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Mental Health Services Act 

Innovation Project on Integrated Care 
•  3 year  partnerships betwee  n menta  l healt  h agencies,  

substan  ce u  se programs an  d Federally Qualifie  d Healt  h 
Centers (FQHCs) 

•  3 distinct  models: 

• Integrate  d Clinic Mode  l (ICM) 

• Integrate  d Mobil  e Healt  h Team  (IMHT) 

• Integrate  d Services Management  for  Underserve  d 
Ethnic Populations 
• African/African  American 
• Native  American 
• Asian  Pacific  Islander 
• Latino 
• Middle  Eastern/Easter  n European 



Overview of Client Measures
 
# of 

Items 

Collection 

Frequency 

Goal(s) Addressed 

PROMIS Global Health 10 Quarterly • 
• 
• 

Improved physical health outcomes 

Improved mental health status 

Successful links to integrated health care 

PROMIS-derived 

Alcohol/Substance Use  

12 6 months • Successful links to integrated health care 

Physical Health and 

Behaviors Survey 

39 6 months • 
• 
• 
• 

Successful links to integrated health care 

Improved utilization of community resources 

Decreased use of emergency services (physical or mental) 

Culturally sensitive/competent care 

CHOIS Supplement 20 6 months • 
• 
• 

Positive Recovery Factors 

Specific Psychiatric Symptoms 

Response Inconsistency 

Stigma Survey-10 10 6 months • Reduction in General Mental Health Stigma 

Client 

Satisfaction 

Questionnaire 

10 6 months • 
• 
• 

Culturally sensitive/competent care 

Client satisfaction with services 

Improved quality of care received 

Post-Outcomes Survey 10 6 months • 
• 
• 

Improved physical and mental health outcomes 

Improved community support 

Increased consumer self-efficacy 



Overview of Clinician Measures
 

Physical Health Indicators 

Illness Management& 

Recovery Scale (IMR)

Clinician Version 

Milestones of Recovery 

Scale (MORS) 

Staff Satisfaction 

Questionnaire 

# of Collection 

Items Frequency 

10 6 months 

18 Quarterly 

1 Quarterly 

TBD 6 months 

Goal(s) Addressed 

• Improved physical health outcomes 

• Community improvement/integration into the community 

• Improved quality of care received by client 

• Improved quality of care given by Clinician/Staff 

• Improved mental health outcomes 

• Successful links to integrated health care 

• Improved mental health outcomes 

• Increased involvement in care 

• Culturally sensitive/competent care 

• Improved quality of care given by Physician/Staff 



  

  

   

 

 

Integrated Treatment Tool: 

Ratings by Model 
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Integrated Treatment Tool: 

Organizational Domain by Model 
Organizational Characteristics by Model 

  

  

 

 

 

    

 

   

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Just

Beginning

Multidisciplinary Approach 

Organizational Philosophy 

Patient-Centered Approach 

Executive Leadership Team Involvement 

Patient Access & Scheduling 

Integrated Approach 

Clinicial Supervision, Guidance & Monitoring 

Peer Supports 

Interdisciplinary Communication 

Care Manager 

Information/Technology 

CQI 

Organizational Training 

Policies & Procedures 

IMHT (n=5) 

ICM (n=5) 

ISM (n=14) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Just On the Fully 
Beginning Way Integrated 



  

 

Integrated Treatment Tool: 

Treatment Domain 



                       

  

Integrated Treatment Tool:
 

Care Coordination Domain
 



  Successful Model Outcomes 

• Al  l  3 models wer  e successfu  l i  n improvin  g health,  menta  l 

healt  h an  d substan  ce u  se symptoms 

• Ther  e wer  e n  o differences i  n improvements i  n healt  h 

status an  d menta  l healt  h status across models 

• I  n bot  h ICM  an  d IMHT,  th  e mor  e highly integrate  d models 

ha  d poorer  healt  h status at  baseline,  an  d i  n general,  

greater  improvements i  n healt  h status 

• Successfu  l programs ha  d staff  that  wer  e willin  g t  o expan  d 

their  professiona  l roles i  n order  t  o impro  ve car  e (whatever  

it  takes approach) 
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Measuring Client Recovery 

• Paired  samples  t-tests  and  chi-square  tests  were  used  to  

examine  the  statistical  significance  of  changes  in  scores  on  the  

measures  over  time  

• Clinical  significance  is  determined  using  the  Minimal  Important  

Difference  (MID),  which  represents  the  smallest  improvement  

in  a  scale  score  that  would  indicate  an  observable  change  in  

client  health  

• If  the  difference  between  a  client’s  baseline  and  follow-up  

scores  on  a  specific  outcome  measure  is  greater  than  the  

MID,  that  client  is  considered  to  have  achieved  a  clinicall  y 

meaningful  change  for  that  outcome 

• Both  Statistical  Significance  and  Clinicall  y Meaningful  Changes  

are  reported 
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                Assessment 1 vs 3 (424 Clients) Assessment 1 vs 5 (248 Clients) Assessment 1 vs 7 (121 Clients) All Clients 

ICM Mental Health Outcomes
 
ICM Overall IMR Scores 

•	 The  re we  re significant  improvements o  n th  e IMR,   a clinician-rated  mental  

healt  h measure,  6,1  2 an  d 1  8 months after  enrollment  i  n IN  N services,  

compare  d t  o ratings at  baseline 

•	 Th  e majorit  y of  ICM  clients ha  d clinicall  y meaningfu  l improvement  i  n 

Overal  l I  MR scores  6 months (71.0%),  1  2 months (79.4%)  an  d 1  8 months 

(81.8%  ) afte  r enrollin  g i  n services 
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                Assessment 1 vs 3 (324 Clients) Assessment 1 vs 5 (178 Clients) Assessment 1 vs 7 (91 Clients) All Clients 

ICM PROMIS Physical Health
 

Assessment Number 

ICM  PROMI  S Physica  l Health  Scores 

•	 The  re we  re significant  improvements i  n client-rate  d physical  healt  h 

outcomes 6,1  2 an  d 1  8 months after  enrollment  i  n IN  N services,  compared  

t  o ratings at  baseline 

•	 Clo  se t  o half  of  ICM  clients ha  d clinicall  y meaningfu  l improvement  i  n 

PROMI  S Physica  l Healt  h  scores  6 months (40.7%)  an  d on  e year  (39.9%)  

after  enrollin  g i  n services,  compare  d t  o baseline 



IC  M Us  e o  f Emergenc  y Service 

The  re was  a significant  

decrea  se i  n u  se of  

emergen  cy services 6,1  2 

an  d 1  8 months after  

enrollment  i  n IN  N services,  

compare  d t  o baseline 

Of  tho  se clients that  

reporte  d visitin  g th  e 

emergen  cy room  prior  to  

receivin  g Innovatio  n 

services,  25  % of  the  se 

clients reporte  d fewer  visits 

at  th  e 1  8 mont  h 

assessment 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3.61 (N=450) 

3.60 3.09 (N=423) 

3.57 
2.93 (N=322) 

2.81 
3.23 (N=426) 

3.07 3.01 (N=352) 2.84 

2.66 (N=215) 2.60 (N=164) 2.52 
2.78 (N=272) 

2.53 (N=85) 
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 Assessment Number 

                Assessment 1 vs 3 (355 Clients) Assessment 1 vs 5 (263 Clients) Assessment 5 vs 9 (82 Clients) All Clients 

   

IMHT Mental Health Outcomes
 
IMHT Overall IMR Scores 

•	 IMH  T clients ha  d significant  improvements o  n th  e IMR,   a clinician-rate  d 

menta  l healt  h measure,   6 an  d 1  2 months after  enrollment  i  n IN  N services,  

compare  d t  o ratings at  baseline.  Clients continue  d t  o significantl  y impro  ve 

betwee  n 1  2 an  d 2  4 months afte  r first  receivin  g IN  N services.   

•	 Th  e majorit  y of  IMH  T clients ha  d clinicall  y meaningfu  l improvement  i  n 

Overal  l I  MR scores  6 months (65.4%)  an  d 1  2 months (74.9%)  after  

enrollment.  



   

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

5.00 

4.00 

3.00 

2.00 

1.00 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Assessment Number 

3.40 

3.15 
3.40 

2.98 
3.15 2.95 

3.36 (N=298) 

3.19 (N=253) 

3.14 (N=280) 

3.10 (N=255) 3.08 (N=235) 

3.16 (N=210) 

3.09 (N=166) 

3.05 (N=117) 

2.90 (N=52) 

                Assessment 1 vs 3 (180 Clients) Assessment 1 vs 5 (129 Clients) Assessment 5 vs 9 (45 Clients) All Clients 

IMHT PROMIS Physical Health
 
IMH  T PROMIS  Physica  l Healt  h Scores 

• The  re was  a significant  improvement  i  n client-rate  d physica  l healt  h  6 an  d 1  2
 

months after  enrollment  i  n IN  N services,  compare  d t  o ratings at  baseline
 

•	 52.7  % of  IMH  T clients ha  d clinicall  y meaningfu  l improvement  i  n PROMIS  

Physica  l Healt  h scores  6 months after  enrollin  g i  n services,  an  d over  half  of  

clients (52.7%)  ha  d clinicall  y meaningfu  l improvements 1  2 months after  

enrollment  whe  n compare  d t  o baseline 



    IMHT Use of Emergency Service 

The  re was  a significant  

decrea  se i  n u  se of  

emergen  cy services  6 

and1  2 months after  

enrollment  i  n IN  N services,  

compare  d t  o baselin  e 

Of  clients wh  o ha  d visite  d 

th  e emergen  cy room  prior  

t  o receivin  g Innovatio  n 

services,  the  percentage  of   

clients with  fewer   ER visits 

increased  during  each  

subsequent  assessment  

perio  d durin  g th  e first  year 
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171 days 

114 days 

172 days 

57 days 

44 days 

39 days 

165 days (N=384) 114 days (N=285) 

60 days (N=229) 

38 days (N=184) 
35 days (N=67) 
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                Assessment 1 vs 3 (242 Clients) Assessment 1 vs 5 (193 Clients) Assessment 5 vs 9 (57 Clients) All Clients 

IMHT Impact on Homelessness
 

IMH  T Number  o  f Day  s Spen  t Homeless 

•	 Compare  d t  o baseline,  IMH  T clients spent  significantl  y fewer  days 

homeless  6 an  d 1  2 months after  enrollment  i  n IN  N services. 

•	 Man  y IMH  T clients (40.1%)  reporte  d  a clinicall  y meaningful  reductio  n i  n 

th  e number  of  days spent  homeless  6 months after  enrollin  g i  n services,  

whe  n compare  d t  o baseline.  

•	 Mo  re IMH  T clients (69.9%)  experience  d  a clinicall  y meaningfu  l reductio  n 

on  e yea  r afte  r enrollment  i  n IMHT. 



  Effecting Positive Outcomes 

• Establi  sh intentiona  l partnerships,  clear  purpo  se an  d 
servi  ce expectations 

• Establi  sh  a cultur  e of  learnin  g an  d support  across th  e 
partnership 

• Establi  sh  a cultur  e of  collecti  ve investment  i  n patients 

• Emphasi  ze  th  e collectio  n an  d u  se of  outcom  e measures 
an  d promot  e dat  a drive  n management 

• Promot  e synergistic learning 

• Fun  d infrastructur  e development  t  o support  integrate  d 
care 

• Fun  d car  e coordination,  includin  g share  d car  e plannin  g 
an  d review 



Fo  r Mor  e Information 

Debbi  e Innes-Gomberg,  Ph.D. 

Los Angeles County Department  of  Menta  l Health 

DIGomberg@dmh.lacounty.gov 

(213)  251-6817 

mailto:DIGomberg@dmh.lacounty.gov



