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OJJDP funding comparison by state FY ‘14-’15
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OJJDP funding comparison by state FY ‘14-’16
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OJJDP funding comparison by state FY ‘14-’17
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Project activities 10/01/17 – 09/30/18
• Five in-person regional trainings for multi-disciplinary teams

• Costs include: funds for expert trainers, local travel, meeting space, materials
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Project activities 10/01/17 – 09/30/18
• Supportive funds to 11 demonstration site courts plus 5 additional courts

• Costs include: supportive funds to each of the original 11 demonstration sites as 
well as 5 new sites



Demo Sites
• Ashtabula

• Clermont

• Coshocton

• Hancock

• Hardin

• Henry

• Lucas

• Ross

• Summit

• Union

• Wayne



Project activities 10/01/17 – 09/30/18
• GRC continuous performance monitoring through data collection & 

analysis                              

• Costs include: one-year contract for GRC to deliver

• Quarterly Performance Measurement of the 11 performance measures for all sites

• Quarterly Benchmarking: Individual reports for each demonstration site

• Semiannual Progress Reports

• Annual Evaluation



Factoring for missing and invalid data, 
probabilistic matching procedures 
resulted in: 

• 79.64% of child SACWIS records and

• 67.11% of adult SACWIS records 
being successfully linked to Medicaid 
administrative records.

GRC Report Findings
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GRC Report



GRC Recommendations
• Implement an informed consent process for FDTC participants to 

provide courts with the necessary authority to share identifying 
information for linking to administrative data

• Establish a standardized reporting format that courts can use to collect 
data elements required for linkage

• Use new OBHIS dataset administered by OhioMHAS to gather 
performance measures related to Reduced Substance Use, 
Employment, and Criminal Justice Involvement

• Use of data from the universal screen in SACWIS to capture more 
reliable information about substance use



• In the infusion site comparison, the 
PSM model achieved excellent 
balance and supported unbiased 
estimation of differences on 
evaluation outcomes.

• In the expansion site comparison, the 
PSM model did not achieve robust 
balance on independent variables 
between FDTC participants and non-
participants.

• Traditional multivariable regression 
models could be considered to 
produce a more efficient estimate of 
differences in evaluation outcomes 
between these groups.

Propensity score matching analysis
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Preliminary findings
• FDTC participation had a significant positive effect on substance abuse 

treatment participation and retention

• Parents participating in FDTC were more likely to be engaged in 
behavioral health services and medication assisted treatment

• Among expansion participants, improvements in treatment and retention 
were observed in community mental health and substance use disorder 
counseling, medication assisted treatment, and other healthcare 
services provided for a behavioral health primary diagnosis



Preliminary findings continued
• Among infusion participants, improvements were observed in 

pharmacological management and healthcare service provided for a 
behavioral health primary diagnosis

• Infusion participants were less likely to receive MAT and experienced 
shorter retention in MAT

• No significant positive impact was observed in child welfare 
performance measures

• The study timeframe may have been too short to adequately assess some of these 
child welfare measures



Proof-of-concept lessons learned
• The administrative data available to evaluate the Ohio SSRP was 

generally adequate for the evaluation and is applicable for use by the 
Court to monitor performance

• The missing and errant values described in the final GRC report should 
be addressed in order to foster better outcome evaluation

• PSM is an effective strategy to use for unbiased estimation of treatment 
effects

• Limitations imposed by the limited timeframe and sample size for this 
evaluation could be addressed in the future as SSRP reaches a larger 
number of Ohio families over time



Court language services access 
to translation services

• Costs include: language line 
access as well as translation 
of program materials

• The table to the right shows 
SACWIS cases with both 
interpreter needed as well as 
substance abuse indicators

Project activities 10/01/17 – 09/30/18



Project activities 10/01/17 – 09/30/18
• Case management and reporting system enhancements

• Costs include: supportive funds to local courts through competitive bid process

• This funding is to help sites improve their technology for data collection, reporting, 
and analysis.



Project activities 10/01/17 – 09/30/18
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Project activities 10/01/17 – 09/30/18
• Travel to required grantee meeting in Washington, DC on 01/31/18 –

2/2/18

• Costs include: travel for eight joint subcommittee and core team members

• SSRP staff

• Costs include: full time staff salary and benefits for SSRP Program Manager



Sub-award responsibilities



Sub-award Responsibilities
• SSRP new Sub-awards must fully comply with the ‘new’ Federal 

Uniform Guidance 2 CFR 200. 

Who here lives and breathes it?

Who has just heard of it – and perhaps even scared?

Who receives other federal funding?

Has your court made changes in procedures or policies?



Why did the Federal Government make 
these changes?
• To combine many different federal agency policies for simplification and 

consistency.

• Establish a minimum threshold for most policies; agencies may impose 
additional requirements but no less than 2 CFR 200.

• Reduce the occurrence of fraud, theft and misuse of tax payer money 
used for the Federal awards.



Highlight of the Court’s Changes
• First, keep all requirements as simple as possible.

• Work to educate courts not familiar with the requirements.

• New Sub-award agreement will better communicate responsibilities.

• All courts receiving funds must have a DUNS number and active 
SAM.gov account, complete the FFATA form, will be checked for 
suspension and debarment in federal database.

• All courts will be assessed for risk of noncompliance, complete internal 
controls questionnaire, comply with additional monitoring and take 
recommended action to mitigate risk.



What should you do?
• Go online to the US Government Publishing Office and become familiar 

with 2 CFR 200. Downloadable: https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-
idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title02/2cfr200_main_02.tpl

• Read, understand, and comply with the Court’s Sub-award agreement.

• Read, understand, and comply with the Federal Notice of Award.

• Respond promptly to all requests from the Court.

• Technical Assistance: Linda Flickinger, Grant Administrator

• Linda.Flickinger@sc.ohio.gov; grants@sc.ohio.gov; 614.387.9522

https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title02/2cfr200_main_02.tpl
mailto:Linda.Flickinger@sc.ohio.gov
mailto:grants@sc.ohio.gov


Charge and expectations 
• Work due by December 1, 2017 for sub-awards:

1. FFATA form

2. Action plan

3. Budget

4. Scope of work

Email all documents to latonya.harris@sc.ohio.gov

mailto:latonya.harris@sc.ohio.gov


Upcoming meetings
• Please review the schedule attached to your agenda.

• Phase 1 demonstration site calls are now scheduled with each site individually on 
a quarterly basis.

• Phase 2 demonstration sites are continuing to meet as a learning collaborative on 
the first Friday of every month.

• Interdisciplinary training & education workgroup will continue to meet monthly.

• Data workgroup is moving to every other month.

• Regional trainings held quarterly.



Closing comments
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