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Jordan Institute for Families

A1. PROCESS EVALUATION: DATA SOURCES AND METHODOLOGY

The process evaluation drew on multiple data sources including operational data routinely
collected by DSS to obtain county-level information about waiver implementation activities and
processes. The exhibit below summarizes the types of data collection methods used in this
component of the study. For each of the data sources, data collection methods and analytic strategies

are described below:

Exhibit A1.1 Process Evaluation Data Sources

Data Source Timing of Data Collection Types of Data

19 County Survey December 2001 34-item multiple choice and
Likert scale items and open-
ended questions

NC DSS biennial reviews Durham (2000) Agency self-assessment
Buncombe, 2001 NC DSS case record reviews
Wake & Wayne (2002) NC DSS survey of county

stakeholders

Waiver Implementation Focus | April 2002 Tape recordings and field
Groups notes from focus group
sessions with DSS staff in
Buncombe, Durham, Wake,
and Wayne Counties

Assisted Guardianship Focus April 2002 Tape recordings and field
Groups notes from focus group
sessions with DSS staff and
legal guardians in Durham

County
Assisted Guardianship: DSS 1998-2001 Age
child-level outcomes data &
(waiver counties only) Race

Length of stay;

Rate of re-entry
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19-County Survey

The 19-County Survey was designed to answer the question: “What kinds of services and
activities did the counties initiate as a result of their participation in the waiver?” In January 2002, the
director of each participating DSS agency designated a key informant to complete a 34-item, paper-
and-pencil survey (see the following item in this appendix). The questions used in the instrument
were based on themes identified in the evaluation team’s initial site visits. The survey’s purpose was
to quantify and standardize information on these themes across counties. The survey addressed
seven areas of agencies’ waiver-related activities that are discussed below in detail in the findings:

1. The use of IV-E funding for flexible spending, contracting, and the development
of new services or resources;

2. Agency activities implemented to meet waiver goals, within the agency and with
other members of the community, that did not necessarily require funding such
as reorganization of work structures or in-house training;

3. How resources and decision making were shared within the agency and with the
community;

4. Barriers to implementation, with a focus on the effects of staff turnover;
5. Barriers to the implementation of Assisted Guardianship;
6. The development of staff training and publicity materials about new services;

7. A summary assessment of agency experience with waiver. including
comparisons in each area among non-FFK, original FFK and 2nd round FFK
counties.

NC-DSS Biennial Reviews

These performance reviews are conducted biennially in every county to assess both
statewide child welfare outcomes and agency practice. The reports include agency self-assessments
based on county-level outcome data supplied by NC-DSS. State reviewers also conduct case record
reviews and surveys of community stakeholders. The findings of these reviews were used as

background material for the focus groups to increase facilitators’ understanding of local conditions.

Waiver Implementation and Assisted Guardianship Focus Groups

Overview of focus group methodology. Focus groups are special forms of semi-structured
group interviews used to collect qualitative data about how people feel about an issue, product or
service. Group facilitators use a standardized list of questions to obtain participants’ views on a set
of key topics. Such groups build on members’ interactions and group processes prompt members to
recall events and disclose views that they might not have in individual interviews. Participants are

recruited because they have certain characteristics in common that relate to the topic under study.
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Focus groups do not require participants to have professional expertise, only personal experience
with events or conditions that are central to the research. Ideally, focus groups are small (about eight
members) to allow all participants enough “air time” to voice their observations and opinions
(Krueger & Casey, 2000).

Waiver implementation focus groups. Focus groups are often used in multi-method projects
like the IV-E waiver demonstration evaluation to obtain vivid impressions of how interventions are
perceived by the people for whom the interventions were intended and by the professionals charged
with implementing them. For the final stage of the process evaluation, focus groups were used in
two ways. First, focus groups were conducted in four selected counties to gain information about
DSS staff perspectives on unique contributions of the waiver to system reform. Second, reports from
focus groups were integrated with information from earlier site visits, the 19-county survey, and
DSS outcome data.

Assisted guardianship focus groups. Two additional focus groups were conducted in Durham
County, the county that completed the most guardianships under the waiver, to obtain agency
workers’ and guardians’ perspectives on the implementation of assisted guardianship (AG). The AG
groups discussed different issues from the four groups that discussed overall waiver
implementation, so findings from these discussions are discussed separately below.

DSS agency focus group. The DSS group was held at the agency offices during working
hours. The program manager, the agency’s designated waiver liaison, recruited participants for this
group who had experience with guardianship. The resulting group of six people included four
experienced child welfare workers, a supervisor, and the program manager who oversaw the
implementation of the waiver. All but one of the participants had worked in child welfare for more
than four years (range: 3.5 - 21 years). Most had been in their current jobs for more than four years
(range: 2 - 17.5 years).

Among the four social workers, three had completed one or more assisted guardianships,
one worked with clients on non-subsidized guardianships. The supervisor had been responsible for
overseeing workers’ use of AG in the agency. Three of the social workers had completed eight
guardianships, nearly half of all the guardianships arranged in the county. Two workers had
completed three guardianships each; the other had attempted three guardianships and completed
two of them. The third social worker had worked extensively with conventional (i.e., unsubsidized)
guardianship cases, but had not been involved with any assisted guardianships under the waiver.
The supervisor was responsible for a unit in which some of her workers had completed several

assisted guardianships.
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The DSS focus group session was 90-minutes long. The discussion was taped; the co-
facilitator also took detailed field notes. The field notes were transcribed and used as the basis for
the thematic and content analyses of the discussion

Guardians’ focus group. The evaluation team also conducted one focus group with guardians
of children from Durham’s placement authority to obtain information about consumers’
perspectives on AG. As part of their contracts for becoming guardians, all of Durham’s 14 guardians
had signed releases and agreements that they would participate in interviews or focus groups for
the waiver evaluation.

The evaluation team followed recommended procedures for recruiting focus group
participants (Krueger & Casey, 2000). The agency provided evaluation team staff with contact
information on all 14 guardians, two of whom had since moved out-of-state without notifying
Durham DSS. Over next month, the evaluation team made repeated efforts, at different times of day,
to telephone the 12 who still lived in Durham County. In many instances, the guardians were
working more than one job, so it was difficult to find them at home. Two never responded to phone
messages. One guardian refused to participate in the focus group because she was too busy with
work and because the child had turned 18 and no longer lived at in the home.

Evaluation staff were ultimately able to contact seven guardians, six of whom agreed to
participate in the focus group. All participants were promised a $20 cash stipend for attending and
refreshments during the session. Evaluation team staff negotiated with the guardians to find a
convenient time and location for the group. The session took place in the training center of the
Durham Public Schools, a site familiar and convenient for all the participants.

The week before the date of the group, all prospective participants were sent a reminder
letter, including instructions for how to get to the meeting site and a copy of the informed consent
statement that they would sign before the discussion started. Letters were also sent out to those
guardians who never responded to the phone calls, inviting them one last time to contact the
evaluation team if they were interested in participating. The evening before the session, evaluation
staff contacted the six members who said they were coming to confirm attendance and to answer
any questions. Despite these persistent efforts to recruit them, only three guardians ultimately came

for the focus group. The guardians’ focus group followed the same procedures used in the DSS staff

group.

References

Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A. (2000). Focus Groups. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
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A.2
North Carolina
IV-E Demonstration Evaluation:
Agency Experiences Survey
(19-County Survey)
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Survey ID #
North Carolina |V-E Demonstration Evaluation:

Agency Experiences Survey
COVER SHEET

County Date

A. Please identify the staff member who took lead responsibility in completing this survey:

Name Phone( ) - E-mail
B. Please check the box (or boxes) that best describe that person’s position(s) in the agency.
(J Waiver contact person O Families for Kids coordinator
O Agency director O Program administrator
O Social work supervisor O Other (specify)

C. Please check boxes that describe the position(s) of other agency staff members whom the person identified
in Question A consulted with to complete the survey Check all that apply.

(J Waiver contact person O Families for Kids coordinator
O Agency director O Program administrator

O Social work supervisor O Frontline social worker
OOther:

If you want clarification for any questionsin this survey, please contact:

AndreaMeier, Project Coordinator
(919) 962-4366
ameier@email.unc.edu



Survey ID #
North Carolina 1V-E Demonstration Evaluation: Agency Experiences Survey

Section 1. Belowisa list of activities that participating Demonstration counties may have chosen to do to
achieve the goals of the Waiver. Please answer all the questions. If your agency did not do the activity,
check the box in thefirst column. If it did, check the box in the column under the appropriate funding
source.

We Did It Using:

Wedid Non- IV-E funds
not doit | 1V-E Funds | (e.g.,, TANF, FFK)

1. Our agency used flexible spending on a case-by-case basis (e.g., buying clothes or furniture for children,
transportation for potential kinship care providers, one-time payment of utility bills, insect extermination,
etc.) for:

a. Kinship caregivers d d a
b. Helping kids stay at home 0 0 a
2. Our agency contracted with another organization or consultant for:
a. Family support services d d a
b. Assessment of parents or children a a d
c. Adoption services a a a
d. Post-placement and/or post-adoption services a a a
e. Substance abuse services a a a
f. Mental health services a a d
g. Family reunification a a d
h. Attorneys for TPR/adoption, or other legal a a a
services
i. Other (specify) a a a
3. Our agency developed and offered new services...
a. Family support services d d a
b. Assessment of parent or child a a d
c. Adoption services a a a
d. Post-adoption services a a a
e. Substance abuse services a a a
f. Mental health services a a d
g. Family reunification a a d
h. Attorneys/legal services for TPR/adoption a a a
i. Other (specify) a a a
4. The agency increased spending to enhance a a a
supervised parental visitation
5. Our agency increased spending for foster and adoptive family services:
a. Recruitment and training a d d
b. Support and retention for individual families a a d
c. Support for foster parent associations d d d
d. Other (specify) a a a

1 v.5/11-12-01




6. Did your agency use IV-E funds for anything (other than assisted guardianship) that does not fit into
O Yes - If yes, please describe briefly

one of the categories listed in Section 1?
below. (If you need more space, use the last page of the survey.)

O No

Section 2. Belowis a list of some other activities that counties may have done to achieve the Waiver’s goals
over the past four years (1997—2001). For each activity, please check the box that best describes your

agency’s actions.

Wetried it We have now
Wewere on alimited made this new
We already doing basis but procedur e our
did not | thisbeforethe have now normal “way of
dothis | Waiver began stopped doing business’
Within the agency
7. Reorganized work structures (e.g., a a a a
established teams, consolidating units).
8. Trained social workersto focus their a a d 0
work on preventing children from
entering care, and achieving
permanency in less than a year.
9. Trained supervisorsin procedures for d d d d
accessing “flexible’ funds made
available through the Waiver.
10. Trained frontline workers in procedures a a a a
for accessing “flexible” funds made
available through the Waiver.
In the community
11. Collaborated with other community a a a d
agencies/organizations in the county
(not including paid contracts).
12. Other community agencies/ a a a a
organizations contributed funding to
activities that the agency supported with
Waiver funds.
13. Met with families & attorneys prior to a a a a
court dates to negotiate solutions for
children (e.g., Day 1 Conferences).
14. Worked with the judges to shorten the a a a a
time children remain in placement
authority.
15. Worked to overcome other barriersin a a a a
the court system.
16. Used Family Group Conferencing. a a ) d
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17. Please list any additional Waiver-related activities (except Assisted Guardianship):

Initiated in the agency:

Initiated in the community:

Section 3. Information sharing and decision making. The following section lists practices that some
agencies may have used to share information and decision-making. For each item, please check one box to

indicate how often your agency used this process

Never or Very Often
Almost Never Seldom Often or Always
18. Outcome data (e.g.,, experiences reports) and their implications were. . .
a. discussed in staff meetings. d d d d
b. used in program planning for our agency. d d d d
c. discussed with county commissioners. d d d d
d. c?r%ineidz Yat?liigrll gther community agencies and g B B B
19. Information from cost neutrality reports and itsimplications were. . .
a. discussed in staff meetings. d d d d
b. used in program planning for our agency. d d d d
c. discussed with county commissioners. d d d d
d. share_d w_ith other community agencies and d d d d
organizations.
20. We asked for ideas about how to use Waiver funds from. . .
a. frontline social workers. d d d d
b. staff in other units in our agency d d d d
C. other community agencies and organizations. d d d d

21.Briefly list below any other ways your agency has shared Waiver information and decision-making. (If you
need mor e space, please use the last page of the survey.)
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Section 4. Barriersto Waiver |mplementation

22. How would you characterize staff turnover during the Waiver period? O Low

O Moderate (O High

A magjor A minor
barrier barrier

Not a
barrier

23. Did staff turnover make it difficult for you to
complete Waiver activities dueto...

a. loss of expertise about the Waiver within in the agency.

b. a shortage of manpower

c. Other (specify)

Section 4. Barriersto Waiver Implementation (continued)

24. Below list any other barriers that significantly delayed or interfered with your agency’ s efforts to
implement the Waiver. (If you need more space, use the last page of the survey.)

Section 5. Assisted Guar dianship. Waiver counties could use assisted guardianship(AG) as an alternative
permanency option for children. However, many Waiver counties chose to use AG rarely or not at all.

= If your agency used AG less than 5 times in the past 4 years, please check the box in the column
next to each statement below that best describes whether this was true for your agency.

=»|f your agency used AG 5 times or morein the past 4 years, please go directly to Question 31.

Here are some reasons that some county agencies might Thiswastrue
have chosen not to use assisted guardianship (AG) asa for us, but not
permanency option. For each, please check only one box amajor reason
that describes the degree to which this was or was not a A major for not using Not
reason for your agency. reason AG areason
25. Our agency rarely uses any kind of guardianship for d d d
minor children.
26. Concern about what would happen to the guardians a a a
(and your agency’ s fiscal obligations to them) after the
Waiver ends.
27. Had no children in care that were appropriate a a d
candidates for AG.
28. Believed that the state wanted us to be very sparing and d d d
cautious in the use of this option.
29. Reimbursement rates for AG were initially too low. d d d
30. Other (specify) d d d
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Section 6. Waiver-related Training and Publicity M aterials Please check one box for each of the
following statements to indicate how many individual pieces (e.g., documents, posters, brochures, tapes)

your agency developed in that area.

Our agency developed. . . None lor2 3or4 | 5or more
31. written training materials to help staff understand 0 0 0 0
how the Waiver worked.
32. publicity materials to promote programs funded by A A A A
the Waiver.

Section 7. Summary of your agency’s experience with the Waiver. Please check one box for each of

the following statements to indicate how strongly you agree or disagree...

Strongly Strongly
agree Agree | Disagree | disagree
33. Before the Demonstration started, our agency was a a a d
already doing most or al of the things we did to achieve
Waiver goals.
34. Overall, participating in the Waiver was good for our d d d d
agency

Please use the space below for any additional comments you would like to make about any aspect of the
Waiver Demonstration. (If you need more space, please use the back of this page.)

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Pleasereturn it by the attached stamped, return-addressed envelope no later than [Date]
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A3. COUNTY SUMMARIES

This appendix includes analyses at the county level for each of the 19 Title IV-E waiver
demonstration counties in North Carolina. These analyses are similar to the outcome analyses in the
body of the evaluation report and are described briefly below. Although the Title IV- E waiver
demonstration was designed to detect the overall impact of the waiver in the 19-county group, it is
informative to view this information for individual counties. However, readers should not interpret
these analyses as the final word on the impact of the waiver in an individual county. To assess the
effects in a specific county, the analysis results must be put into the complex circumstances in the
individual county, a task most appropriately pursued by self-evaluation teams in each county. In
making this assessment, the results presented here should be compared to a matched comparison

county.

County Activities Funded by the Waiver
The first exhibit for each county describes the waiver plan activities and the year the plan
was approved, as well as plan amendment activities and year(s) approved. Data for these tables

were obtained from waiver plan and plan amendment documents.

Survival Analysis for Probability of Entering Placement Authority

The second exhibit for each county estimates the probability of placement for children in the
county. Data used for this analysis, , are from North Carolina’s longitudinal child abuse and neglect
file (CANS file) derived from North Carolina’s Central Registry of Child Abuse and Neglect.
Although these analyses include only children who experienced a first incident of abuse and/or
neglect during state fiscal year 1995-96 (SFY96) through SFYO01, the data track all child welfare
experiences for these children subsequent to the first substantiated report. Changes in the likelihood
of placement are reported for groups or cohorts of children within each county who have a
substantiated report of abuse or neglect for the first time in each fiscal year, thus describing trend
changes in the county for this outcome. The results provided in the table, calculated using survival
analysis, give the estimated likelihood that these children will subsequently enter DSS custody
within specified time frames. The estimates are based on four time frames—six months, one year,

one and one-half years, and two years.
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Multivariate Modeling for Probability of Entering Placement Authority

The third exhibit presents the results from a Cox proportional hazards model that estimated
a comparative likelihood of placement for groups of children by state fiscal year of initial
substantiation. The model adjusted for differences in age, gender, and race across the years. The
reference groups selected for each variable in the model are: infants birth to 1 year at time of initial
substantiation, male, white children, and children with an initial substantiation in SFY94. The
column labeled “Exp(B) ” provides the relative risk that a child with the selected characteristic will
enter placement compared to children in the reference group. For example, the analysis for SFY94
represents how much more (or less) likely children were to enter placement compared to children
with an initial substantiation in that year. A number greater than 1.00 signifies a greater likelihood of
placement while a number smaller than 1 indicates that a child in the selected year was less likely to
enter placement. An Exp(B) equal to 1.23 means that the child is about 23% more likely to enter

placement.

Survival Analysis for Probability of Exiting Placement Authority

The fourth exhibit provides estimates of how long children remain in care, as well as the
number of children who initially entered placement in the county in SFY95 through SFY0L1. The data
table and corresponding line graph give the number of days at which an estimated 25% and 50% of
children remain in placement authority. The 50% estimate gives the median number of days in care
and identifies the time period when half of the children remain in care and half have exited. One can
observe whether the number of days shown has increased or decreased for children entering
placement in the years before and during the waiver. The 25% estimate reflects longer-term
placements and whether the number of days has increased or decreased over the years shown.
Again using survival analysis techniques, these results are based on following each SFY cohort of
children over time. For some counties in the later years, there is insufficient follow-up time to get a

measure of days at which only 25% of children remain in care. The cells in these tables are blank.

Multivariate Model for Probability of Exiting Placement Authority

The fifth table presents Cox proportional hazards models to estimate the comparative
likelihood that children will exit placement authority by year of initial entry, controlling for age,
gender, and race. The results in this table are interpreted in the same way as those in the probability

of placement Cox models. The analysis uses SFY94 as the reference year, and each estimate for
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subsequent years represents how much more, or less, likely children are to exit placement compared

to that cohort.

Likelihood of Entry Into and Exit from Placement

The sixth exhibit in the county summary depicts in graphic form differences in probability of
entry into placement and probability of exit from placement, as well as changes in these probabilities
since the initial waiver year SFY98. Since often the overall length of stay for children in a county is
related to the likelihood of placement in the county, this exhibit provides the reader with a graphical
display to assess whether this relationship is true in each county. Using Cox Proportional Hazards
models, the results provide relative risk of placement looking only at waiver years. The line for
probability of placement plots the relative risk of placement, comparing SFY99, SFY00, and SFYO01 to
the reference year SFY98. The line for probability of exit plots the probability of exit, comparing
SFY99, SFY00, and SFYO01 to the reference year SFY98. The multivariate results are interpreted in the

same manner as described in the probability of placement section.

Reentry to Placement

The sixth exhibit in the county summary provides a graph describing re-entry to placement
for children by year of exit from the initial placement. Each line on the graph represents the group of
children who exited in a year and shows the number of days and estimated proportion of children
returning to care. The graph represents survival analysis results following children for 540 days, or

one and one-half years, after exit from placement authority.

Cost Data

The seventh and final exhibit for each county provides information on the cost of licensed
care as well cost for program administration. The data are presented by month in which the costs
were incurred. To determine cost neutrality, North Carolina used the month in which the payment
was made (which lags by one the month in which the costs were incurred). Costs for licensed care or
program administration incurred in June 1995 were paid in July 1995, and therefore, would be

shown as part of the program costs for SFY96.

The particular cost elements presented are:
Number of Children in Licensed Care: This indicates the number of Title IV-E eligible

children in licensed care each month.
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Federal Share of Maintenance Cost for Title IV-E Eligible Children: This column
contains the IV-E federal share of the cost for children in licensed care.

Federal Share of Title IV-E Administrative Costs: This column reflects the federal
share of program administrative costs for 1V-E eligible children as well as federal funds
spent used as part of the trust accounts or used for flexible spending.

Number of Non-Title IV-E Eligible Children in Licensed Care: This column indicates
the number of non-I1V-E eligible children in licensed care whose maintenance costs were
partially covered by IV-E funds as part of the state’s reinvestment strategy.

Federal Share of Maintenance Cost for Non-Title IV-E Eligible Children: This column
reports the amount of IV-E funds used to cover the cost of out-of-home care for non-
Title 1V-E eligible children. These funds were used as part of the state’s reinvestment

strategy.
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Oct-98
Nov-98
Dec-98
Jan-99
Feb-99
Mar-99
Apr-99
May-99
Jun-99
Jul-99
Aug-99
Sep-99
Oct-99
Nov-99
Dec-99
Jan-00
Feb-00
Mar-00
Apr-00
May-00
Jun-00
Jul-00
Aug-00
Sep-00
Oct-00
Nov-00
Dec-00
Jan-01
Feb-01
Mar-01
Apr-01
May-01
Jun-01
Jul-01
Aug-01
Sep-01
Oct-01
Nov-01
Dec-01
Jan-02
Feb-02
Mar-02
Apr-02
May-02

30
28
29
23
23
26
29
33
33
28
28
29
29
30
25
26
41
37
33
36
36
36
33
31
22
31
25
25
22
22
19
24
21
24
20
17
16
17
18
15
17
17
18
16

$17,249
$14,464
$14,562
$16,944
$18,239
$19,366
$19,102
$19,949
$20,564
$20,450
$21,815
$27,297
$24,158
$20,155
$18,080
$20,490
$23,518
$30,155
$28,344
$30,377
$31,420
$32,243
$30,802
$24,685
$26,689
$29,337
$23,124
$20,625
$17,930
$16,531
$13,953
$10,635
$4,890
$5,028
$4,945
$5,598
$6,668
$4,566
$11,154
$3,737
$6,472
$11,900
$17,158
$7,201

$22,929
$16,342
$12,159
$11,726
$14,533
$16,977
$18,032
$15,444
$14,273
$11,241
$13,932
$19,310
$14,960
$17,638
$21,153
$16,282
$18,062
$25,067
$15,025
$16,566
$15,161
$13,673
$14,778
$18,648
$13,728
$15,046
$13,955
$12,286
$18,459
$4,636
$6,332
$15,094
$12,982
$14,384
$6,365
$5.814
$5/433
$4,341
$7117
$10,106
$7,625
$12,481
$8,928
$27,727

23
19
18
18
17
21
16
15
14
15
18
21
22
25
21
22
21
21
22
27
27
24
21
17
11
19
16
17
15
10
20
14
11

14
15
11
14
15
15
15
18
21

$4,936
$4,422
$4,023
$3915
$4,057
$4,204
$3,691
$3,016
$3,196
$3221
$3,736
$4,253
$4,798
$5,239
$4,439
$4,294
$4,746
$4,627
$4,947
$5,209
$6,068
$5,359
$4,664
$3,970
$2,484
$4,426
$3,301
$3,630
$2,971
$2,436
$3,775
$3,201
$2,193
$1,704
$2,146
$3,239
$3,561
$2,621
$3,036
$3,155
$3,549
$3,549
$3,989
$4,701
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Wake County

County

Year plan was
approved

Activity

Wake

1997

Discretionary funds to be used on a case-by-case basis to keep
children in their homes or support kin caregivers

Funding for services from Children's Home Society or Another
Choice for recruitment and preparation of adoptive families for
special needs children (contract)

Funding pool to divert 12 children from foster care and enable
them to be reunited with birth families/kin

1998

Methodist Children's Homes family preservation services
(contract)

1999

Funding for implementation of Family Group Conferencing
(contract)

2000

Volunteer Families for Children respite care services for families
under CPS investigations (contract)

Funds for educational materials for a resource library for
foster/adoptive families and kin caregivers

Funding for 2nd Family Group Conferencing facilitator position
(contract)

Funding to cover expenses and speaker's fees for workshop to
help staff and community partners recruit new foster and adoptive
families

Funding for speaker's fee and costs for a 2-day workshop for
foster parents with Kenneth Watson

Legal services to obtain naturalized citizenship for a foster child
who will be adopted (contract)

2001

Funding to cover costs for arranging adoption for a child in South
Carolina

Funding for social worker services to complete profiles on
children free for adoption (contract)

Funding for Lutheran Family services to complete adoptions for
children in their foster homes (contract)

Funding to pay for adoption coordinator and support staff sited in
Methodist Homes for Children to complete adoptions for Wake
County kids (contract)

2002

Delafield marketing services: Campaign for Kids to recruit of
foster and adoptive families, including-photoshoot, newspaper
inserts, billboards, videos, and other publicity materials,
coordinated with Family to Family recruitment efforts in targeted
neighborhoods (contract)
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Probability of Placement

Wake 1996 1997 1998 988 2000 2001
Estimated % entering at 180 days 11 8 12 12 12 12
Estimated % entering at 360 days 13 11 13 14 14 14
Estimated % entering at 540 days 15 12 15 14 15 16
Estimated % entering at 720 days 17 14 16 15 16 16

Results of Multivariate Model -- Entering Placement
Wake County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)
Age at first subrpt 38.210 3 0.000
0-1 years (reference)
2-5 years -0.681 0.082 68.485 1 0.000 0.506
6-11 years -1.002 0.086  134.343 1 0.000 0.367
12-20 years -0.943 0.104 81.696 1 0.000 0.390
Gender (male reference) 0.056 0.065 0.736 1 0.391 1.057
Race 73.616 2 0.000
White (reference)
Black 0.637 0.079 64.503 1 0.000 1.891
Other 0.054 0.157 0.121 1 0.728 1.056
SFY of first subrpt 2.911 7 0.893
SFY94 (reference)
SFY95 0.017 0.120 0.020 1 0.889 1.017
SFY96 0.091 0.124 0.542 1 0.461 1.096
SFY97 -0.100 0.137 0.534 1 0.465 0.904
SFY98 0.028 0.123 0.054 1 0.817 1.029
SFY99 -0.034 0.127 0.071 1 0.790 0.967
SFY00 0.017 0.131 0.017 1 0.895 1.017
SFYOT1 0.105 0.149 0.499 1 0.480 1.111
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Children in Wake County -- Length of Stay in Placement Authority

Jordan Institute for Families

2000
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0
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
== # days with 25% still in care 1745 1380 1399 1152 1136
=== # days with 50% still in care 819 537 788 714 616 608 531
# of children entering in sfy 230 221 232 212 214 191 143
Results of Multivariate Model — Exiting Placement
Wake County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)
Age at entry 19.853 3 0.000
Age 0-1 (reference)
Age 2-5 -0.167 0.075 4.903 1 0.027 0.846
Age 6-11 -0.343 0.077 19.749 1 0.000 0.710
Age 12-20 -0.183 0.085 4.656 1 0.031 0.833
Gender (male reference) -0.020 0.056 0.123 1 0.726 0.980
Race 21.408 2 0.000
White (reference)
Black -0.304 0.068 20.165 1 0.000 0.738
Other -0.082 0.135 0.370 1 0.543 0.921
SFY of entry 36.055 7 0.000
SFY94 (reference)
SFY95 -0.140 0.101 1.895 1 0.169 0.870
SFY96 0.199 0.102 3.792 1 0.051 1.220
SFY97 0.060 0.104 0.333 1 0.564 1.062
SFY98 0.180 0.108 2.786 1 0.095 1.198
SFY99 0.282 0.109 6.659 1 0.010 1.326
SFY00 0.116 0.124 0.870 1 0.351 1.123
SFYO1 0.623 0.147 17.975 1 0.000 1.865
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Relative Risks

Likelihood of Placement and Exit from Placement - Wake

Jordan Institute for Families
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Wake County Cost Data

Number of Children in

Licensed Care

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for

Federal Share of IV-E
Administrative Costs

Jordan Institute for Families

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for
Non- IV-E Eligible

Number of Non-IV-E
Eligible Children in
Licensed Care

Jun-95
Jul-95
Aug-95
Sep-95
Oct-95
Nov-95
Dec-95
Jan-96
Feb-96
Mar-96
Apr-96
May-96
Jun-96
Jul-96
Aug-96
Sep-96
Oct-96
Nov-96
Dec-96
Jan-97
Feb-97
Mar-97
Apr-97
May-97
Jun-97
Jul-97
Aug-97
Sep-97
Oct-97
Nov-97
Dec-97
Jan-98
Feb-98
Mar-98
Apr-98
May-98
Jun-98
Jul-98
Aug-98
Sep-98

232
246
247
251
264
264
260
260
259
250
264
258
261
249
252
258
268
261
256
275
272
273
275
281
290
262
246
243
242
251
257
265
248
251
246
249
256
239
232
247

IV-E Eligible Children

$95,964
$94,861
$100,199
$105,473
$104,364
$124,994
$102,754
$104,593
$103,409
$110,031
$134,465
$110,686
$109,359
$102,230
$102,183
$126,266
$109,135
$113,041
$107,010
$121,996
$115,828
$111,549
$128,384
$105,888
$118,573
$111,081
$97,416
$107,544
$106,790
$105,705
$112,660
$113,041
$114,821
$116,411
$159,839
$118,105
$122,065
$113,384
$108,684
$140,496

$69,128
$43,336
$49,232
$48,217
$47,117
$46,160
$49,772
$51,532
$52,135
$52,791
$55,968
$59,654
$69,764
$57,754
$68,493
$48,526
$61,738
$66,199
$62,640
$62,141
$63,030
$64,019
$61,619
$61,101
$68,695
$64,252
$64,743
$62,434
$66,007
$77,444
$82,815
$82,699
$91,109
$88,938
$81,753
$87,311
$89,875
$81,983
$82,479
$87,575

Children
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Oct-98
Nov-98
Dec-98
Jan-99
Feb-99
Mar-99
Apr-99
May-99
Jun-99
Jul-99
Aug-99
Sep-99
Oct-99
Nov-99
Dec-99
Jan-00
Feb-00
Mar-00
Apr-00
May-00
Jun-00
Jul-00
Aug-00
Sep-00
Oct-00
Nov-00
Dec-00
Jan-01
Feb-01
Mar-01
Apr-01
May-01
Jun-01
Jul-01
Aug-01
Sep-01
Oct-01
Nov-01
Dec-01
Jan-02
Feb-02
Mar-02
Apr-02
May-02

243
232
233
224
256
254
258
253
256
267
267
267
262
249
250
228
229
231
233
227
226
225
219
205
197
192
190
191
190
191
191
183
177
176
167
121
136
134
131
122
118
113
118
106

$127,285
$122,478
$123,799
$125,561
$129,339
$132,518
$154,526
$121,666
$127,797
$136,709
$140,204
$149,321
$162,427
$138,281
$141,839
$129,211
$130,661
$146,925
$129,910
$115,178
$121,756
$121,011
$125,413
$122,535
$122,058
$127,635
$111,955
$109,945
$122,418
$118,803
$129,458
$104,518
$104,678
$102,726
$94,905
$77,842
$77,433
$77,581
$79,360
$73,526
$63,930
$65,314
$72,350
$71,150

$96,734
$92,720
$94,512
$91,666
$87,850
$96,180
$94,478
$92,663
$113,821
$100,253
$92,448
$78,114
$89,309
$85,309
$84,533
$93,950
$84,020
$68,342
$75,836
$78,529
$78,905
$81,801
$73,901
$73,353
$82,394
$97,002
$85,226
$93,607
$106,040
$98,302
$95,117
$115,618
$119,151
$96,038
$102,548
$109,296
$90,282
$87,180
$73,451
$86,978
$83,186
$88,326
$91,439
$68,444

87
82
78
80
114
116
105
101
99
96
88
76
81
85
87
86
91
89
81
89
91
96
88
86
84
79
80
82
83
80
86
76
82
72
64
97
101
115
113
116
133
137
138
146

$19,252
$18,191
$17,390
$17,737
$25,718
$25,649
$24,050
$23,309
$21,855
$20,950
$19,668
$16,453
$17,143
$17,496
$18,795
$18,669
$19,308
$19,049
$17,530
$19,309
$20,253
$20,213
$19,155
$18,187
$17,704
$17,691
$17,872
$17,940
$17,670
$17,594
$19,203
$17,286
$16,936
$15,5901
$14,214
$20,930
$22,631
$24,247
$24,539
$24,987
$27,958
$29,935
$28,561
$30,654
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Wayne County

County Year plan was Activity
approved
Wayne 1998 Funds for drug testing for caretakers suspected of being substance
abusers
Discretionary fund for non-recurring expenses for individual
families to help children stay in their homes
1999 Methodist Homes for Children: Intensive family preservation
services (contract)
Methodist Homes for Children: substance abuse treatment
services for adults (contract)
2000 Discretionary funds to be used on a case-by-case basis to keep
children in their homes or support kin caregivers
Ergo Solve training services to provide training and skill
development for adolescent children in foster care (contract)
2001 Methodist Homes for Children: salary for a foster care specialist,

and to provide specialized training to establish 10 specialized
foster homes for children who were residing outside of Wayne
County with the goal of expediting reunification (contract)
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Probability of Placement

Wayne 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Estimated % entering at 180 days 15 11 8 8 5 7
Estimated % entering at 360 days 16 12 10 9 6 7
Estimated % entering at 540 days 16 13 11 10 7 8
Estimated % entering at 720 days 17 13 11 10 7 8
Results of Multivariate Model -- Entering Placement

Wayne County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)

Age at first subrpt 38.210 3 0.000

0-1 years (reference)

2-5 years -0.853 0.139 37.531 1 0.000 0.426

6-11 years -0.928 0.138 45.097 1 0.000 0.395

12-20 years -0.942 0.177 28.215 1 0.000 0.390

Gender (male reference) -0.031 0.107 0.086 1 0.770 0.969

Race 6.535 2 0.038

White (reference)

Black 0.293 0.116 6.394 1 0.011 1.340

Other 0.251 0.212 1.399 1 0.237 1.285

SFY of first subrpt 31.994 7 0.000

SFY94 (reference)

SFY95 0.131 0.181 0.525 1 0.469 1.140

SFY96 0.108 0.196 0.304 1 0.581 1.114

SFY97 -0.112 0.219 0.260 1 0.610 0.894

SFY98 -0.181 0.214 0.716 1 0.398 0.835

SFY99 -0.478 0.224 4.525 1 0.033 0.620

SFY00 -0.770 0.239 10.340 1 0.001 0.463

SFYO1 -0.656 0.230 8.139 1 0.004 0.519
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900

Children in Wayne County --

Length of Stay in Placement Authority

Jordan Institute for Families
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g 4 days with 25% still in care
el # days with 50% still in care

# of children entering in sfy

765
388
111

778
302
76

223
115
64

455
222
41

623
184
46

378
146
36

161
52

Results of Multivariate Model — Exiting Placement
Wayne County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)
Age at entry 17.674 3 0.001
Age 0-1 (reference)
Age 2-5 0.254 0.126 4.040 1 0.044 1.289
Age 6-11 0.220 0.118 3.470 1 0.062 1.246
Age 12-20 -0.349 0.153 5.229 1 0.022 0.705
Gender (male reference) 0.152 0.094 2.614 1 0.106 1.164
Race 3.444 2 0.179
White (reference)
Black -0.176 0.108 2.678 1 0.102 0.838
Other -0.260 0.177 2.159 1 0.142 0.771
SFY of entry 25.850 7 0.001
SFY94 (reference)
SFY95 0.016 0.145 0.012 1 0.914 1.016
SFY96 0.116 0.160 0.521 1 0.470 1.123
SFY97 0.656 0.170 14.876 1 0.000 1.928
SFY98 0.343 0.205 2.789 1 0.095 1.409
SFY99 0.404 0.195 4.280 1 0.039 1.497
SFY00 0.586 0.215 7.410 1 0.006 1.796
SFYOT1 0.435 0.203 4.575 1 0.032 1.544
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Relative Risks

14

Jordan Institute for Families

Likelihood of Placement and Exit from Placement - Wayne
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Wayne County Cost Data

Number of Children in

Licensed Care

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for

Federal Share of IV-E
Administrative Costs

Jordan Institute for Families

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for
Non- IV-E Eligible

Number of Non-IV-E
Eligible Children in
Licensed Care

Jun-95
Jul-95
Aug-95
Sep-95
Oct-95
Nov-95
Dec-95
Jan-96
Feb-96
Mar-96
Apr-96
May-96
Jun-96
Jul-96
Aug-96
Sep-96
Oct-96
Nov-96
Dec-96
Jan-97
Feb-97
Mar-97
Apr-97
May-97
Jun-97
Jul-97
Aug-97
Sep-97
Oct-97
Nov-97
Dec-97
Jan-98
Feb-98
Mar-98
Apr-98
May-98
Jun-98
Jul-98
Aug-98
Sep-98

45
43
42
50
56
54
56
55
57
57
49
62
55
51
46
45
52
50
46
46
45
40
35
33
34
32
31
31
32
29
27
26
24
21
21
18
16
13
20
26

IV-E Eligible Children

$9,423
$10,225
$10,422
$15,165
$17,282
$19,086
$17,446
$20,363
$19,142
$18,543
$15,588
$16,999
$16,300
$13,195
$14,541
$15,056
$14,834
$16,118
$15,160
$13,997
$14,164
$13,355
$12,378
$11,930
$11,719
$10,791
$14,994
$14,261
$14,989
$12,282
$10,250
$9,933
$9,640
$8,901
$8,711
$6,585
$4,608
$3576
$6,884
$9,853

$1,025
$3,228
$3,238
$3,310
$3,886
$4,572
$4,379
$5,046
$5,437
$920
$235
-$2,134
$375
$141
$439
$5,422
$5,685
$4,894
$6,902
$7,009
$12,504
$8,415
$7,836
$5513
$7,793
$4,465
$4,451
$4,894
$3,445
$5,989
$28,641
$77

-$15,386

$69

$69

$133
$20,905
$12,603

Children
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Oct-98
Nov-98
Dec-98
Jan-99
Feb-99
Mar-99
Apr-99
May-99
Jun-99
Jul-99
Aug-99
Sep-99
Oct-99
Nov-99
Dec-99
Jan-00
Feb-00
Mar-00
Apr-00
May-00
Jun-00
Jul-00
Aug-00
Sep-00
Oct-00
Nov-00
Dec-00
Jan-01
Feb-01
Mar-01
Apr-01
May-01
Jun-01
Jul-01
Aug-01
Sep-01
Oct-01
Nov-01
Dec-01
Jan-02
Feb-02
Mar-02
Apr-02
May-02

28
26
22
24
24
25
38
33
34
38
39
41
32
34
40
33
33
31
23
17
20
23
26
24
24
24
28
23
25
38
37
37
31
23
20
27
21
20
13
14
12
20
21
20

$12,397
$8,109
$7,568
$7,208
$6,974
$7,262
$8,762
$6,874
$8,185
$9,158
$13,029
$14,662
$15,286
$14,848
$17,329
$15,257
$15,147
$14,045
$9,784
$8,975
$13,304
$15,281
$18,899
$15,455
$13,991
$17,178
$16,643
$17,419
$18,632
$18,664
$18,172
$20,133
$19,270
$12,987
$12,980
$13,223
$6,336
$5,625
$4,111
$4,405
$5,317
$6,388
$4,412
$4,380

$9,878
$10,872
$11,752
$10,699
$9,606
$9,178
$11,160
$12,527
$8,311
$13,259
$7,222
$1,786
$869
$5,036
$9,966
$15,498
$9,261
$19,045
$11,955
$21,668
$14,107
$17,107
$17,850
$20,294
$20,385
$17,308
$19,104
$20,926
$22,389
$15,420
$12,096
$11,662
$11,463
$9,988
$9,961
$9,710
$11,584
$7,848
$8,821
$10,870
$10,966
$12,674
$10,104
$13,025
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11
10
10
12
12
21
22
19
20
22

$3,985
$4,897
$4,691
$3,978
$2,724
$2,481
$2,915
$2,027
$2,389
$1,668
$1,090
$1,047
$787
$1,047
$1,047
$522
$777
$784
$784
$726
$1,180
$1,305
$1,108
$1,305
$1,122
$683
$459
$449
$347
$47
$47

$159
$1,337
$1,903
$2,053
$1,903
$2,283
$2,491
$3,966
$4,442
$3,698
$4,411
$4,635
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Yadkin County

County Year plan was Activity
approved
Yadkin 2000 Discretionary funds to be used on a case-by-case basis to keep

children in their homes or support kin caregivers

Funding for new, fulltime position: full time social
worker/prevention worker for high risk families, newly reunified
families, families with substantiated neglect or abuse, and
assessment of adoptive families (increase placement resources)

Funds to cover costs of enhanced training program for foster and
adoptive parents

Funds to cover costs of organizing foster parent association

Funds to cover costs of community educational event for agency
staff, schools, foster and adoptive parents and other community
stake holders

Psychotherapy services for birth families coping with children’s
transition to permanent placements, and for post-placement
support (contract)

Children’s Home Society: assessment services for prospective
adoptive families on waiting list (contract)

Bi-lingual psychotherapy services for at-risk families (contract)

Diane Delafield marketing services: foster & adoptive parent
recruitment campaign and miscellaneous campaign costs for PR
media at community events(contract)

Speakers fees for national speaker at community rally and recruit
foster and adoptive parents (contract)

Crossroads Behavioral Healthcare: training services for
specialized foster parents (contract)
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Probability of Placement

Yadkin 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Estimated % entering at 180 days 18 16 20 19 17 23
Estimated % entering at 360 days 22 18 26 20 26 25
Estimated % entering at 540 days 22 18 26 22 33 36
Estimated % entering at 720 days 22 18 26 22 35 36
Results of Multivariate Model -- Entering Placement

Yadkin County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)

Age at first subrpt 38.210 3 0.000

0-1 years (reference)

2-5 years -0.317 0.173 3.364 1 0.067 0.728

6-11 years -0.855 0.188 20.698 1 0.000 0.425

12-20 years -0.623 0.209 8.891 1 0.003 0.536

Gender (male reference) 0.028 0.134 0.044 1 0.833 1.029

Race 1.171 2 0.557

White (reference)

Black 0.202 0.219 0.847 1 0.357 1.224

Other 0.140 0.202 0.481 1 0.488 1.151

SFY of first subrpt 9.443 7 0.222

SFY94 (reference)

SFY95 -0.407 0.312 1.705 1 0.192 0.665

SFY96 -0.354 0.281 1.592 1 0.207 0.702

SFY97 -0.436 0.272 2.570 1 0.109 0.646

SFY98 -0.055 0.251 0.048 1 0.827 0.947

SFY99 -0.139 0.255 0.296 1 0.587 0.870

SFYO00 0.136 0.255 0.283 1 0.594 1.145

SFYO1 0.159 0.265 0.359 1 0.549 1.172
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Children in Yadkin County -- Length of Stay in Placement Authority

1200
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1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
=& # days with 25% still in care 860 1042 863 977 657 851
=== # days with 50% still in care 368 333 469 773 502 385 453
# of children entering in sfy 42 24 29 32 44 42 39
Results of Multivariate Model — Exiting Placement
Yadkin County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)
Age at entry 11.486 3 0.009
Age 0-1 (reference)
Age 2-5 0.203 0.186 1.200 0.273 1.226
Age 6-11 0.058 0.217 0.070 0.791 1.059
Age 12-20 0.635 0.211 9.097 0.003 1.888
Gender (male reference) 0.257 0.137 3.489 1 0.062 1.293
Race 19.709 2 0.000
White (reference)
Black -0.348 0.242 2.063 1 0.151 0.706
Other 0.911 0.223 16.689 1 0.000 2.487
SFY of entry 9.145 7 0.242
SFY94 (reference)
SFY95 -0.190 0.236 0.646 1 0.421 0.827
SFY96 -0.594 0.301 3.888 1 0.049 0.552
SFY97 -0.407 0.268 2.313 1 0.128 0.665
SFY98 -0.645 0.267 5.861 1 0.015 0.525
SFY99 -0.216 0.242 0.797 1 0.372 0.806
SFY00 -0.508 0.265 3.658 1 0.056 0.602
SFYOT1 -0.410 0.298 1.893 1 0.169 0.664

Page A-121



Jordan Institute for Families

Relative Risks

Likelihood of Placement and Exit from Placement - Yadkin
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Yadkin County Cost Data

Number of Children in

Licensed Care

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for

Federal Share of IV-E
Administrative Costs

Jordan Institute for Families

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for
Non- IV-E Eligible

Number of Non-IV-E
Eligible Children in
Licensed Care

Jun-95
Jul-95
Aug-95
Sep-95
Oct-95
Nov-95
Dec-95
Jan-96
Feb-96
Mar-96
Apr-96
May-96
Jun-96
Jul-96
Aug-96
Sep-96
Oct-96
Nov-96
Dec-96
Jan-97
Feb-97
Mar-97
Apr-97
May-97
Jun-97
Jul-97
Aug-97
Sep-97
Oct-97
Nov-97
Dec-97
Jan-98
Feb-98
Mar-98
Apr-98
May-98
Jun-98
Jul-98
Aug-98
Sep-98

18
22
21
20
20
21
20
17
20
23
21
18
17
16
20
20
16
18
15
17
15
15
15
16
17
19
16
18
19
17
17
16
16
17
16
15
19
25
26
27

IV-E Eligible Children

$8,910
$9,647
$9,493
$9,731
$9,497
$10,828
$10,775
$10,121
$13,029
$13,793
$12,356
$7,997
$9,130
$8,412
$9,012
$8,800
$7,645
$5,997
$5,838
$8,996
$8,594
$10,486
$10,936
$10,839
$11,734
$10,484
$11,829
$11,097
$14,493
$10,228
$11,759
$9,964
$10,014
$9,855
$11,489
$9,809
$10,010
$11,223
$12,076
$13,481

$3,096
$2,797
$2,731
$2,305
$2,817
$2,622
$2,955
$3,631
$2,666
$3,053
$3,558
$2,393
$2,240
$2,465
$2,397
$1,996
$1.325
$2,690
$2,331
$2,545
$2,764
$2,052
$1.876
$1535
$2,041
$2,488
$1,995
$1,803
$2,395
$3,010
$2,743
$3,850
$2,488
$2,348
$4,342
$3,364
$3,084
$4,639
$3,859
$4,196

Children
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Oct-98
Nov-98
Dec-98
Jan-99
Feb-99
Mar-99
Apr-99
May-99
Jun-99
Jul-99
Aug-99
Sep-99
Oct-99
Nov-99
Dec-99
Jan-00
Feb-00
Mar-00
Apr-00
May-00
Jun-00
Jul-00
Aug-00
Sep-00
Oct-00
Nov-00
Dec-00
Jan-01
Feb-01
Mar-01
Apr-01
May-01
Jun-01
Jul-01
Aug-01
Sep-01
Oct-01
Nov-01
Dec-01
Jan-02
Feb-02
Mar-02
Apr-02
May-02

31
35
30
30
28
29
31
32
28
30
30
28
26
28
25
25
26
25
25
25
24
22
26
28
29
28
30
23
22
21
26
21
20
22
35
30
29
28
28
27
28
28
27
25

$15,567
$23,219
$20,132
$18,450
$17,370
$19,121
$18,226
$18,046
$20,038
$17,651
$17,639
$17,434
$17,002
$16,816
$14,415
$12,016
$10,730
$13,837
$13,951
$9,118
$11,112
$11,108
$12,020
$14,339
$13,279
$14,648
$11,630
$10,236
$11,573
$17,039
$21,946
$21,682
$23,353
$22,801
$31,175
$30,947
$30,746
$26,761
$29,785
$28,535
$24,025
$25,292
$20,119
$19,205

$3,782
$4,503
$4,015
$4,602
$3,545
$4,238
$4,368
$3,332
$3,479
$3,019
$4,277
$3,635
$4,731
$4,003
$3,805
$3,740
$3,787
$2,583
$3,480
$3,828
$2,914
$4,349
$4,191
$3,957
$2,955
$2,945
$3,779
$3371
$5,332
$4,260
$7218
$7,081
$8,304
$6,146
$8,480
$10,303
$7,987
$6,599
$8,840
$9,271
$9,760
$8,409
$7,219
$8,193

$2,397
$2,535
$2,353
$2,249
$2,072
$2,245
$2,271
$2479
$2,384
$2,618
$1.873
$1,722
$1,399
$1,265
$1412
$1,492
$2,149
$2,862
$2,895
$2,634
$2,134
$2,084
$2,196
$3,281
$3,064
$3,773
$4,199
$4,210
$4,303
$4,001
$4,923
$5,223
$5,299
$4,654
$4,932
$6,516
$6,332
$7,067
$6,475
$6,393
$6,728
$6,861
$6,934
$7,100
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Yancey County

County Year plan was Activity
approved
Yancey 2000 Discretionary funds to be used on a case-by-case basis to keep

children in their homes or support kin caregivers

Attorney’s fees for mother to obtain custody, prevent child from
entering care

Eliada Homes for Children and Families: prevention and post-
reunification in-home family support services (contract)
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Probability of Placement

Yancey 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Estimated % entering at 180 days 16 30 30 26 28 30
Estimated % entering at 360 days 33 37 33 29 35 34
Estimated % entering at 540 days 33 39 36 29 35 34
Estimated % entering at 720 days 35 39 36 31 35 34
Results of Multivariate Model -- Entering Placement

Yancey County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)

Age at first subrpt 38.210 3 0.211

0-1 years (reference)

2-5 years -0.276 0.247 1.248 1 0.264 0.759

6-11 years 0.079 0.232 0.115 1 0.735 1.082

12-20 years 0.216 0.255 0.721 1 0.396 1.242

Gender (male reference) -0.133 0.160 0.694 1 0.405 0.875

Race 20.460 2 0.000

White (reference)

Black 1.586 0.761 4.342 1 0.037 4.883

Other 1.104 0.265 17.335 1 0.000 3.017

SFY of first subrpt 4.389 7 0.734

SFY94 (reference)

SFY95 0.241 0.423 0.325 1 0.569 1.273

SFY96 0.214 0.418 0.262 1 0.609 1.239

SFY97 0.670 0.402 2.787 1 0.095 1.955

SFY98 0.514 0.394 1.705 1 0.192 1.673

SFY99 0.368 0.380 0.939 1 0.332 1.445

SFY00 0.545 0.387 1.983 1 0.159 1.725

SFYO1 0.365 0.392 0.866 1 0.352 1.440
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Children in Yancey County -- Length of Stay in Placement Authority

700
600 -
500 A
[
>
[
[a] 400 A
ks
g
c 300 A
=}
z
200 A
100 -
0
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
== # days with 25% still in care 650 396 274 550 250 659
=== # days with 50% still in care 627 276 185 238 175 171
# of children entering in sfy 10 17 36 35 36 37 42

Results of Multivariate Model — Exiting Placement
Yancey County B SE Wald df Sig Exp(B)
Age at entry 3.050 3 0.384
Age 0-1 (reference)
Age 2-5 0.441 0.280 2.474 1 0.116 1.554
Age 6-11 0.236 0.251 0.886 1 0.347 1.267
Age 12-20 0.371 0.254 2.133 1 0.144 1.450
Gender (male reference) 0.057 0.157 0.132 1 0.716 1.059
Race 2.736 2 0.255
White (reference)
Black -0.721 0.636 1.285 1 0.257 0.486
Other 0.322 0.286 1.265 1 0.261 1.380
SFY of entry 29.480 7 0.000
SFY94 (reference)
SFY95 -0.457 0.413 1.229 1 0.268 0.633
SFY96 -0.156 0.350 0.198 1 0.656 0.856
SFY97 0.164 0.304 0.289 1 0.591 1.178
SFY98 -0.246 0.302 0.662 1 0.416 0.782
SFY99 0.391 0.296 1.743 1 0.187 1.479
SFY00 -0.158 0.314 0.252 1 0.616 0.854
SFYOT1 -1.163 0.360 10.468 1 0.001 0.312
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Relative Risks

Likelihood of Placement and Exit from Placement - Yancey

Jordan Institute for Families

25
Prob plac
—#—|0S

2 4
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l 4
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0
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0.00

Re-Entry in Yancey County

proportion re-entering care

sfy of exit
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Yancey County Cost Data

Number of Children in

Licensed Care

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for

Federal Share of IV-E
Administrative Costs

Jordan Institute for Families

Federal Share of
Maintenance Cost for
Non- IV-E Eligible

Number of Non-IV-E
Eligible Children in
Licensed Care

Jun-95
Jul-95
Aug-95
Sep-95
Oct-95
Nov-95
Dec-95
Jan-96
Feb-96
Mar-96
Apr-96
May-96
Jun-96
Jul-96
Aug-96
Sep-96
Oct-96
Nov-96
Dec-96
Jan-97
Feb-97
Mar-97
Apr-97
May-97
Jun-97
Jul-97
Aug-97
Sep-97
Oct-97
Nov-97
Dec-97
Jan-98
Feb-98
Mar-98
Apr-98
May-98
Jun-98
Jul-98
Aug-98
Sep-98
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IV-E Eligible Children

$8,107
$6,051
$236
$134
$0
$6,118
$5,300
$4,377
$3,602
$3,304
$3,595
$268
$3,757
$4,465
$4,454
$4,272
$4,847
$5,110
$4,157
$4,157
$3,580
$1,750
$5,914
$5,653
$7,532
$10,766
$3,099
$8,705
$1,614
$6,114
$5,504
$5,503
$1,968
$1,770
$2,262
$4,863
$5,300
$5,070
$4,578
$7,614

$43
$41
$883
$368
$345
$157
$331
$417
$201
$128
$357
$496
$337
$239
$4,067
$2,147
$351
$120
$133
$315
$536
$497
$650
$1,568
$1,584
$1,390
$6,679
$5,360
$9,090
$7.477

-$9,350

Children
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Oct-98
Nov-98
Dec-98
Jan-99
Feb-99
Mar-99
Apr-99
May-99
Jun-99
Jul-99
Aug-99
Sep-99
Oct-99
Nov-99
Dec-99
Jan-00
Feb-00
Mar-00
Apr-00
May-00
Jun-00
Jul-00
Aug-00
Sep-00
Oct-00
Nov-00
Dec-00
Jan-01
Feb-01
Mar-01
Apr-01
May-01
Jun-01
Jul-01
Aug-01
Sep-01
Oct-01
Nov-01
Dec-01
Jan-02
Feb-02
Mar-02
Apr-02
May-02
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$7,352
$8,033
$4,744
$2,513
$2,708
$1,093
$2,956
$3,145
$2,889
$7,082
$9,358
$16,321
$17,872
$10,352
$4,231
$4,606
$10976
$15,533
$18,698
$18,100
$22,616
$26,497
$24,308
$24,473
$22,122
$20,150
$15,695
$15,291
$14,782
$19,946
$23,907
$24,204
$23,378
$22,197
$18,793
$16,460
$16,736
$16,715
$16,715
$16,745
$23,244
$23,888
$19,898
$28,511

$1,207
$1,713
$4,347
$1,336
$1,919
$1,419
$3131
$399
$2,208
$585

$5,147
$4,155
$4,628
$3,856

$26

$8,743
$7,222
$6,459
$7,341
$6,886
$8,877
$4,607
$3,932
$4,703
$4,280
$5,086
$9,677
$5,257
$4,706
$4,115
$2,824
$1,836
$5.211
$4,338
$5,614
$2,169
$1,602
$8,105
$7,983
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$1,138
$722
$1,005
$912
$1,400
$1,039
$1,006
$778
$852
$1,006
$544
$519

$655

$778

$812
$1,493
$2,440
$2,115
$2,215
$2,152
$2,146
$3,306
$3,805
$4,126
$4,297
$4,284
$3,774
$3,667
$3,191
$4,096
$4,102
$3,763
$3,651
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