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•Identification of eligible families began in June 2004

•Some of the data reflects information prior to adoption of 
practice model and EBP (Wraparound)

•Idaho Data is forwarded to ORC MACRO for inclusion in the 
National Evaluation Database

•Limited number of families enrolled can
skew inferences from the data (not all data is complete)

BACKGROUND
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Idaho – Demographic Characteristics of 
Children Served[a]

Demographics

Gender (n = 219)

Male 69.4%

Female 30.6%

Average Age at Intake (n = 208)

Average Age 12.3

Age Group (n = 208)

Birth to 3 years 2.4%

4 to 6 years 5.8%

7 to 11 years 27.4%

12 to 14 years 31.7%

15 to 18 years 32.7%

19 to 21 years 0.0%

Race/Ethnicity (n = 216)

American Indian or Alaska Native 3.2%

Asian 0.5%

Black or African American 0.9%

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.0%

White 76.4%

Of Hispanic Origin 13.4%

Multi-Racial 5.6%

Other 0.0%

[a] Data reported were collected using the Enrollment and Demographic Information Form (EDIF).
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National – Demographic Characteristics of 
Children Served
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Idaho – Intake Referral Information and 
Agency Involvement[a]

Referral Agency[b]
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Agency Involvement[a,b]

15.4%

28.1%

37.1%

68.3%

84.6%

32.6%

17.2%
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Corrections
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[a] Because individuals may claim involvement in more than one agency, percentages for agency involvement may sum to more than 100%.
[b] Mental health = Mental health agency, clinic or provider; Physical health = Physical health care agency, clinic, or provider;
Child welfare = Child welfare agency or child protective services.
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National – Intake Referral Information and 
Agency Involvement[a]
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Idaho – Participation in Development of 
Service Plan[a]

93.3%

68.6%

49.5%
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n = 105

[a] Data reported were collected using the Enrollment and Demographic Information Form (EDIF).
[b] Because more than one participant may be involved in the development of the service plan, participants may sum to more than 100%.
[c] Other includes School Resource Officer, Teacher, Psychiatrist, Youth Advocate, Foster Home Staff, Americorp Worker, School Principal, and Big Brother.



Idaho
Data Profile Report December 2007.

Data are from the CMHS National Evaluation of the Comprehensive Community Mental Health Services for Children and Their 
Families Program. This report is based on data downloaded October 11, 2007.

8

National – Participation in Development of 
Service Plan[a]
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Idaho – Presenting Problems[a] Reported
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]

Record Review Youth Self-Report

n (records reviewed) = 215
Number of Youth = 44

[a] Data reported were collected using the Enrollment and Demographic Information Form (EDIF).
[b] Because youth may present with more than one problem, percentages for presenting problems may sum to more than 100%.
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National – Presenting Problems[a] Reported
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Idaho – Family and Child History[a]

Has the child ever . . .

Witnessed domestic violence? (n = 88) 55.7%

Lived with someone who was depressed? (n = 82) 87.8%

Lived with someone who had a mental illness? (n = 76) 52.6%

Lived with someone who was convicted of a crime? (n = 87) 42.5%

Lived with someone who had a substance abuse problem? (n = 78) 61.5%

Been physically abused? (n = 86) 45.3%

Been Sexually abused? (n = 85) 40.0%

Run away? (n = 87) 56.3%

Had substance abuse problems? (n = 86) 20.9%

Attempted suicide? (n = 83) 20.5%

[a] Data reported were collected using the Caregiver Information Questionnaire–Intake (CIQ–I). 

• 85% of caregivers reported a family history of depression (n = 85)

• 66% reported a family history of mental illness (n = 82)

• 72% reported a family history of substance abuse (n = 86)
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National – Family and Child History[a]
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Idaho – Custody Status[a,b] at Intake

35.6%
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Two Parents[c]

Biological Mother Only

Biological Father Only

Adoptive Parent(s)
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Adult Friend
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n = 90

[a] Data reported were collected using the Caregiver Information Questionnaire–Intake (CIQ–I).
[b] Custody Status is collected on the CIQ and refers to legal custody. This may not reflect living arrangement, which is collected on the LSQ.
[c] Includes two biological parents, or one biological parent and a step or adoptive parent.
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National – Custody Status[a,b] at Intake
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Idaho – Change in School Attendance[a] from 
Intake to 6 Months

School Attendance[b]
(n = 12)

58.3%

8.3%

33.3%

Improved Remained Stable Worsened

[a] Data reported were collected using the Education Questionnaire–Revised (EQ–R). The EQ–R measures attendance and performance during the 6 months 
prior to each data collection.
[b] Change in school attendance is defined as the following: 1) improved: children attending school more frequently at the second data collection point 
than at the first data collection point, 2) remained stable: children attending school at the same frequency at both data collection points, 3) worsened: 
children attending school less frequently at the second data collection point than at the first.
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National – Change in School Attendance[a] 

from Intake to 30 Months
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Idaho – Criminal Justice History[a] at Intake

• 65% of youth reported some type of criminal justice contact prior to intake (n = 48).

Have you ever been . . .?

29.8%

47.8%

50.0%

57.1%

58.1%

43.9%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

Questioned by the Police?[b] (n =
47)

Arrested? (n = 46)

Told to Appear in Court?[b] (n =
42)

Convicted of a Crime? (n = 42)

On Probation? (n = 43)

Sentenced to a Secure Facility? (n
= 41)

[a] Data reported were collected using the Delinquency Survey–Revised (DS–R).
[b] Because you were suspected of committing a crime.
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National – Criminal Justice History[a] at Intake
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Idaho – Substance Use[a] Prior to Intake

•57% of youth reported using at least one substance prior to intake (n = 46).

Substance[b] Ever Used Average Age of First Use

Alcohol 47.8% (n = 46) 10.6 (n = 19)

Cigarette 45.7% (n = 46) 9.9 (n = 20)

Chewing Tobacco/Snuff 15.2% (n = 46)

Marijuana/Hashish 30.4% (n = 46) 11.6 (n = 14)

Cocaine (all forms) 6.5% (n = 46)

Hallucinogenics (e.g., LSD, 'shrooms) 13.3% (n = 45)

PCP 4.4% (n = 45)

Ketamine (Special K) 0.0% (n = 45)

MDMA (Ecstasy, X) 4.4% (n = 45)

GHB 2.2% (n = 45)

Inhalants 8.9% (n = 45)

Heroin 4.4% (n = 45)

Amphetamines/Stimulants 6.8% (n = 44)

Pain Killers (e.g., Darvocet, Vicodin) 11.4% (n = 44)

Ritalin, Adderall, Desoxyn 11.4% (n = 44)

Tranquilizers (e.g., Valium, Xanax) 4.5% (n = 44)

Barbiturates/Sedatives (e.g., Seonol, Nembutal) 4.5% (n = 44)

Non-Prescription/OTC (e.g., diet pills, No-Doz) 11.1% (n = 45)

[a] Information was gathered from the Substance Use Survey–Revised (SUS–R).
[b] Shaded areas indicate categories with fewer than 10 youth responses; data were not presented for these substances.
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National – Substance Use[a] Prior to Intake
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Idaho – Average Scores of Child Behavioral and 
Emotional Problems[a] for Children Ages 6 to 18 at 

Intake, and 6 Months

Internalizing and Externalizing 
Scores[b]
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Internalizing
Behaviors

70.6 67.4

Externalizing
Behaviors

74.8 73.4

Intake 6 Months

n = 19

Eight Syndrome Scale Scores[b]

Intake 6 
Months

Withdrawn 69.7 65.1

Somatic 
Complaints

66.1 62.4

Anxious/
Depressed

70.2 68.2

Social 
Problems

74.5 71.9

Thought 
Problems

75.5 72.8

Attention 
Problems

75.5 73.4

Rule Break 
Behaviors

71.8 70.6

Aggressive 
Behavior

78.4 78.1

[a] Data reported were collected using the Child Behavioral Checklist 6–18 (CBCL 6–18). The CBCL measures behavioral and emotional problems during the 
6 months prior to data collection.
[b] Internalizing and externalizing scores above 63 are in the clinical range. Scores on the seven syndrome scales above 70 are in the clinical range.
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National – Average Scores of Child Behavioral and 
Emotional Problems[a] for Children Ages 6 to 18 at Intake, 6 
Months, 12 Months, 18 Months, 24 Months, and 30 Months



Idaho
Data Profile Report December 2007.

Data are from the CMHS National Evaluation of the Comprehensive Community Mental Health Services for Children and Their 
Families Program. This report is based on data downloaded October 11, 2007.

23

Idaho – Youth Report of Behavioral and Emotional 
Strengths[a] at Intake, and 6 Months

Strength Subscale[b] BERS–2 Youth 
Average Score

Intake 6 Months

Interpersonal Strength
(n = 13)

7.5 8.0

Family Involvement
(n = 13)

8.5 8.2

Intrapersonal Strength
(n = 13)

8.4 9.2

School Functioning
(n = 13)

7.8 8.2

Affective Strength
(n = 13)

9.3 9.4

Career Strength
(n = 10)

10.7 10.4

Strength Index[c]
(n = 13)

88.5 90.2

[a] Data reported were collected using the Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale–Second Edition, Youth Rating Scale (BERS–2Y). BERS–2Y reflects 
behavioral and emotional strengths during the 6 months prior to data collection.
[b] Strength subscales on the BERS–2Y range from 1 to 18 with an average score between 8 and 12. Higher scores indicate greater strength.
[c] Strength index on the BERS–2Y ranges from 38 to 161 with an average index between 90 and 110. A higher index indicates greater overall strengths.
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National – Youth Report of Behavioral and Emotional 
Strengths[a] at Intake, 6 Months, 12 Months, 18 Months, 

24 months, and 30 Months
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Idaho – Caregiver and Youth Report of 
Behavioral and Emotional Strengths at Intake

Caregiver Strain Questionnaire Subscales[a] Average Score

Objective Strain (n = 89) 3.4

Subjective Externalized Strain (n = 85) 2.6

Subjective Internalized Strain (n = 85) 3.9

Global Strain (n = 83) 10.0

[a] Data reported were collected using the Caregiver Strain Questionnaire. The range in scores for each subscale is 0 to 5; the range in scores for the 
Global Strain scale is 0 to 15. Higher scores indicate greater strain.



Idaho
Data Profile Report December 2007.

Data are from the CMHS National Evaluation of the Comprehensive Community Mental Health Services for Children and Their 
Families Program. This report is based on data downloaded October 11, 2007.

26

National – Caregiver and Youth Report of 
Behavioral and Emotional Strengths at Intake
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Idaho – Caregiver Strain at Intake, and 6 Months

Caregiver Strain Questionnaire Subscales[a] Average Score

Intake 6 
Months

Objective Strain (n = 25) 3.6 3.3

Subjective Externalized Strain (n = 24) 2.9 2.4

Subjective Internalized Strain (n = 24) 4.1 3.7

Global Strain (n = 24) 10.6 9.3

[a] Data reported were collected using the Caregiver Strain Questionnaire. The range in scores for each subscale is 0 to 5; the range in scores for the 
Global Strain scale is 0 to 15. Higher scores indicate greater strain.
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National – Caregiver Strain at Intake, and 6 Months, 12 
Months, 18 Months, 24 Months, and 30 Months
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Idaho – Child and Family Service Use[a] 

Between Intake and 6 Months

• Caregiver report at 6 months indicated that, on average, children received 6.1 services between 
intake and 6 months (n = 18).

16.7%

50.0%

16.7%

61.1%

11.1%

11.1%

5.6%

16.7%

0.0%

44.4%

11.1%

5.6%

23.5%

0.0%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

Family Preservation (n = 18)

Case Management (n = 18)

Day Treatment (n = 18)

Behavioral/Therapeutic Aide (n = 18)

Independent Living (n = 18)

Transition (n = 18)

Family Support (n = 18)

Recreation Activities (n = 18)

Afterschool Programs (n = 18)

Transportation (n = 18)

Respite (n = 18)

Flexible Funds (n = 18)

Informal Support (n = 17)

Vocational Training (n = 18)
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[a] Data reported were collected using the Multi-Sector Service Contacts–Revised (MSSC–R) questionnaire. Services use include services received within 
the 6 months prior to data collection.
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National – Child and Family Service Use[a] 

Between Intake and 6 Months
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Idaho – Child and Family Service Use[a] 

Between Intake and 6 Months

Outpatient & Inpatient Services

77.8%

27.8%

77.8%

29.4%

72.2%

22.2%

0.0%

16.7%

5.6%

5.6%

0.0%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

Assessment or Evaluation (n = 18)

Crisis Stabilization (n = 18)

Medication/Monitoring (n = 18)

Group Therapy (n = 17)

Individual Therapy (n = 18)

Family Therapy (n = 18)

Residential Camp (n = 18)

Inpatient Hospitalization (n = 18)

Residential Treatment Center (n =
18)

Therapeutic Group Home (n = 18)

Therapeutic Foster Care (n = 18)

[a] Data reported were collected using the Multi-Sector Service Contacts–Revised (MSSC–R) questionnaire. Services use include services received within 
the 6 months prior to data collection.
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National – Child and Family Service 
Use[a] Between Intake and 6 Months
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Idaho – Caregiver and Youth Perspectives on 
Services[a] at 6 Months

Perspectives on Services Caregiver:
% Reporting positively[b]

Youth:
% Reporting Positively[b]

Access to Services 59.1% (n = 22) 50.0% (n = 12)

Participation in Treatment 68.2% (n = 22) 53.8% (n = 13)

Cultural Sensitivity 77.3% (n = 22) 83.3% (n = 12)

Satisfaction with Service 63.6% (n = 22) 69.2% (n = 13)

Outcome 36.4% (n = 22) 58.3% (n = 12)

[a] Data reported were collected using the Youth Services Survey for Families (YSS–F), Abbreviated Version and the Youth Services Survey (YSS), 
Abbreviated Version. Data represent perspectives on services in the 6 months prior to data collection.
[b] Scores range from 1 to 5. A mean domain score above 3.5 is regarded as positive.
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National – Caregiver and Youth Perspectives 
on Services[a] at 6 Months
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Examples:   Topical Workshop 
Approach to Training
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Children’s Traumatic Stress and Mental Health VGR
Session Dates # of sites Attendees
Red Flags: 
Signs and 
Symptoms of 
Mental 
Disorders in 
School Aged 
Children

December 9, 
2004

6 24

Autism Face to 
Face

December 14, 
2004

6 35

Evidence Based 
Treatment for 
Traumatic 
Children

December 16, 
2004

6 24



Example: Conference Approach 
To Training
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Idaho System of Care Conference
Date Location # of sessions Attendees Youth
May 3-4, 2004 Doubletree 

Hotel- 
Riverside 
Boise, Idaho

17 337 N/A

May 1-4, 2005 Northwest 
Nazarene 
University, 
Nampa, Idaho

25 349 12

May 1-2, 2006 Boise State 
University, 
Boise, Idaho

30 409 46

April 30 & 
May 1, 2007

Boise State 
University, 
Boise, Idaho

30 360 54



Amount of Training
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Delivered Between  5/04 to 3/08

Number of individual training sessions held Approx. 267

Individuals trained (including overlap) Total: 3,599 Youth: 112



Content of Training
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Training Topical Area Examples # of 
trainings

% of total 
trainings

Systems of Care Ethics of collaboration, PSR, 
Medicaid, Interpreters 96 36%

Mental Health ADHD, Autism, Interventions, 
Diagnosis 58 22%

Paraprofessional/Family self- 
help

Common sense psychiatry, Un 
Mejor Presente (Spanish), 
Sibling Workshops

67 25%

Specialized System Trainings Train the Trainer, SOC 101 for 
new Health and Welfare 
workers, Police Pocket Guide

12 4.5%

Wraparound Wraparound training 22 8%
Other Just ask Panel, Ethics in 

Decision making, How to 
influence policy

12 4.5%



Effectiveness of Delivery
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Effectiveness of Delivery
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Sample Data:  Quality of 
Delivery

42

Training Effectiveness Mean Response 
(M)

Was the training clear and understandable? 4.08 
(agree)

How well did the course meet your expectations? 3.92 
(agree)

Were the materials understandable and relevant? 3.69 
(neutral to agree)

Facilities conducive to learning? 4.15 
(agree)

Were the trainers effective to your learning? 4.31 
(agree to strongly agree)

Results presented are for Wrap Around Trainings
* 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree



Increase in Knowledge
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Sample Data:  Increase in 
Knowledge
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Results presented are for Wrap Around Trainings
* 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree

Survey Item (N=86) POST- 
TRAINING

Mean
The Learning Objective was covered in training:
The social worker/clinician understands the roles and responsibilities of the 
children’s service agency, juvenile court, county prosecutor, law 
enforcement agency, hospital, schools, mental health system, and other 
community agencies involved in the identification, assessment, and 
treatment of abuse, neglect and sexual abuse.

3.86
(much)

The social worker/clinician knows the benefits of an interdisciplinary and 
inter-agency team approach to working with families and children and 
helping them recognize the potential system barriers to collaboration, 
mental illness.

4.02
(much)

The social worker/clinician can collaborate with families, practitioners in 
other agencies and service disciplines in a team approach to family 
assessment, case planning, and service delivery.

4.00
(much)

The social worker/clinician works collaboratively with child welfare staff 
members in other agency units and departments to assure coordinated 
services to families and to children in care.

4.06
(much)
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Sample Data:  Change 
Better Todays Better Tomorrows Training Data

46

Survey Item PRE-TRAINING
(N = 199)

POST-TRAINING
(N = 175)

Avg. 
Increase 

(%)

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. 
Dev

I feel I know the signs and symptoms of mental 
disorders in children and youth.

3.52
(neither - 

agree)
.91 3.95

(agree) .69 12.2%

I now know where to get help for children in my 
care, if needed.

3.68
(neither – 

agree)
.98 4.03

(agree) .77 9.5%

With the knowledge I have now, I know of a child 
who needs help with a mental disorder.

3.70
(neither- 
agree)

1.08 3.88
(agree) .92 4.9%

Mental disorders are caused by chemical/biological 
imbalances in the brain.

3.67
(neither – 

agree)
.79 4.15

(agree) .73 13.0%

I now know techniques that can be used as a first 
responder to children with mental health needs. 3.17

(neither) .96 4.16
(agree) .64 *31.2%

I now am aware of various law enforcement 
programs nationwide that are being used with 
children with mental health needs.

2.39
(disagree- 
neither)

.92 4.06
(agree) .67 *69.9%

I am aware of / plan to use the Police Pocket Guide 
in my work.

2.36
(disagree – 

neither)
1.09 4.04

(agree) .74 *71.2%

I now have a better understanding of culture and 
cultural competency.

3.18
(neither) .99 4.03

(agree) .72 *26.7%

Culture affects how people respond to mental 
health issues. 4.00

(agree) .83

4.44
(agree – 
strongly 
agree)

.51 11.0%

I understand the impacts of trauma on subsequent 
risks for violence in a child. 3.83

(agree) .85

4.31
(agree – 
strongly 
agree)

.57 12.5%
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Survey Item (N=51) PRE- 
TRAINING

POST- 
TRAINING

Avg. 
Increase 

(%)Mean Mean
How prepared are you to . . . 
Describe the System of Care in Idaho and the partnerships 
with children’s service agencies, juvenile court, county 
prosecutor, law enforcement agency, hospital, schools, 
mental health system, and other community agencies.

2.83
(neutral)

3.73
(somewhat 

agree)
31.8%

Describe the core values and guiding principles of a 
System of Care. 2.81

(neutral)

3.74
(somewhat 

agree)
33.1%

Identify the benefits of an interdisciplinary and inter- 
agency team approach to working with families and 
children and helping others recognize the potential system 
barriers to collaboration.

3.03
(neutral)

3.83
(somewhat 

agree)
26.4%

Describe the shifts in practice associated with the System 
of Care in Idaho?

2.60
(somewhat 
disagree - 
neutral)

3.63
(somewhat 

agree)
39.6%

Describe the role of the Idaho Federation fro Families in 
the System of Care?

2.65
(somewhat 
disagree - 
neutral)

3.81
(somewhat 

agree)
43.8%

Find resources about the System of care in Idaho? 2.57
(somewhat 
disagree - 
neutral)

3.74
(somewhat 

agree)
45.5%
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Overall Effectiveness—Data 
From All Trainings
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Conference Effectiveness of Meeting Objectives
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Sample Qualitative Comments
• The presenters were excellent and the youth track was truly inspirational
• The speakers were well knowledgeable in their areas of expertise.
• Presenters were all knowledgeable in their topics, friendly and receptive to their audience, and 

organized in presentation.
• Good information that was useful to parents and professionals.
• The workshops I attended were all very good.  There was a wide variety of topics to choose from 

and all very relevant.
• I love the interaction.  When you attend a class and there are other parents and professionals 

willing to discuss different situations you really have an opportunity to learn.
• I will be better able to integrate strength-based into my assessment process and include family 

strengths.
• I will integrate the family more into providing care for youth.
• As a professional, there are several techniques that I plan on using in my practice.
• I will continue to work on cultural competency.
• I will be more tactful in addressing crisis interventions.
• I really liked the integration of families and professionals and it seemed like they appreciated it as 

well.
• In my personal life I have dedicated myself to notice more of the positive things kids do.
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