3: School Grades

a) Percent of partners with good (“Average” or better) grades
b) Percent of partners by quality of school grades (no example)
¢) Change in grades



I-2.3a Example — Good Grades

4.1: Percent of Child/Youth Partnerships with Specific School Measures (All Programs / Providers)

100 ~

80 7

60

40

Percent (%)

20

D_

O 12 Months Before FSP

Ei1st3m
M 2nd 3Mm

O3rd 3m
M 4th 3M

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report Example

Had Good Grades
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M 2nd 3M

C3rd 3M

M 4th 3M



1-2.3a Example — Grade Quality

Continuing Clients
Table 13: Change in Grades from Intake to latest Assessment®

Program Name Decline No Change No Change: Improvement Missing

Conzistently

Excellent

CERF-CARE 3 21 2 17 1
(N=44) (6.8%) (47.7%) (4.5%) (38.6%) {2.3%)
CRF-Crossroads 5 19 0 16 ]
(=41} (12.5%) (47.5%) (40%)
CEF-Douglas Young 13 19 0 23 ]
(N=55) (23.6%) (34.5%) (41.8%)
Fred Finch Wraparound 12 20 3 14 1
(N=50) (24%) (40%) (6%) (28%) (2%)
Harmonium 2 3 0 4 3
(WN=11) (16.7%) (25%) (33.3%) (25%)
MHS-TES 1 1 1 0 0
(N=3) (33.3%) (33.3%) (33.3%)
NA-TBS 3 6 0 3 1
(=13) (23.1%) (46.2%) {23.1%) (7.7%)
Eady Children': Hospital-Central 16 23 3 18 1
(N=61) (26.2%) (37.7%) (4.9%) (29.5%) (1.6%)
Rady Children's Hospital-CES 2 8 0 9 0
(N=19) (10.5%) (42.1%) (47.4%)
Eady Children’: Hospital-North Coastal 16 36 3 18 3
(=81) (19.8%) (44.4%) (3.7%) (22.2%) (9.9%)
Rady Children®: Hospital-North Inland 1 14 0 10 1
(WN=16) (3.8%) (53.8%) (38.5%) (3.8%)
SDYS-Counzeling Cove 7 8 1 9 22

(N=4T) (14.9%) (17%) (2.19%) (19.1%) {(46.8%)
Southeast Mental Health Clinic' - - -

*Analysis lomited to clients with 3, 6, 9, or 12 month assessment 1n the cwrent quarter. Most recent assessment of grades compared to grades
at mtake.

FData unavailable for this program.

Source: San Diego County Example Data



2. Education Indicators

e Potential Indicators

[-2.4: Suspensions & Expulsions

a) Percent of partners with suspension or expulsion before or
during 1 year of partnership

b) Percent of partners with suspension or expulsion before or after
receiving 6-12 months of partnership

¢) Rate of suspensions or expulsions at baseline and during
partnership



I-2.4a Example — 1 Yr % Exp/Sus

4.3: Percent of Partnerships in FSP for 1 Year or More for Education Measures (All Programs / Providers)

[OHad Expulsion in 12 Months Before FSP

B Had Expulsion During FSP

10

9
8

Percent (%)

1Child

2TAY

OHad Expulsionin 2
Months Before
FSP

9

[OHad Suspension in 12 Months Before FSP

B Had Suspension During FSP

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

5

0

1C hild

2TAY

HEHad Expulsion
During FSP

OHad Suspension

in 2 Months
Before FSP

33

EHad Suspension

During FSP

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report Example




I-2.4b — % Exp/Sus Before vs. Begin FSP

Figure 1.1-2. Proportion of TAY who were suspended or expelled prior to beginning services
and after receiving services for a period of 6 — 12 months during F¥Y 2008-09

1009 -

68.4%

63.2%
36.8% e
31.6% HYes

Exp/Sus 12 mon prior to Exp/Sus since beginning
services (n=57) services [n=57)

10%
09g "

Unknown/Missing for FY 2009-10: Exp/Sus prior to services = 12.3% (n =8}
Exp/Sus since receiving services = 12.3% [n = 8}

Source: Mental Health Services Act Evaluation: Report on Prioritized Indicators at Statewide Level Contract
Deliverable 2F, Phase 11

http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval Prioritylndicators IndividualCountyReport SmallCounti
es Rev 121912.pdf



http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf

BASELINE

PARTNERSHIP

CHANGE
Clients Person Clients Person

Age wi # of Years Event wi # of Years Event Change in

Group FSP UDC | Events Events (allUDCs) Rate | Events Events (all UDCs) Rate Event Rate
CHILD Family Mosaic Project 99 38 121 Q9 1.22 17 28 112 0.25 -79.6%
CHILD Seneca CYF 480 146 494 1.03 106 284 496 0.57 -44.3%
CHILD Age Group Total 579 184 615 579 1.06 123 312 608 0.51 51.7%
TAY Civil Service TAY 83 3 4 a3 0.05 0 130 0.00 -100.0%
TAY FSATAY 68 2 5 68 0.07 ) 113 0.01 -87.9%
TAY Age Group Total 151 5 9 1561 0.06 1 1 242 0.00 -93.1%
GRAND TOTAL 730 189 624 730 0.85 124 313 850 0.37 -56.9%

_BASELINE _ PARTNERSHIP CHANGE
Clients Person Clients Person

Age wi #of Years Event w/ #of Years Event Change in

Group FSP UDC | Events Events (allUDCs) Rate | Events Events (all UDCs) Rate Event Rate
CHILD Family Mosaic Project 99 5 20 99 0.20 2 2 112 0.02 -91.2%
CHILD Seneca CYF 480 31 38 480 0.08 5 5 496 0.01 -87.6%
CHILD Age Group Total 579 36 59 579 0.10 7 7 608 0.01 -88.7%
TAY Civil Service TAY 83 0 0 83 0.00 0 0 130 0.00 0.0%
TAY FSATAY 68 1 1 68 0.01 0 0 113 0.00 -100.0%
TAY Age Group Tofal 151 1 1 161 0.01 0 0 242 0.00 -100.0%
GRAND TOTAL 730 ar 60 730 0.08 7 7 850 0.01 -90.0%

Notes

1. The baseline # of Events comes from the "Past 12 Months" questions in the Partnership Assessment Form. The partnership # of
Events comes from Key Event Tracking Assessments.
2. The baseline Person Years is simply the number of UDC since the baseline period is 1 year. The partnership Person Years is the
total number of days clients were active in the partnership / 365.
3, Baseline Event Rate (BLER) and Partnership Event Rate (PSER) are calculated as # of Events / Person Years. The Change in
Event Rate is the calculated as (PSER - BLER) / BLER, expressed as a percentage.

4. Includes clients who were active at any time between the start and end dates. The report counts the entire history for these

clients, including events that occurred outside of the date range.
5. Clients who transfer between FSPs are counted, with their full history, under their most recent FSP.

Source: San Francisco County Example Data



3. Employment

* Example Indicators Summary
[-3.1: Type of Employment
[-3.2: Employed / Unemployment
[-3.3: Employed by Employment Goals



3. Employment

* Potential Indicators
[-3.1: Employment Type

a) Partners employed at intake compared to discharge or
date/now

b) Days before compared to during FSP



Adult - Full Service Partnership Program

Provider Sites

1906 EDMUND D. EDELMAN WESTSIDE MHC

1908 WEST CENTRAL FAMILY MHS

1927 LONG BEACH MHS ADULT CLINIC

1971 VERDUGO MENTAL HEALTH CENTER

1973 DIDI HIRSCH COMMUNITY MHC

6859 DMH AT HARBOR-UCLA MEDICAL CTR

6864 AUGUSTUS F HAWKINS FAMILY MHS

7064 COASTAL API FAMILY MHC

7068 HILLVIEW MHC, INC.

7072 MENTAL HEALTH COURT LINKAGE PROGRAM
7080 KEDREN CMHC '
7099 STEP UP ON SECOND STREET, INC

7173 ENKI LPVMHC - LA PUENTE

Source: Los Angeles County Data Example

Total/Included
R
Client  Client  Cnt

50 31

51 48

41 39

25 9

89 53

53 52

3 1

20 8

104 88

1 1

75 62

32 24

27 15

SioioloiNoIewlole/RI o -]

Current Employment Report

tve ~ NonPaid  OtherGainful PaidInHouse  Suppo yed
% Clent % Clent % Clent % Clent %
3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 97%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100%
3%| 2| 5% 2| 5% 0 0% 0 87%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100%
0%, 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100%
2% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 0 94%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100%
2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 98%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 © 100%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 24 100%
0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% a 15 100%




I-3.1a Ex— Employed at Intake and Now

FSP PROGRAMS Continued

Employment Type

Competitive

Paid In-House
Mon-paid (Volunteer)
Other Gainful
Supported
Transitional
Unemployed
Unknown

Clients in Program
Clients Employed
% Employed

* Mumber of partners with
employment recovery goals

MHS - North
County SBCM

v | et |

MHS - Vista Youth Telecare AgeWise
Older Adult SBCM

v e

Transition TAY

Crrae [

Telecare Gateway Telecare Gateway-

to Recovery

v s

Project 25

Crvse [ et

4 4 0 1 3 3 1 2 0 1
0 0 ] 0 0 ] 0 1 0 0
2 8 0 1 4 3 0 10 0 1
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0
1 1 0 0 o 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 (] 0 0 (] 0 0 0 0

137 131 5 3 207 207 218 191 20 18
1 1 1 1 32 32 0 0 0 0

147 147 6 & 246 245 219 219 20 20
9 15 0 2 7 7 1 28 o 2
6% 10% 0% 33% 3% 3% 0% 13% 0% 10%

41 (28%) 4(67%) 21 (9%) 68 (31%) 8 (40%)

Source: San Diego County Example Data

Mote: Employment for clients age 18+; Some clients may have more than 1 employment setting. * Data from PAF or KET: "Does one of the partner's current recovery goals include any kind of employment at this time?"




I-3.1a Ex— Employed at Intake and During

5.1: Percent of Partnerships Who Spent Any Time in Employment Setting [All Programs / Providers)
012 Mos Before FSP
B Dwring FSP

Any Competitive Employment

Any Supported Employment Any Transitional Employment

Percent (%)

e N oB omo@

B B
A
o

[

Any Non-Paid Employment

Any Other Employment Any Unemployment

Pexcent {34)

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report
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1-3.1b Ex — Emp Days by Type

Full Service Partnership Employment Reports Description

Report: Pre vs Post Employment Data by Program

Parameter: Program level: Child FSP, WRAP FSP-Child, TAY FSP, WRAP FSP-TAY, Adult FSP & Older Adult FSP

Description: This report lists all the pre and post- partnership employment statuses of all the Baselines and Key Event Changes (KEC) entered by the agencies.

Purpose: This chart allows the program leads and providers to see if there has been a positive or negative change in employment status since the clients began services.

179 46,031

206 136 338
Non Paid Employment 3,300 20 165 6,110 24 255 85%
Other Gainful Employment 3,841 29 160 7,120 22 324 85%
Paid In House Employment 4,160 32 130 10,4964 43 243 152%
Supportive Employment 2,112 9 235 1,479 15 99 -30%
Transitional Employment 1,387 14 99 4,585 22 208 231%
Unemployed 1,522,868 4,213 361 1,452,957 4,227 344 -5%

CurrentProgramName Current program name includes clients enrolled in either the Child FSP, WRAP FSP-Child, TAY FSP, WRAP FSP-TAY, Adult FSP or Older Adult FSP programs.
Eiploymentiype The employment options are as follows: Competitive Employment, Supported Employment, Transitional Employment, Paid In-House Work, Non-Paid
(Volunteer), and Other Gainful/Employment Activity
PreDays This is the total number of days clients spent in the employment category 12 months prior to the FSP enroliment date.
PreClients This is the total number of clients in the employment category 12 months prior to the FSP enroliment date.
This number calculates the typical amount of days spent in the employment category for FSP clients 12 months prior to the FSP enrollment date. This number
AvgPreDays : o
is calculated by dividing the PreDays by the PreClients.
PostDays This is the total number of days clients spent in the employment category after FSP enrollment date.
PostClients This is the total number of clients in the employment category after the FSP enrollment date.
_AvgPostDays This number calculates the typical amount of days spent in the employment category for FSP clients after the FSP enrollment date. This number is calculated
PctChangeDays The percent change in days is calculated by subtracting the number of pre days from the post days and dividing the number by the number pre days.

Source: Los Angeles County Example Data



3. Employment

e Potential Indicators

[-3.2: Employed / Unemployed
a) Partners employed anytime during FSP

b) Partners employed at intake compared to discharge or
date/now

o) Days employment before compared to during FSP (no
example)



1-3.2a — % with Any Employment

Figure 2.4-The proportion of F5Ps who were employed during FY 2009-10 (DCR)

100.08; - -
90.0%;
B0.0%
F0.0%;
60.0%5
B Not employed
50.0845 =
10.0% MNon-paid
30.084
20.084
10.0845
E.l!i
I}.u* 1

TAY [n=317) Adult (n=1084) 0Olderadult
(n=111)

Unknown/Missing for FY 2003-10: Data unavailable

Source: Mental Health Services Act Evaluation: Report on Prioritized Indicators at Statewide Level Contract
Deliverable 2F, Phase 11

http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval Prioritylndicators IndividualCountyReport SmallCounti
es Rev 121912.pdf



http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf

" Employment

3Q 09/10 (N=295)

4Q 09/10 (N=204)

1Q 10/11 (N=138)

2Q 10/11 (N=144)

Source: Sacramento County Example Data

# | % = . % # % i %

- |Employed at Beginning of Quarter 25 | 85% 24 | 11.8% 10 7.2% 12 8.3%
PAF/KET reportng New Employment 0 | 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
KET reporting End of Employment/Discharge 1 | 0.3% 0 | 0.0% 1 0.7% 1 0.7%
Employed at End of Quarter 24 | 8.1% 24 | 11.8% 9 6.5% 11 7.6%
* Above figures include paid and unpaid employment.




3. Employment

* Potential Indicators
[-3.3: Employment Goals
a) Partners with employment goals
b) Partners employed with employment goals (no example)



I-3.3a Ex— % with Employment Goals

FSP PROGRAMS Continued

Employment Type

MHS - North
County SBCM

v | et |

MHS - Vista Youth Telecare AgeWise
Older Adult SBCM

v e

Transition TAY

Crrae [

Telecare Gateway Telecare Gateway-

to Recovery

v s

Project 25

Crvse [ et

Competitive 4 4 0 1 3 3 1 2 0 1
Paid In-House 0 0 o Q 0 o Q 1 V] Q
Mon-paid (Volunteer) 2 B 0 1 4 3 0 10 0 1
Other Gainful 1 1 o 4] 0 o 4] 15 0 4]
Supported 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4]
Transitional 1 1 o 4] 0 o 4] 0 ] Q
Unemployed 137 131 5 3 207 207 218 191 20 18
Unknown 1 1 1 1 32 32 4] 0 o Q
Clients in Program 147 147 6 6 246 246 218 219 20 20
Clients Empl oyed 9 15 4] 2 7 7 1 28 (] 2
% Employed 6% 10% 0% 33% 3% 3% 0% 13% 0% 10%
* Number of pariners with 41 (28%) 4(67%) 21 (9%) 68 (31%) B {40%)

employment recovery goals

Source: San Diego County Example Data

Mote: Employment for clients age 18+; Some clients may have more than 1 employment setting. * Data from PAF or KET: "Does one of the partner's current recovery goals include any kind of employment at this time?"




4. Financial

* Example Indicators Summary

[-4.1: Type of Financial Support
a) Partners by type of financial support at intake
b) Partners by type of financial support this quarter

) Partners by type of financial support at intake and
discharge/now



I-4.1a Ex— % with Fin. Support Type, Intake

New Clients
Table 7: Sources of Financial Support for New Active Clients*"

Program Name Family Wage: Savings Loan: Housing General Food TANF S50  Other Nome Missing
stamps S5DI

CRF-CARE 17 0 0 0 1 3 11 2 2 3 ] ]
=12) (77.3%) (4.5%) (13.6%) (50%) (9.1%) (9.1%) (27.3%)

CRF-Crossroads 8 1 1 1 3 8157 27 0 14 11 0 1

N=51) (74.5%) (2% (5.9%%) (52.9%) (27.5%) (21.6%) (29%)

CRF-Dougla: Young 3l 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 4 6 0 0

¥=35) (38.6%0) {14.3%) (11.4%) (17.1%)

Fred Finch Wraparound 13 4 0 0 1 1 g 3 4 3 i i

M=21) (61.9%) (66.7%) (4.8%) (48%) (38.I1%) (143%) (19%) (14.3%)

Harmonium 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

(N=6) (100%) (16.7%) (16.7%)

AMHS-TES 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2

(N=5) (40%) (20%%) 20%) (20%) (40%)

NA-TBS 12 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 6 0 0

(M¥=12) (100%) 25%a) 23%)  (50%)

Rady Children’s Hospital-Central 10 1] 1] 0 0 0 1 0 ] 8 0 0

(M=11) (90.9%) (9.1%) (72.7%)

Rady Children’s Hospital-CES 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 0

=1) (100%)

Rady Children’s Hospital-North Coastal 47 0 2 0 2 1 10 1 5 9 i i

WN=52) (90.4%) (3.8%) (3.8%) (1.9%) (19.2%) (L9%) (9.6%) (17.3%)

Rady Children’s Hospital North Inland 18 0 1 0 0 3 5 4 1 7 0 0
=12) (81.8%) (4.5%) (9.1%) (22.7%) (18.2%) (4.3%) (31.8%)

SDYVS-Counseling Cove 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 4 1

M=11) (36.4%) (9.1%) (9.1%) (9.1%) (9.1%) (36.4%) (9.1%)

Southeast Mental Health Clinic' - - - - - - - - - - - -

*Clients without a PAF not included in this analysis.

~Percentages may exceed 100 becanse clients can have more than one source of finanmal support.

"Data unavailable for this program.

Source: San Diego County Example Data



1-4.1b Ex— % with Fin. Support Type, Qrt

3Q 09/10 4Q 09/10 1Q10/11 2Q 10/11
% % of % of % of % of
g Active Active Active Active
Partners Partners Partners Partners
Financial Support | Partners | (N=295) | Partners | (N=204) | Partners | (N=138) | Partners | (N=144)
Caregiver 1 0.3%
| Wages 1 0.3% 2 1.4%
Spouse 2 0.7%
Savings 2 0.7%
"| Child Support
Other Family 11 3.7% 4 2.0% 1 0.7% 1 0.7%
Retirement 1 0.3% 1 0.5% 0.7% 2 1.4%
Veterans 1 0.3% 0.5%
Loan 1 0.3%
Housing 2 0.7% 1 0.5%
General Assistance 1 0.3%
Food Stamps
“| TANF
SSlays 204 69.2% 114 55.9% 115 83.3% 105 72.9%
“['sspi 43 14 6% 58 28.4% 21 15.2% 34 23.6%
SDI 12 4.1% 4 2.0% 1 0.7% 1 0.7%
Tribal Benefits
Other Support 6 2.0% 2 1.0% 2 1.4% 1 0.7%
No Financial Support 8 2.7% 1 0.5% 2 1.4% 4 2.8%
Unknown 21 7.1% 20 9.8%

BRI

& The majority of partn

Source: Sacramento County Example Data

ers’ financial support is SSI/SSDI/SDI.

* Percents do not add to 100% due to some partners reporting more than one type of financial support




I-4.1c Ex— Financial Support at Intake & Now

Financial Source: FSP Programs

IR g T T T
FiP PROGRAMS

Latest Intake
mnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnm

Caregivers %

Child Support 1 13% Q 123 1] % o % o 3 o % o % o % o 0% a %
Food Stamps a 0% a 0% o s o % 14 % 13 5% 4 1M 5 1% 15 1% 10 11%
General a % a % o % o % B % g % c! 13% 1 4% 5 6% 2 %
Housing a 0% 1 13% 1 k] 1 k] £ 15% e 9% o % 3 13% 1 1% a 0%
Loan a 121 a % i} [ o 13 o 0% o 0% o 0% o % a % a 121
Mo Support L] 5% B 5% 1 e o (1. =) 21% ar 1% B 1% 3 13% 16 1% 4 %
Other Family a % o [ i T i ™ ] 0% o 0% o a% L1} a% 14 16% 12 13%
Othier Support a s o e o s o 0% B EL 1 %% 2 % a [ L] ™ E %
Retirement a (e o % o % 1 % 2 1% 3 1% 1 4% [1] % 3 % 3 o
Sawings o s o (e o s 0 0% o 0% o 0% o 0% a [ a [ a s
soi o o o o i % 1 ™ ¥ % F 1% a % a % 2 % o %
Spouse o [ee ] o [ee ] o s o e o %% o 0% 1 4% a [e 3 % 3 %
S50 o % o % 5 e 3 1% 16 B% 56 1% 3 1% 5 21% F % 2 %
55 1 13% 1 13% il ] 1% 13 23% 163 BI% a0l s I 9% 13 % a5 EL ) L) e
TANF a % a % a % o % 1 % 2 1% o % o % 1 1% 1 1%
Tribal Benefits a 0% a 0% o s ] % o 0% 1] 0% o % o % 1 1% a 0%
Urikniown a 121 a % i} [ o 13 o 0% o 0% o 0% o % a % a 121
Weterans a [ a 0% o e o (1. B 1% 4 1% o e o 0% a % a [
Wages a s o s o % o 0% B 2% 5 % ] 0% ] % E Ed 3 Ed
Total Clients | 8 B | 14 14 | 261 61 L] L] | as | E-L) |

Source: San Diego County Example Data



-4.1c Ex — Financial Support at Intake & by Qrt

3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~

Time Period Noof  SAny %Any %Any %Any HAwy WAy %Any %Any  %Awy %Any WAy %Ay HAny %Any %Ay %Any %Any %Ay %No
Farinerships Caregiver Wages Spouse Savings Child Sup. Oéher Fam. Refre. Weleran Loan  Howsing Genersl Food Stmp TANF  SSI 5301 SDI Tribal  Oher  Support

12 Mos Before FSP 20879 00 7.3 33 13 00 76 21 06 08 34 114 146 35 479 23 31 02 66 44

Start of FSP 278 00 54 28 11 00 66 20 05 08 34 104 136 33 477 121 28 02 62 157

istaM #4520 o0 39 22 0.6 1] a7 17 04 10 58 104 134 30 57 #7310z 5.1 154

Znd 3M 2829 00 39 1% 0.5 1] an 15 04 06  &D 87 125 29 566 6 30 04 45 134
3nd 3M M125 00 38 13 0.5 00 34 15 04 06 B 81 114 28 585 134 27 02 43 130

4¢h 3M 9588 00 3B 17 0.3 1] 27 17 05 05 68 B1 04 28 630 134 24 04 41 120

» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report Example



5. Legal

* Example Indicators Summary

[-5.1: Arrests
[-5.2: Incarceration Days
[-5.3: Legal Status

» Probation, Parole, Conservatorship, Payee, WI Code



5. Legal

e Potential Indicators

[-5.1: Arrests
a) Percent of partners with arrests before versus during FSP
b) Counts of arrests
¢) Rates of arrests before and during FSP



I-5.1a — % with Arrest Before FSP

Figure 4.6 - Proportion of adults who were arrested within the past 12 months (DCR)

T8.1%

¥ No

" Yes

SITTTIITI]

2008-09 (n = 435) 2009-10 {n =422
Adults

Missing/Unknown for FY 2008-09 = 2 2% (n = 10)
Missing/Unknown for FY 2009-10=21% (n=9)

Source: Mental Health Services Act Evaluation: Report on Prioritized Indicators at Statewide Level Contract
Deliverable 2F, Phase 11

http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval Prioritylndicators IndividualCountyReport SmallCounti
es Rev 121912.pdf



http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf
http://www.mhsoac.ca.gov/Evaluations/docs/Eval_PriorityIndicators_IndividualCountyReport_SmallCounties_Rev_121912.pdf

5 16 BC @aunl gl Ao o )k

Arrests 3Q 09/10 4Q 09/10 1Q 10/11 2Q 1011

- |Age Group 16-25 | 26-59 | 60+ | 16-25 | 26-59 | 60+ | 16-25 | 26-59 60+ | 16-25 | 26-59 | 60+
Undupicated Partners 0 3 0 0 2 0 | 0O 3] 1 0 2 0
# of Arrests 0 5 0 0 2 0 | © 8 3 0 2 0

e 1.0% (3) of active partners reported an arrest during the 3" quarter 09/10, 1.0% (2) in the 4"
quarter, 5.1% (7) in 1 quarter 10/11 and 1.4% (2) in the 2" quarter.

Source: Sacramento County Example Data



I-5.1c Example — Rates of Arrests

3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~
Time Period Mo. Partners
12 Moa Befors FSP 2ETa
dtart of F3P HETa
1af Ori 2ETS
2nd Qrt 19508
3rd Qri 1788
Jith Cprt 13785
ath Chrt 14178
Gith Chrt 12306
Tihi Chrt 11144
Bith Chrt 2E0
Aftar Bth Crt 8584

» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report

Arrest(s) - Undup

count  Annual Rats
10245 0.48
40a 0.0s
312 008
ITh 0.0&
206 005
188 003
1H 0.04
109 0.04
] 0.04
400




5. Legal

e Potential Indicators

[-5.2: Incarceration Days
a) Total days by time period (e.g., quarter)
b) Change in incarceration days



I-5.2a Example — Days Incarceration

| Adult |

Actual Total Number of Days
FY 06/07 FYo7/08 FY 08/09 FY09/10 Fy 10/11 FY11/12

2500 }-m
2000

1500 I~ & “

1000 —

500 —F—

JSNJIMMI

~—Psych. Hsop. =——Incarceration --—Homeless -——Education =--=Employment

Source: Orange County Example Data



I-5.2b Ex—Inc. Days Change

Incarceration Days

8656 FY 06/07 FY07/08 FY 08/09 FY09/10

700
600
500

?400 o |

O 300
200
100 L/

FY 10/11 FY11/12

FY12/13

b S=e-

JSNIMMJSNIJMMIJISNIMMISNIMMISNIMMISNIMMISNIMM

mamm Change From Average --=Moving Average

Source: Orange County Example Data

Actual

- 60%
- 40%
20%
- 0%
- -20%
- -40%

-60%

- -80%
- -100%

-120%

Percent Change From Average



5. Legal

e Potential Indicators

[-5.3: Legal Status
a) Percent of partner by status (no example)
b) Change in status



1-5.2b Example — Change in Legal Status

3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~

Time Period
12 Moa Befors FSP
Gitart of F5P
1at Ori

2nd Qrt

3rd Qrt

4th Crt

Sth Crt

fith Crt

Tthi Crt

Bth Ot
Aftar Bth Qrt

Mo. Partners

14178

11144

Probation Parole Conservatorship Payee Wi Code 300
On Offi Change| On Off Change] On Off Change| On Of Changg On Off Change
4184 ey 2525 B147 ]
4750 ] 2249 B271 ]
iria | 320 o i i 0 93 47 -3T8 a a 1] ] ] o
az 42 1] i i 0 29 (23 -33 1] 1] L] ] ] o
E k] i 4 ] ] 0 E 4 4 1] 1] 0 ] ] 0
12 26 ] ] ] L] | L -3 1] 1] 1] ] ] a
1% 25 & 0 0 0 12 33 -2 1] 1] L] 0 0 0
20 18 2 0 0 0 10 7 AT 1] 1] L] ] ] a
14 15 -1 0 0 0 g Fal 13 a a 1] ] ] a
10 11 -1 0 0 0 g 11 -3 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] o
M 40 14 i i 0 | 38 -T a a 1] ] ] o

» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report




6. Emergency

* Example Indicators Summary

[-6.1: Emergency Events
[-6.2: Psychiatric Hospitalization Days



6. Emergency

Potential Indicators

[-6.1: Emergency Events

Count of mental health emergency events by partner by
time period

Count of physical health emergency events by partner by
time period

Rate of mental health emergency events before and during
FSP

Rate of physical health emergency events before and during
FSP



3Q 09/10 4Q 0910 1Q10/M11 2Q 1011
% of Age [ % of Age % of Age % of Age
# of Group | #of Group | #of Group #of Group
ER Visits 26-59 Visits | Partners| (N=250) | Visits |Partners| (N=174) | Visits | Partners | (N=118) | Visits | Partners | (N=125)
|Physical | 20 12 4.8% 16 10 5.7% 10 10 8.5% 24 13 10.4%
|Manlal Health 54 33 13.2% 50 22 12.6% 65 26 22.0% 59 32 256%
3Q 09/10 4Q 0910 1Q10/11 2Q 1011
% of Age | % of Age| #of % of Age % of Age
# of ER Group |#of ERi Group ER Group |# of ER Group
ER Visits 60+ Visits | Partners| (N=34) | Visits Partners| (N=22) | Visits| Partners| (N=13) | Visits | Partners | (N=12)
Physical 2 2 9% 7 3 13.6% 1 1 7.7% 1 1 8.3%
|Mental Health 7 3 8% I 4.5% 1 1 7.7% 1 1 8.3%

“* Some partners reported more than one type of ER visit.

o 48 "u'ndUpIicated partners (15.6%) reported an Emergencx
quarter 09/10, 33 unduplicated partners (16.2%) in the 4
(26.1%) in the 1% quarter ® 10/11 and 43 unduplicated partners (29.9%) in the 2" quarter.

Room (ER) visit during the 3™
quarter, 36 unduplicated partners

¢ In the 3 quarter 09/10, one partner reporting an ER visit for a physical issue, reported not
- having a primary care physician on their PAF or most recent 3M. In the 4" quarter two partners
reporting ER visits for physical issues, reported not having a primary care physician. In the 1°
__quarter 10/11 one partner reporting an ER visit for a physical issue, reported not having a
primary care physician and in the 2" quarter none of the partners reporting an ER visit for a
- physical issue, reported not having a primary care physician.

Source: Sacramento County Example Data




BASE

s-_.‘u

LINE

PARTNERSHIP

Clients Person Clients Person

Age w/ # of Years Event w/ # of Years Event Change in

Group FSP UDC | Events Events (all UDCs) Rate | Events Events (all UDCs) Rate Event Rate
CHILD Family Mosaic Project 99 31 50 99 0.51 11 15 112 0.13 -73.6%
CHILD Seneca CYF 480 81 137 480 0.29 18 23 496 0.05 -83.7%
CHILD Age Group Total 579 112 187 579 0.32 29 38 608 0.06 -80.6%
TAY Civil Service TAY 83 56 174 83 210 15 32 130 0.25 -88.2%
TAY FSATAY 68 35 118 68 1.74 15 44 113 0.39 -77.5%
TAY Age Group Total 151 91 292 151 1.93 30 76 242 0.31 -83.8%
ADULT Citywide Adult 204 97 228 204 1.12 44 134 374 0.36 -67.9%
ADULT FSAAdult 182 91 318 182 1.76 32 86 287 0.30 -82.9%
ADULT Hyde Street Adult 93 68 314 93 3.38 22 80 183 0.44. -87.0%
ADULT SF First ICM 264 17 715 264 2.71 47 208 675 0.31 -88.6%
ADULT Age Group Total 743 373 1,575 743 212 145 508 1,518 0.33 -84.2%
OA FSA Older Adult 138 69 206 138 1.49 22 76 204 0.37 -75.0%
OA Age Group Total 138 69 206 138 1.49 22 76 204 0.37 -75.0%
GRAND TOTAL 1,611 645 2,260 1,611 1.40 226 698 2,573 0.27 -80.7%

Source: San Francisco County Example Data




|

BASELINE PARTNERSHIP CHANGE
Clients Person Clients Person

Age wi #of Years Event wil # of Years Event Change in

Group FSP UDC | Events Events (allUDCs) Rate | Events Events (all UDCs) Rate Event Rate
CHILD Family Mosaic Project 99 g 1B 99 0.15 2 3 112 0.03 -82.4%
CHILD Seneca CYF 480 38 52 480 0.11 11 14 496 0.03 -73.9%
CHILD Age Group Total 579 47 67 579 0.12 13 17 608 0.03 -75.8%
TAY Civil Service TAY 83 1 30 83 0.36 3 3 130 0.02 -83.6%
TAY FSATAY 68 7 11 68 0.16 i 13 113 0.12 -28.7%
TAY Age Group Total 151 18 41 151 0.27 10 16 242 0.07 -75.7%
ADULT Citywide Adult 204 37 75 204 0.37 15 24 374 0.06 -82.5%
ADULT FSAAdult 182 47 150 182 0.82 22 42 287 0.15 -82.3% -
ADULT Hyde Street Adult 93 26 62 93 0.67 11 18 183 0.10 -85.2%
ADULT SF First ICM 264 115 549 264 2.08 47 84 675 0.12 -94.0%
ADULT Age Group Total 743 225 836 743 1.13 95 168 1,518 0.11 -90.2%
OA FSA Older Adult 138 45 154 138 1.12 20 60 204 0.29 -73.6%
OA Age Group Total 138 45 154 138 1.12 20 60 204 0.29 -73.6%
GRAND TOTAL 1,611 335 1,098 1,611 0.68 138 261 2,573 0.10 -85.1%

Notes :

1. The baseline # of Events comes from the "Past 12 Months" questions in the Partnership Assessment Form. The partnership # of

Events comes from Key Event Tracking Assessments.

2. The baseline Person Years is simply the number of UDC since the baseline period is 1 year. The partnership Person Years is the

total number of days clients were active in the partnership / 365.

3. Baseline Event Rate (BLER) and Partnership Event Rate (PSER) are calculated as # of Events / Person Years. The Change in
Event Rate is the calculated as (PSER - BLER) / BLER, expressed as a percentage.

4. Includes clients who were active at any time between the start and end dates. The report counts the entire history for these
clients, including events that occurred outside of the date range.
5. Clients who transfer between FSPs are counted, with their full history, under their most recent FSP.

Source: San Francisco County Example Data




I-6.1d Example — Rates Physical Health Emerg.

Client Number Partners % of Total Number Events
Year of of with Partners of per
i Event with Event __ Events Partner
Baseline Year 72 12 16.7% 20 0.28
Year 1 72 4 56% 4 0.06
Year 2 44 1 2.3% - 1 0.02
Year 3 23 1 4.3% 1 0.04
Year 4 15 2 13.3% 3 0.20
Year 5 9 1 11.1% 3 0.33
Events per Partner
by Year of Partnership
03X

. 030 /‘/.

5 025 ‘\

€ om //

E, 0

g = it

u% oes —_\_.____,_‘_—_-I—

o ~ a2 . L) n “
f; o o & & &
A

Source: San Francisco County Example Data




I-6.1c&d Example — Rates Emergencies

3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~

Time Period Mo Partnerships No. Mental/Substance Annual Rate No. Physical Health Annual Rate
12 Mos Before FSP 20879 14570 0.70 28082 134
1st Qrt 20879 1269 0.24 535 010
2nd Qrt 19598 803 018 385 007
3rd Qrt 17768 748 017 283 006
4th Qrt 15785 610 0.15 285 007
5th Qrt 14178 530 018 270 008
6th Qrt 12596 555 0.18 242 008
Tth Qrt 11144 384 0.14 191 007
8th Qrt 9910 352 0.14 208 008
After 8th Qirt 8564 1206 879

» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report



6. Emergency

e Potential Indicators

[-6.2: Psychiatric Hospitalization Days (from Residential)
a) Count of days before and during FSP
b) Change from average



I-6.2a Example —Days Before and During FSP

Full Service Partnership
Annualized Living Arrangement Graph

Clients by Program and Residential Type:

Acute Psychiatric Hospital / Psychiatric Health Facility (PHF)

FSP-Adult

20 o s
1,800 e
1,600 o
1,400 1400
o 1,200
1,000 1917 i

600 are &0

i 400

5 200

0

Acute Psychiatric Hospital / Psychiatric Health ...
Percentage Increase/Decrease -10.95%

Source: Los Angeles County Example Data



1-6.2b Example — Change Psych Hosp Days

Psychiatric Hospitalization Days
FY 06/07 FY07/08 FY 08/09 FY09/10 FY 10/11 FY11/12 _ FY12/13

600 — — — 60% &

g {=]

500 B 400/0 e
20% g

s 400 4 ;_ - :
% 300 | —mede GO B
(=] a o
200 —¥- [ -40% g’

- -60%

L =

100 . ' : : - -80% O

0 = . e e e e e e e i iR b -100% g
JSNIMMJSNIMMISNIMMISNIMMISNIMMISNIMMISNIMM E

o

wii® Change From Average -==Moving Average Actual

Source: San Francisco County Example Data



7. Health

* Example Indicators Summary

[-7.1: Partner Has a Primary Care Physician
a) Current status for all active partners by quarter

b) Percent of partners with physician before compared to
discharge/now



P

I-7.1a Example — Has Current PCP by Qrt

' 3Q 0910 4Q 09M10 1Q 10/11 2Q 1011
as Current Primary % of Age % of Age % of Age | % of Age
Care Physician N # Group N # Group N # Group N #__ Group
16-25 11 11 100.0% 8 T 87.5% 7 T | 100.0% 7 T 1| 100.0%
26-59 250 | 236 94 4% 174 | 158 90.8% 118 | 108 | 91.5% 125 114 912%
60+ Lk 34 3 91.2% 22 20 90.9% 13 13 100.0% 12 12 100.0%
Total all age groups 295 | 278 94.2% 204 | 185 90.7% 138 128 92.8% 144 133 92.4%

Source: Sacramento County Example Data




I-7.1b Example — % with PCP Before and Now

Clients with Primary Physician

F5P PROGRAMS

N N N N N T

Aljpine Starting Point
CRF Caza Pacifica

CRF Downitown IMPACT

CRF Downtown IMPACT-VI

CRF Maria Sardinas

CRF South Bay Guidance

MHS - Morth County SBCK

BAHS - Vista Youth Transition TAY
Teecare AgeWise Dlder Adult SECM
Telecare Gateway to Recovery

Teecare Gateway-Project 25

ALL F5P PROGRAMS

Int ake

Latest

3 33% 4 0% B
11 T9% 13 93% 14
221 85% 222 ES% 261
14 33% 19 9% a4
47 53% 8D 90% EQ
45 T3% 24 S9E% &0
131 E9% 138 9d% 147

& 10084 & 100% =
206 B4l 213 BT 246
212 97% 218 100% 2189
12 B0% 19 95% 20
908 E3% 9391 91% 1094

Source: San Diego County Example Data




=

I-7.1b Example — % with PCP Before and Qrt

9.2: Percent of Partnerships with a Physician by Program / Provider

3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~

Time Penod No. of Partners Who Answered Question No. with Physician % with Physician
12 Mos Before FSP 20329 11383 56.0
Start of FSP 20617 11551 56.0
1st 3M 14273 9342 65.5
2nd 3M 12694 8811 69.4
3rd 3IM 10933 7752 70.9
4th 3M 9416 6857 728

» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report



I-7.1b Example — % with PCP Before and Qrt

9.1: Percent of Partnerships with a Physician (All Programs / Providers)

Percent (%)

100
90 — —— o— —&

®0 w

50

40

30

20

10

0

12Mos | giort of FSP st 3IM 2nd 3M Ird 3M 4th 3M
Before FSP

1 Child B85.8 85.9 89.1 90.3 91.2 90.5
—m—2_TAY 57.4 53.9 59.1 61.4 52.6 63.3
—tr—3_Adult 56 56 65.5 §9.4 70.9 72.8
e 4 Dlder Adult B0.4 80.7 87 88.2 88.7 90.4

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report

1_Child

=== 2 _TAY

== 3_Adult

i 4 QOlder Adult



/
8. Substance

Example Indicators Summary

~

[-8.1: Partner Co-Occurring Disorder

Current partners who have co-occurring disorder

Percent of partners with co-occurring disorder before and
during FSP

Percent of partners received substance abuse services before
and during FSP

Partners with co-occurring disorder receiving substance
abuse treatment (no example)



1-8.1a Example — Has Co-Occurring Disorder by Qrt

as Active Co- 3Q 09/10 4Q 0910 1Q 1011 2Q 10/11
Occurring Disorder | % of Age % of Age % of Age % of Age
(COD) N # Group N # Group # Group N Group
16-25 11 3 27.3% [ 5 62.5% 2 | 28.6% 7 14.3%
26-59 250 70 28.0% 174 | 41 23.6% 38 | 32.2% 125 24 8%
60+ 34 2 5.9% 22 2 9.1% 3 | 23.1% 12 25.0%

|Total all age groups 295 75 25.4% 204 | 48 23.5% 43 31.2% 144 24.3%

Source: Sacramento County Example Data




=

-8.1b Ex — % with Co-Occ Dis. Before and Qrt

3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~
Time Penod Mo. Answered SA Prob. Mo. with SA Problem % with SA Problem

Ever in the Past 19973 12089 60.5
Start of FSP 20204 8300 411
1st 3M 14194 6091 429
Znd 3M 12659 2407 42.7
3rd 3M 10833 4611 422
4th 3M 9392 3950 421

» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report



1-8.1b Ex — % with Co-Occ Dis. Before and Qrt

10.1: Percent of Partnerships with Co-Occurring Substance Abuse Problem (All Programs / Providers)

70
60 \ 1_Child
50 \ —m—2_TAY
= —r=3_Adult
@
o \ —8— 4_Older Adult
20
Ne- o ° .- o
10 ——=—
O T T T T T 1
5 Q N & a
QF & c}ﬂ; N b‘%"‘ o
‘@ 6\ Ly r]'{\ "§ b:\'
& %3;»
=)
<

For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report
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-8.1c Ex — % SA Services Before and Qrt

3.Adult

Provider: ~ALL PROVIDERS~

Time Period No. Answered SA Serv.  No. with SA Serv. % with SA Service
Ever in the Past 0 0
Start of FSP 20252 5241 259
1st IM 14201 3673 280
Znd 3M 12652 3485 215
drd 3M 10822 2949 270
4th 3M a7 2573 274

» For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report



-8.1c Ex — % SA Services Before and Qrt

10.2: Percent of Partnerships Receiving Substance Abuse Services (All Programs / Providers)

30
/ —h— ———A .
95 1_Child
20 /.—._ = - —m—2_TAY
) L
o=
£ o e 3_Adult
[
S
10 —@—4_QOlder Adult
5
O T T T T T ]
& & & A &
TS & iy ny a3
& =}"’6
Q}%

For evaluation, could restrict to include matched pairs of values only

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report



9. Discharge Values

* Example Indicators Summary
[-9.1: Discharge Reason
[-9.2: Length of Service
[-9.3: Discharge Reason and Length of Service



9. Discharge Values

e Potential Indicators

[-9.1: Discharge Reason

a) Percent & count of partners by discharge reason



=

1-9.1a Example — Count by Discharge Reason

2.7: Number of Partnerships by Discontinued Reason for Each Program / Provider

~ALL PROVIDERS~ 1778 154 655 85 319 350 2616 6214 1085 4372 &06 25850

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report



1-9.1a Example — % Discharge Reason by Qrt

St 3Q 09/10 4Q 09/10 1Q 10/11 2Q 10/11
P;gch_arge s N % N % N % N %
No longer meets target criteria
Partner chose to discontinue 3 3.1% 1 33.3%

Moved out of area 1 1.0%
| Cannot locate

Residential/Institutional 4 4.1% 2 66.7% 4 33.3%

- |.Serving Jail Time 1 8.3%
Successfully met goals 22 22.4% 3 75.0%

.| Deceased 1 1.0% 2 16.7%
Transferred to another program 67 68.4% 1 25.0%
Unknown
No KET submitted with reason 5 41.7%
Total 98 100.0% 4 100.0% 3 100.0% 12 100.0%

Source: Sacramento County Example Data




KETS: Discontinued
Table 16: Types of Discharge

1-9.1a Example — % Discharge Reason

Mer Target Chose to Moved Not Placed in an Jail’
Goals Criteria Leave Located Institution Juvenile
Mot Met Hall'DJT

CERF-CARFE (N=13) 15 2 3 2 1 0 0
{63%) (8.7%) (13%) (8.T%) (4.3%)

CERF-Crossroads (N=31) 12 1 6 3 9 ] 0
(39%) (3.2%) (19.4%) (9.7%) (29%)

CRF-Douglas Young (N=16) 13 ] 2 2 3 0 1
{30%) (1.7%) (7.7%) (30.8%) (3.8%)

Fred Finch Wraparound (N=18) 17 ] 1 2 5 2 1
{6l %a) (3.6%) (7.1%) {17.9%) (7.1%) (3.6%)

Harmonium {N=12} 3 ] [ 1] 3 0 0
{25%) (50%) (25%)

MHS-TBS (IN=4) 3 0 0 0 1 0 0
i73%) (25%)

NA-TBS (N=18) 11 1 5 1] 0 1 0
{61%) (5.6%) (27.8%) (5.6%)

Eady Children®s Hospital-Central 13 3 11 4 5 1 0

(N=3T) (35%) (8.1%) (29.7%) (10.8%) (13.5%) (2.7%)

Rady Children*s Heospital-CES 15 ] 4 2 0 0 0

=I1) {(71%) (19%a) (9.5%)

Eady Children’s Hozpital-North 19 5 20 5 3 1 1

Coastal (N=59) (32%) (8.5%) (33.9%) (8.5%) (13.6%) (1.7%) (1.7%)

Eady Children’: Hospital-North 5 1 2 3 0 0 0

Inland (N=11}) {43%) (9.1%) (18.2%) (27 3%)

SDY5-Counseling Cove (N=22 11 0 2 1 ] 0 0
{30%) (9.1%) (36.4%)

Southeast Mental Health Clinic'

(4.5%)

TData unavatlable for this program.

Source: San Diego County Example Data



9. Discharge Values

e Potential Indicators

[-9.2: Length of Service
a) Percent partners discharged by length of service categories



1-9.2a Example — Length of Service

Length of Partnership - Original F5P (Non-carryover) Clients

Active Inactive Al "% aof

Tirme in Partnership Clients Clients Clients Total

= 80 days 3 1 4 4.0%:

»= 80 days and < 1 year 14 10 24 240

== 1 year and < 2 yoars 21 G 25 28.0%

»= 7 years and < 3 years 12 g 21 M

»= 3 years and < 4 years 3 5 & 8.0%

»u 4 yaars 10 ] 15 15.0%
Total Unduph ienis a7 100
Average Years in Parinership 21 2.1 21
Median Years in Fartnership 1.6 2.1 1.7
Maximum Years in Partrership 59 4.9 58

Length of Partnership - Carryover Clients

Active Inactive Al % of

Time in Partnership Clienis Clienis Chents Tolal

< 80 days o 2 2 1.9%

== 80 days and < 1 year ) ] 1 11 10.6%

== 1 yoarand < 2 years g2 a8 - o0 BE.5%

== 2 yaars and < 3 years 1 0 1 4,00
Total Unduplicated Clients 83 21 104
Average Years in Partnership 1.7 0.8 1.6
Median Years in Partnerghip 1.7 0.8 1.7
Maximum Years in Partnership 2.7 1.8 2.7

Notes
* Includes ail FSP chents ever.

* Combines days for all of a client's episodes af an FSF to determine length of partnership. If a partnership s
discontinued and then reactivaled, the tima during the pericd of inachvily is not coenied in this report,

Source: San Francisco County Example Data



9. Discharge Values

e Potential Indicators

[-9.3: Discharge Type and Length of Service
a) Length of service by discharge type
b) Discharge type by categories of length of service (no
example)
e
* 9% discharge reason for those served <1 yr

* 9% discharge reason for those served >=1yr
*  Exclude target criteria category and calculate % ?



=

1-9.3a Ex-Length of Service by Discharge Type

2.8: Average Length (Days) in Partnership by Program / Provider and Discontinued Reason*

~ALL PROVIDERS~ 385 Jaz 235 14 339 a4z 3585 T 458 K

Source: MHSOAC Data Quality Report



Next Steps

Target four domains of focus

Incorporate feedback and design example/suggested
indicators in domains

Create training dataset of programs with quality data
(few missing 3Ms and frequent number of KETs)

Create examples of formulated indicators using
training dataset

Schedule follow up webinar to discuss examples of
formulated indicators from training dataset

Survey to identify four indicator formulations



Four Formulated Indicators Identified!

Create documentation on exact formula to calculate
indicators

Create calculation templates
Excel (user enters counts into designated cells)

Access (Partner-Level Data Templates calculates from
exported DCR CSV files)

Perform regional training on using formulated
indicators documentation and templates

August, 2013
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