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Background and Introduction

Theme III of Kentucky’s Program Improvement Plan (PIP) focuses on enhancing community collaborations specifically by developing strategic partnerships to improve service accessibility and enhance community collaboration.  Kentucky will utilize the power of the well-established Community Collaborations for Children (CCC) regional networks to improve the community efforts toward developing an array of services to support family capacity to care for children.  This effort then provides additional support for Theme I of Kentucky’s Program Improvement Plan focuses on enhancing the family’s capacity to care for their children’s needs.   
Over the past several years, DCBS has sought to strengthen in-home service delivery.  This report is intended to support and document DCBS in-home service delivery by compiling information from a previous staff survey and an analysis of the in-home services provided by DCBS from existing administrative data.  In addition, this report includes a brief overview of the attached and related Excel display of in-home services.  
In-Home Service Array Excel Spreadsheet

An Excel spreadsheet is attached displaying frequencies of services and essential child welfare needs and actions.  The following table displays the data fields and proposed use in community meetings.  The families in this display are not linked across datasets; one cannot conclude that a service is provided to any specific family in a referral.  The data represent summary data of an entire group served but may include families from different time frames that were served in a specific year. The data can be sorted by county or CCC region for specific meetings.  The state level analysis provides examples of how these data might be used to stimulate thinking about community needs for in-home services:
· Although the census data does not include number of families, if each family in a report that met criteria for abuse and neglect had only one child, then at least 4.7% of the child census (47,257/993,696) were in a referral meeting criteria and 1% (10,892/993,696) needed services or experienced substantiated abuse during CY 2009. 
· About 35% (16,803/47,257) of families with reports meeting criteria may have received services through DCBS in-home services.  More families were served by DCBS as in-home cases than the number of families in substantiated or needs services referrals. 

· At most 9.8% of families with substantiated referrals in a year may have received protective or preventive child care services in the six month time period.

· Compared to the number of families with children entering out-of-home care, approximately 48% (1,558/3,187) may have received family preservation services.
· Compared to the number of families with children being reunified with parents, approximately 24% (389/1615) may have received family preservation reunification services in CY 2009.  

· Parenting classes may have been available to 14% (1673/10,892) of families needing services or with substantiated child abuse or neglect. 

This profile will vary by county and understanding gaps between needs and services is intended to stimulate community discussion on how to improve the availability of services for families.  Locally, community teams are more likely to know the quality and accessibility of services and judge the need to develop additional services.  CCC regional network discussions could focus on all aspects of community-based services including availability, access, quality and needs for development.
Table 1

Data Fields:  In-Home Service Array

	Column Title
	Description

	CCC Region
	Regional Network Region for sorting data

	County
	County

	# of Children in County (Census)
	Census data from 2004 on children 17 years and younger

	# of Reports Meeting Criteria  in CY2009
	Number of families with allegations that met the DCBS criteria for possible child abuse and neglect. (TWIST)

	# Reports Substantiated or Services Needed in CY2009
	Families designated as needs services or a finding of substantiated abuse or neglect.  (TWIST)

	# of Families Served by DCBS as In-Home Case 3/1/2009 to 2/28/2010
	Total number of families served by DCBS as in-home cases.  See following analysis of these data.  Data are newly pulled from TWIST and available for only for this time frame or later. 

	# of Families who received subsidized childcare for protection or prevention last six months of 2009
	Data from the Child Care System.  Data are newly pulled from KICCS and available only for this time frame or later.  

	# Families Receiving Diversion in 2009
	Families receiving any Diversion (now called intensive in-home services) during CY 2009.  From Family Preservation: Case Tracking System (FPCTS).

	# Families Receiving Preservation Services (IFPS or FACTS-Pres) in 2009
	Families receiving any family preservation services during CY 2009.  (FPCTS).

	# Families Receiving Reunification Services (FRS or FACTS-R) in 2009
	Families receiving any reunification services during CY 2009. (FPCTS).

	# Families Served by CCC Intensive In-Home Services
	Families with low risks receiving in-home services through CCC providers.  (Univ. of Louisville)

	# Parenting Class Sessions in 2009
	Raw number of parenting classes held in CY 2009 and logged into the PP-MET (primary prevention meeting and event tracking).

	# of Families with Children Exiting in 2009
	All cases with children exiting in CY 2009.  TWIST

	# of Families with Children Reunified with Parents in 2009
	All cases with children returning to parents in CY 2009.  TWIST. 

	# of Families with Children Entering OOHC in 2009
	All cases with children entering out-of-home care in CY 2009. 


In-home service Delivery Survey May 2009
In May, 2009 a survey on of DCBS staff on their needs for serving in-home cases was administered as a foundation for developing supports to improve service delivery to in-home cases.  Out of the approximately 1,709 DCBS staff who were sent the link to the survey, 655 (38.3%) responded. 
DCBS staff described the services they provide to in-home cases by checking a list of common practices; they checked as many practices as applied. 

· 75-96% of the home visits focused on linking families to services, assessing child safety and reinforcing progress on the case plan.  

· 50-74% of home visits focused on teaching skills related to parenting children, handling difficult emotions, or improving basic living conditions.

· Less than 50% of home visits focused on teaching skills such as homemaking.

· Services were most often provided directly in the home then provided in the school.  Visits to parents in the home most often lasted between 20 minutes and 2 hours.  

DCBS staff showed readiness and strengths in providing in-home services

· 90% desire to work with families; 70% wished to provide more in-home services.
· 86% had strong skills in building rapport with the family.  
· Most (85%) were familiar with family preservation services and more than 50% understood TAP assessment, child care, and CCC in-home services.  
· More than 75% of DCBS staff understood how to develop a prevention plan, file a court petition, and assess all persons with access to children.  
· DCBS staff felt most confident in their ability to work with families with infants.
Opportunities to improve supports for DCBS workers

· Only 22% of DCBS staff felt that local services for families were adequate.
· More than 50% endorse a need for policy and SOP clarification around providing in-home services and more training in the skills required for in-home services. 
· More than 40% were discouraged by families with chronic recurring issues and several suggested specific skills training and expectation management.  
· 30-45% of DCBS staff felt that supervision of in-home cases and assistance from regional attorneys could be improved.  
· At least 20% of DCBS felt less confident in their ability to prepare families for reunification and work with non-custodial parents.   
· 58% manage their workload by prioritizing other work over in-home services.
· Many staff expressed uncertainty about dealing with parental drug abuse. 
DCBS In-Home Service Delivery


Beginning in March 2009, a work group began designing a dataset for use in analysis of in-home services provided by DCBS.  This was to be a quarterly dataset that was child-based, that is, including data on all children receiving in-home (versus out-of-home care) services through DCBS.  The criteria for the dataset were as follows:

· Be child based with case-based data

· Include one rolling year of data

· Contains one row per child for each In-home service episode; second or more episodes in the year would be included in separate rows.  

· APS only cases and provide (foster care) cases will not be part of the data pull. 

· Include any child with any in-home services during the time period.

· If a case has both in-home and OOHC, the child with in-home services will be included.  

· Include children with a level of care “relative has custody”

· Children must be under 18 at any point during the reporting period

· Include children with an OOHC episode with in-home services

The dataset design includes demographic data and service data.  This following analysis is the first analysis of these data.  It includes all children that received in-home services during the period 3/1/2009 to 2/28/2010.   During this time period, 16,803 (unique) families were served with 42,133 unique children.   Twenty-five percent of families (4,222 unique families) and 9,697 unique children had at an episode of OOHC at some point but received in-home services sometime during this time period.

Demographics of Families Served Statewide

Table 2:  Distribution of Families (unique) Served by Service Region
	Region
	# of Families
	Percent

	Two Rivers
	2,325
	13.8

	Jefferson
	2,300
	13.7

	Southern Bluegrass
	2,020
	12.0

	Eastern Mountains
	2,001
	11.9

	Northern Bluegrass
	1,944
	11.6

	Salt River Trail
	1,855
	11.0

	The Cumberland
	1,777
	10.6

	Northeastern
	1,474
	8.8

	The Lakes
	1,107
	6.6

	Total (Statewide)
	16,803
	100.0


In home services were offered to families with a variety of concerns, some with child abuse and neglect and others that may be court ordered.  80.8% of cases had allegations of neglect, physical abuse, emotional abuse, or sexual abuse with 19.2% of families with needs for community based services (3.1%), dependency (5.2%), general family (6.6%) with a few special areas such as unmarried parent or juvenile.   

Table 3:  Most Recent Findings for In-Home Cases

	Recent Referral Findings
	# of Families
	Percent

	Unsubstantiated CA/N
	923
	5.5

	Services Needed (FINSA)
	4,711
	28.0

	Substantiated CA/N
	11,147
	66.3

	Total
	16,803
	100


Families with and without allegations of abuse or neglect had the following risk factors:

Chart 1: Risks to Child Safety
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Families with allegations of abuse or neglect had higher rates of risk factors than other families with in-home cases.  Income issues, criminal history, and domestic violence were the most common risks to child safety, present in over 70% of the families with allegations of abuse or neglect.

Table 4: Risk Levels
	Risk Indicator
	Families with Allegations of Abuse or Neglect
	Families with Other Program Subprogams

	Average # Prior Referrals
	5.41
	4.85

	Average # Substantiated/in Need of Services Referrals
	2.29
	2.02

	Average CQA Risk Rating
	10.74
	8.18


Families with allegations of abuse or neglect also had higher risk levels than other families with in-home cases.  On average they had more prior referrals (5.41 compared to 4.85), more substantiated referrals (2.29 compared to 2.02), and higher cumulative risk ratings on the CQA (10.74 compared to 8.18).  All of these differences were statistically significant.
Table 4: Ages of Children in In-Home Cases
	Age
	Allegations of Abuse or Neglect
	Other Program Subprogram

	
	# Children
	% of Children
	# of Children
	% of Children

	0-4 years
	10,443
	29.9%
	1,085
	15.2%

	5-9 years
	10,879
	31.1%
	1,599
	22.3%

	10-13 years
	6,974
	19.9%
	1,628
	22.7%

	14-18 years
	6,678
	19.1%
	2,847
	39.8%

	Total
	34,974
	100.0%
	7,159
	100.0%


Children in families without allegations of abuse or neglect tended to be older with an average age of 10.96 years.  The majority (62.5%) of these children were age 10 or older.  A similar proportion, 61.0%, of children whose families did have allegations of abuse or neglect were under age 10.  Their average age was only 8.17 years.

All children were 82.2% Caucasian, 15.9% African American, and 2.4% Hispanic. 
Duration of Services for Families Served Statewide
Table 5: Duration of Continuous Services

	Years Since Case Was Most Recently Opened
	# Families
	% of Families

	Within the last year
	7,637
	45.5

	1 year
	5,476
	32.6

	2 years
	2,087
	12.4

	3 or more years
	1,603
	9.5

	Total
	16,803
	100.0


Almost half (45.5%) of the families served in-home over the last year had their case opened during that same year.  About a third (32.6%) had their case opened in the prior year.  The remainder had been continuously served for two or more years, up to thirteen years.  For many of the families, though, this was not the first time their case had been opened.  

Table 7 shows how many years have passed since the families first had a case opened.  On average, the families first had a case opened five years ago.  Their cases may have been opened and closed several times since then.  

Table 7: Total Duration of All Services

	Years Since Case 1st Opened
	# Families
	% of Families

	Within the last year
	1,775
	10.6

	1 to 5 years
	7,715
	45.9

	6 to 10 years
	4,942
	29.4

	11 to 13 years
	2,371
	14.1

	Total
	16,803
	100.0


The longer a family had been involved with DCBS, the more likely they were to have had a child removed, as shown in Chart 2.

Chart 2: OOHC Rates by Duration of Services
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The overall OOHC rate among families served as in-home cases was 25%.  The removal could have occurred at any time, not just in the last year.  Families whose cases were first opened within the past year only had an 11.2% removal rate, compared to 38.7% for the families who first had a case opened thirteen years ago.

Face to Face Contacts for Families Served
The most recent contact with the family occurred within the home (64.2%), or in the DCBS office (10.8%) or at court (7.7%) with a variety of other contact spaces.  
On the report run date 9,702 (57.7%) of the cases that were served in-home over the past year were still open.  Table 8 displays how much time had passed since the most recent face to face visit with these families. This includes both cases that met criteria for abuse and neglect and other cases.  
Table 8: Time Since Last Face to Face Contact for Cases Still Open
	Months Since Last Face to Face Contact
	# Open Cases
	% of Open Cases

	Not visited yet since case most recently opened
	631
	6.5%

	Within the last month
	6330
	65.2%

	1 month
	1738
	17.9%

	2 to 5 months
	821
	8.5%

	6 to 11 months
	138
	1.4%

	A year or longer
	44
	0.5%

	Total
	9,702
	100.0%


Most families whose cases were still open on the report run date had a face to face contact either in the past 30 days (65.2%) or in the previous month (17.9%).  For the families who had not yet been visited, one third (33.8%) had opened within the past 30 days, and another fourth (25.7%) had opened in the 30 days before that, leaving 40.6% who had opened over 60 days ago and still not had a face to face contact.

The other 7,101 families who were served in-home over the year had their cases closed prior to the report run date.  Table 9 displays how many months passed between their last face to face contact and the date their case closed.

Table 9: Time Between Last Face to Face Visit and Case Close Date

	Months from Last Face to Face Contact to Closure Date
	# Closed Cases
	% of Closed Cases

	No visit entered
	891
	12.5%

	Within the last month
	3,466
	48.8%

	1 month
	1,655
	23.3%

	2 to 5 months
	924
	13.0%

	6 to 11 months
	122
	1.7%

	A year or longer
	43
	0.6%

	Total
	7,101
	100.0%


Almost half (48.8%) of the closed cases received a face to face visit within 30 days prior to closing.  Very few cases (2.3%) had their last visit more than six months prior to closing.  For the 891 cases without a face to face visit entry, the majority (80%) were open for two months or less.
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