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Wraparound Fidelity
Assessment System

Description

The WFAS tools were
specifically designed
to assess adherence
to the 10 Principles of
Wraparound and the
Phases and Activities
of the Wraparound
Process as defined by
the National
Wraparound
Initiative
(www.rtc.pdx.edu).

Overview. The Wraparound Fidelity Assessment System (WFAS) is a multi-
method approach to assessing the quality of individualized care planning
and management for children and youth with complex needs and their
families. WFAS instruments include interviews with multiple stakeholders, a
team observation measure, a document review form, and an instrument to
assess the level of system support for wraparound. The instruments that
comprise the WFAS can be used individually or, to provide a more
comprehensive assessment, in combination with one another.

Uses. Fidelity measurement is a core implementation support to
evidence-based practices. The WFAS provides a method for conducting
fidelity measurement for the wraparound process, as specified by the
National Wraparound Initiative.

As a fidelity measurement system, WFAS instruments were designed to
support both program improvement as well as research. With respect to
program improvement, sites or programs delivering services via the
wraparound process can generate profiles, organized by the prescribed
activities of the wraparound process or the 10 principles of wraparound,
to illuminate areas of relative strength and weakness. This information
can be used to guide program planning, training, and quality assurance.

With respect to research, data from WFAS instruments can help evaluate
whether the wraparound process has been adequately implemented, and
thus aid interpretation of outcomes. In addition, researchers on youth and
family services may wish to use WFAS instruments to measure the
relationship between adherence to the wraparound model and outcomes, as
a way to explore which aspects of service delivery are most important to
child and family well-being.

Other uses. Although the WFAS instruments were not intended originally
for use on the individual family level, this type of analysis could provide
useful guidance to wraparound teams around the quality of implementation
for a specific family. However, great care would have to be undertaken in
order to insure confidentiality of the family and staff persons involved.
Finally, though WFAS instruments have not been used widely as a standards
conformance or certification assessment, there has been some interest in
adapting the WFAS tools for this purpose. Local communities and
jurisdictions will need to carefully examine their own practice model, local
standards, and/or requirements in order to determine whether WFAS tools
are adequately in alignment to be used as a support to compliance or
accreditation.
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The measures that comprise
the WFAS include:

WFAS Instruments

Wraparound Fidelity Index, version 4.0

The Wraparound The Wraparound Fidelity Index 4.0 (WFI-4) is a set of four
Fidelity Index, v. 4 interviews that measures the nature of the wraparound process
The Team that an individual family receives. The WFI-4 is completed
Observation Measure through brief, confidential telephone or face-to-face interviews
The Documentation of with four types of respondents: caregivers, youth (11 years of
Wraparound Process age or older), wraparound facilitators, and team members. It is
The Community important to gain the unique perspectives of all these informants
Supports for to understand fully how wraparound is being implemented. A
Wraparound demographic form is also part of the WFI-4 battery.

Inventory

The WFI-4 interviews are organized by the four phases of the
wraparound process (Engagement and Team Preparation, Initial Planning,
Implementation, and Transition). In addition, the 40 items of the WFI
interview are keyed to the 10 principles of the wraparound process, with 4
items dedicated to each principle. In this way, the WFI-4 interviews are
intended to assess both conformance to the wraparound practice model as
well as adherence to the principles of wraparound in service delivery.

Team Observation Measure

The Team Observation Measure (TOM) is employed by external evaluators
to assess adherence to standards of high-quality wraparound during team
meeting sessions. It consists of 20 items, with two items dedicated to each
of the 10 principles of wraparound. Each item consists of 3-5 indicators of
high-quality wraparound practice as expressed during a child and family
team meeting. Working alone or in pairs, trained raters indicate the whether
or not each indicator was in evidence during the wraparound team meeting
session. These ratings are translated into a score for each item as well as a
total fidelity score for the session overall.

Document Review Measure

The Documentation of Wraparound Process (DWP) is a 29-item instrument
that is used to assess the primary documentation requirements of high
fidelity wraparound. The DWP is used by a trained evaluator who uses the
tool to rate conformance to the principles of wraparound in materials such
as the child and family’s wraparound plan, crisis and safety plans, transition
plan, and meeting notes. Like the other WFAS fidelity tools, items on the
DWP link to the 10 principles of the wraparound process, and result in
scores for individual items, the 10 principles of wraparound, and a total
score for the instrument overall.




CSWI domains

include:

e Community
Partnership

e Collaborative
Action

e Fiscal Policies
& Sustainability

e Access to
Supports &
Services

e Human
Resource
Development &
Support

e Accountability

The WFI-4 has
been translated
into Spanish for
use by
collaborating
communities who
serve Spanish-
speaking youth
and families.

Community Supports for Wraparound Inventory

The CSWI is a research and quality improvement tool intended to
measure how well a local system supports the implementation of the
wraparound process. The CSWI is based on the framework of Necessary
Conditions described by Walker, Koroloff and Schutte (2003), and
presents 40 community or system variables that ideally are in place in
communities that aim to implement the wraparound process. The CSWI
is somewhat unique from the other WFAS instruments in that it assesses
the system context for wraparound as opposed to the fidelity to the
practice model for an individual child and family.

The CSWI can be used in several ways. First, it results in a quantified
assessment of community supports for wraparound across multiple
domains, so that researchers can determine the impact of these
conditions on fidelity and outcomes of the wraparound process. Second,
it presents the level of support across multiple domains (such as
funding, collaboration, and accountability) so that evaluators and
stakeholders can understand the full context for wraparound
implementation as part of their local evaluation projects. Third, items and
domains are structured so that local groups can assess community supports
for wraparound, respond to areas of strength and weakness, and monitor
improvements over time.

Psychometrics

Previous versions of the WFI have demonstrated good test-retest reliability,
internal consistency, and inter-rater reliability. Validity studies have found
that fidelity as assessed by the WFI correlates with the ratings of an
external wraparound expert, while other studies have found significant
associations with child and family outcomes as well as community-level
assessment of system supports for wraparound.

The WFI-4 revised the WFI-3 in order to bring it in line with the specified
practice model of the NWI as well as better operationalize its items. It is
currently being piloted in over 10 sites nationally. The TOM, DWP, and CSWI
are new measures that are currently being subjected to pilot testing and
examination of reliability and validity. The Wraparound Evaluation and
Research Team is currently seeking communities and programs
interested in using the measures and in participating in pilot testing.

Supporting Technologies

The WFI-4 includes a detailed User’s Manual with detailed instructions
and scoring rules. The WFI-4 also includes a training PowerPoint
presentation for use by lead evaluators at a program or community.
Such supporting technologies are currently being developed for all WFAS
instruments. The Wraparound Evaluation and Research Team has also
developed data entry shells in SPSS and Excel formats for all WFAS
measures, which are available for use by collaborating communities.

If your program or community is interested in using one or more
of the WFAS instruments, please contact the Wraparound Evaluation

and Research Team at wrapeval@u.washington.edu.
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Sample Items

Team Observation Measure

Item Indicators Indicator Item Score
1. Team a. Parent/caregiver is a team member and present at the meeting. Y N NA
Membership & | b. Youth (over age 10) is a team member and present at the meeting. YNNA 01234
Attendance c. Key school and agency representatives are present. Y N NA

d. Key natural supports for the family are team members and present. Y N NA
Principle Assessed: | & Key providers are team members and are present. Y N NA 666 888 999
Team based

a. Team meeting attendees are oriented to the wraparound process and Y N NA

understand the purpose of the meeting. 0123 4
2. Effective b. The facilitator assists the team to review and prioritize family and youth | Y N N/A
Team Process | needs.

c. Tasks and strategies are explicitly linked to intermediate goals. Y N NA 666 888 999
Principle Assessed: | d- Potential barriers to the nominated strategy or option are discussed Y N NA
Team based and problem-solved.

e. The work of the team is based on a shared vision or mission for the Y N NA

work with this child and family.

Wraparound Fidelity Index, version 4 (Wrap Facilitator form)

Sometimes

Phase 2: Planning Yes  ‘Somewhat 1
YES to both | YEStoonly | NO to the first
Did the family plan and its team create a written plan of care (or questions the first question
wraparound plan, child and family plan) that describes how the question
9 4 team will meet the child’s and family’s needs? 9 1 0

Circle one:  YES NO

Do the youth and family have a copy of the plan?
Circle one:  YES NO

Sometimes
Somewhat

Phase 3: Implementation
3.1

Are important decisions ever made about the child or family 0 1 2
when they are not there?

Community Supports for Wraparound Inventory

Ttem 1.7 The_ membership of the com_mur}ity t&_eam reflects the _ CIRCLE Members on the c_ommunity team and/or qther
. social, cultural, and economic diversity of the community ONE: collaborative bodies do not reflect the social, cultural,
Cornmunlty and the families served by wraparound. and economic diversity of the community and the
Representativeness 43210 | families served by wraparound
DK

Ttem 4.2 Service/ Wraparound teams can readily access (or receive CIRCLE Services and supports needed to fully implement

necessary support to create) the services and supports wraparound plans are not readily available or cannot be
Support required to fully implement their plans (including services ONE: created in sufficient quantity.
Avallablhty such as respite, in home services, family support, 43210

mentoring, etc., that are commonly requested by

wraparound teams). DK
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Frequently Asked Questions about Using Measures from

the Wraparound Fidelity Assessment System
August 22, 2007

The Wraparound Fidelity Assessment System (WFAS) is a multi-method approach to
assessing the quality of individualized care planning and management for children and youth
with complex needs and their families. WFAS instruments include:

¢ The Wraparound Fidelity Index, version 4 (WFI-4), which consists of interviews with
wraparound facilitators, caregivers or parents, youth, and team members;

o The Team Observation Measure (TOM), which consists of 20 items, each with 3-5
indicators of high-quality wraparound implementation, rated during the course of a
team meeting;

o The Document Review Measure (DRM), which rates the presence or absence of 32
indicators of wraparound adherence from a youth and family’s case file and other
documentation; and

o The Community Supports for Wraparound Inventory (CSWI), a 40-item measure
completed by key informants to assess the level of system support for wraparound.

The measures that comprise the WFAS have been designed to include items that assess the
degree of implementation of prescribed activities of the wraparound process, as specified by
the National Wraparound Initiative. (See www.rtc.pdx.edu/nwi/PhaseActivWAProcess.pdf for a
description). The WFAS tools are also organized to assess adherence to the 10 Principles of
Wraparound (See http://www.rtc.pdx.edu/nwi/TenPrincWAProcess.pdf). The instruments that
comprise the WFAS can be used individually or, to provide a more comprehensive
assessment, in combination with one another.

In 2006, the WFI-4 underwent preliminary pilot testing and was revised based on pilot data
and user feedback. It was then made available for broader dissemination as part of a larger
pilot. AlImost 20 communities nationally then participated as WFI-4 pilot sites in 2007. A final
version of the WFI-4 is now available for collaborating communities.

In 2007, we began full pilot testing of the TOM, DRM, and CSWI. We continue to seek
communities who would like to participate in pilot testing of these new instruments.

Frequently Asked Questions

The Wraparound Evaluation and Research Team (WERT) has been responding to increasing
requests for information about the measures comprising the WFAS. This FAQ sheet has been
prepared to assist communities in their evaluation planning.

How did the WFI change when it was revised to version 4?

Previous versions of the WFI assessed adherence to 11 elements of wraparound as identified at
the Duke conference in 1998. However, these versions of the WFI did not have a consistent
practice model upon which to base its items. The work of the National Wraparound Initiative
(www.rtc.pdx.edu/nwi) to specify the typical activities of a high-quality wraparound team meant
that a new version of the WFI could be created that included questions about whether these
behaviors and activities actually occurred. We also hoped that a more stringent version would
make the items more objective and thus increase the variation in scores, making it a more
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useful research tool. Finally, based on feedback on previous versions, we added a “Team
Member” form to the WFI interviews, allowing a site to systematically interview a fourth member
of a wraparound team, and get their perspective on the quality of implementation.

What are the psychometrics of the WFI-4? Is it reliable and valid?

Previous versions of the WFI, including the WFI-3, have demonstrated adequate test-retest
reliability, internal consistency, and inter-rater reliability. Validity studies have found that fidelity
correlates with the ratings of an external wraparound expert, while other studies have found
significant associations with child and family outcomes as well as the level of community and
system supports for wraparound. Initial pilot studies using the WFI-4 have primarily involved
collecting data across communities to determine basic psychometrics and get feedback from
users. Results of these efforts have found greater variance in scores than for previous versions,
and greater internal consistency for total respondent scores. In addition, WFI total scores have
been found to discriminate between wraparound and non-wraparound programs, and to show
higher scores for collaborating sites implementing rigorous quality assurance activities (e.g.,
training, coaching, and directive supervision) than sites without these supports. This result
provides initial evidence for construct validity of the WFI-4. Future studies of the WFI-4 will more
systematically assess test-retest reliability and concurrent validity, and results will be
communicated to collaborating users as these results are generated.

Our community has been using the WFI-3. Should we transition to the WFI-4?
Communities and programs using the WFI-3 should compare the two versions and come to a
decision that meets their needs. Sites and communities who have been using the WFI-3 for
some time and wish to continue to do so to provide continuity of quality assessment are
encouraged to do so. However, those sites that are implementing a model that is in line with the
NWI Phases and Activities may find the WFI-4 provides a more useful assessment of
implementation adherence. We also expect that psychometrics of the WFI-4 will be improved,
as a result of more objective items and more stringent criteria for adherence. Finally, supports
for using the WFI-4 have been developed that are not available for the WFI-3, such as the WFI-
4 Interviewer Training Toolkit, which includes pre-recorded sample WFI administrations that
sites can use to train interviewers to criteria.

Now that there is a Team Member version of the WFI-4 forms, what type of team member
should we interview for our participating families?

The Team Member form of the WFI-4 is provided for those communities who wish to
systematically assess fidelity from a perspective other than the parent, facilitator, and youth.
Ideally, the community will set criteria for who is interviewed using the Team Member form, to
help facilitate interpretability. For example, some communities may incorporate parent partners
on every team, and thus wish the form to be systematically used with each team’s parent
partner. Other wraparound efforts may be intended to support positive child welfare outcomes,
and thus, the social services case worker will be identified for interviews in each case. Finally,
some communities may not have such consistent team membership, and choose to interview a
natural support for the family. As for all forms of the WFI, use of the Team Member form is an
option, not a “requirement.” Each community’s use of the Team Member form should be based
on its own unique implementation effort and evaluation goals and resources.

Our evaluation effort does not have enough resources to interview all 3 respondents:
Facilitator, Youth, and Caregiver/Parent. Which one should we interview?

In our opinion, the best and most comprehensive information from the WFI is derived when all
three forms are employed. However, data suggests that reports from Caregivers and Youths
show the greatest variability and are best associated with outcomes. Facilitators represent an
important perspective, and implementing WFI interviews with these staff may help reinforce the
wraparound practice model. However, data and experience suggests facilitators may very well




provide less reliable and valid information. If forced to choose among the WFI interviews,
parent/caregiver report may be most useful.

We do not call what we do wraparound, but it seems like the tools in the WFAS get at a
lot of the values our program is based on. Can we use the WFAS instruments?
Communities that use the measures that comprise the WFAS should employ a practice model
that resembles that described in the NWI Phases and Activities. Communities that deviate
substantially from this model (e.g., there is no requirement of a formal engagement process, the
formation of a child and family team, the use of a facilitator, etc.) will find administration of the
tools and interpretation of data difficult.

What do we need to do to be a collaborating community and use the WFI-4?

We have now ended the pilot testing phase of the WFI-4, and have begun to provide the WFI-4
to all communities who are interested, with enhanced training materials. Sites that are interested
in using the WFI-4 can request to be a collaborating community. Collaborating sites need to sign
a collaborator’'s agreement that states agreement to train interviewers fully using the procedures
described in the WFI-4 User's Manual, to implement data collection and scoring procedures
fully, and to provide WERT with an initial user’s fee ($800) and annual license fees ($500
annually) to help offset costs associated with overseeing and managing the WFI development
process. Sites will no longer be required to agree to contribute data to WERT.

What about the TOM, DRM, and CSWI?

Because initial piloting of the TOM, DRM, and CSWI is still underway, there are less formal
requirements to be a collaborator and, for now, no fee for communities that wish to use these
tools. For the near future, communities will be required to adhere to the TOM and DRM User’s
manuals and agree to provide (de-identified) data to WERT.

Because the measure can be competed via web survey, communities interested in assessing
community supports for wraparound via the CSWI can work directly with our research team to
identify key stakeholders to be assessed, and collect data via web-based survey. To review the
procedure for implementing the CSWI in your community, contact our research team.

What kind of training do we need to provide to our WFI-4 interviewers?

Historically, WERT has provided WFI-4 users with copies of the instruments, a data entry shell,
syntax for calculating total scores, and a User’'s Manual that includes scoring rules as well as
instructions for training interviewers. Recently, we have begun providing a PowerPoint
presentation for the evaluation lead to use in training interviewers. However, data from our WFI-
4 pilot has alerted us to concerns that interviewers are not implementing the WFI-4 interviews
with full adherence to the User’'s Manual. In order to ensure greater reliability and validity of
WFI-4 data, we have created a WFI-4 Interviewer Training Toolkit that includes sample WFI-4
interviews, corresponding pre-scored “Gold Standard” WFI-4s, and corresponding WFI-4
practice administration “De-brief’ forms with explanations for scores assigned. We expect
collaborating sites to use these materials in interviewer training, in order to ensure the reliability
and validity of interview data that are collected.

What about training for the TOM, DRM, and CSWI?

We have created materials similar to those that support WFI-4 training and administration for
the TOM and DRM. As for the WFI-4, additional supports for administration are needed and will
be developed and made available. No special training is needed for the CSWI (see above).

Does WERT provide training?
WERT does not have the capacity to provide training to all sites using the WFI-4 or other WFAS
measures. However, if communities are interested in being supported to use the measures




(e.g., via training on the measures, assistance in setting up the evaluation, and support in
analyzing and interpreting data), we may be able to help arrange for such support to be
provided by consultants who are involved with our research team.

OK, we’re ready to use one or more of the measures. Who should we use to collect data?
Our expectation is that with adequate training and supports, many types of stakeholders should
be able to administer WFI interviews, serve as TOM observers, or conduct document reviews.
Communities have employed family members, evaluation staff, graduate students,
undergraduates, and other types of data collectors. The key is that they are trained fully on both
the wraparound process and the use of the tool(s), and that their work is overseen by an
individual with evaluation expertise. Supports that allow for practice administrations and
assessment of data collector skills (e.g., sample WFI-4 interviews) are now available for the
WFI-4, and are being developed for the TOM (e.g., videos of team meetings) and the DRM
(e.g., redacted case files). Please be patient as we develop these tools.

We serve a lot of families using the wraparound process. Do we have to collect fidelity
data on every family?

In general, each community needs to create an evaluation plan that is based on its own context
and learning needs. Communities that serve a large number of youth and families need to
determine how many interviewers/observers/reviewers it can train and oversee, and how much
data collection it can support. It has been estimated that completion of each WFI-4 interview
requires approximately 1-2 hours of work, when considering the processes of arranging
interviews, completing it (including call-backs), entering data and so forth. Obviously,
communities that choose to complete interviews in person will need to add time to this estimate.
Team observations are even more resource intensive, given the need to coordinate around time
and date of team meetings, travel time by observers, and the length of team meetings, which
can often take 1.5 — 2 hours. Because of the effort involved in completing data collection for just
one data point, sampling is a common approach to data collection using the WFAS tools.

How many families should we include in our sample?

Again, this decision will be based on the size and context of the local wraparound effort, as well
as its learning needs and evaluation resources. More important than the number of families
included in a sample are several other considerations:

1. The sample should be random or at least representative of the families served by the
wraparound effort.

2. If the evaluation wants to generate information about different levels of wraparound
implementation (e.g., multiple provider agencies, counties, supervisors), the sample
must be “stratified,” or representative at each of these levels.

3. Once the sample is chosen, adequate effort must be expended toward obtaining a high
completion rate. Preferably, at least 70% of all proposed data collection (e.g., the total
number of WFI surveys to be completed or teams to be observed) will be completed.
80% or more would be ideal. Ultimately, the data collection completion rate is more
important than the number of youth/families in the sample.

4. If fidelity data collection is going to proceed over time, then once a sampling method is
determined, the same method should be used consistently across data collection waves.

As we collect evaluation data over time, should we collect data on the same families at
each evaluation point?

Many sites propose to conduct fidelity data collection consistently over time, such as every 3
months, 6 months, or every year. If a site is sampling families from their overall roster, we
recommend drawing a new sample at each evaluation timepoint, and conducting a “cross-
sectional” evaluation, rather than interviewing the same families over time. This is partly
because WFI-4 interviews ask a family about the wraparound process they have participated in
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from the beginning of the process to the current time; thus, interviewing the same family again 6
months later may not be the best use of evaluation resources.

Are there any requirements about how long a family should have been enrolled in the
wraparound program before we interview them?

Given that WFI-4 interviews ask a family about the wraparound process they have participated
in from the beginning of the process to the current time, we recommend that families not be
included in the evaluation until they have participated in the process for at least 3 months.

Do we need Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval to collect WFI-4 data or use other
WFAS tools?

Local sites need to determine if their local evaluation requires review and approval by a human
subjects protection entity. This is likely to be determined based on the proposed use of the data
and who will collect the data. When data is likely to be used for research rather than quality
assurance purposes, it is more likely that IRB approval will be necessary. In addition, data
collection by a university partner will make it more likely there is an IRB that will need to review
and sign off on the proposed evaluation plan. For communities that will be integrating the WFAS
instruments into their everyday quality assurance, the need for IRB approval may be less likely.
Regardless of your local requirements, WERT can provide a boilerplate “information statement”
for families and participating providers, that can also be used as the basis for constructing
consent forms.

We want to know whether our scores are good or not. Are there standards for the WFI-4
and the other WFAS tools to which we can compare our results?

Data from evaluation studies using the WFI-3 and from the national WFI-3 dataset have been
used to set rough guidelines for poor, adequate, and high fidelity scores using the WFI-3. A
description of this process is included in the WFI-3 and WFI-4 Manuals. However, these
provisional standards will not be applicable to the WFI-4. In coming months and years, results
from evaluation studies and the national dataset will be used to help communities interpret their
scores. However, in the meantime, WFAS instrument scores can be used by collaborating sites
to identify relative strengths and weaknesses in implementation quality, assess progress over
time, and compare fidelity across different programs and implementation contexts.

How should we use the data in our quality assurance efforts?

As described above, scores from the WFI-4 and other WFAS measures can be used by
collaborating sites to identify relative strengths and weaknesses in implementation quality,
assess progress over time, and compare fidelity across different programs and implementation
contexts. Over time, WERT will also publish and post data from the national collaborator
community and from evaluation studies that will help interpret scores. In general, we have seen
data from the WFI-4, TOM, and DRM used in several ways:

e ltem scores for each tool that are relatively high and low are reviewed to identify areas of
strength and needs for improvement.

o Total respondent scores can be compared across provider organizations, sub-programs,
or jurisdictions.

o Data such as those described above are presented to a community team to brainstorm
potential quality improvement efforts to be undertaken.

e Data are reviewed with providers, who use them to generate ideas about how the
wraparound effort can be better supported by the host agency, collaborating agencies,
and the system overall.

o Data are reviewed over time to assess success in quality improvement efforts and
celebrate success.
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Currently, we are at work on a web-based resource called the WFI Online Data Entry and
Reporting System that will allow licensed users to enter their data using a web portal that will
compile their WFI-4 data into one exportable database, regardless of how many people are
entering data, and regardless of where they are located. This system will allow the user sites to
automatedly create reports at their convenience. We hope this system will be available by early
2008.

Who can | contact with further questions?

Feel free to contact us by email at wrapeval@u.washington.edu, or you can call April Sather,
Research Coordinator, at 206-685-2310. Information is also available at our website:
http://depts.washington.edu/wrapeval.
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