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Erie County Executive Summary

· As of December 12, 2008, 267 cases had been entered into the Erie County ESCORE platform, all but one since January 1, 2007. Of 266 cases enrolled since January 1, 2007, 133 had been terminated with the remaining 133 still open. 
· Of the 266 cases registered since 11/1/2007, 117 involved female youth (44%) and 149 involved male youth (56%); 17% were African American, 16% multi-racial, and approximately three percent from an Ethnic minority. The average age was 11.2 years (range: 0 to 24.5 years).
· The top 3 primary referral sources for the youth receiving service coordination services were the juvenile court (27%), schools (21%), followed by Children’s Services (18%).  
· The vast majority of youth who received service coordination were in the custody of their biological parents (67%) and were living in their family home (77%) when the service coordination case was opened.

· Primary referral sources for minority families did not differ significantly from those of White/Caucasian families. in contrast to Caucasian families among whom 23% were referred from the juvenile court; among minority families, 32% came from the court. Similarly 26% of minority families came from Children’s services vs. 13% of Caucasian families. Also, 11% of Caucasian families were referred by Help Me Grow as compared with no minority families at all.
· There were no significant differences in primary referral source as a function of gender.

· Children’s Services and ODJFS referrals came primarily from cases where the youth was residing outside of the family home (32%  from Children’s Services and 8% from ODJFS) as compared to living in the family home (14% and 2%, respectively). Twenty-nine percent of all cases living in the family home were referred from the Juvenile Court in contrast to 18% of the cases living outside the home. These differences, however, were not statistically significant. 
· Data concerning moves was available from 161 of the 167 youth. Of that number, 86% had no moves and 11% only one move. Of those who moved, all but one move ended in single household, non foster-care residences. The average duration for the seven stays in congregate care was 105 days. The average in Foster Care was 120 days.
· Regarding mental health issues, a total of 39.6% were receiving some sort of mental health counseling at the time of service coordination, and almost the same percentage (37.8%) of youth were known to have received some sort of mental health diagnosis.
· Erie County’s exemplary use of the Family Development Matrix (FDM) to document changes resulting from service coordination effort indicates positive and statistically significant changes in 13 out of the 14 indicators, with the largest improvements occurring in the domains of judicial system involvement, children’s education and development, and youth assets/social skills.
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Electronic

The Ohio State University Center for Family Research (CFR) has created an Internet-based data collection platform to track multi-need youth and families that are provided assistance through Ohio's Service Coordination mechanism.

Service Coordination

Service Coordination typically is described as a way to provide service and support planning through use of a team-based and thus collaborative approach. In this team-based planning process, the local family and children first (FCF) coordinator works closely with families and community support personnel in order to organize activities that reinforce common goals built around the idiosyncratic needs of each child and family touched by service coordination. This process places great value on the family's perspective of what they want and need, and thus emphasizes the essential nature of having family members become equal partners in the decision-making process with regard to the development, implementation, and monitoring of their individualized plan.

Outcomes, Research and Evaluation

The Internet platform will provide users at the county level with the ability to collect data on a wide range of factors that will inform research and evaluation activities, including the collection of outcomes data that documents the effectiveness of specific services and also aids in the identification of gaps in service.
ESCORE provides users with the ability to: 
· Track multi-need youth and families that are provided assistance through Ohio’s Service Coordination mechanism.

· Involve family members as equal partners in the decision-making process with regard to the development, implementation, and monitoring of their individualized plan.

· Provide users at the county level with the ability to collect data on a wide range of factors that will inform research and evaluation activities.

ERIE COUNTY YOUTH IN SERVICE COORDINATION

As of December 12, 2008, 267 cases had been entered into the Erie County ESCORE platform, all but one since January 1, 2007. Of 266 cases enrolled since January 1, 2007, 133 had been terminated with the remaining 133 still open. 
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Of the 133 open cases, 111 cases had been accepted into service coordination, with 22 cases pending at year end. Of the 133 terminated cases, 56 had been accepted into service coordination, with 77 declining service coordination.  Of the 266 cases registered since 11/1/2007, 117 involved female youth (44%) and 149 involved male youth (56%); 17% were African American, 16% multi-racial, and approximately three percent from an Ethnic minority. The average age was 11.2 years (range: 0 to 24.5 years). 
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Per age group (by year), the proportions between youth receiving services (64% for the whole group) and not receiving services (36%), was highest among the 37 thirteen and fourteen year olds (between 78% and 90% who accepted services) and lowest among the 11 eight-year olds among whom only 46% accepted services.
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SERVICE COORDINATION CASE INFORMATION

The top 3 primary referral sources for the youth receiving service coordination services were the juvenile court (27%), schools (21%), followed by Children’s Services (18%).  Because data were missing for all but five of the referrals not receiving service coordination, it is impossible to compare the two groups. 
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The vast majority of youth who received service coordination were in the custody of their biological parents (67%) and were living in their family home (77%) when the service coordination case was opened.
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GUIDANCE FOR DATA ANALYSIS: THE ESCORE PLANNING REPORT
As part of a larger effort to involve counties in a continuous quality improvement (CQI) process, ESCORE participants were asked to create planning reports as a precursor to the assembly of data. The CQI process adopted for this effort followed a DO-STUDY-REFLECT-PLAN format, and sought to answer the following questions:

Need (DO). What would you like to learn about your Service Coordination process or Service Coordination families from the data you collect?
OBJECTIVE (STUDY). What is the purpose for collecting this data or learning about this information? 
OUTCOMES (REFLECT). How will you know if your objective has been met on a system level, and what is the potential family/community level impact of having this information?
STRATEGY (PLAN). How will you use this information to improve Service Coordination and/or to provide a clearer picture of the effectiveness of Service Coordination?

An ESCORE planning report template was developed by the CFR and OFCF, and then was sent out to counties for their review. A telephone conference was then scheduled by Dr. Gavazzi and county representatives to initiate the process of completing the planning report. Subsequent telephone and email contact refined this planning report.

The complete version of the planning report used to guide the construction of the remainder of this report is attached as an Appendix.

YOUTH, FAMILIES, AND THE SERVICE COORDINATION PROCESS
Following are profiles that are “typical and usual” for service coordination, with attention paid to primary referral source. These data answer the questions about whether the profiles of youth and families differed as a function of differing referral sources into service coordination. For these analyses, the demographic variables of race and gender were used to examine potential differences in primary referral sources. 
Race and Primary Referral Source
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As seen in the table above, for both minority and Caucasian families, the Juvenile Court, Children’s Services, and Schools were the most common referral source. Noteworthy is that 32% of minority families came from court referrals, in comparison to 23% of Caucasian families. Similarly, 26% of minority families came from Children’s services compared to 13% of Caucasian families. Further, 11% of Caucasian families were referred by Help Me Grow as compared with no minority families at all. Schools referred the same percentages of both the minority and Caucasian families.  These differences, however, only approached statistical significance (X2=15.93, p=.10).
Gender and Primary Referral Source
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There were no significant differences in primary referral source as a function of gender (X2=10.33, p=.41).
Living Arrangement and Primary Referral Source

Finally, living arrangement at the time a service coordination case opened was used in a further examination of differences in primary referral sources. Children’s Services and ODJFS referrals came primarily from cases where the youth was residing outside of the family home (32%  from Children’s Services and 8% from ODJFS) as compared to living in the family home (14% and 2%, respectively). Twenty-nine percent of all cases living in the family home were referred from the Juvenile Court in contrast to 18% of the cases living outside the home. These differences, however, were not statistically significant (X2 = 12.08, p = .28). 
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Frequencies of Main Service Type for Each Referral Source

The EScore Platform allows users to report on services provided to youth in seven different areas: Children’s Services, Community Services, Juvenile Justice, Health, MH/AOD Services, School Services, and Mental Retardation and Developmental Disability. These individual service areas are referred to as silos within the service system. Users are only required to enter information within the silo under which the referral source would be categorized. Counties have the option of requesting that users enter information on additional silos beyond the required referral source. In Erie County, silo information had been entered for 117 (70%) of the 167 youth who received service coordination in the two calendar years of this report. Frequencies of these placements inside of each silo are shown in the table below:  
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The following tables show frequencies of services for each of the seven silos described above
. For any silo in which a youth is currently involved and services are known, users are to select from the list of choices any and all services provided to the youth. Therefore, multiple services can be recorded for the same youth within a silo. 

	Childrens Services: Frequencies of Services

	
	
	Count
	Table Total N %

	ChildrensServices
	Case Management
	40
	54.1%

	
	Supervised Visitations
	11
	14.9%

	
	Medicaid/Health Insurance
	55
	74.3%

	
	Food Stamps
	49
	66.2%

	
	Ohio Works First
	2
	2.7%

	
	Kinship Services
	3
	4.1%

	
	Placement Services
	11
	14.9%

	
	Work Training Program
	0
	.0%

	
	Child Protective Services (abuse, neglect, dependency)
	26
	35.1%

	
	Respite Care
	0
	.0%

	
	Adoption Services
	5
	6.8%

	
	Guardian Ad Litem
	2
	2.7%

	
	Other
	8
	10.8%

	Youth receiving services
	total
	74
	100.0%


	Community Services: Frequencies of Services

	
	
	Count
	Table Total N %

	CommunityServices
	Mentoring
	1
	4.0%

	
	Community Service Activities
	4
	16.0%

	
	Life Skills Education Activities
	1
	4.0%

	
	Pro-Social Recreational Activities
	8
	32.0%

	
	Faith-based Activities
	4
	16.0%

	
	Headstart
	2
	8.0%

	
	Other Non-Profit Daycare
	8
	32.0%

	
	Other For-Profit Daycare
	0
	.0%

	
	Preschool
	2
	8.0%

	
	After school program/activity provided by school
	2
	8.0%

	
	After school program not provided by school
	0
	.0%

	
	Transition to Adulthood Support/Preparation
	4
	16.0%

	
	Other
	0
	.0%

	Youth receiving services
	total
	25
	100.0%


	Health Services: Frequencies of Services

	
	
	Count
	Table Total N %

	HealthServices
	Annual medical health check ups
	92
	95.8%

	
	Annual dental check ups
	85
	88.5%

	
	Immunizations at recommended intervals
	91
	94.8%

	
	Physician care for acute or chronic physical condition
	13
	13.5%

	
	Bureau for Children with Medical Handicaps Services
	6
	6.3%

	
	Medication for a physical condition
	7
	7.3%

	
	Physical therapy
	5
	5.2%

	
	Respiratory therapy
	0
	.0%

	
	Special diet
	4
	4.2%

	
	Nutritional counseling
	4
	4.2%

	
	Physician's guidance for limited physical activity
	2
	2.1%

	
	Pregnancy prevention services
	1
	1.0%

	Youth receiving services
	total
	96
	100.0%


	Justice Status: Frequencies of Disposition Options

	
	
	Count
	Table Total N %

	JusticeOptions
	Youth has been deemed incorrigible/unruly by a juvenile court
	22
	71.0%

	
	Youth has been adjudicated delinquent for an offense
	19
	61.3%

	
	Youth has pending felony charges
	10
	32.3%

	
	Youth has pending misdemeanor charges
	16
	51.6%

	
	Youth is on probation
	24
	77.4%

	
	Youth is on parole
	1
	3.2%

	
	Youth has been arrested in the last 30 days
	21
	67.7%

	
	Youth has been incarcerated in the last year
	8
	25.8%

	
	Youth has been committed to the Ohio Department of Youth Services in the last year
	2
	6.5%

	
	Youth is participating in diversion programming
	0
	.0%

	Youth receiving services
	total
	31
	100.0%


	Mental Health and AOD Services: Frequencies of Services

	
	
	Count
	Table Total N %

	MH_AODServices
	Individualized Mental Health Counseling
	38
	71.7%

	
	Family Mental Health Counseling
	6
	11.3%

	
	Mental Health Group Counseling or Support Group
	4
	7.5%

	
	Individualized AOD Counseling
	6
	11.3%

	
	AOD Group Counseling or Support Group
	4
	7.5%

	
	Medication
	24
	45.3%

	
	Home-Based Intervention
	6
	11.3%

	
	Psychiatric Services
	17
	32.1%

	
	AOD Day Treatment
	0
	.0%

	
	Mental Health Day Treatment Service
	4
	7.5%

	
	Partial Hospitalization
	1
	1.9%

	
	Other
	2
	3.8%

	Youth receiving services
	total
	53
	100.0%


	MRDD: Frequencies of Services

	
	
	Count
	Table Total N %

	MRDDServices
	Early Intervention Services
	7
	87.5%

	
	Respite Care
	1
	12.5%

	
	Specialized Therapies
	3
	37.5%

	
	Playgroups
	1
	12.5%

	
	Other
	1
	12.5%

	Youth receiving services
	total
	8
	100.0%


	School Services: Frequencies of Services

	
	
	Count
	Table Total N %

	School Services
	504 Plan
	1
	1.6%

	
	Behavioral Plan
	30
	48.4%

	
	Deaf-Blind Services
	0
	.0%

	
	Deaf/Hearing Impairment
	0
	.0%

	
	Gifted and Talented Services
	0
	.0%

	
	Individualized Education Plan
	55
	88.7%

	
	Intervention Plan (IAT)
	7
	11.3%

	
	Limited English Proficiency
	0
	.0%

	
	Life Skills or Vocational Training
	1
	1.6%

	
	Special Education Services (inclusion model)
	10
	16.1%

	
	Special Education Services (pull-out model)
	13
	21.0%

	
	Speech and Language Impairment
	7
	11.3%

	
	Tutoring
	4
	6.5%

	
	Other
	1
	1.6%

	Youth receiving services
	total
	62
	100.0%


Placement Stability and Changes

Placement data were available for 161 of the 167 youth who received service coordination in FY 2007-2008. Of that group, a total of 30 (11%) moved one or more times. Most of that total, 27 youth (90%) moved only once, one (1%) moved two times, and two (2%) moved five times.  All but one youth moved eventually to single household, non-foster care residences. 
N.B.: The table below describes the moves that occurred for the 30 youth who moved at least once. The first line totals the number of youth experiencing each number of moves. Each column, headed by this total, contains numbers of youth who experienced moves, specifically described by sequence of moves (move 1, move 2, move 3, etc.) and types (house to house, house to congregate, etc.) within that sequence. The third table, read similarly to the first, provides average duration of placement for each type of move within each sequence.
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All together there were 200 total “stays” for the 161 youth who received service coordination and for whom there was data. Of the seven stays in congregate care, the average length of stay was 105 days with a maximum of 189 days. Of the three stays in foster care, the average stay lasted 120 days with a minimum of 3 and maximum of 120. 
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Mental Health Specific Information
Regarding mental health issues, a total of 111 youth had information entered onto the ESCORE platform. Of those youth, a total of 39.6% were receiving some sort of mental health counseling at the time of service coordination. 
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Almost the same percentage (37.8%) of youth were known to have received some sort of mental health diagnosis.
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Interestingly, a full two-thirds of all known diagnoses included an ADHD designation
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OUTCOMES: The Family Development Matrix (FDM)

Two previous Erie County reports have noted this county's exemplary use of the Family Development Matrix (FDM) to document changes resulting from service coordination effort. In the first previous report, preliminary data indicated positive changes in 13 out of the 14 indicators (all but immigration/resettlement). In the second report, the increased numbers of families assessed with the FDM instrument (n = 60) had resulted in an adequate sample that could be subjected to appropriate statistical analyses in order to test for the significance of these changes. That second report contained results that indicated continued improvement in 13 out of the 14 areas. In addition, paired t-test analysis procedures generated evidence that these changes were statistically significant in all areas except finances and community relations.
The present report displays the continued growth of the sample containing at least two administrations of the FDM instrument (n = 95), and the results of analyses indicate even more robust findings. Here, positive changes continue to be displayed in 13 out of the 14 indicators, and the paired t-test analysis procedures indicated that these changes were now statistically significant in all 13 areas, with the largest improvements occurring in the domains of judicial system involvement, children’s education/development, and youth assets/social skills.
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� Discrepancies between the numbers in the individual silo reports and the numbers in the summary “Particiipation in Silos” table are due to the fact that it is possible to record that a youth is receiving silo services without specifying them. 
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