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What Is SDM? " \

The SDM system:

A set of research- and evidence-based
tools for each important decision in
the life of a child welfare case.
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Goals of SDM

1. Reduce subsequent
harm to children.

2. Expedite permanency.
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Benefits Include:

« Common language.

« Information gathering.

 Ensure key elements are considered.

» Greater transparency in decision-making.
« Improves decision-making.

* Provides equity.

2012 Court Improvement Summit



SAFETY VS. RISK

‘—cmﬁl:!:)l

=

1k
g ¥ | 1L r




Safety vs. Risk

Day 1 1 month 18 months




Removal?

Reunification?

Close case?




SDM

Research
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Utah Data Analysis

CPS Outcomes During the 15-month Follow-up Period
by Estimated Risk Classification

Subsequent Investigation Subsequent Supported Maltreatment Allegation

BLow (N =2,677) OModerate (N = 2,706) OHigh (N = 368)




Inter-rater Reliability

Agreement on Neglect Items

Currznt report is for neglect or dependency
Prior investigations

Previously received ongeing agency services
Number of children involved in the incident

Age of youngest chiid in the home

Frimary caregiver provides physical care consistent
with child needs
Primary caregiver has past or current mental health
condition
Primary caregiver has hisioric or current alcchol or
drug problem

Characteristics of Children

Housing
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Agreementon Abuse
Items

Current report is for abuse

Prior investigations

Household has previously received ongoing agency
services

Prior injury to a child

Primary caregiver's assessment of incident

Household domestic violence in the past year

Primary caregiver characteristics

Primary caregiver has a history of abuse or neglect as

a child

Secondary caregiver has historic or current alcohol or
drug problem

Characteristics of children

Inter-rater Reliability
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SDM Assessments

«Safety Assessment
*Risk Assessment

*Risk ReAssessment
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Safety
Assessment
Structure
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Child
vulnerabilities

Threats to
safety

Protective
capacities

Safety
Interventions



Video Vignette

Safety Assessment




Actuarial Assessment
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Abuse index

Scored risk level
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Case Contacts




Contact Standards

Ongoing Worker Minimum Contact Guidelines

for In-Home Services

Risk Level Caregiver and Child Contacts Location

Low One face-to-face per month with | Must be in caregiver’s residence
caregiver and child

Moderate Two face-to-face per month with | One must be in caregiver’s
caregiver and child residence

High Three face-to-face per month One must be in caregiver’s
with caregiver and child residence

Very High Four face-to-face per month with | Two must be in caregiver’s

caregiver and child

residence




Video Vignette

Risk Assessment
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Demonstrating Change




Video Vignette

Risk ReAssessment




Panel

* Bob Smith- Assistant Attorney General

* Craig Bunnell- Guardian ad Litem

e Shannon Flasch- Associate Director- CRC
 Linda Wininger- SDM Project Lead Admin.

e Kevin Jackson- SDM Program Lead- In-Home



When?

« When will I begin
seeing and
hearing SDM
language from
frontline
caseworkers?




Implementation Sites

* Northern: Ogden, Bountiful, & Logan.
- Salt Lake Valley: Metro & FIAT.
 Western: Spanish Fork.

» Eastern: Price, Castle Dale, & Vernal.

* Southwest: St. George.



Timeframe
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