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Purpose for this Meeting

Review of wraparound fidelity
assessment and (new) research

Review data from Massachusetts
fidelity monitoring

Discuss what has been found and what
It means



Wraparound Competence:
What do we want to measure?

Wraparound Principles

1. Family voice and choice
2. Team-based

3. Natural supports
4. Collaboration

5. Community-based
6. Culturally competent

7. Individualized

8. Strengths based

9. Persistence |

10 . Outcome_ based Walker, Bruns, Adams, Miles, Osher e[t.zil.,|200;l:atIcmlill



‘aparound Competence

Implementing the practice model:
The Four Phases of Wraparound




Phase 1 A and B >

Bi%sc 1 : Engagement and Team Preparation

- Care Coordinator & Family Partner meets with the
family to discuss the wraparound process and listen to
the family’s story.

- Discuss concerns, needs, hopes, dreams, and
strengths.

- Listen to the family’s vision for the future.

- Assess for safety and make a provisional safety plan if
needed in collaboration with the family

- Identify people who care about the family as well as
people the family have found helpful for each family
member.

- Reach agreement about who will come to a meeting to
develop a plan and where we should have that

meeting- nl national
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Phase 2

Base 2: Initial Plan Development

e Conduct first Care Planning Team (CPT) meeting with people
who are providing services to the family as well as people who
are connected to the family in a supportive role.

e The team will:
— Review the family vision

— Develop a Mission Statement about what the team will
be working on together

— Review the family’s needs

— Come up with several different ways to meet those
needs that match up with the family’s strengths

e Different team members will take on different tasks that have

been agreed to.
nl national
wraparound
inilbiaktive




Phase 3: Plan Implementation

Based on the CPT meetings, the team has created a written
plan of care.

Action steps have been created, team members are committed
to do the work, and our team comes together regularly.

When the team meets, it:

— Reviews Accomplishments (what has been done and
what's been going well);

— Assesses whether the plan has been working to achieve
the family’s goals;

— Adjusts things that aren’t working within the plan;

— Assigns new tasks to team members.

naktional
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Phase 4 >

Phase 4: Transition

e There is a point when the team will no longer need to
meet regularly.

e Transition out of Wraparound may involve a final
meeting of the whole team, a small celebration, or
simply the family deciding they are ready to move on.

e The family will get a record of what work was completed
as well as list of what was accomplished.

e The team will also make a plan for the future, including
who the family can call on if they need help or if they
need to re-convene their team.

= Sometimes transition steps include the family and their
supports practicing responses to crises or problems that
may arise

naktional
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Wraparound Fidelity Index, v.4

e |tems on the principles and core activities, organized
by the 4 phases of wraparound

— Engagement: Did you select the people who would
be on your youth and family team?

e Principle = Team based

— Planning: Does the plan include strategies for
helping your child get involved with activities in the
community?

e Principle = Community based

— Implementation: Does the team evaluate progress
toward the goals of the plan at every team meeting?

e Principle = Outcome based

— Transition: Will some members of your team be
there to support you when formal wraparound is
complete?
= Principle = Persistence n l Lraparound
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Team Observation Measure

Consists of 20 items, with two items dedicated
to each of the 10 principles of wraparound.

Each item consists of 3-5 indicators of high-
quality wraparound practice as expressed
during a care planning team meeting.

Internal consistency very good

Inter-rater reliability found to be adequate
(Average 79% agreement for all indicators)

Correlates with WFI scores at project and site
level (though not individual team level)

— In previous studies and evaluations...

national
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Nationwide Project Level Correlation
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Nationwide Site Level Correlation
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Nationwide Team Level Correlation
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WEAS Measures seem to be related to
what we would expect

e Wraparound initiatives with positive fidelity
assessments demonstrate more positive outcomes
(Bruns, Leverentz-Brady, & Suter, 2008)

e Wraparound initiatives with better support to
Implementation have higher fidelity scores

naktional
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New studies validate the TOM

e New study of TOM (Snyder et al, 2012): Sites receiving
Systems of Care (SOC) support in child welfare
associated with higher scores across many TOM domains
and items

— “SOC support leads to a more collaborative and
iIndividualized decision-making process with families.
Meeting facilitators in SOC counties were better
prepared for Child and Family Teams (CFTs), and had
greater ability to lead a more robust and creative
brainstorming process to develop a family-driven case
plan.”

naktional
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Ongoing study provides some

concern

e Current inter-rater
reliability study in
King County shows
supervisors and
external evaluators
show less agreement
than pairs of
evaluators

Total TOM
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What can we do with the
data?

e Measurement as communication

—What are we attempting to do for
families?

—How well are we stacking up against
nenchmarks? What is holding us back?

—How well are we doing over time?

—What Is associated with positive
outcomes in Massachusetts?



Part 2: Results from Massachusetts

Scores on the WFI & TOM




We have updated the national
means for WFI-4 and TOM

WERT

e This presentation represents updated national means for
both the WFI-CG and TOM forms. WERT decided to

update the means to accurately represent the gradual
Increase in scores over the last 3 years.

e Massachusetts data has been removed from the National
Mean scores.

e National Means for WFI and TOM represent data collected
since July 20009.

— This corresponds with trends in improvement
nationally AND the period of the Massachusetts CBHI

naktional
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National means have increased
substantially from 2006-09 to 2009-12
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WEFI National Means
Comparison by Principle

100
90

80 N N\ o
o N /N NN\
\/ Vv N\

60
50
40 o
FVC| TB | NS  Col CB | CC r:/' SB Per OB
National Mean 90 | 75 66 90 78 |94 |71 /85 85 72
—PreviousNM | 82 71|61 84 69 90 64 82 79 64

QL

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive



TOM National Means
Comparison by Principle
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Mass total scores approach
national WFl and TOM means
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TOM: Total and 2 principle scores
show significant improvement

Team
Observation
Measure
Total
Score | FVC | TB NS | Col | CB CC |Indiv| SB | Per | OB
MA 2010 83% 95% | 84% | 43% | 88% | 91% | 92% | 83% | 88% | 89% | 73%
MA 2011 85% 94% | 85% | 51% | 92% | 91% | 93% | 86% | 90% | 92% | 78%
MA 2012 87% 97% | 84% | 51% | 93% | 93% | 95% | 90% | 93% | 93% | 85%
2011-'12
Change, 1 —~ — — — — — — ™ — T
National
Average 87% 95% | 88% | 65% | 87% | 93% | 93% | 89% | 89% | 93% | 80%
Significant
1t increase Paired T-test for difference of means calculated for each
No significant Principle to check whether changes in overall
— change Principle scores for the Community Service Agencies were #
Significant zero, using a significance level of a = .05 nakional
NP decrease nl wraparound
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Correlations between WKl & TOM by
CSA Is back in positive territory

Pearsonr
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CSA WFI and TOM Score Association
2012
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Wraparound Fidelity Index

Massachusetts Overall



WEFI-4 Fidelity Scores by

Phase
Total | Phase  Strong for
Engagement and
Mean |Eng |PIn [Imp |[Tr Planning
Over-
|
v 2 » Poorer for
ass .
2010 /8 | 8 |82 79 |64 Implementation and
Mass Transition
2011 77 85 | 82 Va4 64 |
Mass e Improving across the
79 88 |84 | 79 | 67 : i
2012 board, including
Nat i
mean 81 | 82|81l 85 |73 Transition
(CG only)
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WEFI Fidelity improving for all phases

2010 N=637 / 2011 N =587 / 2012 N = 595

100
90
2 80
[
o 70
LL
X 60
50
40
Total Eng Plan Impl Trans
2010 78 86 82 79 64
m2011 77 85 82 77 64
m2012 79 88 84 79 67
—=fe— WFI NATIONAL MEAN liiiii.
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WEFI: 3 of 10 principles show
significant improvement since 2011

Wraparound
Fidelity Index

Total
Score FVC TB NS Col CB CC |Indiv| SB Per OB

MA 2010 78% 88% | 84% | 53% | 89% | 74% | 95% | 70% | 83% | 83% | 63%

MA 2011 77% 85% | 82% | 52% | 89% | 74% | 93% | 73% | 79% | 78% | 65%

MA 2012 79% 89% | 86% | 55% | 91% | 72% | 94% | 75% | 81% | 82% | 66%
2011 -'12
Change — ™ ™ — — — — — — 20 _

National
Average 81% 90% | 75% | 66% | 90% | 78% | 94% | 71% | 85% | 85% | 72%

Significant
1t increase Paired T-test for difference of means calculated for each
No significant Principle to check whether changes in overall
— change Principle scores for the Community Service Agencies were #
Significant zero, using a significance level of a = .05 nakional
NP decrease n l wraparound
inikiakive



| Fidelity by Principle
CSAs
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ltem level results are keyed to indicate
strengths, weaknesses and trends

Strength: green box

Weakness: red box

Positive trend: green shading

1.78

1.89

Negative trend: orange shading

1.58

1.51

1.74
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ltem Scores: Engagement

All CSAs

ITEMS

2010

2011

2012

NAT MEAN

CG1.1 - When you first met ICC, were you
given time to talk about strengths *and>
Did this process help you appreciate?

1.78

1.74

1.80

1.82

CG1.2 - Before your 1st team meeting, did
your ICC fully explain the WA process and
the choices you could make?

1.78

1.82

1.89

1.83

CG1.3 - At beginning of wrap process, did
you have a chance to tell ICC what things
have worked in the past?

1.83

1.78

1.89

1.81

CG1.4 - Did you select the people who
would be on your WA team?

1.41

1.34

1.40

.93

CGL1.5 - Is it difficult to get team members
to attend team meetings when they are
needed?

1.66

1.65

1.75

1.64

CGL1.6 - Before your 1st wrap team
meeting, did you go through a process of
I.d.'ing what leads to crises for child and
family?

1.81

1.90

1.89

1.76

QL
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ltem Scores: Planning

All CSAs

ITEMS

2010

2011

2012

NM

CG2.1 - Did you and your team create a
written plan that describes how the team will
meet your child’'s needs? *and* Do you have a

copy?

1.83

1.87

1.92

1.78

CG2.2 - Did the team develop any kind of
written statement about what it is working on
with your child and family? *and* Can you
describe what your team mission says?

1.76

1.76

1.88

1.63

CG2.3 - Does your wrap plan include mostly
professional services?

.99

1.10

1.23

74

CG2.4 - Are the supports and services in your
WA plan connected to the strengths and
abilities of your child and family?

1.80

1.72

1.73

1.85

CG2.5 - Does the wrap plan include strategies
for helping your child get involved w/ activities
in his/her community?

1.31

1.26

1.21

1.27

CG2.6 - Are there members of your wrap team
who do not have a role in implementing your
plan?

1.73

1.73

1.77

1.78

rional
pparound
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Item Scores: Planning

All CSAs

ITEMS 2010 | 2011 | 2012 NM

CG2.7 - Does your team brainstorm many
strategies to address your family's needs 1.79 | 1.79 | 1.84 | 1.84
before selecting one?

CG2.8 - Is there a crisis plan? *and* does

this plan specify how to prevent crisis? 1.48 | 1.57 | 1.63 | 1.67

CG2.9 - Do you feel confident that, in crisis
your team can keep your child in the 1.57 | 1.58 || 1.51 | 1.74
community?

CG2.10 - Do you feel like other people on
your team have higher priority thanyouin | 1.83 | 1.73 || 1.83 | 1.71
designing your wrap plan?

CG2.11 - During planning process, did
team make enough time to understand
values? *and* Is your wrap plan in tune w/
family's values?

1.89 | 1.84 | 1.88 | 1.85

national
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ltem Scores: Implementation

All CSAs

tional
aparound

ITEMS 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | NM
CG3.1 - Are important decisions made about
your child or family when you are not there? 1.90 1.86 1.89 1.77
CG3.2 - When your wrap team has a good
idea for support, can they find resources or 1.58 1.54 1.51 1.82
make it happen?
CG3.3 - Does your wrap team get your child
involved w/ activities they like and do well? 1.05 0.95 93 1.18
CG3.4 - Does the team find ways to
increase the support you get from friends & 1.09 1.13 1.31 1.43
family?
CG3.5 - Do the members of your team hold
each another responsible for doing their 1.73 1.73 1.77 1.84
part?
CG3.6 - Is there a friend or advocate of
your child or family who actively participates .68 .66 .62 .96
in wrap team?
CG3.7 - Does your team come up w/ new
ideas? *and* Does your team come w/ 1.75 1.70 1.78 1.85
ideas when something's not working?

e
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ltem Scores: Implementation

All CSAs
ITEMS 2010 | 2011 | 2012 NM
CG3.8 - Are the services and supports in your wrap
difficult for you family to access? 1.61|1.66 | 1.63 |1.72
CG3.9 - Does the team assign specific tasks to all team
members at end of mtng? *and* Does team review team 1.67 1163 | 1.69 |1.73
member's follow-through at next mtng?
CG3.10 - Do members of your team always use language
you can understand? 1.96 | 1.94 | 1.97 | 1.93
CG3.11 - Does your team create a positive atmosphere
around successes and accomplishments at each team 1.88(1.91| 1.92 |1.92
meeting?
CG3.12 - Does your team go out of its way to make sure
all members present ideas and participate in decisions? 1.82 | 1.84 | 1.89 | 1.85
CG3.13 - Do you think your wrap process could be
discontinued before you're ready? 1.48 | 1.32 || 1.42 || 1.54
CG3.14 - Do all the members of your team demonstrate
respect for you and your family? 1.96 |1 1.91| 1.92 (1.94
CG3.15 - Does your child have the opportunity to
communicate their own ideas when it comes to decisions? 1.4911.39(|1.48 | 1.91 el

wraparound
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ltem Scores: Transition

All CSAs
ITEMS 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | NM
CG4.1 - Has your team discussed a plan for how
wrap will end *and* Does your team have a plan .46 0.70 .70 .80
for when?
CG4.2 - Has the wrap process helped your child
develop friendships w/ other youth -94 .92 -99 1.27
CG4.3 - Has the wrap process helped your child to
solve their own problems? 1.09 1.02 1.07 ] 1.46
CG4.4 - Has your team helped you and your child
prepare for major transitions? 1.50 1.64 1.66 1.5
CG4.5 - After formal wrap ends, do you think the
process will be able to be 're-started' if you need 1.82 1.80 1.89 || 1.76
it?
CG4.6 - Has the wrap process helped your family
to develop or strengthen relationships that will 1.45 1.42 1.52 || 1.65
support you when WA is finished?
CG4.7 - Do you feel like you and your family will
be able to succeed on its own? 1.33 1.41 1.44 11.49
CG4.8 - Will some members of your team be there
to support you when formal wrap is finished? 1.60 1.40 @'68 Ogglound
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WFElI Summary

e Notable but non-significant improvement in scores
overall from 2011

e Significant improvement in principles of family voice and
choice, team based, and persistence

e No significant decreases in any principle
e Small improvement in all Phases

e Higher than national mean (3-6 points) for Engagement
and Planning

e Lower than national mean (5-6 points) for
Implementation and Transition

naktional
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Interpreting the Mass WFI item scores:
Characterizing by mean score and trend
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Many enduring strengths

e Engagement:
— Explain process, tell story
— CG select team, team members attend
— Initial crisis response
e Planning:
— Plan, team preparation (e.g., mission statements)
— MIX OF INFORMAL AND FORMAL SUPPORTS
e Implementation: Family voice and choice

e Transition:

— Planning for transitions, re-starting wrap

naktional
wraparound
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Multiple areas improving

e Planning: Crisis plans
e Implementation:

— Finding ways to increase support from friends and
family

— Confidence the wrap process will not end before ready
— Child communicates ideas when the time comes
e Transition:

— WA helps develop or strengthen relationships

national
wraparound
WERT Inikiakive



Needs for improvement

WERT

e Planning:
— Connecting strengths to strategies
— Confidence child can be maintained in community
e Implementation:
— Natural supports involved,
— Finding resources for ideas,
— Getting child involved in activities
e Transition:
— Transition plan,
— Youth develops friendships
— Youth learns to solve own problems,

— Team members endure as supports after process ends

naktional
wraparound
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Team Observation Measure

Mass CBHI overall



TOM Total Fidelity Scores

A” CSAS 2010 N=285 /7 2011 N=658 / N = 752
Total |Principle
Overall FVC TB NS Col | CB CC Ind | SB Per OB
Mean

Mass CBHI

Mean 2010 83 95 (84 (43 88191 (92 (83|88 | 89 | 73

Mass CBHI

Mean 2011 85 94 (85 (51 92191 (93|86 |90 | 92 | /8

Mass CBHI

Mean 2012 87 97 |84 (5193939590 |93 | 93 | 85

National

Mean 87 O5 |88 (6587193193 (89|89| 93 | 80

QL
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TOM Fidelity by Principle

A” CSAS 2010 N=285 7/ 2011 N=658 / 2012 N = 752
100
90
> 80
=
o 70
e
L 60
A
° 50
40
30 Total FVC B NS Col CB CC Indiv SB Per OB
2010| 83 95 84 43 88 91 92 83 88 89 73
m2011| 85 94 85 51 92 91 93 86 90 92 78
m2012| 87 97 84 51 93 93 95 90 93 93 85

Il I. naktional
—=fe=— TOM NATIONAL MEAN rw wraparound
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TOM ltem & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

TEAM BASED 2010 2011 | 2012 NM

Item 1: Team Membership and Attendance 3.10 3.09 3.04 3.42
a. Parent/caregiver is a team member and present
at the meeting. .99 .99 1.00 .98
b. Youth (over age 9) is a team member and present
at the meeting. .61 .61 .61 .86
c. Key school or other public stakeholder agency
representatives are present. .61 .60 .52 .52

Item 2: Effective Team Process 3.61 3.71 3.70 3.65

a. Team meeting attendees are oriented to the
wraparound process and understand the purpose of .88 91 .89 .82
the meeting.
b. The facilitator assists the team to review and
prioritize family and youth needs. .95 .95 .95 .95
C. Taslis and strategies are explicitly linked to 91 95 93 94
goals.
d. Potential barriers to the nominated strategy or 86 91 93 93

option are discussed and problem-solved.

QL
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TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

<3

WERT

COLLABORATIVE 2010 | 2011 | 2012 NM
Item 3: Facilitator Preparation 3.50 | 3.68 3.66 | 3.27
a. There is a clear agenda or outline for the meeting, which
provides an understanding of the overall purpose of the 0.92 .84
meeting and the major sections of the meeting. .86 91
b. The meeting follows an agenda or outline such that team 0.88 84
members know the purpose of their activities at a given time. .84 91 . .
c. The facilitator has prepared needed documents and
materials prior to the meeting. .90 .96 0.96 .92
d. A plan for the next meeting is presented, including time &
date. .89 91 0.90 .68
| I —

Item 4: Effective decision making 3.50 3.69 3.74 | 3.68
a. Team members demonstrate consistent willingness to
compromise or explore further options when there is 0.96 91
disagreement. .96 97
b. Team members reach shared agreement after having
solicited information from several members or having 0.96 .92
generated several ideas. .87 .95
c. The plan of care is agreed upon by all present at the
meeting. .94 .98 0.97 .95
d. The facilitator summarizes the content of the meeting at the 0.85 38
end of the meeting, including next steps and responsibilities. .76 .82 . - akional

l_'_' wraparound
inikiakive



TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

INDIVIDUALIZED 2010 | 2011 | 2012 NM
Item 5: Creative Brainstorming and Options 3.11 3.16 3.41 3.34
a. The team considers several different strategies for
meeting each need and achieving each goal that is .83 .87 0.91 .88
discussed.
b. The team considers multiple options for tasks or action
steps. 81 | .86 | 0.89 | .87
c. The facilitator leads a robust brainstorming process to
develop multiple options to meet priority needs. .67 .69 0.72 12
Item 6: Individualized process 3.53 | 3.70 3.76 3.75
a. Planning includes action steps or goals for other family
members, not just identified youth. .85 .92 0.93 .96
b. Facilitator and team members draw from knowledge
about the community to generate strategies and action .85 91 0.90 .88
steps based on unique community supports.
c. Team facilitates the creation of individualized supports
or services to meet the unique needs of child and/or .89 .96 0.96 .94
family.*
d. Youth, caregiver, & family members give their opinions
about potential services, supports, or strategies; including .93 .95 0.96 .97 L onal
describing what has or has not worked in the past. | bparound
inikiaktive



TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

NATURAL SUPPORTS 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | NM
Item 7: Natural and community supports 1.54 1.61 1.64 1.89
a. Natural supports for the family are team members
and are present. 27 27 0.28 41
b. Team provides multiple opportunities for natural
supports to participate in significant areas of discussion. -5 .80 0.70 .83
c. Community team members and natural supports
participate in decision-making. 12 79 0.77 79
d. Community team members and natural supports
have a clear role on the team.* 12 .81 0.79 76
Item 8: Natural support plans 1.94 2.47 2.42 3.31
a. Brainstorming of options and strategies include
strategies to be implemented by natural and community .70 A7 0.74 .83
supports.
b. The plan of care represents a balance between formal
services and informal supports. 45 .58 0.56 71
c. There are flexible resources available to the team to 21 58 0.49 97

allow for creative services, supports, and strategies.

QL
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TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

UNCONDITIONAL/
PERSISTANCE 2010 | 2011|2012 NM

Item 9: Team mission and plans 3.44 3.61 3.68 3.66
a. The team discusses or has produced a
mission/vision statement. -84 -90 0.93 .94
b. The team creates or references a plan that guides
its work. 91 .96 0.97 .96
;C)ia-Lhe team has confirmed or is creating a crisis 78 90 0.84 80
d. The team plan contains specific goals that are
linked to strategies and action steps. .92 -96 0.95 .96

Item 10: Shared Responsibility 3.66 372 376 379
a. The team explicitly assigns responsibility for
action steps that define who will do what, when, and .87 91 0.91 .93
how often.*
b. There is a clear understanding of who is
responsible for action steps and follow up on .92 .92 0.93 .95
strategies in the plan.
c. Providers and agency representatives at the
meeting demonstrate that they are working for the 96 98 0.98 97

family and not there to represent a different agenda
or set of interests.

naktional
wraparound
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TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

CULTURAL COMPETENCE 2010 | 2011 | 2012 NM
Item 11: Facilitation skills 3.55 3.62 3.69 3.58

a. Facilitator is able to impart understanding about what the
wraparound process is, how it will work for this family, and .83 .88 0.87 .80
how individual team members will participate.
b. Facilitator reflects, summarizes, and makes process-
oriented comments. .89 .92 0.93 91
c. Facilitator is able to manage disagreement & conflict and
elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivations of team .92 .92 0.93 .90
members.
d. Talk is well distributed across team members and each
team member makes an extended or important contribution. .93 .92 0.95 .95

Item 12: Cultural and Linguistic Competence 3.76 3.86 3.92 3.85
a. The youth, caregiver, and family members are given time 87 95 0.97 92
to talk about the family’s values, beliefs, and traditions. i : ’ .
b. The team demonstrates a clear and strong sense of respect 95 97 0.98 94
for the family’s values, beliefs, and traditions. ] ) : .
c. Meetings and meeting materials are provided in the 97 o8 0.99 98
language the family is most comfortable with. ) ) ' .
d. Members of the team use language the family can 97 o8 0.99 99
understand (i.e. no professional jargon/acronyms) ] ) : || . :Iggglound
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TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

OUTCOMES BASED 2010 2011 2012 NM
Item 13: Outcomes Based Process 2.88 3.06 3.35 3.21
a. The team uses objective measurement strategies. .67 .76 0.81 A7
b. The team assesses goals/strategies using measures of
orogress. 72 77 0.81 | .75
c. The team revises the plan if progress toward goals is
not evident. .84 .88 0.93 .89
Item 14: Evaluating Progress and Success 22 BAs e 3.24
a. The team conducts a systematic review of members’ 78 84 0.90 88
progress on assigned action steps. i ’ ’ .
b. The facilitator checks in with the team members about
their comfort and satisfaction with the team process. 0% e Doz -79
c. Objective or verifiable data is used as evidence of 72 78 0.84 76
success, progress, or lack thereof. ] ’ ’ .

naktional
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TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

VOICE AND CHOICE 2010 | 2011 | 2012 NM

Item 15: Youth and Family Voice 3.89 3.86 | 3.89 | 3.92
a. The team provides extra opportunity for caregivers to
speak and offer opinions, especially during decision .98 .98 0.99 .99
making.
b. The team provides extra opportunity for the youth to
speak and offer opinions, especially during decision .93 .93 0.91 .97
making.
c. Caregivers, parents, and family members are afforded
opportunities to speak in an open-ended way about
current and past experiences and/or about hopes for the .98 .98 0.99 .99
future.
d. The youth is invited to speak in an open-ended way
about current and past experiences and/or about hopes .96 .93 0.94 .96
for the future.

Item 16: Youth and Family Choice 3.72 3.69 3.82 | 3.70
a. The youth prioritizes life domains, goals, or needs on
which he or she would like the team to work. .78 79 0.81 .80
b. The caregiver or parent prioritizes life domains goals,
or needs on which he or she would like the team to work. .93 .96 0.97 .94
c. The family and youth have highest priority in decision 97 o5

making

0.99 | .97 F;;ggﬁ'ound
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TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

ational

STRENGTH BASED 2010 ( 2011 2012 NM
Item 17: Focus on Strengths 3.31 | 3.47 3.64 | 3.50
a. Team members acknowledge or list caregiver/youth
strengths. 92 | .95 | 0.96 | .94
b. Team builds an understanding of how youth strengths
contribute to the success of team mission or goals. .78 .85 0.87 .84
c. In designing strategies, team members consider and
build on strengths of the youth and family. .82 .89 0.93 .89
d. Facilitator and team members analyze youth & family
member perspectives and stories to identify functional .78 .87 0.89 84
strengths.
Item 18: Positive Team Culture 3.7 3.69 3.80 | 3.62
a. The team focuses on improvements or
accomplishments throughout the meeting. 91 .92 0.94 .92
b. The facilitator directs a process that prevents blame or
excessive focus on or discussion of negative events. .97 .95 0.96 91
c. The facilitator encourages team culture by celebrating
successes since the last meeting .88 .93 0.93 .90
d. There is a sense of openness and trust among team
members. .94 | .93 | 0.96 | .89
L UL
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TOM Item & Indicator Scores

All CSAs

COMMUNITY BASED 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | NM

Item 19: Community Focus 3.41 3.45 3.62 3.57
a. The team is actively brainstorming and facilitating
community activities for the youth and family.* .82 -85 0.88 .84
b. The team prioritizes services that are community- 82 86 0.88 89
based.
c. The team prioritizes access to services that are
easily accessible to the youth and family. .93 .94 0.96 .94

Item 20: Least Restrictive Environment 3.92 3.86 3.93 3.93
a. The team’s mission and/or identified needs support
the youth’s integration into the least restrictive .99 .97 0.99 .99
residential and educational environments possible.*
b. When residential placements are discussed, team
chooses community placements for the child or youth 87 88 0.94 97
rather than out-of-community placements, wherever ) : : .
possible.
c. Serious challenges are discussed in terms of finding
solutions, not placement in more restrictive residential .95 .94 0.96 .97
or educational environments.
n l national
wraparound
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TOM Scores are at the national
mean and continue to Improve

WERT

e Qverall: Has reached the “new” national mean
e Meaningful improvement from 2010

— However — need to ask whether supervisor ratings
provide valid information

e Big strengths:
— Facilitator preparation — agenda and needed documents
— Team mission and plans
— Shared responsibility among team members
— Focus on strengths
— Positive team culture

— Community focus and least restrictive care options

naktional
wraparound
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Areas of need that are improving

e Effective team process
e Effective decision making and summarizing content
e Creative brainstorming and options

e Individualized process — planning for other family
members

e Plans have a balance between formal and informal
supports**

e Facilitation skills

e Qutcomes based process and evaluating progress and
success

e **Contradicts WFI

naktional
wraparound
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Needs for improvement:
Lagging or slipping

e Key stakeholders are present
e Youth is present
— Youth contribute
— Youth are asked their priorities
e Natural supports are present and contribute

e Flexible resources are available to the team

naktional
wraparound
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Summary of Findings




Summary of findings

e Continued strong fidelity results, especially for a large
statewide initiative

— Right at the “new” national mean
e WHFI scores stay stable, TOM shows small improvement,
e Improvements noted for:

— Planning: Crisis plans

— Implementation:
e Finding ways to increase support from friends and family,
e Confidence the wrap process will not end before ready,

e Child communicates ideas when the time comes

— Transition:

» WA helps develop or strengthen relationships

naktional
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Summary of findings

WERT

e Areas of strength still continue to be:

— Managing the details of the wrap
process BUT ALSO

— Family voice and choice
— Collaborative teaming

— Individualized plans with balance of
formal svcs and informal supports



Looking deeper: Relative weaknesses

e Certain bigger ideas of wraparound not yet happening
consistently

— Natural supports and natural support plans

— Connection to community activities and informal
supports

— Full youth engagement

— Youth and family self-reliance and self-efficacy
— Youths present at meetings

— Youths solving own problems

— Using objective outcomes and process measures

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive
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Looking deeper: Relative weaknesses

WERT

Better on some things, but still room for more improvement:

Robust brainstorming
Objective goal setting and monitoring of progress
Transition planning, crisis planning

Structural barriers?*

Flexible funds
Local community collaboratives

Time to develop more creative plans linked to community
supports and natural supports

Consistent understanding of how FPs and ICCs work
together

e *NOTE that these findings were from visits to Massachusetts in 2010-11

naktional
wraparound
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Possible strategies: System level

e Training and coaching

— Need to decide upon a method for
establishing a state Center of Excellence

e Comprehensive workforce support model, with
quality and outcomes evaluation

e Fiscal supports

— Use of case rates, Availability of flexible
funds

— Methods to ensure less emphasis on
productivity vs fidelity and outcomes?*

— *NOTE that this finding is based on visits to Massachusetts
in 2010-11

naktional
wraparound
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Possible strategies: System level

e Community supports, collaboration, transition planning:

— Encouragement to taking a community-level system
of care approach

— Hire resource development specialist(s)

— Training and support to community collaborative
teams

— Continued social marketing of CBHI and cross agency
training

— Collecting info on and reviewing barriers faced by
teams and CSAs

e Youth engagement
— Use of youth peer to peer support partners?

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive
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Possible strategies: Organizational
level

e Natural supports:

— Specific strategies (family finding?), training, time,
supervision emphasis

— Role for family partner?
e Staff turnover/attrition:

— Training and guidance on staff recruitment and
selection

e Examples from Maryland Institute for Innovation and Implementation
e Outcomes based:

— Greater attention to consistent tracking of goal attainment
and meeting needs

e Use a dashboard or monitoring and feedback system?

national
wraparound
WERT inibiakive



Training CSAs to do better staff
selection - Pre-Interview

Care Coordinators:

e Starts with the position posting

— Where you advertise

— Job description

e Reviewing Resumes

— Know what to look for

» Work with people, system experience, creativity and/or
excitement in a cover letter, goals/objectives, living abroad or
experience with diverse cultures, organizational skills, writing
abilities, sometimes the unusual on a resume

naktional
wraparound
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Training CSAs to do better staff
selection— The Interview

WERT

Care Coordinator:
e Ask behavioral questions

e You can teach process, you may not be able to teach
values and perspectives

e Mock CFT with instructions

e Writing sample (based on this example take 5 minutes
and write a progress note)

e Mini-training

e Meet with other care coordinators (an honest “day in the
life™)

e Interview with a parent or youth

naktional
wraparound
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Training CSAs to do better staff selection—
Sample Interview Questions

We believe that all bad behavior comes as a result of unmet
need. I’'m going to read you a brief scenario. When Johnny, a
12 year old boy, is scheduled to go to therapy sessions he and
his mom get in arguments, which end with Johnny hitting his
mother. What do you think his unmet need is and which
strategies would help meet the unmet need?

Tell me about a child (or parent) that you have been most
frustrated with by describing what they were good at.

I’m going to read you a brief scenario: Julie has a diagnosis of
bipolar disorder. She has lived with her mother since birth.
Julie recently has ended up in a residential treatment facility
and Robin, her mom, wants to come by the facility everyday to
see her. Line staff thinks this will interfere with the milieu of
the program. What do you think should happen?

national
wraparound
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Training CSAs to do better staff selection—
Sample Interview Questions

e Tell me about a child with whom you worked that
demonstrated the most severe and complex
behaviors. Then describe how you did or would work
to maintain this child at home with their family in the
community.

e It is an expectation of a care coordinator that you
will work with many systems and agencies. What will
you do to ensure a strong partnership with these
agencies while always maintaining a family
determined process?

naktional
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IT support for implementation: Wraparound
Team Monitoring System (Wrap-TMS)

e A web-based data collection, management and feedback
system

e Designed to assist the Wraparound Process and other
types of integrated, team-based service approaches.

e Provides a repository of key information on individuals in
care (e.g., children, youth, and families)

e At a team/individual level: Facilitates communication and
sharing of information between team members, and
tracking of progress toward priority needs and goals

e At higher management levels: Supports supervision,
evaluation of staff performance, and monitoring of
Implementation, outcomes, service use, and costs

naktional
wraparound
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oll Youth

.', Admin ¥ Change Password . UserSettings  Log Out

Team Monitoring Made Simple

1111712011 * First Name: Middle Initial: "Case Number:  [767545
9:42:39 PM
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#% HOME *Ethnicity: | African-Amen{+] ~Hispanic? Last Edited On:
*Date of Birth: Age: * Medicaid Number: [coool
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o
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.
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SERVICES
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Primary Caregiver: ag
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L Enrollment Status: Pending

% ADMIN " -
Facilitator: [Facilitator]
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Specific
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WERT
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e Page — Dashboards -
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Supervis
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Team Monitoring Made Simple

My Current Youth Placement
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g
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SERVICES

My Current Family Satisfaction

In-Patient/Residential: - 1
Group Home: _ 2
Foster Home: N -

Family: 3
Independent Living: 2
CurrentYouth In Care: 12

Last Updated on: ogfo6izo12 (modify)

\_

My Reminders
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i DATA

2., ADMIN
Mis

sing/Not Given:

New Case Assignments: 3

CurrentYouth In Care: 12

MNew Messages: 4

Last Updated on: 03/18/2012

(modify)

More + (modify) )
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S Youth Space

oii%e
TMS

117201
10:01:21 PM

F HOME
i ENROLLMENT
MENTS
SERVICES

BH REPORTS

# paTa

2 ADMIN

"_'l':hangeF‘ sword ? UserSettings  Log Out

Team Monitoring Made Simple

Youth

Blick, Sarah Age: 14

Enrolled: 14 weeks

AIIAbout ME

Add/Edit my profile picture

My Interests and Activities:

If | could have lunch with any
person, living or dead, it
would be:

My Favorite Color:

My Favorite Class:

My Favorite Teacher:
In 5 years | want to be:

In 10 years | want to be:

Blue

Art

Mrs. Gunderson
In College

AVeterinarian

| like to draw and paint. My favorite is water-color painting. | own a cat
named Fluffy and she likes to sit on my lap all the time.

My best friend is Elizabeth, but | call her 'Lizzie' and we like to hang-out
at the mall and go window shopping.

Justin Bieber. | just think he is so cute and talented.
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Possible strategies: Practice level

e Invest in specific strategies for engaging youth
— E.g., Achieve My Plan! (AMP) from Portland State University
e Individualized care

— More attention to developing individualized, creative plans
In supervision, QI

e Emphasis on training and supervision on:
— Transition planning
— Individualized care plans

— Natural support action steps
e Teaching self-efficacy
e Family self-efficacy and youth solving problems

— Methods to connect youths to high quality clinical
care

naktional
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around + Managing and Adapting Practice (MAP)
thod to facilitate connection to effective clinical care

ﬂ naktional
wraparound
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Practice Wise: A web-based
searchable Knowledge repository

ﬂ" Evidence-Based Youth Mental Health Services Literature Database - Internet Explorer provided by Dell

Home

Youth Treatments
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Practice Wise: A web-based
searchable Knowledge repository
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Practitioner Guides

(Another MAP Resource

Practitioner Attend I ng _

Guide

To improve the quality
of the caregiver-child
relationship.

For Caretaker

Objectives:
e toincrease the amount of positive attention provided to the child, even if the child has misbehaved
at other times during the day
e to teach the caregiver to attend to positive behaviors
e to promote the child’s sense of self-worth

Steps:

O Provide rationale e« Emphasize the importance of providing positive attention to the child.

« Elicit the caregiver’s opinion about how attention affects behavior and
people’s motivation to do a good job.

e Have the caregiver describe his or her best and worst “managers”
and the caregiver’s motivation to work for each.

e Lead the caregiver to recognize that how he or she was treated
affected the caregiver’s desire to work.

e Discuss how the child’s behavior may be affected by the caregiver's
behavior towards the child and how the child’s desire to behave can
be increased by improving the caregiver-child relationship.

O Set aside one-on-one time Encourage the caregiver to set aside a block of time (e.g., 10 minutes)

for caregiver and child each day devoted to joining the child in an activity the child has chosen.
O  Teach caregiver to provide e Show the caregiver how to demonstrate sincere interest in the child’s

positive and descriptive activities while they are playing.

commentary e Instruct the caregiver to provide enthusiastic descriptive (e.g., “You

are drawing a tree”) and/or positive (e.g., “I like the way you stacked
the blocks”) commentary and praise regarding the child’s behavior.

O Encourage caregiver to Suggest that the caregiver become actively involved in the play activity
engage in child’s activity by imitating the child’s behavior in order to demonstrate approval.

O Restrict criticism, e Itis important that the child lead the activity; that is, the caregiver
questions, and commands should refrain from making suggestions, asking questions, and

criticizing the child.

e Allow the child to use his or her imagination (e.g., coloring the green
or making up new rules to a game) without caregiver input about the
“correct” way to do things.

O Anticipate difficulties When the procedure is initially implemented, the child may engage in
negative behavior that characterizes the usual caregiver-child interaction.
When this occurs, the caregiver should:

« consistently ignore negative behavior by looking away;

o refrain from scolding the child so as to avoid providing negative
attention for misbehavior;

* end one-to-one time if disruptive behavior continues or is

dangerous.
Over time, however, it is expected that consistent positive attending will national
result in decreased negative behavior and increased positive caregiver- U.Jr'apar‘ound

child interactions.
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One Idea = Ensure connection to a :F
MAP Therapist

Service Literature

Wrap Facilitator (PWEBS)
. Codified
...as well as... MAP Theraplst Clinical

Procedures (PG)

Parent Partner —
Clinical

o Dashboard
Youth Specialist

© 012 PracticeWise, LLC



Option 2: Fully coordinated #
Wrap+MAP process

Service Literature
(PWEBS)

Codified

Wrap Facilitator Procedures (PG)

.as well as... Family/Collateral MAP Th erapist

Communication

Parent Partner )
Direct

Communication

Youth Specialist

Team Meeting

Plan of Care

Clinical
Dashboard

© 012 PracticeWise, LLC



Measurement issues

 WFI: Maybe now it is time to start to interview youths?
— As a way of modeling a new era of engagement of Youth
— To find out what is going on from their perspective

e How to use the TOM?
— Ceiling effect now evident

— Doesn’t correlate highly with WFI in Mass

e Bias among raters/supervisors
— Our research suggests sups rate items much more leniently

— Recommend use of independent TOM raters for a
subsample of selected teams

— Supervisors could use a different tool that is more
appropriate for supervision
m e This would be supported by your new Center of Excellence n l Cabional

wraparound
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WHAT ARE THE OUTCOMES???

e Medicaid expenditures/Fiscal
e CANS/Functional

- CAN WE BUILD OUTCOMES
MONITORING INTO THE WRAP
PROCESS, TO IMPROVE OUTCOMES
AND FIDELITY???



Part 4. Massachusetts Data by
CSA




2011-2012 WFI and TOM

Correlations are significant

WERT

0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1

Pearson r correlations

0.388

0.457

WFI (p<.05)

TOM (p<.01)



CSA Summary 2010-2012

WFI TOM
Site 20100 2011] 2012 2010, 2011] 2012
1 Arlington 0.82 0.79 0.777 0.79] 0.85 0.83
2 Attleboro 0777 0.81 0.82] 0.83 0.86 0.9
3 Brockton 0.81 0.73 0.8 0.83 0.81 0.82
4 Cambridge 0.79 0.7 0.8 0.88) 0.85| 0.83
5 Cape Ann 0.83 0.81 0.86 0.8 0.92 0.93
6 C and | 0.77] 0.79 0.8 0.8 089 0.85
7 CSR 0.78 0.74 0.79] 0.88 0.93 0.88
8 Coastal 0.74 0.77 0.8 0.81] 093 0.9
9 Dimock 0.81 0.75 0.7 052 0.86 0.86
10 Fall River 0.77 0.8 078 0.9 0.93 0.9
11 Framingham 0.78 0.76 0.777 0.85 0.91] 0.91
12 Gandara 0.84 0.82 0.8f 0.76 0.73 0.86
13 Greenfield 0.8 0.76 0.8 0.8 083 0.9
14 Harbor 078 0.77] 0.78] 0.85 0.79 0.89
081 0.74 086 0.9 0.85 0.92
0.78 0.8 0.78 0.88 0.86 0.88

15 Haverhill
M6 Holyoke

QL
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CSA Summary 2010-2012

2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

17 Hyde Park 083 069 084 08 083 0.91
18 Lawrence 0.81] 0.86 0.777 0.89 0.85 0.84
19 Lowell 071 078 073 075 079 0.8
20 Lynn 078/ 082 084 09 09 091
21 Malden 0777 075 0.777 0.91] 091 0.86
22 New Bedford 076/ 081 081 09 091 0.9
23 N Central 08 081 0.79 0.8 085 0.83
24 Park Street 078f 082 0.79 0.86 075 0.8
25 Pittsfield 074 079 076 07 082 0.92
26 Plymouth 0.72] 0.72 0.8 0.93 091 0.88
27 RVW 0.777 076 0.84 079 0.79 0.77
28 S Central 0777 0.8 081 0.81 083 0.87
29 Springfield 079 082 079 0.87 077 0.84
30 Walden 0.79 055 0.66] 0.84 0.92 0.91
31 Worcester E 0.79] 0.76 0.8 0.82] 0.86 0.89

mﬁWorcesterw 079 0.78 0.77] 0.81 0.77] 0.92

national
wraparound
WERT Inikiakive




WFI CSA Results: Highest
scoring CSAs in 2012

CSA N | Seore

b Cape Ann 17 0.86]
15 Haverhill 18 0.86|
27 RVW 22 0.84
20 Lynn 22 0.84
17 Hyde Park 19 0.84
2 Attleboro 23 0.82
22 New

Bedford 17 0.81
28 S Central 18 0.81
13 Greenfield 17 0.8(
I8 Coastal 19 0.80]

CSA

Nat Mean | 0.81
8 Coastal 0.80
13 Greenfield 0.80
28 S Central | 0.81
22 New Bedford 0.81
2 Attleboro | 0.82
17 Hyde Park | 0.84
20 Lynn 0.84
27 RVW 0.84
15 Haverhill 0.86
5 Cape Ann 0.86
0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90
Percent Fidelity
national
Al e

inikiakive



WEFI CSA Results

CSA N | Seore
31 Worcester E 18 0.80f
4 Cambridge 18 0.80]
12 Gandara 16 0.80
16 C and | 20 0.80|
26 Plymouth 19 0.80]
3 Brockton 18 0.80
7 CSR 20 0.79
29 Springfield 20 0.79
24 Park Street 19 0.79
23 N Central 20 0.79
10 Fall River 22 0.78

CSA

|
S| | 0.81
| 0.78

0.79

| 0.79

0.79
0.79

0”7 A |
% & | | 0.80

e 1 0.80
0.80

> 0.80
> 0.80
0.80

0.78 0.80 0.82

Percent Fidelity

1L

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive



WFI CSA Results: Lowest
scoring CSAs in 2012

CSA N | Seore
14 Harbor 17 0.78
16 Holyoke 19 0.78
18 Lawrence 19 0.77
32 Worcester W | 19 0.77
11 Framingham 17 0.77
1 Arlington 20 0.77
21 Malden 20 0.77
25 Pittsfield 17 0.76|
19 Lowell 21 0.73
|9 Dimock 20 0.71
30 Walden 4 0.66]

CSA

Nat Mean ‘ ‘I 0.81
30 Walden 7 | | 0.66
9 Dimock 7 0.71
19 Lowell 7 | 0.73
25 Pittsfield | 0,76
21 Malden 0.77
1 Arlington | | 0.77
11 Framingham | | 0.77
32 Worcester W 7 Q.77
18 Lawrence Q.77
16 Holyoke 0.78
14 Harbor 0.78
0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00

Percent Fidelity,

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive



TOM CSA Results: Highest
scoring CSAs

CSA N | & &  0.87
I5 Cape Ann 32l 093 O ——
15 Haverhill 20 0.92 &&‘;&i | | Zz
32 Worcester W | 19 0.92 :\\&Q; = 001
25 Pittsfield 47 092 & %@; * 001
11 Framingham 17 0.91 ° f&\»& | ] 0.91
20 Lynn 17 0.1 So 0.52
30 Walden 3 0.91 0.92
17 Hyde Park 11 0.91 0.92
2 Attleboro 16, 0.90 0
22 New Bedford 24 0.90]

Percent Fidelity

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive



TOM CSA Results

CSA Seore
10 Fall River 37 0.90
13 Greenfield 26  0.90f
I8 Coastal 11  0.9Q|
31 Worcester E 13 0.89
14 Harbor 20 0.89
26 Plymouth 31 0.8
7 CSR 59 0.88
16 Holyoke 20 0.88]
28 S Central 21  0.87
12 Gandara 24 0.86]
19 Dimock 13 0.86]

CSA

Nat Mean | 0.87
9 Dimock | ‘ | 0.86
12 Gandara | 0.86
28 S Central | | 0.87
16 Holyoke | 0.88
7 CSR 0.88
26 Plymouth | | 0.88
14 Harbor | | 089
31 Worcester E | 0189
8 Coastal 0.9
13 Greenfield 0.9
10 Fall River 0.9
0.8 0.85 0.9 0.95
Percent Fidelity
naktional
il oo

inikiakive



TOM CSA Results: Lowest

scoring CSAs

CSA N | Seore
21 Malden 57 0.86]
6 C and | 40 0.85]
18 Lawrence 15 0.84
29 Springfield 24 0.84
23 N Central 28 0.83
4 Cambridge 19 0.83
1 Arlington 24 0.83
3 Brockton 15 0.82
24 Park Street 17 0.80
19 Lowell 12 0.80]
27 RVW 20 0.77

CSA

Nat Mean | 0.87]
27 RVW | 0.77
19 Lowell _ 0.8
24 Park Street 7 0.8
3 Brockton 0.82
1 Arlington 0.83
4 Cambridge | | 0.83
23 N Central | ‘ | 0.83
29 Springfield | 0.84
18 Lawrence 0.84
6 Cand | 0.85
21 Malden 0.86
0.7 0.8 0.9
Percent Fidelity
Il Sssroune
inibiakive



Combined Scores
by CSA

o o
(00] ©

%o Fidelity
(@)
\l

0.6 —
0.5 —
0.4
15 17 2 22 13 31 32
5 Cape Haverh 20 Hyde |Attlebo New Greenfi 8 Worces | Worces Nat
Ann . Lynn Bedfor Coastal Mean
ill Park ro d eld terE | ter W
WFI | 0.86 0.86 0.84 0.84 0.82 0.81 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.77 0.81
ETOM| 0.93 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.89 0.92 0.87
national
nl wraparound

inikiakive



Combined Scores
by CSA

1.00

0.90

0.80

% Fidelity
5
|

0.60 —
0.50 —
0.40 25 11 26 12 16 4
10. Fall Pittsfiel | Framin 28 S Plymou 4 7 CSR |Gandar| Holyok 6C Cambri
River Central Harbor and |
d gham th a e dge

WFI | 0.78 0.76 0.77 0.81 0.80 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.78 0.80 0.80
ETOM| 0.90 0.92 0.91 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.86 0.88 0.85 0.83

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive
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Combined Scores
by CSA

1.00
0.90
3‘0.80
Qo
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o |
5\ 0.60
0.50 —
0.40 29 3 18 1 24 30 9
. 21 23 N 27 ; ) 19
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ield on ce on Street n k
WFI | 0.79 0.77 0.79 0.80 0.84 0.77 0.77 0.79 0.66 0.71 0.73
ETOM| 0.84 0.86 0.83 0.82 0.77 0.84 0.83 0.80 0.91 0.86 0.80
naktional
nl wraparound
inibiakive
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CSAs with biggest change on the
WEFI (2011 to 2012)

e WFI biggest improvers
— 17 Hyde Park +.14
— 15 Haverhill + .12
— 4 Cambridge + .11

e WFI biggest decliners

— 18 Lawrence -.09
— 19 Lowell -.05
— 9 Dimock-.04

naktional
wraparound
inikiakive



CSAs with biggest change on the TOM
(2011 to 2012)

e TOM biggest improvers
— 32 Worcester W +.14
— 12 Gandara +.13
— 14 Harbor +.10
— 25 Pittsfield +.10

e TOM biggest decliners
— 21 Malden-.06
— 7 CSR -.05
— 8 Coastal -.04

naktional
wraparound
WERT
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