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Executive Summary 
The CARP project was undertaken as a means to furthering both discussions and action around 

integration of children, youth and adult services in Hastings/Prince Edward Counties.  Over the past 

eight months, CARP funding has enabled the Children and Youth Services Network (CYSN) to provide 

focused attention to integration issues that have been evident in our community for some time.  

In our fourth report entitled, “Impact of Integration on Child and Family Outcomes”, we looked at how 

far the CYSN had come by March 2012 in recognizing the importance of joining forces to effectively 

address needs and service gaps, and improve access to services across HPE. 

Taking a “results based approach” (RBA) to outcome measurement, the Outcome Measurement and 

Accountability Committee was tasked with gathering data and developing a community “report card” to 

help the Children and Youth Services Network (CYSN) understand the strengths and weaknesses that 

exist in the HPE community service system and monitor progress or change over time.  The idea of a 

shared data repository that could be accessed by member agencies was also considered. 

A common core data intake process was also addressed in report #4, resulting in the development of a 

simple “initial contact form” which could be utilized by agencies to advance a “no wrong door” entry 

into the system of services for children, youth and families.  This addressed our second activity, “to 

develop and employ a common 'core' data intake process across service providers and sectors that 

would be the minimum information collected by all providers at intake.” 

Our first activity, “to complete a functional analysis of current community services” occurred in the form 

of a “living wall” which was addressed in report #2.     

This fifth and final report provides an objective review of decisions and actions that occurred while 

completing all five activities set out in our Memorandum of Understanding, along with a review of 

lessons learned and challenges to be resolved. 

In looking at its location on the integration continuum, the network entered a phase of self-examination 

in the fall of 2011 which resulted in a name change from Children’s Services Network to Children and 

Youth Services Network, and a new logo was created.  At that time, it was decided that a new website 

was also needed – one that would improve the exchange of information between integration teams, 

increase awareness of the network to non-members, promote new membership and facilitate 

engagement with community stakeholders. 

In light of the predominantly rural geography across HPE and the desire to improve integration between 

children/youth and adult services, it was felt that more community engagement, family input in 

particular,  would be highly beneficial in determining the direction that moving forward with integration 

was to take.  At this point, the idea for the community engagement blitz was born.   
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Throughout January and February 2012, 1,614 survey responses were received from four stakeholder 

groups and data were also gained through 23 focus groups with youth, families and service providers.  

For the first time ever, the network had access to information that would offer the common, tangible 

themes needed to address needs, gaps and access to service issues. 

It was after the information from the community engagement blitz was gathered that people began to 

question whether the network was being most effective in carrying out its mandate of promoting the 

well-being of children, youth and families.  Overall, the community engagement blitz was deemed to be 

worthwhile by network and community members alike in providing the impetus to move forward with 

systems change.  

A preliminary summary of data from families and youth was released at a community service provider 

retreat on April 2nd, attended by 60 directors, managers and front-line representatives from the 

different geographic areas of HPE.  The purpose of this retreat was to utilize the data obtained through 

the blitz from families and youth to develop an ideal system pathway and identify natural entry points.  

While ten different pathways were developed, based on five, HPE-specific case scenarios, common 

themes surfaced.  This full-day community exercise provided the input needed to allow the CARP team 

to develop a matrix and visual pathway for consideration and acceptance by the CARP Committee.    

A second retreat of 20 Core Integration Team members was held two weeks later on April 17th.  A 

summary of data from service providers and input from the first retreat, along with recommendations 

from the Governance and Accountability, and Resource Sharing Working Groups were presented by the 

CARP Team for consideration by the Core.  Finally, the service system pathway matrix and visual were 

presented for discussion and a new title, “System Navigation Framework,” was suggested.  The need to 

develop a plan to support implementation of a systems-based “no wrong door” and “warm hand-off” 

approach to service delivery, using the pathway, was identified. 

This second retreat satisfied activity #5, “to develop a plan to align community resources with the ideal 

service system and service pathway.”  It produced an action plan to address system priorities, identifying 

community champions and setting realistic timelines.  This plan will go to the Core Integration Team 

meeting in May to push implementation forward. 

This community action research project involved all members of the network.  Their continued 

involvement will be required to follow through on the plan to address five priority areas (see page 22-

23), and new members will be solicited to ensure the representation of various communities and 

interest groups in HPE.  Additionally, more specific recommendations are being developed as a result of 

further analysis of community engagement data.  As a result of this project, the CYSN has realized a new 

energy for implementing change.  While it will be important for the network to focus on the key priority 

areas over the next year in order to avoid overwhelming members, there is also a renewed desire to 

sustain the same momentum that existed at the beginning of this project.  As a result of the work that 

has gone into CARP, the CYSN has set itself up for success as it moves forward with system integration. 
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Product #5 – Final Report: Impact of Integration on Child and Family 

Outcomes 

Report Objectives 
Beginning in August 2011, the CARP Committee was assembled from members of the Hastings/Prince 

Edward Children and Youth Services Network, and in September the CARP Team was formed with the 

goal of fulfilling the requirements from the Memorandum of Understanding with the Ministry of 

Children and Youth Services. (See Appendix A)  For Product #5, Hastings/Prince Edward was committed 

to completing the following activities and processes: 

1. Complete a functional analysis of current community services.  

2. Map an ideal service pathway, with ideal defined as streamlined, effective and seamless from 
the family's perspective. 

3. Identify natural entry points across community service sector.  

4. Develop and employ a common 'core' data intake process across service providers and sectors 
that would be the minimum information collected by all providers at intake.  

5. Develop a plan to align community resources with the ideal service system and service pathways. 
  

This report will document our journey through the community action research process, key lessons, past 

and ongoing challenges, and will provide evidence of the completion of the deliverables for Product #5. 

Section 1: Historical Review of Key Activities 
One key learning from this project is that change is complex and non-linear, and requires a shift in 

thinking and the “worldview” by the group implementing the change as well as the wider community.   

Just talking about integration and its benefits does not motivate people to change.  Substantial efforts 

are required to bring key stakeholders up to speed or make sure they are “singing from the same song 

sheet”.  This project began with the goal to move the CYSN along the integration continuum with a 

specific focus on better integrating services and supports for children, youth and families.  Several of the 

activities outlined below have been mentioned in previous reports but deserve a second examination in 

Product #5 due to their importance in contributing to the deliverables above, and more importantly, to 

the buy-in of key players in the system.  There were several processes/activities that were imperative for 

the CARP Committee/Team to move forward. 

Name Change, Updated Logo and Website 
Early in the process, it became apparent that the original name “Children’s Services Network” was not 

inclusive or representative of the integration that the Network wished to achieve1.   The change in the 

name of the network was important to be more inclusive of youth, and to demonstrate to 

                                                           
1
 The change in name of the CSN to the CYSN, and the re-branding efforts were discussed in Section 4 of Product 

#2 – Defining an Integrated System of Child and Family Services Hastings/Prince Edward (December ,2011) . 
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agencies/organizations that the CSYN is also working to support youth.  An updated logo and website 

helped with the re-branding efforts, and also brought a modern and more user-friendly feel to the 

virtual side of the CYSN.  The name change also represented that the network was open to new ways of 

operating, of welcoming new members and accepting the input of others, and was moving toward 

integrating services across age/stage categories. 

While the change in name has been experienced by CYSN members as a positive one, there is also the 

possibility that the name is still not inclusive enough.  For example, there is an ongoing challenge to get 

representatives from adult services at the table, and a perception exists among network members that 

integration with adult services will prove to be the most challenging.  If there is the desire to include 

adult services in ongoing integration efforts, the name of the network should include terminology that is 

inclusive of adults and families, e.g. Community Services Network. 

Community Engagement 
When faced with completing the deliverables for Product #5, the CARP Committee quickly realized that 

information was required from and about the community that was not available elsewhere.  Specifically, 

family input was required to complete the following two deliverables: 

1. Map an ideal service pathway, with ideal defined as streamlined, effective and seamless from 
the family's perspective. 

2. Identify natural entry points across community service sector.  
 

Having been asked to define, from the family’s perspective, an ideal pathway, it was important to 

actually ask families what their perspective was, as opposed to assuming that service providers already 

knew.   In addition, it was recognized that entry points, and what might work as an ideal pathway could 

differ dependent on the community within HPE where families lived.  It was also important to ask 

service providers about their perceptions with respect to entry points, ideal pathways, and how 

agencies/organizations could work together to promote integration. 

 

The CARP team also recognized that there was a disconnection between the way the Core Integration 

Team saw the world and the concept of integration.  The term Integration was not embraced by the 

Core Integration Team and, in fact, was resisted because people saw “Integration” as synonymous with 

Amalgamation2.  However, when we began changing the discussion to “focusing on the well-being of 

children, youth, and families”, Core Integration Team members were more receptive.   The term 

Engagement was embraced, and by talking about engaging families to tell us about what they need and 

how they experience services, we could then start talking at the network level about changing 

processes, the need for which was emerging from empirical evidence. 

                                                           
2
 The challenges experienced around language have been discussed in Product#1-Section#1 (December, 2011). 
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Community Engagement Blitz Process: 

In order to gather as much information from as many people as possible, data were gathered using 

multiple methods from multiple stakeholder groups.  The main methods used for gathering information 

were surveys and focus groups.3  Highlights from the data collection process included the following: 

 Surveys were developed for four stakeholder groups.  

o Surveys were available at www.hpechildrenandyouth.ca, the new CYSN “splash 

page” and hardcopies were made available at participating agencies for: 

Á Families 

Á Youth 

Á Service providers 

Á Municipal councillors.  

 Both English school boards (ALCDSB and HPEDSB) allowed us to distribute youth surveys to 

all Grade 10 Civics and Careers classes. 

 Community Liaisons were asked to head into each community and gather surveys from the 

people who lived there. 

 Over 20 focus groups were conducted with youth, family members, and service providers, 

across Hastings and Prince Edward Counties 

Table 1: Participants in Community Engagement Blitz 

Group Number of Surveys Number of Focus Groups 

Youth 482 6 

Family Members 929 11 

Service Providers 179 6 

Municipal Councillors 24 Not applicable 

What did we do with all the information? 

Surveys: 

Descriptive analysis was run on quantitative data from surveys, and summaries for each question were 

generated.  Qualitative information from open ended questions was analyzed for key themes and 

compared to themes generated from focus groups. 

                                                           
3
 To receive more information or copies of the surveys or focus group scripts contact Wendy Anderson at 

wanderson@cmhs-hpe.on.ca 

http://www.hpechildrenandyouth.ca/
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Focus Groups: 

Information from focus groups was first transcribed, then using “grounded theory”, the text was 

analyzed for common “themes” that were recurrent across focus groups both within stakeholder 

groups, and between stakeholder groups. 

*Highlights of the Community Engagement Blitz have been included in Appendix B. 

What we learned 

The Community Engagement process was part of our strategy to gather information from community 

stakeholders, but discussions around the process, and the information we gathered led to the discussion 

about need to change the structure at the CSYN level.  It was after the information from the Community 

Engagement was gathered that people were willing to start asking, “Are we working together the best 

that we can to promote the well-being of children, youth, and families?” 

As well as the pragmatic information we gathered from families (e.g. entry points, challenges in 

accessing services, community needs), the Community Engagement also served a larger purpose: to 

provide agencies/organizations a common point to begin discussions, and allow the decisions to be 

made together.  By coming together over data gathered from our own HPE communities and the people 

who live here, the conversations changed from the project being a Ministry push towards integration, 

and integration being the “end” for which we were striving, to integration being a possible means to a 

different end – improving the well-being of children, youth, and families in HPE. 

Though the Community Engagement Blitz was effective, we learned that we still have more questions to 

ask, especially of stakeholders providing/accessing more specialized services.  Information from these 

groups was most efficiently gathered through focus groups.  In the future, it would be beneficial for 

more managers of agencies/organizations to get involved in such processes at the beginning in order to 

help access stakeholders, rather than at the end when there is interest in the data.  Regardless, it was 

considered by many to be one of the most effective, inclusive and accessible efforts to engage the 

community in recent history.  Furthermore, members of the community expressed real gratitude about 

inclusion in the consultation process. 

Establishing Work ing Groups: Accountability and Governance Work ing Group and Resource 

Sharing Work ing Group  

Throughout this process, the CARP Committee and Core Integration Team had many discussions around 

the creation of an integrated service system.   Early in 2012, the CARP Committee and Core Integration 

Team completed an exercise where potential integration opportunities were outlined4.  Even after 

concrete suggestions were made for changes that could be made in the areas of governance and 

accountability, membership of CYSN, funding redistribution and/or other resource sharing, system re-

engineering and service locations, the committees still felt overwhelmed by the sheer amount of 

information, opportunities and a perceived lack of resources.  Two working groups were established to 

                                                           
4
 Discussions and suggestions are detailed in Report #3 – Section 1 (February 2011) 
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examine possible opportunities and to set priorities; the Governance and Accountability Working Group, 

and the Resource Sharing Working Group.  These groups had two meetings each between March and 

April 2012, and were able to develop recommendations for the Core Integration Team’s consideration.  

(See Appendix C) 

What we learned 

The exercises and discussions undertaken by the CARP Committee and Core Integration Team and the 

feeling of being overwhelmed helped to solidify that members could identify several areas for both 

collaboration and integration, and also the importance of inviting new members to contribute ideas and 

help guide processes.  Both working groups consisted of CARP Team and Core Integration Team 

members as well as new individuals, invited because of expertise and community involvement, who had 

never had CYSN involvement before and who could provide a fresh lens for viewing integration issues 

and activities. 

Holding Facilitated Retreats to Discuss Service Pathways 

Following the Community Engagement Blitz, there was a wealth of information to be shared with 

agencies/organizations and a desire by agencies/organizations to digest the data.  In addition, it was 

important to the CARP Team to provide agencies/organizations with opportunities to contribute to the 

development of the service system pathway as opposed to forcing a pathway on them.  Erik Lockhart 

from the Queen’s School of Business Executive Decision Centre was obtained to facilitate two retreats. 

Retreat #1  

Retreat #1 was held on April 2, 2012 and provided an opportunity to bring stakeholders together to 

develop an ideal system pathway. CARP Team, CARP Committee, and Core Integration Team members in 

addition to identified individuals from key agencies/organizations across HPE attended the retreat.  For 

the first time, this session offered an opportunity to have many of the important players who had not 

been involved previously all in the same room.  For example, a representative from Volunteer 

Information Quinte was present, as were representatives from all areas in HPE, including Bancroft. 

There were several objectives to the first retreat.  First, in addition to gathering stakeholders from 

across HPE, the retreat provided an opportunity to share highlights of the Community Engagement Blitz 

and help participants understand the issues identified with service access and service pathways in HPE. 

The main activities included: 

 Sharing Community Engagement Highlights 

 Identifying natural entry points 

 Developing pathways based on case scenarios 

 Developing Action Plans to engage 

 Gathering names/Expression of interest. 

Through Retreat #1, the CARP Committee and Team were able to engage the community in a way that 

has not been possible previously.  Through this networking opportunity, we learned more about 
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Volunteer Information Quinte and its role in gathering important information for our community.  The 

results of the pathway exercise also confirmed that developing one single pathway for our communities 

would not be possible, but that there are criteria or characteristics for pathways that must be present 

for the system to meet the needs of families in a client-centred model. The pathway exercise and 

priority setting also laid the foundation for Retreat #2.  

Retreat #2  

Retreat #2 was held on April 17, 2012 and involved the participation of CARP Team and Core Integration 

Team members.  The purpose of this retreat was to share a draft vision for service provision in our 

community and gather feedback. The gaps identified by service providers were also presented and 

priorities set for the next year.  What we learned from Retreat #2 will be shared in more detail under 

Deliverable 5: Develop a plan to align community resources with the ideal service system and service 

pathways.  

Section 2: Deliverables 
The following section documents each of the deliverables outlined in the Memorandum of 

Understanding Deliverable 1: Complete a functional analysis of current community services.   

Deliverable #1: Complete a functional analysis of current community services.  
As part of the requirements for Product #2, the CARP Team, Committee, and Core Integration Team 
developed our “Living Wall” in order to examine entry points as well as pathways5.  A more detailed 
discussion about the functional analysis that took place can be obtained from that report. 
 
 

                                                           
5
 A discussion outlining functions and entry points, challenges and lessons is contained in Product #2 – Section 1. 
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Figure 1: Living Wall of Functions and Services in HPE 

 
 
 
Initially, the functions and services in HPE were printed on file cards and depicted in a linear fashion.  It 
was felt, however, that this format did not represent the services that we provided, or provide a vision 
for the type of services we wished to provide.  The functions were then written on large blue circles, and 
the services clustered round them, with “Well-Being of Children, Youth, and Families” in the middle.  
This exercise was pivotal for our project in that it provided a vision for our members who could now 
picture a pathway with children, youth, and families at the centre, and who also felt positive about the 
resources and services currently available to residents in our communities.  There was a shift that took 
place in the willingness to help develop the pathway, led by our community champions.  This visual 
helped to take the focus away from integration “for integration’s sake” toward working together more 
effectively to improve outcomes for children, youth, and families.  The visual, with children, youth, and 
families in the centre, became the context and visual for our first retreat. 
 
There were, and still are, challenges experienced with respect to our functional analysis, including: 

 Challenge to focus on “services” as opposed to “agencies” 

 Logistics behind moving to a common first contact form 

 Improving but still limited information on who provides what services/functions in each 
community. 
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Deliverable #2: Identify natural entry points across c ommunity service sector .  
As part of the Community Engagement Blitz we asked youth, families and service providers where they 
access information, support or services. The question was asked both on surveys and during focus 
groups. 
 
When asked the more general question, “where do you turn for information, support and help?” survey 
responses indicated that family and friends, primary health care providers, and the internet/web were 
the first three places people go to obtain information.  For those involved with schools, teachers and 
schools were also important sources: 
 

Table 2: Percent (%) of Families and Youth who Access Information, Services, or Help through the 

Following 

 

 
 
From surveys and focus groups, a number of entry points were identified.  Again, families and youth 
stated that they were most likely to turn to the internet and friends and family before any other place.  
Entry points varied dependent on the community in which individuals live.  For example, in Marmora 
where there are limited service sites, almost all respondents said that they turned to the school or to 
their primary health care provider, and in Tweed, respondents were more likely to turn to “Gateway 
Community Health Centre” for information, while in Bancroft, respondents turned to the “Families First 
Network”.  In Belleville there was a greater range of options so there were more ranges in responses; 
however, since they were closer to an OEYC, families were more likely to respond that they turned to 
“Family Space”.  Though the specific entry points by agency/organization, community centre or church 
were different, the entry points could be clustered into three general levels or tiers of service entry.  
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Table 3: Levels/Tiers of Entry Points for Children/Youth/Families in HPE6 

 

 Level/Tier Examples 

Sp
e

ci
fi

c 
  -

--
--

--
 U

n
iv

er
sa

l 

Universal 

Internet 
Families and Friends 
Volunteer Information Quinte (VIQ) 
211 
310-OPEN 

Community 

Libraries 
Municipal Offices 
Recreation Centres 
Churches 
Community Centres 
Police 
Drop-Ins 
Food banks 
Public Health 
Hospitals 

Agency/Organization 

Individual Agencies/Organizations 
Physicians/Primary Health Care Providers 
Midwives 
Schools (Youth Worker, Guidance 
Counsellor) 
Ontario Early Years Centres 
Parenting Groups 
Early childhood education 
 

 
The identification of entry points helped the service provider community identify gaps for access to 
information or services in communities, and prompted the discussion around ensuring that accurate, 
complete, and timely information is available at all access points.  For example, since youth and families 
tend to look first to the internet and web for information, it is important to ensure that there is accurate 
information on websites, and an opportunity to improve upon existing information in VIQ/211.  The 
identification of entry points also helped conceptualize the pathway to service for HPE communities. 

Deliverable #3:  Map an ideal service pathway, with ideal defined as 

streamlined, effective and seamless from the family's perspective.  
The CARP Team, CARP Committee and Core Integration Team have spent a great deal of time 

investigating the “ideal” service pathway, and discussing and envisioning what it will mean for Hastings-

Prince Edward. The development of a service pathway was a main focus of Retreat #1, where groups 

                                                           
6
 This table has received preliminary approval from members of the CYSN at Retreat #2 but further revisions will be 

made to ensure it captures entry points in our community. 
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were provided with case scenarios of children/youth/families across HPE in need of support and asked 

to draw the ideal pathway on large sheets of paper located around the room. These pages were then 

analyzed for common traits and differences to determine what an “ideal” pathway looked like in HPE.  

Below is one group’s interpretation of what a pathway would look like.  It resembles a winding roadway. 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ φȡ  3ÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÁÎ Ȱ)ÄÅÁÌȱ 0ÁÔÈ×ÁÙ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There were several findings from this exercise, including: 

1) There is no one pathway for entry to or movement through the service system.  

 The term “ideal” suggests that there is a preferred method for entry and movement into 

the system. Instead, our community considers a “best possible” pathway. 

 Entry points and availability of services differ dependent on the community in which 

people live. 

 People have different preferences for which services will work best for them, and may 

choose different paths to the same destination. 

2) The pathway is non-linear, multi-directional and complex. 

 Once entering a system, a child/youth/family could require services/supports from more 

than one agency/organization at different times, or concurrently.  

3) The HPE CYSN vision is that “Every Door is the Right Door”. 

 The CYSN envisions a process whereby all agencies/organizations will have access to 

accurate, complete, and timely information and will follow similar processes so that 

wherever an individual enters the system, they can be sure to be linked with supports 

that they require. 

4) The process requires a shift in worldview from service-centred provision of services (or medical 

model) to client (child/youth/family) centred, or an engagement model. 

 It was acknowledged that not all agencies have fully moved to a client/youth/family 

centred model of care. For this process to work, service providers and 

agencies/organizations have to start thinking about what is best for clients, rather than 

what is best for their agency. 
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 The “pathway” is actually a method of providing service as well as a way of answering 

questions, providing information, and following up.  

 options that service providers can use to help meet the needs of children/youth/families 

rather than definitive steps. 

5) There will be a set of characteristics of standards that agencies/organizations need to uphold, 

based on shared principles and underlying values. 

 The pathway will require a shared worldview of expectations of how we treat each 

other and defined service standards. 

 Members of the CYSN will need to hold themselves and others to these standards.  

6) The pathway requires that every entry point and agency/organization have access to accurate, 

complete, and timely information. 

 For “Every Door to be the Right Door”, each agency/organization will require access to 

accurate, current, and timely information. 

7) The process will be based on all three levels of entry points (universal, community, and 

agency/organization). 

 The informational needs and training required will differ by entry point (universal, 

community, and agency/organization). 

 The most intensive training required, and most specific informational needs will be at 

the agency/organizational level for all services. 

Table 4: Overview of Entry Levels and Activities 

Point of Entry 
Level/Tier 

Activities What is needed to make this 
work? 

Universal 
 Internet  
 Families and Friends 
 Volunteer Information 

Quinte (VIQ) 
 211 

 310-OPEN 
 CYSN website (potential) 

Children/youth/families are looking 
for information/services.  
 
Call 211 or 310-OPEN or go to CYSN 
website that might direct them 
there. 

ALL Agencies need to update their 
information in VIQ/e-portal. 
 
Commitment by agencies to the 
process. 

Community  
 Libraries 
 Municipal Offices/Websites 

 Recreation Centres 
 Churches 
 Community Centres 
 Police 
 Drop-Ins 
 Food banks 
 Public Health 
 Hospitals 

 

Children/youth/families have 
inquiries at community settings. 
 
Information would be available on 
CYSN, 211, 310-OPEN 
 
Families would receive information 
for more generic services. 
 
Staff at these settings would be 
aware of 211, 310-OPEN, and CYSN 
and would be able to appropriately 
direct clients.  

Identification of all organizations 
that would require services. 
 
Development of training 
packages/information. 
 
Communication plan/marketing of 
process. 
 
Training for staff. 
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Agency/Organization 
(Specialized/Targeted) 

 Individual 
Agencies/Organizations 

 Physicians/Primary Health 
Care Providers 

 Midwives 
 Schools (Youth Worker, 

Guidance Councillor)  
 Early Years Centres 
 Parenting Groups 
 Daycare 

 

At each agency/organization that is 
a part of the CYSN, there will be a 
core set of standards to follow, 
including: 

- Accurate information 
available for each 
agency/organization. 

- Awareness by service 
providers of other 
agencies/organizations 

- Common first contact form 
(in the future) 

- “Warm Hand Off” 
procedures 

Sign on by all 
agencies/organizations in CYSN 
and buy in to client-centred 
worldview. 
 
Training on warm hand off and 
other ways to make service 
seamless 
 
Updating of access to accurate 
information. 
 
Pilot of “first contact” form, with 
plan for roll out for participating 
agencies/ organizations. 

What will the tiered system look like in HPE? 

Paradigm Shift 

There is a paradigm shift in the way our community thinks of the services and supports currently being 

offered in HPE. 

Figure 3:  An Example of Paradigm Shift 

       

A Paradigm Shift can be thought of as a difference in how we view the world.  It happens when we 

encounter too many things that cannot be explained through our old view of the world.  For example, a 

paradigm shift occurred when people went from believing the world was flat to believing it was round 

which opened the door to exploration in new ways and contributed to civilization as we now know it.  

Likewise, many community and human services have been based on medical models of care where 

professionals are considered “the experts”, whereas a client-centred or engagement model recognizes 

the strengths, capabilities and resiliency of clients, and focuses on building collaborative relationships 

and developing collaborative plans for treatment. 
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Table 5: Examples of Traditional vs. Client-centred and Engagement Model of Care 

Traditional Model of Care Client-centred Model of Care 

Professionals are “experts” and direct care. Plans are based on client choice and decision based 

on collaborative assessments. 

Concentration on pathology or deficits. Focus on strengths, capabilities, resilience and skill-

building. Clients are viewed as partners.  

Clients may or may not be involved in treatment 

planning. 

Professionals maintain friendly and respectful 

working relationships focused on collaboration. 

Treatment needs are assessed by the expert and 

expert goals are established based on problems. 

Children/youth/families are active in all aspects of 

service and involved in decisions of care. 

Evaluations of services or programs are often not 

conducted. 

Clients assist in the development and evaluation of 

service. 

 

In order to help CYSN visualize what service entry and navigation through our system would look like, it 

was important to develop a graphic that was representative of how we worked together.  Initially called 

our Service Pathway, the name was changed at Retreat #2 to the System Navigation Framework.
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Figure 4: System Navigation Framework 

 
 

Figure 4 represents the “Living Wall” converted into a service network.  As always, children, youth, and 

families are at the centre of the system.  Functions wrap around children/youth and families who can 

enter the system through any of the functions, represented by the blue circles.  Most frequently used 

entry points are represented at the bottom of the circle with red arrows.  The information that is both 

accurate and up-to-date-within agencies, between agencies, and within the community circles the 

functions to represent the importance of this piece of the system. 
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Understanding the Warm Hand Off  

There has been much emphasis on the concept of a warm hand-off between agencies.  It is strongly felt, 

however, that the warm hand-off is as much about a worldview and way of thinking as it is outlining 

specific steps that service providers must follow.  The challenge in describing specific steps of a warm-

hand off is that every individual entering the system will have different needs and could choose different 

paths.  However, if a service provider is working within a client-centred or engagement worldview, the 

process of a warm-hand off will become second nature as the service provider works to understand the 

strengths, needs and resiliency of clients. 

Another challenge to the warm hand-off is that it depends on a paradigm shift to the new way of 

thinking.  There are many agencies/organizations that do not currently see it as their responsibility to 

assist the people they work with to access the services they need beyond providing a phone number; 

instead the onus is on the client to do the work.  There have been examples throughout this project 

where this view has been expressed within the CYSN.  Fortunately, there have been many examples 

where service providers have expressed that they are ready for the change, and for providing services 

and supports that wrap-around children, youth, and families.  

Criteria for a warm hand-off 

The warm hand-off is a process whereby the current service provider or agency directly introduces the 

child/youth/family they are working with to the next service provider or agency/organization.  The 

reason behind the warm hand-off is to establish contact between the child/youth/family to the next 

person and to confer the trust and rapport they have developed to the next service provider.   A warm 

hand-off is dependent on the choices of the child/youth/family.  For example, some individuals may 

prefer to have a service provider to accompany them to an appointment with a new support person, 

whereas others may just want the first service provider to call and set up an appointment on their 

behalf.  Examples of procedures for warm hand-offs include: 

 Calling a new agency on behalf of a child/youth/family to set up an appointment. 

 Accompanying a child/youth/family to an appointment to meet with someone new. 

 Gathering initial contact information and asking for consent to share it with the new 

agency/organization.  As we learned from the community engagement process, people do not 

want to have to retell their stories, and while each agency may need to develop on the initial 

“story”, a warm hand-off ideally includes the concept of handing off information about the 

person or family, with the permission of that person or family member. 

 Connecting clients via email to the appropriate agency/organization/support. 

 Following up to ensure that the contact with the new agency/organization/support has been 

established and to understand client satisfaction. 
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The process of a warm handoff is fluid and transient.  In order to depict how the warm handoff fits into 

the System Navigation Framework, a visual presentation has been developed.  While this graphic is in 

DRAFT format, and input needs to be obtained from the CYSN, it represents the flow of a warm-hand off 

as well as potential options at each of three possibilities: 

1) Initial contact 

2) Referral within the same agency 

3) Referral to a different agency. 

The DRAFT visual representation is currently available at: 

http://prezi.com/jrzlyoruz2mu/cysn-understanding-the-system-navigation-framework-warm-handoff/ 

The graphic will be reviewed and edited by the integration teams and could be used in training on the 

System Navigation Framework and warm handoff. 

 

Deliverable #4: Develop and employ a common “core” data intake process 

across service providers and sectors that would be the minimum information 

collected by all providers at intake.  
In early discussions of the Community Action Research Project, a decision was made to develop and 

move towards the use of a common “initial contact” form.  The desire to initiate this endeavour was 

part of an effort of the Children and Youth Services Network to move forward on two underlying 

principles: 

 the centrality of the well-being of children, youth and families 

 the desire to provide seamless service, using a “no wrong door” approach so that families and 

youth have to tell their story only once. 

 

Agencies and organizations of the Children and Youth Services Network were asked to submit the forms 

that they used when people had first contact with their agency or were requesting specific services.  The 

Data Analysis Coordinator, who was also a member of the CARP Team, collected 20 forms from 13 

different agencies, including the Ontario Common Assessment of Need (OCAN) form.   

An inventory was developed of all the information that was asked of the clients/consumers/people that 

the organization served.  These were analyzed for the information that was requested on each form, 

and common elements were noted.  (See Appendix D)  From those common elements and taking into 

account the mandated information that was required on the OCAN form, an initial contact form was 

drafted (see Appendix E) that incorporated information being requested by the majority of agencies 

http://prezi.com/jrzlyoruz2mu/cysn-understanding-the-system-navigation-framework-warm-handoff/
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within a given population.  (For example, not all agencies deal with children, but the majority that do, 

ask about family members living in the home, hence its inclusion.)   

Another consideration in the development of this draft form was that it could be used for both 

individuals and families with children.  Additional spaces for information about other family members 

can be added.   

This form is meant to be an initial contact form with a common core of questions, and common 

language.  Each agency/organization may need to ask some additional information of the 

individual/family, specific to the service they provide and their own need for specific data.  Additional 

pages may be required for such purposes.  The need for this specificity does not negate the 

commonality of much of the information that all agencies ask the people they serve.  

On reviewing the first draft of this document, one service provider exclaimed “why would I ever collect 

that information?  We don’t need to know that!”  When it was explained that that organization might be 

forwarding the client’s “story” to another organization that needed that information, or that some 

additional information might help them understand the person they were serving better, the response 

was “Ah!  Now I totally get it!”  An additional discussion led to the conclusion that two agencies that 

refer their clients to the other agency on a regular basis could come to some agreement on initial 

contact forms; rather than all agencies adopting a common initial contact form, it may be a few. 

The concept of a common initial contact form has met with only limited acceptance.  Challenges in 

moving forward include: 

 requirements of various ministries for specific forms and specific data.  It was pointed out that 

even different parts of the same organization must use Ministry mandated forms and therefore 

within those agencies, it is not possible to use a common initial contact form that had been 

developed in the Hastings Prince Edward community.  

 reluctance from some community service providers to acknowledge the common elements that 

all agencies gather and/or to relinquish their own forms. 

 some concerns that the importance of establishing a personal relationship with clients negates a 

common initial contact form 

 issues related to privacy and confidentiality 

 the possible need for common technology so that the common information can be shared 

seamlessly from agency to agency 

A decision to move forward with the implementation of a common initial contact form has been 

deferred at this point; nevertheless, there is progress in the Hastings/Prince Edward community on 

moving ahead on aspects of common intake.  Licensed Home Child Care and Special Needs Resourcing 

are planning to explore their current system of intake as a starting point of looking at common intake as 

a community.   Another community initiative to move toward a common initial form is at the Quinte 

Children's Treatment Centre and Preschool Speech and Language Program.  An electronic health record 
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system will be implemented on June 1, 2012.  At the current time, the program will be used only for 

internal referrals within the CTC programs.  Referrals that come in through one intake process will go 

through a determination of need process, and a single client history form will be completed, which will 

then be included with referrals to other agencies.  This program also has the ability to track all contacts, 

so we have organizations such as CAS, all schools, doctors, day care centres, OEYCs, infant development 

and resource consultants that will be part of each child’s file.   

 

Deliverable #5: Develop a plan to align community resources with the ideal 

service system and service pathways.  
In developing a plan to align community resources with the “ideal” service system and service pathways, 

the CARP Team first struggled with clarifying what was meant by “ideal”.  It was acknowledged that the 

“ideal” is not necessarily attainable, but that the ideal in HPE would be to make the “living wall” work as 

well as possible. 

There were several activities that functioned to help align community resources. The first was the 

development of the Governance and Accountability and the Resource Sharing working groups who 

developed recommendations for how we could work better together as a system.  (See Appendix C)  The 

first retreat was an opportunity to gather more input on community priorities and what the “ideal” 

pathway would look like, and together, the working group recommendations and lessons from Retreat 

#1 were brought forward to Retreat #2.  (See Appendix F for priorities from Retreat #1) 

The second retreat was focused on developing a path forward in building an implementation plan to 

align community resources with the “ideal” service pathway in order to better service children, youth, 

and families in HPE.  The session began with a sharing of gaps and challenges experienced in providing 

care.  Several information briefings were given (Community Engagement Blitz findings, 

recommendations from the two working groups, and the status of a common intake process) to inform 

the priority setting.  A draft service pathway was shared and discussed.  Generally the group was very 

supportive of the draft.  It was determined that “system navigation framework” was probably a better 

description than “system pathway”. 

 The group identified five key priorities to advance this effort in the next year.  Champions were set for 

each priority and some action plans brainstormed.  It was agreed that the champions would take the 

brainstormed ideas and create doable action plans. 

The key priorities identified for the next year include: 

1) Review the purpose, structure & scope of CYSN (Follow through on recommendations from 2 
working groups)  

2) More clearly define the pathway [Systems Navigation Framework] including more clearly 
identifying a “warm hand-off”, requirements for staff at each level, building support with a 
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broad range of partners, and establishing a due date to determine final version for 
implementation in HPE. 

3) Information update including developing a process for ensuring accurate information at VIQ and 
in 211, marketing 211 to raise community awareness of agencies and services provided, 

4) Engagement & Training plan for service providers. This will include an orientation to pathway 
(Systems Navigation Framework), resources, warm handoff, communications, and networking. 

5) Mechanism (s) for measuring /evaluating wellbeing of children, youth, families. This priority 
relates to the continued development of the community report card and consideration for the 
measuring/evaluation of work of the CYSN. 

 
With champions now established for each priority, work plans for addressing each of the four priorities 
are now being developed.  Retreat #2 provided an opportunity to establish these priorities for the work 
of the CYSN in HPE. 

Conclusions 
Within HPE, the CYSN has benefitted greatly from being involved in CARP.  This project has provided an 

opportunity to bring stakeholders in HPE together in new ways to discuss some of the underlying issues 

and challenges to providing the best possible services for children, youth, and adults in HPE.  Highlights 

of the process include: 

 From the beginning, a review of the history of integration in HPE encouraged us to consider 

where we have been and reflect on why we are where we are at, including both positive and 

facilitating factors, and challenges.  

 The functional analysis forced the CYSN to reflect on the differences between services and 

functions, and how they are provided in HPE.  This was the first time such an analysis had been 

undertaken in HPE.  

 Once the functional analysis was completed, it was not until the graphic that put children, 

youth, and families in the centre was developed and shared that stakeholders understood how 

functions and services worked together.  It was also the beginning of a paradigm shift for some 

from traditional models of care to child/youth/family-centred models of care. 

 Discussions with the CARP Committee and Core Integration Team about integration of services, 

though often challenging, also provided important information about the “pulse” of the 

community in HPE, and the challenges and barriers to integration.  

 Through these discussions it was recognized that in order to truly understand the needs and 

desires of children, youth, and families in HPE, it was necessary to conduct a Community 

Engagement Blitz.  

 This Community Engagement Blitz did more than help the CARP Team to gather information; it 

acted as a catalyst for bringing the community together and moving collectively toward a 

common goal of a more effectively coordinated system. 

 Retreat #1 offered an opportunity to share results from the Community Engagement Blitz and to 

gather input on a common pathway. Perhaps even more importantly, Retreat #1 brought 
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together stakeholders in HPE who would not otherwise have planned together, which resulted 

in important key insights that will in time help our community move forward. 

 Retreat #2 was imperative in obtaining buy-in for the proposed system pathway, or System 

Navigation Framework. Additionally, priorities for the CYSN were identified and champions 

assigned. Plans are currently being developed to address each of the five priority areas 

identified from the retreat. 

As the CYSN moves forward, there is commitment to move away from the status quo and establish a 

new way of doing things that maximizes both human and financial resources.  This will be completed 

without the benefit of CARP funding, which has provided a kick-start to the process.  Now, more than 

ever, the CYSN is aware of the importance of gradual rather than abrupt change, and of the importance 

of the community developing its own vision for a shared future.  Once the CARP team stopped talking 

about integration, and started talking more about children, youth, and families, there was a shift in 

interest, willingness to listen, and energy towards making changes.  Through the background work that 

has been completed (including the Community Blitz and the retreats) the CYSN has set itself up for 

success. There is now, more than ever, buy-in for system change, and awareness that not making 

required changes is at the expense of children/youth/families in our HPE.  

Section #3 - Moving Forward: Recommendations for the Community 
The following recommendations have been developed, based on discussions in CARP Team meetings, 

CARP Committee meetings, Core Integration Team meetings, findings from the Community Engagement 

Blitz, and from the retreats.  These recommendations have not been approved or endorsed by the CARP 

Committee or Core Integration Team.  As a result of the Community Action Research Project, the 

following recommendations are being respectively submitted for consideration by the Core and other 

entities. 

Recommendations 

Network Structure  

1. Revisit purpose of children and youth services network and recommend that it becomes a 

planning body. 

Network Mission and Values 

2. Establish values based on the well-being of children, youth and families, meaning that we 

are respectful, provide warm-hand offs, value good customer service and building 

relationships with clients and are dedicated to building relationships with clients. 

3. Refer to values and mission statement and make these the centre of what we do. 

4. Build evaluation into all facets of the CYSN, including activities, and function of the network. 
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Network Membership  

5. Expand the network to include all services contained in the “living wall”.  

6. Expand membership criteria/list to include all services contained in the “living wall”. 

7. Expand membership to include members of the community-at-large, including but not 

limited to parents. 

8. Establish a mechanism for continued end-user feedback/input (e.g. family advisory 

committee). 

9. Revisit the name of the network in order to be more inclusive or more representative; e.g. 

“Community Services Network” to include adults. 

10. Expand the Network to include community funders in HPE (i.e. United Way, Quinte Regional 

Children’s Foundation, Rotary, Kiwanis). 

11. Establish a membership agreement that focuses on accountability and participation. 

12. Explore avenues of funding, including but not limited to, Trillium, government grants, and 

membership fees based on size of agency/organization to ensure sustainability of the 

services the network will support. 

13. Develop an orientation package/process for new members. 

Communication  

14. Develop and implement an overarching communication plan focusing on branding including 

the use of social media and other forms of advertising. 

15. Develop communication strategies that improve communication between agencies. 

16. Utilize technology as a means to provide accurate, current and timely information for 

community members and/or service providers (i.e. 211 database, CYSN website) 

17. Utilize technology to establish a virtual mall that provides information and links to all 

information on the living wall.  

18. Develop a virtual repository for shared training, meeting spaces, policies, and other areas 

identified by the Resource Sharing Working Group. 

Initial Contact Form  

19. Vet the draft initial contact form by service providers and develop further for piloting. 
20. Discuss technology required by participating agencies to make transfer of the data from an 

initial contact form seamless between agencies. 

Community Engagement Blitz  

21. Study the findings of the Community Engagement Blitz with integration teams and work in 

conjunction with community partners to act on issues identified. 
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Sources: 
o Community Engagement Blitz findings 2012 
o CARP Committee meetings February 7, April 11, 2012 
o CORE Integration Team meeting February 9, 2012 
o Family Issues meetings February 17, March 16, 2012 
o Community Services Access Committee meetings January 9, March 5, 2012 
o Outcome Measurement and Accountability Committee meetings January 5, February 15, 

2012 
o Governance and Accountability Working Group meetings March 8, April 12, 2012 
o Resource Sharing Working Group meetings March 20, April 12, 2012 
o Community Service Provider Retreat on April 2, 2012 
o Core Integration Team Retreat on April 17, 2012 
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Timelines, Approval/Endorsement of Deliverables, Project Team, 

Contact: 
 Final Report – due to MCYS April 30, 2012 – May 4, 2012 extension 

Approval / Endorsement of Deliverables: 
  

Final Report: 

 CARP Committee – via email and endorsed 

 Family Issues Integration Team – via email and endorsed 

 Core Integration Team – via email and endorsed 

Project Team Members: 

 
 Wendy Anderson, Project Coordinator 

 Beverley Bell-Rowbotham, Research Consultant 

 Phil Jones, Assistant Research Consultant 

 Theresa Dostaler, Researcher 

 Kelly Mathieson, CARP Committee Co-Chair 

Contact: 

 
  Wendy Anderson, Project Coordinator 

  Community Action Research Project (CARP) 

  Hastings & Prince Edward Children’s Services Network 

  Tel:  613-966-3100 x246 

  Email:  wanderson@cmhs-hpe.on.ca 

 Website:  www.hpechildrenandyouth.ca 

 

mailto:wanderson@cmhs-hpe.on.ca
http://www.hpechildrenandyouth.ca/
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Appendices 
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Appendix A – Memorandum of Understanding 
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Appendix B – Highlights from Community Engagement Blitz 
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Appendix C – Recommendations from Governance and Accountability and 

Resource Sharing Working Groups
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Appendix D – Common Elements of First Contact Forms 
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Appendix E – DRAFT – Common Initial Contact Form 
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Appendix F – Priorities from Retreat #1 
 


