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I.
Purpose of the System Improvement Plan (SIP) Facilitation Tool Kit
The SIP facilitation tools in this tool kit are intended to assist facilitators in planning the SIP process and conducting the SIP meetings.  Please refer to the SIP Process Guide for instructions regarding the SIP requirements and the SIP report and visit 
http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/CCFSR1.html for additional tools.  There are many ways that this process can be conducted; the following are suggestions.  
II. Timeline planning
When planning the SIP, it is useful to keep in mind the timeline for the triennial California Child and Family Services Review (C-CFSR) process.
[image: image4.png]manl 1. Peer Quality Case Review (PQCR) Process —_—

« Start process 6 months prior to PQCR

* Make agreements with co-chairs 45 days prior to PQCR Event

« Send draft report to CDSS 30 days after last day of PQCR Event

* Receive draft back from CDSS after 10 business days

* Submit PQCR Report to CDSS 2 months after last day of PQCR Event

mal 2. County Self Assessment (CSA) Process —_—

« Start process 6 months before CSA Report due

+ Send draft copy of CSA Report to CDSS 4 months after PQCR Report
due date

* Receive draft back from CDSS after 10 business days

* Submit CSA Report to CDSS with Board of Supervisors approval 6
months after PQCR Report due date

3. System Improvement Plan (SIP) Process _—

« Start process 4 months before SIP Report is due
* Submit draft copy of SIP Report 2 months after CSA Report due date
* Receive draft back from CDSS after 10 business days

* Submit SIP Report to CDSS with Board of Supervisors approval 4
months after CSA Report due date

mal 4. Annual Updates —_—

* Submit CWS/Probation Annual Reports yearly starting one year after the
final SIP Report (except when counties are completing a PQCR)

* Submit CAPIT/CBCAP/PSSF Annual Updates at the end of each state
fiscal year based on annual instructions provided by CDSS





Because the SIP Report requires Board of Supervisors (BOS) approval, it is recommended that the process commence at least four months prior to the date the report is due to the California Department of Social Services (CDSS); shortly after submission of the CSA report to CDSS.  There is a natural flow to the triennial cycle and the components should be linked conceptually as a process building on each other for continuous quality improvement. Please note that the PQCR and CSA processes occur six months prior to report submission but the county will complete the SIP and get BOS approval in four months.  This is a short turn around and must quickly build on all of the information obtained in the CSA and PQCR processes.  Make sure you calendar the SIP early on your BOS agenda to meet the deadline.  A C-CFSR timeline calculator is available at http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/CCFSR1.html.
III. Including Prevention in the SIP
There are extensive recommendations and requirements for the Child Abuse Prevention Intervention Treatment (CAPIT), Community-Based Child Abuse Prevention (CBCAP), and Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) portion of the SIP.  Please refer to the SIP Process Guide and the yearly instructions distributed by the Office of Child Abuse and Prevention (OCAP) for detailed information. 

IV.
Key Planning Elements

The SIP facilitator is responsible for bringing together the planning committee, planning the timing of the meetings and guiding the process. Many members of the planning committee will have been involved in the PQCR and CSA processes and will have a firm grasp of the overall California Child and Family Services Review (C-CFSR) process, which will make the SIP easier to facilitate. Because the SIP includes information about prevention and includes planning regarding the use of CAPIT/CBCAP/PSSF funds, the number and type of SIP meetings will depend on the size of the county, the extent to which the county child welfare and probation agencies already collaborate, and their experience with agencies receiving CAPIT, CBCAP, and PSSF funds.  Expect to hold 3 to 6 SIP planning team meetings to select outcome indicators, define improvement goals, establish strategies, define milestones and address CAPIT/CBCAP and PSSF planning.  
Workgroups can be arranged to work simultaneously on different outcomes, or one work group can meet in a series of meetings to look at all outcomes that will be included in the SIP. It is important to ensure that prevention partners are represented on each work group and at each meeting.  The SIP will require a discussion of AB636 outcomes and CBCAP outcomes and engagement including a discussion of the different levels of prevention (primary, secondary and tertiary).  At least one workgroup including prevention partners and stakeholders will address primary prevention strategies. 
Each outcome included in the SIP will require meeting time for data presentation; discussion; and selection of improvement goals, strategies, rationales, milestones and timeframes. Consider allowing sufficient time between meetings to obtain follow up information and in consideration of participants’ schedules.  
V.
Meeting materials

The initial SIP planning team meeting will be an orientation to the process.  Visit http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/CCFSR1.html to obtain a sample PowerPoint presentation to introduce the SIP process to the team and plan the subsequent meetings including orienting the team to the planning tools discussed below.  Planning the subsequent meetings around specific outcomes can help to limit the scope of each meeting and simplify each agenda.  Visit http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/CCFSR1.html for a sample invitation to participants with space for multiple meeting times (to hold separate meetings associated with a different outcomes).
VI.
SIP team composition 

Consider your team carefully to ensure a strong leadership presence and the inclusion of subject matter experts.  The team will include specific representatives from stakeholders representing the community, families, youth, the courts, the health system, service providers, child welfare, probation and prevention partners.  Refer to the SIP Process Guide (available at http://www.dss.cahwnet.gov/cfsweb/PG1356.htm) for detailed information about required SIP team participation.   

VII.
Child Welfare and Probation SIP Elements 

a. Selection of outcomes 
When working with the SIP team to select and prioritize outcomes, you will review the findings from the CSA and PQCR, quarterly data reports, and the county’s previous SIP.  As you work through outcomes with the team, remind them that the outcomes associated with safety and permanency are considered priority outcomes.  The team will select at least 3 outcomes or systemic factors.  See Appendix A for a list of outcome measures with description text.
b. Selection of improvement goals specific to each outcome 
Once the outcomes are chosen, counties often struggle with choosing their improvement goals.  Counties must quantify in actual numbers the change they must achieve to meet the National Standard and they must set realistic target goals for each year in the three year plan.  This task is further complicated by the fact that four of the outcomes are not simple outcomes but are composite measures incorporating several measures into a single outcome.  The outcomes for Reunification, Adoption, Long Term Care and Placement Stability are each composite outcomes.  In addition to combining several outcomes, composite measures assign different weights to measures within the composite.  It can be difficult to sort through the measures to make sure the county is targeting the correct measure to impact the composite.

The Center for Social Services Research (CSSR) at the University of California at Berkeley has long been a partner with CDSS and the counties in reviewing, analyzing and presenting their data.  This has recently been expanded by the Composite Planner which is designed to assist counties with outcome improvement planning for those measures which involve a composite.  The Planner is available at http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/.  This tool allows counties to see the effects of changes in individual measures, or combinations of measures, on composite scores.  It allows for adjustments to be made to the previous quarter’s numerators, denominators, and performance percentages to assist in establishing new targets.   The Composite Planner breaks apart the composite so that the county can see the individual measures.  It further allows the county to easily manipulate the numbers to see what would be needed to improve a certain composite.  

For an example of how the Composite Planner can help a SIP planning committee, consider the adoption composite score for the state of California (this example is also used in the SIP orientation PowerPoint presentation):  Based on data from quarter 3 of 2008 (Q3 08), the Adoption Composite (C2) for California is 92.0 % of the National Standard or goal.
  By drilling down to the individual measures within the composite, the user can make an educated decision about establishing outcome goals and where to direct the efforts to reach the goal. 
	Quarter 3 of 2008 (actual) Adoption Composite C2

	California score = 101.9

National standard = 106.4

California performance is 92% of the national standard

	
	Weight 
	Individual Measures
	Percent
	Percent of standard

	C2.1
	15%
	Adoption within 24 months (exit cohort)
	29.3%
	80.1%

	C2.2
	19%
	Median time to adoption (exit cohort)
	30.4%
	89.8%

	C2.3


	22%
	Adoption within 12 months (17 months in care)
	18.3%
	80.8%

	C2.4


	18%
	Legally free within 12 months (17 months in care)
	6.7%
	61.9%

	C2.5
	26%
	Adoption within 12 months (legally free)
	57.4 %
	106.8%


It is clear that the C2.4 individual measure is of particular concern. In this example the Composite Planner reveals that one individual measure within the composite is significantly lower than the other measures.  The user may then alter the numerator, denominator or percent for that measure to identify an improvement goal.  
For example, the current figure of 6.7% reflects the total number of children in care for 17 months (22,796) and the 1537 of them who were legally free within 12 months.  If the user wants to establish a goal to improve performance on this measure by 50%, the Composite Planner allows the user to enter a performance rate of 10%, revealing the new numerator of 2280 children who would have to be legally freed within 12 months.  If the user has observed a decreasing trend in the statewide child welfare caseload and expects that the total number of children in care will have decreased by 10% by 2011, the Composite Planner allows the user to enter a target goal of 10% and a new denominator of 20516.  The Composite Planner then reveals that in order to reach the goal of 10% of children in care for 17 months being legally free with 12 months with 20516 children in care, the state will need to achieve that goal for 2052 children, 515 more than in Quarter 3 of 2009.
  The Composite Planner does all the math for the SIP Planning Committee, inputting different numbers in the adjustment columns and quickly computing the numbers to develop the goals.  The Composite Planner further reveals how the change in measure C2.4 impacts the overall composite score, bringing it to 98.2% of the national standard.

	Quarter 3 of 2011 (projected) Adoption Composite C2

	California score = 105.4

National standard = 106.4

California performance is 98.2% of the national standard

	
	Weight 
	Individual Measures
	Percent
	Percent of standard

	C2.1
	15%
	Adoption within 24 months (exit cohort)
	29.3%
	80.1%

	C2.2
	19%
	Median time to adoption (exit cohort)
	30.4%
	89.8%

	C2.3


	22%
	Adoption within 12 months (17 months in care)
	18.3%
	80.8%

	C2.4


	18%
	Legally free within 12 months (17 months in care)
	10.0%
	91.7%

	C2.5
	26%
	Adoption within 12 months (legally free)
	57.4 %
	106.8%


It is then up to the SIP Planning Committee to use research, logic models and a review of current practice and policy to develop strategies to address the individual measure, establishing milestones along the way to reach the goal over the three years of the plan.

To find the Composite Planner and detailed instructions on how to use the Composite Planner, visit the CSSR at http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/, select CWS/CMS reports, CWS outcomes and then select a county and spreadsheet.  Open the excel spreadsheet and use the tabs at the bottom of the page to find the Composite Viewer, Composite Planner and detailed instructions in the Composite Planner Guide.  
If the SIP includes data from the Center for Social Services Research, please follow the sample below to properly credit the data source:

Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Dawson, W., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Glasser, T., Williams, D., Zimmerman, K., Simon, V., Putnam-Hornstein, E., Frerer, K., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Winn, A., Lou, C., & Peng, C. (2009). Child Welfare Services Reports for California. Retrieved [month, day, year], from University of California at Berkeley Center for Social Services Research website. URL: http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare
c. Selection of strategies, strategy rationales, milestones and time frames

Once the improvement goal or goals have been chosen for each outcome, the SIP team will develop specific strategies to achieve the outcome. With input from many stakeholders and multiple recommendations for strategies to improve outcomes, it can be difficult to select the optimal strategy to most effectively improve each outcome.  

In most cases, counties will designate the first milestone in each strategy to data cleaning, ensuring that there is a policy and practice that results in data being recorded accurately, and actively cleaning up the data that has been entered incorrectly. For example, clarifying the definition of siblings and how are they coded in CWS/CMS could result in changes to the statistics related to sibling placement. 

The second milestone will often look at the possibility of spreading existing practices, policies and programs in the county.  An example would be to spread the use of Team Decision Making Meetings to all the decision points for a family in the child welfare system.

For those milestones that cannot be improved via data clean-up or spreading an already successful strategy within the county, the use of Evidence Based Practice through literature reviews and logic models will inform the selection of the strategies and provide the strategy rationale.  For example, if the county is being challenged by the outcome “Reunification within twelve months,” a review of the literature would indicate that visitation is a key factor associated with improved reunification and factors associated with visitation would be examined in the CSA process in preparation for the SIP. If the county determines that their practice in the area of visitation is not fully developed and implemented, they may choose to develop a strategy around visitation as part of the SIP.  A related strategy may be to “Increase the frequency and quality of parent-child visitation.” The rationale for that strategy could be that research shows that continued contact with parents increases the probability that children will go home to their families.
  In an effort to develop services related to the selected strategy, the county should employ a logic model (see Appendices B, C and D for sample formats).
Logic models provide an illustration of how an organization expects a program to work. By including resources and activities, and showing how they relate to the intended changes or impacts that a program is expected to create, the logic model provides a visual road map of a program through a diagram or flow chart.  The logic model uses text and arrows
 to describe the cause and effect relationship between program activities and positive outcomes.
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Planned Activities


Effects of Planned Activities

Read a logic model in the direction of the arrows, with one component leading to the next. This layout describes a sequence of actions that, taken together, shows how planned activities are expected to lead to desired results.

Visit the following web sites to learn more about logic models:

· Child Welfare Information Gateway logic model builder at http://toolkit.childwelfare.gov/toolkit/ 
· National Resource Center for Community based Child Abuse Prevention logic model builder at http://www.friendsnrc.org/outcome/toolkit/evalplan/logic/
Several sample logic model formats are included as an appendix to these facilitation tools.  The sample format in Appendix C is included in the SIP orientation PowerPoint presentation available at http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/CCFSR1.html.
Please note the following factors when reviewing or creating logic models:

i. Logic models developed through a Logic Model Builder are in draft format and are for internal planning purposes only. 

ii. The draft should not be used as your final logic model without further editing and formatting to meet the requirements of the intended recipient. 

iii. Identify your outcomes as Short-Term, Intermediate, or Long-Term. 
d. Developing realistic goals, strategies and milestones 
Because many SIP participants are familiar with the S.M.A.R.T. concept, it may be helpful for the SIP facilitator and team to think of the S.M.A.R.T. model when developing SIP goals, strategies, milestones and timeframes.  See the table below for an example of how to apply the S.M.A.R.T. model to the SIP components.
	Specific
	The specific outcome is the Federal or State outcome that has been selected by the county (with technical assistance from CDSS) as an area needing improvement.

	Measurable
	Use of the Center for Social Services Research data and Composite Planner will ensure the selection of measurable outcomes.  The Composite Planner will further assist counties in determining how changes in the improvement goals will impact outcomes. 

	Attainable
	Well thought out strategies (2-4 per goal) with concrete rationales will ensure that improvement goals are attainable.  Reinforce the logical connection between implementing the strategy and the anticipated improvement. Use of a logic model and a review of evidence based strategies will help to focus this discussion. 

	Realistic
	Milestones are the steps that lead to the completion of the strategy.  They break the strategy into smaller, more easily attainable intermediate goals.  Milestones can include further data pulls; data clean ups; policy review; policy development; training; pilot implementation and evaluation; and implementation. 

	Timely
	Steer the group toward realistic timeframes allowing for staggered implementation of new practices.


e. Tips for facilitating the process
i. When presenting the outcome data, be sure to also list the methodology used to determine the outcome.  Planning teams can get stuck spending a lot of time questioning how the outcome was determined.
ii. When group members object to a particular outcome, reinforce with the group that the outcome was determined by the federal government and the team can’t change it.  List the objection (if there is one) on a “parking lot” and move the group along.  This issue has commonly come up in the past when discussing multiple placements (because team members object to counting the first emergency placement) and when discussing adoption within twelve months (because team members point out that there are cultural differences in acceptance of adoption).  
iii. Be prepared to frequently refocus the group to think about how the improvement goal can be measured and the link between the improvement goal and the outcome.  

iv. Brainstorm many improvement goals before prioritizing and selecting the (2-4) improvement goals that will impact the outcome.

v. Guide the strategy selection conversation with the question, “What is the rationale that if we change this practice or policy that the improvement goal will be attained?”

vi. Work groups can tend to include too many strategies.  Guide the group back to a realistic plan with changes that can be made by an organization in a limited amount of time.  It may help to refer to the parallel process of case planning in which we warn social workers to avoid throwing too many objectives into a “kitchen sink” plan as they will overwhelm the family. 

vii. Make sure that while the work group is focused on individual strategies, they remain aware of the milestones in the other strategies.  It may help to map out all of the milestones for all of the improvement goals to make sure they have a holistic plan for the agency which is realistic.  Consider adding up the days of staff training planned in the implementation of new strategies and asking the team how many days a month staff can realistically go to training.  This may help the team plan a staggered training and implementation process for different strategies.

viii. It may be helpful to put chart paper on the wall for each calendar month and “map” out the tasks and modify milestones based on the resources of the agency to better spread tasks out over the three year plan. 
ix. The county may elect to integrate the CSA and SIP processes with the fiscal process used to award Requests for Proposals to streamline the timing.
VIII.
Prevention SIP Elements
a. Office of Child Abuse Prevention (OCAP) Checklists

Refer to the OCAP checklists for assistance in identifying which items to include.  Ensure that the group generates all the information needed to complete the checklists.  The checklists are available at http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/CCFSR1.html.
b. CBCAP Outcomes

When selecting CBCAP Outcomes, facilitate inclusion of engagement outcomes as well as short, intermediate and long term outcomes.  Guide the selection of outcomes by reminding the group that the outcomes must be used to evaluate the efficacy of the prevention program.

Appendix A: Outcome Measures with Description Text
	Number
	Measure
	Description
	Direction
	Weight

	PR
	Referral Rates
	Computed by dividing the unduplicated count of children with an abuse or neglect allegation by the child population and multiplying by 1,000. (Age 0 to 17 years.)  
	-
	

	PR
	Substantiation Rates
	Computed by dividing the unduplicated count of children with a substantiated allegation by the child population and multiplying by 1,000. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	-
	

	PR
	Entry Rates
	Computed by dividing the unduplicated count of children with entering foster care by the child population and multiplying by 1,000. This rate looks at all entries to foster care. Both children first entering care and reentering care are included. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	-
	

	PR
	In Care Rates
	Computed by dividing the Point In Time count of children in child welfare supervised foster care by the child population and then multiplying by 1000. (Age 0 to 17.)  
	-
	

	S1.1
	No Recurrence of Maltreatment
	The percentage of children who were victims of a substantiated or indicated child maltreatment allegation within a specified 6-month period for whom there was no additional substantiated maltreatment allegation during the subsequent 6 months. (Age 0 to 20 years.)  
	+
	

	S2.1
	No Maltreatment in Foster Care
	The percentage of children who were not victims of a substantiated maltreatment report by a foster parent or facility staff while in out-of-home care. (Age 0 to 20 years.) 
	-
	

	C1
	Reunification Composite
	This is a child welfare supervised estimate of the composite score used in the CFSR2.  
	+
	


	Number
	Measure
	Description
	Direction
	Weight

	C1.1
	Reunification within 12 Months (exit cohort)
	The percentage of children discharged to reunification within 12 months of removal. The denominator is the total number of children who exited foster care to reunification during the specified year; the numerator is the count of exiting children who were reunified in less than 12 months. 
	+
	22%

	C1.2
	Median Time to Reunification (exit cohort)
	The median length of stay (in months) for children discharged to reunification (excludes children in care < 8 days). 
	-
	21%

	C1.3
	Reunification within 12 Months (entry cohort)
	The percentage of children reunified within 12 months of removal for a cohort of children first entering foster care. The entry cohort is comprised of children entering foster care for the first time during a 6-month period.  (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	12%

	C1.4
	Reentry Following Reunification (exit cohort)
	The percentage of children reentering foster care within 12 months of a reunification discharge. T (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	-
	46%

	C2
	Adoption Composite
	This is a child welfare supervised estimate of the composite score used in the CFSR2.
	+
	

	C2.1
	Adoption within 24 Months (exit cohort)
	The percentage of children adopted within 24 months of removal. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	15%

	C2.2
	Median Time to Adoption (exit cohort)
	The median length of stay (in months) for children discharged to adoption. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	-
	19%

	C2.3
	Adoption within 12 Months (17 Months in Care)
	The percentage of children in foster care for 17 continuous months or longer on the first day of the year, who were then adopted within 12 months. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	22%


	Number
	Measure
	Description
	Direction
	Weight

	C2.4
	Legally Free within 6 Months (17 Months in Care)
	The percentage of children who were in foster care for 17 continuous months or longer and not legally free for adoption on the first day of the period, who then became legally free for adoption within the next 6 months.  (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	18%

	C2.5
	Adoption within 12 Months (Legally Free)
	The percentage of children discharged from foster care to adoption within 12 months of becoming legally free. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	26%

	C3
	Long Term Care Composite
	This is a child welfare supervised estimate of the composite score used in the CFSR2. 
	+
	

	C3.1
	Exits to Permanency (24 Months in Care)
	The percentage of children discharged to a permanent home by the last day of the year and prior to turning 18, who had been in foster care for 24 months or longer. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	33%

	C3.2
	Exits to Permanency (Legally Free at Exit)
	The percentage of legally free children who were discharged to a permanent home prior to turning 18. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	25%

	C3.3
	In Care 3 Years or Longer (Emancipated/Age 18)
	The percentage of children in foster care for 3 years or longer who were then either discharged to emancipation or turned 18 while still in foster care.  (Age 0 to 18 years.) 
	-
	42%

	C4
	Placement Stability Composite
	This is a child welfare supervised estimate of the composite score used in the CFSR2.  
	+
	


	Number
	Measure
	Description
	Direction
	Weight

	C4.1
	Placement Stability (8 Days to 12 Months in Care)
	The percentage of children with two or fewer placements who have been in foster care for 8 days or more, but less than 12 months. Time in care is based on the latest date of removal from the home. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	33%

	C4.2
	Placement Stability (12 to 24 Months in Care)
	The percentage of children with two or fewer placements who have been in foster care for at least 12 months, but less than 24 months. Time in care is based on the latest date of removal from the home. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	34%

	C4.3
	Placement Stability (at least 24 Months in Care)
	The percentage of children with two or fewer placements who have been in foster care for 24 months or more. Time in care is based on the latest date of removal from the home. (Age 0 to 17 years.) 
	+
	33%


Appendix B: SAMPLE LOGIC MODEL  
USE OF REUNIFICATION TEAM DECISION MAKING MEETINGS TO REDUCE RE-ENTRY
	Problem (from CSSR data and CDSS quarterly data reports):

Too many children who reunify from CA foster care reenter care within 12 months. 

Between 10/06 and 9/07, 11.6% of children who returned home after placement in CA foster care reentered care within 12 months.   

	Contextual factors (based on literature review and organizational assessment):

Current family supports (material, social, & emotional); Local service system; Child characteristics (including presenting problems, health, and mental health); Parent characteristics (including substance abuse, mental health concerns and poverty); Legal system; Organizational culture and climate of the agency.

	Resource Development  (Inputs)
	Implementation Activities       (Outputs)
	Interim Goals
	Long Term Goals

	· Complete organizational assessment

· Build agency support for Team Decision Making program model

· Build support from key systems partners (court, service providers, etc)

· Find funding

· Ensure ongoing technical assistance & coaching for trained staff

· Train staff

· Establish guidelines for implementation
	· (X#) facilitators assigned to reunification TDMs

· (X#) reunification TDMs held

· (X#) local service providers engaged for participation in reunification TDMs

· (X#) identified individuals participate in reunification TDMs

· (X#) plans developed to support post reunification aftercare

· Agency plan developed to provide follow-up service & support
	· Families and social workers collaborate on specific post reunification aftercare plans

· Families have increased ownership of plans

· Children enter reunification with a detailed aftercare plan

· Families and social workers establish a strength based relationship leading to timely help seeking

· Families are engaged with ongoing community support systems
	· Fewer children experience abuse and/or neglect (PR)

· Fewer children experience repeated incidents of maltreatment (S1.1)

· Fewer children re-enter foster care following reunification (C1.4)

· Fewer youth emancipate out of the system (C3.3)


Appendix C: SAMPLE LOGIC MODEL
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Contextual factors (from literature review and organizational assessment):

Current family supports (material, social, & emotional); Local service system; Child characteristics (including presenting problems and placement history); Parent 

characteristics (including substance abuse, mental health concerns and poverty); Legal system; Organizational culture and climate of the agency.



Appendix D: SAMPLE LOGIC MODEL

USE OF REUNIFICATION TEAM DECISION MAKING MEETINGS TO REDUCE RE-ENTRY
	Inputs
	Activities
	Outputs
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Inputs:


Resources available for program investment, e.g., staff and funding








Program Activities: Organized activities planned by a program, e.g., services offered








Outputs:


Direct products of activities, e.g., the number of people receiving services








Outcomes:


Changes in program participants as a result of the program, e.g., increase in knowledge
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(X#) Reunification TDMs held








Fewer children reenter foster care following reunification (C1.4)





(X#) key partners engaged for ongoing participation





Build support from staff and key partners





(X#) plans developed for post reunification aftercare


 








Complete organizational assessment





Agency plan developed for providing follow up services & support





(X#) plans implemented for post reunification aftercare
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Problem  (from CSSR data and CDSS quarterly reports):



Too many children who reunify from CA foster care reenter care within 12 months. 



Between 10/06 and 9/07, 11.6% of children who returned home after placement in CA foster care reentered care within 12 months.   





Sample Logic Model 

Reunification TDM and Foster Care Re-entry 

Complete organizational assessment





Build agency support for Team Decision Making program model





Build support from key systems partners (court, service providers, etc)





Find funding





Ensure ongoing technical assistance & coaching for trained staff



Train staff





Establish guidelines for implementation

 



Resource Development

(Inputs)

Implementation Activities

(Outputs)

Interim Measures

Long Term Measures

(X#) facilitators assigned to reunification TDMs



(X#) reunification TDMs held





(X#) key local service providers engaged for participation in reunification TDMs





(X#) identified individuals participate in reunification TDMs





(X#) plans developed for supported post reunification aftercare





Agency plan developed for providing follow-up services & supports







Families and social workers collaborate on specific post reunification aftercare plans



Families have increased ownership of plans



Children enter reunification with a detailed aftercare plan





Families and social workers establish a strength based relationship leading to timely help seeking 



Families are engaged with ongoing community support systems

Fewer children experience abuse and/or neglect (PR)



Fewer children experience repeated incidents of maltreatment (S1.1)



Fewer children re-enter foster care following reunification (C1.4)



Fewer youth emancipate out of the system (C3.3)









Contextual factors (from literature review and organizational assessment):

Current family supports (material, social, & emotional); Local service system; Child characteristics (including presenting problems and placement history); Parent characteristics (including substance abuse, mental health concerns and poverty); Legal system; Organizational culture and climate of the agency.
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