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instructions: Pursuant to the legislative requirements for mptemeaning RBS, cacn
county participating in the RBS Reform Project shall prepare and submit an annual
report. The report is o be developed in collaboration with the private nonprofit agency
fies) participating in the demonstration project. This County Annual Report (CAR s 1o
o prepared by the county as a single, comprehensive report for the reporting period
The report is prepared for each calendar vear in which the RBS Reform Project is in
cperation and submitted (o the California Department of Social Services (CDES) by
March 1 of the following year. Narrative responses must be provided o Sections A

through H. as indicated below and on the foliowing pages. Additional information may he
attached as necessary.

Seciion A - Client Cuicomes:

BT

1. Complete the table below on the characieristics of the target population
served in this reporiing period.

Total
Mumber
of Youtty:

Average
Age of

- Youtih:

132 yrs

Number of
Youth whe are:

Maie: 84

Female. 18

Number of Youth who
are:
Afncan-American: 40
Hispanic: 34
Caucasian: 24

-

Asian/Pacitic Islanger: 3

MNative Amerncan, |

Number of Youth Placed
by

Child Weifare, 102 DCFS
Fropauon: G
Mental Healthy: O

Other: ¢

Appendix B:i.



Note. Due to licensing issues, only one of the three providers {Hillsides) admits both
| genders while the rest admit only boys.

2. Using the Child Welfare Services/ Case Management System (CWS/CMS)
outcome data provided by CDSS, address the following regarding any
disenroliments, step downs to iower levels of care andlor achievements to
permanency:

a. Describe any trends indicated by the data.

Information provided by CDSS confirms that 16 of the 102 Los Angles County RBS
clients exiled the program in 2011 Of those 16 clients, § exited before graduation.
and o graduated successfully. The remaining 3 clients were coded as having “exited
without any reason given”.  However, upon further investigation, it was found that
these 3 clients had actually graduated (bul no exit reason code was entered in
CWS/CMS). The fact remains that 50% of the clients that exited the program in 2011
did so due lo graduation.

The CDSS data also indicate that based on the types of placement changes, the RBS
participants had either no _placement change (70%) (n=71), or a lateral placement
change (5%) (n=5), which occurs when a client makes a change in placement but
remains in the same level of care. The remaining participants (25%) (n=26), had a
positive placement change, meaning the clients moved from a higher (o a lower leve!
of care. During 2011, there were no negative placement changes wherein parlicipants
moved {0 a higher level of care.

b, Can any conclusions be made from the data? If yes, what are they? if
ne, why not?

‘[ ] Yes [X] No Explain:

Due to the small sample size and first year start up challenges, it is difficult to make
any conclusions, However, the data provides some optimism about the future of RBS.
In the coming year we expect o see clearer trends from the data as the RBS providers
and the County gain more experience with RBS.

3. a. Complete one attached excel document titled, “"RBS Days of Care
Schedule” for each RES provider listing information for each youth
enrolled in RBS since implementation of the Project. This document
captures information on the total days in care in residential, community-
based bridge care, afier-care and crisis siabilization,

faw)
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‘ a. Please see attached Excel documenl of “RBS Days of Care Schedule” for Five
Acres, Hathaway-Sycamores and Hillsides.

b. For youth in crisis stabilization, what were the reasons for the returns to
group home care for crisis stabilization?

Crisis Stabilization is an essential feature of our RBS model. When a team prepares
the family and youth for the transition back inte the community, the team discusses the
avaitable options o help the youth and family know this is a process and not an all or
nothing scenano. The team creates a proactive and reactive crisis plan that may include
A temporary stay in a crisis bed. By discussing this option with the family, it serves as a
reminder that transttioning from residential into the community is difficult and a
temporary pericd of cnsis stabilzation is not & {allure. Examples of crisis stabilization
situations include, but are not limited to, anxiety relaled behaviors, difficulty adjusting to
a new schoal, new rules, new siblings, ete.

¢. From the county perspective, is there a need to improve the
effectiveness of crisis stabilization? If ves, how will this be
accomplished?

[ X1 Yes [ ] No Explain:

We currently have more than 30 children in the community, but only two Crisis
Stabilization beds per RBS provider (six total). We need to explore increasing the
number of Crisls Stabilization beds through approval from Community Care Licensing.
This would allow the leams o have more flexibility with the children who are now in the
community.

Section B - Client Involvement:

1. Using the Child and Adolescence Needs and Strengths {CANS) data
provided by Walter R. McDonald & Associates (WRMA)}, address the
foliowing:

a. Describe any trends indicated by the data. _ _
Averaged CANS summary scores were provided by WRMA for basealine, follow-up 1,
and foliow-up 2 time periods. Based on these data, stalistically significant decreases in -
need {(demonsiraling a positive outcome) were found in the following CANS domains
from baseline to follew-up measurements: Funclional Siatus, Menial Health, Risk
Behaviors, and Child Safety.

No statistically significant changes in fevel of need as measured by the CANS were
3
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found for the following domams: Subslance Use Complications, Criminal and
Detinguency, Family/Caregiver Needs and Strengths, Child Strength. and Educational
Progress.

“Statistically significant” within this context means thatl average scores did not differ
enough o show any improvements beyond chance levels. The observation thal certain
domaims initially appear to show decreases in need (e.g., Family/Caregiver Needs and
Strengths from the Folliow-up 1 to the Follow-up 2 periods), but are not statistically
significant, suggesis that there is substantial varability i CANS scores for those
domains. Additionally, sample sizes substantially decreased from baseline (n = 57) o
second follow-up (n = 35) Low sample sizes may also account for these non-
statistically signficant resulis,

Table 1. CANS Domain Surmimary Scores

CANS Domaln Baseline Follow-up 1 Follow-up 2
{n =57} {r = 44) {n = 35)
Funclional Status * b2 4.7 4
Menial Health = 129 106 5.6
Risic Behaviors * 6.3 5.1 4.2
Substance Use Complications 2.4 2.9 258
Criminal and Delinquency 36 ERE 3
Family/Caregiver Needs and Strengths 6.2 6.8 38
Chiid Strengths 143 13.4 12.6
Child Safety * 2.1 1.3 11
Educaiional Progress 9.7 8.2 7.7

~ Note. Scores range from 0 o 30. Lower score equates to lower level of need. Domains with

asterisks {7} represent statistically significant declines based on WRMA analysrs.

k. Can any conclusions be made from the data? If yes, what are they? If
na, why not?

[X] Yes [ ] No Explain:

The CANS data suggests that overall mental health and functioning 15 improving (as
need is decreasing) in RBS participants. In the Functional Status, Mental Health, Risk
Behaviors, and Child Safety domains, improvernents were shown in the first and second
Folliow-ups periods).  Taking into consideration the CANS score range from 0-to-30
(with lower scores indicating better ocutcomes), very low levels of need (rating = 1.1)
were observed. This suggests exceptionally good Child Safety outcome at the second
CANS foliow-up period.
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Mo statistically significant changes were noted in five other CANS domains. However,
the domains of Family/Caregiver Needs and Strengths, Child Strengths, and
ducational Progress had results in the predicted directions. {Low power and sample
size may have affected the statistical significance of the differences). it shouid be noted
that there are some limitatons (o these data. Sample sizes steadily decrease over the
three time periods (Le., n = 57 al baseline, n = 44 at first follow-up, and n = 35 at second
follow-up), which may be a factor that skews resulis.

No conclusions can be drawn from the cother CANS domains (Substance Use
Complications, Criminal and Delinquency, Family/Caregiver Needs and Strengths, Child
Strength, and Educational Progress since the resulis wers not significant on such-and-
such tast)

2. a. Complete the table below on family and youth participation in
childffamily team meeiings.

Total Number of Youth:  Total Number Number of Youih  Mumber of Youth with Supportive
of Youth with  Parlicipating in at  Adult{s) Participating in at least
af leasf one least 90% of their  90% of that Youth's Child/Family

Supportive ChitdiFamily Team Meetings:
Adult: Tearn Meetings:
 Tolal number of Youth for
the three RBS provider 86 86 60

agencies = 102

h. 1If youth did not participate, sxplain why not.

~Lack of youth parlicipation in Child and Family Team (CFT) meetings include some
unforeseen circumstances such as iliness of the youth, doclor's appointments or other
obligations and the vyouth's refusal to participate.  Other times, the need for adult
focused conversation resulled in the exclusion of the youth due to discussion which
might have been difficult for the youth to hear.

Some placement pian changes negatively impacted the participation of prospective
adoptive parents and foster parents who had significant ties with the child as these
placemeants were no longer available.




Section C- Client Satisfaction:

1. Using the Youth Satisfaction Survey {YS8) and Youth Satisfaction Survey-
Families (YSS-F} data provided by WRMA, specifically satisfaction
measured in iterns 1-15 of the YSS and YS8S-F and cutcomes measured in
items 16-22 of the YSS and YSS-F, address the foliowing:

a. Describe any trends in the data.

Based on the resulls provided by WRMA average Y35 ratings show no siatistically
significant change from baseline measurement o the frsl Tollow-up period. The YSS
ratings Indicate a moderately high level of satisfaction (mean = 4.0; higher scores
indicate betier outcomes} based on a five-point scale

Based on the resdits provided by WRMA, on the average, YSS ralings (see Table 2
helow), shows no significant change from baseline measurement to the first Tollow-up
period. Generally, YSS ratings indicale a moderately high level of salisfaction
{minimum = 3.9; maximum. = 4.1, mean = 4.0) based on a five-point scale. No trend
over ime can be ascertained for the YS55-F.

Table 2. Y58 and YS5.F Domain Summary Scores

Y88 Domain Baseline (n = 42) Follow-up 1 (n = 19)
Satisfaction with services 4.2 4.1
Child and family voice and choice 4.0 3.8
Well being 4.0 3.8
¥S55.F Domain Baseline (n = 30) Follow-up 1 {n =11
Satisfaction with services 4.4 40
Child and family voice and choice 4.1 3.8
Well being 4.1 3.8

" Note: Scores range from 1 1o 5. Higher score equates to better outcomes,

Based on the average YSS-F ratings provided by WRMA (presented in Table 2
above), general satisfaction begins (at baseline} with moderately high ievels of
satisfaction (minimum. = 4.1 maximum = 4.4; mean = 4.2) across each domain, but
slightly declines at the follow-up period (minimum. = 3.8, maximum = 4.0, mean = 3.9).
With relatively small sampie sizes (e.g., n = 11 at follow-up}, no statistically significant
difference in ratings can likely be concluced.
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b, Can any conclusions be made from the data? If yes, what are they? Iif
na, why not?

P71 Yes [A] No  Explain:

Very limited conciusions can be drawn from this data. Generally, youth completing the
YES, report a moderately high level of satisfaction across all domaing of the survey.
The salisfaction level does not change over time for youth completing the YSS from
baseline to the first follow-up. While the average basseline ratings for family
participants {completing the YSS-F) show moderately high levels of satisfaction the
data is very imited without follow-up measurements.

Overall, the data is - limited. Reporied sample sizes are small, and follow-up
measurements are incomplete thereby suggesting caulious interpretations of youth
and family-mermber satisfaction with the RBS program based on this instrument.

Very limited conclusions can be drawn from the data. Generally, youth completing the
Y53 report a moderately high level of satisfaction across all domains of the survey, hut
the satistaction level does not change over fime from baseline (o the first follow-up._

While the average baseline ralings for family participants (complating the YS5-F) show

moderately high levels of satisfaction, the data is very limited without follow-up
measurements and no trend over time can be determined.

Section 0 - County and Provider Use of RBS Proaram:

a. Has the operation of the program significantly changed from the
original design described in the approved plan? If yes, describe the
change.

Los Angeles County and RBS agencies;
[ ] Yes X 1 Ho Explain:
b. N yes, how has this adaptation impacted the effectiveness of the

- project?

INJA




2. Describe the interactions {such as, collaborative efforts towards
placements, exits, services planning, eic.) among and between the county
agencies (including Child Welfare Services, Mental Health, Probation,
Regionatl Center, etc.), the provider(s), and other community partners.

The RBS (Open Doors) Roundtable includes representatives from the three RBS
contracted agencies, the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), the
Department of Mental Health (DMH), and additional parties as necessary.  The
Roundiable 1s a bi-weekly collaborative held to review the implemeniation progress,
problem-solve, share successes, review evaluation data. and recommend changes to
the program durning the piiot. The Roundiable continues to be responsibia for gathering
lessons learned and offening issues and solutions o the RBS (Open Doors) Advisory
Group

in addition to the bi-weekly Roundtable Meeting, DCFS, DMH and the three RBS
provider agencies meel once a month in what is known as the local RBS Evaluation
meealing, which is intended as a data coliection forum. These same entities aiso
collaborate to form the Training and Social Marketing subcommitiee, which is lasked
with the promotion of RBS and training staff.  The Training and Social Marketing
subcommiites meels once a month.

The RBS provider agenciaes coordinate the RBS Foundalionat {raining, held every month
and parlicipate twice a month in meetings with the Interagency Screening Commitiee
(ISC) to review the Safety Plan and the Plan of Care.

The RBS provider agencies also coliaborale with each other to help insure that
essential services for each other's clients avatlable, as needed, in their pariicular areas
of placement.

The RBS provider agencies continuously nurture positive relations with community
pariners such as Kid Save, Kinship Center and Wendy's Wonderful Kids who have been
helpful in identifying adoptive homes for RBS youth,

3. Have there heen any significant differences from the roles and
responsibilities delineated in the approved plan for the various county
agencies and provider(s)? If yes, describe the differences.

Los Angeles County and RBS provider agencies:
i ] Yes [X ] No
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4. Were RBS enroliments sufficient during the reporting period? I no, why
not’?

Los Angeles County:
[ ] Yes [ x ] No Explain:

Generally. the RBS enroliments were sufficient during the reporting period. However,
one of the three RBS provider agencies reporied difficulty in keeping ther RBS siots full.
The main challenge, for that one provider, is the agency specifically serves youth who
are classified as RCL 14, The RCL 14 classification limits their ability to move vouth
from their "group home” side to RES easily and to enroll youth without going through the

A

siate mandated RCL 14 screening,

5. Describe how the county and provider{s] managed RBS staff resources
(e.g., filling vacancies, redefining job gualifications, eliminating positions,
etc.)

DCFS and DMH allocate needad resources to support RBS and have demonstrated a
strong collaboration and desire 1o see RBS succeed. DCFS and DMH have atso
developed a strong RBS administration that continues to work closely with the three
RBS providers, regional DCFS staff and management to ensure the smooth operation
of RBS.

As for filling provider vacancies, the RBS providers post the availability of RBS openings
both internally and publicly  RBS agencies have reported that filling the Parent Partner
positions has been challenging because mosl prospective parent partners did not meet
the requirements for hiing. One of the RBS provider agency reporfed experiencing
challenges in maintaining an adequale number of Parent Partners.

One of the RBS providers reported that as more and more youth transitioned o the

community, the agency experienced chailenges having staff members work as a team.
The incorporation of Wraparound staff and RBS elements to the existing residential
program crealed internal struggles between residential and Wraparcund staff.  The
“agency applied creative solutions to this challenge by forming a Lead Mobile Crisis
position to help coordinate and define the roles and responsibifities of residential and
Wraparound staff,

k]




Section E —County Payments to Nonprofit Agencylies):

MNote: The paymenis reporied here are from the county records as recorded on a cash basis
during the reporting period from January © o December 31, for all providers participating in the
=BS5S demonstration project.

1. For Guestions a through c, please complete the tabie below:
a. Report the total payments from all fund sources paid to the provider(s)
for RBS during the period the report covers under each of the following:
o  AFDC-FC (The amounts reported here shouid come from the
amount reported under G1, amount claimed per fiscal tracking
sheet. They will not be equal because G1 is cumulative for the
project and E1 is only for the reporting year.)
= EPSDT
= MHSA
¢ Grants, loans, other (Hemize any amounts reported by source.)
. Provide the average months of stay for all children/youth in residential
(group home) care during the reporting period.
c. Provide the average months of stay for all children/youth in community
services (not in group home) during the reporting period.

CREBE T E'E'PSMDT T iduSA Ofver : Total
Amount Paid for  $2530.707.00 76223914  $0.00  $0.00 | $4,292.94610
~Residential . ] . o .
Amount Paid for $172.198.00 $781.580.03 30.00 50.00 5963,778.00
~Community ‘ ‘ ) ‘ _ o
Total Amount Paid 53,702.905.00 5154381917 $0.00 $0.00 $5.246.724 10
. Avg Montns of Stay 5.8 6.8
i
 Residential ‘ ‘
" Avg Months of Stay 2.8 2.8
_in Cemmunity i :
Avg AFDC Payment | $40.027.60 1058665 | _ I TTgsgga25
Per Youth in |
 Residential 1 R T SR RO
Avg AFDC Payment | ! L G26.052 67 L ©$31,792.60
per Youth in ‘ ;
Community » ]
2. Were any changes made to the Funding Model in order to manage

payment shortfaiis/overages, incentives, refunds during the reporting
period? If yes, explain what the changes were and why they were
needed.

[ ] Yes [X ] No Explaim

10
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Bection F - Actual Costs of Nonprofit Agencylies):

I'%'{ : "’hr\ c'ifT"(')UI”it E'(ﬂ:’)()f“"t her'e should be basaed on each provider's accounting records for
through December 31, and be on a basis consisient with the
mm’ihud usnd to re;)ox‘ cc&t&; on the annual A-133 Financial Audit Report (FAR) and 3R.3
document filed with CDSE.

1. a. Forresidential costs, complete the table below displaying provider
actual costs compared to the RBS proposed budget included in the
approved Funding Model. If there is more than one provider in the
demonstration project, combine the individual provider data into one
table for the project. The wording in the chart below is consistent with
the 8R-3 financial report. E}efmsimﬂa are fisted in the instructions (RBS
Letter No. 0411},

RBS Residential cosls for the three RBS sarwce provider agencies:

Expenditures: | Proposed Budget for | Acluals for the | Overi{Under) Budget
: the Pertiod : Period

Totat Salaries & $3.256 667 00 ' $3.312,382.00
Benefits S ‘ )
Total Operating Costs $909.633.00  $825,256.00 R0 0T A0
Totai Child Care & $1.027 476.00 $1,140,736.00 3113,260 O[l
Supervision Costs . . .
Total Mental Health B2,229,196.00 C%2.612 B85.00 $383.490.00
Treatment Services
Costs ) ‘ :
Total Social Work $520.455.00 §221,6597.00 EESWIC RN

Activity, Treatment &
Family Support Costs

" Total Indirect Costs | §7
¥

454 00 1 8706,324.00 R
Total Expendmares 53

300 $8,817,691.00 $895.438.00

b, Does the difference between the actual provider costs and the
proposed budget exceed 5% on any line item above? If yves, explain
what caused the variance and whether this difference is expected to
be temporary or permanent.

[X]1 Yes [ ] No Explain:

Fiscal figures provided by the three RBS service providers indicate that their actual
provider cosis exceaded more than 5% of their proposed budget. Two of the three
RBS service provider agencies reported that their actual provider cosis exceeded more
than 5% of the proposed budget One RBS service provider reporied that client
referrals were below expected budget prejections and the agency's client population
iends to be older with more challenging behavioral problems. Consequently, lhe
clientele requires a higher level of care that includes a longer siay in the program
which impacts their {ransition o community.

11




Another RBS service provider reported budgeting for youth to transifion to the
community in 9 months or less.  However. youth ended up staying longer than
expected in residential care while continuing to recaeive mental health services,

Z. a. For community costs, complete the table below displaying provider
actual costs compared to the RBS proposed budget included in the
approved Funding Model, If there is more than one provider in the
demonstration project, combine the individual provider data info one
table for the project. This wording in this chart is consistent with the
SR-3 financial report. Definitions are listed in the instructions (RBS N
Letter No. 04-11).

RES Community costs for the three RBS service provider agencies:

Expenditures: ' Proposed Budget for | Actuals for the | Overl(Under) Budget
the Period | Period
Total Salaries & $411.911.00 " $290,816.00 NE R
Benefits . .
Total Operating Costs  $828,127.00  $104,361.00
Total Child Care & H40,000.00 §£12,122.00
Supervision Costs
Total Mental Health $1,239,473.00  $335,916.00
Treatment Services
Costs ) )
Total Social Work $823,220.00 $304,037.00

Activity, Treatment &
Family Support Cosis

Total Indirect Costs | $223,460.00 1$159,804.00 | -$53,556.00

Total Expenditures  $3,666,271.00 $761,056.00 $2.805,215.00

b. Does the difference between the actual provider costs and the
proposed budget exceed 5% on any iine item above? If yes, explain
what caused the variance and whether this difference is expected to
be temporary or permanent,

Combined RBS service provider Community costs show that the difference between
the actual provider costs and the proposed budget D NOCT exceed 5%. However,
ane of the three agencies reported that the difference between actual provider cost and
the proposed budgel for "Tolal Salaries and Benefils” excesded 5% at 5.4%.
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3. Were there exiraordinary costs associated with any particular child/youth (i.e.,
outliers as defined in the Funding Model}? i yes, provide the amount of the
cost and describe what it purchased.

Only one of the three RBS providers (Five Acres) incurred significant costs associated
with the initial visit (week long) and eventual placement of RBS youth in Tennessee
The visit was a week long and it required the use of flex funds for a behavioral
specialist to trave! with and be available for the youth for the duration of the visit
Incurred expenses included the cost of car rental, hotel, and maszls for the staf
subsequent fravel (o Tennessee by (he specialist was necessary 1o help the youth
adjust to the new placement. Additionally, Five Acres RBS sub-coniracted with a
wraparound agency in Tennessee. This amounted to $6365,

Episodes of RBS youth exceeding the 10 month mark due to falled adoplive

4.  Has the county performed the fiscal audit required by the MOU? f yes,
describe any problems/issuas with the provider's operations or
implementation of the Funding Model that were disclosed by the fiscal audit
performed. If no, when will that audit occur?

Los Angeles County:
[ 1 Yes [ X ] Mo Explain:

in February 2012, the Los Angeles County Auditor Controller started their fiscal audits
of the RBS providers.




Section G ~ Impact on AFDC-FC Costs:

1.

This is a cumulative report from the beginning of the project. Amounts

reported are based on the amounts inciuded in the claim presented fo
CD8S8. Using the RBS claim fiscal tracking sheets, please complete the
information below for all children served by RBS from the stari of the
groject to the end of the reporting period:

Total Children Served In
RBS; 102

Federal Payments:
Residential:

- Through the End of the Reporting Period:

Total

Federal

State

County

$3,530,707 00

$.305,280.00

$272,876.00

$1.952 541.00

Comminity: $172,198.00 $11.363.00 $7.541 00 $153.294 .00
Total Federal Payments: $:3.702.90% 00
Mon-federai Paymenis:
Residential: $2,292 426.00 $0.00 B733.557.00 1 51,558 869.00
Community: 5180 954.00 $50.00 $68,846.00 [ $112.108.00

Total Non-federal Payments:

Total RES Payments

$2.473.380.00

| $6,176,285.00

Nota: It is possible to have federal funds used in the Non-federal Payment {l.e., non-
federal REBS children) category. These paymaents would be the federal share of any
Emergency Assistance Funding used in the RBS program up {o the first 12 months of a
child’s stay in RBS. The amounts reported would come from the non-federat fiscal
iracking sheat, and are based on the instructions provided in RBS Letter No.

3-11.

Of the children reported in GT above, please complete the information
below for all children who successfully entered and exited RBS in 24
months, or remained in RBS for a full 24 months.

Note: When completing G2, i is important to understand how G2, G3, and G4, work 10
form the comparisen to regular AFDC costs. Section (34 Is a comparison of cost for
those children who have completed RBS (From G2) to the cost of regular foster care
basad on the targe! group base period (G3). In this context, a child "completing RB3" is
one who has efither enterad {he program and then exited afler successfully completing
his/her RBS program goal, or one who has entered the program and remained in the
program longer than the base period (24 months). The comparison in Section G4 s
done only for those children who have successtully completed the R8BS program goal or
are still in the program at the 24 month mark. The count of children for Section G2 and
the retated costs are only for those children who have completed the RBS program or
14




Residentially Based Services (RBS} Reform Project
County Annual Report (CAR)

remained in RES longar than 24 months, For example, & child entering RBS who
remains in the program for only 3 months and then is diservolled would not be included
in G2, A child entering REBS and still i the program at monih 26 would be included in
G2

RBS Payments for All Children Entering and Exiting RBS in the 24 Wonth Period
or Remaining in the Program for Longer than 24 Months. (Include all children

meeting this condition from the beginning of the project.):

Total Children Completing
R8s 8 Total Federal State County
Federal Payments:
Residential $108,255.00 $79.300.00 33172000 | 887 23500
Community: $12,552.00 50.00 $0.00 $12,852.00
Total Federal Payments: £210,807.00
Non-federal Payments:
Residential: $304,171.00 $0.00 $97,332.00 | $2086,839.00
Community: $10417.00 $0.00 $0.00 310,417 .00
Total Non-federat Payments: | $314,588.00

Total RBS Payments:

5525,395.00




3. Using the approved Attachment A from the Funding Model and the number
of children reportied in G2 {above), complete the Information below
regarding the expected base Foster Care costs for RBS target population
children that otherwise would have been served in Foster Care. '

Mote: Simece this 13 used to compare the base AFDC-FC rates had the RBS youth
remained in regular foster care, the "Approved Base Hate Per Child” is the weighiad
average of AFDC-FC payments for RCL 12 and RCL 14 placements as described and
approved in the Funding Model. The "Approved Base Months in Reqular Foster Carg”
seclion is the approved comparison length for the RBS youth had they remainad in
reqular [oster care. For all RBS counties, the approved base months in regular foster
care |8 24 rmonths, based on the demographic for the current length of stay in & group
home for the target group, The “Applicable Federal Funds Rate” is the parcentage of
federal funds rate based on the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP} used in
the RBS claim. The CAR lemplaie has this FMAP funding rate pre-loaded at

50% because all of the RBS Funding Models used the pre-ARRA FMAP rate of 50% for
approval purposes. Howsver, because Section G1 of the CAR instructs counties 1o use
financial costs based on the RBES Fiscal Tracking sheeats, counties must use the ARRA
rate in effect for that month and quarter. For the months through and including
December 2010, the ARRA rate 1s 56.2%. For the months beginning January 2011, the
ARRA rate will decline until 4 reaches 50% beginming July 2011, Details on the ARRA
rates used in the RBS claim are i an RBS claim letter. In order t¢ produce a correct
coraparison of costs between sections G1. G2 and G3, whatever federal funds rate is
used in Section G1 should be the same rate used for G2 and G3.

Note: If zero have completed, enter zerc for this reporting pericd comparison.

AFDC Base for Comparison:

Approved Base Rate Per Child: $ 10,194
{from H2,

Number of Children Completing RBS: 8 above)

Approved Base Months in Regular

Foster Care: 24

Applicable Federal Funds Rate: 50%

Total Federal State County

Base Payment for
Target Group: $502,426.00 $79,300.00 $129,052.00 | $284,074.00
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Residentially Based Services (RBS) Reform Project
County Annual Report (CAR)

4, a. For those children who have completed the RBS program, using the
information from G2 and G3, subtract G3 from GZ and complete the
following information:

Totat Federal State County
| |
|
RBS incremental i
Cost/{SavingsiBased
On Program
Completion: $22.,865.09 | $0.00 5 $0.00 $22.,969.00

b, What aspects of operating RBS contributed to the cost/savings
compared to regular Foster Care?

For RBS children, the shorter duration of stay in residential care as compared to
children who remain in regular Foster Care, confributed to the savings.

5. Has EPSDT usage changed when compared with the typical usage by
similar childrenfyouth in traditional foster care? If yes, explain how it is
different.

Los Angeles County:
[ ] Yes [ X] Ho Explaim

6. Has MHSA usage changed when compared with the typical usage by
similar children/youth in traditional foster care? If yes, explain how it is
different.

N/ A

Section H - Lessons Learned:

1. Describe the most significant program lessons learned and best practices
applied during the reporting period.

« A betler screening and referral process i1s needed. A majority of the referrals
come from the offices closest to the three providers. Although there weare some
refarrals from other offices, we are revisiting how to ensure equal utidization
across lhe county. Additionally, the referral process needs to be more
responsive. There were situations when a RBS youth successfully transitioned

17




into the community, bui it took time to get an appropriate referral (o fill their
vacant bad.

Al of the providers expenencad challenges with the new RBS staffing model
Having staff follow the youthy mto the community and maintaining support in the
group home requires special skill and training. Each provider took a different
path to hinng ther stafl and each experienced pros and cons.

The availability of foster homes willing to accept high needs youth is not a
problem unigue to RBS, bul it has a significant impact on the RBS vyouth, the
RBS provider agencies and the RBS model. There are clinical ramifications
when youth see others going home guickly while they remain in residential. It
also impacts the RBS provider, as the LA RBS fiscal model is based on youth
moving into the community within 10 months. |

Although having different conlracts with one provider can be helpful for RBS #
15 stiff a challenge. Key components of RBS (residential, wraparound, treatment
services) are separate contract programs that may have different managers.
The providers have relied on the relationships of these managers to work
alongside each other collaboratively and efficiently.

One of the most valuable program elements identified by all in maintaining
community placements is crisis stabilization. However, the nged sometimes
overwheims the availability of beds. As the number of RBS youth entering the
community grows, the number of crisis siabilization beds needs to reflact the
growth

Another challenge s consistently getting Child and Family Teams to do
concurrent planning.  Solid plans may take longer than expecied. or may not
work, so everyone needs Lo be thinking aboul alternative plans.

There needs o be a universal invesitment in deing things differently. As one of
the agencies cobserved, incorporation of a new approach requires adapiation of
the entire system nol just one section, Counly CSWs and SCSWs need to
incorporate the new approach along with therapists and child care staff. The
roles of Interagency Screening Commiltee members should also change to
reinforce a changed approach. [SC membars can encourage and support CSW
efforts to participate differentty and help agencies navigate bureaucratic
obstacles. Lastly. the subsystems involved with criminal clearances, waivers,
and approval processes need to be aligned with the increased sense of urgency
and pace that is requirad for us produce different resulls,

The family finding, family cutreach and family engagement achivities are {aking
more time and effort than originally anticipated.

18
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Residentially Based Services {RBS) Reform Project
County Annual Report (CAR)

Describe the most significant fiscal lessons iearned and best practices
applied during the reporting period.

Some chidren will inevitably exceed the 10 month mark  This must be
anlicipated and reflecied in budgel projections.

One RBS provider reported thal mamtaning the right staffing levels and
adrmmistration of the program has been challenging due to the lack of refarrals
and the mabidity of the agency to self-refer. Learning the righl mix of staff
neaded 0 appropnalely serve youth is a continuous, time consuming process.

Clese collaboration with fiscal, Eligibility, Revenue Enhancement and line staffl is
imperative for quick detection and resoclution of cost control and potential
ovarpayment issues. The RBS special rate s not familiar 1o many County fiscal
staff. Tracking overpayments and underpayments has alse proved time
CONSUMING.
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Execulive Operations 8-14-12
MAPP

MAPFP Goal Scoring Sheet

»  Example for scoring goal 1 for fictitious Office X

‘‘‘‘‘

Scored 12.5% for Ta - Did not meet
Scored 71% for 1b. - Meets
At offices receive 20 points for e
o Use the Baseline information for determining whether or not Office X
improved somewhat from where it was at. Rater can determine if
Office X gets a Neads Improvement {NI) and adds 10 points.
1a. 10 point (Office X had a slight improvement + 10 staff on
leave)
1b. 20 poinis
fe. 20 points
Total 50 which = Needs Improvement {2 on the MAPP rating
scale)
“However, since Goal 118 a stretch, then Office X actually gets bumped
up to a Mests (3) as a final score,

+  Example for scoring goal 2

Scored by rater at exceeds for 2a. = 40 points {4 on MAPP rating
soale)
Scored 891.2% = 50 points (5 on MAPP rating scale)

o Jotal=9

9/2 = 4.5 (divided by 2 factors=4.5

Since you round up, MAPP raling final score of a Far Exceeds {5}

1c. Write up Froposal

RA Recommendations

+  Supporting Practice Change
Improve DCFS and service provider shgagement with the families ©
better identify family strengtns and underiying needs, fully ideniify natural
maternal AND paternal supports, and build family teams through which

underlying needs are met



&

o Find fathers and include them and the paternal side of the family in case
plans
Recognize that substance abuse and DV may be symptoms of deeper
underlying needs; focus on interventions that address underlying needs
and long term change rather than superficial program compliance.
Mo cookie cutter case plans, services/plans designed to mect unigue
individual needs of children, parents and families, fully utilizing the
strengths of the families and thewr forma! and informal supports; betier
matching service level intensity with underlying child and family neads.
Crealing more intentional and constructive parent-child visitation that may
nclude parent coaches and a “safe” place for parents (o praciice new
skiils and technigues.
o norease services (e, increased FP slots) or increased utilization of
available services {i.e., ncreased MAT/ usage)
Dizlogue with Court to decrease reunification orders  against DCFS
recommendations
Betler utilize TDM and other Family Team meetings prior to reunification and exit
from the system to:
o Prepare a families for reunification and exit and support them through the
transition
o Utlize a child and family team to create focus on family's readiness to
reunity and end DCFS supervision _
o Includge children 12 years or alder and a wider support group
o Create and implement crisis safety plans incorperating affercare services
Aftercare services should reduce isolation and increase support
o identification of the family’s team to support families posé-reunification
o Linkages to substance abuse and mental health services upon closing
o Mentor/coaches such as parent partners
oo Warmline for parents stressed after termination
o Designate aftercare services similar to Alternative Response or Family
Freservalion o promole successful postreunification transition
o include self-sufficiency resources, e.q., education and job training, n
aftercare planning

Ensure staff are trained on substanca abuse and domestic violence issues



[543
&

g

GG

15
o

i
(253
a5

v
el
I
i

04
)
wr

[z

(5]

&

51

L2

i

Sy

.ﬁmwmmz

fiterh

L2

o

A

L

L]

43

¥

SBPENT THLL0Z

A4G siemioy

Hig panowy eliong

ADRIVHLE BIAY
- WYHDOWD O5ONT

C ABE A 108104

A0} SjuBlEESAU] JasER LUno Y 210



- § I BPLIEES R §1 2844807 FREE T e H
cos 5 st § | o g ELEL S
c - = - & S e
3 ER 3 s
£L5E05 g gy nie 3 3 3
i
GeZ 04 §1 318 00 3 3 §
1GF'rLL SR A8 R R g 5
Yo LS sTaLgus 5 g 5
895 §5E §T3a028 § TR LS T Bol e g
% S zirsri 3 z >
g i/greRny 3 el g 3
& - g K3 [EFEIS I
2ECG pEHURL
¥ S onenB Fiii0g) [ eRent gL L0z, 2LLIOE A4S ADRIYHIS daAl
IOMEBNE FLL LAY z AL BlENOY ASB mEmsy] S0y junowy Jalipng SRR OO s G306
RGeS 4B, BRIy i y )




Ameunt

o
=
e
o
E

o

to Waiver Code 701 for Project Year &

5

.
o e o) i
T = Ly o
E — 1y = 23 L
:3E 4 :
5w : - o ™~
2 E g { Ty
E® 8 !
: = 1 w R%es o
< U .
H ) ] L) £}
& e y o5
2 o) R e .
b ";"} el [ ) ®
— i P [ W
e o e 1 ;
o TR A
o, B
EE .
& *‘; cy 1 < [rs
it L oy -t
I r~ o3 o
o [wa) 4] ) =3
S ik ~f . -
o o o o [
5 5~ [ o3 [
E o -
£ 3 E 7 wr W R
< T Ui
=
&
] d s
) b ™~
T -t o
i o S ey
i g I of
o S
54 &1 o i o 0
[ye) [+33
LM '9
- ; ;
v I ) 2 e
[ TR b
n g & o~
:tg =8 " i e i
L
o o) %
P <
s T o
i o ~
o b1
2 = =
ert
o R o W

NDED PROGRAM -
IAIVER STRATEGY

g

ounty Welfare Charge




Siuainy
SUTTEIESY

BT

GHE]

4

L

BEGEE I RIE

Hi44

Umdhig uo

Saing

FIRE

5

H
A

H
H

1

A T-AT 9

g

y

2

M &

" F

soltden

v P

;

1830

!

G

H

%

Tt

2
H

od
priulel

s

20710 A

Y

SRNYD

4

z

A

50/80

T1/0T Ad

21T A

o

|




10

1 10 SDOD

e
3

Py

P-0TAd Buiies 51500

b

19 SIS0 DY WO B 1T

:

TpsEniy

HpuadRT JUOLIISaAU] 110 ]

T

=
[¢x]
Ly

5

Lk

i

“

o

5

<3
i
i
H

it

210

t
E

foug 3

[
£

A

E;

g /smin

I
&
=
b=
z
o
=
w
95

R SIUSLULIE3AL

1P S4L

A gADL

p

fg‘.

¥
iR

51507 80-200

EILOTLP08S

143

TL0°749%9

%

62'RE8%

;

4

185

,_

G683TDY

2%

3k

5071¢

00808

L7

107

B

R DY

0oows O o




‘g xipuaddy

e e
g ssmrend ST S iy
U 1 2




w

;
:

“ =
i
E#

:

W o

; w0

%

ceired Fostar

Ft




k P,
e e S BPREE L s . st
s ) T e, e Wiy
o, ﬁ?u?ﬁ.ﬁ S S, o m PR e,

., M, s o,

Ty,







¥ Plasement Typ

r
il
3

i
i

e £
o
[

: . - - o
- o i i o
N pit < 2] i
e i a v

——

55 Angatas

T i
[ s
I o
i = e

. o G
e e i

: w7 2
i - i

F
Iy

-1 -

v ¥
Sohoe i

o
B el

%

£




s
i

@

o b
& o B Eoow i
wi i o BRI AELTT
e o #
o oo " T mcmon oo
-, W [ [ ] )
= o o i
: & 5
%
0@ om on
PR A S gy
SN B g
A oy "

ke . [l
IR oA P b
15‘—“3:. Tlwis
[iafie 5 150,

oo e " R P P
-(. I ) i P - e G
hom = F g -; i o
i - - v o
mom : o
@ -
"
- oo
b oW
- LR A
~ o
& o
%
w v @ v G e
0 I u 0 onoE
o ¥ et voE R
W ~ i N
oy
e “ . o
IR S b ! s
= v W E = ., i
% D i e U - 5
s kA SO . -
@ i - ¥
a; ©
iy
= z
- b H I E
bt . s i
© = i 0 N
F = ;% ¥ o « H
. es % [ - s o4
] E 4 S i N
i = [ i -

etay, by Race and Hehe

G
by
v
4




sepodung suy




01

EIVE s} 3 P TR gL 153

3

it

e i

(.










UL T

G 103

ety

= s, g

as¥ Ty ingacy

ERETCINEINETT ST S






L

W@ i
P [

o
=3 [
-

o
e
v

Kl
i
L =)
P
[ E3
o i

o

T
P

)
= oo oy |
L N oo e ¥
i f k3 B &
¢ f 3
&= [ .
= x
& i
= ¥ [
P oW og H
I :
n
i =
e e
! 3o 4o
N
G E
b & -
o = -
b ol ;
£ Z &
£ o H
5 - &
& ES .
e 4 5
i el o
L S -
i i
£

sEps

HE

Fercom B













f
¢

Los Angalen Belative Flaemant

il

AEEZ

o
o

&

w
&
¥

g

Bl

fatis

R

Z
I
&

<

Ls

i

i

W
il
T
e
a
ol
N
e
o













LI T AR RO







3 ol SHiRgE Y -







Febhe Bh mas smvyn sng ] AReD

s R Y R

o s




You see
whean | mel
Anthony, I was
just alost litfle
and after
seeing o
familiar face
oy every month
VO [ sexe the

3

R

{4

iy

The Red Hat Soclety of Sania
Clarita, Vi Godwin-Tipton's
chapter, is adopiing o social
worker.
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