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Pathways to Success
Steering Committee Minutes
May 6, 2015

Present: 
Welcome and Introductions
Presentation 
Pilot Screening Results
Lanae Davis, Research Associate, Center for Policy Research
Please see Power Point
Q: Do you have this data analyzed by gender or demographics? Not yet. For the next screening in Phase II there will be a collection of that data. 
Q: How many youth are at risk of homelessness and how many youth can we serve? N = Based on those who answered yes to four or more questions. 
Q: Talk about the timing, can we drill down on the time frame of incarceration? We are hoping to use as much systems data that is available. A lot is available at Trails. 1st step is what is already electronically available. Next step would be coming up with a data collection plan, electronically preferably and potentially ICAP. It depends on when the award is granted. There will be capacity building over the summer. 

· The plan includes 30 months of enrollment to allow the last 6 months to finish services for late comers to the project. 
· This is a continuous process and hopefully, the state can pick this up even if there isn’t an award. 
· In Phase II there will be a continuation of meeting with collaborative sites, partners, and stakeholders. It is important to know what the process is now, map it out, and map out the enhancements. What services happen in which population? What does the service delivery look like? What does collaboration look like? 
· The screening tool will be adjusted: better defined Foster Care (FC) and youth involvement with Child Welfare (CW). Improved target population definitions: Target 2 vs target 3. Improved data collection and screening tools. 
· In Phase II it is important not to exceed the number of youth in the random control trial than there is the capacity to be served.
· Agencies would like to see how their youth were screening. For the rural sites it might not make sense but it can be done for some of the other sites. Depending upon the number of surveys completed
· Boulder would like to get some help leveraging where the screening gets imbedded. 
· Q: Do you talk with the screeners about what the challenges are and getting through the questions? With the timing of the RFP there wasn’t really the time to do that. There is the anticipation to be able to do that before anything is finalized. There will be a more structured process with that in the implementation. 
· The sites must implement 90 days after the award. It is a very fast turnaround so this group and the sites will be preparing as much as possible before that. 
Presentation
Phase II Plan
Denise McHugh, Spark Community Foundation

Please see Power Point
· First thing the navigator will address is safe housing.
· PICAP (Pathways Independent Career and Academic Plan)
· Boulder Collaborative: Boulder Department of Housing and Human Services partnered with Attention Homes. Attention Homes is funded by Family Youth Services Bureau (FYSB)
· Denver Collaborative: Denver Department of Human Services and Urban Peak (FYSB funded).
· Rural Collaborative: County Department Human Services in Garfield and Fremont, Shiloh House in Weld County. 
· Each site will have a local Inter-Agency Team. 
· State Inter-Agency Team (SIAT): providing training and information to the sites and removing barriers. Helping to implement the model with fidelity. 
· Q: Regarding the screening tool, can some of the points weigh higher than others? Yes, this group will need to have this conversation and come to an agreement on that. 
· It is written in the grant to have the ability to adjust the screening tool to figure out the detail of the level of risk factors. 
· It’s possible the risk factors for 1 and 2 may be adjusted. Right now any 4 factors or more will put youth into the randomization. 
· Collaborative site meetings, as well as bringing them all together. 
· Sites will have to have Data-Sharing Agreements (DSA) with the Center for Policy Research (CPR). There is a slight modification from the Colorado Children and Youth Information Sharing (CCYIS) form. 
· After the grant is submitted, it will be a priority to get all the DSAs in order. Knowing that will take time to move through the Departments and Agencies.
· The grant is partnering with the Governor’s office to create a Pathways Home Housing Toolkit Process. Shiloh house and Attention Homes have done this. This group will work on this piece through the summer. 
· This group will also be working on the PICAP over the summer. There will be a workgroup to advise that effort. Youth will be voluntarily connecting their account to Pathways organization at the College in Colorado (CIC) site. The Educational Outcomes Workgroup will identify milestones so that the navigator can individually select the milestones and the paths to them. CIC will assist to develop the background of the PICAP to capture necessary data. The goal is to track the progress of what is offered and what the youth are doing. 
· Continuing Trails modifications. 
Break outs
What do you like about it and what do you think we will need to address that we haven’t already?
· Like input from youth. 
· Challenges: How do the evaluators follow youth for 6 months? 
· Database barriers. Need frontload time and permission from the Governor. 
· It would be good if the Navigator was not a part of CW or Human Services (HS). 
· Are the salary and benefits going to attract the kind of person this group wants?
· Like the systems approach.
· Challenges: setting realistic deadlines. 
· Make it clear so everyone can see what all workgroups are working on to not duplicate work. 
· Housing resources, how it is being developed? How is it being directed to the right target group?
· What are the expectations? Make sure time is being used efficienly.
· What is the level of transparency with the youth? Youth talk to one another and will discover who is getting more services.
· Address the variables and levels of service and involvement. 
· Is the Latino group included in the culturally responsive group?
· If addressing demographics ASAP, there isn’t a need for an Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
· Make sure there is clear messaging to judges, GALs. 
· What if “business as usual” is already the same as the enhanced services?
· LIKE: targeting highest risk youth. Appreciative of the one navigator.
· Don’t Like: risk factors being weighed equally. 
· Who are the navigators going to be?
· How will the mentoring program for older youth be put together?
· LIKE: there is time to continue to plan and collaborate. The proposal is in!
· Challenges: how are youth most-at-risk defined who didn’t say yes to number 4? Youth with Trafficking experience and involvement in the Division of Youth Corrections (DYC) should be prioritized. 
· Navigator, who, qualifications, where will they be housed?
· How does DYC fit in? The back end of services have greater need. How, at that point are the identifications made? These are static factors already being addressed in DYC.
· How are youth most appropriately and affectively assessed for the Pathways program?
· The 10 questions are not going to determine the same risk factors as they are for the rest of the population?
· Who’s doing the Intensive Family Finding? It’s very time consuming. This group is going to continue the conversation and will need to see who is responsible.
· How are the roles of the different professionals differentiated? (e.g. Case Worker/Navigator/Case Manager)
· What kind of resources are the SIAT and IAT members going to need? Is this going to be adding to their workload?
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Ensure there is meaningful youth involvement throughout the project. Oversight, implementation. Youth intern. What is the peer aspect in the model?
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