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Present: Trevor Williams, Denice McHugh, Chelsea (Shiloh), Jeff Romero, Antowan Pickett, Georgina Becerril, Kristy Townsend, Lanae Davis, Candice Bell, Erin McHugh, Kippi Clausen
Phone: Stefanie Horton, Ann Sullivan, Tamisha Macklin
Welcome and Introductions
This meeting is extended so that we can talk more about what we brought up at the last meeting. When the decision tree was created it was created with flexibility in mind without a lot of external input. 
T: Decision Tree flow charts for populations, want to make sure everyone understands the hope of the creation. Go into comments and adjustments. 
One of the things that came out from the site visit was the question around population 2 and how are we meeting the diverse needs of population 2 and 3? Catherine Heath (Project Director, Children’s Bureau) just recently impressed this upon the entire project sites around the country. This way we are better able to serve the older youth. 
The simple distinction: Pop 2a are young people 17-21 currently in CW and were in care for at least 6 months. Population 2b are aged out of care youth 17-21 and are not homeless. If they are currently homeless, they don’t have to be tied to a shelter. 2b also came up from Jim with youth who were in Chafee and not homeless but needed the service interventions provided Population 3. 
· Kippi: Shiloh has a group of young people in Longmont that have no place to go when they leave the residential services that are being closed. They are effectively homeless at that point. 
· “You are not going to get this wrong, if you don’t know which population they should be in don’t worry about that classification. Enroll them and we can work out the classification later. The services are the same, it’s the same intervention.”
· This does not change the target numbers for the overall grant. It’s not about increasing what we are expecting you to do, it’s about getting to that expectation. Enrollments have been low and slow. 
· Other sites are dealing with this exact issue of youth being excluded due to the definitions of the targets. 
· 2a is very simple and straightforward. 2b is more complicated. 
· What if the youth went home, child welfare closed the case but now the home is disruptive? 
· What about Youth that ran and weren’t eligible for Chafee? He wasn’t homeless until a month after serving him. 
· We may have to move forward dealing case by case. Enroll the youth and serve them under the population you think they would be and we will figure it out. 
· Shiloh House is concerned about the youth who are under 18 and parent permission. 
· Mathematica, Federal TA folks, the intent from them is very clearly to work the definitions to serve the youth. 
· One hand we are talking about definitions and on the other hand this is real life. The latter is the problem. 
· At the last meeting we decided that no one was going into regular services. That is something we need to talk about if we are leaving a population to no services. This is the purpose of this project, to solve the service gaps. 
· Shiloh House doesn’t have a connection to a county. Should be able to serve 2b and 3. It’s hard (GET FROM KIPPI). It looks differently because we don’t have the support of the county. 
· We do need to know if something will not work. If it’s more of a “we can make this work” we can work on that individually with each site. But in general, we need to know if this flow chart works. 
· Are there questions regarding the distinctions between 2a and 2b that we haven’t discussed yet?
In the previous guidelines it was clear that 1 and 2 were department populations. Do we have a set distinction as to who is supposed to serve 2b? That will probably have to be an individual client’s choice. Also where the youth is identified, in the county or the RHY shelter and who has capacity at that point. 
PROVIDE SERVICES AS ENHANCED TO ALL YOUTH WHO PASS THE BASELINE SURVEY. 
· Are there sufficient supports to complete a PRT or RMTI? If not, then work on making the connections that are needed in order to do those meetings. 
· Use all of the alternative tools you have to build the connections. Once you know there are, then work on scheduling. Is the PRT even appropriate? County to County questions. Not all sites are Title IV-E Waiver County, it is required. But if the PRT has already happened and hasn’t worked, is repeating it appropriate? The Navigators can opt out even though the county may choose to continue. 
· The most questions come once the PRT/RMTI has occurred, you will id with the youth and team what are the top two linchpin priorities that have to happen to get the ball rolling for a sustainable plan for this young person down the road. 
· Not looking at OPPLA
· Once permanency is achieved and down the road their caregiver has kicked them out, there is an alternative so that they don’t end up homeless or at a shelter. 
· The navigator will work to the case worker to finish the remainder of this plan. 
· These aren’t family stabilization youth, these are more challenging. There are pieces of this plan that will require ongoing work for an extended period of time. Might even be a year before a youth leaves a navigator caseload. 
· Potential initial Linchpins: Implement the plan; Make connections
· When the linchpin priorities are done, these are the next steps (mentor, perm support, etc.), Youth moves to inactive status. Follow up with a 30 day check in. If the youth is not moving with the rolling ball, engage for 2 weeks to get the ball rolling again and the youth on the right track. 
· Once can answer “yes” to “Are they making progress?” the youth can continue as inactive. Check in at 90 days and 120. If the plan is still moving forward and progress is being made, the navigator will “completed” out the pathways case. The youth may still have a child welfare caseworker. 
· Will PMIS give us a 30 day check in reminder?
· There will be a list of youth and their status and date when you first log in. 
· You can set individual reminders for yourself. 
· Part of the chart came from questions that the demonstration sites had “how do we know when a youth is finished?” Starting with a process, notice there are no time frames right now. Try to learn from this flow as to how long it takes. 
· Funds/services will have to end at 21 but RHY shelter may have to continue serving those youth once the Pathways services ended. We can build evidence to support that the age limit of 21 is not beneficial. Let’s talk about additional follow up questions for closing cases with “incomplete.” We would also want to know if they are continuing to be served if not by pathways.  
How is the Navigators Role Different then the Case-workers Role:
· How are they distinct from what is already being done (brainstorm discussion)
· Intensive support (similar to the Kinship Navigator)
· Focus on permanency being sustainable
· Highly trained and focused on intensive supports for permanency goals
· Smaller number of youth on case load
· Population 1:  working strongly on what it is going to look like post permanency
· PRT is working at immediate, legal permanency, how are we going to take that one step further? 
· 2b (with Chafee): ex: There are not many Chafee programs that have the staffing capacity to meet with a youth once a week. This is the long term intensive hat the Chafee worker is not going to be able to do. 
· No one else is doing these services besides the PRT. 
· This is about relationships. 
· Each of the major pieces where decisions are being made, the case worker is implicitly involved. 
· If we figure this is something that works and gets picked up as Best Practice, we will discover that Case workers or Chafee workers. 
· The tools the Navigator uses.
· The case load.
· The client is more the entire team, more than the youth. Driven by the youth. 
· Population 2a and 3 are much more flexible. This is a demonstration grant, right now we are in the “wobble.” Keep bringing up the questions, what are the different roles and how do they all work together?
· The Shiloh Model is very similar to the coaching process. We might want to what really is different between RHY and non-RHY. There are some things that look so similar to regular services. We need to tease out what RHY is already doing that is so similar to what’s here in the tools because it’s our natural process. 
· It will be helpful to cross check this against your own work flows. We need to know that stuff. 
· We need to know what the intervention is and how it works. 
· What we are learning at the Denver Foundation is the capacity to operate in the grey areas. That’s what the Navigators are doing. 
· In order to do this work at this quality case workers would need a very small caseload. The navigators don’t have any “power” that case workers have in these cases. This is seen as a gift. The level of engagement that a navigator can affect is enormous. 
· What does this navigator do that the case worker can never do? This is the intervention. 
· Had a good grasp on the services as interventions. But I don’t know to sell this to case workers. 
· Wasn’t sure about the five pathways in the process
· A lot of what we are talking about are evaluations definitions. The case worker doesn’t need to know what we are evaluating to. You need to know that. What it looks like form the outside is the same. We don’t know what the criteria will be 
· “Ally” – incorporating a navigator is incorporating PYD. 
· The case worker has power, yes, AND now I have an ally. I am seeing that person not as a “case worker.” 
· I would like you to go back, sit down, look at everything especially after RMTI and see how it works for you. What is a deal-breaker for you and your org? What will not work? What will work? 
· Everything is a guestimate as to how long things may take. 
· Go back to the grant, go back to the job description, see how navigators look at things differently. 
· This is not meant to change the role of the navigator but to create a process chart to answer questions along the way. 
· Important to generate talking points. 
· Candice is going to be enhancing some of these services to test an intervention to see if it will work to be implemented at the State level. 
· With the CRT, what makes sense for this young person, “this is what I want to do.”
· Want to be really careful, county workers and statute drive timelines. Each county timelines may be different from one place to another. Let’s be careful about something working in one place and not saying that is the timeframe. 
Population 2b and 3
· Case Manager not Case Worker
· We want to track the amount of time it takes to assess the barriers for population 3 especially. 
· If you didn’t complete a Youth Connection Scale (YCS) before completing the assessment then we should measure that time period. 
· Keep an eye on the coordinated assessment, is the barrier “until they are housed.” 
· It depends and it will always depend. 
· This young person can still do the YCS and move through the process while getting them housing. 
· The first priority is housing. 
· Coordinated Entry vouchers are limited and housing goes to the youth who are the most vulnerable.
· We are on the same page with housing as a priority, we may want to be sure we are differentiating youth who may not get housed but may end up more stable. 
· Is there a way to capture the external forces? In the notes. 
· When PRTs first started, the thought process was there wouldn’t be a lot of permanency but there will be developed relationships. What we found was there were permanent connections, as long as we didn’t stop the process, the connections would be made. We are not trying to solve housing, housing should be solved by this whole process. PRT/CRT could lead to connections that may lead to housing. 
· Try the flow chart/order for the next 6 months and visit it again and see if it works or what has worked better. 
· Remember you have the flex funds to support a home that may take in a youth. 
· Need to work out the grey area of youth who are 2b and don’t have a Chafee worker. 
· Assess box = regular services. Enhanced = the circle of enhanced services. “Assess for immediate barriers?” “Stabilize youth?” for RHY
· What are the things we are looking for to know when the youth are ready for the enhanced services?
· We can learn from this. Seeing the different level of barriers and supports will create a different timeline. What does readiness look like? We will learn over time. 
Next Steps
· Instead of having this chart, let it be a cycle of services. 
· Navigators will take the chart back to their agencies and walk a youth through this process see if it makes sense. The chart is a guide, you may jump around on the timeline. 
· Bring back the challenges and what works and doesn’t work. We need to know what the consistent approach is. 
· Please send it back to PMT before the next Dem sites meeting. 
· Please join us for the Peer Learning call on January 31st 1-2:30pm 
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