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Writing/Compiling 

the Service Array Assessment Report
for the Jurisdiction
Introduction

At this point in the service array process, the work groups have conducted the four assessments of the capacities assigned to them.  Now it is time to create the Service Array Assessment Report for the jurisdiction.

Overall Process of Reporting

Each established work group of the Community Stakeholder Collaborative will assemble a report on the assessment of each of the capacities that it was assigned in the process.  The information in this report will then be presented by the work group to the entire Community Stakeholder Collaborative.  The assessment report for each capacity will have seven main sections: Executive Summary, Overview of the Data, Assessment of Practice, Assessment of Leadership and Systemic Culture, Assessment of Current Services, Assessment of Needed New Services, and Overall Conclusions.  All together, the Community Stakeholder Collaborative should produce seven Assessment Reports, one for each of the seven capacities.  

Description of the Seven Parts of the Assessment Report

1.
Executive Summary:  This section should provide an overview of the document and key findings.  It should not be a repeat of the “Overall Conclusions” section, but should be briefer than that section.  This section should lay out the structure of the report and key findings.  This section is written last.
2.
Overview of the Data:  This section of the report should provide a brief, but comprehensive overview of the available data and outcomes in regards to the particular capacity being assessed.  This information should be garnered from the Child and Family Snapshot provided by the Community Steering Committee or through other available sources of data accessed by the work group.  Most importantly, the work group should provide the “current state of affairs” in regards to outcomes for the particular capacity being assessed.    

3.
Assessment of Practice:  The first part of this section of the report should provide a complete answer to:

“Does the jurisdiction have an explicit child welfare practice model? If so, what is it?  If so how does this practice model help or hinder the jurisdiction’s ability to meet the capacity being assessed?  If there is no explicit practice model, how does this hinder the jurisdiction’s ability to have the capacity to achieve outcomes in the respective area?”

The second part of this section of the report should be the completed “Rating Sheets” for each practice that was selected by the work group to be rated.  Most importantly, the “Explanation/Justification” should be completed in a thorough manner with references to pertinent outcome data in order that readers of the report can understand the rationale of the ratings.  
The third part of this section of the report should draw conclusions on practice regarding the particular capacity being assessed.  This will allow the work group to make any overarching conclusions in regards to practice and the jurisdiction’s capacity to achieve outcomes.  There are a number of different ways to present these overarching conclusions and the work group should decide the most appropriate and effective way to present them in the report.  One of the simplest ways to present this information would be through identifying the strengths and the challenges associated with practice in the jurisdiction in regard to achieving outcomes for the respective capacity (based on the existence and utilization of a child welfare practice model, the “Rating Sheets,” and any outcome data). 
For example, let’s assume that work group #1, in assessing capacity #1 (safety outcome #1, children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect), conducted an assessment of the following practices in the jurisdiction deemed critical for keeping children safe in their homes: (1) wrap-around services, (2) flexible funds, (3) the alternative response system, and (4) family engagement and involvement in the development of the service plan.  After the assessment is completed, the work group needs to make some conclusions.  Based on the assessment the work group conducted, it drew the following conclusions:

· First, across the jurisdiction, all providers are very skilled at using wrap-around services and flexible funds to support families in addressing the issues that brought them into the child welfare system.
· The alternative response system is working pretty well in the jurisdiction, but we need to do a better job of explaining why this system is so important to different community stakeholders (for example, the courts and the schools).
· Finally, pretty much across the entire jurisdiction, providers are not involving families in the development of the service plan, and we will need to develop a plan about how to improve this because families are feeling as if the plan is imposed on them.
4.
Assessment of Leadership and Systemic Culture:  The first part of this section of the report should be the completed “Rating Sheet” for the assessment of leadership and systemic culture.  Most importantly, the “Explanation/Justification” should be completed in a thorough manner with references to pertinent outcome data in order that readers of the report can understand the rationale of the ratings.  

The second part of this section of the report should draw conclusions regarding leadership and systemic culture in achieving the capacity to achieve outcomes for the particular capacity being assessed.  This will allow the work group to make any overarching conclusions in regards to leadership and systemic culture and the jurisdiction’s capacity to achieve outcomes.  There are a number of different ways to present these overarching conclusions and the work group should decide the most appropriate and effective way to present them in the report.  One of the simplest ways to present this information would be through identifying the strengths and the challenges associated with leadership and systemic culture in the jurisdiction in regard to achieving outcomes for the respective capacity (based on the “Rating Sheet” and any outcome data).
For example, let’s return to our same hypothetical work group.  Let’s assume that work group #1, in assessing capacity #1 (safety outcome #1, children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect), conducted an assessment of the following characteristics of leadership and systemic culture in the jurisdiction deemed critical for keeping children safe in their homes: (1) the ability of the jurisdiction to collaborate across agencies to provide effective services; (2) empowerment of front-line workers and private providers to do “whatever it takes” to achieve the desired outcomes for children and their families; (3) the empowerment of front-line service workers to establish multidisciplinary treatment teams to address multi-need children, youth, and families.  After the assessment is completed, the work group needs to make some conclusions.  Based on the assessment the work group conducted, it drew the following conclusions:

· In general, in this jurisdiction, there is not an understanding of,  appreciation for, or practice of cross-agency and multidisciplinary approaches to service delivery.  Agencies pretty much operate on their own.
· Within most individual agencies, front-line workers and private providers feel authorized to do “whatever it takes” to achieve the desired outcomes for children and families.  However, the capacity to do whatever it takes is compromised by the lack of cross-agency and cross-discipline collaboration.

5.
Assessment of Current Services:  The first part of this section of the report should be the completed “Rating Sheets” for each service that was selected by the work group to be rated.  Most importantly, the “Explanation/Justification” should be completed in a thorough manner with references to pertinent outcome data in order that readers of the report can understand the rationale of the ratings.  

The second part of this section of the report should draw conclusions on existing services regarding the particular capacity being assessed.  This will allow the work group to make any overarching conclusions in regards to existing services and the jurisdiction’s capacity to achieve outcomes.  There are a number of different ways to present these overarching conclusions and the work group should decide the most appropriate and effective way to present them in the report.  One of the simplest ways to present this information is through the classification of the individual services into a number of categories:
· Strong Services:  Ranked in most categories as a 3 or 4.

· Needed Community Education:  These services are indicated through reviewing the comments that were made about the service.  For example, a service individuals may feel that not particularly well-known, but provides a quality service should be placed in this category.  

· Not Meeting Enough Need:  These services are indicated through reviewing the Quantity indicator.  Typically a service that is rated a 1 or 2 may fall in this category, particularly if the ranking in other areas is good.

· Advocacy and/or Service Barriers:  These services will be indicated through the qualitative comments recorded for the services.  In particular, barriers to receiving services are identified, such as lack of coordination or collaboration on the part of community/government agencies or the failure of community/government organizations to act proactively rather than reactively.  Furthermore, a good indicator for this category is the accessibility and culturally responsive rating indicator.  

· Duplication of Services and Shifting of Resources:  Typically, the duplication of services is identified through the qualitative comments.  Specifically, services that appear to have multiple groups providing similar services and there is duplication, which could be prevented through the shifting of resources to create or boost other needed services, should be identified here.  For example, a community might have several groups offering “generic” parenting classes that are not meeting the individualized needs of families.  This should be identified here and perhaps a solution is to have a Parenting Class Committee that can plan to alter some of the existing parenting classes to better meet the needs of the families as well as to more efficiently and effectively utilize the resources available.

· Staff/Volunteer Issues:  These services will be indicated through a qualitative comment in regards to Quality or Quantity.  The ability to offer effective services can be limited by short-staffing.  The services that suffer due to staffing/volunteer issues should be identified.  For example, perhaps the CASA Volunteers in the community provide a great service to the children and families, but there are simply too few volunteers.  This should be identified so that perhaps in the Resource Development plan then there can be a plan created to address the need of additional CASA Volunteers.  Additionally, the Department of Social Services Staff may be required by law to conduct Safety Assessments on all children involved in a report of neglect/abuse.  However, due to the intense volume of reports and shortage of staff at the DSS the Safety Assessments are not conducted as thoroughly or effectively as expected.   

· Funding Issues:  These services are identified through utilizing the qualitative comments.  Particularly, services that face funding issues that affect the Quality and Quantity of a service should be discussed here.  (All services inevitably face funding issues, but issues that are particularly acute and detrimental should be identified so that a solution can be put forth and hopefully implemented at some point.)

· Better Coordination/Collaboration with Stakeholders:  Services identified here will have existing issues involving coordination or collaboration between community partners that may alter the effectiveness of the service.  Perhaps through better coordination/collaboration then more effective and efficient services will be provided to children and families.  

· Quality Improvement Needed:  The services placed in this category are typically rated a 1 or 2 in Quality and are deemed as a high level of importance by the work group.    

· More Diversified Services:  Services indicated in this category are in need of diversification in regards to the type of service being provided as well as enhancing the service to better serve a diverse population.  For example, the community might utilize in-home services to work with families and children, but in general the service might be “generic.”  However, the community has a particular acute issue, such as a major methamphetamine problem.  Perhaps the “generic” in-home services needs to be enhanced to deal with the particular acute issue of the problem.  Additionally, perhaps the community has had an influx in the immigrant population and needs to diversify particular services to meet the individualized needs of this particular population.

· Law/Policy Change:  Services indicated here will have particular issues involving law and policy.  The issue could be federal, state, or local law as well as internal policy of individual agencies or organizations.  Issues effecting the provision and delivery of particular services that are of importance to the service array in the community should be identified here.  Ultimately, these issues have to be directed to the State Service Array Steering Committee which has the responsibility of overcoming these barriers.
· Service Improvement/Evaluation:  Services needing overall improvement and continual evaluation should be identified in this category.  These services are typically of high importance to the community; thus, the development of an evaluation of these services to continually improve the performance of the services in meeting the needs of children and families. 

These categories were created to help the work groups to categorize the services.  Over time the number of categories has increased and each jurisdiction often chooses to add a new category or to combine several of the categories.  The work groups should feel comfortable in establishing additional categories as the need arises.  First, this part of the process is extremely important because the community is beginning to identify particular needs that will be addressed in the remainder of the service array process.  Second, the classification of the services into the categories requires analyzing the information that has been accumulated.  The work groups should work to make connections between the “Rating Sheets,” the qualitative comments provided in the rating process and the outcome data for the respective capacity.  Third, services may appear in multiple categories. 

6.
Assessment of Needed New Services:  The first part of this section of the report should identify particular services (and a description of the service) that do not currently exist that may be needed in the jurisdiction to enhance the capacity of the jurisdiction to achieve better outcomes for children and families.  This can be accomplished through a simple listing of the services along with the description.  The second part of this section of the report should identify the reasons that developing these particular services would be of assistance in building the capacity being assessed. For example, how would the new services improve capacity and outcomes?  This should be done for each potential new service.  Later, when the Capacity and Resource Development Plan is created, utilization and cost estimates will need to be made for each potential new service.
7.
Overall Conclusions:  The last section should bring all four of the assessments together to provide an overview assessment of the capacity of the jurisdiction to achieve outcomes (regarding the specific outcome being assessed).  This section should incorporate the current “state of affairs” regarding the data and the highlights of the four assessments.  (Everything found here in this section should be fully developed in the data overview and the four assessments.)  Furthermore, this section should draw conclusions in an evaluative manner in regard to the capacity of the jurisdiction to achieve outcomes.
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