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Executive summary

Background

The Fostering Futures (FF) initiative was developed in response to research about the negative
impact on a child’s healthy growth and development caused by chronic traumatic stress.
Stress or adverse experiences during childhood can cause poor health outcomes in adulthood.
Families and workers who are involved with the child welfare system are particularly
vulnerable to these stresses. The FF approach focuses on implementation of trauma-informed
(TD) principles into the work of child- and family-serving systems of county and state
governments in Wisconsin. In addition, FF’s theory of change suggests that policy and
systems changes that advance TI principles will result in improved health and well-being
of Wisconsin’s children and families.

This report and evaluation focuses on Phase II of FF (May 2015-October 2017). Aligned
with the Wisconsin Trauma Project, Phase II builds upon community-prioritized needs
identified in the first phase of FF’s work (January 2013-April 2015), a pilot phase in which
3 communities received facilitated peer learning on trauma-informed care (TIC). The
participants of the Phase II learning community include 21 groups, or Core Implementation
Teams (CITs), representing 14 county-based human service agencies and 7 state agencies.
It is anticipated that Phase III of FF will launch in early 2018, which will include new
members of the learning community and continuing coaching/technical assistance for the
current teams.

,-:J, Each Core Implementation Team
in Phase II received training and
technical assistance related to
trauma-informed care by the
National Council for Behavioral
Health (NCBH) and Fostering
Futures staff. This included:
participating in trainings on
Adverse Childhood Experiences
(ACEs) and trauma-informed care
(TIC); conducting organizational
self-assessments; identifying
trauma-informed care domains for
change-making; and developing
and implementing action plans.

P

S
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Methodology

The evaluation aimed to capture how
teams implemented the initiative and its
impact on trauma-informed care systems
change within the participating agencies.
The evaluation utilized instruments pre-
selected by the National Council for
Behavioral Health (NCBH) and the Fostering
Futures Steering Committee, as well as
tools/methods created specifically for
Fostering Futures, including:

®  The Organizational Self-
Assessment (OSA) which measures
the degree to which an organization
reflects trauma-informed care principles.

B The Professional Quality of Life
Scale, version 5 (ProQOL 5) which
assesses the negative and positive
effects of helping others who
experience suffering.

B  The Performance Measurement
Tool (PMT) which measures CIT
progress in creating systems change
within their organization.

m  Core Team Quarterly Reports that
summarize each CIT’s team meetings
and attendance, key accomplishments,
challenges, and outreach activities.

m  The Participant Feedback Survey
which measures perceived changes in
CIT member attitudes, knowledge,
practices, and beliefs related to
trauma-informed principles.

®  Focus groups with representatives
from the county-based teams, state
agencies, and parent/consumer
participants to learn about participant
experiences with Fostering Futures,
the impact of their work, and
suggestions for the future.

Key findings

A mixed methods evaluation approach was used to

assess the implementation of this work and the outcomes

achieved by teams in Phase II. Several key themes
emerged from the evaluation which highlight the extent

of participants’ work and their level of commitment to

becoming trauma-informed; the successes achieved within
county- and state-level agency workforces across the state;

and the early indications of and potential for broader

impact on consumers and organizational policy.

High levels of participant engagement

Core Implementation Teams met regularly and
maintained steady attendance throughout the first
year. This included participation at all levels,
including executive leaders, who attended the
majority of state and county Core Implementation
Team meetings, as well as parent/consumer
representatives, who - while somewhat limited
in number - expressed satisfaction with their
experience on the Core Implementation Teams
and reported feeling involved, heard, and
validated by their CIT colleagues.

Core Implementation Teams also engaged in a
range of outreach activities during the year, most
notably collaborating or meeting with courts/
judicial teams and presenting their Core
Implementation Team work to staff (more common
among county teams), as well as implementing
TIC education or trainings for their staff (more
common among state teams).

Participants also overwhelmingly agreed that
their Core Implementation Teams would continue
to meet to advance the work even after the formal
learning community comes to an end.

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and
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Transformed agency workforces

m  One of the biggest accomplishments reported by initiative participants was getting
their agency staff trained on concepts like TIC, ACEs, and related topics. As a result
of these trainings, many agency staff not only demonstrated increased knowledge about
these issues, but increased engagement in their work and a sense of empowerment to
adopt leadership roles and advocate for change when it comes to trauma-informed care.

= Many participants on both the county and state teams reported that the dynamics within
their agency had changed since the initiative began. At several agencies, staff noted that
they are generally more collaborative and supportive of one another as a result of the
increased agency-wide focus on TIC.

m In general, participants expressed a heightened awareness about the impact of trauma
on individuals and said that they were modifying their own interactions as a result. For
example, significantly more county and state team participants were integrating trauma-
informed principles into their interactions with colleagues at the end of Phase II compared
to before they began participating in the initiative.

A foundation for change at the policy and consumer levels

m  While Core Implementation Teams routinely cited numerous accomplishments and
various changes to agency practices, few Core Implementation Team leaders reported
formal changes to actual agency policy during the year. There were some notable
exceptions, however, that indicate shifts in agency-wide practices. For example, multiple
agencies modified their hiring and recruitment process to be more trauma-informed (e.g.,
by asking about a job candidate’s experience working with individuals with trauma
histories); implemented systems to track and analyze their performance on one or
more trauma-informed care domains; and identified ways to assess the comfort and
safety of their environment by the end of Phase II.

®m  On the parent/consumer level, there were anecdotal reports by initiative participants
that consumers were beginning to notice the effects of this work; some families described
positive changes in their relationship with social services, as well as improvements
to agencies’ physical spaces.

These findings suggest a strong basis for additional growth in these areas in the coming
years, if commitment to the work remains high.
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Future opportunities

Lessons learned from the implementation of this work with members of the Phase II learning
community offer several opportunities for strengthening the implementation and impact
of Fostering Futures going forward, including:

m  Consider ways of enhancing the coaching/technical assistance provided and offer
concrete tools and supports when possible, such as specific strategies and tools

m  Provide clarity around the goals, process, and expectations in the early stages so
participants are clear about the type and amount of work expected

m  Offer support to Core Implementation Teams around including meaningful parent or
consumer representation on their teams

m Identify opportunities for sharing and cross-agency collaboration, such as an initiative-
wide gathering, so teams can learn about one another’s work and share resources

m  Tailor the content and strategies to fit the work of the county and — especially — state
agencies who do not provide direct services to consumers

m  Assess the quantity and utility of surveys and other tools administered to Core
Implementation Teams to maximize their effectiveness and to limit survey fatigue

m Include assessments of longer-term changes in future evaluations, such as staff turnover
and retention rates, agency-level policy and procedural changes, and outcomes for
parents/consumers

Participating Core Implementation Teams:

County teams: State teams:

— Adams County Health and Human Services Department — Department of Children and Families (DCF)

— Barron County Department of Health and Human Services — Department of Corrections (DOC)

— Chippewa County Human Services — Department of Health Services — Public Health (DHS-PH)

— Dane County Department of Human Services — Department of Health Services — Long-Term Supports (DHS-LTS)
— Door County Department of Human Services — Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA)

— Fond du Lac County Department of Social Services — Department of Workforce Development (DWD)

— Jackson County Department of Health and Human Services = — Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation (WEDC)

— Department of Children and Families

— Division of Milwaukee Child Protective Services*

— Kewaunee County Department of Human Services

— Oneida County Department of Social Services

— Price County Health and Human Services

— Sawyer County Health and Human Services

— Sheboygan County Health and Human Services Department
— St. Croix County Department of Health and Human Services

* DCF-Milwaukee is a state-administered division, rather than a county-administered agency.
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Introduction

Project background

The Fostering Futures (FF) initiative in Wisconsin was developed in response to research
about the negative impact on a child’s healthy growth and development caused by chronic
traumatic stress. Stress or adverse experiences during childhood can cause poor health
outcomes in adulthood. Families and workers who are involved with the child welfare system
are particularly vulnerable to these stresses. The FF approach focuses on implementation of
trauma-informed (TT) principles into the work of child- and family-serving systems of county
and state governments, with the goal of improving the safety and well-being of children and
their families touched by the child welfare system. FF’s theory of change suggests that policy
and systems changes that advance TI principles will result in overall improved health and
well-being of Wisconsin’s children and families.

This report and evaluation focuses on the most recent phase of FF — Phase II (May 2015-
October 2017) — in which FF contracted with the National Council for Behavioral Health to
provide training and technical assistance to a learning community, utilizing their 7 Domains
framework. The learning community in Phase II was comprised of 14 county human services
teams and 7 state agency teams that began work in April 2016 following a statewide Request
for Applicants in October of 2015. Phase II builds upon community-prioritized needs
identified in Phase 1 (January 2013-April 2015), or the Pilot Phase, in which 3 communities —
The Harambee neighborhood of Milwaukee, the Menomonee Tribe, and Douglas County,
WI —received facilitated peer learning on trauma-informed care from consultants, funded
by the Healthier Wisconsin Partnership Project (HWPP). Phase II is also the culmination
of feedback and learnings that emerged from seven listening sessions led by Wisconsin’s
First Lady, Tonette Walker, in 2012 and Summits held in May 2015. The Summits in
Wausau and Madison provided education about implementation science and trauma-
informed organizational transformation with the goal of generating excitement about the
next phase of Fostering Futures. Furthermore, the partnership with and support from the
Waupaca community in Wisconsin was instrumental in advancing FF’s work; partners in
Waupaca assisted with outreach and provided ongoing support and coaching to participating
teams. See Appendix A for a timeline of events related to the development and launching of
Fostering Futures.

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 5 Wilder Research, August 2017
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FF is currently aligned with the Wisconsin Trauma Project. The Trauma Project introduces
evidence-based trauma treatment into the child welfare service array (Trauma-Focused
Cognitive Behavioral Therapy [TF-CBT] training); provides trauma-informed parenting
training to resource and biological parents; and offers organizational and system training,
consultation, and technical support in order to build a more trauma-responsive system of
care through collaboration with FF. County and Tribal Human Service agencies were offered
the opportunity to apply to participate in the component or components that would most
benefit their system.

Project participants and activities

As noted above, teams participating in Phase II of FF represent a mix of county-based human
service agencies and state agencies. The participants of the Phase II learning community
(the focus of the current evaluation) received training and technical assistance related to
trauma-informed care by the National Council for Behavioral Health (NCBH). Using a
learning community model, NCBH provided one year of peer learning to the participants,
including individualized coaching. Teams received information and training on Adverse
Childhood Experiences (ACEs) and trauma-informed care; conducted organizational self-
assessments; identified trauma-informed care domains for change-making; and developed
and implemented action plans. Participants were encouraged to participate in national
monthly webinars on various topics, three individual team coaching calls and two group
calls with a designated coach from NCBH, and three in-person learning community meetings
or Summits over the course of the year. Teams were asked to develop a Plan for Change
in three domains: (1) create a trauma-informed workforce; (2) redesign safe and secure
environments; and (3) engage in performance improvement and evaluation.

County and tribal human service agencies across Wisconsin applied to participate in Phase
II of the initiative; state teams were invited to participate by the governor’s office. In total,
the learning community was comprised of 21 groups, or Core Implementation Teams (CITs),
representing 14 county-based human service agencies and 7 state agencies (Figure 1).

It is anticipated that Phase III of FF will launch in early 2018, which will include new
members of the learning community and continuing coaching/technical assistance for the
current teams.
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1. Map of county and state agencies participating in Fostering Futures Phase Il

NEE

AUKEE

13 County Human Service Agencies
; Wisconsin DCF Division of Milwaukee Child Protective Services

7 State Agencies

+ Department of Children and Families « Department of Workforce Development

« Department of Corrections « Department of Veterans Affairs

« Department of Health Services — Public Health « Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation

+ Department of Health Services — Long Term Support

Note. DCF-Milwaukee is a state-administered division, rather than a county-administered agency.
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Core Implementation Teams (CITs) were to include approximately 8 to 12 individuals,
although the actual size of teams varied from county to county, agency to agency. County
teams were expected to include a team leader; 3 to 4 staff members (management and
workers); a person to collect, analyze, and disseminate data; 1 to 2 consumers with lived
experience in the child welfare system in that county; and 1 executive representing a locally
contracted provider of services. State teams were to include a team leader; a mix of managers
and staff-level individuals; a person to collect, analyze, and disseminate data; 1 to 2
consumers with lived experience of the system; and 1 executive of an external agency that
contracts with the state agency.

The 21 teams began participating in the learning community in April 2016. Participation in
the NCBH learning community continued for one year until April 2017. Teams will receive
technical assistance and support from their NCBH coach through October 2017. Teams will
also receive support and guidance from Fostering Futures leadership during their second
year of participation in the initiative (Phase III).

Evaluation overview

Wilder Research was contracted by Fostering Futures to conduct an evaluation of Phase
IT of this initiative, which includes the activities of the learning community. The purpose of
the evaluation of Fostering Futures is to capture how participating teams implement the
initiative and to measure the impact of the interventions on trauma-informed care systems
change within each participating agency. The evaluation aims to document the implementation
process and capture changes in one or more of 3 TIC domains: physical environment,
workforce, and quality improvement processes informed by consumers.

The hypothesis is that by the end of Phase II, participants will have gained knowledge
and the necessary skills to have made measurable improvements within their agencies
toward trauma-informed transformation in at least one of the 3 TIC domains.

Organization of the report

The report that follows presents a summary of the methodology used to conduct the
evaluation, the outcome results, lessons learned from the implementation of FF with the
learning community in Phase II, and conclusions and recommendations to consider for
Phase I1I.

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 8 Wilder Research, August 2017
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Methods

This report uses information gathered through a variety of tools — both instruments pre-
selected by the National Council for Behavioral Health (NCBH) and the Fostering Futures
Steering Committee and tools/methods created specifically for Fostering Futures. The
evaluation team used a mixed methods approach to learn about the implementation and
impact of the initiative. All research tools, protocols, and consent forms were submitted
to relevant Institutional Review Boards and granted exemption in March 2016. Data
collected through the evaluation is presented in aggregate, with the exception of de-identified
quotations that were selected to demonstrate overarching themes.

Tools were administered to state and county Core Implementation Teams (CITs), with
select tools also being administered to a Cross-section of colleagues selected by each CIT.
NCBH and Fostering Futures staff encouraged CITs to identify a Cross-section group (i.e.,
other staff within their agency or department not directly participating in the initiative) to
gain an external perspective on the impact of their efforts at each agency. To create the
Cross-section groups, CITs identified colleagues from within their organizations, in a variety
of roles, who would be impacted by the Fostering Futures work. In total, 13 of 14 county
CITs and 3 of 7 state CITs identified a Cross-section of colleagues from their agency.

Figure 2 summarizes the purpose, administration, and response rates for each of the tools.
More detailed information on the methodology is available in Appendix B.

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 9 Wilder Research, August 2017
Lessons Learned from Phase I1



Summary of evaluation tools

Tool
» Organizational

Self-Assessment
(OSA)

The Professional
Quality of Life
Scale, version 5
(ProQOL 5)

The Performance
Measurement Tool
(PMT)

Quarterly Team

Reports

Participant
Feedback Survey
(PFS)

Focus groups

Description

Measures the degree to which an
organization’s policies, procedures,
practices, and environment reflect the
core principles and values of a trauma-
informed care organization

Assesses the negative and positive
effects of helping others who experience
suffering and trauma by measuring an
individual’s compassion satisfaction,
burnout, and compassion fatigue

Measures CIT progress in creating
systems change within their organization

Summarizes each CIT’s team meetings
and attendance, key accomplishments,
challenges, and outreach activities

Measures perceived changes in CIT
member attitudes, knowledge, practices,
and beliefs related to trauma-informed
principles

Structured discussions about participant
experiences with different facets of
Fostering Futures, the impact of their
work, and suggestions for the future

Tool administration
Electronic surveys sent to:

- State CIT members in April 2016 (83% response
rate) and March 2017 (52% response rate)

- County CIT members in April 2016 (92% response
rate) and March 2017 (63% response rate)

- County Cross-sections in September 2016 (29%
response rate) and April 2017 (25% response rate)
Electronic surveys sent to:

- State CIT members in April 2016 (78% response
rate) and March 2017 (50% response rate)

- County CIT members in April 2016 (88% response
rate) and March 2017 (64% response rate)

- County Cross-sections in August 2016 (44%
response rate) and March 2017 (39% response rate)

- State Cross-sections in August 2016 (45% response
rate) and March 2017 (40% response rate)
Electronic surveys sent to:

- County CIT leaders in April 2016, August 2016,and
February 2017 (100% response rate for all)

- State CIT leaders in April 2016, August 2016,and
February 2017 (100% response rate for all)

CIT leaders asked to electronically submit reports
every 3 months in Phase Il. (83% response rate — 70
out of a possible 84 reports received)

Administered in-person to all CIT members who
attended the April 2017 Summit; sent electronically in
April 2017 to all other CIT members

- State CIT members: 68% response rate
- County CIT members: 52% response rate

Conducted 3 separate focus groups in April 2017 with:

- County CIT members

(12 attendees representing 12 county CITs)
- State CIT members

(5 participants representing 4 County CITs)

- Parent/consumer representatives from County CITs
(6 attendees representing 6 County CITs)

Note. The Organizational Self-Assessment (OSA), the Professional Quality of Life Scale (ProQOL 5), and the Performance Measurement
Tool (PMT) were selected by the National Council for Behavioral Health as a part of their ongoing work with each CIT and the coaches who
provided support to each team. The Quarterly Team Reports, Participant Feedback Survey, and Focus Group protocol were tools created
for the Fostering Futures initiative by Wilder Research in collaboration with the Fostering Futures Evaluation Committee. The Cross-section
was asked to participate in the OSA and the ProQOL only as the other tools are specific to the activities of the CITs.

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 10
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Limitations

The following section summarizes limitations that should be considered when interpreting
the evaluation data. It should also be noted that it can often take years to observe certain
changes or outcomes in initiatives focused on systems-change such as Fostering Futures.
Therefore, because the evaluation findings presented here reflect a one-year period, it is
possible that not enough time has passed for some changes or improvements to be detected
or that certain tools lacked sufficient specificity or sensitivity to detect change.

Quarterly reports

The analysis of each Quarterly Core Team Report showed that team leaders filled out these

reports to varying degrees of completion and occasionally interpreted questions on the report

in different ways. In addition, some teams did not fill out many reports and, thus, this analysis
may not accurately represent the entirety of activities carried out by those CITs.

Performance Measurement Tool (PMT)

As a tool intended to serve as a basis for conversation between teams and their coaches,
the PMT was created with programmatic — rather than evaluative — goals in mind. While
the PMT does offer helpful information about changes in practice, systems, and processes
in each agency over the course of the year, its response categories are not mutually exclusive
and thus results can be difficult to interpret. In addition, only one team member (typically
the team leader) completes the tool. Teams are instructed that this individual should have
the best knowledge of the overall work of the team or seek feedback from team members
on answers to specific questions they do not have information about. Despite these
instructions, the perspectives of the rest of the CIT may not necessarily be reflected in the
results. Finally, turnover in the CIT leader role resulted in multiple people completing the
PMT at different points in time, so the results are not always comparable. Given these
constraints, the PMT results were used primarily to verify, support, or add nuance to themes
found through other evaluation tools.

Organizational Self-Assessment (OSA)

Similar to the PMT, the Organizational Self-Assessment (OSA) was created for programmatic
purposes by the National Council for Behavioral Health. The length and complexity of many
questions on the OSA made it difficult to concretely interpret results at the individual question

level. Thus, this report used results at the domain level to extract meaning from the OSA.
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In addition, many members of state CITs felt the OSA focused on direct services and was
not as applicable to their work at the state level. As a result, some participants admitted
repeating their responses from baseline at the follow-up assessment. In addition, several
county teams chose not to participate and none of the three state Cross-sections received
the OSA, given these issues.

Finally, a matched statistical analysis was used to measure change from the initial OSA
to the follow-up OSA, meaning that only those respondents who participated in the OSA
at both time points were included in the analysis. Therefore, this report does not include
the results of those that only completed the OSA at one time point and may not be
representative of all CIT members and Cross-section participants.

Professional Quality of Life: Compassion Satisfaction and Fatigue Version 5
(ProQOL 5)

Similar to feedback provided about the OSA, some CIT members found the ProQOL 5 to
be too clinical in nature given the type of work they do. They felt that the assessment focused
on those in “helping professions” and was less relevant to non-direct service oriented
professionals, especially at the state level.

In addition, a matched statistical analysis was used to measure change from the initial
ProQOL 5 to the follow-up ProQOL 5, meaning that only those respondents who participated
in the ProQOL 5 at both time points were included in the analysis. Therefore, this report
does not include the results of those that only completed the ProQOL 5 at one time point
and may not be representative of all CIT members and Cross-section participants.

Parent/consumer involvement

While the design of Phase Il included the involvement of parents and consumer representatives
on each CIT, many teams struggled to find and maintain this involvement over the course
of the year, especially state teams. The limited number of parent and consumer representatives
involved in the initiative overall, and even less so in the evaluation, makes results non-
generalizable.
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Outcome results

The following summarizes the key findings that emerged from the evaluation of the second
phase of Fostering Futures. Key findings generally reflect themes that were present across
multiple data sources. When county and state team results were similar, they are presented
together. When there were differences, they are presented separately.

Key accomplishments

Transformed agency workforces

= Agencies have provided staff training on TIC, ACEs, and related topics, resulting in
increased knowledge of and engagement in trauma-informed practice

=  Work environments have become collaborative; there is more communication, consideration,
and trust among colleagues

= Staff are using trauma-informed principles in their interactions with one another, trying to
respond with less judgment and more compassion

In general, counties reported improvements in their agencies' efforts to build a trauma-
informed workforce, create safe and secure environments, and establish ongoing
performance improvement. Overall comparisons of the initial and follow-up OSA
assessment results showed that county team members felt they improved across all seven
domains of trauma-informed care assessed by the OSA. The highest overall ratings by
counties on the initial assessment were in the domain related to the provision of best practices
in trauma-informed care (Domain 4), while the lowest were in the domain related to the
practice of evaluation and performance improvement (Domain 7) (Figure 3).

On the follow-up assessment, county participants generally gave notably higher ratings when
compared with ratings on the initial assessment. The biggest increases in average ratings
from the initial assessment to follow-up assessment were in the domains related to having
a trauma-informed workforce (Domain 3), creating safe and secure environments (Domain
5), and conducting performance improvement and evaluation (Domain 7), the three domains
of focus for this initiative (Figure 3).
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OSA results from county Cross-section respondents showed minimal increases between
the initial and follow-up assessments for these domains. However, Cross-section respondents
tended to rate their county agencies higher overall in each domain, giving average ratings
of 1.66 to 2.36 on each domain on the initial assessment (Appendix C, Figure C1).

3. Overall comparison of county CIT scores on the initial and follow-up OSAs

Difference
Initial Follow-up between Initial

average score  average score  and follow-up
Domain (April 2016) (March 2017) average score
Domain 1: Early Screening and Comprehensive 1.12 1.75 0.63***
Assessment of Trauma (N=59)
Domain 2: Consumer Driven Care and Services 0.74 1.35 0.61**
(N=59)
Domain 3: Trauma-Informed, Educated, and 0.83 1.84 1.01***
Responsive Workforce (N=57)
Domain 4: Provision of Trauma-Informed, 1.24 1.92 0.68***
Evidence-Based, and Emerging Best Practices
(N=59)
Domain 5: Create Safe and Secure Environments 1.09 2.03 0.94***
(N=57)
Domain 6: Engage in Community Outreach and 1.1 1.68 0.57***
Partnership Building (N=58)
Domain 7: Ongoing Performance Improvement 0.55 1.53 0.98***

and Evaluation (N=56)

Note. The rating scale for each question ranged from 0 to 4, where O=we do not meet this standard at all, 1=we minimally
meet this standard, 2=we partially meet this standard, 3=we mostly meet this standard, and 4=we are exemplary in meeting
this standard (we have much to offer other grantees). Differences in overall domain scores between the initial OSA
assessment and the follow-up OSA assessment were analyzed using a paired samples test, and are significant ***p<.001.

State agencies maintained or reported minimal gains in building a trauma-informed
workforce and establishing ongoing performance improvements. When comparing the
CIT results of initial and follow-up OSA assessments, state members generally reported a
lesser degree of improvement in each domain when compared with county team results,
although they maintained or slightly improved in each domain. More notable gains were
made in domains related to ongoing evaluation (Domain 7) and creating a trauma-informed
workforce (Domain 3) — two of the three focus domains (Figure 4).
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4. Overall comparison of state CIT scores on the initial and follow-up OSAs

Difference
Initial average Follow-up between Initial
score average score and follow-up

Domain (April 2016) (March 2017) average score
Domain 1: Early Screening and Comprehensive 1.10 1.20 0.10
Assessment of Trauma (N=17)
Domain 2: Consumer Driven Care and Services 0.74 0.90 0.16
(N=18)
Domain 3: Trauma-Informed, Educated, and 0.88 1.69 0.81***
Responsive Workforce (N=23)
Domain 4: Provision of Trauma-Informed, 0.93 1.15 0.22
Evidence-Based, and Emerging Best Practices
(N=19)
Domain 5: Create Safe and Secure Environments 1.04 1.40 0.36*
(N=20)
Domain 6: Engage in Community Outreach and 0.96 1.21 0.25
Partnership Building (N=17)
Domain 7: Ongoing Performance Improvement 1.10 1.99 0.89***

and Evaluation (N=57)

Note. The rating scale for each question ranged from 0 to 4, where O=we do not meet this standard at all, 1=we minimally
meet this standard, 2=we partially meet this standard, 3=we mostly meet this standard, and 4=we are exemplary in meeting
this standard (we have much to offer other grantees). Differences in overall domain scores between the initial OSA
assessment and the follow-up OSA assessment were analyzed using a paired samples test, and are significant at *p<.05 and
**p<.001

Individual CITs showed substantial improvements in all OSA domains. At the team
level, comparisons from the initial OSA to the follow-up OSA revealed that 43 percent of
county teams increased by at least 1 point on a scale of 0 to 4 in the domain related to
creating safe and secure environments (Domain 5), while 43 percent of state teams increased
in domains related to consumer driven care and services (Domain 2), trauma-informed
workforce (Domain 3), and performance improvement and evaluation (Domain 7) (Figure 5).
At least one CIT showed a 1-point improvement from the initial to follow-up assessment
in every trauma-informed care domain. Results suggest that during Phase II, CITs feel
that their organizations have made notable progress when it comes to adopting trauma-
informed principles.
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5.  Number of CITs reporting at least a 1-point increase from the initial OSA
to the follow-up OSA

County CITs State CITs
(N=14) (N=7)

Domain Number % Number %
Domain 1: Early Screening and Comprehensive Assessment of 1 7% 2 29%
Trauma
Domain 2: Consumer Driven Care and Services 4 29% 3 43%
Domain 3: Trauma-Informed, Educated, and Responsive 4 29% 3 43%
Workforce
Domain 4: Provision of Trauma-Informed, Evidence-Based, and 4 29% 1 14%
Emerging Best Practices
Domain 5: Create Safe and Secure Environments 6 43% 2 29%
Domain 6: Engage in Community Outreach and Partnership 4 29% 1 14%
Building
Domain 7: Ongoing Performance Improvement and Evaluation 3 21% 3 43%

Note. The rating scale for each question ranged from 0 to 4, where O=we do not meet this standard at all, 1=we minimally
meet this standard, 2=we partially meet this standard, 3=we mostly meet this standard, and 4=we are exemplary in meeting
this standard (we have much to offer other grantees). For this analysis, the Milwaukee County Department of Children and
Families was considered a county team.

County and state team members reported changes in personal awareness and
interactions with others. According to findings from the Participant Feedback Survey
and focus groups, as a result of the initiative, participants expressed a heightened awareness
about the impact of trauma on individuals and said that they were modifying their own
interactions as a result. Specifically, the survey showed that significantly more county and
state team participants were integrating trauma-informed principles into their interactions
with others at work compared to before they began participating in the initiative (Figure 6;
see Appendix C, Figures C31-C33 for the full set of survey results).
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6. Changes in use of trauma-informed principles in interactions with others,
Participant Feedback Survey: County and state teams (means)

County CITs State CITs
Before After Before After
Items N initiative initiative | N initiative initiative
| integrate trauma-informed principles into my 79 2.9 3.6%** 44 2.7 3.5%**
interactions with others at work.
| frequently consider the findings from ACEs 77 2.5 3.3 45 2.1 3.1%**
research in my interactions with others.
In my work, | use a toolbox of skills to actively 78 3.1 3.6%** 45 3.0 3.4%**

engage and build positive relationships with staff,
clients, and/or families.

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat
disagree, 3=somewhat agree, and 4=strongly agree. Differences from before the initiative to after the initiative were tested
using a paired samples test. All differences are statistically significant at ***p<.001.

By keeping in mind that the people they work with and/or serve may be dealing with trauma,
which may be at the root of their behavior, participants described that they were now mindful
of how they were responding to others, and trying to do so with less judgment and more
compassion. In fact, using a trauma-informed lens and being mindful about trauma was the
most common response among participants when they were asked on the Participant Feedback
Survey to identify the biggest impact of the Fostering Futures initiative. This was also echoed
in the focus groups.

“It has changed the framework in which | perceive encounters with people, both in and out
of work. Instead of being frustrated after a challenging interaction, my go-to reaction is
now that of empathy and compassion; what may have happened to that person to make
them react that way. It has helped me to assume good will of people who may be acting in
a deviant or confrontational way. This mindset has helped me to be more patient,
understanding, and willing to find different solutions/approaches to meet the needs of
people.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“Being trauma aware requires deliberate thoughts and thinking. For me it doesn't always
come naturally so | have to practice to make it a part of my day to day work.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“Definitely seeing cases from a new lens - looking out for beyond what'’s in your face,
using a trauma-informed lens throughout.” [Focus group]

“It makes you take a breath and think about it as opposed to just walking through it -
understand how it’s impacting yourself as well as people you work with.” [Focus group]

“For me, | was more aware of trauma in more egregious situations. But now it's
recognizing trauma in less obvious cases, knowing it’s there and acknowledging that.”
[Focus group]
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Initiative participants also saw an increased awareness of TIC at the organizational
level by the end of Phase I1. Beyond increasing their own individual awareness of TIC and
modifying their individual behavior, participants saw significant increases in their awareness
and understanding of their organization’s trauma-informed care practices. According to
results from the Participant Feedback Survey, by the end of the year, significantly more
participants said they: a) understood the extent to which their organization was trauma-
informed, b) observed recent changes in their organization to become trauma-informed,
and c) could identify additional ways in which their organization could become more
trauma-informed. Specifically, both county and state teams showed more than a 1.0 increase
in their average rating on these items from the initial assessment to follow-up on the 4-point
scale (Figure 7; see Appendix C, Figures C31-33 for the full set of survey results).

7. Changes in awareness of TIC at the organizational level, Participant
Feedback Survey: County and state teams (means)

County CITs State CITs
Before After Before After
Items N initiative initiative | N initiative initiative
My organization has made changes to support 78 2.4 3.6%** 45 2.2 3.3
trauma-informed care principles.
| have a clear understanding of the degree to which 77 2.1 3.4%** 45 1.9 3.2%**
my organization is trauma-informed.
| can identify areas in which my organization can 77 2.6 3.7 44 2.4 3.6%**

become more trauma-informed.

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 4=strongly agree, 3=somewhat agree,
2=somewhat disagree, and 1=strongly disagree. Differences from before the initiative to after the initiative were tested using a
paired samples test. All differences are statistically significant at ***p<.001.

These results indicate that the initiative successfully attuned participants to how their own
organizations were adopting trauma-informed practices and principles, as well as opportunities
for further integration of TIC into their organization.

“It got our organization talking and meeting about TIC.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“I think that Fostering Futures has the potential to change how we do "state system” work.
| think it will attract and retain better employees.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“Helping to move the program forward, it is clear that we need to spend more time training
staff how to ask for what they need.” [Participant Feedback Survey]
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Training resulted in a more educated, engaged, and empowered workforce. One of
the biggest accomplishments reported by initiative participants was getting their staff trained
on concepts like trauma-informed care, ACEs, and related topics. PMT results show that
at least seven additional agencies provided training on compassion fatigue to their agency
staff and felt they had developed the basic knowledge and awareness of TIC within their
workforce by the end of Phase II (Appendix C, Figure C28). In addition, staff training efforts
were the most commonly cited accomplishment for both county and state teams on their
Quarterly Reports. According to focus group participants and the Quarterly Reports, trainings
were well-attended and included staff at various levels and within various departments of
the organization. As a result of these trainings, many staff are not only more knowledgeable
about these issues but are feeling more engaged in their work and empowered to take on
leadership roles and advocate for change when it comes to trauma-informed care.

“We had trainers come in 2 weeks ago and spend the day going over social justice issues
and trying to help [staff] have a better understanding of what's going on nationwide and in
[our jurisdiction] and interact with families dealing with those issues. It’s the fact that they
are feeling more included. Office associates are running our work groups now. They are
more empowered, they were not in a leadership role before. Some are putting on their
resumes to say I've taken a leadership role in a statewide initiative.” [Focus group]

For us, staff feel more empowered in this experience. We're trying to make sure they’re
aware that we want them to be involved.” [Focus group]

“Getting everyone in the agency trained on trauma was great and having people just get
together and be trained on something substantive—a very important process for our
work.” [Focus group]

“We scheduled a Trauma Informed Care Awareness training developed by [agency] for all
staff to attend. The second training is being expanded to include staff from other bureaus.
By including members outside our bureau, we are initiating exposure and outreach to the
larger division.” [Quarterly Report]
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Connecting with Broader Agency Staff

Teams said they connected with colleagues at their

agency not directly involved with the CIT by:

®  Sharing information back and keeping them up-

to-date on CIT activities and progress —
through e-newsletters/ memos, and
occasionally in-person meetings

B Gathering their input and ideas through
surveys or open discussion

®  Making regular announcements and providing

tips and resources around TIC to keep it “in the

forefront of everyone’s minds”

m Collecting feedback about the CITs work and
its implementation of trainings or policies

Participants described a more collaborative
and supportive workplace culture as a result
of the initiative. According to findings from
the Participant Feedback Survey and the focus
groups, many participants on both county and
state teams report that the dynamics within
their agency have changed since the initiative
began. In addition, PMT results showed that
CITs broadened their work to include staff
external to the CIT in workgroups (Appendix
C, Figure C30). At several agencies, staff noted
that they are working together more and are
generally more supportive of one another as
a result of the increased focus on TIC.

“It's really brought staff together. Having committees of people with different personalities.
| think everybody’s more sensitive to each other just in their interaction with coworkers.”
[Focus group]

“More satisfaction with work, personally. Less stress for staff, better communication.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“It has energized me in my role as leader and given my work a renewed sense of purpose
and urgency. It has brought our recently merged agency around a unifying vision and
philosophy.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“We’re seeing more collaboration... In our presentation, what we've found through this
process [is that] we have many new workers and not everyone knew everyone — we
needed to focus on people knowing each other. One of our committees took the initiative
of doing that and working across teams. People just bring food and eat together. One
team has adopted another unit and does fun things for them... last week [someone]
brought in donuts and coffee and a sign saying “you donut know how much we appreciate
you.” We call them random acts of kindness. | think everybody is more supportive and
more aware — if you look like you’re having a hard time, someone will reach out and ask
what’s going on. I think our coach said this — it's not that people are giving you a hard
time, they're having a hard time. We have adopted that. That can be staff to staff or staff
to client. This whole project has helped us with that — you’re not really a jerk, something is
going on in your life.” [Focus group]
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“We have all levels [on our Core Team] - section chiefs, administrators — you can sit
down and talk it out. That's having a slow impact on just how workers talk with the suits or
how suits talk with program managers. It's a slow burn. It's having a nice change. One of
the things we struggled with is trust between all of staff. ‘Administration is doing it because
they don't like us’— but it's a matter of transparency. There’s been a marked change since
we started but we have a long way to go.” [Focus group]

= Although there were few changes to agency policy during Phase II, some agency-wide
practices became more trauma-informed (e.g., hiring and recruitment practices)

= Anecdotally, there were reports that consumers began to see the effects of this work,
describing more positive relationships with social services and improvements to the physical
environment

A foundation for change at the policy and consumer levels

CITs improved various facets of their hiring and recruitment processes by the end

of Phase II. Compared to initial PMT results, 11 additional CIT leaders reported that their
agencies asked about a job candidate’s experience working with individuals with trauma
histories and added trauma-informed care principles and practices to new employee training
at the time of the mid-point or follow-up PMT. In addition, seven agencies reported that
they now mentioned a preference for individuals with a trauma-informed care background
in job advertisements by the end of the year (Figure 8).

8. Comparison of PMT results related to hiring and recruitment process

improvements
CIT leaders that responded
“YES” to each statement
Initial PMT Mid-Point PMT Final PMT
Number % Number % Number %
Our interviews for clinical staff include 5 25% 8 42% 16 80%
questions related to their understanding of
or experience with working with individuals
with trauma histories. (N=19-20)
Our orientation program for new employees 2 10% 12 57% 13 62%
includes training on trauma-informed care
principles and practices. (N=21)
Our organization’s job advertisements 1 5% 5 24% 8 38%

include a preference for experience with or
knowledge of TIC. (N=21)

Note. Given inconsistencies in CIT leader responses and limitations of the PMT tool when used for evaluation purposes, the
number of CIT leaders that responded “Yes” to each statement was calculated by combining those that responded, “Yes, we
started this prior to the learning community,” and “Yes, we started/expanded this since we joined this learning community”.
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The impact on consumers is starting to be felt. While most of the changes that have
occurred as a result of this initiative have happened among workforce staff, there is some
preliminary, anecdotal evidence to suggest that the impact of this work is starting to be
experienced by consumers as well. Some participants reported that consumers have started
commenting on positive changes in their relationship with social services, as well as
improvements to the physical spaces in which they operate (Participant Feedback Survey,
focus groups). Some of the consumer representatives themselves noted these changes as
well. This will be an important area to assess for growth in Phase III.

“We've had consumers make comments about how comfortable the waiting area is now —
we had someone fall asleep in there! The ones that attended the parent training were very
appreciative.” [Focus group]

“The families we serve see a change in our environment, in how they are treated, and in
how they are engaged in their own care and treatment. They have increased voice and
choice.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“I can see how things are improving. As a consumer, as a foster parent, as part of the
team. When | became a foster parent [many] years ago, they talked about trauma
happening but it was 10 minutes of training. Now it's a whole day. I've learned so much
about secondary trauma in the last couple of years which | wished | would have known
[many] years ago. Now, how they ask questions, go about things [differently]; everything
is improving.” [Focus group]

Opportunities for future impact

Over the course of the year, Fostering Futures showed measurable impact on the CITs and
beyond. However, there were some areas that did not show improvement, which provide
opportunities for growth in the future.

There were no significant changes in levels of compassion satisfaction, burnout, or
secondary trauma in Phase II. Initial and follow-up results for the ProQOL 5 showed little
to no change on scales measuring compassion satisfaction, burnout, and secondary traumatic
stress (Figures 9-10). This finding was consistent across county and state CITs as well as
Cross-sections for county and state CITs (Appendix C, Figures C10-C12, C15-C17).

Despite the lack of any significant change during Phase II on the ProQOL 5, respondents
overall showed “average” levels of compassion satisfaction with their jobs and “low” levels
of burnout and secondary traumatic stress, which is positive (Appendix C, Figures C10-C12,
C15-C17).
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9. Comparison of county CIT participant results from the initial and follow-up
ProQOL 5 (N=57-60)

40.2 40.0
224 222 215 215
Scale 1: Scale 2: Scale 3:
Compassion Burnout Secondary
Satisfaction Traumatic Stress

= |nitial Score Follow-Up Score

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50; according to established
cut-off scores, a score of 22 or less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a
score of 42 of more indicates a high score. Differences were tested using a paired samples t-test; none of the differences
between the initial score and follow-up score were statistically significant.

10. Comparison of state CIT participant results from the initial and follow-up
ProQOL 5 (N=21-22)

38.1 38.8
22.7 222 21.0 207
Scale 1: Scale 2: Scale 3:
Compassion Burnout Secondary
Satisfaction Traumatic Stress

= |nitial Score Follow-Up Score

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50; according to established
cut-off scores, a score of 22 or less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a
score of 42 of more indicates a high score. Differences were tested using a paired samples t-test; none of the differences
between the initial score and follow-up score were statistically significant.
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Few changes in organizational policies and procedures occurred over the course of
Phase II. While CITs cited numerous accomplishments and various changes to agency
practices, few CIT leaders reported formal changes to agency policy during the year
(Core Team Reports, PMT). Less than one-quarter of all county and state teams reported
any updates to policies and procedures related to screening and assessment, the role of
consumers in various facets of the organization, workforce development, or creating a
safe and secure environment (Figure 11).

However, there were some notable exceptions in the creation of trauma-informed policies.
Five additional CITs reported that their agency had a way to assess the comfort and safety
of their environment by the end of the year, and 10 additional agencies had put a system
in place to track and analyze performance on one or more trauma-informed care domains
(Figure 11).

In addition, a number of CITs had already established trauma-informed policies before
joining Fostering Futures, such as 3 of 7 state agencies that came into the initiative with
guidelines to ensure adequate staffing to promote safety of staff and consumers, and 5 of
7 state agencies with an established policy to ensure collaboration, continuity, and coordination
of care (71%).

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 24 Wilder Research, August 2017
Lessons Learned from Phase I1



11. Comparison of PMT results related to formal policy changes at CIT agencies

Domain 1: Policies and procedures have
been updated to address trauma related to
screening and assessment (N=21)

Domain 2: Policies have been formally
changed to include involvement of
consumers (paid or volunteer) in influential
roles, activities, and evaluation of the
organization (N=21)

Domain 3: Since beginning this Learning
Community, formal changes have been
made to our policies and procedures
regarding workforce development and
trauma-informed care (N=21)

Domain 5: Policies and procedures have
been revised to address safe and secure
environment (N=20-21)

Domain 5: We have a system in place to
assess the comfort and safety of our
environment (N=20-21)

Domain 7: Our organization has a system
in place to track and analyze performance
on one or more trauma-informed care
domains in a way that effectively
addresses challenges and reinforces
progress (N=20-21)

Initial PMT
Number
0

CIT leaders that responded
“YES” to each statement

Mid-Point PMT

% Number %
0% 2 10%
4.8% 2 9.5%

0% 1 5%
19% 3 14%
24% 10 48%
5% 7 33%

Final PMT
Number %
2 10%
1 4.8%
3 14%
4 20%
10 50%
11 55%

Note. Given inconsistencies in CIT leader responses and limitations of the PMT tool when used for evaluation purposes, the
number of CIT leaders that responded “Yes” to each statement was calculated by combining those that responded, “Yes, we
started this prior to the learing community,” and “Yes, we started/expanded this since we joined this learning community,” to

each statement.
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Implementation results

The following section describes the primary activities of the Core Implementation Teams
(CITs), as well as the challenges CITs experienced implementing this work.

Summary of CIT activities and accomplishments

High levels of participant engagement

m  There was regular and steady attendance by participants, at all levels, including executive
leaders and parent/consumer representatives

m  CITs engaged in a range of outreach activities, most notably collaborating with
courts/judicial teams and implementing TIC education and trainings with staff

m  CITs were optimistic that they would continue to meet to advance the work even after the
formal learning community ended

CITs met regularly and maintained steady attendance throughout the first year. Executive
leadership was more frequently involved in CIT meetings than parent or consumer
representatives, especially among state CITs. Parent or consumer representatives were more
likely to meet with their coaches each quarter than to attend CIT meetings (Figure 12).

Both county and state CITs engaged in a number of outreach activities during Phase II. These
activities included collaborating or meeting with courts/judicial teams and presenting
their CIT work to staff. Outreach activities for state teams more often included the
implementation of TIC education or trainings for their staff. Other CIT work included
enhancing their workplace environment and creating a shared mission. These implementation
accomplishments are provided in greater detail in the section that follows.
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12. Core Implementation Team activities at a glance

County
CITs State CITs

(N=14) (N=7)
Average number of meetings per quarter 4.02 4.40
Average number of attendees at each CIT meeting 8.90 8.10
Percentage of team meetings where executive leadership was 85% 75%
present
Percentage of team meetings where a parent/consumer 55% 11%
representative was present
Average number of CIT outreach activities per quarter 2.26 2.04
Total number of CIT outreach activities in Phase Il 97 53

Core Implementation Teams maintained a steady meeting frequency and attendance
level during Phase I1. A quarter by quarter analysis of CIT reports shows that, on average,
both county and state CITs met between 3 and 5 times per quarter — or more than once a
month (Appendix C, Figure C41). In terms of attendance, both county and state CITs
reported similar numbers of attendees at their meetings, with an overall average of between
8 and 9 people in attendance. Meeting attendance ranged from 2 to 21 people. On average,
8.9 people attended county CIT meetings and 8.1 people attended state CIT meetings.
Attendance was consistent throughout the year (Appendix C, Figure C42).

Executive leaders attended the majority of state and county CIT meetings. Quarterly
Team Reports asked CIT leaders to report if executive leadership was present at each CIT
meeting. Overall, 80 percent of CIT meetings included executive leadership, with county
teams reporting higher frequency of executive leadership attendance (85% of meetings)
than state CITs (75% of meetings) (Figure 12).

There was authentic participation by parents/consumers. Although there was a relatively
limited number of parents or consumers who participated in Fostering Futures, the experience
for those who were involved was very positive. Focus group participants in particular noted
how they felt included in the work, that their voices were heard, and that their ideas were
validated.

“We feel valued because everyone on that side of the table doesn’t have our experience.
Our trauma experience is not judged. We feel safe.” [Focus group]

‘I gave a suggestion about training new social workers [what | thought would work well in
the community]. | mentioned having people come in and talk about trauma informed care
instead of using PowerPoints, manuals. The response was well received — they said it
was a good idea. It made me feel included, like | belonged.” [Focus group]
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CITs engaged in a consistent level of outreach activities throughout the year. In total,
CITs reported a total of 150 outreach activities during Phase II (Figure 12). Both county
and state CITs averaged around two outreach activities per quarter, with the exception of
a slow start for state CITs in Quarter 1 (Appendix C, Figure C43). The range of total
outreach activities varied somewhat by CIT, with state teams engaging in anywhere from
0 to 8 outreach activities per quarter.

CITs were also asked to provide detail about their outreach activities in the Quarterly Team
Reports, and some significant differences emerged between county and state teams. While
both county and state teams mentioned collaborating or meeting with courts/judicial
teams and presenting their CIT work to staff, these activities were more common among

county teams.

For state teams, the most common outreach activity noted was implementing TIC
education or training, such as inviting outside speakers, holding workshops, or conducting

awareness activities to gauge staff understanding of TIC topics and spur discussion.

CIT-lead training and education

State and county CITs organized a range
of training opportunities, including training
for themselves, for broader agency staff,
and — in fewer cases — for staff of
neighboring agencies. In particular:

Nearly all teams involved in some form
of staff training indicated that they or
their staff attended webinars on topics
relevant to the initiative

A common theme across trainings,
particularly for staff, was self-care —
including education about compassion
fatigue or secondary traumatic stress

Many teams noted that the trainings
or educational activities they
implemented were well-attended
and/or well-received

Several teams prioritized the
implementation of Trauma-Informed
Care “basics” in order to ensure that
all staff had a foundation of knowledge
regarding TIC

Teams reported working on getting staff trained,
enhancing their workplace environments, and
creating a shared mission. Quarterly Reports also
asked CITs to identify any action items that emerged
from Core Team meetings. The most commonly cited
action item among both county and state teams was to
conduct staff education or training (13 county teams,
7 state teams), such as training colleagues about
secondary trauma or conducting seminars on compassion
fatigue. Making changes to their facility was another
recurring action item included in Core Team reports (9
county teams), including actions such as enhancing the
physical environment of lobbies and forming a
committee to conduct a scan on workspace environment.
In addition, both county and state teams often included
the creation of a shared mission, vision, or set of
values among their action items (9 county teams, 4
state teams).

Other common themes among action items included
sharing information or updates (about the initiative and
its work) with staff (8 county teams, 7 state teams), and
surveying or getting feedback from staff (7 county teams,
3 state teams).
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Implementation opportunities

As might be expected in the first year of an initiative of this scope and complexity, teams
encountered some challenges during their participation. Identifying these barriers was of
particular interest in this evaluation because they offered important lessons and opportunities
for enhancing the work in Phase III.

= Significant time commitment. For both the county and state teams, the most frequently
cited challenge on the Quarterly Reports was the significant amount of time participants
spent engaged in this initiative (9 county teams, 4 state teams). Focus group participants
also noted this as a challenge, with most remarking that they had not expected to invest
that much time. This was a challenge for many as participants are attempting to fit this
work into their already heavy workloads.

m  Less engagement/interest among staff outside of the CIT. Although the message of
the initiative generally resonated with Core Implementation Team members, uptake
among agency colleagues has been somewhat more mixed. Focus group participants
spoke about bringing back the concepts and framework to their broader organization
through trainings and one-on-one conversations and reported a mixed response. As
noted, some participants cited fairly pervasive changes throughout their organizational
structure (e.g., use of common language among staff around the core concepts; a more
collaborative, engaged, and empathic workforce). However, other participants reported
that while the initiative has generally had an impact on the attitudes and behaviors of
most, if not all Core Team members, this has not been the case for their agency as a
whole, citing resistance to change and lack of buy-in/interest among some of their
colleagues. Some agency staff are reportedly more reluctant to embrace the framework
for a variety of reasons including politics/partisanship, a lack of time or capacity,
feeling like they are already trauma-informed, or feeling burnt out by the work and
past initiatives.

“We had some social workers that seem to be applying it more than people who aren’t on
the team. Their interactions with people they work with have been more positive — they've
had people comment, ‘I've worked with your agency before and it wasn't like this.” So I'm
seeing that shift. It's more the people on our team — maybe we’re not getting that out to
the agency as much.” [Focus group]

“They [other staff] just keep saying, ‘we do this all the time’. | take a step back and say,
‘you guys are the ones who need it most’. But they are so convinced that they already
have it and they already do it. That's where some of my frustration is...” [Focus group]

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 29 Wilder Research, August 2017
Lessons Learned from Phase I1



“There are people struggling who have been trying to work on this for a long time and then
the First Lady comes along and says there’s this initiative... we got a ton of feedback from
brown bags and a lot of politics being thrown into this, coming from the First Lady/our
administration. There’s a lot of mistrust in that. We're trying to speak to that and
acknowledge that. Our employees are feeling like there has been trauma given from
above. It’s difficult to speak to that.” [Focus group]

“I don't think we’re there yet, but, within our small Core Team, | think the relationships and
trust are being built.... Sometimes the stress people are under and requirements are getting
in the way of that. We don’t have capacity in our county, it gets to be a stress, and we’re
supposed to take care of ourselves.” [Focus group]

“Consistent with implementation science and organizational change theory, [agency]
employees have a range of approaches/reactions to the initiative. In general, there is a
group of enthusiastic supporters (i.e., early adopters); a large group of staff with an
undecided/wait and see approach; and a group of skeptics, cynics, and resisters.”
[Quarterly Reports]

= Less engagement of and consistent participation by parents/consumers in CIT
meetings, especially among the state teams. Each CIT was asked to recruit a team
member that represented a parent of a youth involved with their agency or a direct
consumer voice. During the focus group and in the Quarterly Reports, state team
participants noted that it was challenging to engage consumers to be a part of the CIT
and this work. Some did not see the benefit or relevance of including consumers when
it came to the work of their state agency. Overall, 41 percent of state and county CIT
meetings included parent or consumer representation. County CITs were more likely
to involve parent or consumer team members in their meetings (55% of all county CIT
meetings) when compared with state CITs (11% of all state CIT meetings) (Figure 12).

Looking more closely at the inclusion of parent or consumer voice by team, at least 86 percent
of county CITs (12 of 14 teams) included a parent or consumer representative in at least
one of their CIT meetings, compared to 43 percent of state teams (3 of 7 teams). These
percentages drop when we look at how many CITs included a parent or consumer in at
least half of their CIT meetings. Still, more county teams involved parent or consumer in
at least half of their CIT meetings (57%) than state teams (14%) (Figure 13).

13. Parent/consumer involvement in CITs: quarterly reports

County
CITs State CITs All CITs

(N=14) (N=7) (N=21)
Percentage of CITs that reported a parent/consumer attended at 86% 43% 1%
least one meeting
Percentage of CITs that reported a parent/consumer attended at 57% 14% 43%
least_half of CIT meetings
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= Not enough coaching, specific guidance, or tools. Among respondents who completed
the Participant Feedback Survey, and those who participated in the focus group, the most
common suggestion to enhance Fostering Futures going forward — from both county
and state teams — was to provide additional guidance and coaching around this work.
Many expressed frustration about the process of reporting out what their team was doing
without getting any specific guidance, strategies, or tools in return. In particular, a
number of participants said they would appreciate something like a toolkit or manual
that included strategies to guide them in this process. Several also said that it would
be helpful to have specific tools, such as trauma screening tools; some noted that these
were referenced in a broad, general sense, but they wanted someone to identify specific
tools to save them the time and resources needed to look for and review instruments
(Quarterly Reports, Participant Feedback Survey, focus groups).

“Clearer support and guidance with the coaching calls. The calls, though helpful, often
were simple report outs as opposed to a coaching moment.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“More substantial coaching. Coaching calls were more about sharing what we've done
than getting ideas, suggestions, or trouble shooting.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“Greater guidance from the coaching calls. Feel like we have had very little guidance and
have had to find our way ourselves as a non-direct service organization.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“More examples of tools and processes that have worked.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“Concrete steps as to how we continue moving forward efforts in our agency.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“A toolkit to help with direction, goal development, examples/ideas would help in the early
stages; we did struggle.” [Participant Feedback Survey]

“Sample language, sample screenings, what services you can send families to - and more
on resiliency. Yes, this mom went through this stuff but look how well she’s doing! Really
pointing out resiliency. And tools!” [Focus group]

“At the end of the first Summit meeting, | couldn’t believe they didn’t leave us with more
specifics examples around how to make our organization to be more trauma informed.
Everyone on our team was expecting that... | was like, you need to give people specific
stuff, something. If it was an intentional hiding-the-ball thing, | don'’t like that. Great set up,
but then how do you do this?” [Focus group]

m  Lack of clarity related to the goals, process, and expectations. Especially in the early
phase of the initiative, some participants noted feeling “overwhelmed” and “unsure’
about what they were doing. They felt there was a lack of clarity at the beginning about

b

the goals of the initiative and what the work would entail — and the amount of work
involved (focus groups). On the one hand, some participants described struggling with
how to define the work and identifying what steps they should take; as a result, some
felt like they wasted several months at the outset of the initiative. On the other hand,
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other participants reported feeling rushed to complete so many tasks in the early
months of the initiative that they did not have enough time to adequately explore
certain topics or issues. Both state and county team participants agreed that the
initiative involved a lot more work than they expected. Expectations around how
much any team or organization would achieve varied quite a bit.

“Clearly identify the goals of project. It took too long to get focus.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“Yeah, just reassure it's a slow process but you have to keep going. I think we felt like we
have to make progress by our first call and that’s unrealistic.” [Focus group]

“For us there was confusion and lack of clarity. We were overwhelmed and confused. We
have taken this as an agency wide initiative. | can say across the board, and I've shared
this with Fostering Futures — | think there was a lot of confusion. | felt rushed. We were starting
to get involved in good conversations and it was on to the next task. It was so task-oriented,
it lost the ability to be rich. We had good stuff to walk away with and it was like oh, we’re
done. | get that we have to have timelines, but some of it felt unrealistic in terms of what
we had to do in that time period.” [Focus group]

“The kickoff itself was overwhelming. | wish we could have had a copy of what people came
up with; we spent 4 meetings on a vision statement. That activity was great, but we did it
with separate people and we didn’t get copies of it. When we started on implementation,
we thought big — law enforcement, medical, and finally it was like, we gotta bring it down
and back to what we can do, what we can control.” [Focus group]

= Limited opportunities to share and collaborate across teams. Several participants
indicated that it would be beneficial to hear more about what other teams are doing with
respect to implementing trauma-informed care in their agencies. Respondents wanted
more opportunity to connect with and learn from one another (Quarterly Reports,
Participant Feedback Survey, focus groups). Some expressed that it was only at the end
of the first year that they began to learn about the strategies and approaches being utilized
by other teams, and that this type of sharing would have been helpful earlier in the process.

“Feedback was shared in the focus group, but it would be helpful to be more connected to
the other agencies' efforts throughout the year and have insight into what they're doing.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“Continue to offer opportunities for learning from each other.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“More collaboration between agencies to share best practices not only once a year like
the summit meeting.” [Participant Feedback Survey]
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m  Lack of relevance of some content/materials to the CITs. Some participants on
both the county and state teams felt that the material and tools used during the initiative
were not always relevant to the work they were doing. This was especially true among
state teams; several participants in the focus groups, in the Quarterly Reports, and on
the Participant Feedback Survey reported that the content and survey instruments were
not particularly relevant to non-direct service agencies like themselves. Among county
teams, some participants commented that the suggested tools and strategies were cited
as being useful in clinical settings, which child welfare agencies are not.

“Provide more guidance or alternatives to non-service organizations.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“Be sure groups that don't do direct service work... understand how to do this.”
[Participant Feedback Survey]

“...And work with counties. It seems like everything has been — ‘well, this is for behavioral
health clinics’. Well, that’s not us. What about the rest of us?” [Focus group]

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 33 Wilder Research, August 2017
Lessons Learned from Phase I1



Conclusions and recommendations

During their first year as participants of the Phase Il learning community, the Fostering
Futures Core Implementation Teams (CITs) engaged in a wide range of learning and
outreach activities. Overall, several key themes emerged:

m  There was a high level of engagement by participants. CIT meetings were well-

attended and included representation from executive leadership and parents/consumers,
who in particular shared that they felt heard and validated during the process. Teams
conducted a range of outreach activities (e.g., collaborating with courts/judicial teams,
implementing TIC trainings), and participants were committed to meeting and advancing
the work even after the formal learning community ended.

The dynamics of agency workforces were transformed. Participants successfully
brought trainings to their agencies around TIC, ACEs, and related topics, which increased
agency staff’s knowledge about these issues, as well as their feelings of engagement
in their own work and ability to advocate for change around TIC. Many participants
described more supportive and collaborative workplaces as a result, and making
conscious efforts to integrate trauma-informed principles into their interactions with
colleagues.

There are early indications of impact at both the policy and consumer levels.
Although few CIT leaders reported formal changes to actual agency policy by the end
of Phase II, several agencies had implemented changes in agency-wide practices, such
as integrating trauma-informed principles into their hiring/recruitment processes and
implementing plans to track and analyze their performance on TIC domains. There were
also anecdotal reports that consumers were beginning to notice the effects of this work;
participants reported that some families felt their relationship with social services was
more positive than before, and acknowledged improvements to the physical spaces of
agencies as well.

Overall, findings suggest that teams made marked improvements in the three domains of
focus for this initiative: (1) building a trauma-informed workforce; (2) creating a safe and
secure environment; and (3) conducting performance improvement and evaluation.
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Not unexpectedly, teams did encounter several implementation challenges during this first
year. These learnings offer Fostering Futures specific opportunities for enhancing this

initiative in the future, as participating teams continue their work beyond Phase II, and as
Phase III gets set to launch in early 2018. Based upon these findings and the
accomplishments achieved to date, the recommendations include:

Consider ways of enhancing the coaching/technical assistance provided and offer
concrete tools and supports when possible. Especially in the early stages of a learning
community, it may be helpful to provide CIT members with more guidance around how
to carry out the work, such as sharing specific examples, strategies, and tools used by
other teams. Offer concrete supports such as toolkits, resources, and information about
evidence-based practices, and funding when possible.

Provide clarity around the goals, process, and expectations in the early stages. Being
upfront with participants about the expectations for the type and amount of work
involved and the anticipated outcomes, in the first year and beyond, might alleviate some
of the stress and uncertainty some participants experienced.

Offer support to CITs around including meaningful parent or consumer
representation on their teams. Parent or consumer members were less likely to attend
CIT meetings and met infrequently with their designated coaches. However, parent and
consumer focus group participants spoke highly of their CIT involvement and felt that
their perspectives were valued by other members. Consider gathering successful
strategies utilized by CITs with active parent or consumer members, and provide
additional support to teams — especially those at the state level — in defining, identifying,
recruiting, and retaining parent or consumer members.

Identify opportunities for sharing and cross-agency collaboration. Focus group
members spoke highly of opportunities to learn about the work of other CITs during
the Summits, and expressed interest in an initiative-wide gathering that would include
both county and state CITs. Consider finding ways — both in-person and virtually —
for CITs to interact, share resources centrally, and learn about each other’s work.

Tailor the content and strategies to fit the work of the county and, especially, state
agencies. Ensure that the materials/tools, language, and examples used with CITs are
relevant to the type of work they do, the populations they serve, and the settings in which
they operate. Many of the tools and assessments were originally designed for direct

service behavioral health clinics and had limited applicability for government agencies.
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= Assess the quantity and utility of surveys and other tools administered to CITs.
CIT members completed a series of assessments at multiple times throughout the year
as part of the learning community, resulting in survey fatigue by many participants. In
addition, several assessments were not created for evaluative purposes, limiting their
value as learning and measurement tools for the initiative. Consider reexamining the
survey tools and methods used in Phase II given the goals of the initiative, evaluation
questions, and CIT member feedback.

m  Include assessments of longer-term changes in future evaluations. Given that the
evaluation was limited to examining outcomes that occurred in the first year of a multi-
year initiative, it was perhaps too early to capture longer-term outcomes such as policy
and procedural changes at the county and state levels, changes in staff turnover and
retention, and changes at the child/family level. Consider incorporating measures that
assess these longer-term outcomes in future evaluation efforts.
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A. River of Time timeline

B. Evaluation methods

C.  Evaluation data tables (by tool)
D. Tools
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B. Evaluation methods

The initial design of the evaluation considered the volume and scope of tools selected for
its programmatic value by the National Council for Behavioral Health and the Fostering
Futures Steering Committee. The Organizational Self-Assessment (OSA), Performance
Measurement Tool (PMT), and the Professional Quality of Life Scale (version 5; ProQOL 5)
were used primarily as reflective tools for Core Implementation Teams to assess their
organization’s level of trauma-informed care and provide concrete data points for working
with NCBH coaches. Given the quantity and nature of data collected by these tools, the
evaluation team utilized the results of these surveys to learn about the implementation and
impact of Phase IL

In addition, Wilder Research worked with the Fostering Futures Evaluation Committee to
design new tools to measure specific evaluative questions. The Focus Groups, Quarterly
Core Team Reports, and Participant Feedback Survey provided additional qualitative
information and a retrospective view on individual and organizational impacts of Fostering
Futures on its participants.

The following provides detailed information about each tool used in the report, the
administration of the tool, and the response rates for each tool.

In total, all 14 county teams and 3 state teams identified a Cross-section of colleagues
within their agency to participate in the OSA and ProQOL surveys.

Quarterly Core Team Reports

Core Team reports were a new tool created for Fostering Futures to capture the activities
and work of Core Teams throughout Phase II. The reports asked CIT leaders to provide
information about the frequency of CIT meetings, attendance at meetings, key
accomplishments, challenges, and outreach activities.

CIT leaders were asked to submit Quarterly Core Team Reports to the Director of Fostering
Futures four times throughout Phase II:

m  July 8, 2016 —to cover Core Team work completed in April — June 2016
m  October 7, 2016 - to cover Core Team work completed in July — September 2016
m  January 6, 2017 — to cover Core Team work completed in October — December 2016

m  April 7,2017 - to cover Core Team work completed in January — March 2017
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Out of a maximum number of 84 reports, team leaders submitted a total of 70 quarterly
reports. All teams submitted at least one Core Team report. State agencies were more
likely than county agencies to complete a report each quarter, with states submitting 27
reports total (out of a maximum of 28 reports, a 96% response rate) and counties submitting
43 reports total (out of a maximum of 56 reports, a 77% response rate).

Organizational Self-Assessment (OSA)

The Organizational Self-Assessment (OSA) is a tool created and selected by the National
Council for Behavioral Health to measure the degree to which an organization’s policies,
procedures, practices, and social and physical environment reflect the core principles and
values of a trauma-informed care organization. A matched comparison of baseline and
follow-up OSA data intended to show any improvements in the scores of Core Team
members and Cross-section participants for each of the seven domains assessed through
the OSA:

®  Domain 1: Early Screening and Comprehensive Assessment of Trauma

®m  Domain 2: Consumer Driven Care and Services

®  Domain 3: Trauma-Informed, Educated, and Responsive Workforce

®  Domain 4: Provision of Trauma-Informed, Evidence-Based, and Emerging Best Practices
®  Domain 5: Create Safe and Secure Environments

m  Domain 6: Engage in Community Outreach and Partnership Building

®  Domain 7: Ongoing Performance Improvement and Evaluation

Overall scores were calculated by averaging the scores given by each respondent for all
questions in that domain. Only those who responded to at least half of the questions in a
domain were included in the average score. Please note that respondents who participated
in the initial OSA are not necessarily the same team members that participated in the follow-
up OSA. To be included in the matched analysis, respondents had to participate in both the
initial and follow-up OSA, which included 62 county CIT members, 24 state CIT members,
and 51 county Cross-section participants. (Please note that there is some variation in sample
size when looking across each domain because not all respondents answered all OSA
questions.)
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CIT members and county' Cross-section members were administered the OSA twice during
Phase II — once towards the beginning of the Core Team’s involvement with Fostering
Futures, and again at the end of the year. The timeline and response rates for the OSA for
each sample are provided in Figure B1.

B1. OSA administration and response rates

Initial survey timing and Follow-up survey timing and

Sample response rate response rate
County CIT members April 2016, N=108 March 2017, N=92

(Response rate: 92%) (Response rate: 63%)
State CIT members April 2016, N=50 March 2017, N=35

(Response rate: 83%) (Response rate: 52%)
County Cross-Section participants August 2016, N=96 March 2017, N=81

(Response rate: 29%) (Response rate: 25%)

The Professional Quality of Life Scale, version 5 (ProQOL 5)

The ProQOL 5 is a tool selected by the National Council on Behavioral Health to assess
the negative and positive effects of helping others who experience suffering and trauma.
It uses a series of questions to measure an individual’s compassion satisfaction, burnout,
and compassion fatigue.

Wilder Research administered the ProQOL 5 electronically to CIT members and all Cross-
section members twice during Phase II — once towards the beginning of the Core Team’s
involvement with Fostering Futures, and again at the end of the year. The timeline and
response rates for each ProQOL 5 sample are provided in Figure B2.

The OSA was administered to county Cross-sections but not to state Cross-sections. The three state core
implementation teams that identified Cross-sections chose not to administer the OSA to their Cross-section
participants due to concerns about the applicability and appropriateness of the OSA questions to the realities
and day-to-day work of state-level workers.
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B2. ProQOL 5 administration and response rates

Initial ProQOL 5 timing and Follow-up ProQOL 5 timing

Sample response rate and response rate
County CIT members April 2016, N=119 March 2017, N=148
(Response rate: 88%) (Response rate: 64%)
State CIT members April 2016, N=59 March 2017, N=70
(Response rate: 78%) (Response rate: 50%)
County Cross-section August 2016, N=148 March 2017, N=125
(Response rate: 44%) (Response rate: 39%)
State Cross-section August 2016, N=102 March 2017, N=97
(Response rate: 45%) (Response rate: 40%)

Note. Differences in the sample sizes between initial surveys and follow-up surveys are due to changes in the composition of
each CIT or Cross-section throughout the year or incorrect email addresses provided by the teams. Please see the Appendix
C, Figure C10, for the number of respondents included in the matched analysis.

Overall ProQOL 5 scores were calculated by averaging the scores given by each respondent
for all questions in each scale. Only those who responded to at least half of the questions
in a given scale were included in the average score. Please note that respondents who
participated in the initial ProQOL 5 are not necessarily the same team members that
participated in the follow-up ProQOL 5. To be included in the matched analysis, respondents
had to participate in both the initial and follow-up ProQOL 5, which included 60 county
CIT members, 22 state CIT members, 84 county Cross-section participants, and 22 state
Cross-section participants. (Please note that there is some variation in sample size when
looking across each scale because not all respondents answered all survey questions).

Performance Measurement Tool (PMT)

The Performance Measurement Tool (PMT) was a tool selected by the National Council
for Behavioral Health to measures Core Team progress in creating systems change within
their organization. Wilder Research administered the PMT electronically to the leaders
of state and county CITs at three different time points throughout Phase II. The timeline
and response rates for each PMT are provided in Figure B3.

B3. PMT administration and response rates

Sample Initial PMT Mid-point PMT Follow-up PMT

County CIT leaders April 2016, N=14 August 2016, N=14 February 2017, N=14
(Response rate: 100%) (Response rate: 100%) (Response rate: 100%)

State CIT leaders April 2016, N=7 August 2017, N=7 February 2017, N=7
(Response rate: 100%) (Response rate: 100%) (Response rate: 100%)
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A matched comparison of initial, mid-point, and follow-up PMT data intended to show any
changes in the practices of CIT agencies around seven domains:

®  Domain 1: Early Screening and Comprehensive Assessment of Trauma

®  Domain 2: Consumer Driven Care and Services

®  Domain 3: Trauma-Informed, Educated, and Responsive Workforce

®  Domain 4: Provision of Trauma-Informed, Evidence-Based, and Emerging Best Practices
m  Domain 5: Create Safe and Secure Environments

®  Domain 6: Engage in Community Outreach and Partnership Building

®  Domain 7: Ongoing Performance Improvement and Evaluation of Trauma-informed Care

Given the smaller number of total participants (21 team leaders) and the limitations of the
PMT when used for evaluative purposes, a matched analysis was not conducted for the PMT.
Rather, its results were used to triangulate or support findings discovered through other
evaluation measures.

Focus groups

To supplement the survey data, Wilder Research designed and administered focus groups
to CIT participants to learn about their experience with different facets of the initiative, the
impact of the work, and suggestions for enhancing the initiative. The focus group protocols
were created by Wilder Research in collaboration with the Fostering Futures Evaluation
Committee.

Three focus groups were hosted at the April 2017 Summits, at the conclusion of the first
year:

m  One focus group with county CIT professionals, at which 12 agency employees
representing 12 county CITs attended

®m  One focus group with parent or consumer representatives from county CITs, at which
5 parent or consumer representatives attended from 4 different county CITs

m  One with state CIT professionals, at which 6 state employees representing 6 state
CITs attended
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Participant Feedback Survey (PFS)

Wilder Research designed the Participant Feedback Survey (PFS) in collaboration with
the Fostering Futures Evaluation Committee to gather information about individual CIT
members’ perceived changes in their own attitudes, knowledge, practices, and beliefs related
to trauma-informed principles, as well as changes in their partnerships with others.

Specifically, the PFS asked CIT members to assess themselves in the following areas:
m  Understanding of ACEs

m  Awareness of the prevalence of trauma

m  Role in both exacerbating and reducing the effects of trauma for clients

m  Use of trauma-informed principles in their work with others

As a retrospective self-assessment, the PFS asks respondents to rate themselves on each
item both before they began their involvement with Fostering Futures and affer participating
for a year. Both responses for each item are compared using a statistical test (a paired
samples t-test) to identify any change that occurred over the course of their involvement.
The PFS also asked a number of open ended questions about the impact of the initiative and
included demographic questions.

The PFS was administered in-person at the April 2017 Summits for both county and state
CIT members (on April 25 and 26, respectively). Wilder Research also emailed electronic
links of the survey to CIT members that were not in attendance at the April Summit. In total,
the PFS response rate was 52 percent (81 out of 155) for county CITs and 68 percent (45
out of 66) for state CITs.
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C. Data tables

C1. Participating county and state agencies

County agencies

Adams County Health and Human Services
Department

Barron County Department of Health and Human
Services

Chippewa County Human Services

Dane County Department of Human Services

Door County Department of Human Services
Fond du Lac County Department of Social Services

Jackson County Department of Health and Human
Services

Department of Children and Families,

Division of Milwaukee Child Protective Services*
Kewaunee County Department of Human Services
Oneida County Department of Social Services
Price County Health and Human Services

Sawyer County Health and Human Services

Sheboygan County Health and Human Services
Department

State agencies
Department of Children and Families (DCF)

Department of Corrections (DOC)

Department of Health Services — Public Health
(DHS-PH)

Department of Health Services — Long Term
Supports (DHS-LTS)

Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA)
Department of Workforce Development (DWD)

Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation
(WEDC)

* DCF-Milwaukee is a state-administered division, rather than a county-administered agency.
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C2. County Cross-section participants report minimal changes in the trauma-
informed nature of their agencies: OSA

Difference
between initial

Initial Follow-up and follow-up
Domain average score average score average score
Domain 1: Early Screening and Comprehensive 2.36 2.35 -0.01
Assessment of Trauma (N=44-49)
Domain 2: Consumer Driven Care and Services 1.93 1.86 -0.07
(N=44-46)
Domain 3: Trauma-Informed, Educated, and 1.96 2.34 0.38
Responsive Workforce (N=38-44)
Domain 4: Provision of Trauma-Informed, 219 2.34 0.15
Evidence-Based, and Emerging Best Practices
(N=40-42)
Domain 5: Create Safe and Secure Environments 2.08 2.29 0.21
(N=33-43)
Domain 6: Engage in Community Outreach and 1.87 215 0.28
Partnership Building (N=37-42)
Domain 7: Ongoing Performance Improvement 1.66 1.77 0.11

and Evaluation (N=34-37)

Note. The rating scale for each question ranged from 0 to 4, where O=we do not meet this standard at all, 1=we minimally
meet this standard, 2=we partially meet this standard, 3=we mostly meet this standard, and 4=we are exemplary in meeting
this standard (we have much to offer other grantees). Differences in overall domain scores between the initial OSA
assessment and the follow-up OSA assessment were analyzed using a paired samples test, and are significant ***p<.001.

C3. OSA respondents included in the matched analysis

Number %
County CITs 62 42%
County Cross-section 51 15%
State CITs 24 63%

Note. Percentages were calculated by using the total number of County CIT participants, County Cross-section participants,
and State CIT participants in March 2017. All CITs (County and State) had at least one respondent included in the matched
analysis. All but one County CIT had at least participant included in the Cross-section matched analysis. The OSA was not

administered to State Cross-sections.
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C4. Matched OSA Responses — Length of involvement with Fostering Futures

County State
(N=59) (N=23)
The Fostering Futures/National Council for Behavioral
Health learning community officially kicked off in April 2016.
Since then, how many months have you been participating? Number % Number %
Between 9-10 months 2 3% 1 4%
11 months 57 97% 22 96%

Note. This data was taken from the follow-up OSA that was administered in March 2017. Three county respondents and one
state respondent did not answer this question on the follow-up OSA.

C5. OSA COUNTY Responses - What is your role on the Core Implementation

Team (CIT)?
Initial OSA Follow-up OSA
(N=62) (N=59)

What is your role on the Core Implementation Team (CIT)? Number % Number %
Leader 10 16% 10 17%
Data 4 7% 3 5%
Other Core Team member 46 74% 44 75%
Parent/Consumer 2 3% 2 3%
Not on a Core Team 0 0% 0 0%

Note. Three county respondents did not answer this question on the follow-up OSA.

C6. OSA STATE Responses - What is your role on the Core Implementation

Team (CIT)?
Initial OSA Follow-up OSA
(N=23) (N=23)

What is your role on the Core Implementation Team (CIT)? Number % Number %
Leader 4 17% 4 17%
Data 1 4% 2 9%
Other Core Team member 18 78% 16 70%
Parent/Consumer 0 0% 0 0%
Not on a Core Team 0 0% 1 4%

Note. One state respondent did not answer this question on the initial and follow-up OSA. Percentages may not add up to 100
due to rounding.
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C7. OSA COUNTY Results - What is your role within your own community

organization or agency?

Initial OSA
(N=62)

What is your role within your own community organization
or agency? Number %
CEO 5 8%
Other leader 7 11%
Supervision 14 23%
Worker 31 50%
Other 4 8%

Follow-up OSA
(N=59)
Number %
6 10%
8 14%
13 22%
27 46%
5 9%

Note. Three county respondents did not answer this question on the follow-up OSA. Percentages may not add up to 100 due

to rounding.

C8. OSA STATE Results - What is your role within your own community

organization or agency?

Initial OSA
(N=23)

What is your role within your own community organization
or agency? Number %
Leader 2 9%
Manager 12 52%
Administrator 5 22%
Program / Project staff 2 9%
Other > 9%

Follow-up OSA
(N=23)
Number %

7 30%
4 17%
3 13%
9 39%
0 0%

C9. OSA COUNTY CROSS-SECTION Results - What is your role within your

own community organization or agency?

Initial OSA
(N=46)

What is your role within your own community organization
or agency? Number %
CEO 0 0%
Other leader 2 4%
Supervision 8 17%
Worker 33 72%
Other 3 7%

Follow-up OSA
(N=47)
Number %

0 0%
2 4%

7 15%

35 75%
3 6%

Note. Five County Cross-section respondents did not answer this question on the initial OSA, and four did not answer this

question on the follow-up OSA.
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Matched ProQOL analysis

C10. ProQOL respondents included in the matched analysis

Number %
County CITs 60 41%
County Cross-section 84 26%
State CITs 22 31%
State Cross-section 22 23%

Note. Percentages were calculated by using the total number of eligible County CIT participants, County Cross-section
participants, and State CIT participants, and State Cross-section participants in March 2017. All CITs (County and State) had
at least one respondent included in the matched ProQOL analysis. All but one County CIT had at least participant included in
the County Cross-section matched analysis. Three State CITs were included in the State Cross-section analysis.

County ProQOL tables

Compassion satisfaction is about the pleasure you derive from being able to do your work
well. Higher scores on this scale represent a greater satisfaction related to your ability to
be an effective caregiver in your job. Lower scores indicate that you may either find problems
with your job, or there may be some other reason — for example, you might derive your
satisfaction from activities other than your job.2

C11. County compassion satisfaction scale results — matched analysis (N=59)

Compassion
Average score satisfaction level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

County initial compassion satisfaction average score 40.20 Average

County follow-up compassion satisfaction average score 39.97 Average

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Burnout is one of the elements of Compassion Fatigue (CF) associated with feelings of
hopelessness and difficulties in dealing with work or in doing your job effectively. Higher
scores on this scale mean that you are at higher risk for burnout. Lower scores reflect
positive feelings about your ability to be effective in your work.?

2 Descriptions of each scale were taken from the Professional Quality of Life: Compassion Satisfaction and
Fatigue Version 5 (ProQOL), copywritten by B. Hudnall Stamm, 2009-2012. Additional description and
information on the scales can be found at http://www.progol.org/ProQol_Test.html.
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C12. County burnout scale results — matched analysis (N=58)

Average score Burnout level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)
County initial burnout average score 22.36 Low
County follow-up burnout average score 2219 Low

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Secondary traumatic stress is about your work related, secondary exposure to extremely
or traumatically stressful events. High scores on this scale indicate an above-average level
of secondary traumatic stress, while lower scores indicate a below-average level of secondary
traumatic stress.’

C13. County secondary traumatic stress scale results — matched analysis (N=56)

Compassion
Average score satisfaction level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

County initial secondary traumatic stress average score 21.54 Low
County follow-up secondary traumatic Stress average 21.53 Low
score

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.
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C14. ProQOL COUNTY Results - What is your role on the Core Implementation

Team (CIT)?
Follow-up
Initial ProQOL ProQOL
(N=60) (N=60)
What is your role on the Core Implementation Team (CIT)? Number % Number %
Leader 12 20% 12 20%
Data 5 8% 5 8%
Other Core Team member 41 68% 41 68%
Parent/Consumer 2 3% 2 3%
Not on a Core Team 0 0% 0 0%

Note. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

C15. ProQOL COUNTY Results - What is your role within your own community
organization or agency?

Follow-up
Initial ProQOL ProQOL
(N=60) (N=60)

What is your role within your own community organization

or agency? Number % Number %
CEO 5 8% 6 10%
Other leader 7 12% 7 12%
Supervision 16 27% 14 23%
Worker 22 37% 25 42%
Other 10 17% 8 13%

Note. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

State ProQOL tables

Compassion satisfaction is about the pleasure you derive from being able to do your work
well. Higher scores on this scale represent a greater satisfaction related to your ability to
be an effective caregiver in your job. Lower scores indicate that you may either find problems
with your job, or there may be some other reason — for example, you might derive your
satisfaction from activities other than your job.?

Descriptions of each scale were taken from the Professional Quality of Life: Compassion Satisfaction and
Fatigue Version 5 (ProQOL), copywritten by B. Hudnall Stamm, 2009-2012. Additional description and
information on the scales can be found at http://www.progol.org/ProQol_Test.html.
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C16. State compassion satisfaction scale results — matched analysis (N=22)

Compassion
Average score satisfaction level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

State initial compassion satisfaction average score 38.05 Average
State follow-up compassion satisfaction average score 38.82 Average
Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or

less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Burnout is one of the elements of Compassion Fatigue (CF) associated with feelings of
hopelessness and difficulties in dealing with work or in doing your job effectively. Higher
scores on this scale mean that you are at higher risk for burnout. Lower scores reflect positive
feelings about your ability to be effective in your work.*

C17. State burnout scale results — match analysis (N=21)

Average score Burnout level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)
State initial burnout average score 22.67 Low
State follow-up burnout average score 22.19 Low

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Secondary traumatic stress is about your work related, secondary exposure to extremely
or traumatically stressful events. High scores on this scale indicate an above-average level
of secondary traumatic stress, while lower scores indicate a below-average level of secondary
traumatic stress.*

Descriptions of each scale were taken from the Professional Quality of Life: Compassion Satisfaction and
Fatigue Version 5 (ProQOL), copywritten by B. Hudnall Stamm, 2009-2012. Additional description and
information on the scales can be found at http://www.progol.org/ProQol_Test.html.
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C18. State secondary traumatic stress scale results — matched analysis (N=22)

Secondary traumatic
Average score stress level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

State initial secondary traumatic stress average score 20.95 Low

State follow-up secondary traumatic stress average score 20.68 Low

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

C19. ProQOL STATE Results - What is your role on the Core Implementation
Team (CIT)?

Follow-up
Initial ProQOL ProQOL
(N=22) (N=22)
What is your role on the Core Implementation Team (CIT)? Number % Number %
Leader 7 32% 5 23%
Data 2 9% 2 9%
Other Core Team member 13 59% 15 68%
Parent/Consumer 0 0% 0 0%
Not on a Core Team 0 0% 0 0%

Note. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

C20. ProQOL STATE Results - What is your role within your own community
organization or agency?

Follow-up
Initial ProQOL ProQOL
(N=22) (N=22)
What is your role within your own community organization
or agency? Number % Number %
Leader 3 14% 6 27%
Manager 7 32% 5 23%
Administrator 6 27% 3 14%
Program / Project staff 4 18% 8 36%
Other 2 9% 0 0%
Note. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.
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County Cross-section ProQOL tables

Compassion satisfaction is about the pleasure you derive from being able to do your work
well. Higher scores on this scale represent a greater satisfaction related to your ability to be
an effective caregiver in your job. Lower scores indicate that you may either find problems
with your job, or there may be some other reason — for example, you might derive your
satisfaction from activities other than your job.>

C21. County cross-section compassion satisfaction scale results — matched
analysis (N=84)

Compassion
Average score satisfaction level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

County cross section initial compassion satisfaction 38.54 Average
average score

County cross section follow-up compassion satisfaction 38.29 Average
average score

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Burnout is one of the elements of Compassion Fatigue (CF) associated with feelings of
hopelessness and difficulties in dealing with work or in doing your job effectively. Higher
scores on this scale mean that you are at higher risk for burnout. Lower scores reflect
positive feelings about your ability to be effective in your work.’

5 Descriptions of each scale were taken from the Professional Quality of Life: Compassion Satisfaction and
Fatigue Version 5 (ProQOL), copywritten by B. Hudnall Stamm, 2009-2012. Additional description and
information on the scales can be found at http://www.progol.org/ProQol_Test.html.
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C22. County cross-section burnout scale results — matched analysis (N=84)

Average score Burnout level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)
County cross section initial burnout average score 23.31 Average
County cross section follow-up burnout average score 23.30 Average

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Secondary traumatic stress is about your work related, secondary exposure to extremely
or traumatically stressful events. High scores on this scale indicate an above-average level
of secondary traumatic stress, while lower scores indicate a below-average level of secondary
traumatic stress.®

C23. County cross-section secondary traumatic stress scale results — matched
analysis (N=84)

Secondary traumatic
Average score stress level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

County cross section initial secondary traumatic stress 20.75 Low
average score

County cross section follow-up secondary traumatic 20.77 Low
stress average score

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

¢ Descriptions of each scale were taken from the Professional Quality of Life: Compassion Satisfaction and
Fatigue Version 5 (ProQOL), copywritten by B. Hudnall Stamm, 2009-2012. Additional description and
information on the scales can be found at http://www.progol.org/ProQol_Test.html.
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C24. ProQOL_COUNTY CROSS-SECTION Results - What is your role within your
own community organization or agency?

Follow-up
Initial ProQOL ProQOL
(N=84) (N=84)

What is your role within your own community organization

or agency? Number % Number %
CEO 1 1% 2 2%
Other leader 6 7% 6 7%
Supervision 16 19% 17 20%
Worker 51 61% 53 63%
Other 10 12% 6 7%

Note. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

State Cross-section ProQOL tables

Compassion satisfaction is about the pleasure you derive from being able to do your work
well. Higher scores on this scale represent a greater satisfaction related to your ability to
be an effective caregiver in your job. Lower scores indicate that you may either find problems
with your job, or there may be some other reason — for example, you might derive your
satisfaction from activities other than your job.’

C25. State cross-section compassion satisfaction scale results — matched
analysis (N=22)

Compassion
Average score satisfaction level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

State cross section initial compassion satisfaction 38.05 Average
average score

State cross section follow-up compassion satisfaction 38.14 Average
average score

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

7 Descriptions of each scale were taken from the Professional Quality of Life: Compassion Satisfaction and
Fatigue Version 5 (ProQOL), copywritten by B. Hudnall Stamm, 2009-2012. Additional description and
information on the scales can be found at http://www.progol.org/ProQol_Test.html.
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Burnout is one of the elements of Compassion Fatigue (CF) associated with feelings of
hopelessness and difficulties in dealing with work or in doing your job effectively. Higher
scores on this scale mean that you are at higher risk for burnout. Lower scores reflect
positive feelings about your ability to be effective in your work.

C26. State cross section burnout scale results — matched analysis (N=22)

Average score Burnout level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)
State cross section initial burnout average score 23.00 Average
State cross section follow-up burnout average score 22.64 Low

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Secondary traumatic stress is about your work related, secondary exposure to extremely
or traumatically stressful events. High scores on this scale indicate an above-average level
of secondary traumatic stress, while lower scores indicate a below-average level of secondary
traumatic stress.

C27. State cross section secondary traumatic stress scale results — matched
analysis (N=22)

Secondary traumatic
Average score stress level
(ranges from 10-50) (Low, Average, or High)

State cross section initial secondary traumatic stress 21.95 Low
average score

State cross section follow-up secondary traumatic stress 21.23 Low
average score

Note. The average scores for each of the three scales were calculated using the results of all respondents that answered all
survey questions pertaining to each scale. The rating scale for each subscale ranges from 10 to 50, where a score of 22 or
less indicates a low score, a score between 23 and 41 indicates an average score, and a score of 42 of more indicates a
high score.

Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 62 Wilder Research, August 2017
Lessons Learned from Phase I1



C28. ProQOL state cross section results — What is your role within your own
community organization or agency?

Follow-up
Initial ProQOL ProQOL
(N=22) (N=22)

What is your role within your own community organization

or agency? Number % Number %
Leader 0 0% 0 0%
Manager 7 32% 9 41%
Administrator 3 14% 2 9%
Program/Project staff 10 46% 9 41%
Other support staff 1 5% 1 5%
Other 1 5% 1 5%

Note. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Performance Measurement Tool (PMT) tables

C29. Minimal formal policy changes at CIT agencies in Phase II: PMT

CIT leaders that responded “YES” to each statement*

Initial PMT Mid-point PMT Final PMT
Number % Number % Number %
We have developed the basic knowledge 12 57% 17 81% 19 90%
and awareness of TIC within our workforce
(N=21)
We provide training on Compassion 7 33% 9 43% 12 63%

Fatigue to address secondary trauma in
the workplace (N=19-21)

* Due to limitations of the PMT tool, the categories “Yes, we started this prior to the learning community” and “Yes, we
started/expanded this since we joined the learing community,” were combined.

C30. CIT meeting frequency

Initial PMT Mid-Point PMT Final PMT
(N=21) (N=21) (N=21)
Number % Number % Number %
Our Core Implementation Team continues 20 95% 21 100% 19 91%

to meet regularly (at least 1x monthly)

Note. Due to limitations of the PMT tool, the categories “Yes, we started this prior to the learning community” and “Yes, we
started/expanded this since we joined the learing community,” were combined.
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C31. CIT inclusion of external staff in TIC-related workgroups

Initial PMT Mid-Point PMT Final PMT
(N=21) (N=21) (N=21)
Number % Number % Number %
Our CIT has broadened the number of staff 10 48% 14 67% 17 81%
involved in TIC related workgroups beyond
the CIT

Note. Due to limitations of the PMT tool, the categories “Yes, we started this prior to the learning community” and “Yes, we
started/expanded this since we joined the learming community,” were combined.

Participant Feedback Survey data tables

C32. Changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to trauma-
informed care: County and state teams (means)

County CITs State CITs
Before @ After Before After

N FF FF N FF FF
| understand the profound effects of adverse 79 3.1 3.8 45 3.0 3.9
childhood experiences (ACEs) and other trauma on
individuals.
| recognize the high prevalence of traumatic 79 3.2 3.9 45 3.2 3.9
experiences in people who receive mental health,
physical health, and substance abuse services.
| understand how human service staff might 79 3.0 3.8 44 3.1 3.8
unintentionally cause additional trauma to those we
serve.
| contribute to efforts that make my organization a 78 3.0 3.6 45 3.1 3.7
safe, trusting, and healing environment.
| integrate trauma-informed principles into my 79 29 3.6 44 2.7 3.5
interactions with others at work.
| understand that a person’s symptoms of a mental 79 3.2 3.8 45 3.1 3.8

health, substance abuse, or medical problem may
be their way of coping with trauma.

| frequently consider the findings from ACEs 77 25 3.3 45 21 3.1
research in my interactions with others.

| consider the role that trauma may be playing in 77 3.1 3.8 45 2.8 3.6
the difficulties an individual may be experiencing.

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 4=strongly agree, 3=somewhat agree,
2=somewhat disagree, and 1=strongly disagree.

Differences from before the initiative to after the initiative were tested using a paired samples test. Differences between means
from “Before FF” to “After FF”, for all items, are statistically significant at p<.001.
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C32. Changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to trauma-
informed care: County and state teams (means) (continued)

County CITs State CITs
Before | After Before After

N FF FF N FF FF
In my work, | use a toolbox of skills to actively 78 3.1 3.6 45 3.0 3.4
engage and build positive relationships with staff,
clients, and/or families.
| feel inspired to engage in the promotion of 78 2.8 3.8 45 2.7 3.6
trauma-informed care (TIC).
My organization has made changes to support 78 2.4 3.6 45 2.2 3.3
trauma-informed care principles.
| have a clear understanding of the degree to which 77 2.1 3.4 45 1.9 3.2
my organization is trauma-informed.
| can identify areas in which my organization can 77 2.6 3.7 44 2.4 3.6
become more trauma-informed.
| partner with the families of clients to improve 70 2.6 3.2 -- -- --
services. {County teams only}
| incorporate trauma-informed principles into my 75 2.5 3.3 45 2.2 3.0
collaboration with other agencies and/or
organizations.
| include the views and priorities of the people 76 2.7 34 45 2.6 3.2
affected by our work in the improvement of our
services.
When making changes to organizational practices 76 2.8 3.6 44 3.0 3.5

and policies, | consider the well-being of and the
potential impact on staff members.

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 4=strongly agree, 3=somewhat agree,
2=somewhat disagree, and 1=strongly disagree.

Differences from before the initiative to after the initiative were tested using a paired samples test. Differences between means
from “Before FF” to “After FF”, for all items, are statistically significant at p<.001.
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C33. Changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to trauma-
informed care: County teams (percentages) (N=70-79)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

agree agree disagree disagree
| understand the profound effects of Before FF 35% 48% 8% 9%
adverse childhood experiences (ACEs)
and other trauma on individuals. After FF 82% 18% 0% 0%
| recognize the high prevalence of traumatic Before FF 38% 52% 6% 4%
experiences in people who receive mental
health, physical health, and substance After FF 89% 1% 0% 0%
abuse services.
| understand how human service staff Before FF 32% 42% 25% 1%
might unintentionally cause additional
trauma to those we serve. After FF 86% 1% 3% 0%
| contribute to efforts that make my Before FF 23% 50% 22% 1%
organization a safe, trusting, and healing
environment. After FF 65% 32% 3% 0%
. . . : Before FF 17% 56% 24% 4%
| integrate trauma-informed principles into
my interactions with others at work. After FF 57% 42% 1% 0%
| understand that a person’s symptoms of Before FF 37% 48% 13% 3%
a mental health, substance abuse, or
me@cal problem may be their way of After FF 82% 18% 0% 0%
coping with trauma.
| frequently consider the findings from Before FF 16% 36% 34% 14%
ACEs research in my interactions with
| consider the role that trauma may be Before FF 29% 52% 16% 4%
playing in the difficulties an individual may
be eXperienCing. After FF 82% 18% 0% 0%
In my work, | use a toolbox of skills to Before FF 28% 53% 15% 4%
actively engage and build positive
relationships with staff, clients, and/or After FF 55% 45% 0% 0%
families.
L . . Before FF 23% 39% 32% 6%
| feel inspired to engage in the promotion
of trauma-informed care (TIC). After FF 80% 19% 1% 0%
. Before FF 6% 40% 40% 14%
My organization has made changes to
support trauma-informed care principles. After FF 65% 31% 3% 1%
(o] (o] 0, o]
| have a clear understanding of the degree Before FF 5% 29% 39% 27%
to which my organization is trauma-informed. = After FF 42% 53% 4% 1%

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 4=strongly agree, 3=somewhat agree,
2=somewhat disagree, and 1=strongly disagree.
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C33. Changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to trauma-
informed care: County teams (percentages) (N=70-79) (continued)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

agree agree disagree  disagree
| can identify areas in which my Before FF 14% 42% 34% 10%
organization can become more trauma-
informed. After FF 70% 30% 0% 0%
| partner with the families of clients to Before FF 20% 39% 21% 20%
improve services.[county teams only] After FF 39% 46% 13% 39
| incorporate trauma-informed principles Before FF 13% 40% 32% 15%
into my collaboration with other agencies
and/or organizations. After FF 40% 55% 4% 1%
| include the views and priorities of the Before FF 13% 51% 25% 11%
people affected by our work in the
improvement of our services. After FF 43% 51% 5% 0%
When making changes to organizational Before FF 22% 47% 20% 11%
practices and policies, | consider the well-
being of and the potential impact on staff After FF 62% 37% 1% 0%
members.

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 4=strongly agree, 3=somewhat agree,
2=somewhat disagree, and 1=strongly disagree.

C34. Changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to trauma-informed
care: State teams (percentages) (N=44-45)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

agree agree disagree disagree
| understand the profound effects of Before FF 44% 24% 18% 13%
adverse childhood experiences (ACEs)
and other trauma on individuals. After FF 87% 13% 0% 0%
| recognize the high prevalence of Before FF 47% 31% 13% 9%
traumatic experiences in people who
receive mental health, physical health, and  after FF 93% 4% 29, 0%
substance abuse services.
| understand how human service staff Before FF 27% 55% 18% 0%
might unintentionally cause additional
trauma to those we serve. After FF 87% 11% 2% 0%
| contribute to efforts that make my Before FF 24% 64% 11% 0%
organization a safe, trusting, and healing
environment. After FF 76% 22% 2% 0%

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 4=strongly agree, 3=somewhat agree,
2=somewhat disagree, and 1=strongly disagree.
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C34. Changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to trauma-informed
care: State teams (percentages) (N=44-45) (continued)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

agree agree disagree  disagree
| integrate trauma-informed principles into Before FF 21% 39% 27% 14%
my interactions with others at work. After FF 61% 349, 0% 59
| understand that a person’s symptoms of Before FF 36% 44% 16% 4%
a mental health, substance abuse, or
medical problem may be their way of After FF 84% 16% 0% 0%
coping with trauma.
| frequently consider the findings from Before FF 4% 27% 40% 29%
ACEs research in my interactions with
others. After FF 33% 51% 11% 4%
| consider the role that trauma may be Before FF 24% 40% 24% 11%
playing in the difficulties an individual may
be experiencing. After FF 64% 33% 2% 0%
In my work, | use a toolbox of skills to Before FF 24% 53% 18% 4%
actively engage and build positive
relationships with staff, clients, and/or After FF 49% 47% 4% 0%
families.
| feel inspired to engage in the promotion Before FF 24% 36% 22% 18%
of trauma-informed care (TIC). After FF 71% 20% 79 29,
My organization has made changes to Before FF 16% 16% 47% 22%
support trauma-informed care principles. After FF 47% 36% 16% 29,
| have a clear understanding of the degree  Before FF 4% 16% 42% 38%
to which my organization is trauma-informed. After FF 319% 58% 9% 29,
| include the views and priorities of the Before FF 13% 49% 27% 11%
people affected by our work in the
improvement of our services. After FF 38% 51% 9% 2%
When making changes to organizational Before FF 27% 46% 23% 5%
practices and policies, | consider the well-
being of and the potential impact on staff After FF 61% 32% 5% 2%
members.

Note. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement before participating in
Fostering Futures and then after participating in Fostering Futures. The scale was: 4=strongly agree, 3=somewhat agree,
2=somewhat disagree, and 1=strongly disagree.

C35. Participant Feedback Survey respondents (N=126)

Number %
County 81 64%
State 45 36%

Note. At least one individual from each of the 21 CITs participated in the Participant Feedback Survey.
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C36. As a Core Implementation Team member, have you personally proposed
at least one action step or idea about how to apply trauma-informed care
(TIC) principles to improve your organization's work? (N=124)

County State
Number % Number %
As a Core Implementation Team (CIT) member, have Yes 75 95% 44 98%
you personally proposed at least one action step or
idea about how to apply trauma-informed care (TIC) No 2 3% 0 0%
principles to improve your organization's work? Don’t know 2 3% 1 2%

C37. Do you have a clear understanding of your Core Implementation Team's
strategy for change? (N=124)

County State
Number % Number %
Do you have a clear understanding of your Core Yes 70 89% 105 85%
Implementation Team's strategy for change? No 5 6% 13 1%
Don’t know 4 5% 6 5%

C38. To what extent do you feel like your Core Implementation Team (CIT) has
accomplished its goals over this past year? My CIT has accomplished:

(N=124)
County State
Number % Number %
To what extent do you feel like your Core All of its
Implementation Team (CIT) has accomplished its ~ goals 0 0% 2 4%
oals over this past year? My CIT has .
gccomplished: Pesty Y Most of its
goals 33 42% 23 51%
Some of its
goals 39 49% 13 29%
Very few of
its goals 7 9% 5 11%
None of its
goals 0 0% 2 4%
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C39. The Fostering Futures/National Council for Behavioral Health learning
community officially kicked off in April 2016. Since then, how many
months have you been participating? (N=125)

Number Mean

The Fostering Futures/National Council for County 80 10.5
Behavioral Health learning community officially
kicked off in April 2016. Since then, how many State 45 10.3

months have you been participating?

C40. What is your role on the Core Implementation Team (CIT)? (N=123)

County State
What is your role on the Core Implementation Team (CIT)? Number % Number %
Leader 13 16% 7 16%
Data 7 9% 1 2%
Other Core Team member 57 71% 34 79%
Parent/Consumer 3 4% 1 2%

C41. What is your role within your own community organization or agency?

(N=117)
County State

What is your role within your own community organization

or agency? Number % Number %
Leader 0 0% 9 23%
Manager 0 0% 12 30%
Administrator 0 0% 1 3%
Program / Project staff 0 0% 13 33%
Office support staff 0 0% 2 5%
CEO 6 8% 0 0%
Other leader 10 13% 0 0%
Supervision 21 27% 0 0%
Worker 30 39% 0 0%
Other 10 13% 3 8%
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Quarterly report tables

C42. Number of county and state CIT meetings during Phase Il

4.58 4 4
I386 360 3.67

Quarter 1 Quarter 2 Quarter 3 Quarter 4

43 43 4.254.33

= County = State

C43. CITs meeting attendance throughout Phase i

Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter

1 2 3 4
Average county CIT meeting attendance 8.7 7.5 9.7 9.6
Average state CIT meeting attendance 7.9 8.3 8.3 7.3

C44. CIT outreach activities by quarter during Phase Il

Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter

1 2 3 4
Average number of county CIT outreach activities 2.46 2.60 1.83 2.13
Average number of state CIT outreach activities 0.86 2.86 2.14 2.40
Fostering Futures: Key Findings and 71 Wilder Research, August 2017
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8.9
8.1

Overall
Phase Il

2.26
2.04



2102 14dy ‘yoseasay Jopjim uonenjeag SH4d seinin- bulia}so

‘sainjn{ Bunvyso4
ul Bunedidiued Y31 4v pue JYO439g soouauadxa pue abpajmouy ‘S||IYS J1noA Jnoge yuiyl 0} noA syse suolysanb Jo j39s )saiy syl

UM pajeljie atem noA (1 |D) wes ] uonejuswa|dw| 8100 YdIym 8)edipul ases|d

ajedioied 0] aalbe | ‘soA ]

{3¥3H do.s} s1ediued o} saibe jouop | ‘'ON []

:MOJ8( JUBsU09 INoA ayeaipul eses|d ‘alieuuonsanb ayy ul syedionied 0} aaibe noA §|

‘D107 Iap|IM@SI|9ZpIediuow 40 /G9Z
-082-1G9 1e youeasay JOpP|IAA 1B Jabeuel yoleasay ‘ayloy SI|9zp| ealuol 10euod asea|d ‘19aloid sy} Jnoge sulaouod 1o suolsanb Aue aney nok j|

"9S|9 SUOBWOS JO J|9SINOA wiey 0} Jealy) e ayew

noA JI 10 me| AQ paJinbal si )1 §I uoiew.lojuI SIY} dleys 0} aAey Aew am 1ng ‘10aloud siyj Jo asodind ay) 4o} Ajuo pasnh aq ||Im apiaoid NOA uonew.lojul
3y "9|geluapI JoU S| UoBWIOUI Y} eyl yons sasuodsal Jo Jaquinu jusioiyns e ale aiay) J Ajuo 1ng ‘(swes} ssoloe pajebalbbe) wes) ay)

uo 8j0J InoA Aq Jo ‘|ans| Aousbe 1o wes) sy} Je Jno papodal g Aew uoiewsojul SwWoS “spodal Bunnsal a8y} ul pauiuspl-ap 84 ||IM UOIewloul ||e pue
‘sasuodsal a|gelljuapl 0} SS9IIE AARY ||IM YdIBasay Jap|IA AlUQ [enuspluod ulewsal |[Im sasuodsal InoA pue ‘siamsue Buoim Jo jybii ou ale aiay |

‘o19|dwoo 0] sejnuiw G| Aj1ewixoidde aye) pjnoys } "ayedioned 0]

10U 8pIoap noA ji swiny Aue je Aaains ay) dojs Jo suonsanb Aue diys Aew noA -Bunedionied o} sysi juesiiubis Aue aiayy ale Jou ‘Bunedioiied jou 1o}
sujeuaq Aue Jo sso| Jo saljjeuad ou ale aiay} pue ‘@Aljeiiul ay} ul uonedioied JnoA joaye jou |Im AaAins siy) 919|dwod 0} aploap NoA 10U JO JaYjaypn
"aAljenIul 8y} Jo Joedwi 8y) Jnoge uoljewuoul Juenuodwi apinoid pue )i 839|dwod 0} swiy axe} |[m noA adoy am jng ‘Asejun|oa s asleuuonsanb ay |

"9ANBIIUI U] JO }INsaJ & se umolb aaey noA moy pue aAneniul ayy ul Bunedionied alojaq seousliadxs JNOA uo 10881
0] noA yse |Im asireuuonsanb siy| “Japiroid 821AIes pue Japes| e se molb 01 noA padjay aAneniul siyr moy Buiules| ul pajsalsiul si sainn4 Bulie)so

sainjn4 Bulv}so
ALNNOD - AoAIng yoeqpaad juedionied /102


mailto:monica.idzelis@wilder.org

2102 [udy ‘yoseasey Jopjim

uonenjeng S-4d seinjinH buLiejso

1l

z[] e[] [ ] qil

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

‘sa|diould a1ed pawuojul-ewnel; yoddns
0} sabueyo spew sey uoneziuebio A

‘el

1l

] e[] v[ ] "q0l

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

"(D11) 8Jed pawlojul-ewned; Jo
uonjowoud sy} ul sbebus 0} pasidsul |98} |

‘el

1l

[ e[] v[ ] "96

[ ] el ]

v[]

‘saljiwe}

Jo/pue ‘sjuslo ‘Hyeis yum sdiysuoleod
aAnisod pjing pue abebua Ajaaijoe

0} S||IYS JO X0Q|00} B 8sn | ‘yJom Aw u|

‘26

1l

] e[] v[] ‘qg

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

‘Burousiiadxs aq Aew
[enpiAipul ue sainaiip ayy ul buikeld
g Aew ewneJ} Jeyj} 9|0 8y} JOPISUOD |

‘eg

1l

[ e[] v[ ] qz

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

"SJay10 Ylim suonoelajul Aw ul yolessal
s3OV woly sbuipuly 8y} Jepisuod Ajjusnbaly |

‘0)

1l

] e[] v[] ‘q9

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

‘ewnel)

yum Buidoo jo Aem siayy aq Aew wsjqolid
|eslpaw JO ‘@sn aouelsgns ‘yjesy |ejusw e
Jo swojdwAs s,uosiad e jey) pueisiapun |

‘89

1l

[ e[] v[ ] [

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

“)IOM 1B SI8yl0 YlIM suoloelajul Aw
ojul se|diould pawuojul-ewnely ayelbaul |

‘eg

] e[] v[] ay

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

"JUBWUOIIAUD
Buijeay pue bunsnyy ‘ejes e uoneziuebio
Aw ayew jey) slioyse 0] 8a)NgLIUOD |

‘e

[ e[] v[ ] [

[ ] el ]

v[]

"9AJ8S M 9S0U} 0} euINel}
|euonippe asned Ajjeuonuauiun ybiw
JJBIS 80IAI9S UBWINY MOY pue)sIapun |

‘B¢

1l

] e[] v[] ‘9z

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

"S9OIAIBS @SNQe 8dueisqns pue
‘yyieay [eaisAyd ‘yyesy |[elusw aAI9934
oym ajdoad ui seousliadxa onjewnely
10 @ougjerald ybiy ayy aziubooal |

‘ez

1l

] e[] v[ ] ql

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

"S|ENPIAIPUI UO BWNEJ} JBYJ0 pue
(sg3ovy) seousiiadxa pooyp|iyo asiaape
10 s}oaye punojoud a8y} pueisiapun |

‘el

aalbesiqg
KBuonyg

aaibesig 9a1by 9a1by <«
jeymawiog jeymawos Ajbuonsg

ONILVdIOILYVd ¥31dV

‘'sainin4 Bulis)so ul pajedionied
Buiney Y313V Siuswajels buimojjo) ayy

yum Juswaalbesip Jo Juswaalbe JInoA ajes MON

saibe

Kbuong

aalbesiqg 901by

jeymauiog

sid

9a1by

jeymawog A|buousyg

ONILVdIOILYVd 340439

"sjuswa)e)s

Buimojjo) 8y} yum juswsalbesip 1o Juswaaibe
JO |9A8] JNOA B}kl ases|d "sainin4 Bulis}so

ul bunedionied IYO43F 03 doeq JulyL



2102 [udy ‘yoseasey Jopjim

Mmou JuoQ ¢[]
¢,8bueyo Joy ABsjesis s,wesa | uonejuswaldw| 8400 INOA Jo Buipuejsiapun Jes|o e aaey noA oQ

Mouy j,uog m_H_

uonenjeng S-4d seinjinH buLiejso

ON N_H_ SOA F_H_

ON [] saA ,[]

éHom s.uoneziuebuo JnoA anosdwi 0} sajdiound (D)L) 84e0
pauwuojul-ewned) Aldde 0} moy jnoge eapl 1o deys uonoe auo jses| je pasodoud Ajjeuosiad nok aaey ‘Jaquisw wes | uoljejuswaldw| 8l0) e sy

6l

81

"Ylom ayj 0} pajejal suolsabbns pue Jnoge suondd|jal
[leJano JnoA pue ‘108foid 8y} uo 8j01 pue punoibyoeq JNOA ‘YI0M SIy} 0} pale|al SaljIAIIOe JuaLINd JNOA Inoge Syse suolsanb Jo 18s Buimol|o) ay |

SNOILS3IND TVNOlLIaav

‘'slequisw Jejs uo joedwi [enusyod
ay} pue jo Buiag-||om 8y} JopISuo? |
‘saioljod pue saonoeld jeuoneziuebio

1l e[ ] e[] v[] qall 1l e[ ] e[ ] v[] 0] sebueyo Buijew usypp e/l
"S90IAISS INO JO JuswaAoidwi
By} uI jJom Ino Aq pajoaye sjdoad
1 e[ ] e[ ] v[1  -agl 1 e[ ] s[] v[] ay} 4o sanuoud pue smalA sy} epnjoul | ‘eg|
‘suoneziueblo Jo/pue
selouabe Jaylo Yim uoljeioge||oo Aw ojul
] z[ ] e[ ] v[ ] ‘qsL ] z[ ] e[ ] v[ ] sa|dioulid pswiojul-ewned) ayeiodiooul | "eG|
[Ajuo swes) Ajunoa] ‘sadinlas anoidwi
O e[ ] e[ ] v[] ‘avl O e[ ] e[ ] v[] 0} SjUBI[O JO SBIjIWe) Y} YIm Jeuped | ey|
‘paluiolul
-ewNeJ) aJoWw awodaq ued uoneziuebio
Il e[ ] el ] [ -agl il L] e[] v[] Aw yoym ur sesse Aypuepl ued | "egl
‘paw.ojuI-ewne.)
s| uoneziuebio Aw yoiym o} aaibap
O e[ ] e[ ] v[] ‘azl O e[ ] e[ ] v[] 8y} Jo Buipuejsiepun Jespd e eney | ez|
oalbesiq eaibesig 9a1by 9a1by <« saibesiq eaibesiqg 901by 9a1by
KBuosygs jeymawosg jeymawosg AjBuong ABuosyg jeymawosg jeymawog AjBuousyg

ONILVdIOILYVd ¥31dV

‘'sainin4 Bulis)so ul pajedionied
Buiney Y313V Siuswajels buimojjo) ayy
yum Juswaalbesip Jo Juswaalbe JInoA ajes MON

ONILVdIOILYVd 340439

‘sjuswale)s
Buimojjo) 8y} yum juswsalbesip 1o Juswaaibe
JO |9A8] JNOA B}kl ases|d "sainin4 Bulis}so

ul bunedionied IYO43F 03 doeq JulyL



2102 14dy ‘yoseasay Jopjim uonenjeag SH4d seinin- bulia}so

jedieuuonsanb ayj 6unajdwos 10} noA yueyy

¢,9NIB8s NoA
saljiwe} ay) uQ ¢uoneziueblo JnoA uQ iAjjeuolssajoid Jo/pue Ajjeuosiad

NoA uo aAneniul sainin4 BuLielso4 ayy Jo 1oedwi 1sabbiq ay) usaq sey 1eyp\ ‘S (wajshs asejjom pliyo

3y} yym Bunoeusiul 8ousadxa yym saljiwe)
JBYI0 UQ ¢,N0oA uo aAieniul saining bulsiso
8y} Jo yoedwi }s8b661q 8y} usaq sey leym ‘qee |

:8quosep ases|d JeYl0 o[ ]

JBYIOM 4[]

Josintedng ([ Jawinsuoopualed ,[]

lapesT eyl0 [ 4m JaquiBW Wes) 8100 JBYI0 ¢[]

030 [ 4m eieq [

¢ Aouabe 1o uoneziuebio AJUNWWOD UMO INOA UIYIM 8]0l INOA SI JeUM ‘12 4m J8pesT ]

;wea | uoneswsa|dw| 8100 8yl Uo 8j0J JNOA Sl 1lBYA\ ‘€2

¢eah siyy
Bunueys dnoub mau ayy 4oy Ajje1oadse ‘psemioy Bulob aaneniul sainjng Buls)so4 ay} JO YIom 8y} adueyua 0} 1sabbns noA pjnom sabueyd leypy "2z

syjuow

¢Bunedionued usaq nok aney
syjuow Auew moy ‘uayy) aouIS ‘910z Judy Ul Jo paxaiy Ajjeronjo Ajunwwod Buluies| yjeaH |eloineyag Joj [1Iouno) [euoiieN/saining buleisoqd ayl “LZ

s|eob s} Jo SWOS ¢[]

s|eob syl Jo SUON ,[] s|eob syl 4o ISON 4[]
s|eob s} Jo MSJ AIBA ;[ ] s|jeob s} JO IV <[]

:paysiidwosoe sey | |0 AN ¢JeaA 1sed siy) Jano s|eob sy paysiidwoooe sey (| |D) wea | uoneiuswa|du] 8109 IN0A 8yl |98} NOA Op Jud)xd Jeym 0] 02



2102 14dy ‘yoseasay Jopjim uonenjeag SH4d seinin- bulia}so

‘sainjn{ Bunvyso4
ul Bunedidiued Y31 4v pue JYO439g soouauadxa pue abpajmouy ‘S||IYS J1noA Jnoge yuiyl 0} noA syse suolysanb Jo j39s )saiy syl

UM pajeljie atem noA (1 |D) wes ] uonejuswa|dw| 8100 YdIym 8)edipul ases|d

ajedioied 0] aalbe | ‘soA ]

{3¥3H do.s} s1ediued o} saibe jouop | ‘'ON []

:MOJ8( JUBsU09 INoA a)ealpul ases|d ‘adieuuonsanb ayy ul syedionied 0} aalbe noA §|

‘D107 Iap|IM@SI|9ZpIediuow 40 /G9Z
-082-1G9 1e youeasay JOpP|IAA 1B Jabeue yoleasay ‘ayloy SI|9zp| ealuol 10euod asea|d ‘19a8loid sy} Jnoge sulaouod 1o suolsanb Aue aney nok j|

"9S|9 SUOBWOS JO J|9SINOA wiey 0} Jealy) e ayew

noA JI 10 me| AQ paJinbal si )1 §I uoiew.IojUI SIY} leys 0} aAey Aew am 1ng ‘19aloud siyj Jo asodind ay) 4o} Ajuo pash aq ||Im apiroid NOA uonew.lojul
3y "9|geluapI JoU S| UoBWIOUI Y} eyl yons sasuodsal Jo Jaquinu jusioiyns e ale aiay} J Ajuo 1ng ‘(swes} ssoloe pajebalbbe) wes) ay)

uo 8j0J InoA Aq Jo ‘|ans| Aousbe 1o wes) sy} Je Jno papuodal g Aew uoiewsojul swWoS ‘spodal Bunnsal a8y} ul pauiuspl-ap 84 ||IM UOIewIoul ||e pue
‘sasuodsal a|geljuapl 0} SS92I. AARY ||IM YdIBasay Jap|Ip AlUQ [enuspluod ulewsal |[Im sasuodsal InoA pue ‘siamsue Buoim Jo jybii ou ale aiay |

‘o19|dwoo 0] sejnuiw G| Aj1ewixoidde aye) pjnoys } "ajedioned 0]

10U apIoap noA ji swiny Aue je Aaains ay) dojs Jo suonsanb Aue diys Aew noA -Bunedionied o} sysi juesiiubis Aue aiay) ase Jou ‘Bunedioied jou 1o}
suyauaq Aue Jo sso| Jo saljjeuad ou ale aiay} pue ‘@Aljeniul ay} ul uonedioiied JnoA joaye jou |Im AaAins siy) 919|dwod 0} aploap NoA 10U JO JaYjeypn
"aAljenIul 8y} Jo Joedwi 8y Jnoge uolewsoul Juenodwi apiaoid pue )i 839|dwod 0} swiy aye} |[Im noA adoy am jnq ‘Asejun|oa s asleuuonsanb ay |

"9ANBIIUI 8Y) JO }|NsaJ & se umolb aAney noA moy pue aAneniul ayy ul Bunedionied alojaq seousliadxs JNOA uo 10881
0] noA yse |Im asleuuonsanb siy| “Jepiroid 821Ales pue Japes| e se molb 01 noA padjay aAneniul siyr moy Bulules| ul pajsalsiul si sainn4 Bulie)so

sainjn{ Bulisyso4
A1V1S - AaAing yoeqpaad juedidnied /102


mailto:monica.idzelis@wilder.org

2102 [udy ‘yoseasey Jopjim

uonenjeng S-4d seinjinH buLiejso

1l

z[] e[] [ ] qil

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

‘sa|diould a1ed pawuojul-ewnel; yoddns
0} sabueyo spew sey uoneziuebio A

‘el

1l

] e[] v[ ] "q0l

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

"(D11) 8Jed pawlojul-ewned; Jo
uonjowoud sy} ul sbebus 0} pasidsul |98} |

‘el

1l

[ e[] v[ ] "96

[ ] el ]

v[]

‘saljiwe}

Jo/pue ‘sjuslo ‘Hyeis yum sdiysuoleod
aAnisod pjing pue abebua Ajaaijoe

0} S||IYS JO X0Q|00} B 8sn | ‘yJom Aw u|

‘26

1l

] e[] v[] ‘qg

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

‘Burousiiadxs aq Aew
[enpiAipul ue sainaiip ayy ul buikeld
g Aew ewneJ} Jeyj} 9|0 8y} JOPISUOD |

‘eg

1l

[ e[] v[ ] qz

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

"SJay10 Ylim suonoelajul Aw ul yolessal
s3OV woly sbuipuly 8y} Jepisuod Ajjusnbaly |

‘0)

1l

] e[] v[] ‘q9

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

‘ewnel)

yum Buidoo jo Aem siayy aq Aew wsjqolid
|eslpaw JO ‘@sn aouelsgns ‘yjesy |ejusw e
Jo swojdwAs s,uosiad e jey) pueisiapun |

‘89

1l

[ e[] v[ ] [

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

“)IOM 1B SI8yl0 YlIM suoloelajul Aw
ojul se|diould pawuojul-ewnely ayelbaul |

‘eg

] e[] v[] ay

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

"JUBWUOIIAUD
Buijeay pue bunsnyy ‘ejes e uoneziuebio
Aw ayew jey) slioyse 0] 8a)NgLIUOD |

‘e

[ e[] v[ ] [

[ ] el ]

v[]

"9AJ8S M 9S0U} 0} euINel}
|euonippe asned Ajjeuonuauiun ybiw
JJBIS 80IAI9S UBWINY MOY pue)sIapun |

‘B¢

1l

] e[] v[] ‘9z

1l

z[ ] e[ ]

v[]

"S9OIAIBS @SNQe 8dueisqns pue
‘yyieay [eaisAyd ‘yyesy |[elusw aAI9934
oym ajdoad ui seousliadxa onjewnely
10 @ougjerald ybiy ayy aziubooal |

‘ez

1l

] e[] v[ ] ql

1l

[ ] el ]

v[]

"S|ENPIAIPUI UO BWNEJ} JBYJ0 pue
(sg3ovy) seousiiadxa pooyp|iyo asiaape
10 s}oaye punojoud a8y} pueisiapun |

‘el

aalbesiqg
KBuonyg

aaibesig 9a1by 9a1by <«
jeymawiog jeymawos Ajbuonsg

ONILVdIOILYVd ¥31dV

‘'sainin4 Bulis)so ul pajedionied
Buiney Y313V Siuswajels buimojjo) ayy

yum Juswaalbesip Jo Juswaalbe JInoA ajes MON

saibe

Kbuong

aalbesiqg 901by

jeymauiog

sid

9a1by

jeymawog A|buousyg

ONILVdIOILYVd 340439

"sjuswa)e)s

Buimojjo) 8y} yum juswsalbesip 1o Juswaaibe
JO |9A8] JNOA B}kl ases|d "sainin4 Bulis}so

ul bunedionied IYO43F 03 doeq JulyL



2102 [udy ‘yoseasey Jopjim

Mmou JuoQ ¢[]
¢,8bueyo Joy ABsjesis s,wesa | uonejuswaldw| 8400 INOA Jo Buipuejsiapun Jes|o e aaey noA oQ

Mouy j,uog m_H_

uonenjeng S-4d seinjinH buLiejso

ON N_H_ SOA F_H_

ON [] saA ,[]

éHom s.uoneziuebuo JnoA anosdwi 0} sajdiound (D)L) 84e0
pauwuojul-ewned) Aldde 0} moy jnoge eapl 1o deys uonoe auo jses| je pasodoud Ajjeuosiad nok aaey ‘Jaquisw wes | uoljejuswaldw| 8l0) e sy

6l

81

"Ylom ayj 0} pajejal suolsabbns pue Jnoge suondd|jal
[leJano JnoA pue ‘108foid 8y} uo 8j01 pue punoibyoeq JNOA ‘YI0M SIy} 0} pale|al SaljIAIIOe JuaLINd JNOA Inoge Syse suolsanb Jo 18s Buimol|o) ay |

SNOILS3IND TVNOlLIaav

‘'slequisw Jejs uo joedwi [enusyod
ay} pue jo Buiag-||om 8y} JopISuo? |
‘saioljod pue saonoeld jeuoneziuebio

1l e[ ] e[] v[] qall 1l e[ ] e[ ] v[] 0] sebueyo Buijew usypp e/l
"S90IAISS INO JO JuswaAoidwi
By} uI jJom Ino Aq pajoaye sjdoad
1 e[ ] e[ ] v[1  -agl 1 e[ ] s[] v[] ay} 4o sanuoud pue smalA sy} epnjoul | ‘eg|
‘suoneziueblo Jo/pue
selouabe Jaylo Yim uoljeioge||oo Aw ojul
] z[ ] e[ ] v[ ] ‘qsL ] z[ ] e[ ] v[ ] sa|dioulid pswiojul-ewned) ayeiodiooul | "eG|
[Ajuo swes) Ajunoa] ‘sadinlas anoidwi
O e[ ] e[ ] v[] ‘avl O e[ ] e[ ] v[] 0} SjUBI[O JO SBIjIWe) Y} YIm Jeuped | ey|
‘paluiolul
-ewNeJ) aJoWw awodaq ued uoneziuebio
Il e[ ] el ] [ -agl il L] e[] v[] Aw yoym ur sesse Aypuepl ued | "egl
‘paw.ojuI-ewne.)
s| uoneziuebio Aw yoiym o} aaibap
O e[ ] e[ ] v[] ‘azl O e[ ] e[ ] v[] 8y} Jo Buipuejsiepun Jespd e eney | ez|
oalbesiq eaibesig 9a1by 9a1by <« saibesiq eaibesiqg 901by 9a1by
KBuosygs jeymawosg jeymawosg AjBuong ABuosyg jeymawosg jeymawog AjBuousyg

ONILVdIOILYVd ¥31dV

‘'sainin4 Bulis)so ul pajedionied
Buiney Y313V Siuswajels buimojjo) ayy
yum Juswaalbesip Jo Juswaalbe JInoA ajes MON

ONILVdIOILYVd 340439

‘sjuswale)s
Buimojjo) 8y} yum juswsalbesip 1o Juswaaibe
JO |9A8] JNOA B}kl ases|d "sainin4 Bulis}so

ul bunedionied IYO43F 03 doeq JulyL



2102 14dy ‘yoseasay Jopjim uonenjeag SH4d seinin- bulia}so

jodreuuonsanb ayj 6unajdwos 10} noA yueyy

¢uoneziuebuo unok uQ ¢Ajeuoissajold Jo/pue Ajjeuosiad
NoA uo aanenul sainn4 buuvso4 ayy Jo 1oedwi 1sabbiq sy} ueaq sey leyp\ ‘S
¢ wIB)sAs alejjam pliyo
:9qLOsep ases|d JaUl0 o[ ] 3y} yum Bunoessjul sousliadxa ypum saljiwe)
ye1s poddns 800 o[ JBYj0 uQ ¢,NoA uo aAieniul sainin4 buls}so4 .
ye1s 10sloid/welbold [ 8y} jo yoedwi 1s8b61q 8y} usaq sey Jeypn "qeg f—

JojeJisiuiwpy mD Jawnsuod/jualed v_H_

JabeuelN [ ] 4m Joquwaw wes) 8100 Jayl0 e[

JopeaT |[] 4= Beq ]

¢ Aouabe 1o uoneziuebio AJUNWWOD UMO INOA UIYIM 8]0l INOA SI JeUM 12 <= JapeaT |[]

¢wea] uoneyuswsaldw] 8100 8y} U0 8|0J INOA S| JeyA

¢leah siyy
Bunueys dnoib mau ay) 4oy Ajje1oadse ‘piemioy Bulob aaleniul sainjng Buls)so4 ay} JO YIom ay} adoueyua 0} 1sabbns noA pjnom sabueyd 1eypn

syjuow

¢.Bunedionied uaaq noA aney syuow
Auew moy ‘uay} aouIS "910z |1dy Ul Jo paxoy Ajjeroio Ajunwwod Bulules| yjesH |eloineyag 1o} [1Iouno) [euoieN/saining bulayso4 ay |

s|eob s} Jo BWOS ¢[]

s|eob s) Jo SUON ,[] 508 511 J0 IOW [ ]
s|eob s}l Jo Maj AIBA ;[ ] sjeob sy Jo IV <[]

:paysidwoooe
sey 1D AN ¢4eah ised siyy 1ono sjeob sy paysijdwodsoe sey (] |D) wes | uonejuswa|dw| 810D JnOA 8Yl| [984 NOA Op JudIXd Jeym o |

€C

K44

e

4



Fostering Futures Focus Groups

Purpose: The focus groups will ask participants to answer open-ended questions about their experience
with different facets of the initiative, the impact of the work, and ask them to provide suggestions for
enhancing the initiative. Representatives from Core Implementation Teams (CITs) will be invited to
participate in one or more in-person focus groups later in the initiative (spring of each year). Three focus
groups will be held: a) one with parent participants, b) one with representatives from the county teams,
and c) one with representatives from the state teams. Focus groups will include participants
representing a mix of roles at the county and state levels (a mix of CEQ/Directors and child welfare
workers).

Introduction:

Welcome! Thank you for joining us here today. My name is and | work for Wilder Research.
We are here to discuss your participation in the Fostering Futures Initiative. Before we start talking, |
want to let you know a few things.

e First, your participation is voluntary. Whether you participate in this focus group or not will not
affect your participation in the Fostering Futures initiative. You can choose to not answer any
guestions, or stop participating, at any time. There are no direct benefits or costs to you for
participating.

e Second, we are using this information for evaluation purposes to help us understand how the
initiative is working. We will be taking notes, but to ensure that we capture the entire
conversation and don’t miss anything, we would also like to record our discussion. Only the
researchers at Wilder Research working on this project will listen to the recording and it will be
destroyed after the results are summarized. Are you comfortable with us recording this
discussion? [START RECORDING ONLY IF ALL PARTICIPANTS GIVE CONSENT]

e Third, we will not link your name to your responses in any reports summarizing the findings
from today’s group. As much as possible, everything you say today will be kept confidential.
Please respect the privacy of others in the group by not sharing what others have said outside of
this group. We cannot guarantee that others will not share what is said here with others, but
we ask for your help in maintaining everyone’s privacy.

e Fourth, we want to hear what everyone thinks. Try not to talk if someone else has the floor.

e Finally, my job as facilitator is to make sure we stay on topic and get through the questions. In
order to do that, | might interrupt the discussion, especially if it seems like we are getting off
topic. | apologize in advance if this happens, but | want to make sure we finish on time.

e By continuing with this focus group, you signify that you understand the information we have
provided and that you want to participate in this evaluation activity.

1 Wilder Research, updated 10/4/16



e |f you have any questions about the focus group or your participation, please contact Monica
Idzelis Rothe, Research Manager at Wilder Research, at 651-280-2657 or
monica.idzelis@wilder.org. For your reference, | have posted this contact information on the

board/note pad here.
Are there any questions? Okay, let’s get started. First, could everyone go around and say:

1) Your first name

2) Which Core Implementation Team (CIT) you belong to
3) Your role on the CIT (county/state groups only), and
4) How long you’ve been participating on the CIT?

Parent FG Questions:

1.) Before your involvement with Fostering Futures, had you heard of the terms Adverse Childhood
Experiences (ACEs), resiliency, or trauma-informed care? How familiar were you with these
concepts?

2.) Do these ideas resonate with you and your experiences in the child welfare system (i.e., do you
see how these ideas or practices affect families in the system)? How so/why not?

3.) What were your expectations of being involved in the initiative before you joined? Have they
been met? How so (or how have they not been met)?

4.) How has your involvement with Fostering Futures/the Core Implementation Team (CIT) changed
your awareness or knowledge of Adverse Childhood Experiences, resiliency, or trauma-informed
care?

5.) How did you get connected with your CIT? What was the recruitment/invitation process like?

6.) Were there any barriers to your participation in the CIT? If there were barriers, what would
have helped you to overcome them?

7.) Do you feel like your voice and input have been valued by other CIT members? Can you give an
example of how it was or wasn’t?

8.) Did you have the opportunity to talk with your coach? Were these meetings helpful? In what
ways? Was the amount of coaching about right, not enough or too much?

9.) As a parent with experience interacting with the child welfare system, are you starting to see
any impacts of the CIT work? Like what?

10.) As you may know, there is another group of county and state teams that will be starting this
year. What suggestions/advice do you have for them as they begin their work? What
suggestions do you have for the Fostering Futures leadership?

11.) Finally, if you could wave a magic wand, what would a truly trauma-informed child welfare

system look like? How would it work differently? What would be improved?
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County/State FG Questions:

1.)

2.)

3)

a)

5.)

6.)

7.)

8.)

9.)

Before your involvement with Fostering Futures, had you heard the terms Adverse Childhood
Experiences (ACEs), resiliency, or trauma-informed care? How familiar were you with these
concepts?

Do these ideas resonate with you and your experiences? How so?
How did you get connected with your CIT? What was the recruitment/invitation process like?

How has your involvement with Fostering Futures/your CIT changed your awareness or
knowledge of ACEs, resiliency or trauma-informed care?
a. Forthose who work with families directly, has it changed the way that you interact with
clients and their families? How so? Can give you give an example?
b. Has it changed the way that you interact with staff/colleagues? Has it changed how
organizational decisions are made? How so? Can you give an example?

What were your expectations of being involved in the initiative before you joined? (Probe for
expectations around their participation, learnings, and the application of those learnings —i.e.,
expected impacts at this point). Have they been met? How so (or how have they not been met)?

What programmatic elements or support/TA/coaching has been the most helpful to your CIT in
its work? What additional supports are needed?

What are the biggest accomplishments of your CIT thus far? Are you starting to see any impacts
of your CIT work within your organization? Impact on staff? On clients? On yourself? Please
describe.

As you may know, there is another cohort of county and state teams that will be starting this
spring. What suggestions/advice do you have for them as they begin their work? What

suggestions do you have for the Fostering Futures leadership/ steering committee?

Do you think your CIT will continue to meet and collaborate after this spring (beyond the 1-year
mark)? What would increase the likelihood of this happening? What barriers do you foresee?
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