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Helping You Make the Difference

Overview of Workshop

e TPS Outcome Evaluation Protocol
— Basic Outcome Evaluation Data
— Strongly Recommended Pre/Post Measures
— Optional Satisfaction Data

» CIMH Dashboard Outcome Evaluation Reports for
Evidence-Based Practices
— Common Elements

* Recent TPS Community Development Team
Dashboard Report

— Distributed in Oct 2008
» TPS Sites’ Implementation of Evaluation Protocol
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TPS Evaluation: Purpose

» To describe the population of youth being
served through the TPS intervention

* To document outcomes for youth participating in
each type of TPS intervention group
— Skillstreaming
— Anger Control
— Moral Reasoning

* Provide information about program performance

» To provide reporting mechanisms for interested
stakeholders




TPS Evaluation Protocol

» Developed through consensus
— Initial participating sites
— ART Master Trainers
— CIMH Development Team staff

Basic OQutcome Evaluation Data
(slide 1 of 2)

» Two data collection periods

— Pre-TPS (Baseline)

— Post-TPS (Termination)
» Data tracked by youth

— No identifying information (HIPAA compliant)
* Pre-TPS

— Basic demographics
» Age, gender, ethnicity




Basic Outcome Evaluation Data
(slide 2 of 2)

e Post-TPS

— Aspects of the TPS Intervention service
delivery
* Setting in which groups delivered

* Types of ART group components in which each
youth participated

* Number of groups, whether or not group phase
was completed by youth

“Strongly Recommended”

Outcome Evaluation Data

« Component-specific Pre-/Post- Measures
— Skillstreaming Checklists
— Aggression Questionnaire®
— How | Think Questionnaire®
* Measures of general youth functioning
— Youth Outcome Questionnaire®
— Youth Outcome Questionnaire - Self-Report®




Example: Questions from the
Skill Streaming Checklists

+ Does the youngster pay attention to someone
who is talking and make an effort to
understand what is being said?

— Skill: Listening

 Does the youngster request assistance when
he/she is having difficulty?
— Skill: Asking for Help

 Does the youngster let others know which
emotions he/she is feeling?
— Skill: Expressing Your Feelings

Example: Questions from the
Aggression Questionnaire®

« My friends say that | argue a lot.

* | may hit someone if he or she provokes
me.

| have threatened people | know.

| wonder what people want when they are
nice to me.

* | have become so mad | have broken
things.
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Example: Questions from the

How | Think Questionnaire®
» People should try to work on their
problems.

If | see something I like, | take it.

When | get mad, | don’t care who gets
hurt.

Everybody lies, it's no big deal.

You should get what you need, even if it
means someone has to get hurt.
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Example: Questions from the Youth
Outcome Questionnaires®

* | want to be alone more than others my same
age.
» | argue or speak rudely to others.

* | cooperate with rules and expectations of
adults.

* | have a hard time trusting friends, family
members, or other adults.

* My emotions are strong and change quickly.
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Satisfaction Data (optional)

* Youth self-report satisfaction
guestionnaires
— Project-developed

— Component-specific (one for each of the three
types of ART groups)

— Six questions each

» 5-point Likert Scale (Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree)
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Example: Skillstreaming Youth

Satisfaction Questionnaire

* | enjoyed being in the Skill Streaming groups.
* | learned new skills in these groups.
* | think the group leaders were helpful.

* The other kids/teens in my group were
helpful.

* | would be in a group like this again, if | had
the chance.

* | would tell a friend to be in a group like this, if
he or she had the chance.
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TPS Outcome Evaluation Process
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TPS Evaluation Protocol:

General Process (slide 1 of 2)

* New sites meet by conference call with CIMH
CDT staff to review evaluation protocol
— Make decisions about outcome evaluation tools
— Make decisions about data collection

» CIMH staff develops evaluation materials for
each site

— Excel workbook for tracking data (SPSS available
upon request)

— Evaluation protocol (word document that defines each
“cell” in the excel workbook — similar to data entry
instructions)
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Example of TPS Data Entry
Excel File — Baseline/Pre-TPS

BASELINE
DATA : ISTRONGLY RECOMMENDED :
|. Demographics Il. Student SS Checklist lll. Teacher/Staff SS Checklistl
A B. C. A B. C. A B. C. D.
ID # DOB iGender Ethnicity __Version # Skills Scorel __|Version Respondent __i# Skills Scorel
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Example of TPS Data Entry Excel
File — Termination/Post-TPS

[TERMINATION DATA:

I. ART Intervention
A B.

Data

ID # Setting # SS Grps

DatelstGrp

[DateLastGrp

[Freq SS Grps

ISS Complete?
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TPS Evaluation Protocol:

General Process (slide 2 of 2)

e Sites track their own data

 Sites submit data to CIMH at six month
intervals

* CIMH generates series of dashboard
evaluation reports

— Aggregate report
» Aggregate data

» Data in four categories of settings

— Juvenile Halls, Other Secure Juvenile Justice Settings,
Group Home/Residential Treatment Centers, Other
Outpatient Settings

— Site-specific reports
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CIMH Outcome Evaluation
Dashboard Reports
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CIMH Dashboard Reports

« Efficient tool for conveying evidence-based practice
activity and outcomes in California
— Provides data for quality improvement activities
— Near real-time reflection of program performance
» Dashboard reports currently available for:
— Functional Family Therapy (FFT)
— Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care (MTFC)

— Teaching Prosocial Skills usin? the Alg;gression
Replacement Training Curriculum (TPS)

» Evidence-based practices with dashboard reports
forth-coming:
— Depression Treatment Quality Improvement (DTQI)
— Incredible Years (lY)
— Multisystemic Therapy (MST)
— Trauma Focused Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy (TF-CBT)
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Common Elements of CIMH
Dashboard Reports (slide 1 of 3)

 Who is Served
— Age
— Gender
— Ethnicity
— Setting (when applicable to the practice)
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Common Elements of CIMH
Dashboard Reports (slide 2 of 3)

» Duration and Fidelity of Services Provided

— Duration of service could be reported as

* Number of days or months from intake to
discharge

* Number and/or frequency of sessions, either total
or by phase of practice/intervention/service

— Indicators of fidelity, or model-adherence, are
practice-specific
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Common Elements of CIMH

Dashboard Reports (slide 3 of 3)

e QOutcomes

— Standardized measures of youth and/or family
functioning
» Targeted/Symptom-Specific Functioning

— e.g., Aggression Questionnaire (AQ); Post-Traumatic Stress
Disorder-Reaction Index (PTSD-RI

* Global/General Mental Health Functioning
— e.g., Youth Outcome Questionnaires (YOQ and YOQ-SR)
— Indicators of behavioral functioning

* e.g., residential living environment, educational
placement, academic performance, sustained law
violations
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Recent TPS Outcome Evaluation

Dashboard Report
(handout)
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Who is Served
Table 1. TPS Client Demographics — Aggregate Data
Setting
Other Secure
Juvenile Justice Group Home/ Other Outpatient
Juvenile Hall Setting Residential Setting
Aggregate Data 56.8% 14.9% 10.7% 17.4%
(N=2552) (n=1450) (n=381) (n=273) (n=443)
[Age
Average Age in Years* 16.4 6.7 17:2 159 162
(n=2465) (n=1444) (n=354) (n=270) (n=392)
Gender
Female 21.4% 21.4% 7.9% 28.9% 27.8%
(n=545) (n=311) (n=30) (n=79) (n=123)
Male 77.4% 78.6% 91.3% 70.7% 65.7%
(n=1974) (n=1139) (n=348) (n=193) (n=291)
Ethnicity
African-American 19.6% 16.1% 13.9% 29.7% 29.8%
(n=500) (n=234) (n=53) (n=81) (n=132)
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.3% 3.4% 5.2% 1.5% 2.5%
(n=85) (n=50) (n=20) (n=4) (n=11)
Caucasian 30.3% 35.9% 18.4% 31.9% 21.7%
(n=774) (n=520) (n=70) (n=87) (n=96)
Hispanic/Latino 41.4% 42.3% 53.8% 33.0% 32.5%
(n=1057) (n=614) (n=205) (n=90) (n=144)
Native-American 0.6% 6% 8% 1.5% 2%
(n=16) (n=8) (n=3) (n=4) (n=1)
Other 2.2% 1.4% 1.0% 2.2% 5.6%
(n=56) (n=21) (n=4) (n=6) (n=25)
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TPS Dashboard Report Oct 2008
Duration and Fidelity of Services

Table 2. TPS Service

Delivery Information — Aggrega __te Data

Setting
Other Secure Juvenile Group Home/ Other Outpatient
Juvenile Hall Justice Setting Residential Setting
Aggregate Data 56.8% 14.9% 10.7% 17.4%
(N=2552) (n=1450) (n=381) (n=273) (n=443)
TPS Service Delivery Information
Range and Average # Range: 1-32 Ra/';vgef 612’828 Range: 111 Ra;\glei g s 3 Range: 3 - 32
of Skill Streaming Avg: 7.27 (+4.1) g- o Avg: 6.63 (+3.1) 92 Avg: 8.85 (+6.1)
Groups (=709) (3.9) (n=136) (1.2) (n=80)
p = (n=366) = (n=127) =
Range and Average # Range: 1-18 Range: 1-18 Range: 2-11 RaACg?:lg Bé’s Range: 1-18
of Anger Control Avg: 8.20 (+3.4) Avg: 6.67 (+3.2) Avg: 8.30 (+2.5) (gill 2') Avg: 12.44 (+4.2)
Groups (n=520) (n=262) (n=111) (n=éQ) (n=48)
Range and Average # Range: 1—12 Range: 1—11 Range: 111 R"’:vge_:;‘;tu Range: 3— 12
of Moral Reasoning Avg: 6.52 (+3.3) Avg: 5.75 (+3.3) Avg: 6.11 (+3.0) (91'3 i) Avg: 8.80 (+3.5)
Groups (n=421) (n=179) (n=107) (n:él) (n=44)
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TPS Dashboard Report Oct 2008

Outcomes — Skill Streaming Groups

Table 3a. Average Percent Pre/Post Improvement Ide

ntified in Outcome Measures — Aggregate TPS Data

Setting
Other Secure Juvenile Group Home/ Other Outpatient
Juvenile Hall Justice Setting Residential Setting
Aggregate Data 56.8% 14.9% 10.7% 17.4%
(N=2552) (n=1450) (n=381) (n=273) (n=443)
Targeted Skill Streaming Group Outcomes
12%* 8%* 19%* 18%* 2%
SS - Youth (n=389) (n=132) (n=171) (n=56) (n=30)
SS — Parent n too small n/a n/a n too small n/a
30%* 14%* 34%* 38%*
SS — Teacher/ Staff h( Il
eacher >t (n=204) (n=39) (n=117) (n=45) nioosma
Generalized Skill Streaming Group Outcomes
1.8% 6% 1.7% 4%
SS —Youth (n=209) (n=117) n too small (n=33) (n=45)
SS — Parent n too small nla n too small nla n too small
SS — Teacher/ Staff n too small n/a n/a n/a n too small

*A statistically significant difference, p <.01.
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Interpreting Skill Streaming
Outcomes from Oct 2008 Report

« On average, youth who participate in
California TPS Skill Streaming groups...
— Self-report a 12% increase in their use of pro-

social skills (based on a targeted assessment
of the skills that they were taught); and,

— Staff (probation, education, mental health)
report a 30% increase in youth’s use of pro-
social skills (based on a targeted assessment).
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Table 3b. Average Percent Pre/Post Improvement Ide  ntified in Outcome Measures — Aggregate TPS Data
Setting
Other Secure
Juvenile Justice Group Home/ Other Outpatient
Juvenile Hall Setting Residential Setting
Aggregate Data 56.8% 14.9% 10.7% 17.4%
(N=2552) (n=1450) (n=381) (n=273) (n=443)
Anger Control Group Outcomes

AQ - Youth 10%* 11%* 7%* 5% 18%*
n) (n=584) (n=361) (n=90) (n=95) (n=38)

*A statistically significant difference, p <.01.
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Interpreting Anger Control
Outcomes from Oct 2008 Report

« On average, youth who participate in
California’s TPS Anger Control groups...
— Self-report a 10% increase in their ability to
self-manage aggressive responses and to
channel their feelings in a more safe and
constructive manner (as assessed by the
Aggression Questionnaire®).
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TPS Dashboard Report Oct 2008
Outcomes — Moral Reasoning Groups

Table 3c. Average Percent Pre/Post Improvement Ide  ntified in Outcome Measures — Aggregate TPS Data

Setting
Other Secure
Juvenile Justice Group Home/ Other Outpatient
Juvenile Hall Setting Residential Setting
Aggregate Data 56.8% 14.9% 10.7% 17.4%
(N=2552) (n=1450) (n=381) (n=273) (n=443)
Moral Reasoning Group Outcomes
HIT - Youth 6%* 4% 4% 12%* 4%
(n) (n=208) (n=59) (n=68) (n=54) (n=27)

*A statistically significant difference, p <.01.
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Interpreting Moral Reasoning
Outcomes from Oct 2008 Report

« On average, youth who participate in
California’s TPS Moral Reasoning
groups...

— Self-report a 6% increase in their use of more
mature and constructive thought processes,
particularly in potentially aggressive situations

(as assessed by the How | Think
Questionnaire®).
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Table 3d. Average Percent Pre/Post Improvement Ide  ntified in Outcome Measures — Aggregate TPS Data
Setting
Other Secure
Juvenile Justice Group Home/ Other Outpatient
Juvenile Hall Setting Residential Setting
Aggregate Data 56.8% 14.9% 10.7% 17.4%
(N=2552) (n=1450) (n=381) (n=273) (n=443)
TPS Program Outcomes
YOQ - Youth 12% 18% nia n too small 7%
(n) (n=81) (n=41) (n=29)
YOQ - Parent/
Caregiver n too small n/a n/a n too small n/a
(n)
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Interpreting TPS Program
Outcomes from Oct 2008 Report

« On average, youth who participate in
California’s TPS programs...
— Self-report a 12% improvement in their overall
mental health functioning (as assessed by the

Youth Outcome Questionnaire — Self-
Report©).
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TPS Sites’ Implementation of
Evaluation Protocol
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How do sites make decisions

about evaluation data?

* |deally, all TPS CDT sites are collecting
basic outcome evaluation data

« Sites vary with regard to who is
responsible for data tracking and data
entry
— Administrative support staff
— Research & Evaluation staff
— TPS practitioners
— TPS CDT administrators
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TPS Sites’ Implementation of
Evaluation Protocol: Decisions

» Centralized data entry
— Form(s) developed for tracking data
— Completed by group practitioners

— Forwarded to one person who is responsible
for data entry
» Sometimes this person also responsible for scoring
standardized questionnaires
— One data tracking spreadsheet with multiple
group practitioners’ entries
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TPS Sites’ Implementation of
Evaluation Protocol: Decisions

» Dispersed responsibility for data entry

— TPS group practitioners collect and enter their
own data

— May or may not include separate data
tracking forms

— Multiple spreadsheets — one for each group
practitioner or TPS group site
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TPS Sites’ Implementation of

Evaluation Protocol: Decisions

 Pros and Cons to each broad type of evaluation
implementation
— e.g., increased rates of error with multiple points of
data entry/multiple persons responsible, yet allows
each practitioner to be responsible for entire scope of
implementation
» Dependent upon resources
— Sites vary with regard to available resources for
evaluation activities
« Staff time and knowledge of data collection processes
* IT support and capabilities
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TPS Evaluation Protocol: Community
Development Team Support

» General Community Development Team
technical assistance
— Development of site-specific evaluation
materials
» Excel workbook or SPSS shell for tracking data
» Evaluation protocol (~data entry instructions)
— Analysis and reporting of data
» Aggregate report
* Site-specific reports
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TPS Evaluation Protocol: Community
Development Team Support

» Site-specific technical assistance

— Assist with decisions about most efficient means of
data tracking and entry

— Assist with selection of outcome evaluation tools
— Training for evaluation materials

— Training for administration and scoring of
standardized questionnaires

— Ongoing TA for using Excel workbook or SPSS data
entry shell

— Ongoing TA for use of “Strongly Recommended”
standardized questionnaires

— Assistance with development of supplementary tools
(e.g., data tracking forms)
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TPS Evaluation Protocol: Community
Development Team Support

« CIMH CDT staff is available to provide TA
at whatever level necessary to promote:
— Model-adherent implementation
— Consistent tracking of evaluation data

» Evaluation reports can be used by sites to
demonstrate success of TPS programs
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Questions & Discussion
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The End

For More Information

*Contact Cricket Mitchell, PhD

*Email: cricketmitchell@cimh.org

*Cell phone: 858-220-6355
*The majority of forms and documents referenced duri ng
this presentation are available upon request

*Exceptions are any standardized, copyrighted questionnaires
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