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Section |I: Primary EMPS Performance Indicators

Figure 1. Total Call Volume by Call Ty,
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Calculation: Total number of episodes for each of the Call Type categories

Figure 2. EMPS Episodes by Service Area (Total Episodes:
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Calculation: Total number of episodes where 211 disposition is EMPS Response
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Figure 3. Number Served Per 1,000 Childr
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Calculation: (Number of EMPS episodes in service area*30D8al child population in service area
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Figure 4. Number Served per 1,000 Children in Pove
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Calculation: (Number of episodes eligible for TANF filtered on face to face or crisis response stabilizatic
up*1000) + Total number children eligible for free lunch in service area




Figure 5. Percent Mobile Response (Mobile & Deferred Mobile) by Service /
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Calculation: (Count EMPS first contact mode mobile or deferred mobile + Total count of 211 rec mobile
deferred mobile)*100

Figure 6. Percent Total Mobile Episodes with Response Time Under 45 Minutes
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Calculation: (Count mobile episodes under 45 mi@ount of EMPS response mode is mobile) *100
Note: Only includes mobile episodes in range of -9 to 45 minutes after 10 minutes is deducted for avg 211 call



Sectionl Summary

w ¢KS aidl dS¢ARS 9gererhtedlGBRREsHIRSONIArgISné 202 NHis was a
decrease in episodes from 900 in May 2010, which may be related to the end of the school year
given that schools are the second highest referral source.

wThe Hartford service area continues to generate the highest number of episodes (163). The
lowest EMPS utilization was observed in the Eastern service area (70 episodes).

wThe statewide average penetration rate, adjusted for total statewide child population, was 0.75
episodes per 1,000 childrefhis was a decrease from 1.07 in May, reflecting the statewide
decrease in volume in the month of JuriEhe Hartford service area had the highest penetration
rate in June at 0.99 per 1,000 children. The lowest penetration rate was observed in the Central
service area at 0.61 per 1,000 children.

wThe highest penetration rate as a function of total number of children in povesg observed
in the Eastern (3.01) service area. The lowest penetration rate was observed in the Southwestern
(1.23) service area.

wStatewide, the average mobility rate was 85.2% this month compared to 84.6% in May 2010. The
highest mobility rates were observed in the Eastern (95.7%), Hartford (92.0%), and Central (88.7%)
service areas. The Eastern and Hartford service areas met trestaielished benchmark of 90%.

The lowest mobility rate was observed in the New Haven service area (74.3%).

w { GF 0S¢ mBileresponses tadiplace in 45 minutes or less this month compared to
73% in May, 71% in Apii1% in March and 58% in February of 2010. Performance ranged among
service areas, from 81% (Central) to 92% (Western).

1United States Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Senvidigibility Manual for
School Meals, January 2008ttp://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/Lunch/.




Section Il: Episode Volume

Figure 7. Total Call Volume by Call Ty,
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Calculation: Total number of episodes for each of the Call Type categories

Figure 8. Statewide 211 Disposition Frequen
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Calculation: Total number of episodes for 211 disposition categories
NOTE: EMPS Response includes 1 with no designated provider




Figure 9. EMPS Response Episodes by Provider (Total Episodes
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Calculation: Total number of episodes where 211 disposition is EMPS Response

Figure 10. Percent Crisis Response by Service A
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Calculation: Count Phone Only episodes + Total all Crisis Responses * (100), Count Face-to-Face epis
Total all Crisis Responses * (100), Count Plus Stabilization Follow-up + Total all Crisis Responses * (1C

10



Figure 11. Percent Crisis Response by Provi
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Calculation: Count Phone Only episodes + Total all Crisis Responses * (100), Count Face-to-Face episodes + Tote
Responses * (100), Count Plus Stabilization Follow-up + Total all Crisis Responses * (100)
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Sectionll Summary

w total of 879 calls were received by the Call Center in June, compared to 1195 calls Thislay.
call volume of 879 idunesuggests a rate that would translate to just over 10,500 calls annually,
although actual total calls fluctuate each month.

w hT GKS yt1¢p 9at{ OFrffta RddNAYy3I (KS OdNNByid Y2
Another560F £ £ & 0ci2 0 6SNBE O2RSR | & arécalB placed@iept®  / | £ €
an EMPS provider and later registered (entered) into the PSDCRS system by the EMPS pravider.

The remaining 576 calls (66%) were calls received by 211 and routed to an EMPS provider.

w Ly GSN¥a 2 JofthedTotofalicalélz aAdAz2yasz
w (%) were coded as "EMPS Response"
w MIR%) were coded as "Crisis Response Fallowv
w73 calls (8%) were coded as "Transfer for FoligV
w55 calls (6%) were coded as "Information & Referral (I&R)"
w14 calls (2%) were coded as "911"

w ¢KS HmMm EMPSREspohksé ihcluges Bepisaith no designated EMPS provider.
This means either: 1) theallwas still pending at 211 because the EMPS provider had not
accepted the call or 2) the EMPS provider had not yet entered data on the episode by the time
the PIC receivethe data extraction.

w !'Y2y3 AYRAGARAZ f LINPOARSNAI (GKS KAI®EAG ydzy.
were observed at two site§VheelerNew Britain (82 episodes) and Wellpataterbury (76

episodes). The lowest call volumes were observed in WeHpatibury (13 episodes) and
Wellpath-Torrington (17 episodes).

w {GFriSeARST (GKS (&Lifcluged ONRAAA NBalLlyaS SLRKa&:
w % Rhone Only
w44% Fac¢o-Face
w36% Fac¢o-Face Plus Stabilization/Folleyp

uBy service area, the highest percentages of Phone Only reponses were observed in the New
Haven service area (28%). The highest percentages of Plus Stablizationiko#pigodes were
observed in the Central (49%) and Hartford (45%) service areas.

wThe percentage of episodes that were Phone Only Crisis Respangesl among individual
providersfrom 5% (Bridgeport Childuidancgto 69% (WellpattDanbury). For Fade-Face
Crisis Response, the range was from 12% (Whé&dgiden) to 66% (WellpathVaterbury). For
Plus Stabilization Followp Crisis Responsdbe range was from% (WellpathDanbury) to 68%
(WheelerMeriden).
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Section lll: 211 Recommendations and EMPS Response

Figure 12. Total Count of 211 Recommended Response by Pro\
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Calculation: Count total episodes with a 211 disposition of EMPS response
Figure 13. Total Count of Actual EMPS Response by Prov
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Calculation: Total count of actual provider EMPS Response Mode
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