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Class Members:
Number in Sample:

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region

187
49 (26%)

Eight Independent Case Management
Agencies Represented in the Sample

A New Vision 3 in sample
Amigo 4 in sample
Carino 5 in sample
NMOCM 6 in sample
Unidas 16 in sample

A Step Above 5 in sample
Blue Sky 4 in sample
Friends Forever 2 in sample
Peak 3 in sample

Unigue Opportunities 1 in sample

N>




=4

2010 Community Practice Review

Metro Region

Number Reviewedl
by Day and Residemtiall Providier
Day | Residential Day |Residential
A Better Way 1 1 Dungarvin 2 3
Achievements 1 1 Expressions of Life 3
Active Solutions 1 1 Imagine 2
Adelante 17 10 LLCP 9 11
Adelante Pathways 1 Max Care 1 1
Advantage Communication$ New Beginnings 3 4
Alianza Family Services 1 NONE 1
ARCA 6 Optihealth 1 2
At Home Advocacy, Inc. 1 RCI 2
Community Options 1 Share Your Care 3
Connections 3 Su Vida 1 1
Cornucopia 1 TLC 1




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

Class Mentberswithhimorediate gecSpéciai Needs

Individuals Needing Immediate Attention: 7 People

14% of sample

Individuals for whom health, safety, environment and/or abuse or neglect
issues were identified during the review.

Individuals Needing Special Atiention: 10 People
20% of sample

| ssues were identified that may, i f
health, safety and/or welfare.

In 2009 there were 7 Immediate Attention (15%) and 13 Special Attention (28%). (47 people in Metro sample)

In 2008 there were 5 Immediate Attention (11%) and 10 Special Attention (21%). (47 people in the sample)
In 2007 there were 2 Immediate Attention (4%) and 5 Special Attention (10%). (49 people in the sample)
In 2006 there were O Immediate Attention and 8 Special Attention (16%). (49 people in the sample)

In 2005 there were 3 Immediate Attention (7%) and 7 Special Attention (16%). (43 people in the sample)




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

|dentified Indicators of Good Practice
Some EEppdd haveccommitnity membeeships

G
G
G

Twenty-seven people attend church.
Twenty-two people frequent the library.

Twenty-one people utilize their community
recreation centers/gymnasiums.

Eight people are frequent swimmers, patronizing
their local pools.

Six people had one identified community role/
membership, five had two, twenty -one had three,
twelve had four, three had five, and one had six.

One person had no identified community memberships/roles.
(Includes data from this and the following slide)
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2010 Community Practice Review
,% Metro Region
|dentified Indicators of Good Practice
Som= Feppde @recctive iretheimcomnsenities
¢ Ten people are bowlers.

¢ Four people take classes in the community.

¢ Twenty-two people are active volunteers with
organizations including the food bank, Meals on
Wheels, Adopt-a-Park, Ronald McDonald House and
assisting with pet therapy.

¢ Eighteen people regularly visit the aquarium, nature
center, or zoo.

¢ Three people are Kiwanis members, one is part of the
Special Olympics, three are members of the Special
Orchestra, and one person does walka-thons.




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region
ldentified Indicators of Good Practice

Some EEppHe @Ere aspart atcaand
integeeted intoctheircommamities

C Thirty-two people (65%) were seen as adequately
Integrated into the community.

Some seppde have friends

¢C Twenty-five people have friends with whom they regularly
meet and interact.

Som= EEppHe areemplioyed

C Seven people are engaged in supported employment
where they work in settings with more than 50%
non-handicapped workers.




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

|dentified Indicators of Good Practice
Peoplebenéfitdromiprgierm,
caringrandasspectfubstaff

C Nineteen people have residential staff that have been with
them for at least five years, thirteen of which have had
the same staff for 10 years or more!

C Eight people have day support staff that have been with
them for at least five years, one of those for over 10
years.

C Twenty-three people have case managers who have been with
them for at least five years 1 then of those people have had
the same case manager for ten years or more.

C Forty people were identified as being treated with
dignity and respect.




2010 Community Practice Review
,% Metro Region

ldentified Indicators of Good Practice

Peoplkehave proactive athvocates
Case Maragel/ Gudrdian

C Twenty-three people were identified as having actively
Involved guardians. (Seen at least 3 times a month)

C Twenty-eight guardians found the case manager helpful.

C Forty-one people have case managers who are
adequately available to them.

C Twenty-five people have case managers who provide
services at the level they need.




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

ldentified Indicators of Good Practice

Some EeppHdé azve showan eviderdce of progress

C Thirty-eight people are going more places and/or interacting
more while in the community.

Nineteen people have increased their communication abilities.

Five people are becoming more physically active or have
Increased their mobility.

Ten people have increased their choice making.
Eight people have shown decreases in identified behaviors.

O 00 00

Twenty people have become more independent in their daily
lives or employment; including doing tasks such as laundry,
personal care, cooking, and cleaning.
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2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

ldentified Indicators of Good Practice

Some EEppHe aave thedechnplogy
and cievices theyended

C 430 assistive technology and adaptive equipment
devices are needed by the individuals in the sample,

401 are in good repair, available, and used when
needed. (93%)




Question

2005
(sample=43)

2006
(sample=49)

2010 Community Practice Review

Findings by Area

A. Expectations for Growth and Quality of Life

2007
(sample=49)

2008
(sample=47)

Metro Region

2009
(sample=47)

2010
(sample=49)

31. Does the case manager have an
appropriate expectation of growth for
person?

58% Yes (25)
thi$0% Partial (17
2% No (1)

45% Yes (22)
) 55% Partial (27

67% Yes (33)
) 31% Partial (15
2% No (1)

49% Yes (23)
) 47% Partial (22
4% No (2)

53% Yes (25)
) 43% Partial (20
4% No (2)

77% Yes (37)
) 21% Partial (10
2% No (1)

~"

42. Does the [day services] direct ser
staff have an appropriate expectation
growth for this person?

Vic&7% Yes (28)
Df 33% Partial (14

(1 without day service

55%Yes (27)
) 41% Partial (20
4% No (2)

s)

69% Yes (34)
) 27% Partial (13
4% No (2)

66% Yes (31)
) 30% Partial (14
4% No (2)

64% Yes (30)
) 32% Partial (11
4% No (2)

85% Yes (39)
) 15% Partial (7

(2 people not scored

52. Does the residential direct service
have an appropriate expectation of gr
for this person?

staf7% Yes (29)
DWB3% Partial (14

59% Yes (29)
) 41% Partial (20

63% Yes (31)
) 37% Partial (18

64% Yes (30)
) 30% Partial (14
6% No (3)

61% Yes (28)
) 39% Partial (18

(1 person not scored

81% Yes (39)
) 19% Partial (9

(1 person not scored

84. Based on all of the evidence, in th
opinion of the reviewer, has the perso
achieved progress in the past year?

e 65% Yes (28)
N 28% Partial (12
7% No (3)

61% Yes (28)
) 37% Partial (17
2% No (1)
(3CND)

58% Yes (28)
) 38% Partial (18
4% No (2)
(1 CND)

43% Yes (20)
) 52% Partial (24
4% No (2)
(1 CND)

52% Yes (24)
) 46% Partial (21
2% No (1)
(1 CND)

57% Yes (28)
) 42% Partial (2@

~—"

(1 CND)

85. Overall, does the IDT have an

44% Yes (19)

appropriate expectation of growth for §hi®6% Partial (24

person?

35% Yes (17)
) 65% Partial (32

49% Yes (24)
) 51% Partial (29

32% Yes (15)
) 68% Partial (32

36% Yes (17)
) 64% Partial (30

65% Yes (31)
) 35% Partial (17

(1 person not scored

N—r

86. Was the person provided the assi
and support needed to participate
meaningfully in the planning process?

S5taBe80 Yes (34)
8% Partial (3)
3% No (1)
(5 CND)

79% Yes (37)
21% Partial (10

(2 CND)

74% Yes (34)

) 24% Partial (11
2% No(1)

(3 CND)

71% Yes (32)
) 27% Partial (12
2% No (1)

(2 CND)

80% Yes (36)
) 20% Partial (9

(2 CND)

82% Yes (40)
18% Partial (9




2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

A. Expectations for Growth and Quality of Life

Question

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

87. Is the person offered a range of
opportunities for participation in each
life areas?

(sample=43)

57% Yes (21)
pf ¢ Partial (15
3% No (1)

(6 CND)

(sample=49)

49% Yes (21)
) 49% Partial (21
2% No (1)

(6 CND)

(sample=49)

69% Yes (29)
) 26% Partial (11
5% No (2)

(7 CND)

(sample=47)

65% Yes (28)

) 33% Partial (14
2% No (1)

(4 CND)

(sample=47)

76% Yes (32)
21% Partial (9
2% No (1)
(5 CND)

(sample=49)

80% Yes (36)
20% Partial (9

(4 CND)

88. Does the person have the opportu
make informed choices?

nity7t8?% Yes (16)
23% Partial (5
5% No (1)
(21 CND)

52% Yes (13)
48% Partial (12

(24 CND)

73% Yes (8)
) 27% Partial (3

(38 CND)

41% Yes (7)
59% Partial (10

(30 CND)

69% Yes (11)
31% Partial (5

(31 CND)

81% Yes (17)
19% Partial (4

(28 CND)

89. About where and with whom to li

e?87% Yes (20)

9% Partial (2)
4% No (1)
(20 CND)

68% Yes (17)
32% Partial (8

(24 CND)

73% Yes (8)
27% Partial (3

(38 CND)

76% Yes (13)
24% Partial (4

(30 CND)

73% Yes (11)
27% Partial (4

(32 CND)

86% Yes (18)
10% Partial (2
5% No (1)
(28 CND)

90. About where and with whom to
work/spend his/her day?

82% Yes (18)
14% Partial (3
5% No (1)
(21 CND)

63% Yes (15)
38% Partial (9

(25 CND)

75% Yes (12)
25% Partial (4

(33 CND)

75% Yes (15)
25% Partial (5

(27 CND)

94% Yes (15)
6% Partial (1)

(31 CND)

84% Yes (16)
16% Partial (3

(30 CND)

91. About where and with whom to
socialize/spend leisure time?

80% Yes (20)
16% Partial (4
4% No (1)
(18 CND)

69% Yes (18)
31% Partial (8

(23 CND)

86% Yes (12)
14% Partial (2

(35 CND)

64% Yes (14)
32% Partial (7
5% No (1)
(25 CND)

90% Yes (18)
10% Partial (2

(27 CND)

88% Yes (15)
12% Partial (2

(32 CND)

IS




2010 Community Practice Review

A. Expectations for Growth and Quality of Life

Question

2005

2006

2007

2008

Metro Region
Findings by Area

2009 2010

92. Does the evidence support that
providers do not prevent the person fr
pursuing relationships and are respec
the rights of this person?

(sample=43)

95% Yes (41)
bm 5% Partial (2)

ng

(sample=49)

96% Yes (47)
4% Partial (2)

(sample=49)

94% Yes (45)
6% Partial (3)

(1 CND)

(sample=47)

96% Yes (44)
4% Partial (2)

(1 CND)

(sample=47)

93% Yes (41)
5% Partial (2)
2% No (1)
(3CND)

(sample=49)
100% Yes (46

(3 CND)

93. Overall, were the direct service st
i nterviewed train

and exploitation?

aff 44% Yes (19)

63% Yes (31)

e 5% Bantial (28) 85%pRartiaV (iL7
complaint process and on abuse, neglect 5% No (2)

2% No (1)

67% Yes (33)
ol 83p06 P artial (16

68% Yes (32)
) 32% Partial (1) 32% Partial (15

68% Yes (32)| 84% Yes (41)

16% Partial (8

~—"

94. Does this person and/or guardiar
adequate access to the available com
processes/procedures?

hax/e% Yes (27)
plai#t% Partial (5
9% No (3)
(8 CND)

84% Yes (38)
13% Partial (6
2% No (1)
(4 CND)

86% Yes (36)
7% Partial (3)
7% No (3)
(7 CND)

88% Yes (35)
13% Partial (5

(7 CND)

84% Yes (37)
9% Partial (4)
7% No (3)
(3CND)

96% Yes (45)
2% Partial (1)
2% No (1)
(2 CND)

95. Does this person know his/her
guardian?

100% Yes (11

(3N/A, 29 CNDO

)

90% Yes (19)
10% No (2)
(28 CND)

100% Yes (11

(38 CND)

100% Yes (13

(34 CND)

100% Yes (16] 100% Yes (14

(31CND) | (2N/A, 33CND)

96. Does this person believe the guafdiaB0% Yes (4)

100% Yes (8)

100% Yes (6)

100% Yes (3)

100% Yes (4)| 100% Yes (4)

is helpful? 20% No (1)
(3 N/A, 35 CND) (41 CND) (43 CND) (44 CND) (43 CND) (2 N/A, 43 CND)
97. What is the level of participation df th@8% Active (15) 29% Active (14) 41% Active (20) 53% Active (25) 37% Active (17) 49% Yes (23)
: ] 38%-Moderate 7% et (2’J der te 26% Moderate (1) 46% Moderate (21) 36% Moderate (17
Jege. gualr el @ i 5% Limited (10 )1 lA 8/ % Lclinﬂlted 10) 4% lelte% 2@ 19% Limited (9) 17% Limited (8) 15% Limited (7)

service planning?

(3 N/A)

4% None (2)

2% None (1)

(1 N/A) (2 NIA)

14




2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

A. Expectations for Growth and Quality of Life

Question

2005
(sample=43)

2006
(sample=49)

2007
(sample=49)

2008
(sample=47)

2009
(sample=47)

2010
(sample=49)

98l n the Reviewer s 2% es (1) b n1l2% Yes @G)s| t8Poeres (4) 6% Yes (3) 6% Yes (3) 6% Yes (3)
person need a friend advocate? 98% No (42) 88% No (43) 92% No (45) 94% No (44) 94% No (44) 94% No (46)
99. Does the person have a friend 0% Yes 0% Yes 0% Yes 0% Yes 0% Yes 25% Yes (1)
advocate? 100% No (3) 100% No (6) 100% No (5) 100% No (4) 100% No (3) 75% No (3)
(40 N/A) (43 N/A) (44 N/A) (43 N/A) (44 N/A) (45 N/A)
100. If the person is retired, does he/she 43% Yes (3) 0% Yes 80% Yes (4) 43% Yes (3) 75% Yes (3) 91% Yes (10)

have adequate opportunities to engag
activities of interest during the day?

e iB7% Partial (4
(36 N/A)

100% Partial (6
(41 N/A, 2 CNO

) 20% Partial (1
) (43 N/A, 1 CNC

57% Partial (4

) (40 N/A)

25% Partial (1
(42 N/A, 1 CNO

9% Partial (1)
(38 N/A)

101. Does the person have daily
choices/appropriate autonomy over hi

70% Yes (30)
5/86% Partial (11

61% Yes (30)
) 37% Partial (18

69% Yes (34)
) 27% Partial (13

60% Yes (28)
) 38% Partial (19

72% Yes (34)
) 26% Partial (12

~—~

92% Yes (45)
8% Partial (4)

life? 5% No (2) 2% No (1) 4% No (2) 2% No (1) 2% No (1)
102. Have the per|[s oA es (B | 83U es (40)p r88% Yes (830 c 8586 Yes (35)[ 95% Yes (39)| 94% Yes (44)
been accommodated? 17% Partial (8] 9% Partial (4)| 15% Partial (6] 5% Partial (2)| 6% Partial (3)
(1 CND) 2% No (1)
(4 CND) (6 CND) (6 CND) (6 CND) (2 CND)

103. Is the person treated with dignity
respect?

and2% Yes (31)
28% Partial (12

57% Yes (28)
) 43% Partial (21

65% Yes (32)
) 33% Partial (16
2% No (1)

60% Yes (28)
) 40% Partial (19

49% Yes (23)
) 51% Partial (24

N—r

83% Yes (40)
17% Partial (8

(1 person not scored




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region
Findings by Area

A. Expectations for Growth and Quality of Life

Noteworthy Practice

A 46 of 46 individuals (100%, 3 CND) have providers that do
not prevent them from pursuing relationships and are

adequately respecting their rights. (93% in 2009, 96% in 2008, 94% in
2007, 96% in 2006, 95% in 2005) #92

A 96% of persons and/or their guardians (45 of 47, 2 CND)
have adequate access to the available complaint

processes/procedures.  (84% in 2009, 88% in 2008, 86% in 2007, 84% in
2006, 77% in 2005) #94

A 44 of 47 persons in the sample (2 CND) had their cultural

preferences accommodated (94%). (95% in 2009, 85% in 2008, 88%
in 2007, 83% in 2006, 100% in 2005) #102




B. Satisfaction

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007

2008

2009

2010

104. Overall, is the person satisfied wi
current services?

(sample=43)

th ti&8% Yes (8)
27% Partial (3

(sample=49)

64% Yes (14)
36% Partial (8

(sample=49)

93% Yes (14)
7% Partial (1)

(sample=47)

88% Yes (15)
12% Partial (2

(sample=47)

88% Yes (14)
13% Partial (2

(sample=49)

92% Yes (22)
8% Partial (2)

(32 CND) (27 CND) (34 CND) (30 CND) (31 CND) (25 CND)
105. Does the person get along with the 100% Yes (9)] 100% Yes (13] 100% Yes (8)| 100% Yes (8) 89% Yes (8) 100% Yes (9)
case manager? 11% Partial (1

(34 CND) (36 CND) (41 CND) (39 CND) (38 CND) (40 CND)

106. Does the person find the case
manager helpful?

100% Yes (5)

(38 CND)

100% Yes (7)

(42 CND)

86% Yes (6)
14% Partial (1
(42 CND)

100% Yes (2)

(45 CND)

80% Yes (4)
20% Partial (1
(42 CND)

100% Yes (1)

(48 CND)

107. Does the legal guardian find the
manager helpful?

£as81% Yes (22)
15% Partial (4
4% No (1)
(3N/A, 13 CNDO

~—

97% Yes (34)

3% No (1)
(14 CND)

81% Yes (35)
12% Partial (5
7% No (3)
(6 CND)

95% Yes (35)
3% Partial (1)
3% No (1)
(1 N/A, 9 CND

85% Yes (34)
13% Partial (5
3% No (1)
(7 CND)

93% Yes (28)
7% Partial (2)

(2 N/A, 17 CND)

108. Does the person have adequate
and drink available?

fo087% Yes (36)
3% Partial (1)
(6 CND)

100% Yes (45

(4 CND)

100% Yes (47

(2 CND)

100% Yes (45

(2 CND)

98% Yes (42)
2% Partial (1)
(4 CND)

100% Yes (46

(3 CND)

109. Does the person have adequate
transportation to meet his/her needs?

90% Yes (38)
7% Partial (3)
2% No (1)

(1 CND)

82% Yes (40)
18% Partial (9

91% Yes (43)
9% Partial (4)

(2 CND)

82% Yes (37)
18% Partial (8

(2 CND)

87% Yes (39)
13% Partial (6

(2 CND)

94% Yes (46)
6% Partial (3)

7




B. Satisfaction

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007

2008

2009

2010

110. Does the person have sufficient
personal money?

(sample=43)

85% Yes (29)
15% Partial (5

(9 CND)

(sample=49)

89% Yes (42)
11% Partial (5

(2 CND)

(sample=49)

89% Yes (39)
11% Partial (5

(5 CND)

(sample=47)

93% Yes (37)
8% Partial (3)

(7 CND)

(sample=47)

87% Yes (34)
13% Partial (5

(8 CND)

(sample=49)

91% Yes (42)
7% Partial (3)
2% No (1)
(2 CND)

(2 not scored)

111. Does the person get along with theid00% Yes (25

day program/employment staff?

(1 N/A, 17 CNDO

100% Yes (34

) (2 N/A, 13 CNO

~—

100% Yes (27

(22 CND)

93% Yes (25)
7% Partial (2)
(1 N/A, 19 CNO

~—

100% Yes (26

(21 CND)

100% Yes (29

(1 N/A, 19 CNE

112. Does the person get along with §he100% Yes (34

residential provider staff?

(9 CND)

100% Yes (40

(9 CND)

100% Yes (31

(18 CND)

100% Yes (31

(16 CND)

100% Yes (33

(14 CND)

100% Yes (36

(13 CND)




2010 Community Practice Review
,% Metro Region
Findings by Area

B. Satisfaction
Noteworthy Practice

The region scored well, overall, in this area.

Of individuals for whom a determination could be made:

A 22 of 24 people were satisfied with their current
SErviCes. (92%, 25 CND) #104

A 9 get along with their case manager. (100%, 40 CND) ~ #105

A 29 get along with their day program/employment staff
(100%, 1 N/A, 19cND) — and 36 get along with their residential

provider staff.  (100%, 13 CND)  #111, #112




C. Assessments

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007

2008

2009

2010

57. Did the team consider what
assessments the person needs and wj
be relevant to th

(sample=43)

47% Yes (20)
pubd % Partial (22
e 2%eNo (AP S

(sample=49)

43% Yes (21)
) 57% Partial (29
pl anni

(sample=49)

59% Yes (29)
) 41% Partial (20
hg effor

(sample=47)

60% Yes (28)
) 40% Partial (19
ts?

(sample=47)

64% Yes (30)
) 36% Partial (17

(sample=49)

51% Yes (25)
) 49% Partial (24

~—"

58. Did the team arrange for and obta
needed, relevant assessments?

n ti23% Yes (10)
77% Partial (33

29% Yes (14)
) 71% Partial (35

29% Yes (14)
) 71% Partial (35

40% Yes (19)
) 60% Partial (28

43% Yes (20)
) 57% Partial (27

47% Yes (23)
) 53% Partial (26

~—"

59. Are the assessments adequate for
planning?

49% Yes (21)
49% Partial (21
2% No (1)

49% Yes (24)
) 51% Partial (25

53% Yes (26)
) 45% Partial (22
2% No (1)

66% Yes (31)
) 34% Partial (16

60% Yes (28)
) 40% Partial (19

67% Yes (33)
) 31% Partial (15
2% No (1)

~—"

60. Were the recommendations from
assessments used in planning?

44% Yes (19)
53% Partial (23
2% No (1)

41% Yes (20)
) 59% Partial (29

33% Yes (16)
) 63% Partial (31,
4% No (2)

45% Yes (21)
) 45% Partial (21,
11% No (5)

45% Yes (21)
) 53% Partial (25
2% No (1)

51% Yes (25)
) 47% Partial (23
2% No (1)

~—"
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C. Assessments

Practice Challenges

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

A Teams for 26 of the 49 persons in the sample (53%) did
not arrange for and obtain the needed, relevant
assessments. (57% did not in 2009, 60% in 2008, 71% did not in 2007

and 2006, 77% in 2005)  #58

A For 24 of the 49 persons in the sample (49%) the
recommendations from assessments were not

adequately used in planning.
67% in 2007, 59% in 2006, 55% in 2005)

(60% were not in 2009, 56% in 2008,
#60




D. Adequacy of Plannino

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
~ Findings by Area
& Adeqguacy of Services

2007

2008

2009

2010

61. Is there a document called an Indi
Service Plan (ISP) that was developed
within the last year?

(sample=43)

iduab% Yes (43
|

(sample=49)
100% Yes (49

(sample=49)

98% Yes (48)
2% No (1)

(sample=47)
100% Yes (47

(sample=47)
100% Yes (47

(sample=49)
100% Yes (49

62. Was the ISP developed by an
appropriately constituted IDT?

60% Yes (26)
40% Partial (17

53% Yes (26)
) 47% Partial (23

49% Yes (24)
) 51% Partial (29

53% Yes (25)
) 47% Partial (22

53% Yes (25)
) 47% Partial (22

59% Yes (29)
) 39% Partial (19
2% No (1)

N—r

63. For any team members not physi
present at the IDT meeting, is there
evidence of their participation in the
development of the ISP?

rall4% Yes (12)
41% Partial (11
15% No (4)

(16 N/A)

36% Yes (12)

) 30% Partial (10

33% No (11)
(16 N/A)

40% Yes (16)
) 38% Partial (15
22% No (9)

(9 N/A)

38% Yes (12)

) 41% Partial (13

22% No (7)
(15 N/A)

51% Yes (20)
) 21% Partial (8
28% No (11)

(8 N/A)

64% Yes (23)

33% Partial (12

3% No (1)
(13 N/A)

64. Overall, is the loergn vision
adequate?

49% Yes (21)
49% Partial (21
2% No (1)

33% Yes (16)
) 59% Partial (29
8% No (4)

37% Yes (18)
) 53% Partial (26
10% No (5)

49% Yes (23)
) 43% Partial (20
9% No (4)

43% Yes (20)
) 55% Partial (26
2% No (1)

61% Yes (30)
) 39% Partial (19

65*. Overall, does the Narrative and/q
Progress Towards Reaching theTleomg
Vision Section of the ISP give adequa|
gui dance to achie
term vision?

r 53% Yes (23)

42% Partial (19
5% No (2)
ng t he

[e
Vi

39% Yes (19)

) 57% Partial (28
4% No (2)

person

55% Yes (27)
) 45% Partial (22

0s | ong

60% Yes (28)
) 36% Partial (17
4% No (2)

60% Yes (28)
) 40%Partial (19

) 29% Partial (14

69% Yes (34)

2% No (1)

66*. Overall, is Vision Section of the |9
used as the basis for outcome
development?

bP 49% Yes (21)
44% Partial (19
7% No (3)

51% Yes (25)
) 43% Partial (21
6% No (3)

53% Yes (26)
) 45% Partial (22
2% No (1)

74% Yes (35)
) 26% Partial (12

85% Yes (40)
) 15% Partial (7

80% Yes (39)
18% Partial (9
2% No (1)

67*. Overall, do the outcomes in the |
include criteria by which the team can
determine when the outcome (s) have
achieved?

SP 33% Yes (14)
58% Partial (25
bee®% No (4)

29% Yes (14)
) 65% Partial (32
6% No (3)

43% Yes (21)
) 45% Partial (22
12% No (6)

19% Yes (9)
) 53% Partial (25
28% No (13)

40% Yes (19)
) 49% Partial (23
11% No (5)

61% Yes (30)
) 33% Partial (16
6% No (3)




Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

D. Adequacy of Planning & Adequacy of Services

2007

2008

2009

2010

68*. Overall, are the ISP outcomes re
to achi evi n+4prmtvikien?

(sample=43)
lategb% Yes (28)

5% No (2)

(sample=49)
43% Yes (21)

p 3% Paotial §13) 58%0Rargal (26

4% No (2)

(sample=49)

71% Yes (35)
) 27% Partial (13
2% No (1)

(sample=47)

66% Yes (31)
) 34% Partial (16

(sample=47)

83% Yes (39)
) 17% Partial (8

(sample=49)

84% Yes (41)
16% Partial (8

69*. Overall, do the ISP outcomes ad
the personbés maj o

dred3% Yes (20)
r 51% Paegtidl 22
2% No (1)

41% Yes (20)
) 57% Partial (28
2% No (1)

51% Yes (25)
) 45% Partial (22
4% No (2)

43% Yes (20)
) 51% Partial (24
6% No (3)

47% Yes (22)
) 53% Partial (25

71% Yes (35)
) 29% Partial (14

70*. Overall, are the Action Plans spe
and relevant to assisting the person in
achieving his/her outcomes?

ific35% Yes (15)
47% Partial (20
19% No (8)

31% Yes (15)
) 63% Partial (31
6% No (3)

47% Yes (23)
) 49% Partial (24
4% No (2)

34% Yes (16)
) 64% Partial (30
2% No (1)

57% Yes (27)
) 40% Partial (19
2% No (1)

53% Yes (26)
) 41% Partial (20
6% No (3)

~—

71*. Overall, are the Teaching and Sy
strategies sufficient to ensure consistg
implementation of the services provide

pp8A% Yes (13)
nt53% Partial (23
pd? 16% No (7)

33% Yes (16)
) 57% Partial (28
10% No (5)

37% Yes (18)
) 43% Partial (21
20% No (10)

39% Yes (18)

) 54% Partial (25

7% No (3)
(1 N/A)

51% Yes (24)
) 38% Partial (18
11% No (5)

49% Yes (24)
) 45% Partial (22
6% No (3)

~—

72*. Overall, are the recommendatiorn
and/or objectives/strategies of ancillar
providers integrated into the Teaching
Support Strategies of the ISP?

s 33% Yes (14)

y 50% Partial (21

andl7% No (7)
(1 N/A)

29% Yes (14)
) 61% Partial (30
10% No (5)

32% Yes (15)

) 51% Partial (24

17% No (8)
(2 N/A)

32% Yes (15)
) 51% Partial (24
17% No (8)

39% Yes (18)

) 57% Partial (26

4% No (2)
(1 N/A)

49% Yes (24)
) 43% Partial (21
8% No (4)

73*. If needed, does the ISP contain 4
specific Crisis Prevention and Interver
Pl an that meet s t

64% Yes (27)
ti@1% Partial (13
h e 5%pN® (25

62% Yes (29)
) 36% Partial (17
n 2% Na(&)e

(1 N/A)

71% Yes (35)
) 27% Partial (13
d s 2% No (1)

(2 N/A)

62% Yes (28)
) 33% Partial (15
4% No (2)

(2 N/A)

47% Yes (21)
) 53% Partial (24

(2 N/A)

73% Yes (35)

) 25% Partial (12

2% No (1)
(2 N/A)

~—

28




Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

D. Adequacy of Planning & Adequacy of Services

2007

2008

2009

2010

74*. Does the ISP contain information
regarding primary health (medical) cay

(sample=43)

65% Yes (28)
eB3% Partial (14
2% No (1)

(sample=49)

63% Yes (31)
) 35% Partial (17
2% No (1)

(sample=49)

67% Yes (33)
) 33% Partial (16

(sample=47)

68% Yes (32)
) 32% Partial (15

(sample=47)

89% Yes (42)
11% Partial (5

(sample=49)

92% Yes (45)
8% Partial (4)

74a*. Does the ISP face sheet contain
contact information for the PCP?

78% Yes (38)
6% Partial (3)
16% No (8)

77% Yes (36)
17% Partial (8
6% No (3)

91% Yes (43)
6% Partial (3)
2% No (1)

94% Yes (46)
4% Partial (2)
2% No (1)

74Db* . Il s the Heal
and contact information listed in the 19

thcar e (

pP?

foor di na

t ©196 Yes (A5
9% Partial (4)

m 84% Yes (44)
4% Partial (2)

98% Yes (46)
2% Partial (1)

2% No (1)

98% Yes (48)
2% Partial (1)

74c*. Was the ISP (the most current Annual)

developed using the new ISP format?

86% Yes (42)
14% No (7)

Question Removed

75. Does the ISP reflect how the persg
get to work/day activities, shopping, s
activities?

on Wilto Yes (30)
pciall% Partial (9
9% No (4)

69% Yes (34)
24% Partial (12
6% No (3)

53% Yes (26)
) 35% Partial (17
12% No (6)

49% Yes (23)
) 19% Partial (9
32% No (15)

71% Yes (22)
13% Partial (4
16% No (5)
(16 N/A)

84% Yes (21)
4% Partial (1)
12% No (3)
(24 N/A)

76. Does the ISP reflect how the perg
obtain prescribed medications?

on A8 Yes (20)

29% Partial (12

24% No (10)
(1 N/A)

45% Yes (22)
) 39% Partial (19
16% No (8)

49% Yes (24)
) 47% Partial (23
4% No (2)

70% Yes (33)
) 23% Partial (11
6% No (3)

85% Yes (40)
15% Partial (7

92% Yes (45)
8% Partial (4)

77. Does the ISP contain a list of aday
equipment needed and who will provig

tivéd5% Yes (15)
e 83% Partial (18
(10 N/A)

36% Yes (16)
) 49% Partial (22
16% No (7)

33% Yes (13)
) 45% Partial (19
23% No (9)

(4 N/A)

28% Yes (12)
) 63% Partial (27
9% No (4)

(9 N/A)

33% Yes (13)
) 45% Partial (18
23% No (9)

(4 N/A)

45% Yes (19)
) 52% Partial (22
2% No (1)

(7 N/A)

(7 N/A)

~—
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Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

D. Adequacy of Planning & Adequacy of Services

2007

2008

2009

2010

78. Overall, is the ISP adequate to m

(sample=43)
pet thédo Yes (7)

(sample=49)
4% Yes (2)

(sample=49)
16% Yes (8)

(sample=47)
15% Yes (7)

(sample=47)
13% Yes (6)

(sample=49)
22% Yes (11)

personds needs? 79% Partial (34) 96% Partial (47) 84% Partial (41) 85% Partial (40) 87% Partial (41)) 78% Partial (39)
5% No (2)
79. I f #78 i s r a|t e48% Ye2(8),|] b0% Yeshle | 18BBYes @)i|n @9% Yes (2) 83% Yes (5) 18% Yes (2)
implemented? 57% Partial (4] 50% Partial (1] 12% Partial (1] 71% Partial (5] 17% Partial (1) 82% Partial (9
(36 N/A) (47 N/A) (41 N/A) (40 N/A) (41 N/A) (38 N/A)
80a. I f there is|l no ISP, or if #78 is rated n0¢ 37%Yes(15)| 50% Yes (19)
o r isithe éSP being implemented? 63% Partial (26) 47% Partial (19)
(Was Q#80 202008) (6 N/A) 3% No (1)
(11 N/A)
80b. I f there i s| 28%YesSI)| 2B% Yds(ll)i 738% Yes (14)|a #08odvesi{1®)d 37% Yes (15) 50% Yes (19)
or Al10, are curr elnt2% Baetial (2§) c7esPartdall (8q) 66&ctPartialt(23]) 60% Partial (24) 54% Partial (22) 47% Partial (1)
meet the personods| ndg7eNdA3 ? (2 N/A) 10% No (4) 3% No (1)
(Was Q#80 202008) (8 N/A) (7 N/A) (6 N/A) (11 N/A)

81. Overall, were the direct service st
trained on the implementation of the I

aff 70% Yes (30)
bP30% Partial (13

61% Yes (30)
) 39% Partial (19

57% Yes (28)
) 43% Partial (21

62% Yes (29)
) 38% Partial (18

60% Yes (28)
) 40% Partial (19

) 24% Partial (12

76% Yes (37)

82. Overall, were the direct service st
able to describe their responsibilities i
providing daily care/support to the per

aff 74% Yes (32)
N 26% Partial (11
50N7?

59% Yes (29)
) 41% Partial (20

49% Yes (24)
) 51% Partial (25

53% Yes (25)
) 47% Partial (22

49% Yes (23)
) 51% Partial (24

) 22% Partial (11

78% Yes (38)

83. Overall, do the progress notes or
documentation in the CM record refleg
status of the goals and services of the|

pthdP% Yes (18)
t th8% Partial (25
key

life areas stated in the ISP?

16% Yes (8)
) 78% Partial (38
6% No (3)

31% Yes (15)
) 65% Partial (32
4% No (2)

21% Yes (10)
) 70% Partial (33
9% No (4)

34% Yes (16)
) 60% Partial (29
6% No (3)

) 47% Partial (23

43% Yes (21)

10% Yes (5)

%2




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

Findings by Area

D. Adequacy of Planning and Adequacy of Services
Practice Challenges

A

38 of 49 individuals (78%) did not have an ISP adequate to meet

their needs. (87% did not in 2009, 85% in 2008, 84% in 2007, 96% in 2006, 84% in
2005) #78

25 of 49 individuals (51%) did not have Teaching and Support
Strategies sufficient to ensure consistent implementation of the

services planned. (49% did not in 2009, 61% in 2008, 63% in 2007, 67% in 2006,
69% in 2005)  #71

25 of 49 individuals (51%) did not have the recommendations
and/or objectives/strategies of ancillary providers integrated into

the Teaching and Support Strategies of the ISP. (61% did not in 2009,
71% in 2008, 68% did not in 2007 and 2006, 56% in 2005) #72

57% of individuals (28 of 49) did not have documentation in their
record that reflected the status of the outcomes and services of

the key life areas stated in their ISP. (66% did not in 2009, 79% in 2008,
69% in 2007, 84% in 2006, 50% in 2005) #83




E. Individual Service Planning and Summary

Question

2005

2006

2007

2008

2010 Community Practice Review

Metro Region
Findings by Area

2009

2010

141. Does the person have an ISP tha

addresses live, work/learn, fun/relatio
and health/other that correlates with t
personds desire a
accordance with DOH regulations?

(sample=43)

t 63% Yes (27)
sB8@80 Partial (14
e 5% No (2)

nd capahb

(sample=49)

69% Yes (34)
31% Partial (15

il ities)|

(sample=49)

82% Yes (40)
18% Partial (9

i n

(sample=47)

87% Yes (41)
13% Partial (6

(sample=47)

91% Yes (43)
9% Partial (4)

(sample=49)

96% Yes (47)
4% Partial (2)

142*. Does the person have an ISP th
contains a Progress Towards Reachin
Long Term Vision section that is basec
longterm view?

at 72% Yes (31)
g tl24.% Partial (9
| on @% No (3)

80% Yes (39)
20% Partial (10

73% Yes (36)
22% Partial (11
4% No (2)

64% Yes (30)
36% Partial (17

68% Yes (32)
) 30% Partial (14
2% No (1)

65% Yes (32)
35% Partial (17

~—

143. Does the person receive service
supports recommended in the ISP?

5 ariib% Yes (24)
44% Partial (19

53% Yes (26)
47% Partial (23

65% Yes (32)
35% Partial (17

79% Yes (37)
21% Partial (10

79% Yes (37)
) 21% Partial (10

80% Yes (39)
20% Partial (19

144. Does the person have adequate
access to and use of generic services
natural supports?

67% Yes (29)
AneiB% Partial (14

51% Yes (25)
47% Partial (23
2% No (1)

61% Yes (30)
39% Partial (19

68% Yes (32)
32% Partial (15

72% Yes (34)
) 26% Partial (12
2% No (1)

78% Yes (38)
20% Partial (19
2% No (1)

145. Is the person adequately integrated 47% Yes (20)

into the community?

47% Patrtial (20
7% No (3)

29% Yes (14)
67% Partial (33
4% No (2)

49% Yes (24)
47% Partial (23
4% No (2)

49% Yes (23)
49% Partial (23
2% No (1)

57% Yes (27)
) 40% Partial (19
2% No (1)

65% Yes (32)
35% Partial (17

~—

146. Overall, is the ISP adequate to n
the personébés need

eet19% Yes(8)
s ?7% Partial (33
5% No (2)

4% Yes (2)
96% Partial (47

16% Yes (8)
84% Partial (41

15% Yes (7)
85% Partial (40

13% Yes (6)
) 87% Partial (41

22% Yes (11)
78% Partial (38

147. Is the program of the level of intg
adequate to meet

nsiB86% Yes (15)
t 6596 Partial€28

20% Yes (10)

s78% Badial (B®) & sPartial (36

2% No (1)

27% Yes (13)

30% Yes (14)
70% Partial (33

30% Yes (14)
) 70% Partial (33

33% Yes (16)
65% Partial (32

2% No (1)




E.

2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

Findings by Area
Individual Service Planning
Noteworthy Practice:

A 47 of the 49 persons in the sample (96%) had an ISP that
addresses live, work/learn, fun/relationships and
heal t h/ other that correlates wit

capabilities.  (91% in 2009, 87% in 2008, 82% in 2007, 69% in 2006, 63% in
2005) #141

A 39 of 49 individuals (80%) receive the services and

supports recommended in their ISPs. (79% in 2009, 79% in 2008,
65% in 2007, 53% in 2006, 56% in 2005) #143

Practice Challenges

A 33 of 49 individuals (67%) did not have a program of the

level of intensity adequate to meet their needs. (70% did not
in 2009, 70% in 2008, 73% did not in 2007, 80% in 2006, 65% in 2005) #147




2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

E. Individual Service Planning I Historical Scoring

Question 2000 2001 2002 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Does the person have an ISP that addrepse/ % 97% 73% 57% 63% 69% 82% 87% 91% 96%

7

/| eli sur|e é

l'iving, |l earning/ wporkijng alnd s|loci a

Does the person have an ISP that contains 26% 87% 88% 57% 72% 80% 73% 64% 68% 65%
Progress Towards Reaching the Long Tgrm
Vision section that is based on-telong
view?

Does the person receive services and syppd#%o 66% 73% 54% 56% 53% 65% 79% 79% 80%
recommended in the ISP?

Does the person have adequate access fo a&3&o 76% 67% 49% 67% 51% 61% 68% 72% 78%
use of generic services and natural supports?

Is the person adequately integrated into the58% 66% 58% 35% 47% 29% 49% 49% 57% 65%
community?




E. Individual Service Planning

2010 Community Practice Review

Metro Region
- Findings by Area
| Disengagement

THIRTEEN-YEAR COMPARISON - METRO

100%

75% —+

50% -+

25% —+

0% dd li i i
ISP addresses |\_/e, . PTRLTV Based on long- Person receives serwces_ & Adequate Use of Generic Person Integrated into
w ork/learn, fun/relationship . supports recommended in . .
& health o term view ISP Services Community
0 1997 21% 47% 43% 29% 46%
@ 1998 29% 33% 55% 63% 63%
0 1999 76% 74% 68% 53% 61%
| 2000 87% 76% 74% 53% 58%
0O 2001 97% 87% 66% 76% 66%
@ 2002 73% 88% 73% 67% 58%
0 2004 57% 57% 54% 49% 35%
B 2005 63% 72% 56% 67% 47%
m 2006 69% 80% 53% 51% 29%
= 2007 82% 73% 65% 61% 49%
0O 2008 87% 64% 79% 68% 49%
0 2009 91% 68% 79% 72% 57%
e

| 2010 96% 65% 80% 78% 65% do




F. Team Process

Question

2005
(sample=43)

2006
(sample=49)

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007
(sample=49)

2008
(sample=47)

2009
(sample=47)

2010
(sample=49)

113. Is there evidence that the ISP w
reviewed by the IDT within the last six
months?

is 95% Yes (38)
5% No (2)
(3 N/A)

98% Yes (44)
2% No (1)
(4 N/A)

Question not asked

114. Are the individual members of th
following up on their responsibilities?

e IR8% Yes (12)
70% Partial (30
2% No (1)

22% Yes (11)
) 73% Partial (36
4% No (2)

29% Yes (14)
) 71% Partial (35

28% Yes (13)
) 72% Partial (34

26% Yes (12)
) 72% Partial (34
2% No (1)

29% Yes (14)
) 69% Partial (34
2% No (1)

115. If there is evidence of team confl
has the team made efforts to build
consensus?

ct, 56% Yes (5)
44% Partial (4

(34 N/A)

69% Yes (11)
31% Partial (5

(33 N/A)

78% Yes (7)
22% Partial (2

(40 N/A)

83% Yes (10)
17% Partial (2

(35 N/A)

56% Yes (10)
39% Partial (7
6% No (1)
(29 N/A)

59% Yes (10)
41% Partial (7

(32 N/A)

116. Do records or facts exist to indic
that the team convened meetings as
due to changed circumstances and/or
needs?

ate70% Yes (21)
eedad% No (9)
(13 N/A)

70% Yes (31)
30% No (13)
(5 N/A)

65% Yes (26)
35% No (14)
(9 N/A)

78% Yes (32)
22% No (9)
(5 N/A, 1 CND

60% Yes (28)
40% No (19)

71% Yes (32)
29% No (13)
(4 N/A)

117. Is there adequate communicatio
among team members between meeti
ensure the person
being implemented?

N 74% Yes (32)
g6 Partial (11

6s progr

71% Yes (35)
) 29% Partial (14
am can

78% Yes (38)
) 22% Partial (11
bel/is

68% Yes (32)
) 32% Partial (15

70% Yes (33)
) 28% Partial (13
2% No (1)

80% Yes (39)
) 20% Partial (10

118. Do you recommended Team Prg

cesg% Yes (1)

Training for this IDT?

98% No (42)

10% Yes (5)

6% Yes (3)

90% No (44)

94% No (46)

9% Yes (4)

91% No (43)

13% Yes (6)

87% No (41)

8% Yes (4)
92% No (45)

Sl




F. Team Process

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007

2008

2009

2010

119. Is there evidence or documentat

physical regression in the last year?

(sample=43)

on2%% Yes (11)
74% No (31)
(1 CND)

(sample=49)

33% Yes (16)
67% No (33)

(sample=49)

27% Yes (13)
73% No (35)
(1 CND)

(sample=47)

48% Yes (22)
52% No (24)
(1 CND)

(sample=47)

32% Yes (15)
68% No (32)

(sample=49)

41% Yes (20)
59% No (29)

120. Is there evidence or documentatjon @#% Yes (6)

behavioral or functional regression in
last year?

he 86% No (37)

27% Yes (13)
73% No (36)

17% Yes (8)
83% No (40)
(1 CND)

35% Yes (16)
65% No (30)
(1 CND)

30% Yes (14)
70% No (33)

41% Yes (20)
59% No (29)

121. If#119 or 120 is Yes, is the IDT

adequately addressing the regression

71% Yes (10)
? 29% Partial (4

(29 N/A)

37% Yes (7)

5% No (1)
(30 N/A)

58% Partial (11

69% Yes (9)
) 23% Partial (3
8% No (1)
(36 N/A)

54% Yes (14)

8% No (2)
(21 N/A)

38% Partial (1Q

65% Yes (15)
) 30% Partial (7
4% No (1)
(24 N/IA)

70% Yes (21)
23% Partial (7
7% No (2)
(19 N/A)

122 Has the person changed

residential/day services in the last ye3

Yes, was the change:

33% Yes (14)
r? 67% No (29)

22% Yes (11)
78% No (38)

20% Yes (10)
80% No (39)

21% Yes (10)
79% No (37)

13% Yes (6)
87% No (41)

24% Yes (12)
76% No (37)

122a. Planned by the IDT?

79% Yes (11)
14% Partial (2

73% Yes (8)
27% Partial (3

70% Yes (7)
30% Partial (3

60% Yes (6)
30% Partial (3

67% Yes (4)

83% Yes (10)

7% No (1) 10% No (1) 33% No (2) 17% No (2)
(29 N/A) (38 N/A) (39 N/A) (37 N/A) (41 N/A) (37 N/A)
122b. Appropriate to meet needs? 79% Yes (11) 73% Yes (8) 80% Yes (8) 80% Yes (8) 100% Yes (5)| 85% Yes (11)

14% Partial (2
7% No (1)
(29 N/A)

27% Partial (3

(38 N/A)

10% Partial (1
10% No (1)
(39 N/A)

10% Partial (1
10% No (1)
(37 N/A)

(41 N/A)

8% Partial (1)
8% No (1)
(36 N/A)

123 Has the IDT process been adequa
assessing, planning, implementing an

ite fb2% Yes (5)
d 88% Partial (38

24% Yes (12)
) 76% Partial (37

monitoring of services for this person?

33% Yes (16)
) 65% Partial (32
2% No (1)

32% Yes (15)
) 66% Partial (31
2% No (1)

34% Yes (16)
) 62% Partial (29
4% No (2)

33% Yes (16)
) 63% Partial (31
4% No (2)

8%




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region
Findings by Area
F. Team Process
Practice Challenges

A 35 of 49 persons (71%) had teams with individuals

who were not following up on their responsibilities.
(74% were not in 2009, 72% in 2008, 71% in 2007, 77% in 2006, 72% in
2005) #114

A The IDT process for 33 of 49 persons (67%) was not
adequate for assessing, planning, implementing and

monitoring of their services. (In 2009 the process was not
adequate for 66%, 68% in 2008, 67% in 2007, 76% in 2006, 88% in 2005)
#123

55




G. Health Related Needs

Question

2005
(sample=43)

2006
(sample=49)

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007
(sample=49)

2008
(sample=47)

2009
(sample=47)

2010
(sample=49)

30. Was the case manager able to dg
the personés heal

scriti®bo Yes (18)

t 58% Paetibl (28) 35 Rartiad (07

5% No (2)

65% Yes (32)

51% Yes (25%
3 29% Partial (24

57% Yes (27)
) 43% Partial (2@

55% Yes (26)
) 45% Partial (21

73% Yes (36)
) 27% Partial (13

38. Was the [day/employment] direct
service staff abl
health related needs?

55% Yes (23)

e40% Partidl €19) c49% Hardal (24

5% No (2)

47% Yes (23)

4% No (2)

47% Yes (23)
h 81% P artial( 25
2% No (1)

55% Yes (26)
N48% Partial (20
2% No (1)

55% Yes (26)
) 38% Partial (18
6% No (3)

66% Yes (31)
) 34% Partial (16

(2 not scored)

48. Was the residential service staff a
describe the pers

ple &8% Yes (25)
040% Bartihl €12
2% No (1)

65% Yes (32)

) 1389 Partiab (ILG

2% No (1)

53% Yes (26)
. B 780dPauta €28

64% Yes (30)
d3698 Partial (17

48% Yes (22)

) 48% Partial (22
4% No (2)

(1 not scored)

76% Yes (37)
) 24% Partial (12

54. Overall, were the team members
i ntervi ewed abl e
healtkrelated needs?

23% Yes (10)

t 1% Baetial (38) i 7 /ePartiah (85

2% No (1)

29% Yes (14)

20% Yes (10)
) PoBoPart@mln(3®

26% Yes (12)
)s74% Partial (35

28% Yes (38)
) 72% Partial (34

45% Yes (22)
) 55% Partial (27

55. Is there evidence that the IDT
di scussed tdemtedper
issues?

70% Yes (30)

s D% Bastial (11§) B85% Fartial (17

65% Yes (32)

57% Yes (28)
) 41% Partial (20
2% No (1)

53% Yes (25)
) 45% Partial (21
2% No (1)

55% Yes (26)
) 43% Partial (20
2% No (1)

63% Yes (31)
) 35% Partial (17
2% No (1)

N—r

56. In the opinion of the reviewer, are
persond health su
adequately addressed?

the83% Yes (14)

2% No (1)

pG5% Partial (27) Se/dPartich (84

31% Yes (15)

33% Yes (16)
) 67806 Partial (33

28% Yes (13)
) 66% Partial (31
6% No (3)

23% Yes (11)
) 74% Partial (35
2% No (1)

24% Yes (12)
) 76% Partial (37

N—r




2010 Community Practice Review
% Metro Region

Findings by Area

G. Health Related Needs

Practice Challenges

A 27 of 49 persons (55%) had teams that, overall, could not

adequately describe their health -related needs. (72% could not
in 2009, 74% in 2008, 80% in 2007, 71% in 2006, 76% in 2005) #54

A 37 of 49 people (76%) did not have their health

supports/needs being adequately addressed. (76% did not in
2009, 72% in 2008, 67% in 2007, 69% in 2006, 67% in 2005) #56




H. Supported Employment

Question

2005
(sample=43)

2006
(sample=49)

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007
(sample=49)

2008
(sample=47)

2009
(sample=47)

2010
(sample=49)

124. Has the IDT, or the reviewer
recommended a supported employme
assessment for the person?

53% Yes (23)
nt 47% No (20)

65% Yes (32)
35% No (17)

67% Yes (33)
33% No (16)

55% Yes (26)
45% No (21)

74% Yes (35)
26% No (12)

71% Yes (35)
29% No (14)

125. In the opinion of the IDT or the
reviewer, does the person need suppc
employment?

42% Yes (18)
rte®8% No (25)

59% Yes (29)
41% No (20)

53% Yes (26)
47% No (23)

43% Yes (20)
57% No (27)

49% Yes (23)
51% No (24)

53% Yes (26)
47% No (23)

126. Did the person receive a suppor
employment assessment?

ed59% Yes (13)
41% No (9)
(21 N/A)

65% Yes (22)
35% No (12)
(15 N/A)

42% Yes (14)
56% No (19)
(16 N/A)

35% Yes (9)
65% No (17)
(21 N/A)

44% Yes (16)
56% No (20)
(11 N/A)

47% Yes (18)
53% No (20)
(11 N/A)

127. Does the supported employment
assessment conform to the DOH
regulations?

30% Yes (6)
30% Partial (6
40% No (8)
(23 N/A)

18% Yes (6)

36% Partial (12

45% No (15)
(16 N/A)

~—~"

12% Yes (4)

15% Partial (5

73% No (24)
(16 N/A)

15% Yes (4)

12% Partial (3

73% No (19)
(21 N/A)

15% Yes (5)
18% Partial (6
67% No (22)
(14 N/A)

11% Yes (4)

40% Partial (14

49% No (17)
(14 N/A)

128. Does the person have a career
development plan (based on assessn

22% Yes (4)
en8y% Partial (6

17% Yes (5)
38% Partial (11

~—"

14% Yes (4)
32% Partial (9

14% Yes (3)
14% Partial (3

19% Yes (5)
15% Partial (4

10% Yes (3)
31% Partial (9

t hat meets t he pe|r s4d% Nog8) rn e 4580NEG (13) 54% No (15) 71% No (15) 65% No (17) 59% No (17)
(25 CND) (20 N/A) (21 N/A) (26 N/A) (21 N/A) (20 N/A)

129. Is the person engaged in suppotted 33% Yes (7) 32% Yes (9) 27% Yes (7) 14% Yes (3) 20% Yes (5) 21% Yes (6)

employment? 67% No (14) 68% No (19) 73% No (19) 86% No (18) 80% No (20) 79% No (23)
(22 N/A) (21 N/A) (23 N/A) (26 N/A) (22 N/A) (20 N/A)




H. Supported Employment

Question

2005
(sample=43)

2006
(sample=49)

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007
(sample=49)

2008
(sample=47)

2009
(sample=47)

2010
(sample=49)

130. Is the supported work provided ir
accordance with the following?

12% Yes (2)

29% Partial (5

59% No (10)
(26 N/A)

21% Yes (6)

18% Partial (5

61% No (17)
(21 N/A)

19% Yes (5)

7% Partial (2)

74% No (20)
(22 N/A)

0% Yes
24% Partial (5
76% No (16)

(26 N/A)

13% Yes (3)

4% Partial (1)

83% No (19)
(24 N/IA)

14% Yes (4)

10% Partial (3

76% No (22)
(20 N/A)

130a. At least a-d6ur work week?

18% Yes (3)
82% No (14)
(26 N/A)

25% Yes (7)
75% No (21)
(21 N/A)

22% Yes (6)
78% No (21)
(22 N/A)

10% Yes (2)
90% No (19)
(26 N/A)

17% Yes (4)
83% No (19)
(24 N/A)

14% Yes (4)
86% No (25)
(20 N/A)

130b. Person earns at least %2 of minimun29% Yes (5)

wage?

71% No (12)
(26 N/A)

39% Yes (11)
61% No (17)
(21 N/A)

19% Yes (5)
81% No (22)
(22 N/A)

5% Yes (1)
95% No (19)
(27 N/A)

22% Yes (5)
78% No (18)
(24 N/A)

21% Yes (6)
79% No (23)
(20 N/A)

130c. Work setting is at least 50% nor|
handicapped-emrkers?

35% Yes (6)
65% No (11)
(26 N/A)

32% Yes (9)
68% No (19)
(21 N/A)

26% Yes (7)
74% No (20)
(22 N/A)

11% Yes (2)
90% No (18)
(27 N/A)

17% Yes (4)
83% No (19)
(24 N/A)

24% Yes (7)
76% No (22)
(20 N/A)

130d. There is a reasonable expectati
that the job will continue?

pn 47% Yes (8)
53% No (9)

(26 N/A)

43% Yes (12)
57% No (16)
(21 N/A)

26% Yes (7)
74% No (20)
(22 N/A)

15% Yes (3)
85% No (17)
(27 N/A)

17% Yes (4)
83% No (19)
(24 N/A)

24% Yes (7)
76% No (22)
(20 N/A)

Sy
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Findings by Area
H. Supported Employment
Practice Challenges

A 53% of persons recommended to receive a supported
employment assessment (20 of 38, 11 N/A) had not received

OoNne. (56% had not in 2009, 65% in 2008, 58% in 2007, 35% in 2006, 41% in 2005)
#126

A Of the assessments that were performed, 89% did not

adequately conform to DOH regulations. (31 of 35, 14 N/A)
(85% did not in 2009, 85% in 2008, 88% in 2007, 81% in 2006, 70% in 2005) #127

A 26 of 29 individuals identified for supported employment
services (90%, 20 N/A) did not have a career development

plan that met their needs. (80% did not in 2009 and 2008, 86% in 2007,
83% in 2006, 77% in 2005) #128

A 25 of the 29 persons for whom it was applicable were not
engaged in supported employment in accordance with DOH

standards. (86%, 20 N/A) (87% were not in 2009, 100% in 2008, 81% in
2007, 79% in 2006, 88% in 2005) #130




H. Supported Employment

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

I Historical Scoring

Question 2000 2001 2002 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Need an employment assessment? 47% 50% 69% 89% 53% 65% 67% 55% 74% 71%
Need supported employment? 34% 24% 36% 49% 42% 59% 53% 43% 49% 53%
Receive supported employment 94% 89% 68% 76% 57% 69% 42% 35% 46% 51%
assessment?

Assessment conforms to DOH 56% 84% 50% 0% 26% 19% 12% 15% 14% 11%
Regulations?

Has a Career Development Plan? 38% 56% 33% 6% 22% 17% 15% 15% 22% 12%
Is supported employment provided in| [in@8% 44% 42% 22% 11% 21% 19% 0% 13% 15%
with requirements?
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H. Supported Employment T Disengagement
THIRTEEN-YEAR COMPARISON - METRO

T SUPPORTEpD EMPLOYMENT (YES
( )
75%
50%
25%
0% = s = .
Need Vocational Need Supported ErrFf;gj::‘lznt Assess Conforms Have Career Ers[;elzjlr\rlznt
Assessment Employment Assessment to DOH/DDD Regs | Development Plan Services
0 1997 29% 29% 20% 10% 0% 10%
3 1998 35% 35% 47% 67% 27% 22%
0 1999 42% 32% 56% 33% 25% 30%
H 2000 47% 34% 94% 56% 38% 38%
0O 2001 50% 24% 89% 84% 56% 44%
= 2002 69% 36% 68% 50% 33% 42%
0O 2004 89% 49% 76% 0% 6% 22%
W 2005 53% 42% 57% 26% 22% 11%
W 2006 65% 59% 69% 19% 17% 21%
= 2007 65% 53% 41% 13% 15% 19%
0O 2008 55% 43% 35% 15% 15% 0%
0 2009 74% 49% 46%0 14% 22% 13%
B 2010 71% 53% 51% 11% 12% 15%




|. Day Services

Question

(sample=43)

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

*Note: 2 individuals were not scored in this area

2005

2006
(sample=49)

2007
(sample=49)

2008
(sample=47)

2009
(sample=47)

2010
(sample=49)

35. Does the day/employment direct
services Aknowo t

76% Yes (32)
h221% Paetial £10

78% Yes (38)
) rR@% Partial (10
2% No (1)

90% Yes (44)
) 10% Partial (5

87% Yes (41)
13% Partial (6

89% Yes (42)
11% Partial (5

94% Yes (44)
6% Partial (3)

36. Does the direct service staff have
adequate input in

62% Yes (26)
t 26% Palntial (1f)) 29%sPartiad ($4
12% No (5)

65% Yes (32)

6% No (3)

69% Yes (34)
) 27% Partial (13
4% No (2)

60% Yes (28)
) 34% Partial (16
6% No (3)

53% Yes (25)
) 43% Partial (20
4% No (2)

) 34% Partial (16)

66% Yes (31)

37. Did the direct service staff receive
training on imple

76% Yes (32)
m2106 Partialg9

2% No (1)

65% Yes (32)
t3106 Partigh (&5
4% No (2)

78% Yes (38)
) 2260rPdrteal (11

81% Yes (38)
)S /% Partial (8
2% No (1)

72% Yes (34)
28% Partial (13

)

83% Yes (39)
17% Partial (8

38. Was the direct service staff able t
describe this per

D 55% Yes (23)
S 40)% Bastial (1@

5% No (2)

47% Yes (23)
) a19% Hartial (24
4% No (2)

47% Yes (23)
) albodartialn(2s
2% No (1)

55% Yes (26)
)ed@% Partial (20
2% No (1)

55% Yes (26)
) 38% Partial (18
6% No (3)

) 34% Partial (16)

66% Yes (31)

39. Was the direct service staff able t
describe his/her responsibilities in pro
daily care/supports to the person?

D 81% Yes (34)
idirepo Partial (8

67% Yes (33)
31% Partial (15
2% No (1)

76% Yes (37)
) 24% Partial (12

70% Yes (33)
) 30% Partial (14

66% Yes (31)
) 34% Partial (16

~—"

81% Yes (38)
19% Partial (9

39.a. Was the direct service staff able
provide specific information regarding
personds daily ac
times of the day?

to
the

tivities

86% Yes (42)
12% Partial (6
, 2% Nae()u

90% Yes (44)
10% Partial (5
di ng t he

91% Yes (43)
9% Partial (4)
exact

89% Yes (42)
11% Partial (5

94% Yes (44)
6% Partial (3)

39.b. Can the direct service staff desc

Fibe

his/her responsibilities in implementing the

per sonds
action plans?

| SP goal

s/ obj ect

73% Yes (36)
20% Partial (10
i V6% 8ld (B)u

80% Yes (39)
) 14% Partial (7
t c 69mog3I)

72% Yes (34)
23% Partial (11
4% No (2)

68% Yes (32)
) 28% Partial (13
4% No (2)

~—"

85% Yes (40)
15% Partial (7

4|

Tl




|. Day Services

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007

*Note: 2 individuals were not scored in this area

2008

2009

2010

40. Did the direct service staff have
training in the ISP process?

(sample=43)

81% Yes (34)
19% Partial (8)

(sample=49)

65% Yes (32)
24% Partial (12
10% No (5)

(sample=49)

67% Yes (33)
31% Partial (15
2% No (1)

(sample=47)
60% Yes (28)

(sample=47)
60% Yes (28)

30% Partial (14) 38% Partial (18

11% No (5)

2% No (1)

(sample=49)

89% Yes (42)
11% Partial (5)

41. Did the direct service staff have

55% Yes (23)

67% Yes (33)

82% Yes (40)

85% Yes (40)

85% Yes (40)

91% Yes (43)

training on the [pdA08c\Partthlgl7)d 29% Cantial f1U)a 18%0tPartial (9)] 15% Partial (7)) 15% Partial (7)) 9% Partial (4)
process and on abuse, neglect and 5% No (2) 4% No (2)

exploitation?

41. a. Have trai nj n74% Yes (3Q) |h e76% Ye®(87) [d &0%OYes (44) 91% Yes (43) 89% Yes (42) 94% Yes (44)

complaint process?

12% Partial (5)
17% No (7)

18% Partial (9)
6% No (3)

6% Partial (3)
4% No (2)

4% Partial (2)
4% No (2)

6% Partial (3)
4% No (2)

4% Partial (2)
2% No (1)

41.b. Have training on how and to w
to report abuse, neglect and exploitg

hor®2% Yes (26)
tioBi3% Partial (14
5% No (2)

76% Yes (37)
20% Partial (10
4% No (2)

90% Yes (44)
10% Partial (5)

91% Yes (43)
6% Partial (3)
2% No (1)

94% Yes (44)
6% Partial (3)

96% Yes (45)
4% Partial (2)

42. Does the direct service staff have
appropriate expectation of growth fo
person?

b ar67% Yes (28)
tr88% Partial (14

55% Yes (27)
41% Partial (20
4% No (2)

69% Yes (34)

66% Yes (31)

64% Yes (30

27% Partial (13) 30% Partial (14) 32% Partial (15

4% No (2)

4% No (2)

4% No (2)

85% Yes (39)

15% Partial (7)
(1 addtaol

43. Is the day/employment environn

nenB7% Yes (34)

generally clean, free of safety hazardgls dr3d6 Partial (5)

conducive to the work/activity intend

bd?

81% Yes (34)
17% Partial (7)
2% No (1)

(2 N/A, 1 CND

(2N/A, 5 CND

91% Yes (40)
9% Partial (4)

(3N/A, 2 CND

95% Yes (38)
5% Partial (2)

(5N/A, 2 CND

92% Yes (33)
8% Partial (3)

(8 N/A, 3 CND

96% Yes (44)
4% Partial (2)

(1 addtol
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| Day Services *Note: 2 individuals were not scored in this area

Noteworthy Practice

A 44 of 47 day/employment services staff (94%) were found

to adequately @k n qswn2odb,droein20mme%% S 0N .
in 2007, 78% in 2006, 76% in 2005) #35

A 94% of staff (44 of 47) were able to provide specific
Il nf ormation regarding the person

iIncluding the exact times of day the person is doing what.
(89% in 2009, 91% in 2008, 90% in 2007, 86% in 2006) #39A

A 44 of 46 day/employment environments (96%, 1 additional
person not scored) were found to be generally clean, free of
safety hazards and conducive for the work/activity

Intended. (92% in 2009, 95% in 2008, 91%in 2007, 81% in 2006, 87% in 2005)
#43

N
=
(05




J. Home/Residential

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007

2008

2009

2010

44. Does the residential direct service
Afknowo the person

(sample=43)

s stdffo Yes (39)
? 9% Partial (4)

(sample=49)

90% Yes (44)
10% Partial (5

(sample=49)

86% Yes (42%
14% Partial (7

(sample=47)

87% Yes (41)
13% Partial (6

(sample=46)

87%Yes (40)
13% Partial (6

(sample=49)

94% Yes (46)
6% Partial (3)

45. Does the direct service staff have
adequate input in

81% Yes (35)
t D4%tParteal (§
5% No (2)

73% Yes (36)
2% Rantiad (41
4% No (2)

73% Yes (36)
) R0SoPartial (14
6% No (3)

74% Yes (35)
19% Partial (9
6% No (3)

~—"

74% Yes (34)
20% Partial (9
7% No (3)

82% Yes (40)
18% Partial (9

46. Did the direct service staff receive
training on the i

88% Yes (38)
m 9% Ranial @)t

80% Yes (39)
i 189 Pattidl (9

67% Yes (33)

70% Yes (33)

5 29podartialq14)636% Partial (14

74% Yes (34)
) 24% Partial (11

82% Yes (40)
18% Partial (9

~—"

ISP? 2% No (1) 2% No (1) 4% No (2) 2% No (1)
47. Is the residence safe for individugls 90% Yes (38)| 90% Yes (44)| 94% Yes (46)| 98% Yes (46)| 96% Yes (43)| 100% Yes (46
(void of hazards)? 10% No (4) 10% No (5) 6% No (3) 2% No (1) 4% No (2) (3 Not scored:

(1 CND)

1 person deceased,
2 homes not viewed

48. Was the residential direct service
abl e to descr irdated
needs?

stafi8% Yes (25)

t 40% Bartipl €17) S38mRarsial (hG

2% No (1)

65% Yes (32)

2% No (1)

53% Yes (26)
b a7PotPartial (23

64% Yes (30)
) 36% Partial (17

48% Yes (22)
) 48% Partial (22
4% No (2)

76% Yes (37)
24% Partial (12

~—"

49. Was the residential direct service
able to describe his/her responsibilitie
providing daily care/supports to the pg

5taf88% Yes (38)
5 irL2% Partial (5
rson?

69% Yes (34)
31% Partial (15

65% Yes (32)
) 33% Partial (16
2% No (1)

72% Yes (34)
) 28% Partial (13

65% Yes (3)
) 35% Partial (16

90% Yes (44)
) 10% Partial (5

49.a. Was the staff able to provide spg
i nformation regar
activities?

beific

di ng th¢g

96% Yes (47)
4ePartab(R)

90% Yes (44)
O s8% artiall(4y
2% No (1)

98% Yes (46)
2% Partial (1)

87% Yes (40)
13% Partial (6

94% Yes (46)
6% Partial (3)




J. Home/Residential

Question

2005

2006

2010 Community Practice Review
Metro Region
Findings by Area

2007

2008

2009

2010

49.b. Can the direct service staff desc
his/her responsibilities in implementin
personds | SP goal

(sample=43)

fibe
) the

S & obj ¢

(sample=49)

71% Yes (35)
24% Partial (12
e C t49% MNae(B) ?

(sample=49)

69% Yes (34)
) 27% Partial (13
4% No (2)

(sample=47)

74% Yes (35)
) 19% Partial (9
6% No (3)

(sample=46)

72% Yes (33)
26% Partial (12
2% No (1)

~—

(sample=49)

92% Yes (45)
6% Partial (3)
2% No (1)

50. Did the residential direct service S
have training in the ISP process?

taffl81% Yes (35)
19% Partial (8

71% Yes (35)
20% Partial (10
8% No (4)

71% Yes (35)
) 22% Partial (11
6% No (3)

60% Yes (28)
) 34% Partial (16
6% No (3)

65% Yes (30)
) 33% Partial (15
2% No (1)

~—"

88% Yes (43)
10% Partial (5
2% No (1)

51. Did the residential direct service S
have training on
process and on abuse, neglect and
exploitation?

taff56% Yes (24)
t 37% Paptial (16
7% No (3)

76% Yes (37)

76% Yes (37)

) i24MePartat (135 4% Pdrtiali(16

74% Yes (35)
)t26% Partial (12

83% Yes (38)
) 17% Partial (8

86% Yes (42)
14% Partial (7

51. a. Have traini

complaint process?

n 67%oYes (29}
16% Partial (7
16% No (7)

e 88 ez 438)
10% Partial (5
2% No (1)

d e80% Yes (39)
14% Partial (7
6% No (3)

83% Yes (39)
11% Partial (5
6% No (3)

91% Yes (42)
4% Partial (2)
4% No (2)

94% Yes (46)
4% Partial (2)
2% No (1)

51.b. Have training on how and to whg
report abuse, neglect and exploitation

m 1% Yes (32)
P 19% Partial (8
7% No (3)

82% Yes (40)
18% Partial (9

90% Yes (44)
8% Partial (4)
2% No (1)

83% Yes (39)
15% Partial (7
2% No (1)

89% Yes (49)
11% Partial (5

92% Yes (45)
6% Partial (3)
2% No (1)

52. Does the residential direct servics
have an appropriate expectation of gr
for this person?

st&@f% Yes (29)
pPWB3% Partial (14

59% Yes (29)
) 41% Partial (20

63% Yes (31)
) 37% Partial (18

64% Yes (30)
) 30% Partial (14
6% No (3)

61% Yes (28)
) 39% Partial (19

~—'

81% Yes (39)
19% Partial (9

(1 not scored)

53. Does the pers
environment offer a minimal level of g
of life?

0 BIBsYesr (1)
1alit9% Partial (8

i TB% Nes (33)
24% Partial (12

(1 CND)

92% Yes (45)
) 8% Partial (4)

94% Yes (44)
6% Partial (3)

91% Yes (42)
9% Partial (4)

96% Yes (45)
4% Partial (2)

(2 not scored)

In
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