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Executive Summary
Family Team Meeting (FTM) QA
Review Period: February 2011 — April 2011

This report presents the results of the Family Téé&wting (FTM) Quality Assurance reviews
completed throughout the State from February 28idugh April 2011. The Department of Health
and Human Services and the Family Matters Contraatientified Family Team Meeting as an
important activity that leads to the achievememasitive outcomes for children and families. #sw
determined that reviewing the quality of the FTNM&ng conducted is very important so that all staff
and contractors can make necessary improvementslén to best help children and families.

This most recent review indicated the following:

1.

2.

The average number of meeting attendees was 6.

Length of the meeting (n=105)
a. Lessthan 1 hour — 68%
b. 1-1/2 hours — 30%
c. 2 hours—-2%
d. Over 2 hours — 1%

Location of the meeting (n=105)
a. In the family home — 27%
b. Not in the family home — 73%

Facilitator preparation — 64% of the facilitatorere prepared for the Family Team
Meeting. Facilitator preparation evaluates if pgpose of the meeting was explained; the
facilitator was prepared; documents were availabktready and if the facilitator
summarized the meeting and identified next steps.

Team Membership and Attendance — 16% of the re\desases met all the required
elements. A vital component in this measure is d@lighe right people are present during
the Family Team Meeting. The people that mushdteee the mother, father, child, key
natural/informal supports and key out of home pilexs (if applicable). The review shows
us that mothers, children and out of home provideespresent over 75% of the time, but
that the Department and Contractors need to impoovgetting the fathers and
natural/informal support to the meeting.

Team Member Involvement — 17% of the reviewed casetsall the required elements.
This measure has a direct correlation to Team Meshiggand Attendance. The lack of
team membership by fathers and natural/informapsttp also means that we do not have
their involvement in discussions and decision mgkimhe review shows us that the
mothers, children and out of home providers arealgtinvolved in the discussions over
75% of the time, but that the Department and Caotira need to focus in increasing the
involvement by the fathers and natural/informalsus.

Facilitator Effectiveness — 43% of the reviews wadeemed to be effective in that the team
members identified and reviewed outcomes, needstaaitgies related to the achievement
of safety, permanency and well-being. The strengthhis area are the facilitator’s
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demonstration of respect for the family’s valuedjdfs and traditions as well as 1
facilitator’s effectiveness in assisting the teagrmbers to identify needs and stratet
related to the outcome of the case. Continued ivement needs to occur in identifyi
and utilizing informal suppor to help execute identified strategies.

Background Information

A Family Team Meeting (FTM) QA tool was developegdtbe Nebraska CQI team in the fall of 20(
The FTM tool is sectionenhto four caegories or items which include (1) Facilitator gpaeation, ()
Team membership and attendan@ Team member involveme and (4) Facilitator effectivenes
There are several indicators under eacthese four items. A five point likestale is used to ra
each itembased on the responses to each of the indicatdes timitem. The five point likert scal
ranges from G where: O=none of the indicators for this item dnradll of the indicators for this iten
This methodology will abw us to perform a higher level of analysis of daga collected from th
reviews.

The data collection for this project was pulleddamly from active cases by the individual chil
name. A target of 120 Family Team Meetings (FTM¥w&anned to be served throughout trState
each quarter, starting April 2010. The number of cases to be reviewecService Are was
determined based on the proportion of youth sepezService AreaThe total youth population
dispersed across the State afell: Central 10%; Northern 10%; Western 10%; East@fo anc
Southeast 30%The number of cases that were to be reviewed ezatiey was 12 each from Centi
Northern and Western, 48 from Eastern and 36 froott®asService Area.

Due to several facte that led to meeting cancellatii, the total number of cases that were revie
during this periodvas less than expec in some of the Service Aredhe actual numbe of reviews
completed per Service Area duritigs period wa as follows: Central-11; Easte8%; Northern-10;
Southeast-37; and Western-The review took place after consent and approvalneeeived fron
the family to allow a QA reviewer to observe theMETPlease note that while consent was obta
from families to complete a rewieof 127 FTM’s throughout the State, only 1IB5M QA’s were
counted asart of this report. Twen-two (22 of the FTM QA’s were not completed due to
following reasons: Reviewer was ble to make it to the meeting (8heeting was celled by the
Department or Contractor (8), oreetirg was cancelled by the family (6).

[ =)
Family Team Meeting QA

Reviews Completed Per Service Area
in February, March and April 2011

3 n =105 2
Western, 12, Central, 11,
11% 11%
Eastern, 35,
33%
Southeast,
37, 35%
, Northern, 10,
10%
A =)
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A conference call between the QA reviewer and tkeeting facilitator(s), Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) CFS Specialist and/or Cotdraervice Coordinator, and their
supervisor(s) took place in the days following BiéVl. The QA reviewer discussed the results of the
review, answered questions and provided feedbattietmeeting facilitator(s) and their supervisar(s)
In the previous reporting period, a decision wasl@i® only count the FTM QA'’s in which both
facilitators, DHHS CFS Specialist and Contractonvi®e Coordinator, were present for the meeting.
Due to changes in roles and responsibilities ferDHHS CFS Specialists and the Contractor Service

Coordinators, a FTM QA was counted as part of épert during the current review period if at least
one of the meeting facilitators was present forrtieting.

Note: Figuresdisplayed in thetables and chartswithin the report may not total 100 percent dueto
rounding.
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REVIEW FINDINGS
(Statewide)

The findings in this repomwere derived from QA reviews 105 Family TeanMeetings (FTM)
throughout the @te during the months February, March, and April 201 Review results pe
Service Area can be fad in the tables attachto this report.

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes Total
Applicable

A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faailor explain the | 7504 79 105
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mge
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family Teamekiteg? 98% 10:Z 105
C.) Did the #cilitator have needed documents and materials | 859% 58 68*
to the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedfing 849 87 104*

content at the end of the mieg, including next step:
timeframes and responsibilities?

*The total number applicable may besk than 11 for indicators Cand D due to NA responses for tt indicators.

-Reviewers would have rated indicatoa€ not applicable ithe gals or agenda for the meeting did not demand
supporting documents.

-Reviewers would have rated indicator D as not aggtile if the meeting was the final Family Team lggefor the

Family.
ITEM SCORE

Item Score: # of Indicators evident for
Item 1 - Facilitator Preparation

n=105
Fewer than
None of the half of the
indicators indicators
were evident, were evident, Half of the

1,1% 9, 8%

indicators
were evident,
6, 6%

More than

All of the half of the

indicaf[ors indicators
were evu(i]ent, were evident,
67, 64% 22, 21%
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Item #2: Team Membership & Attendance

Indi cator % #Yes Total
Applicable

A.) Mother is a team member and present at theinge: 82% 74 90*
B.) Father is a team member and present at thamge 37% 32 87*
C.) Child is a team member and present at the nge 76% 50 66*
D.) A key naturalfnformal support for the family is a team mem | 350 37 105
and present.
E.) Key out-ofhome providers are team members and are pr¢ | 779% 6C 78*

*The total number applicablmay be less than 1 for indicators A, B, C & E due to NA&sponses for the indicators.
-Reviewers would have rated indicators A & B asapgilicable if any of the following scenarios apgdli® the cast

a. Mother/father'srights have been terminated or relinched.

b. The whereabouts of the mother/father was unknownah tla facilitator relays information that demonstrat

concerted efforts to locate the mother.

c. The mother/fathawas not involved in the child’s life or in case pféng in any way despite agerefforts to involve

the mother/fatheras relayed by the factator.

d. The mother/father is deceased.

e. The mother/fathevas incarcerated and in solitary confinement fatags prior to the Family Team Meeti
-Reviewers would have rated indicatoa€ not applicable i

» The child was younger than age 9 or ncvelopmentally appropriate to participate in casanmting
-Reviewers would have rated indicatoak not applicable i

*  The child was not in out of home ca
ITEM SCORE

Item Score: # of Indicators evident for
Item 2 - Team Membership & Attendance
n=105
None of the
All of the indicators EavelThan
indicators were evident, half of the
were evident, 2, 2% it
17, 16% indicators
were evident,
26, 25%
More than
half of the Half of the
indicators indicators
were evident, were evident,
42, 40% 18, 17%
S

Statewide Report p.6



ltem #3: Team Member Involvemen

Indicator % #Yes Total
Applicable

A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Family Telsi@eting?| 829% 74 90*
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Familgam Meeting’ | 38% 33 87*
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting’ 76% 50 66*
D.) Was the key natural/iafmal support for the family active 34% 36 105
involved in the Family Team Meetin(
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively ivaal in the tean | 78% 61 78*
meeting?

*The total number applicablmay be less than 1:for indicators A, B, C & E deito NA responses for these indicatc
Reviewers would have rated indicators A & B asapgilicable if any of the following scenarios apgdli® the cast

a. Mother/father'srights have been terminated or relinched.

b. The whereabouts of the mothattiier was unknown, and the facilitator relays imf@tion that demonstratt

concerted efforts to locate the mother.

c. The mother/fathawas not involved in the child’s life or in case pféng in any way despite agerefforts to involve

the mother/fatheras relayed by the facilitatc

d. The mother/father is deceased.

e. The mother/fathevas incarcerated and in solitary confinement fatag/s prior to the Family Team Meeti
Reviewers would have rated indicatoma€ not applicable i

» The child was yauwger than age 9 or not developmentally appropriatparticipate in case plannir
Reviewers would have rated indicatoa& not applicable i

e The child was not in out of home ca
ITEM SCORE

Iltem Score: # of Indicators evident for
Item 3 - Team Member Involvement

n=105
None of the
-A(IjI-Of k5 indicators Fewer than
hior endert wereevident, half of the
! X .
18, 17% 2, 2% indicators

were evident,

25, 24%
More than
half of the
indicators Ha(ljlf oftthe
B Nare dvidebr
0 t
25, 24% e
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Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectivenes:

Indicator % #Yes Total
Applicable
A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgis¢ team members 77% 81 105

identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomieattare directly relate
to safety threats and/or Youth Level of ServiceKdlsinagemet
Inventory (YLS/CMI) element®R if the permanency objective is
longer reunification or family preservation, whightcomes that at
directly related to achieving the permanency olbjec

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgist team member i 81% 85 105
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs that are dyeethted tc

outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members 85% 89 105

identifying and/or reviewing appropriate stratediest are directly relate
to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdis team members 71% 75 105
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identifie:
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying end/or 58% 61 105
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideadifstrategies

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect far family's values 97% 102 105
beliefs, and traditions?

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconlict and elicit| 899, 41 46*

underlying interests, needs, and motivations ahtegembers’
*The total number applicablmay be less than 1for indicator G due to NA responses for this indicator. Reviswgsuld have
rated this indicator as not applicablif there was r conflict or disagreement during the meeting.

ITEM SCORE

Item Score: # of Indicators evident for
Item 4: Facilitator Effectiveness

n=105
None of the Fewer than
indicators half of the
were evident, indicators
All of the 1, 1% were evident,
indicators 15, 14%
were evident, Half of the
45, 43% indicators
were evident,
6, 6%
More than
half of the
indicators
were evident,
38, 36%

J
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Family Team Meeting QA

Review Period: November 2010 - January 2011

Results by:
Service Area

Note: Results for ESA are reported for the entire Service Area and by
DHHS and each Contractor (KVC and NFC).



ITEMS 2 & 3 ITEM 1

ITEM 4

NOTES:

*The total number applicable for indicators C anduDder item 1 may be less than the tdal
number applicable for the other indicators undestitem due to NA responses for these
indicators. Reviewerswould have rated indicator C as not applicableif the goals or
agenda for the meeting did not demand any supporting documents.

Reviewers would have rated indicator D as not applicable if the meeting was the final
Family Team Mesting for the family.

*The total number applicable for indicators A, B&E under items 2 and 3 may be less
than the total number applicable for the other sators under these items due to NA
responses for these indicators.

Reviewerswould have rated indicators A & B as not applicableif any of the following
scenarios applied to the case:

a. Mother/father’s rights have been terminated @rrquished.

b. The whereabouts of the mother/father was unknanchthe facilitator relays informatioh
that demonstrates concerted efforts to locate tb#her/father.

c. The mother/father was not involved in the ckilde or in case planning in any way
despite agency efforts to involve the mother/fatagrelayed by the facilitator.

d. The mother/father is deceased.

e. The mother/father was incarcerated and in spfit;onfinement for 7 days prior to the
Family Team Meeting.

Reviewers would have rated indicator C as not applicable if:
» The child was younger than age 9 or not developally appropriate to participate in
case planning.

Reviewers would have rated indicator E as not applicable if:
* The child was not in out of home care.

*The total number applicable for indicator G und&m 4 may be less than the total nu
applicable for the other indicators under this itelme to NA responses for this indicator.
Reviewers would have rated indicator G as not applicable if there was no conflict or
disagreement during the meeting.




CSA (Feb-April 2011)

Central Service Area

Total # of Planned Reviews 13
Report Period: February - April, 2011 # Cancelled 2

Number of Meeting Attendees: Average | Entered| Total Applic

* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Serviaoinator and/of 6 11 68

meeting facilitator

CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic

CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ng00% 11 11
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic

Less than 1 hour 649 7 11

1 and half hour$ 36% 4 11

2 hoursl (0% 0 11

Over 2 hours (% 0 11
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic

In the Family Hom¢ 2794 3 11

Not in the Family Homg 7394 8 11

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 73% 8 11
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mge@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family melleeting? 100% 11 11
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aattnals priorto | 909% 9 10
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedting content atf 829 9 11

the end of the meeting, including next steps, trameks and
responsibilities?

Item #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 11 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
9% 1 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
18% 2 11 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
64% 7 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Service Area Results p.3



CSA (Feb-April 2011)

em # ea embe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 100% 7 7
B.) Father is a team member and present at thengeet 86% 6 7
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeeti 75% 6 8
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd459% 5 11
present.

E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersaaagresent. 100% 7 7

meeting?

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 11 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

18% 2 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

27% 3 11 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

45% 5 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 100% 7 7
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Familyam Meeting? 86% 6 7
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 75% 6 8
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for thenily actively 45%, 5 11
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively ivaal in the team 100% 7 7

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 11 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
27% 3 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
18% 2 11 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
45% 5 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Service Area Results p.4



CSA (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Faclilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgis¢ team membersin | 919 10 11
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 91% 10 11
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team membersin | 9109 10 11
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assts team membersin | 64% 7 11
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 829% 9 11
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 11 11
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and | 100% 4 4

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Item #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 11 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
36% 4 11 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
55% 6 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-ALL (Feb-April 2011)

Eastern Service Area (ALL)

Total # of Planned Reviews 45
Report Period: February - April, 2011 10
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servioofdinator and/of 6 35 205
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|{n2(0% 7 35
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hodr 77% 27 35
1 and half hours 209% 7 35
2 hours| 304 1 35
Over 2 hours (9% 0 35
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 349 12 35

D

Not in the Family Homg 66% 23 35

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 71% 25 35
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felsleeting? 97% 34 35
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatrals prior to 81% 17 21
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedfing content atf 719% 24 34

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

0% 0 35 [0 = None of the indicators were evident
14% 5 35 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
11% 4 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
20% 7 35 |3 =More than half of the indicators were evident
549% 19 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-ALL (Feb-April 2011)

em # 2a empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 73% 22 30
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 17% 5 30
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 859 17 20
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd209% 7 35
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 74% 20 27
am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident
3% 1 35 [0 = None of the indicators were evident
37% 13 35 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
14% 5 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
40% 14 35 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
6% 2 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 73% 22 3C
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 17% 5 30
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 859 17 20
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 20% 7 35
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 70% 19 27
meeting?
Am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident
3% 1 35 [0 =None of the indicators were evident
40% 14 35 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
31% 11 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
20% 7 35 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
6% 2 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-ALL (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgts¢ team members in | 63% 22 35
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 63% 22 35
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 749% 26 35
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis team membersin | 43% 15 35
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 349 12 35
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 35 35
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflictand | 88% 7 8

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 35 [0 = None of the indicators were evident
31% 11 35 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
9% 3 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
40% 14 35 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
20% 7 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-HHS (Feb-April 2011)

Eastern Service Area (HHS)

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Total # of Planned Reviews 10
Report Period: February - April, 2011 # Cancelled 3
Note: FTM Reviewsfor HHS Cases began in January 2011
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servioofdinator and/of 6 7 43
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|n§i00% 7 7
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hodr 71% 5 7
1 and half hours 149 1 7
2 hours| 14% 1 7
Over 2 hours (9% 0 7
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 2904 2 7
Not in the Family Homg 71% 5 7

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and

responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeitor explain the 86% 6 7
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family ekleeting? 100% 7
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatnals prior to | 100% 5
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedling content aff 86% 6 7

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 7 0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 7 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 7 2 = Half of the indicators were evident
29% 2 7 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
71% 5 7 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-HHS (Feb-April 2011)

em # ea empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingget 83% 5 6
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 17% 1 6
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 100% 4 4
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd Q% 0 7
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 100% 5 5
am ore
% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

0% 0 7 0 = None of the indicators were evident

14% 1 7 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

2904 2 7 2 = Half of the indicators were evident

57% 4 7 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 7 4 = All of the indicators were evident

ltem #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 83% 5 6
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Familyam Meeting? 33% 2 6
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 100% 4 4
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 0% 0 7
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 80% 4 5
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 7 0 = None of the indicators were evident

29%, 2 7 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

43% 3 7 2 = Half of the indicators were evident

29%, 2 7 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 7 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-HHS (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assts¢ team membersin | 719% 5 7
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdist team member in 86% 6 7
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 100% 7 7
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis team membersin | 14% 1 7
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 299%, 2 7
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 7 7
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and | 100% 3 3

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 7 0 = None of the indicators were evident
14% 1 7 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
14% 1 7 2 = Half of the indicators were evident
71% 5 7 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 7 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-KVC (Feb-April 2011)

Eastern Service Area (KVC)

Total # of Planned Reviews 21
Report Period: February - April, 2011 3
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Serviooinator and/of 5§ 18 98
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ngQ%, 0 18
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hodr 83% 15 18
1 and half hours 17% 3 18
2 hours| 0% 0 18
Over 2 hours (9% 0 18
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 3304 6 18

D

Not in the Family Homg 7% 12 18

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeator explain the 67% 12 18
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family ekleeting? 94% 17 18
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatrals prior to | 759% 6 8
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedling content aff 599%, 10 17

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

0% 0 18 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
28% 5 18 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
6% 1 18 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
2204 4 18 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
44% 8 18 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-KVC (Feb-April 2011)

em # 2a empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 59% 10 17
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 12% 2 17
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 82% 0] 11
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apnd229%4, 4 18
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersaaagresent. 67% 10 15
am ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

6% 1 18 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

44% 8 18 [1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

11% 2 18 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

39% 7 18 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 18 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 59% 10 17
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 12% 2 17
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 82% o} 11
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theiig actively 22% 4 18
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 67% 10 15
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

6% 1 18 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

44% 8 18 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

33% 6 18 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

17% 3 18 |3 =More than half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 18 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-KVC (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgts¢ team members in | 509 9 18
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdist team member in 39% 7 18
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 56% 10 18
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assts team members in | 339 6 18
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 11% 2 18
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 18 18
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and | 100% 3 3

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 18 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
50% 9 18 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
11% 2 18 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
33% 6 18 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
6% 1 18 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-NFC (Feb-April 2011)

Eastern Service Area (NFC)

Total # of Planned Reviews 14
Report Period: February - April, 2011 4
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servioofdinator and/of 6 10 64
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ngQ%, 0 10
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hoyr 70% 7 10
1 and half hours 30% 3 10
2 hours| (0% 0 10
Over 2 hours (9% 0 10
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 40% 4 10
Not in the Family Homg 60% 6 10
ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 70% 7 10
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felsleeting? 100% 10 10
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatrals prior to 75% 6 8
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedfing content atf 80% 8 10
the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?
Item #1 Score
% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident
0% 0 10 [0 = None of the indicators were evident
0% 0 10 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
30% 3 10 [2 = Half of the indicators were evident
10% 1 10 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
60% 6 10 [4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-NFC (Feb-April 2011)

em # ea empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 100% 7 7
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 250% 2 8
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 80% 4 5
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd309% 3 10
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 71% 5 7
am ore
9% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

0% 0 10 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

40% 4 10 [1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

10% 1 10 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

30% 3 10 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

20% 2 10 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

ltem #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? | 100% 7 7
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Familyam Meeting? 13% 1 8
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 80% 4 5
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 30% 3 10
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively ivaal in the team 71% 5 7
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 10 [0 =None of the indicators were evident

40% 4 10 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

20% 2 10 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

30% 3 10 (3 =More than half of the indicators were evident

10% 1 10 [4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-NFC (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgsts¢ team members in | 80% 8 10
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdist team member in 90% 9 10
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in [ 90% 9 10
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assts team membersin | 80% 8 10
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 80% 8 10
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 10 10
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and | 50% 1 2

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 10 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
10% 1 10 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 10 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
30% 3 10 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
60% 6 10 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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NSA (Feb-April 2011)

Northern Service Area

Total # of Planned Reviews 13
Report Period: February - April, 2011 3
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servioofdinator and/of 6 10 62
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ng:00% 10 10
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hodr 70% 7 10
1 and half hours 30% 3 10
2 hours| Q% 0 10
Over 2 hours (9% 0 10
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Homé 2(009% 2 10

D

Not in the Family Homg 809% 8 10

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 60% 6 10
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felleeting? 100% 10 10
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatrals prior to 86% 6 7
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teane@ting content atf 100% 10 10

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 10 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 10 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 10 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
50% 5 10 (3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
50% 5 10 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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NSA (Feb-April 2011)

em # ea empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 78% 7 9
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 43% 3 7
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 100% 7 7
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member andeQ% 6 10
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 90% 9 10
am ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 10 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

10% 1 10 [1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

10% 1 10 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

40% 4 10 [3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

40% 4 10 [4 = All of the indicators were evident

ltem #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 78% 7 9
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Familyam Meeting? 43% 3 7
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 100% 7 7
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 50% 5 10
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 100% 10 10
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 10 [0 =None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 10 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

40% 4 10 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

30% 3 10 (3 =More than half of the indicators were evident

30% 3 10 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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NSA (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Faclilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgist team membersin | 60% 6 10
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdist team member in 80% 8 10
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team membersin | 80% 8 10
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team membersin [ 70% 7 10
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 70% 7 10
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 10 10
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeredtconflict and | 100% 2 2

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 10 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
10% 1 10 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
20% 2 10 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
30% 3 10 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
40% 4 10 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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SESA (Feb-April 2011)

Southeast Service Area

Total # of Planned Reviews 43
Report Period: February - April, 2011 6
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Serviaminator and/of 7 37 258
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ngQ% 0 37
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hour 5994 22 37
1 and half hour$ 3504 13 37
2 hoursl 30 1 37
Over 2 hourg 3% 1 37
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 2494 9 37

D

Not in the Family Home 76% 28 37

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 78% 29 37
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mge@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family ifelleeting? 97% 36 37
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatknals prior to 84% 21 25
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedting content atf 899 33 37

the end of the meeting, including next steps, tramaks and
responsibilities?

Iltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

3% 1 37 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

5% 2 37 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
3% 1 37 |2 =Half of the indicators were evident
22% 8 37 |3 =More than half of the indicators were evident
68% 25 37 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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SESA (Feb-April 2011)

em # 2a embe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 88% 30 34
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 36% 12 33
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 65% 15 23
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apnd389%, 14 37
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 68% 17 25
am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

3% 1 37 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

24% (o] 37 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

19% 7 37 |2 =Half of the indicators were evident

46% 17 37 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

8% 3 37 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 88% 30 34
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 390 13 33
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 65% 15 23
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 38% 14 37
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 72% 18 25
meeting?
am # ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

3% 1 37 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

22% 8 37 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

35% 13 37 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

24% o] 37 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

16% 6 37 |4 =All of the indicators were evident
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SESA (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgis¢ team members in | 849% 31 37
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 89% 33 37
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 9204 34 37
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis team membersin | 9204 34 37
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 70% 26 37
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 9204 34 37
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeradtconflict and 83% 20 24

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

3% 1 37 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

5% 2 37 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
3% 1 37 |2 =Half of the indicators were evident
30% 11 37 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
59% 22 37 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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WSA (Feb-April 2011)

Western Service Area

Total # of Planned Reviews 13
Report Period: February - April, 2011 1
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average | Entered Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servio®finator and/of 7 12 86
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ndt 00% 12 12
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hour 67% 8 12
1 and half hours 339% 4 12
2hours Q0% 0 12
Over 2 hours (% 0 12
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 179% 2 12

Not in the Family Hom

D

83% 10 12
ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeator explain the 92% 11 12
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family ekleeting? 100% 12 12
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatgnals prior to| 100% 5 5
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedling content{ 929% 11 12

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraes and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 12 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

8% 1 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
92% 11 12 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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WSA (Feb-April 2011)

em # 2a empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 80% 8 10
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 67% 6 9
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 63% 5 8
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member| 429% 5 12
and present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersaaagresent. 78% 7 9
am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident
0% 0 12 |0 =None of the indicators were evident
17% 2 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
2505 3 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
33% 4 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
250, 3 12 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
ltem #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Fanmiilgam Meeting? | 80% 8 10
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 67% 6 9
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 63% 5 8
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 42% 5 12
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 78% 7 9
meeting?
Am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident
0% 0 12 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
17% 2 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
33% 4 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
2505 3 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
25% 3 12 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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WSA (Feb-April 2011)

Iltem #4: Faclilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgise team members in 100% 12 12
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgist team memberin| 100% 12 12
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #dratdirectly
related to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members i 929 11 12
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis team membersin 100% 12 12
identifying appropriate functional strengths tophekecute identifieq
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying 58% 7 12
and/or reviewing informal supports to help exeddestified
strategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 12 12
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and| 100% 8 8

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatiohieam members?

ltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 12 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
50% 6 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
50% 6 12 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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