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Please indicate which responses were employed in this T/TA:

XX
Technical Assistance

__
Training

XX    Phone Consultation

__
Referral to another NRC

__
Referral to Other Organization

XX
Review of Policy and Materials

__
Publications Provided

XX
Secondary Research

__
Other

(Please explain the Service Responses in the report which follows)

Situation and Technical Assistance Request

This fiscal year has continued the Technical Assistance efforts to assist Connecticut to prepare for a successful statewide implementation of Differential Response in 2009.  The work has involved participating in Steering Committee meetings, review of and input to Implementation Plans, Evaluation Plans, creation of a flow chart, and Logic Models as well as arrangement for peer to peer phone TA from Minnesota and Missouri.  

A number of key documents have been created this year and these are provided here to offer a sense of the progress of this significant reform effort.
OUTLINE FOR DRIVING STATEMENT

The implementation of a differential response system in Connecticut is driven by the following reasons:

· To be more flexible in responses to reports of child abuse and neglect; 

· The recognition that an adversarial focus is neither needed nor helpful in all cases;

· Better understanding of family issues that lie beneath maltreatment reports;

· To engage parents more effectively to use services that address the family’s specific needs.

Definition of DRS:

· CPS practice that allows for more than one method of initial response to reports of child abuse and neglect;

· Usually applied to low and moderate risk cases;

· Involves assessing the family’s strengths and needs;

· Offers services to meet the family’s needs and support positive parenting;

· Usually no formal determination of substantiation of child abuse and neglect;

· Does not focus on cases that are screened out as inappropriate for child protective service intervention.

Evaluation Findings:

· Child safety was not compromised;

· Services were provided to children and families more often;

· Greater array of services were provided to families and services were provided earlier;

· Families reported greater satisfaction and sense of participation;

· Workers reported higher degree of cooperation and willingness of families to accept services;

· Differential response appears to be cost effective over the long term.

Desired Outcomes:

· Reduce recurrence of report of child abuse and neglect;

· Increase the number of families receiving services;

· Prevent child abuse and neglect;

· Empower families to make and maintain change;

· Provide child welfare service instead of child protection
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STATUS OF WORK MATRIX USED FOR PLANNING 

CT DCF Differential Response System 

Status of Work Matrix-The Planning Phase
March 2008
	Major Planning Areas
	Description
	Key Activities
	Leadership
	Status
	Next Step(s)

	1) Program Model


	All DRS programs introduce an alternative method to respond to reports of child abuse and neglect in recognition that one type of response does not meet the needs of every family that comes to the attention of the Department.  At the same time, each DRS program differs from the other in varied ways including eligibility criteria, screening and assessment methods, service delivery, closing and track changes criteria, and staffing.  This planning area must resolve several public policy decisions and develop Connecticut’s own model.  
	· Determine and set model components:

1. Program Purpose

2. Eligibility Criteria

3. Screening and Assessment Methods
4. Service Provision and Delivery

5. Staffing and Role Clarity
6. Case Tracks and Change Criteria (including existing VSP track)

7. Case Closing Criteria

8. Governance-State/Local
	1) DRS Steering Committee’s Infrastructure Workgroup established to make recommendations on elements of a Ct model.

2) DCF DRS Internal Workgroup-in consultation with the Commissioner will assist in the development of policy and formation of a Ct model.
	Final recommendations from this group were issued on February 19, 2008.

A policy framework has been established and key component sections are in draft form.


	Need to present recommendations to Commissioner for decision.

Need to process recommendations above, complete data collection in an effort to inform the model and present to Executive Management in the next 45 days.

Need to develop a Model Summary and accompanying Flow Chart

	2) Workforce Development and Training


	In child welfare especially, implementing major system reform, or expecting changes in outcomes, must be predicated on changes in practice.  And, practice changes when those in the field understand the value of the change, are committed to it, and are consistently supported, encouraged and guided.  To be successful, efforts at training and developing those involved in implementation is critical.
	· Scan training approaches and modules in other jurisdictions.

· Scope Ct’s training approach and develop modules and training schedules.

· Evaluate effectiveness and need for on-going coaching, training and reinforcement.
· Set credentialing standards for community staffing and any corresponding training of service providers and service coordinators.
	1) DRS Steering Committee’s Training Workgroup established to make recommendations on workforce development and training.

2) Training Academy Director involved in DCF Internal Workgroup. 
	Training Workgroup has gathered training materials form other states and jurisdictions that have implemented DRS and all documents are under review.  Training will be queued in large measure by the model, especially around the model’s staffing and role clarity component. 
	Wait for model development.

Key decisions should be posed to Executive Management. Particularly the concept of all-staff training on DRS.

	3) Communications and Outreach


	In order to inform and gain the support of, and input from, families, staff, policymakers, advocates, providers, sister agencies, and mandated reporters for DRS, a communications plan must be developed and followed.  To the extent DRS is linked to existing networks and resources, assuring those relationships are well defined and nurtured is indispensible to success.  Finally, DRS is not just a “new way of doing business” - it represents a new approach to interacting with families and communities and a new opportunity to shift resource allocation and the orientation of the work.  
	· Develop, revise and implement Communications Plan

· Select individuals and organizations to conduct special outreach to, especially sister agencies and policymakers.

· Develop communication materials in support of DRS--for both the planning and implementation phases.
· Develop Communication Teams consisting of DCF staff, family members or advocates and representatives from the provider community to help promote DRS. 
	1) DCF DRS Internal Workgroup-in consultation with the Commissioner will assist in the development and execution of the communications plan.
	Draft Communications Plan issued—contains two phases and proposed key audiences and messages.

An overview Power Point has been established and presented in a number of settings.

.  
	A redraft of the communications plan should be completed and presented at the next DCF internal Workgroup.

Key decisions should be posed to Executive Management, particularly on the desire to approach sister agencies and key policymakers.

Additional materials for presentation should be developed for distribution including model summary and case flow chart.
Need high level meeting between DSS and DCF, along with OPM, to assure full understanding of reform initiative and fiscal and program impact.

	4) Legal, Legislative and Policy


	DRS represents a departure from many CPS conventions and as such will require a substantial change in policy, have a potential impact on our statutory framework for investigations, and may raise additional legal questions including confidentiality and maintenance of record requirements.
	· Required on-going legal consultation in the implementation of DRS.

· Need to scan statutes to determine if changes are needed or desired.

· Need to develop policy consistent with model.  
	1)  DCF DRS Internal Workgroup-in consultation with the Commissioner will review and pursue the development of this program component.

2) DRS Steering Committee’s Policy Workgroup established to make recommendations on policy and assist in policy development.
	It has been determined that legislative change is not necessary for initial implementation, but may be desired for purposes of making clear to policymakers our new approach.

A skeletal framework of DRS policy has been drafted and include ten chapters.  The first five chapters (Hotline intake to Engaging the Family) have been reviewed by Executive Management and is being reviewed by the Policy Workgroup. 
	Research issues related to confidentiality and the sharing of records.  

Draft proposed legislation fully enabling the agency to implement DRS.

Complete Policy Workgroup review of the first five chapters.

	5) IT and Planning Data Development


	DRS will require changes in LINK and in our reporting environment.  LINK was designed with a single track in mind—addressing issues related to case assignment, identification of a perpetrator, meeting NCANDS requirements and integrating SDM information are among the challenges.  Developing the business specifications, completing system redesigns and building the changes are critical to successfully implementing DRS.  Also, in order to have our DRS planning efforts well-informed, key information and analysis of LINK data and reports are necessary.  
	
	1) DCF DRS Internal Workgroup-in consultation with the Commissioner will review and pursue the development of this program component.

2) A project lead within DCF IS has been named.
	A differential response LINK system flow chart has been developed that identifies the major case steps involved in a DRS and the corresponding issue areas within LINK that will need to be addressed in order for the DRS process to work.  

An initial analysis on rule-outs and the assessment track was conducted.  Preliminary findings have resulted in follow-up inquiry and are pending. 

IS is focusing on the Business Requirements phase. Once this is complete, the documented requirements are distributed for review and approval.  At that time, we’ll update the budget and project plan.   There are some aspects of the requirements that appear solid and some that are still soft and we’ll be working with Buck to determine how best to proceed. 

	LINK modifications for the Differential Response program is estimated to be large enough in scope that we are required to follow the CIO’s newly mandated DOIT System Development Methodology (SDM).  This methodology provides a structure for a multiple project phases that include governance, define the business requirements, designing and building the solution, testing, implementation and then ongoing support and maintenance.  
The IS Business Systems and PCSU are meeting with Len to review the timeline and determine where the project timelines can be accelerated.   This re-planning meeting is scheduled for Monday, March 10th. 


	6) Data, Research and Evaluation


	Judging the success of this program will require some sophistication and diligence. A composite of key outcomes and indicators must be established and formal evaluations should be built into the design of the program.  Also, to the extent data collection will be required from service providers, developing those requirements and determining the methods of collection and analysis will be necessary. 
	· Need to decide upon the outcome objectives for this initiative.

· Need to decide upon the evaluation framework and any formal contracting for evaluating implementation and program success. 

· Need to set and implement the core data elements to be compiled.

· Assess and develop the means and systems to collect from providers, staff and consumers alike-internal and external.
	1) DCF DRS Internal Workgroup-in consultation with the Commissioner will review and pursue the development of this program component.


	No formal steps have been taken here, except that the NRC has offered to served as program evaluator.  In fact, they have been retained to assist with the planning phases of DRS and are active participants in the planning efforts.  
	Review existing evaluations and the candidates for outcomes, study components, and evaluation framework.  

Review to determine if the BHDS and ASO data systems are appropriate and useful for DRS purposes.  

Key decisions should be posed to Executive Management, particularly the outcome objectives.


	7) Community Readiness and Service Array 


	DRS will not only engage families differently, but change how we relate to and utilize the broader service community.  This are of planning area revolves around two key questions: 1) What existing infrastructure components within a community context are strengths that can be used to support and sustain DRS?  2)  What range of service options and methods for coordinating services should exist?  This effort will require an assessment of the quality and availability of services and the local capacity to synchronize.
	· Need to identify service array desired and then assess existing community service arrays and detail resources and services available or where gaps may exist.  

· Identify through model development the way in which child welfare services will be coordinated and delivered to the target population-consider existing models and experiences in other jurisdictions.

· Identify and invite community service providers to participate in, and inform, the development of DRS. 
	1) DRS Steering Committee’s Infrastructure Workgroup established to make recommendations this planning component.

2) DCF DRS Internal Workgroup-in consultation with the Commissioner will assist in the development of this planning component.
	As part of the Infrastructure Workgroup, a set of assumptions/recommendations have been made about service provision and approach.

Spoke with officials from Missouri and Minnesota  about their experiences in service development and utilization.  

We have recently conducted a Local Area Development Plan process and we are in the final stages of setting up the Resource Directory in LINK which provides on-line access to Infoline data and DCF's contract capacity.

  
	Key decisions should be posed to Executive Management, particularly the role of community providers and the service array we intend to support.

Need to consider Service Hub RFI in relationship to DRS.  Perhaps best way to solicit input and feedback 



	8) Fiscal Impact and Business Operations 
	DRS may require changes in our business operations, resource allocation, and may, at least in the short-run, require additional resources.  Also, as a result of changes in the way we related and utilize the broader service community, there may be changes to the way we contract, develop, and access services.
	· Need to price out model, including reallocation opportunities.

· Need to determine usage of flex and emergency funds under the DRS track. 

· Impacts on our approach to contracting should also be assessed. 
	1) DCF DRS Internal Workgroup-in consultation with the Commissioner will review and pursue the development of this program component.


	No formal steps have been taken.  A budget option placeholder has been drafted in the last two budget cycles, but a true impact statement has not yet been developed.  Contracting changes should be predicated on model and on service provision theory which is not yet developed. 
	Wait for model development


EVALUATION GUIDANCE PAPER

7/15/2008

Differential Response Initiative Implementation and Outcomes

Evaluation Guidance Paper
Prepared by:  Joan Twiggs, PhD, DCF

DRS General Theory of Action – main ideas/ingredients

· Non-confrontational/non-investigatory/collaborative/service orientation will produce equivalent or better outcomes for children and families who come to attention of CPS

Evaluation Questions

· Are we implementing the model as planned?  

· Are the results in terms of System Events and in terms of the Ecological environment what we expect to see?  

Implementation Evaluation

	Expectation
	Assumptions/Justification
	Indicators

	Most first time reports will be diverted to assessment track
	Policy of DRS model
	#/% of first time reports that are diverted to assessment track

	Reports will be less likely to "change tracks" over time
	Hotline assigns the report to a track (assessment/investigation).  The Area Office has an opportunity to review and change.  As the model is implemented and all personnel become more adept, "track changes" will diminish in prevalence
	#/% of reports that change tracks

#/% of reports that change tracks by Area Office 

	System Events (see below) move in the expected direction
	The change in system events as described in the table below should become discernable over time.  Monitoring the system events by Area Office should be done as part of an implementation evaluation as an aide to supporting Area Office implementation
	

	Service provision:  Service delivery begins shortly after family accepts assessment track
	Prompt service delivery is As the DRS assessment model does not include an investigation phase, this should result in early service delivery
	Monitor over time and Area Office

Will need a mechanism to track services delivered to DRS clients; if PSDCRS, providers will need to know that client is involved with DCF through DRS.  

Will need report date and service start date to provide average timing for assessment cases.  

Will need report date and service start date for investigations to compare assessment and investigation [may not want to do this comparison]

	Service provision:  mix of services 
	DRS is meant to emphasize services.  Families can be expected to need different kinds of services.  The families own report of service efficacy is below under "Ecological Impacts".  The purpose of this item is to assess the mix of services provided - thus it is an Implementation piece
	

	Community members/leaders are aware of the DRS initiative
	Purpose of this is to get at whether the DRS message is getting out -
	Possible sources of evidence:

-- media coverage

-- outreach/# of people attending information sessions, e.g.

-- other?

	DCF Infrastructure readiness
	Examination of the rollout of the DRS system 
	This could be an internal evaluation - its focus is on assessing the degree of organizational commitment discernable through preparation etc


Results Evaluation

	Area
	Expectation
	Reasons
	Evaluation Strategy/Requirements/Indicators

	CW System Events/Characteristics
	
	
	

	Reports 
	? – could decrease or increase
	
	

	Non-accepted reports
	Decrease (?)
	See DRS figure (below); depends on whether currently non-accepted reports are diverted into the DRS system.  If current non-accepted reports become Assessments then the prevalence of non-accepted reports will decline.  If Assessments come from the pool of Accepted Reports that are not substantiated then there may be no reason to see an impact to the level of NA reports
	Monitor over time and by Area Office/Region

Will need to develop reports summarizing the number of non-accepted reports across time and administrative unit (e.g. Area Office, region)



	Investigations
	Decrease
	Many reports accepted for investigation will be diverted to assessment track
	Monitor over time and by Area Office/Region

Compare actuals against the estimates prepared for planning 

	Substantiations
	Increase
	Currently CT is pretty consistent with national trends – 70% of accepted reports are not substantiated. Assuming DRS assessments are largely from the currently non-substantiated,  then proportion of investigations that is substantiated should increase
	Monitor over time and by Area Office/Region

	Removals
	Decrease
	Based on ecology of DRS per other states
	Continue to monitor over time and by Area Office/Region

Removals on decline due to other initiatives; can see if slope decreases significantly at some point following DRS rollout

	Repeat Maltx
	Decrease
	Expectation is based on what other states have experienced upon DRS implementation
	

	Frequently Encountered Families
	Decrease
	We believe that these are families who have chronic needs that do not rise to the level of substantiation – therefore diversion to assessment track; therefore FEF who are investigated will decrease
	Will this hold with respect to reports per se vs. investigations? If state this as investigations, this is essentially definitional.  True test will be at the report level.  

Need to develop aggregate level reporting to track what happens with reports coming into Hotline, including not accepted reports

Note that the embedded belief i.e. that FEF have chronic needs that do not rise to the level of substantiation is not evaluated with this "indicator" approach - the next level down would be to assess whether this is true.  

	Ecological Impacts
	
	
	

	Disproportionate representation of children of color in child welfare system
	?
	Whether Disproportionality should increase or decrease is unclear as there are reasons to expect both downward pressure and upward pressure

Decrease:  due to the reduction of accepted reports

Increase – Children of color are disproportionately found among those with more serious allegations and these will not be diverted to DRS system
	

	Collaboration with and Families
	Positive
	
	Families accept the assessment track opportunity (low rejection rate)



	Outcomes from family point of view
	Positive
	
	Families report success

Requires a satisfaction/outcomes survey 

	Collaboration with Community   
	Positive 
	
	Community leaders and other system stakeholders  provide positive reports

Possible methods:

-- semi-structured interviews with community leaders - leaders who are involved with DRS and those who are not but are in the community should be interviewed
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