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Money Follows the Person  
3rd Quarter 2014 

Presented to: MFP Quarterly Evaluation Team 
June 18, 2014 
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Target Population Breakout 

Year One Follow-Up Year Two Follow-Up 

53% 
33% 

13% 

DD PD/TBI OA 

57% 31% 

12% 

DD PD/TBI OA 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Y1: at the end of the MFP services�Y2: a year later, or about 24 months after nursing home transition



• Click to edit Master text styles 
– Second level 

• Third level 
– Fourth level 

» Fifth level 

Dashboard Highlights 

• Cumulative from January 2010 to March 
2014 
– Y1 trends remain consistent with previous 

quarter 
– Y2 trend variations have occurred 

• M3Q15: DD have a positive post transition change 
• M7Q39: OA have a negative post transition change 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The year one trends remain consistent with those of the previous quarter. We see slight increases among the post-transition OA and PD populations for community integration (M5Q33) and happiness (M7Q39). For the year 2, we have variations in trends as compared to what we’ve previously experienced. When asked if they the DD population has gone without a bath or shower when they needed post-transition, we now have a positive change showing that more DD’s do have a shower when they need one. However, when asked if the OA population experiences sadness post-transition, we experience a decline in the “no” answer shifting us to a negative change. Although these are not trend changes, as compared to last quarter, the OA population has a decline in community integration, and increases in liking where they lived, eating when they want to, bathing when needed, and having staff members who listen carefully to them.
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Employment Barriers 
Year-One Follow-Up 

(n = 65) 
Year-Two Follow-Up 

(n = 32) 

54% 

10% 

12% 

24% 

Health Condition (38) 

Employer/Supplemental 
Security Income Barriers 
(7) 
Personal Preference (8) 

Transportation (17) 

Not sure where to start (0) 

43% 

8% 

24% 

14% 

11% 

Health Condition (16) 

Employer/Supplemental 
Security Income Barriers 
(3) 

Personal Preference (9) 

Transportation (5) 

Not sure where to start (4) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Year 1:Health ConditionTransportationPersonal preferenceYear 2:Health ConditionPersonal PreferenceTransportation
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FY14 Year in Review 
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Year in Review 

• FY 14 QoL Surveys (6/1/13 – 5/31/14) 

 
 
 

 

Year-One Year-Two Total 

Complete 153 150 303 

Lost (Deceased 
or Moved) 

31 20 51 

Refused 22 15 37 

Total  206 185 391 
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Year in Review 

• Cumulative QoL Surveys (as of 5.31.14) 

 
 
 

 

Year-One Year-Two Total 

Completed 606 361 967 

Lost (Deceased 
or Moved) 

96 41 137 

Refused 61 35 96 

Total 763 437 1200 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Missed 386 Year One and 317 Year Two
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Year in Review 
Year-One Year-Two 

Cumulative Cooperation 
Rate 

79% 83% 

Cumulative Response Rate 63% 61% 

• Utilize the methodology from the American Association for Public 
Opinion Research 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
-Choose the more conservative formula-Cooperation Rate: The proportion of all cases interviewed of all eligible units ever contacted. -Formula: I/(I+P)+R+O) -Response Rate: The number of complete interviews with reporting units divided by the number of eligible reporting units in the sample. -Formula: I/(I+P) + (R+NC+O) + (UH+UO) I=Complete Interviews (1.1) P=Partial Interviews (1.2) R=Refusal and break off (2.1) NC=Non Contact (2.2) O=Other (2.0, 2.3) UH=Unknown Household (3.1) UO=Unknown other (3.2-3.9) 
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Year in Review 
• Identified questions and challenges and 

addressed them 
– Locating participants 

• Receive additional information from DBHDD/DAS data 
systems 

– High rates of proxy responses 
• Analysis of QoL data by respondent type 
• More in-person interviews 

– Proportion of individuals moving to 
group/personal care homes 

• Analysis of QoL data by housing type 
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Respondent Type Analysis 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Being a proxy is associated with reporting that the people who help the participant listen carefully to what he/she asks them to do and being happy with the way participant lives his/her lifeWe did the second analysis to see if a specific population is driving the association, and we expected this because we know that most DD participants are having the survey completed by a proxyBeing a proxy (within the DD population but not with PD and OA) is associated with reporting that the people who help the participant listen carefully to what he/she asks them to do and being happy with the way the participant lives his/her lifeBeing a service provider proxy responding for a participant with a DD is associated with reporting that the people who help the participant listen carefully to what he/she asks them to do but NOT associated with being happy or unhappy with the way the participant lives his or her life or health statusBeing a family member proxy responding for a participant with a DD is NOT associated with reporting that the people who help the participant listen carefully to what he/she asks them to do or that the participant is happy or unhappy with the way he or she lives her life and is also NOT associated with health statusTakeaway: In the DD sample, proxy respondents are associated with saying the participant was happy and that the people who helped them listen carefully.
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Housing Analysis Summary 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Not living in a group home or nursing facility is associated with the reporting liking where the participant lives and being happy with the way he/she lives his her life A participant living on his/her own is not associated with reporting liking where the participant where he/she lives and being happy with the way he/she lives his her life A participant living with family or friends is not associated with reporting liking where the participant where he/she lives and being happy with the way he/she lives his her lifeTakeaway: After transition, the living situation doesn’t matter where people go to as long as they are not in the institutional setting. 
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Program Logic Model 

• Reviewed as a group  
• Determined the 

methodology for 
measuring each 
outcome 
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Upcoming in FY15  
• Continue to complete interviews and a 

portion of them in-person 
• Review and revision of the logic model 
• Analysis of QoL and service data 
• Qualitative analysis utilizing a photovoice 

methodology 
• Additional analysis TBD 
• Seek additional input from MFP participants 
• Continue sustainability discussion 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
-Discuss sustainability format: Led by other GHPC staff with expertise- will occur over the next two evaluation team meetings (September and December). This information will support DCH in their planning for the future of the program.  Homework:  (Give transcription) To help you prepare for the conversation I would suggest: You will not need to turn it in or anything, just to help move the conversation forward.Spend 30 minutes to an hour over the next quarter to reflect  on a few questions: 1. Think about the sustained impact of this program, what is the legacy that would left behind if the program went away when the funding runs out? What activities and/or policies need to be continued? 3. What if anything that would be new you think we should do? 4. Finally, why would you suggest this (describe the evidence you have to support this). Bring this to the next eval team meeting in September.
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Contact 

Kristi Fuller, MSW 
Senior Research Associate 

Georgia Health Policy Center 
Email: kwfuller@gsu.edu 
Phone: (404) 413-0292 

mailto:KWFuller@gsu.edu
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