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Background

The Court Improvement Program (CIP) sits at
the nexus of court and child Welfare reform
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Background

The RFP issued August 11, 2006 by the Children’s Bureau noted

Widespread belief that CIP nationwide has been successful in
improving Juvenile and Family Courts’ handling of dependency
cases

Some states have undertaken evaluations of their pilot projects,

But there has been no systematic nationwide evaluation of the CIP
program.

The goal of this evaluation is to encourage states in continuous
improvement in terms of the court activities and reforms found to
be particularly effective in improving outcomes for children and
families.




Background

National CIP Evaluation Partners
Planning and Learning Technologies, Inc. leading the
effort

Urban Institute leading the outcome data analysis in
the three study sites (Connecticut, Delaware, and
Texas)

Center for Policy Research leading the analysis and
synthesis of the state reassessments

Evaluation website: http://www.pal-tech.com/cip/




Background

The evaluation captures both the breadth and depth of CIP

Provides information on the range of dependency court reform
undertaken nationally, along with analyses of select reforms within the
study sites

Emphasizes both outcome evaluation and descriptive analyses within
the study sites

Four study components
Syntheses of CIP reforms undertaken nationally (two waves)
Synthesis of states’ reassessments
Synthesis of rigorous court reform research and evaluation findings

Description of select reform models and the outcomes they achieved
(our focus today)




Data Linkage Process

Jennifer Macomber’s “6 Steps to Creating
Outcome Measures” (JMacomber@urban.orq)

1. Determine measures to operationalize
outcomes

ldentify sample

Develop a request

Clean and structure data
Link data

Create outcome variables
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1. Determine measures to operationalize

outcomes

Determine data elements to construct the
outcomes (short-term court process outcomes
and child welfare safety, permanency and well-
being outcomes).

ldentify data sources in child welfare and court
MIS and case records. Are data:

available?
accessible?
of a high quality and reliable?

Create an outcomes table linking outcomes,
measures, data sources.




Example of CIP Evaluation Outcomes Table

Outcomes

Measures

Data Sources

Outputs

Case Management Order

Number of Conferences
Conference participants
Number of agreements

Specifics of agreements

Court MIS

Court case records

Higher proportion of OTC hearings held within 10
days of removal

Date initial petition filed
Date OTC hearing scheduled
Date OTC hearing held

Court MIS

Immediate Outcomes

Earlier court ordered testing (e.g. drug,
psychological)

Types of test(s) ordered
Date of orders

Date of test referrals
Date of test(s)

Court case records

Fewer contested OTC hearings - Number of contested OTC hearings Court MIS
Long-Term Outcome
Earlier reunification, TPR/adoption and Date that child is released from State custody DCF MIS
guardianship Type of permanent placement at time of case closure

Reentry into foster care
Increased proportion of children in relative - Proportion of kinship guardianship relative to other DCF MIS.

guardianship.

permanent placements.




2. ldentify the sample

Children and families receiving CIP services
Historical information needed prior to referral
Information needed post-referral
Follow-up information needed

Comparison groups—used quasi-experimental design in
the CIP study sites

Connecticut—state roll-out by judicial district allowed same-
time comparisons

Delaware—new referrals formed T group while those already in
system were kept in traditional court (C group)

Texas—children in comparable counties without T were
identified and tracked




3. Develop a data request

Build relationship with agency
Obtain needed approval
Communicate sample

Communicate outcomes, measures, anticipated data
sources

Clarify file structure

Learn about agency data

Identify variables for linking MIS/case record data
Create detailed request

Count on continued conversations




3. Develop a request

A couple of other considerations...
Ensure confidentiality (IRB compliance)
Transfer data on compact disk via FedEx

Store electronic data in a password-
protected/encrypted files

Do not store files on networks that are backed-up

Store disks and output with identifiers in a locked
cabinet

Develop a tracking system
Date data sent
Date data received

Where data Is stored (check-out system with multiple
analysts)




Sample Data Request

ADMINISTRATIVE DATA REQUEST

From the Urban Institute and Planning & Learning Technologies

PROJECT: The National Evaluation of Court Improvement Program

LOCATION: Texas
DATA TYPE: Child Welfare

PURPOSE

This study seeks to collect administrative child welfare data to compare permanency and safety outcomes for children
served by cluster courts to those served by non-cluster courts in the state of Texas.

FILE STRUCTURE

Cohort type*:

__X__ Entry Cohort (children that enter DFPS legal responsibility)

Exit Cohort

Years: 2001 - 2005

Cross-Sectional Cohort

Universe: State of Texas—random sample of 500 cases, 100 from each year**

Format: text format

*We'd also like to request the Outcomes Database for years 2001 to 2005 if you think it would assist us in creating some
of the variables described below (see mention of the Outcomes Database in the “Extract” column).
** W e will think about how the sample might be limited in the final request (i.e. whether data for only certain counties

would be needed)

DATA ELEMENTS

CONCEPT
what we are trying
to measure

—>

VARIABLES
variables we would
like to create

—>

EXTRACT
data elements
to create these variables

Child's Age

Child’s Date of Birth

Child’'s Race / Ethnicity

Child's Race & Ethnicity

Child’s Gender

Child’s Gender

Maltreatment Type / Reason for
Entry

Confirmed allegations

Identification Numbers

Identification Numbers

Location

County/ Region

Case subject to Indian Child Welfare
Act

Case subject to Indian Child Welfare
Act

More stable placements

Number of placements child has
experienced

Length of placements child has
experienced

Type of placement

Increased use of kin placements

Child had a placement with or is

placed with a relative

= child date of birth

- child race / ethnicity (Anglo, African-American,
Hispanic, Native American, Asian, Other)
- child gender (male / female)

- Confirmed allegations (physical abuse, sexual abuse,
emotional abuse, abandonment, medical neglect,
physical neglect, neglectful supervision, and refusal to
accept parental responsibility)

[If more than one, please provide all]

[Also, if children enter for reasons other than maltreatment,

we’d like to be able to capture that too—we didn't see that

possibility in these categories, so if a different data element
would help us capture that, we’d like to request that as well]]
= Court number

© Cause number

- Case number

= County

- DFPS Region

- DFPS District

- case subject to Indian Child Welfare Act (yes / no)

- number of placements

- start and end date for each placement

- legal status(es) for each placement

- type of placement (i.e. relative, foster family,
residential...)

- placed with relative at any time (yes / no)




4. Clean and structure the data

Run initial frequencies

ldentify missing/abnormal data — assess
whether it is systematic or random

Document missing/abnormal data — produce
numbers of data and percentages for each data
element

Make decisions on
collecting/replacing/recoding these data




4. Clean and structure the data

Structure data files
Determine level: family, child, case
Identify variables to link files
Create dataset map

Where Relationship
| INDMDUAL ID = IND ID | + Coce='C

/

CHIDREN || HEARNGS | | MOTMONS | | PETITIONS |

Y
PETITION NO




5. Link the data

Select method (name, Social Security number,
DOB) for probabilistic matching

Select software (Linkage Wiz)/write macros
Assign fields for linking

Scan for duplicates

Assign probabilities

Select thresholds for “true,” “potential,” and
“non-" linkages

Examine potential linkages and refine




6. Create outcome variables

Write macros to create outcome variables

Run frequencies and cross-tabulations to
check variables

Update codebook and data documentation with
final outcome variable information




Arizona’s Families First
(AFF) Project: A State
Perspective

Presented by Dr. Brian Arthur
Associate Director, Center for Applied Behavioral Health Policy
Arizona State University




Background

Innovative legislation in 2000 - SB 1280 created
AZ. Families FI.R.S.T. (Families in Recovery
Succeeding Together)

A Steering Committee chaired by the
Governor’s Office, with representation from the
Legislature, the Judiciary and Child Advocacy
guided ADES & ADHS in the program
development and implementation

QOutcome driven




Background

=t

Partnership between Arizona Departments 0
Economic Security and Health Services

Understanding systemic issues in Child
Welfare, Employment, Substance Abuse & the

Courts
Statewide change of substance abuse

treatment for families in Child Welfare and
TANF towards Family Centered Practice




Background
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CPS
Case workers

! ]

Referred to AFF Provider
Conduct outreach & personal
contact with client
Engage client in services

Jobs
Case workers

\}NO

Current
AHCCCS
enrolled?

DN

DES/DCYF
AFF Network Providers

Continue with AFF provider
Conduct core assessment
Develop service plan
Begin services
Substance Abuse education
Outpatient
Intensive outpatient
Residential treatment

A

AFF Funded
Supportive Services
Child care

ADHS/DBHS
RBHA Network Providers

Connect'to'RBHA provider
Conduct enrollment
Conduct core assessment
Develop-Service plan
Begin services

v/ ~.Covered Services Guide

1=

Transportation
Housing
Job training, etc.

=l

——>

Access AFF Aftercare Services

(optional)
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Context for Linkage Process

Core Principles for Data Sources

Minimize data collection burden
Avoid duplicative data collection efforts

Use existing administrative data sets
whenever possible

Respect differing AFF provider management
Information systems capabilities

Use previous evaluator’s database system
Evaluation: http://www.cabhp.asu.edu/projects
[research/index.aspx




Data Sources

Service Data from AFF Providers (monthly)

Enrollment/encounter data from ADHS/DBHS
for RBHA provided services (annually)

DES CHILDS information system provides child
welfare outcome data (annually)

DES JAS/AZTEC information system on
employment services (annually)




Methods of Data Linkage

Data Source Primary ID Secondary IDs
Child Welfare Case ID SSN
(DES) Participant ID
Employment JOBS ID SSN
TANF (DES) TANF Case ID
RBHA Services CISID SSN
(DBHS) Medicaid 1D
AFF Services Internal IDs SSN Case ID*
(Providers) Participant ID*
Medicaid ID*

JOBS ID




Methods of Data Linkage

Start with the “population” of AFF referrals

All referrals contain the following:
CPS Case ID#
CPS Person ID#
SSN
First and Last Name
Date of Birth
Gender

Some referrals may also contain:
Jobs ID#
Medicaid ID#




Methods of Data Linkage

All AFF Referrals

For CPS Linking e

Person Id

|

Unmatched
Records
Matched Use Person Id
Records &
SSN
Unmatched
Any matched Records
records Use Person Id
Visual inspection &
of data DOB, Sex,
Soundex key

Unable to
match records




Advantages of Method

« All AFF clients have CPS case and person Id
+ SSNiIs common element to all datasets




Disadvantages of Method

Transposition of alphanumeric characters
Not all AFF participants have “valid” SSN
Not all participants have Medicaid Id

Within DBHS, TANF, Jobs, cannot determine
whether unmatched records represent “data
matching errors” or no services provided




Sacramento Dependency
Drug Court: A County
Perspective

Presented by Dr. Sharon Boles
Evaluation Director
Children and Family Futures




Background

The effort to create the Sacramento DDC began
In 1995 with the implementation of the County’s
Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment Initiative

1999-began DDC planning efforts

Dependency Drug Court began operations in
2001

Partnership between Alcohol and Drug
Services Division (ADS), Child Protective
Services (CPS), courts and parents’ attorneys




Background and Context

Minimize data collection burden

Use existing administrative data sets whenever
possible

No common identifier across systems

Utilizes a comparison group of equivalent
parents




Data Sources

Measured outcomes are arrived at through the
culmination of data from:
Preliminary Assessments (annually)

California Outcomes Measurement System (CalOMS;
the CA version of NOMS) (annually)

Child Welfare Services/Case Management System
(CWS/CMS; CA Federally-approved version of
SACWIS) (annually)

Home Court and Dependency Drug Court (annually)
STARS Intake and Twice Monthly reports (bi-monthly)




Methods of Data Linkage

At the Detention Hearing, an Early Intervention
Specialists (EIS) worker asks the parent if they

will participate in a voluntary substance abuse
assessment

Upon receiving consent, the EIS worker enters
a “special project” code in the CWS/CMS
system to identify DDC clients

Child welfare uses the special project code to
download placement data on DDC children




Methods of Data Linkage

All CWS/CMS clients have a 19 digit identifier
from which a shorter 10 digit identifier is
automatically generated through an extract run
for DDC clients

This extract run creates a text file that Is sent to
the Alcohol and Drug Services (ADS) Division

All clients who enter treatment services also
receive a unique 10 digit CalOMS identifier




Methods of Data Linkage

The 10 digit parent CWS/CMS identifier is
matched to the CalOMS unique participant

Identifier for parents that have appeared for
STARS and DDC Services

The STARS database contains the matched
Identifiers containing the children’s CWS/CMS
Identifier and parent’s CalOMS identifier




Methods of Extract Extraction

Treatment data Is extracted for a cohort of
parents. CFF Evaluator sends a “cohort” list to
ADS, plus alternate IDs for aliases. ADS
Imports data into an Excel database and sends
data to the evaluator

CWS/CMS uses the special project code to
Identify and extract data on children whose
parents entered DDC/STARS

The evaluator links and analyzes the treatment
and CWS/CMS data using the common
Identifiers created by CWS/CMS and ADS




Advantages of Method

Ability to match large numbers of parents and
children

Largely uses existing data sources

The process of data matching and linkage is
automated and sustainable




Disadvantages of Method

Entails some time commitment for start-up,
particularly adding the special project code

Does not include parents who receive private
substance abuse treatment

Inability to determine which parent reunified
with a child




Judicial Branch State of
lowa: An RPG Perspective

Presented by Michelle Cook
Justice System Analyst
lowa Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning




Background

Parents and Children Together (PACT)

Seven pilot sites

Key elements

Comprehensive training
Family drug court in each pilot site

Early access to substance abuse
assessment and treatment

Non-traditional provision of
substance abuse treatment

Continued case management
services

Pilot site mini-grants
State partnership team
Pilot site teams

Annual legislative forum




Background

Context for this process
No common identifier across systems
State agencies as collaborative partners

More specific data sharing agreements still under
development

Starting premise - use existing administrative
databases first




Data Sources

Key data sources

Child welfare data
Agency: Department of Human Services
Identifier: Family and Children Services System (FACS)
number
Substance abuse treatment data
Agency: Department of Public Health
Identifier: Parent or caregiver Social Security Number
and date of birth
Courts data

Agency: lowa Courts Information System & Division of
Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning

Identifier: Court Case ID (Courts)




Methods of Data Linkage

Local coordinators collect Family and Children
Services System (FACS) ID and Court Case ID

Using FACS ID, extract specific child welfare
and background data elements for the study

Using Court Case ID, extract District Court
related data elements for the study from the
Justice Data Warehouse

Link the two systems using a matching
algorithm (e.g., 75% match on first name, last
name, social security number, and date of
birth)




Methods of Data Linkage

Select matched comparison group based on
similar background and child welfare history

Extract parent or caregiver Social Security
Number and date of birth in order to make
guarterly request to Public Health for

substance abuse treatment data elements




Advantages of Method

Utilizes existing resources and administrative
databases

Creates sustainable automated process
Active participation among the state agencies
Three unified statewide systems




Disadvantages of Method

No unique identifiers across the systems

Systems are all on different platforms, no
ongoing exchanges of information at this time

Relying on other agencies to provide data
Entails large time commitment for start-up




Program

Arizona Families First

Sacramento DDC

lowa RPG

Comparison of the Methods

Linking
Method

Probability
Matching

Common identifier

Matching algorithm

Advantages

All AFF clients have CPS
case and person Id

SSN is common element
to all datasets

Ability to match large
numbers of families

Uses existing resources

Automated/sustainable

Utilizes existing resources

Sustainable automated
process

Three unified statewide
systems

Disadvantages

Transposition of alphanumeric
characters

Not all AFF participants have “valid” SSN
or a Medicaid Id

Cannot determine “data matching errors”
or no services provided

Time commitment for start-up
Excludes those in private treatment

Unable to determine which parent
reunified

No unique identifiers across the systems

Relying on other agencies to provide
data

Large time commitment for start-up




RPG Data System Next Steps

Data Dictionary
Data Plans
dentifying Grantee TA Data System Needs

ndividualized TA

Assist with grantee data system development and/or
modification

Submission of data to RPG Data System
July Grantee Meeting




Connecting the Dots:
How States and Counties
Have Used Existing Data

Systems to Create Cross-
System Data Linkages

Questions and Answers






