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Cost Containment Research Methods Group

Report

Background: The Research Methods met on approximately six occasions to collect, review, and analyze data to address the following issues identified by the cost containment work group:

· Analysis of local application of state and local policies for foster care and foster care prevention cases.

· Determination of whether inappropriate or excessive services were utilized in lengthy and/or costly residential placement cases.

Methodology:  The group conducted three separate research projects, which are appended to this report:

· Residential Case File Research (Appendix 1) was conducted by group member Erin Sutfin, a doctoral student in the University of Virginia’s Psychology Department.  Twelve youths were identified who had received residential services over a period of years.  Their CSA files were reviewed and analyzed to consider:
· number, type, and length of placements

· assessment and diagnostic practices
· prior services
· circumstances of placement
· appropriateness of placement to child’s needs
· placement outcomes
· utilization of crisis services
· client ejections and rejections
· services for sex offenders
· In-home Services Case File Research (Appendix 2) was conducted by Department of Social Services staff and group member Gretchen Ellis.  This research involved review of 18 representative case files for youth who received in home services in July and August 2002.  The files were reviewed and analyzed to consider:
· number, type and length of in-home services

· diagnostic information
· family issues
· how foster care prevention status was determined
· outcomes of services
· nature and types of subsequent community based and residential services
· Foster Care Prevention Statistical Research (Appendix 3) was conducted by group members Cheryl Lewis and Dana Neidley, along with staff from the Departments of Social Services.  This research analyzed three years of data for all foster care prevention cases to determine:
· the number of children served in preventive foster care and post-placement preventive foster care

· analysis of the length of service
· determination of the percentage of all served youth who entered foster care
· determination of the percentage of youth receiving in-home services whom came into foster care. 
 Team Observations and Recommendations:

1. Nine of the twelve youth in residential facilities had a total of 13 emergency placements in a total of eight facilities, with inconsistent outcomes.  Four youth were rejected from a total of 10 facilities.  Seven youth were ejected from total of total of 20 placements, usually for exhibiting the behaviors for which they were referred.  

Case file research also showed that individual youth’s diagnoses and the desired outcomes changed as they moved from facility to facility.  There was no evidence of standardized assessment procedures between facilities.

These findings suggest the need for a facility that could provide emergency crisis stabilization as well as thorough and consistent evaluations.  Such a setting could decrease the number of multiple placements and provide accurate, standardized clinical information to better inform subsequent placements. 

2. Four of the twelve youth in residential facilities were known to be sex offenders.  Three of them were placed in facilities specifically focused on treating sex offenders and the outcomes were positive.  The fourth youth was not placed in sex offender treatment, because it was not available for him, and he has subsequently re-offended.  The group recommends that sex offenders continue to receive specialized treatment.

3. Because there was no consistency between facilities (both residential and non-residential) on how desired outcomes were developed and reported, the team recommends that the localities implement a systematic reporting and auditing protocol to improve vendor accountability. 

4. Post-placement foster care prevention services were effective in nearly 100% of cases.  It appears that these services are an effective investment for children returning to the community.

5.  The team speculated that the differences in the "success rates" for the

City and the County in foster care prevention outcomes may likely be attributed to the difference in the amount of DSS staff resources available for foster care prevention work (i.e. the County has the Family Support and Bright Stars programs available in the elementary schools in addition to a devoted prevention position in the CPS unit, the City only had one dedicated prevention position.).  With fewer resources available, fewer families can be served, such that the ones who are served tend to be those at the highest level or most imminent risk for  foster care.  With more prevention staff resources available in the County, more families along the preventive foster care "risk continuum" are able to be served, which includes families that, while clearly at risk for foster care, may not be at the highest level of risk or imminence such that the prevention efforts have a greater chance to be successful.  The team recommends continued support of foster care prevention efforts in the County and increased support in the City.
Thickest Files Case Study 

Draft of Results 

September 28, 2003

Demographic Information

Twelve files reviewed

· 6 from Charlottesville

· 6 from Albemarle

· Average of 6 placements per child, ranging from 1-15 placement

Age of first FAPT

· Average was 11.4 years old

· Range from 9 to 15 years old

Gender

-   75% males 

Trends in types of mandates

· 36% Mandated special ed (4)

· 50% Mandated foster care (6)

· 18% Mandated foster care prevention ( mandated foster care (2)

· 9% First was mandated FCP, then mandated foster care and special education (1)

Trends in referral agency

· 55% Schools (6)

· 9% ACDSS (1)

· 33% CDSS (4)

· 9% Court (1)

Emergency placements

How many children had emergency placements?

· County 67% (4/6)

· City 83% (5/6)

Where were they placed?

· Hallmark West End (2 kids)

· Poplar Springs (2 kids)

· Charter (4 kids)

· Piedmont Behavioral Health (1 kid)

· Tucker Pavilion (1 kid)

· DeJarnette (1 kid)

· Snowden at Fredericksburg (1 kid)

· Rosey Grier (1 kid)

Why were they placed there?

· Hallmark West End 

· C8 was placed there due to escalating behaviors, his placement at the time, Virginia Home for Boys, required a respite

· C8 was placed there again due to escalating sexual advances and aggressiveness

· C1 - crisis placement, no additional information 

· C10 - crisis placement after suicidal behavior

· Poplar Springs 

· C7 – no information in file – his emergency placement was recent

· Charter 

· C11 - Police placed him there on two different occasion after taking him into custody

· C1 – assaulted youth at school who was a member of her respite family

· C10 – suicidal behavior

· C8 – suicidal statements and depression

· Piedmont Behavioral Health

· C1 – placed there due to aggressiveness at Grafton that threatened the safety of herself and others

· DeJarnette

· C10 – hospitalized three times due to suicidal behavior 

· Snowden at Fredericksburg 

· C6 – hospitalized after several episodes of acting out and running away 

· Rosie Grier

· C6 – His community placement was not working and he needed emergency placement until he could be moved to a more suitable place

What was the outcome of the placement?

· Hallmark West End 

· C9 – returned to his previous placement after being stabilized

· C9 – no information in the file about his second placement

· C1 – Stayed for 2 months then returned home

· C10 – stayed for 10 months and then moved back to the community 

· Poplar Springs 

· MJ – no information in file – his emergency placement was recent

· SB – due to her safety concerns and her violent behavior

· SB – runaway behavior, substance abuse

· Charter 

· C11 - returned to his regular day placement, no information on length of stay or outcome

· C1 – Discharged, no imminent risk

· C1 – stabilized and returned to WestEnd

· C8 – returned home w/intensive outpatient therapy and then eventually was placed at Lafayette Day Treatment Program and discharged 

· C10 – was eventually placed at WestEnd BHS to stabilize 

· Piedmont Behavioral Health 

· C1 – Stayed there for almost a year with some progress but was eventually discharged due to multiple episodes of violent behavior

· DeJarnette

· C10 – returned home and continued suicidal attempts and was repeatedly hospitalized until he was placed in a series of residential programs 

· Snowden at Fredericksburg 

· C6 – stayed for 3 weeks, then went to treatment foster care family

· Rosie Grier

· C6 – he was then placed at the Pines because he needed more structure

Sex offenders

How many were sex offenders?

· 33% (4/12) all males

How many were victims of sex offenses?

· 18% (2/11) both females

What placements were utilized for the sex offenders?

· C9

· He received treatment from the SO Treatment Program Coordinator while at Piedmont, but was not admitted into their SO Treatment Program because he has no formal charge and has a very low IQ

· His low IQ kept him out of several SO treatment programs 

· He was placed in many residential settings (Piedmont Behavioral, Grafton, Woodside Hospital, Virginia Home for Boys, Hallmark WestEnd) but not for direct treatment of his SO issues

· C5

· Placed at the Pines, Brighton Campus, Portsmouth  (9-00 to 11-01)

· Successfully completed their SO treatment program

· He was subsequently placed at Intercept House to continue to process his SO issues. He couldn’t return home because the victim of his abuse resided there

· He remains at Intercept House 

· C4

· Placed in the Genesis Treatment Program in 2000 and remained there for 3 years

· It is expected that he completed the program in July 2003, no information in the case file

· C6 

· Placed at Grafton and as of 6-02 he had received no treatment for sex offender issues

Were they local?
· The Pines, Brighton Campus, Portsmouth  

· Genesis Treatment Program, Tidewater 

What were the outcomes?

· The treatment program at Genesis seemed to be very successful for C4

· The SO program at the Pines also seemed successful for C5
In-home services

Were they used in these chronic cases?

· 92% had in home services before placement in residential settings 

What types of in home services were used?

· Individual and group counseling at school

· Home based counseling with Region Ten for Family Centered Services 

· TeensGive

· Institute for Family Centered Services 

· Family out-patient counseling

· Individual therapy

· Intensive in-home counseling 

· Child Aide

· Family Preservation 

Rejections/Ejections

Thirty-three percent got rejected from placements.

Fifty-eight percent got ejected from placements. 

How many times did these kids get rejected from placements?

· C7

· Denied acceptant to New Dominion, Timber Ridge, and Hallmark Youthcare

· C11

· Rejected by The Pines, Community Attention & Ivy Creek felt they would not be an appropriate placement and People Places did not have an appropriate placement for him

· C1

· Not accepted to the residential unit of Poplar Springs due to promiscuous behavior on the acute unit

· C9

· Turned down at Intercept’s Shenandoah House because they already had two boys with histories of sexually inappropriate behaviors

How many times did they get ejected from their placements?

· C8

· Ejected from Lafayette Day Treatment Program because he was non-compliant, verbally aggressive toward peers, physically aggressive toward 1 peer, and made physical threats to the school’s director

· C7

· Ran away multiple times from Elk Hill Farm

· Dismissed from Brown School for property destruction and continued defiance and drug seeking behavior

· Discharged from Poplar Springs Hospital RTC Unit due to refusal to cooperate with treatment and property destruction

· C11

· Discharged from Bridges Treatment Center because they felt he would be better served in a group home or therapeutic foster care focusing on mentally retarded children

· Removed from Garnett due to acting out and provoking other students

· C2

· Removed from Jackson Field’s because she was not motivated

· Ran away from STARS program 5 times

· Discharged from Tekoa after running away and being placed in detention;

· Removed from group home at Presbyterian Children’s Home of the Highlands in Wytheville, VA due to multiple AWOL, fighting with peers, destruction of property, drinking gasoline, aggressive behavior with staff

· Ran away from Presbyterian Homes, Danville Campus

· C1

· Discharged from WestEnd

· Discharged from Piedmont for multiple episodes of violent behavior

· Discharged from the Pines due to aggressive outbursts

· Placement at Grafton disrupted due to aggression that escalated in severity with threats to staff and the facility and assault to staff

· Discharged from Millmont Center for escalating episodes including assault to other patients

· C5

· Removed from Community Attentions A-Home for provoking others, causing fights, exposing himself, shoplifting, numerous AWOL episodes, burning his fingertips, and history of sexually acting out

· C9

· Expelled from Grafton after assaulting a staff member

· Discharged from Piedmont Behavioral after attacking a staff member

· Removed from Virginia Home for Boys because staff felt his aggression and sexual behavior were beyond there control

Stepping Down

Twenty-five percent of children were successfully stepped down.

· C12 - completed a program at the Pines for anger management and was transitioned back home

· C5 – stepped down from the Pines to Intercept House and is doing well as of 7-03

· C10 – after 3 years at Grafton, he was transitioned to Cumberland Barton House. The transition was positive and could be a long term placement

Seventeen percent of children were unsuccessfully stepped down.

· C2 – was stepped down three times after making progress at more structured places. Each time she was stepped down, she ran away and was then hospitalized for stabilization 

· C10 – released back to home after 10 month stay at West End where he was placed due to suicidal behaviors, he was unsuccessful at home, aggressive – placed at ChildHelp
Special Education (4 case files were mandated special education)

Foster Care Prevention Case File Review

1.  Demographics: 

· 18 files were reviewed; 10 from Charlottesville; 8 from Albemarle

· 10 males; 8 females

· Mean age at entry:  10.5    Age range at entry: 3-16

· Caretaker:   Mother only-9;  Father only-2; Both parents-5; Grandparent-1; Other relative-1.

2. In-home providers (3 youths had 2 consecutive providers):

· CLT-6
· FPS-5
· IFCS-2
· Region Ten-7

· Empowering Families-1

3. Out of home placements (10 youths had a total of 18 residential placements): 

· Brown Schools-1
· Community Attention-1
· Childhelp-1
· Commonwealth Center-1
· Cumberland-1
· Deep Run-2
· Elk Hill-1
· Foster care-5
· Poplar Springs-2
· STARS-1
· UMFS-1
4. Monthly Costs:

· First in-home service average:  $1,489;  Range; $680-$2,925
· Second in-home service average:  $1,405;  Range:  $470-$2800
· First Residential cost average:  $5,042;  Range: $599- $12,027
· Second residential cost average:  $8725:  Range:$1,250-$20,000
5. Length of services:

· First in-home:  Average-12 months; Range- 4-39 months
· Second in-home:  Average- 4.6 months; Range-  1-11 months
6. Diagnoses (3 had no diagnosis; 4 had 1 diagnosis; 6 had 2 diagnoses; 4 had 3 diagnoses; 1 had 4 diagnoses)

· ADHD-4
· Substance Abuse-3
· Autism-2
· PTSD-3
· ODD-6
· Depresssion-4
· Other-5
7. Family problems (most youth had multiple family problems):

· Parental substance abuse-6
· Parental mental illness-7
· Parental physical illness-1
· Abuse-6
· Neglect-6
· Domestic violence-3
· Parental intellectual impairment-2
· Other-2
8. Presenting foster care risk factors (some youth had more than one);
· Abuse-2

· Neglect-5

· Truancy-3

· Runaway-3

· Delinquency-1

· Parental request-4

· Abandonment-2

· Other-8

· Sexual abuse-1

9. Who determined foster care risk?

· CPS-9

· Court-1

· CSU-3

· Region Ten-2

· Family Support-1

· Schools-1

9,  General in-home service outcomes:

· Expected outcomes were achieved- 9

· Expected outcomes were achieved somewhat- 3

· Expected outcomes were not achieved- 6

· Services are ongoing-4

10. Outcomes by diagnoses:


Achieved
Somewhat
Not achieved
Ongoing

ADHD
1
1
0
2

Substance abuse
0
1
2
0

PTSD
2
2
1


ODD
3
2
2
2

Depression
0
2
3
2

1 diagnosis
1
0
3
1

2 diagnoses
2
3
1
3

3 diagnoses
1
1
1
1

4 diagnoses
0
0
0
1

11. Outcomes by family problem:


Achieved
Somewhat
Not achieved
Ongoing

Substance abuse
2
3
5
0

Mental illness
4
4
0
2

Illness
0
0
1
1

Abuse
2
3
0
2

Neglect
4
1
2
1

DV
2
2
0
1

Intellectual impairment
0
1
1
0

12. Outcomes by risk factors:

Achieved
Somewhat
Not achieved
Ongoing

Abuse
0
2
0
2

Neglect
2
1
1
1

Truancy
0
1
1
0

Parent request
1
1
2
0

Mandated CSA services related to the category of Foster Care Prevention (Albemarle)






FY 2001-2003 as of 7/03














Total # CSA cases served
# children served who did not enter or return to  foster care
Success rate
#cases served for < 6months
#cases served > 6 months

FY 2001 services as of 7/03






Preplacement foster care prevention
77
64
83.12%
66
18

Postplacement foster care prevention
7
7
100.00%



Preplacement fcp cases served by home-based intensive treatment
40
32
80.00%










FY 2002 services as of 7/03






Preplacement foster care prevention
115
99
86.09%
87
38

Postplacement foster care prevention
10
10
100.00%



Preplacement fcp cases served by home-based intensive treatment 
63
49
77.78%










FY 2003 services as of 7/03






Preplacement foster care prevention
85
76
89.41%
67
31

Postplacement foster care prevention
13
12
92.31%



Preplacement fcp cases served by home-based intensive treatment
60
55
91.67%










Unduplicated count FY 2001-2003 = 230 cases served [28 of the cases (12%) entered foster care, 180 cases (78%) had services < 6 months].






Number of cases served >12 months over the three year period = 13  (6% of unduplicated total cases).  One child out of the 13 entered foster care.






Charlottesville Mandated CSA services related to the category of Foster Care Prevention








FY 2001-2003 as of 7/03








Foster Care prevention services are services that must be provided to prevent foster care when there is evidence the child or youth will likely come into care within six months without the services or if the services are provided and are unsuccessful. Children whose custody has been returned and services are needed to reduce the risk of the child's return to foster care are considered to be foster care prevention.  For this analysis, these are looked at separately.









Total # CSA cases served
# children served who did not enter or return to  foster care
Success rate

#cases served for < 6months
#cases served 6-12 months


FY 2001 services as of 7/03








Preplacement foster care prevention
68
36
52.94%

59
10


Postplacement foster care prevention
7
7
100.00%





Preplacement fcp cases served by home-based intensive treatment
51
23
45.10%














FY 2002 services as of 7/03








Preplacement foster care prevention
77
44
57.14%

67
17


Postplacement foster care prevention
8
8
100.00%





Preplacement fcp cases served by home-based intensive treatment 
54
35
64.81%














FY 2003 services as of 7/03








Preplacement foster care prevention
74
59
79.73%

75
15


Postplacement foster care prevention
15
15
100.00%





Preplacement fcp cases served by home-based intensive treatment
46
33
71.74%





Number of cases served >12 months over the three year period= 16








.0869% of the total caseload for the three years received services for more than 12 months








 These 16 cases included 9 children who were kept out of care and 7 who were successfully returned home from foster care. Of those, total costs for these services ranged $200-2000 per month, except one case, costing approximately $5000 per month. That case was served from 9/2000-4/02 with Region Ten as both the case managing agency and treatment provider. That child did come into foster care of CDSS needing placement at Cumberland and Brown Schools at approximate cost of $6000 per month to CSA and has since been placed out of foster care , receiving preventive services.












































