If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Natmnal Techmcal Informatlon Sennce

PB-278 441

Evaluation of Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration
Projects, 1974-1977. Volume IV. A Comparahve
Descrlp'ﬂon of fhe Eleven Projects

Berkeley Planning Associates, California

Prepared for

National Center for Health Services Research, Hyattsville, Maryland

4 \c 77

N
N
N

o




-



(B1BLIOGRAPHIC DATA

1. Rep(;n No. - ‘
NCHSR 78-67 -

SHEET .

" PB 278 441}

4. Title and Subtitle

i .
EVALUATION OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT DMNST;ATION PROJECTS
1974-1977: VOLUME IV. A COMPARATIVE DESCRIPTION OF THE ELEVEN
PROJECTS; FINAL REPORT

6.

5. Report Daté

D ——

'7. Author(s)
Berkeley Planning Assoclates

8. Performing Organization Re .

are,

9. Performing Organization Name and Address
Berkeley Planning Assoclates
2320 Channing Way o
‘Berkeley, CA 94704

(Tel.: 415/549-3492)

10. Project/Task/Work Unit No,

11. Contract/Grant No.

HRA 106-74-120 and
HRA 230-76-0075

12. Sponsoring Organization Name and Address .
Ddhw, PHS, OASH, National Center for Health Services Research

3700 East-West Highway, Room 7-44 (STI)
Hyattsville, MD 20782 .
(Tel.: 301/436-8970)

13. Type of Report & Period ‘
Covered F,R.3 Vol, IV

- 6/26/74 - 12/15/77
14. ‘ '

15, Supplementary Notes See NI1S Interim

vols.; 11 vols. give different aspects of these projects of the F.R. and Vol. XII con+

Report Nos. NCHSR 78-8%4 through NCHSR 78-75 for 12

‘tains the 11 historical case studies. Vo

1s. are obtainable by Set or sepatately;iﬁ“"_'¥'

116, ‘Abstracts

T R—eey—trords mrd-Pocement-fAralyes 17 av=b ip

| e, F&gﬁeﬁ:ld/ﬁmup‘

This report is a descriptive analysis of eleven demonstration child abuse and neglect: o
services projects, spread across the country and in Puerto Rico. It includes discuss=|’

1on of the projects' goals, the major activities they pursue, how resources were used,
their organizational base and management structure, staffing patterns, services pro- -
vided to clients and to the rest of the community, the types of clients served and
‘how cases were managed. The report stresses the similarities and differences across | -
projects and the kinds of problems they encountered in implementing their programs '

epopierow
NATIONAL TECHNICAL
INFORMATION SERVICE '

U.S. RTMENT OF COMMERCE
s ls,li’slANGFIELD. VA. 22161

15. Supplementary Notes (continued)

NCHSR publiéation of research findings does not necessarily represent approvalipf
official endorsement by the National Center for Health Services Research or the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. : '

Arne H. Anderson, NCHSR P.O., 436-8910 .

17b. ldentificrs/Open-Ended Terms

Health services research ‘ , _ : : _ . .
Evaluation of child abuse and neglect demonstration projects 1974-1977. (Vols. I-XII):
 Subtitles: Executive summary; Final report; Adult client impact; A comparative de- |
| - scription of the eleven projects; Community systems impact; Quality of the case
mensgement process; Cost; Methodology; Project management and worker burnout; A

guide for planning and 1mp1ementing;'Child'client impact; and Eleven his;orical:caséy

| © FORM NTIS 38 IREV. 10-73)  ENDORSED BY ANSI AND UNESCO.

' 8. Availability Statement — ' . o 19. Security Class (This 2. No.‘;f Paves -
"Releasable to the public, Available from National Report) ‘ ' : -
Technical. Information Service, Springfield, VA ~Security Class (This |22, Price . 1
(Tel.: 703/557-4650) ' 22161 Page (CLASSIFIED "AoS-A0l]

"~ THIS FORM MAY BE REPRODUCED ' - USCOMM-DC 8208-P74



AR Y3 s S, VTS

i Y
S rroge R

 NOTICE

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED '

THE SPONSORING AGENCY. ALTHOU‘GjHﬁ_‘IT

IS RECOGNIZED THAT CERTAIN PORTIONS: ¢

ARE ILLEGIBLE, IT IS BEING RELEASED = -

IN THE INTEREST OF MAKING AVAILABLE

AS MUCH INFORMATION AS POSSIBLE.

e

B3
A

FROM THE BEST COPY FURNISHED US BY



- The Berkeley Planning'ASSOCiates evaluation:team includes:

e ' Anne H. Cohn, Project Director.
i ‘ _ Frederick C. Collignon, Principal Investigator
’E * . ‘ Katherine Armstrong
o - ‘Linda Barrett : '
Beverly DeGraaf _ 5 .
Todd Everett I
Donna Gara N (@ J R ‘
Mary Kay Miller : :
Susan Shea

“ Ronald Starr | | &0\' 6 \98@
A@@U\@?\T‘\QNS :

The work 'deséribed here was performed under contract numbers
" HRA #106-74-120 and HRA #230-76-0075. The ideas presented
here are those of the authors and not necessarily those of

the federal government. Primary author of this report is ’ e
Anne . Cohn. . 4 ,



PREFACE

In May of 1974, the Office of Child Development and Social and
Rehabilitation Services of the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare jointly funded eleven three-year child abuse and
neglect service projects to develop strategles for treating
abusive and neglectful parents and their children and for
coordination of community-wide child abuse and neglect systems.
In order to document the content of the different service inter-
ventions tested and to determine their relative effectiveness and
cost-effectiveness, the Division of Health Services Evaluation of
the National Center for Health Services Research, Health Resources
‘Administration of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare
awarded a contract to Berkeley Planning Associates to conduct a
three-year evaluation of the projects. This report is one of a
series presenting the findings from that evaluation effort. -

This evaluation effort was the first such national study in the

child abuse and neglect field.- As such, the work must be regarded

as exploratory and suggestive, not conclusive. Many aspects of - the
design were pioneered for this study. Healthy debate exists about
whether or not the methods used were the most appropriate. The
evaluation~focused on a demonstration program of eleven projects
selected prior to the funding of the evaluation. The projects were
established because of the range of treatment approaches they proposed
to demonstrate, not because they were representative of child abuse

. programs in general. The evaluation was limited to these eleven
projecta; no control groups were utilized. It was felt that the ethics
of providing, denying or randomly assigning services was not an issue '
for the evaluation to be burdened with. All findings must be 1nterpreted
with these factors in mind.

Given the number of different federal agencies and local projeccs
involved in the evaluation, coordination and cooperation was critical.
We wish to thank the many people who helped us: the federal personmnel
responsible for the demonstration projects, the project directors, the
staff members of the projects, representatives from various agencies in

the projects’' communities. Ron Starr, Shirley Langlois, Helen Davis and .

‘Don Perlgut are all to be commended for their excellence in processing
the data collected. And in particular we wish to thank our own project
officers from the National Center for Health Services Research--Arne

~ Anderson, Feather Hair Davis and Gerald Sparer—-for their support and
input, and we wish to acknowledge that they very much helped to ensure
that thia was a cooperative venture.

Given the magnitude of the study effort, and the number and length of
final reports, typographical and other such errors are inevitable.
Berkeley Planning Associates and the National Center for Health Services
Research would appreciate notification of such errors, 1f detected
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SUMMARY

Introduction

In May of 1974, prior to expenditure of funds appropriated to the
Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention and Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247,
the Office of Child Development and Social and Rehabilitation Services,
of DHEW, jointly funded eleven three-year child abuse and neglect ser-
vice projects in order to develop and test alternative strategies for
treating abusive and neglectful parents and their children and alterna-
tive models for coordination of community-wide child abuse and neglect
systems. The projects, spread throughout the country and in Puerto
Rico, differed by size, the types of agencies in which they were housed,
the kinds of staff they employed, and the variety of services they
qffered. In order to document the content of the different service
interventions tested and to determine their relative effectiveness and
cost-effectiveness, Health Resources Administration awarded a contract
to Berkeley Planning Associates to conduct a three-year evaluation of
the projects. This report presents a comparative, descriptive over-

.

view of the projects and their experiences, based on that evaluation
effort. The purpose of the report is to highlight the similarities and
differences among projects. ' '

Comparative Discussion of Projects

Community Contexts and Constraints

The communities in which the projects were located varied by size
and key demographic characteristics; these community characteristics
did not seem to affect the implementation or the operation of the projects
as much as the nature of the local child abuse and neglect delivery
system. Communities with well-functioning child abuse and neglect systems

were more receptive and more helpful to the new demonstration, particularly

if the demonstration was housed in an agency legally mandated to work with
abuse or neglect cases. ' : :



SUMMARY FACTSHEET ON PROJECTS

- Adams : Baton Los Neah St. St. Union
Variable County |Arlington{Rouge |Bayamon Arkansas|Angeles Bay Louis Petersburg|{ Tacoma |[County
Host Agency - [CPS CPS ces  |ces  lcps Hospi- |Tribal |Hospi- |Private ~|Private| CPS
» tal Council |tal agency agency
Annual .
Budget $186,6961225,984 |175,524|150,912{128,976 {236,280|55,884 |160,068 | 122,472 155,820]669,744
Average Case- | ) 179 82 0 |73 9 8 40 18 42 294
load Size : ’
Average No. : 2
Core Staff 13 15 ;0 9 7 12 3 6 6 8 25
Ave. No. Indi-
viduals Par-" | 47 22 14 12 134 23 5 73 55 110 29
ticipating
Percent Time
Spent On:
Project. .
‘Operations 20% 15 29 23 31 23 49 121 30 33 31
Community : v .
| Activities 7% 5 17 35 14 7 123 8 29 35 6
Treatment ] ..
Activities 66% 76 53 30 48 69 20 64 34 22 55
" Research/ - _
‘Evaluation 7% 4 . 1 12 7 1 8 7 7 10 8
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Project Goals

The range or scope of project goals were similar, embracing con-
cerns for educating the general public and professionals about child
abuse, ‘helping to bring about a more coordinated community system and
testing out some particular set of treatment strategics for abusive
and neglectful families, although the steps or means established for
accomplishing these goals varied. For all projects, goals shifted
" during the first year as commmity needs and staff capabili-
ties became more clearly defined; the shifts in goals resulted in more
clear and realistic objectives. The amount of time required to clarify
and stabilize goals may have been reduced with the assistance from
the evaluators. In general, projects were more successful in accom-
plishing their community-oriented than their treatment-oriented goals.

Project Structures

The projects represent different ways in which child abuse and
neglect service programs might be organized and the kinds of
activities they might pursue. Six of the projects (Adams County,
Arlington, Baton Rouge, Bayamon, Arkansas and Union County) were housed
in protective service agencies; two in hospitals (Los Angeles and St.
Louis); two in private agencies (St. Petersburg and Tacoma); and one
in a tribal council (Neah Bay). Two of the projects served as the
community-wide coordinating body for child abuse and neglect (Tacoma
and St. Petersburg). While none of the projects focused on primary
preventive services, all performed certain educational and coordina-
tive activities that contribute to primary prevention. Two projects
(Ncah Bay and St. Petersburg) pursued secondary preventive services;
the remainder focused on direct treatment services. Of those perform-
ing direct treatment, four (Adams County, Arlington, Los Angeles and
St. Louis) provided services to both parents and children (of those,
only three, all but Arlington, provided therapeutic services to chil-
dren) and the remainder served only parents. Four of the projects used
primarily professional workers (Arlington, Baton Rouge, Bayamon and
Union County); two (Arkansas and Tacoma) represent primarily a lay
or volunteer staff model; the remainder had mixed staff, '

' Organization and Management Styles

While the projects themselves, given their demonstration status,
were all relatively small, informal and unstable compared to most
existing state and local social service agencies, one sees diversity
“among them on many organizational and management characteristics.
Notable differences between projects include budget, staff and case-
"load sizes, the diversity of activities pursued, and the numbers of
different disciplines or agencies actively involved with the project,
the degree of formalization of job design, job flexibility, rule obser-
vation, and the degree to which general organizational‘or specific
job-related decisions were centralized.
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'Stéffing,Péfterns and Staff Characteristics

Tt is difficult to describe and compare staffing patterns and -
staft characteristics given thc relatively small staff sizes, the high _
turnover rates and the constant flux in number and types of staff posi- ;
tions and program participants. Core staff sizes ranged from three A o S
to 25; the average number of individuals (including consultants and - - ’
volunteers) participating in a project ranged from five to 134. The . ' . -
majority of staff members across all projects were female. Some pro- . ' L
jects had a high proportion of professionally trained staff or staff :
with several years of experience in the field; others had very few.
All projects used volunteers in a wide range of treatment, educational
and support capacities. While volunteers were important additiomns to
the projects, they did not come ''free" but cost a project in terms
of management, supervision and consultation time. Six projects (Arlington, : o
Bayamon, Baton Rouge, Neah B3y, Tacoma and Union County) experienced '
a turnover in directors. Projects that hired new directors from -
existing staff (all but Baton Rouge and Tacoma) appeared to have many ' ,
fewer problems of continuity and "down time" than projects that hired , ‘
new directors from the outside. Because of the multiple demands on ;
projects like these, treatment projects (including all but Bayamon ,
and Heah Bay) benefited from sorting out the functions of directing '
a project from those of supervising the treatment activities into two
separate staff positions (a project director and a direct services
coordinator). Projects with active advisory boards (Arlington,
Arkansas, St. Petersburg, Tacoma and Union County) had an easier t1me ' o
solving problems as they arose, or ant1c1pat1ng then in advance, than : - :
did projects without such boards.

'Project Activities

Whilé projects did pursue many of the same activities, the

amount of time spent on these activities and the magnitude or volume

-of the activities varied a¢ross projects:. Based on the experiences

of these eleven, however, it appears that treatment projects spend | o

approx1mate1y 25% of staff time on general program management and . :

staff training functions, and an additional 20% on general case and ' » '

follow-up. Given the need to devote approximately 10% of staff time

to community oriented activities to ensure a smooth interface with the

rest of the community child abuse and neglect system, treatment projects

can spend only approximately 45% of staff time on direct provision of

treatment services. The average monthly expenditure of the projects was . i

$15,720, : . : _ o , |
. . - {

i

Characteristics of Families Served

A study of the characteristics of the families served by the pro- _ .
juccts suggests that despite projects' specific intake or admissions : i
criteria, which influenced to some extent the kinds of cases served, ‘ :



projects still ended up serving a variety of cases. Projects found
_that many cases referred were accepted for treatment because they could
not get services elsewhere, rather than because the parents had com-
mitted the kinds of abuse or neglect the project wanted to serve.
Projects also realized that all cases are complex, changing over time, .
such that a potential case becomes an actual case or an abusive parent
devclops neglectful patterns. This suggests that while projects may
have decided to focus on a particular kind of case, caseloads could
‘not be exclusive, and service offerings had to be flexible enough to
meet the range of needs clients had.
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INTRODUCTION

Berkeley Planning Associates has spent.over three years evaluating
eleven child abuse and neglect service demonstration projects. The
evaluat1on has resulted in 1ns1ghts into the operatlons and outcomes
of a variety of approaches to the problems of child abuse and neglect
in a community setting. This report presents a comparat1ve descriptive
overview of the projects and their exper1ences, a companion set of his-
torical case studies on each of the prOJects details specific aspects of
the pro;ects' implementation and operation. Yet other study reports
analyze the relatlve effectiveness and eff1c1ency of dlfferent aspects
of project operatlons '

" The purpose of this particular report is to identify the models
represented by the prOJects and to describe the similarities and differ-
ences among them so as to better understand the relative progress
each has made in achieving goals,'1n Aimpacting on clients, and on the.’
local community. We have attempted in this report to not only highlight
the similarities and differences between projects, but also to 1dent1fy
certain implications’ for the future funding and monitoring of child
abuse and neglect projects, based on the exper1ences of these eleven
projects. Irrespective of the relative effectiveness of the different
models or strategies tested by these projects, there are many 1mportant
lossons to be learned. It is our hope that a d1scu551on of the projects

such as this w111 become a 51gn1f1cant tool in catalyz1ng necessary

- changes in the way child abuse and neglect demonstration prOJetts are

funded, monitored and operated.

| . ;
A listing of major study reports and papers appears in Appendix A.




A. Summary History of the Demonstration Effort1

During the fall of 1974, prior fo the passage of the Child Abuse
Preventioﬁ'and Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247, the secretary's office
of the federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW)'allb-
cated four million dollars to child abuse and neglect research and
demonstration projects. A substantial proportion of that allotment,
approximately three million dollars, was to be épent jointly by the

* Office of Child Development's (OCD) Children's Bureau, and Social and
Rehabilitation Services (SRS) 6n a set of demonstration treatment pro-
grams. On May 1, 1974, after review of over 100 applications; OCD and
SRS jointly selected and funded eleven three-year préjects.2 The prd-
jects, spread throughout the country and Puerto Rico, differ b} Size,

- the types of agehcies in which they are housed, the kinds of staff they
employ, and the variety of services they offer their clients and their
local communities. However, as a group, the projects embrace the fed-
eral goals for this demonstration effort, including:

;kl) To develop and test alternative treatment approaches fbr
treating abusive and neglectiful parents and their children;

(2) To develop and test alternative ways for coordination
of community-wide systems providing preventive, detec-
tion and treatment services to deal with child abuse
and neglect;

'(3) To document the content of the different service inter-
' ventions tested and to determine their relative effec-
tiveness and cost-effectiveness. ‘

1For a'detailed listing of major events that occurred during the -

demonstration period, see Appendix B, "Milestones in the Demonstration
Effort." ‘

2The projects include: The Family Center: Adams County, Colorado;
Pro-Child: Arlington, Virginia; The Child Protection Center: Baton Rouge,
" Louisiana; The Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration Unit: Bayamon, '
Puerto Rico; The Arkansas Child Abuse and Neglect Program (SCAN): Little
Rock, Arkansas; Family Care Center: Los Angeles, California; The Child
Development Center: Neah Bay, Washington; The Family Resource Center:
St. Louis, Missouri; The Parent and Child Effective Relations Project
(PACER) : St. Petersburg, Florida; The Panel for Family Living: Tacoma,

Washington; and the Union County Protective Services Demonstration Pro-
ject, Union County, New Jersey. ‘




In order to accomplish the third goal, as part of DHEW's strategy
to make this demonstration program an interagency effort, the Division .
of Health Services Eyaiuation, National Center for Health Services
Research of the Health:Resources Administration (HRA) awarded an evalua-
tion contract to Berkeley P}anning Associates (BPA) in June_1974, to
honitof the demonstration projects over their three years of federal
ffunding,'doéumenting what they did and how effective it was.

During the summer of 1974, the demonstration projects began the
lengthy process of hiring staff, finding space and generally implement-”
ing their planned programs. Concomitantly, BPA collected baseline data
on cach of the project's community;child abuse and neglect system and
completed design plans for the study. By January 1975, all but one of
the projects were operational and all major data collection systems
for the evaluation were in place. Through quarterly site v151ts to the
prOJeCtS and other data collection techniques, BPA monitored all of the .
projects' activities through April 1977, at which time the proyects
were in the process of shifting from demonstrations to ongoing serv1ce
programs Throughout this period, numerous documents descr1b1ng project
activities and preliminary findings were prepared by the evaluators.

" This report presents part of the final knowledge ga1ned from the pro-

jects' joint exper1ences

B. Summary of the Evaluation Des ign

The purpose of the three -year evaluatlon was to provide gu1dance
to the federal government and local communities on how to develop com-
munity wide programs to deal with the problems of child abuse and neglect

in a systemat1c and coordinated fashion by documentlng the content of

. the different service: 1ntervent10ns tested by the demonstrat1on pro;ects,-

and determining their relative effectiveness and cost- effect1veness.

More specifically, the goals of the evaluat1on were to:

(1) Identlfy the problems in estab115h1ng and operatlng
“child abuse and neglect programs, .

(2) Assess the extent to whlch pro;ects 1dent1f1ed and.
: accomplished their goals;
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(3) Determlne the costs of d1fferent ch11d abuse and'neglect
" services and the costs of different mixes of services
for clients relative to.their effectiveness;.

their relationship to client outcome; .

(5) Identify how project management processes and organi-
zational structures influence project and worker per-
-formance;

(6) Assess the influence of projects on their local communi-
ties in establishing a well-functioning community-wide
child abuse and neglect system;

(7) Determine what problems abused and neglected children
possess that are amenable to resolution through theé pro-
vision of treatment services; .

(8) Determine the effectiveness of alternative service
strategies for different -types of abusers and neglectors.

Thus, the evaluation comb1ned both formative (descr1pt1ons of what
was going on in the pro;ects) and summative (assessments of the impact
or outcome of different activities) concerns. The formative or descrip-
tive information was useful not only in interpreting or explaining
the summative data, but also as a tool in providing general technical
assistance to the projects to enhance their progress. ' ‘

The data were gathered through quarterly five-day site visits to
the projects, other special site Visits,'and information systems main-
_tained’B} the projects for the evaluator. Specific study components
an& the methodology for each are described briefly below.

1. General Descriptive Component

In order to determine the preblems inherent in establishing and
operating child abuse and neglect programs and to identify the range
of management and serv1ce approaches for such programs, all aspects of
the projects® operat1ons were carefully monitored. All of the
problems encountered both in establishing end operating dif-
ferent project components were docunenteq. Historical case studies
of each of the projects, detailing ail of their activities over the

three-year demonstration period, were prepared. Analysis of common

(4) Determine the elements of quallty ‘case’ management and 7%3



experiences across projects resulted in the development of A Guide

for Planning and Implementing Child Abuse and Neglect Programs.1

2. Project Goals Componcnt
' !

In order to assess the extent to which projects accomplisheﬁ their
own unique set of goals, during site visits in'thevfirst-year of the
evaluation, using Andre Delbecq's Nominal Group Process Technique, BPA
assisted each project in the clarification of their own specific and
measurable goals and objectives. Project staff, administration and
advisory board members part1c1pated in th1s re1terat1ve process. At the
end of the first year, with project input, attainment measures for each
of the goals and objectives were identified, and at the end of the
second and thirdbyears, BPA staff, using interviews and record'réviews,
assessed the extent to which projects had accbmplished‘that which they
had set out to do. ‘ '

-3. Cost Component

In order to determine the costs of different services, approximately

one month out of every four project staff monitored their time and re-
source expenditures in relation to a set of discrete project activities
oT services on cost accounting forms developed by BPA. Donated as well
as actual resources were accounted for, as were the number of units of
service provided by the projects in each of'the-sefvice categories.
Calculations were then made for the actual unit costs of different
services provided by each project in the sampie months and on average

- for the operat1onal phase of the-project. The. value of donated resources

was added to unit costs to determine the true value of services provided.’

And, once ad;ustments were made for reglonal and price dlfferences, com-
parisons were made across projects to determine both the average costs

of and the most efficient methods of delivering services.

Th1s document,; completed in December 1977, is a rev1sed version
-of Planning and Implementing Child Abuse and Neglect Service Programs,
published by the Office of Child Development in 1976. It 1s avalIaBIe
on request from Berkeley Planning Associates. '




4. Quality Case Management Process Component o , ‘ ~ 1&

‘In the interest of identifying standards for the case management ﬁrocesé S i
and understanding the relationship between case management and client ' 5. |
outcomes, BPA consulted with a number of ‘¢hild abuse and medical care | |
audit specialists to identify both the elements of and methods for L
assessing the quality of case management. The methodology, once pre- 4 )
tested at four sites and refined, consisted of visits by teams of child
abuse/neglect experts to the projects during'their‘second and third

years to review a random sample of case records from each of the treat-

ment workers in a project and interview the workers about those cases

reviewed. Descriptive and multivariate analysis allowed for the iden-

tification of the most salient aspects of case management and norms of : o
case management across the projects which can serve as minimal stand- . 1 : : Do
ards for the field. By combining these data with that collected through | 4 : j
the adult client component, the relationships between case management . . ; :# A

and client outcome were identified.

5. Project Management and Worker Burnout Component

~ In order to determine how project management processes and organi-
zational structures influence project performance and in particular ' ' 1 3"&
worker burnout visits were made to each of the projects in the third ;

year to e11c1t information about management processes, job design and . ;- ~j

joB satisﬁaction, through interviews and/or questionnaires with project

managemént'and staff (including those who had left the project). A -
combination of both quantitative and qualitative data analyses was then |
carried out to define organlzatlonal and management aspects of the pro- . ‘ ' ”? i
jects, to determine the prevalence and nature of worker burnout among N S

staff and to determine the relatlonshlps between these factors.

6. Community Systems Comgpnent

In order to determine the extent to which the projects had an

influence on their local communities in estab11sh1ng a well- funct1on1ng,

community-wide child abuse and neglect system, data on the functlonlng
of the eleven communities' child abuse and neglect systems were collected

|
|
|




prior to the full implementation of the projects, through interviews
with key agency personnel and record searches, and again mid-way through

'the-demonstratidh, and at its end. All of the projects' activities in
rclation to the communities were documented. Analyses of the informa-
tion gathered resulted in the identification of the essential elements
of a well-functioning community-wide system, as well as the kinds of

.activities service programs can pursue to enhance system operations.

7. 5Chi1dren's Component

Even though very few of the projects directly provided treatment
services to the abused or'neglected child, because of the paucity of
information on‘fhe kinds of problems abused and .neglected children
possess and the benefits of various treatment services for these chil-
dren,clipicians at three projects working with children ﬁaintained
problem-oriented records, developed by BPA, on the children from the
time of intake througﬁ termination. The analysis, which included data -
gathered throdgh the use of select standardized tests, identified the
' range of problems childfen posséssed and the degfee‘to which these. prob-
- lems ‘appear to be resolvable during treatment. .

8. -Adult Client Component

Central to the entire study was the effort to determine the effec-
tiveness and cost-effectiveness of alternative service strategiés for
different types of abusers and neglectors. Clinicians at the projects
maintained récords; on forms developed by BPA, on approiimately 2000
adult clients receiving treatment during'1975 and 1976, fromvintake
through_terminationﬁ. Data included: basic demographics, information

~on the nature and severity of thevmaltreatﬁenté the amount and type of
services received by the client, and outcome information including im-
proveﬁents in parents' functioning and reincidence-of abuse or neglect.
These data were first analyzed, using a vafiety of multivariate tech- '
"niques, to determine the relationships_between_client charactéristics,.
services received, and outcome. Then, data from other parts of the _
sthdy, including case management , progréﬁ management and community sys-
tems information, were included to determine the extent to which these



other variables help explain outcome. Finally, data on service costs

werc used to determine the cost-effectiveness of alternative strategies;’A

As a final step in the evaluation, information and ihsights gleened
‘from across all study components were aggregated and analyzed to develop
a set of policy-relevant recommendations for the future funding and '

operation of child abuse and neglect progranms.

C.. Summagy of What the Pro;ects Were Demonstrathg

As a group, the projects demonstrated a variety of strateg1es for
community wide responses to the problems of abuse and neglect. The pro-
jects each provided a variety of treatment servicés for abusive and
negléctful parents; they each used mixes of professionals and para-
| _professionals in the provision of these services; they each utilized
many different coordinative and educational strategies for working ,
with their communities. While not an exhaustive set of alternatives,:
‘the rich variety within a project and across projects has provided the
field with an opportunity to systematically study the relative merits
of different methods for attacking the child abuse and neglect problem.

While the projects embraced similar goals, each project was also demon-

strating one or two specific and unique strategies for working with abuse

and néglect, as described below:

1. The Family Center: Adams County, Colorado

&

The Family Center, a protective services-based project housed in a

separate dwelling, is noted for its demonstration of how to conduct
intensive, thorough multidisciplinary intake and preliminary treatment
. of cases, most of which were thén_referred on to the central Child Pro-
tective Services staff for ongoihg treatment. In addition, the Center
croated a treatment program for adults and children, iﬁcluding parent

education claSses, a crisis nursery and play therapy.

1




2. Pro-Child: Arlington, Viggﬁnia

= ws

Pro-Child demonstrated methods for enhancing the capacity and
effcctiveness of a county protective services agency by éxpanding the
hﬁmber of social workers on the staff and adding certain ancillary
vworkers such as a homemaker. A team of consultants, notably including
a psychiatrist and a lawyer, were hired by the project‘to serve on a
multidisciplinary diagnostic review team, as well as to provide coﬁsul—

tation to individual workers.

3. The Child Protection Center:  Baton Rouge, Louisiana

The Child Protection Center, a protectivé services-based agency,
tested out a strategy for rédefining protective services és a multidis-
ciplinary concern by working closely with law enforcement and the court
and by housing the project on hospital grounds and establishing closer ' _
formal linkages with the hospital, including the half-time services of i
a pediatrician and immediate access of all CPC cases to the medical '

facilities.

4. Child Abuse § Neglect Demonstration Unit: Bayamon, Puerto Rico

In a region where graduate level workers are rarely employed by
protcctive services, this project demonstrated the benefits of estab-
lishing an ongoing'treatment program, under the auspices of protective
scrvieés, staffed by highly trained-social workéfs with the back-up of -
profession;1 consultants to prbvidé intensi&e services to the most

difficult abuse and neglect cases.

5. Arkansas Ch11d Abuse and Neglect Program ‘Arkansas

In Arkansas, the state social services agency contracted with SCAN

Volunteer Services, Inc. , 4 pr1vate organlzatlon to prov1de services'

"~ to all 1dentif1ed abuse cases involving children 12 years old and younger

“in select count1es SCAN, in turn, demonstrated methods by which a

resource poor state, like Arkansas, could expand its protect1ve ser-
vice capab111ty by us1ng lay theraplsts, supervised by SCAN staff, to
provxde serv1ces to those abuse cases while providing extensive educa-

tion to professionals and the general public.
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6. The Family Care Center: Los geles, Ca11fornla

The concept behind the Famlly Care Center, a hospital- based pro-
gram, was a demonstration of a residential therapeutic program for abused
and neglected children with intensive day-time services for their'pafents.-

7. The Child Development Center: Neah Bay, Washington

This Center, housed within the Tribal Council on the Makah Indian
Rescrvation;'evolved from a primarily coordinative to a treatment pro-
ject and demonstrated a strategy for developing a community-wide cul-
turally based preventive program, working with all those on the reser-

vation with parenting or family-related problems.

8. The Family Resource Center: St. Louis, Missouri

A free-standing agency with hospital affiliations, the Family
Resource Center implemented a family-oriented treatment model which
included therapeutic and support services to parents and children under
the same roof. The services to children, in particular, were carefully

tailored to match the specific needs of different aged children.

9. Parent § Child Effective Relat1ons Pro,]ect (PACER) St. Peters-
burg, Florida

"Housed w1th1n the Pinellas County Juvenile Welfare Board, PACER
sought to provide education, training and community coordination as
well as to develop community services for abuse and neglect using a
communlty organization model. PACER acted as a catalyst in the develop-
ment of needed community coordination and services, such as parent edu-

cation classes, which others could then adopt.

" 10. The Panel for'FamileLiving: - Tacoma, Waéhinggon

The Panel, a volunteer based private organ1zat10n, demonstrated .
thc ab111ty of a broadly-based mult1d15c1p11nary, and largely volunteer,
program to become the central prov1der of those training, education and

coordinative activities needed in Pierce County.
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11, The Union County Protective Services Demonstration Project:
Union County, New Jersey -

This project demonstrated methods to expand the resources available
to protective services clients by contracting for'a wide variety of
purchased services from other public and, notably, prlvate service
agencies in the county

D. Summary of the Content of This Report

This report is d1v1ded into seven sections which describe discrete
aspects of the pro;ects' operations and activities. The Appendices
include recommendat1ons for the future funding, moenitoring and manage-
ment of child abuse and neglect projects. Séction I deals with the com-
mmity settings in which the projects were ldcated, demographic and
other descriptoré of the community in general, as well as speéific
descriptions of the child abuse and neglect systems, the problems
inherent in them, the state child abuse and neglect report1ng laws
and estimates of the magn1tude of the problem Section II describes
the kinds of goals projects had, and discusses tne.problems.projegts
had in specifying and accompl1sh1ng these goals. In Section III, dif-
ferent aspects of the structures or models the projects represent are dis-
_cussed, 1nc1ud1ng the organizational base, service orientation, client orien-
tation, staff and facilities. Section IV presents a'compérative analy- |
sis 6f§the organizational.structures the projects represent and the
djffcréntfkinds of management styles emploYed.. In Section V, the
staffing patterns and staff charactefiétics are described including
staff size, use of consultants and volunteers, education and training
of staff and priméry diéciplinary oriéntation of-staff.' The ways in
which projects allocated staff time to different activities and the
~volume of differént'services provided are discussed in Section VI.

And finally, Section VII describes the characteristics of thg families
served ‘including source of referral, nature of abdse/negléct probiem,

basic demographic characteristics and related family problems;

1n | o




SECTION I: COMMUNITY CONTEXTS. AND CONS'I'RAIN'I'Sl

A. Community Setting

" The communities which the pro;ects served (see Table Ia) range
from a fairly compact 25.8 ‘square miles in Arlington Céunty to an
extended area of over 1200 square miles in Adams County, Colorado,
and the extensive three- county rural area in Arkansas. In popﬁlation,
the communities range .from 1100 persons on the Makal Indian Reserva—
tion to the southeast reg1on of Los Angeles County, which includes
over 750,000 persons. There are communities represent1ng purely
urban, suburban or rural areas as well as mixes of all three types.
The proportion of the population comprised of veryAyoung'children is
relatively similar across7COmmunitie$ (2% or less under one Year),

~ although greater variations are. seen in older age groups. Faﬁily
income character1st1cs, as an indicator of socio- -economic character,
vary greatly across the commun1t1es. Only 5% or less of the popula-
tions of Adams, Arlington and Union Count1es are below poverty, while
more than 25% of St. Louis's families and almost half of the families
in Bayamon are living below poverty standard, based on 1970 census -
data. '

prferences had implications for the amount

of distance workers may have had to travel, the size of the popula-

‘While these community

tion at risk, and, to some extent, the kinds of problems clients had,
it does not appear that these community characterlst1cs affected ‘the
implementation of ‘the projects as much as ‘the nature of the local child
abuse and neglect system did. - v ' '

1For more detailed discussions of commun1ty systems, ‘see evalua-
tion reports on community systems listed in Appendlx A.

‘Preceding page blank s
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TABLE Ia:

Community Setting

Population by Age (1970)

Family Income

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Definition and Size | Population Size : Under Percent Percent Below Moderate- | Above
Project «* of Service Area T 1970) Community Type |1 Year 1-4 Yrs. 5-17 Yrs. Poverty | Middle $15,000
Adams County, Colorado Adams County 185,789 Suburban-rural 1.9% 8.0% 32.8% 5.7% 76.3% '18.0%
1,246 sq. mi. : ’
Arlington, Virginia Arlihgﬁon County 174,284 Suburban 1.6% 5.2% 17.0% 3.7% $2.2% - 44.1%
. 25.8 sq. mi.
Baton Rouge, Louisiana East Bafon_Rouge 285,167 Urban:suburban- { 1.9% 7.3% 27.7% 13.6%. 65.5% 20.9%
. Parish rural
Bayamon, Puerto Rico Bayamon recgion, 338,500* Urban-suburban 2.0% 10.0% 32.0% 48.0% 49.0% 3.0%
Bayamon § eight
other cities
Arkansas Garland, Jefferson 216,830 Rural 1.7% 6.5% 24.4% 19.1% 71.6% 9.3%
§ Washington
Counties**
Los Angeles, California Southeast region 763,000 Urban 2.2% 8.4%
of Los Angeles Not Ascertained
County-~93.6 sq.
mi,
Neah Bay, Washington Makah Indian 1,100* Rural-Indian .
Reservation-- Not Ascertained
43.8 sq. mi.
St. Louis, Missouri St. Louis City 622,236 Urban 1.7% 6.3% 22,9% 26.5% 60.6% 12.9%
61.4 sq. mi.
St. Petersbury, Pinellas County 522,329 Urban-suburban 1.1% 4.1% 17.8% 9.0% 76.6% - 14.4%
Florida 280 sq. mi. o
Tacoma, Washington Pierce County 411,027 Urban-suburban- | 1.7% 6.5% 25.9% 8.0% 72.0% 20.0%
. rural
Union County, Unién County 543,116 - Urban-suburban 1.4% S.Bi 24.0% 4.5% 59.4% © . 36.1%
New Jersey : :

S ) ; : ]
Unless.otherwise noted, data are from the 1970 Census and classifications used are:those of the Census.

23

'Thcvprojbct maintained a unit in Garland County for 20 months of the demonstration period.




B. Status of Community Child Abuse and ng!gct,Systems

" The status of local child abuse and neglect systems, on the other
hand, had a lot to do with both the implementation and operation of
the projects. At the time the projects were funded, local community
systems variea'gréatly in terms of the state repoiting laws that
governed them, report1ng rates, how well coordinated and how compre-
hensive they were, how much communication there was between agencies,
and generally how aware they were about the problems of abuse and

neglect.

1. Reporting Laws

At the time the projects began, state laws differed in terms of
the definition of reportable acts -- some specifying physical injury;~
others including neglect, or a range of other acts or omissions (see _
Table Ib). Agencies to receive Teports also differed acrbss states; .
most always spec1fy1ng more than one agency or offerlng a choice of agen-
cies for receiving reports. There was also var1at10n in terms of the
specification of who must report: . ranging from "anyone with reason-
able cause' to lists of specified profeséionals. The required provision
of services véried among states -- some making no specification for
provision of services, others :equiring protective'and‘other services.

During the démOnstration period, state reporting laws in Arkansas, -

Colorado, Virginié, Washington, Missouri and Florida were revised,
The changes, which generally ihcfeased'comprehensiveness‘and speci-
ficity and reduced the amount of unnecessary dupliéétion, only directly

affected the functioning of one project, that in Arlington, Virginia.
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"TABLE Ib:

Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Laws

Law at the Time Projects Began

Agency Recciving Report
Scope, ) D Law Services Required to
Project Acts Reportable CPS Court |Enforcement [Other be Provided Changes During Demonstration Period
Adams County, | Abuse or subjected to con- X Law enforcement: investi- New law, 197S. Inclusion of neglect as a
ditions resulting in abuse gate, protect child, judi- reportable cffense. Designation of CPR and
cial proceedings, refer to law enforcement for report receipt; increase
. Protective Services for in persons required to report.
social services, )
Aylipg;on, injury, neglect, sexual Either| Either State Investigate Designation of CPS for report receipt; inclu-
Virginia abuse vital sion of mental injury; established 24-hour
stats. statewide reporting system
Baton Rouge, [Abuse, neglect including Either [Either | Either Investigation and evalua- :
Louisiana overworking child tion, maybe physical and
psychiatric exams
Buydmon, Physical or meantal, non- X Action to ensure the pro-
Puerto Rico accidental injury tection of the child
Arkansas Physical abuse, neglect, X X State protective services Designation of CPS for report receipt; state-
' further threat ' brought to bear . wide reporting system; Guardian ad Litem
> mandated :
Los Angeles, |Physical injury, sexual X X Health
California molestation : Dept.
Neah Bay, Non-accidental physical Either Either » Investigation, child wel- Protective services provision'mandatedvforf_
Washington insults, physical ne- fare services (in accord- all cases, provision of Guardian ad Litem;.
glect, secxual abuse ance with State Child hospital detention provision; all casés re--
- Welfare law) ported to CPS and law enforcement
St. Louis, Injury or disability from Either |[Either | "May Prot. Investigation, private Designation of CPS for report recéipt;hex}“
Missouri physical abuse or neglect -| also" . |Serv. & | services ’ pansion of people required to report; age
Ct. to range changed from 18 to 17; statewide ...
Central reporting system . . .
[Regist. . . )
St. Peters- Abuse, neglect, maltreat- X, Prot. Investigate; protect child; | Changes in definitions of reportable acts
burg, Florida | ment, failure to provide Serv. protect other children, :
. attention, shelter, medi- then to | e.g., siblings
cal care, etc. Court )
Tacoma, ) i . .
Washington see Neah Bay, Hashlngtop §e
Union County, |Abuse, abandonment, X Action to ensure safety of =
New Jersey cruelty and neglect child




2. Reporting Rates

It would be ideal to portray eétimates of incidence as a ratio
to the population of a community, to compare the extent of the problem
of abuse and neglect across the eleven communities. Similarly, it
would be valuable to compare the number of reported cases with the .
estimated incidence in each community, to determine fﬁe extent of
'"'unmet need" in each community However, estimates of incidence exist
for only two of the communities and very few communities have usable
data on the number of cases handled by the community system, since -
none of the systems are totally centralized and even those that are
fairly centralized use varying definitions of abuse and neglect. To.
get a handle on differences between communities in terms of the demands
placed on the system, one can look at reporting rates to protective
services alone (see Table Ic). This proxy measure for true reporting
rates, coupled with approximate rates of substantiation of reported
cases of child abuse to protective services, does suggest great dif- -
ferences between‘communities. In St. Petersburg in particular, report-
ihg'rates are extremely high, substantially overloading the system.
While incidence rates may well be similar, reporting rates to the local
protective services and rates of substant1at1on of abuse cases vary
greatly, reflecting different levels of awareness of the problem among
professionals and the general public, dlfferent reporting laws, and

_quite possibly different intake and diagnostic procedures.
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TABLE Ic

'Approximate Rates df Reporting to Protective Services and

f Sﬁbstantiation Rates at Time Demonstration Begun

Reporting Rate to Protective b
Services Per 1000 Children  Rate of Substantiation :
Project in Reportable Age Group of Abuse Cases 1 ¢
Adams County : 11 32%
Arlington 7 | NA
Baton Rouge : 1 62% - . ;
Bayamon 2 NA
Arkansas A ' 5 60% ‘ ' . gl
Los Angeles ' NA NA | : 4
Neah Bay - 2 » o 90% | |
St. Louis B | 40%
| st. Petersburg ' 15 ‘ - 36%
‘Tacoma ‘ 7 - 96%
Union County 6 - . 68%

3. Coordination

Coordination between key agencies in the community systems‘(prd-
tective services, the court, law enforcement, schools, the medical ‘
community) varied dramatically at the-time the projects began. (The f‘
projects themseives did quite a bit to improve interagency coordina-
tion during the demonstration period.) In Adams County, Arlington and
Tacoma, coordination between agencies was quite good. While every
single key agency was not actively involved in child abuse and neglecf
activities, sharing of responsibilities on individual céses and on

general system problems was apparent. In both Adams Couﬁty and Tacomé, ST
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a community-wide coordinating body on abuse and.neglect existed prior
to the demonstrat1on per1od In many other communities -- Baton Rouge
Buyamon, Los Angeles, St. Louis and Union County -- agencies appeared
‘to operate qu1te 1ndependent1y of each other, with resultlng dup11ca-
tion and fragmentatlon of services. The new ‘projects in these communi-
ties were, at least initially, hlndered by th1s situation. In Arkansas
and Neah Bay, ‘the foundations for coord1nat10n were apparent, but the
.degree of coord1nat1ve activities was qu1te low._ Because of the
relatively small sizes of these communities, however the lack of

coordinative act1v1t1es did not greatly hinder the projects.

4. Comprehen51veness : C N

None of the communities had what m1ght be called comprehens1ve »
systems in the sense of availability of a full array of treatment ser-
vices for abusive and neglectful parents and their ch11dren as well
as preventive services for high risk families.: However, when compar-
ing communltxes, some were substantially closer to being comprehen51ve
than others. Notably, the Bayamon and Arkansas projects began in’ com-
munities with almost no serv1ce resources, whereas prOJects in Baton
Rouge, Tacoma and Union County faced communities with many resources,

although the resources were not necessar1ly being well ut111zed for

abuse and neglect cases.

5. Communication

The amount of communication between agencies and various profes-
sional groups in each of the commun1t1es, most often a precursor to
cffective coord1nat1on, also varied’ greatly. n Adams County, Ar11ngton
and Tacoma commun1cat10n was quite good; whereas the projects in Bayamon,
St. Louis, St. Petersburg and Union County had to expend a great deal -

of effort in creating such commun1cat1on

6. General.AwareneSS of the Problem'

Clearly, at least one agency in all of the communities was aware:

of the problems of abuse and neglect ‘as ev1denced by the submlssxon
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of proposals to establish démonstratibn“ﬁrojeéts in“this area. “How-
‘ever, in some communities (Bayamon and Neah Bﬁy,éfor'example)'thé
awareness did not go beyond s1mp1e recogn1t10n ‘of child abuse and
neglect as a national concern; in other commun1t1es (Baton Rouge and
St. Louis, for example) awareness ‘was substant1a1 among those who wrote
and/or supported the proposal, but’ almo;t non-existent among ‘the rest

of the community; and in yet other communities (most notably Tacoma,

" but Arllngton and Adams County as well) the awareness of the problem

was extensive, the public and profess1onals alike had received some
education about the dynam1cs of the problem and the prevailing atti-

tudes were those of a non-punitive nature.

C. Summary

A}

Differences in reporting laws, reporting rates, coordination, com-

prehensiveness, communication and levels'df awareness of the problem
were noted across the demonstration commmities at the time the projects

began. These differences-appeared to enhanCe or hindér the projects’
initial progress in establishing their programs as well as determining,
in part, ‘what community-related act1v1t1es the prOJects needed to pur-
sue.1 Dur1ng~the demonstration per1od, many changes occurred in these

commmity systems, reducing the magnitude of the differences.

1
Report, March, 1975,
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SECTION II: PROJECT GOALS!

In general,'the rangé'or scope of thevproject goals were sihilar.
Seven of the eleven_projécts had goéls pertaining to developing a more
coordinated community-wide system, edhcatihg or training both profes-
sionals and the general'public; testing out treatment services for
parents and/or children, and researching the effects of these activi-'i
ties. The four other prOJects, Los Angeles, Arkansas, Neah Bay and St.
Petersburg, generally had goals which fell into some, but not all, of
these categor1es,- In addition, St. Petersburg and Neah Bay had some
different and unique-goals pertaining to prevention (see Tables IIa
and 1Ib). '

Desp1te the general similarity in the subJect areas of the goals,

for each project the specific focus of goals, and more notably the

steps or means established for accomplishing these goals, varied dra-
matically. For example, with respect to brofessional education, some
prOJeCtS were committed to educatlng professionals about child abuse

as requests came into’ the . project; others, such as Adams County and
Arlington, targeted very specific professional groups (e.g., physicians,
school teachers) who they felt needed training, and developed plans

for reaching out. to these groups. Likewise with coordination, some-
projects, such as Tacoma and Baton Rouge, were anxious to imprové upon
all aspects of their communities' child abuse and neglect systems;
other pfojects, such as'Arkansas and Neah.Bay, were rather specific

about the kinds of coord1nat1ve changes they wanted to bring about.

~ And with treatment-related goals, some pro;ects were most 1nterested

in 1mprov1ng the funct1on1ng of the cllents, while others were more
interested in testing the relatlve effect1veness of ‘some part1cular

approaches to or mixes of,serv1ces

1For more detailed discussions of project goals, see
The Project Accomplishments: The First Two Years of Operation,
July, 1976.
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During the first year of funding, most projects shifted their goals
“from those stated in the original grant proposal, or minimallyAchanged
the stepsjthey intended to take to accomplish their goals. Several
factors explain these modifications. First, proposal writers did hbt
always cleérly understand what the néeds of their communities were nor
what the community wanted or was willing'to accept from the demonstra-
tion. As the project got underway, goals were altered to more appro-
priately reflect these community needs aﬁd desires. Second, as projects

started to bgcome'operational, they became aware of what was actually

do-able with the given budget they had; activities were added or deleted A

depending upon resources available. And finally, related to resources,

as projects became fully staffed and cognizant of the skills and interests .

of individual staff memberé, goals were altered to more carefully fit
what it was that staff members were both able to do and interested in
doing. . None of the changes in goals were dramatic enough to_result-in
‘doviations from the federal intentions of the demonstration effort; if
anything, the changes resulted in stfengthened, more clearly directed
_projects within the overall mission of theé demonstration.

Projects had varying success in accomplishing their goals, éven
wheﬁ one takes account of the facts that (a) some projects' goals had
~a higher degree of difficulty than others, (b) some projects selected
~ goals that. were more expansive than others' and (c) some projects
Qéttled oh'only four or five priority goals while others opted for
éight‘or even more.1 Those projects which appear to have been the most |
succcssfﬁluin-reaching their étated,goals had most or all of.the‘follow-

ing attributes:

© L i tm b e L e o

lSuccess in accomplishing individual project goals i$ not neces-
sarily synonymous with effectiveness and efficiency of a project. Pro-
jects may have achieved very important impacts on their clients or
communities which, despite extensive goal review and revision, were not
articulated in project goals, while failing to accomplish those things
specified in goal statements. '
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(1)
(@)

(3)

(4)

(5)

6 T

- (7).

(8)

)

(10) .

(11)

The project was sponsored by an ongoing agencyj

The project began as part of an agency identified in -
the community as focal in the child abuse system;

The project's parent agency imparted from the start
the authority which comes from being the primary ser-
vice provider-in the community;

'
{

-The communlty had a relatively coordinated serv1ce

systems to begin with;

Those who are involved in the management of the pro-
ject were very instrumental in putting together the
original grant; : '

he pro;ect had con51stently strong adm1n1strat1ve
leadersh1p, ’ :

"The project's director was committed to planning and

evaluation as part of administrative management;

Project management was flexible, which means respond-
ing to situations and needs as they arise;

There was clear staff role dlfferentlatlon ‘but there

" are few goal-related activities which are solely ad-
" ministrative functions; all staff share some respon-

sibility across different components;

The caseload size was stable over time (staff were. not

~ faced with crisis overloads);'

The prOJect had low staff turnover

In general, the projects. reported more success with some goals than

with' others.

Goals related to educat1on and coordination seem to be
_closer to accompllshment as a whole than other types of goals. Ten

of the eleven pro;ects had a goal related to educating the ‘general com-

munlty, and all of the ten appeared to be ‘well on their way towards »

ach1ev1ng this particular goal by the end of the demonstrat1on perlod

It is. clear that a great deal of staff time and effort went into com-

munlty educatlon wh1ch has evidently paid off. .Of the eight pro;ects

that alse added a spec1a1 goal related to educat1ng professionals in

" the commun1ty (e1ther all profess1onals or spec1al target groups), six

demonstrated s1gn1f1cant gains as of the end of the funding per1od

23

.



It appears that settlng up a program to educate profe551onals and the
general public about child abuse 1s 1n1t1ally easier to do than setting
up a treatment program. _
The five projects that appear to be thé nearest to accomplishxng _ -
'the goal of better community coordlnatlon_have in. common relatively

compact community systems to coordinate, as contrasted to those pro-

jects in St. Louis, Baton Rouge and Bayamon, which are in urban areas, » -

and while having made some prpgress,:stiil had some problems to over-

- come before the goal could be met. The Los Angeles projeét was the
‘least far along with this goal, in part due to the fact that it was

in operation too short a time to prove itself to an_ufban and resistant
community system. ' '

The goals related to delivering treatment services and research
have had more mixed results. The projects in St. Louis, Arlington,
Adams County, Bayamon and St. Petersburg made positive gains in moving
toward accomplishing their freatment service goals. Certain projects
were successful with one or more -aspects of their treatment goals, but
less so with others (e.g., Tacoma Neah Bay, Arkansas and Un1on County).
The remainder of the projects with treatment goals had yet to overcome
some service hurdles before meeting these goals. In»general, rev1ew
of progress toward accomplishing researchigoals indicates serious set-.
backs in all but Adams County and Arlington. '

a

{
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TABLE Ila

Project Goals, by Category

Goal Adams {Baton Los  |Neah|St. St; , |union

Category. County {Arlington |Rouge jBayamon Arkansas |[Angeles|Bay [Louis|Petersburg Tacoma |County

Community . :

Coordination _.I I11 111 .111 1, 11 11 I II VI I-

Community - : ' v '

Education ' I \' I | IV IV | I1I I I11 VI

‘Professional '

Education VI A IV IV v 1V II IV VI

Treatment | : |, ]y, ' -

Services 11, v} 11, 1V I, 11 1 III.l IV VI I v 11 II, V

Research v VI v v v v

Prevention VII v

Other 111, . 1, 11 o, 1, IIT

Goals VII, VI IIT Iv 111, III v
VIII . CVIIT

*
Roman numer

als on this table refer to individual projgct.goals listed on Table ITb.
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TABLE 11b:  Project Goals

111.

yII.

The. Family Center: Adams County, Co\ora&ov

1. To foster a multidiscip]inary.approach~in
Adams County for the prevention, detection
and treatment of child abuse.-

1. To improve client functioning by provid-
ing responsive intake and treatment.

To demonstrate the role of a nurse as‘an
important part of a child abuse team. :

1Iv. To cetermine the most effective treatment
within the context of 2 Department of
social Services, for abused children and
their families.

. To heighten community awareness about the
dynamics “and treatment of child abuse and
about the need to report. ‘

vl. To increase the knowledge of school per-
sonnel and their involvement in the child
abuse services systen.

To provide continuing child abuse coor-
dination, referral and treatment services
in Adams County after the demonstration
funds have been reduced. :

vi1i. To develop a child abuse progran model
which will be applicable to other pepart-
ments of Social Services in the state and
-around the country. '

pro-Child: . Arlington, Virginia

1.

11.

111,

To develop pu61ic’3wareness of the problem
of child abuse and negiect; by providing
education in the detection, prevention, pro-

_tection and care of the abused child; and

to develop a knowledge of services avail-
able in the community and an understanding
of the alternatives to placement of the

. ¢hild.

To identify, diagnose, and treat abusive
and neglectful families, and those in high
risk situations with more innovative, effec-
tive and efficient methods.

To facilitate a more effective coordina-
tion and expansion of community resources

. for the delivery of services to abuse and -

V.

Vi

neglect clients, jncluding better defining
respective agency roles.

To strengthen family functioning whenever
possible and thereby reduce inappropriate
placements.

To increase the medical community's aware-
ness of suspected abuse/neglect situations,
the .services available,.and thereby in-
crease referrals. .

To conduct evaluation and follow-up studies
and participate in research to determine the

-effectiveness of Pro-Child, and to assess

the implications of abuse and neglect on
parents and children. .

Child Protection Center: Baton :Rouge, Louisiana

1. To provide expeditious intervention for and
. disposition of child abuse referrais> =~

1. To improve client functioning by developing
a variety of treatment approaches for abuse.

111. To foster coordinated commnyni ty-wide child
abuse services.

1v. To integrate physicians and certain other
professionais into the child abuse service
system by directing education efforts toward
these target groups.

v. To develop community trainingprograms for
greater awareness and understanding of the
dynamics of abuse and of child rearing in
general.

To improve- the project’s internal manage-
ment and support the community need for
additional services by gathering a d min-
taining program statistics

vi.

-| adopted by the Bayamon

Child Abuse and Negiect Demonstration Unit:

rently being used by the. Department of

latter model proves to be more effective

mentation island-wide.
Objective Related to Client Impact

‘1. To improve théffuﬁétioning-of_tho§e familie
o ‘abused or neglécted or are likely to b
- which have at least one-parent in the region and

Social Service
Child Abuse and Neglect Demons
than the tra
mendations will be made to- the Department of Social $

General Objective: To determine the relative effectiveness of two models
for treating Thild abuse/neglect cases: the “traditional model” cur-

s and the model
tration Unit.
ditional model, recom-
ervices for its imple-

s in which children have

e abused or neglected,"

. ] .which have a reason-
- able potential of staying together if social services

Bayamon, Puerto Rico’

Objectives Related to

Community Impact -

11. To promote awaren

‘If the

tion and referral

Objective Related to Research

ess and understanding in.the Bayamon Region of the

problem of child abuse/neglect.

1I1. To change the overall community system by (1);fosteriﬁg better coor-
dination among involved agencies and by (2)

) improving the jdentifica-
procedures currently being used. . .

iV. - To determine char
develop indicators
- Rican families-
are provided. ) o

acteristics of abusive and neglectful parents and to
of potential abuse and neg]ect'specific to Puerto

»
'

A
$
P
3
Y



Table Ilb (continued)}

Arkansas Chitd. Abuse and Neglect Project:.
Arkansas ) 5 )

Overall Goal Statement: Because the Arkansas
ivision of Social services is committed to im-
proving the quality of the family relationship
so tnat a child can be safe in his/her own home,
it proposes to demonstrate the feasibility of
the volunteer model which utilizes lay thera-
pists in providing protective services to child-
ren and families involved in the problem of .
child abuse and:neglect. .

Objectives -
1. - ldentify, develop, expand, contract for,
and coordinate county-wide resources
_ necessary for more effective SCAN/Social
Services. - Lo

I1. Support the cooperative efforts of public
agencies/private agencies/volunteer groups
to provide specific services on behalf of
clients. -

111. Ensure immediate delivery of services to
project clients and encourage other agen-
cies to accept and provide services to pro-
ject clients on a more immediate basis.

IV. Educate the project cormunity, including
professionals, regarding the dynamics- of
abuse and the necessity of reporting as

~ provided by state law.

Family Care Center: Los Angeles, California

Child Development Center: Neah Bay, Washington

To physically and emotionally reintegrate
client families at the earliest possible
date, ‘ :

To develop cooperative working relation-
ships with DPSS and the judicial system.

. To expand the project's facility and ser-

vices so as to include more families than
can presently be accomodated at one time.

To sustain the project beyond the federal '

grant period. .
To add new children's services, including

a day care center, pre-school program, and -
a day/riight crisis nursery.

-
.

Develop more communication among community
leaders, between parents, school staff and
other community workers in order to achieve a
consensus on the priorities for meeting
social service needs.-

Emphasize the need for long-range social
service plans by encouraging discussion with
community workers and residents. in the area
on the subject of community development.

Obtaining recognition by community leaders
and workers and the public of the Child
Development Center as one of the vehicles for
discussing, planning, and educating in the
areas of nutrition, child development and

family planning, as well as becoming a center

for information and referral to appropriate

.agencies,

To encourage and foster the training of
Makahs as social workers and counselors, in
such areas as counseling in child develop-
ment, marital relations, adolescents, parent-
ing, and substance abuse. . : :

Provide counseling for individuals in the
Neah Bay community, in order to assist them:
in coping with problems relating to child
behavior and fragmentation of families.

Educate and encourage the education of
parents and- prospective parents on child
development and parent effectiveness in
order to improve their parenting ability.

Encourage the development of programs to
provide recreational activities such as
ceramic studios, exercise classes, partici-
pation in school programs, professional edu-
cation for individuals of the Neah Bay com-
munity. :

VIII. Assure that cﬁi]dren who cannot remain in

their natural homes are placed in the most
suitable environment.




Taple 11b {(continued)

?amily Resource Center:

St. Louis, Missouri

PACER: St Petersburg, Florida Panel for Family Living: Tacoma, Washington

I.-

I

1I

—

1v.

To develop a family treatment approach which
will reduce the incidence of abuse in FRC
families by providing an educational and
therapeutic environment for both parents and
children.

To improve the child abuse service network
in the metropolitan St. Louis community
through establushung referral procedures
with agencies for FRC familijes, )dent1fy1ng
the nature and scope of FRC services for
the agency network, invoiving agency staff
in FRC meetings and initiating with agen-
cies to expand services for abusive ram1-
lies.

. To provide a community education program

which will develop greater awareness of the
probiem, improve the process of identifying
and reporting suspected cases, improve
attitudes toward abusive parents and their
children, and'encourage community support
for programs servicing this population. .

To organize training programs for profes-
sional, student and lay workers involved
with abused children and their parents,

To“expand the relevant knowledge base per-
taining to child abuse by (a) participating
in the national evaluation, (b) deve]opmg

- a process for conceptualizing program com-

ponents for dissemination of the FRC model
to the field, (c) determining metheds for

" measuring. behavior change in parents and

“children, (d) testing and diagnostic assess-
‘ment of target child, (e) identification of

characteristics of our clients, and (f)
fornulation of admission criteria. ,

To provide a method of developing coordinated
community services in child abuse and neglect.

1. To prov1de educational programs and commun- | I.
ity information aimed at the public in

?gceral and at high risk groups in particu- I1. To provide direct services to parents in

e : order to reduce the incidence of abuse and
1I. To provide training programs for profes- neglect in their families. ]

sionals and paraprofessionals for the pur- 111. To promote and improve community awareness

pose of increasing their knowledge of child
abuse/neglect and of their professional
responsibility. iv.

To enhance case finding and treatment
planning for both children and their fami-
iies through the development of chiid
trauma teams, a law intern program, and a V.
child trauma medical registry.

To develop new treatment services for
identified abusers/neglectors and potential ¢
parents at risk, including Parents Anony-
mous and Parent Aides.

V. To initiate a procedure for early identifi-
cation of high risk families and a method .
for follow-up and referral to service re- :
sources.

To provide the impetus for a coordinated.
community system of combined preventive -and ) P .
corrective efforts aimed at minimizing - _ . S sm
child abuse and neglect in Pinellas County. S - - .

and attitudes regarding abuse and neglect.

To provide training resources for involved
professionals and paraprofessionals in the re-
cognition and appropriate handling of cases of
real and suspected abuse and neglect.

To develop ongoing research and'eva!uation of
PFFL's activities.

11,

Iv.

vI.

Union County Protective Services Demonstration Project:

Elizabeth, New Jersey .

I. To focus on internal project workings in order to function more effectively as a project particu-
larly with regard to improving communication, 1mproving the quality of supervision and establish-
ing standardized program procedures.

11. To achieve better delivery of services for abuse/neglect clients.

111. To establish and/or use effective training programs to improve services and maintain them at a
high level.

1Iv. To have parents and other agencies view us as a helplng agency, rather than punitive, legalistic,
or for crisis intervention only .

v. To develop and explore various service modalities and assess their effectiveness.

Vi. To educate society, including professionals, in child rearing methods and in the cause of abuse
and neglect .




SECTION III: PROJECT STRUCTURES

The projects represent very different ways in which child abuse _ v
and neglect ‘service programs might be organized and the kinds of acti- '
vities they mlght pursue (see Table I1I). They do not, however, repre-
sent the range of models that currently exist in the field, nor that
might be tested out. Wh11e the details of differences across prOJects o .
in terms of organizational, staff, client and serv1ce<character15t1cs .
are presented'in subsequent sections of“this report, here we discuss

thc more general differences and similarities in order to capture a
‘sense of what structures the projects do represent.

A. ga.nlzatlona] Base .

Six of the projects. were housed in protective service agenc1es,'

and as such represent variations of the Protective Services Model.

‘Adams County begah by testing the merits of establishing specialized
intake within protective services, and then evolved into a treatment
unit for parents and children; Arlington and Baton Rouge demonstrated
the benefits of expanding the capabilities of a protective Servicesi' ‘
unit to a more interdisciplinary model for both intake and treatment;'/
Bayamon represented the implementation of a spec1al1zed unit within
protective services in: wh1ch profess1ona11y trained social workers
worked with spec1al cases; Arkansas' model was that of protect1ve ser-
vices contracting with a ‘private agency to prov1de services to all
abuse cases using lay therapists; and Union County showed the possi-
_bilities of a protective services agency prOV1d1ng comprehensive ser-
vices to clients through the use of purchase of service contracts

with local public and prlvate social services.
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TABLE 11{1: Dimensions of What Projects Were Demonstrating

Adams Baton . Los St. Union
Variable County Arlington |Rouge Bayamon Arkansas f{Angeles Neah Bay St. Louis |Petersburg |Tacoma County
Host Agency crs CcPs CPS . CPS cps Hospital |Tribal Hospital |Private Private CcPS
' Council agency Agency
Affiliation With |Direct Direct Direct Direct Contrac- {Direct Direct Indirect |Direct Direct Direct
tlost Agency tual
Service Treatment |Treatment |Treatment |Treatment |Treatment |Treatment Secondary. |Treatment |Secondary |Treatment Treatment
Orientation : - : - . |preventive preventive
Client Parents § |Parents & |Parents Parents Parents Families |Parents Families |[Parents Parents Parents
Orientation children children
Staff Mixed pro- |Primarily [Primarily |Primarily Primarily |Mixed pro-{Primarily Mixed pro-|Primarily [Primarily Primarily
fessional |profes- profes- profes- lay fesional |community |fessional |profes- volunteer jprofes-
§ lay sional sional sional & lay workers § lay sional sional
Where In own In host In own In own In own In own Within In own Within Within In own
Housed space agency space {space space space host space host host space
: agency . jagency
Setting Informal Formal, Formal, Formal, Informal, }Formal Formal, Informal, |Formal, informal, {Formal,
office § office office office {office office § |office residen- [office office office
‘residen~ residen- tial
tial tial

JS SO SRS




_ Two of the projects had hospitals as the1r host agencies. In Los
ﬁ Angeles, the concept of a residential, therapeutic program for child-

{ DT , : ren was tested out; in St. Louis, where ties ‘with the hospital became

B ‘ more indirect over time, a family-oriented therapeutic program was

demonstrated ! ,'_ , ‘ _ _

N “ o Two of the projects were housed in private agencies. In St. Peters-

burg, a county -based Juvenlle welfare board sponsored a project which

tested the poss1b111t1es of 1mp1ement1ng preventive and treatment ser-.

vices through community organizing strateg1es Tacoma's project was

| a pr1vate agency which relied heav11y on volunteers to implement a

! community-wide coordinating body, which also provided educat1ona1 and

| treatment services. A '

! Finally, the prOJect in Neah Bay was housed in a Tribal Council;

‘ it tested a var1ety of preventive and commum1ty -oriented treatment ser-

| vices.

l. . While all projects were t1ed to an agency as their organlzat1ona1

! | base, for a few of the projects the agency either was or became the

‘ community-wide coordinating body for the local child abuse and neglect

J system. The Panel for Family Living in Tacoma, the clearest example"

| of this, was Pierce. County s Advisory Board" or coordinating body for
abuse and neglect. 1In this sense, the project was strategically based
within the community -- not a single agency. The Panel's membership
was made up of all the key child serv1ng agencies in the county. The

5 Panel's staff served these agencies as well as serving panel clients.

The St. Petersburg pro;ect developed such a strateg1ca1 base during

the demonstration period, and as the demonstratlon per1od came to a

close and the project 1tse1f closed down, the Advisory Board estab11shed

: . . by the pro;ect emerged as its own agency, maintaining the name of PACER.

;" » ' Several of the other projects spawned such communlty -wide Advisory
Boards that became coordinating bodies or agencies in their own r1ght

e " notably Arlington and’ Union County.

o 1.,
i . It is 1nterest1ng to note that wh11e Baton Rouge and Tacoma ‘were
' ‘ not hosp1ta1 -based projects, both were housed on hospital grounds.
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B. Service Orientation‘

The kinds of services offered by a pro;ect def1nes, in part the
“overall structure. .being tested.  Services may., hc grouped lnto prlmary pre-
ventive (serv1cea oriented toward the commun1ty in general), secondary
preventive (services for potential abusers or neglectors), and direct
treatment. Of the eleven projects,'none - because of the design of .
the overall demonstration effort -- focused on the-delivery of primary
preventive services, although each through various educat10na1 and '
coordinative activities, contributed to primary prevent1on. Two pro-
jects, Neah Bay and St. Petersburg, primarily pursued a variety of
sccondary preventive services as far ranging as comhunity-wide recrea-
tional programs for teenagers and mothers, and maternity ward monitor-
ing activities. The rema1n1ng projects focused on treatment services,
although each did serve some number of potential abuse and neglect

cases.

C. Client Orientation

N "

The kinds of clients served also helps to défine the structure a pro-
gran represents Most of the projects were oriented toward providing
direct treatment services to parents with backup 'supportive services
that benefited the whole family. These projects include: Baton Rouge,
Bayamon, Arkansas, St. Petersburg, Tacoma, .Union County and Neah Bay.

Two prOJects, Adams County and Arllngton provided services both to’
parentq and children but not necessarily parents and children from the
same family. And finally, two projects, Los Angeles and St. Louis,
served entire families through the provision of both children's and

parents' services.

D. Staff

The kinds of staff used help to define a program's structure. The
eleven projects represent four distinct models here: the primarily
professional one seen in Arlington, Baton Rouge, Bayamon and Union

County; the primarily volunteer or lay model seen in Arkansas and
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Tacoma; the primarily community worker model seen in Neah Bay; and

the mixed model seen in Adams County, Los Angeles and St. Louis.

E. Facility , - :

The setting of a pro;ect--where it is housed--also deflnes the

7 program structure being tested. The extremes are (a) the formal office -

Asett1ng within the host agency as seen in Arlington, St. Petersburg

and Neah Bay, and (b) the informal residential setting out51de of the
host agency as seen in Adams- County, Los Angeles and St. Louis. The
major d1fferences here are the degree to which. the host agency actually
can oversee the day-to-day activities of the prOJect and the degree

to which clients can feel comfor;able_1n the space because of its am-
biance. The remaining projectS'represeht variations of this theme,
with Baton Rouge, Bayamon and Union County in their own spaces, out- -
side of the host agency, but in a formal office sétting; and Arkansas
andeacoma in more informal office settings, one of which, Arkansas,

was in its own space.
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SECTION IV:‘ ORGANIZATIOﬁ'AND MANAGEMENT STYLES

While the projects'themselves, given their demonstration_status,
were all relatively small, informal and unstable compared to most

ex1st1ng state and local social service agencxes, one sees diversity‘,
among them on certain organizational and management characteristics.

These dlfferences influenced the kinds of activities the prOJects pur-
- sued and, at t1mes, how effectively they pursued them. Notable among the
orgdnlzatlonal and management characterlstlcs "of the prOJects are size,

complexity,’ formal1zat1on and centralization.

_iA. Size

Size may be defined in many ways; dependlng upon the definition,
different projects appear as large, medium or small in relation to the
others. In considering budget alone, for example, Union County was
‘clearly the largest project, w1th an annual budget of close to three
times greater than any of the others " In terms of staff size, as shown
on Table 1V, when one combines both core staff with volunteers and con-
sultants, Arkansas, St. Louis and Tacoma may be regarded as large pro-
jects, even though the paid staff of each of these pro;ects was relatlvely
small. The sheer numbers of people. involved in various capacities was
substantially greater than any of the other projects, even if many of
these persons were part -time or umpald However, when one considers
‘numbers of cases as a dimension of size, Arllngton, Baton . Rouge, Baya-

‘mon and Unlon County emerge as the largest..

B. Complexity

The complexity of a project has to do in part with size (the larger.
the organ1zat10n the more complex, or at least the more- demand1ng
the management requ1rements) but also with the diversity of act1v1t1es
pursued, the diversity of disciplines or profe551ons 1nvolved and the

-numbers of other agencies or organlzat1ons the project works with.  All
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of the projects pursued a variety of activities -- educational, coor-
dinative and direct service. Some may be regarded as more complex in
terms of activities because of the types of clients served; Adams County,
Los Angeles and St. Louis, for example, not only served abusive and
neglectful parents but children as well. Ahd,‘somé'prpjects may be.
regarded as more complex because of the diversity of groups they attemptéd
to educate; for example, Tacoma sought to provide a broad range of edu-
cational services (seminars, workshops, classes, individual consulta-
tions, speeches) to every kind of audience.  Howevér, the more relevant
factors which differentiate complexity across these projects are (a)"
the number of disciplines or professions'actively involved in the pro-
ject and (b) the number of agencies actively worked with.’ Taédma.'
stands out as the project with the greatest diveréity of disciplines

and Union County with the greatest number of agencies worked with.

C. Formalization

The formalization of an organization can be defined in part by
the amount of flexibility or autonomy workers have in their jobs, the
amount of required or voluntary rule observation; the spééificity of'{
job descriptions, and the formality of fecrﬁitmenf,procedures.- Once
again, as displayed on Table IV, the projects varied in relation to
each other on these characteristics. Relatiye to the others, five
projectg (Arlington, Baton Rouge, Arkansas, St. Petersburg and Tacoma)
are regarded- by the staff to have a high degree of flexibility or
autonomy in the jobs. In other wordsx'workersfare‘allowed to make
decisions on their own about how to respond- to in@ividual.casés or
carry out certain tasks. It is interesting to note that these five
include both public and private agencies. Observation of rules, on
the other hand, is quite high in Adams County and Los Aﬁgeie#,‘folloﬁed
by St. Petersburg and Union County. This likely has to do nof only
with the formalization of the host agency, but the orientation of the
project diréctorAas well.v Neah Bay, a project with low flexibility
in-jobs and low rule observatioﬂ, is the only project with a high de-

gree of specificity in job descriptions. Written descriptions of jobs,
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outlining all of a worker s respons1b111t1es, exist in this small and
otherwise informal project, in a more formal way than elsewhere. Only

three of the projects (Bayamon, Los Angeles and St. Petersburg) used

-informal procedures for recruiting staff, whereas all the other projects’

followed carefully articulated steps in searching_for, screening and

hiring new staff.

D Centralization

‘The centralization of a project refers to the degree to which
decision making and control rests with those at the top of the organi-
~zational hierarchy as opposed to being a shared function among all
levels of the staff. The projects varied in relation to each other
on this attribute, in part depending upon whether they were housed in
public'or private agencies.  As 1nd1cated on Table IV, the perceptions
of.staff members were that in all projects except Bayamon and Arkansas,
most decisions perta1n1ng to the organization as a whole were made by.
the director, the adv1sory board ‘and/or the host agency. However, it
was in Los Angeles and Tacoma that workers felt they made the most job-
related deelslons.‘ Irrespective of who made organ1zat10na1‘or job-
speclfic decisions, the span of control (1 e., the number of staff
supervised by the treatment coordinator) 1nf1uenced the amount of
ccntralization in the projects. In Arkansas, St. Louis and St. Peters-
burg, for example, 15 or more core staff or volunteers and consultants
were supervised by one personm, whereas in Baton Rouge, Los Angeles,

Neah Bay and Unlon County the numbers were five or fewer.

Prototypes of these projects do not emerge as one stud1es d1ffer—
ent aspects of their organizational “and- management character1stlcs
HW1th1n the categories of 51ze, complexity, formalization and centrall—
zation, pro;ects varled in relation to each other. 1Indeed, any given
project wh1ch appeared h1gh in one aspect of a'category'did not neces-

sarily appear high in others. Desp1te commonalities across projects
" in terms of their.general purpose, each had a unique constellat1on of

organizational and management characteristics.
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TABLE IV: Organizational and Management Characteristics
Adams ~.. - . }Baton Los St. St. - Union
Variable County Arlington jRouge Bayamon |Arkansas |Angeles |[Neah Bay |Louis Petersburg |Tacoma County
size A
Staff size, including volunteers and . o - S . : . i
consultants Med ium Small Small Small Large Small Small Large Medium Largg» Medium
Caseload size Small Large Large Large Medium Small Small Medium Small Medium Large
Complexity
biversity of Jdisciplines represented Low Modcrate |Low Low Moderate | Low Low Moderate [Moderate High Moderate
Fomalization )
Amount of tlexibility in jobs Low High High Low High Low Low Low High High Low
Rule observation High Low Low Low Low High Low Low Medium Low Medium
Specificity of job descriptions Medium Medium Medium Medium = | Medium Medium High Medium Low Low Medium
Formality of recruitment procedures Formal Formal Formal Infor- Formal Infor- Formal Formal Infor- Formal Formal
‘mal mal mal
Centralization
Who makes mos izati . ‘ : . s
dezizio§:9m°\t organizational Director |Director | Board/ Staff Staff Director |[Host Director |Board Director | Board/
: ’ host agency host"
agency ) agency
Who makes most job-specific decisions? Super- | Super- Super- Super- Super- Worker Director |Director |Director Worker Director
visor visor visor visor visor )
Number of staff supervised by 7 s 11 16 3 3 15 21 12 4

trcatment coordinator

10

KEY

Staff Size: small = under 25; medium = 25-55; large = 56+

Caseload Size: small = under 26; medium = 26-55; large = 56+

Complexity: low = under 5 disciplines; medium = §-7 diéciplihes; large = 8+

Formalization scores based on responses to standardized scales.




SECTION V: STAFFING PATTERNS AND.STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

It is difficult to compare the staffing pattems and staff charac-
teristics of the eleven projects with specificity. Staff sizes were
relatxvely small; turnover was relatively high. -Neither the individuals
employed by the projects nor their roles, respon51b111t1es and posi-
tions were static: The numbers of core staff varied over time; core

staff worked both full time or part time. In addition to core staff

. projects used consultants and volunteers in a myriad of d1fferent capa-

cities, for varied amounts of time. Thus, in order to depict the staff
of the eleven pro;ects, we must talk about averages and approximations
(see Tables Va and Vb). ' '

' Of all the project directors, most were professionally tralned
social workers and had several years of experience working in the social
service area; fewer than half had been working directly with child
abuse/neglect at the time the projects began. Most did not have total
control over pro;ect operatlons, but were accountable to a superv1sor
in the host agency and/or advisory board.

All of the pro;ects had a small number of core staff ranging
from three (in Neah Bay) to.about 25 (in Unlon County), with a mean
of 10 across projects. However, the actual number of people part1c1-
pating regularly in the prOJects 1nc1ud1ng consultants and volunteers
varied dramatically, from five (1n Neah Bay) -to around 134 (1n Arkansas).
The average number of people part1c1pat1ng in the prOJects was close
to 30, or about two consultants and volunteers for every core staff
member. The total person-years spent on project activities in a year
varied from approximately 3.4 1n Neah Bay and 8.1 in St. Petersburg -

to 18. 8 in Los Angeles and 23.7 in Union County; the average number of

v person- years spent annually was approxlmately 13.4. The logistics of

managing the projects varied greatly, depending both on the numbers of

core staff and volunteers and . consultants, as well as on the variety

of tasks: performed by these 1nd1v1duals. Volunteers do not come. to
these projects for free even 1f they remain unpald and unrelmbursed
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They need to be supervised and directed’ cddrdfkated; and i some cases
monitored. This all takes core staff time which would_otherwise be
dlrected toward other activities. o o .
- The personal character1st1cs of the core staff var1ed greatly | |
across projects on all but .one attrlbute -- 83% of all core staff across
projects were female. At all prOJects, the maJor1ty of staff were fe-
male. At any time during the demonstration, no more_than two projects
had male directors. This appears to be a close reflection of the child
abuse field in general, both in terms.of.ﬁho works in programs and who
receives services. The profe551onal tra1n1ng of core staff members
‘varied across projects with as many as three out of four possess1ng ;
graduate degrees in some projects (Baton Rouge and Bayamon) and as
few as onc out of four in others (Arkansas, Neah Bay and Union County)
Years of experience in the social service area prior to employment in
the projects likewise varied from as many as three out of four (in St.
Petersburg) with at least three years egpefience to as few as one out
of five (in Arkansas). These differences reflect the different empha-
ses of projects in terms of what they were demonstrating and how they
chose to demonstrate it, as well as certaln regulations and situations
that governed the h1r1ng process. Very few staff members in any of
the projects had had direct exper1ence ‘with child abuse and neglect
cases, this is reflectlve of the state of the ch11d abuse f1e1d in
1914 more than anything else.
if Every project had some core staff whose funct10n was pr1mar11y
concerned with direct treatment services for parents and/or children.
In all projects, these individuals were assisted by consultants and
volunteers. In order to manage direct treatment. services, most of the
projects separated the functlon of direct services coord1nat10n or
supervision from that of the prOJect.dlrector. Such a separatlon of
functions appeared beneficial,.since in general the demands placed -
on a director in projects such as these, which‘were attempting to accom-
plish‘many'different kinds of goals, simply did not allow the director S L
time to be concerned with the details of treatment program management..b

Many projects, including Adams County, Arlingtoh,vBatbh Rouge and Bayainon,
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chose to rely primarily on professionally trained social workers who
were part of their core staff as their treatment providers. Others,
notably Los Angeles, St. Louis and Tacoma, preferred to use a mixture
‘of professional and lay treatment workers on a routine ba51s Union
County, by virtue of state and county regulations, employed primarily
inservice trained social workers as their main treatment pfoviders.
In both Arkansas and St. Petersburg treatment was primarily provided
by lay persons who were not considered part of the "core" staff.

In addition to project directors and treatment workers, all pro-
jects had some staff and consultants or volunteers filling important
functions in the areas of.coordinatidn; fraining and education. Some
projects, notably Baton Rouge, Bayamon, St. Petersburg‘and Tacoma, .
established full time positiohs,for community educators, community
liaison specialists, and the like. Other projects assigned these re-
sponsibilities to core staff whé also provided treatmenf services or
to other individuals participating with the project. Those projects
that did establish special positions or'minimally special committees
for these functions seem to have been able to at least take a more
planful approach to these activities if-not a more successful one.

The turnover rate across prOJects was relatively, high, which is
i1eflective of the child abuse field in general although it may also be
reflective of demonstratlon projects. The overall turnover rate.

(of individuals, not positions) was about 38% over the lifetime of"
the demonstfation, a figure comparable to other social service pro-
grams. These rates did vary greatly across projects, from as low as-
'1/9 in Bayamon to 2/3 in Baton Rouge, St. Louis and Tacoma, and 1/1

in Los Angeles. The departure of staff members in thése relatlvely

- small projects put a considerable burden on the rest of the staff mem-
bers Whobhad to pick up additional,reSponsibilities-until-a new person
could be hired and trained. Almost all changes»in staff causédlsigni-
ficant disruptioh of project activities. Six of the projects exper¥_

ienced turnover in the director's position’;1 one of these, Arlington,

1 ’ L .
In Arkansas, while the titular director of the demonstration pro-
ject from state protective services did turnover, the State Director of
SCAN d1d not, and therefore Arkansas is not included as one of the six.
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experieﬁced two such changes. While the loss of a director was disrup-

tive, four of the projects chose to hire a new director from within

the exiéting staff; this greatly facilitated continuity. The two pro- : | I

jects (Tacoma and Baton Rouge) that sought new directors from outside .

lost at least six months to transitional activitiés --a greét disad--

vantage for a 36 month broject. ' 4 _
In general, volunteers and consultants were used by the projects |

in a variety of capacities.” Some projects, notébly St. Lodis_and '

Tacoma,vused these non-core staff in many more rolé5'thaﬁ'others,‘but

some roles are common across almost all of the projects.

Most projects used volunteers to complement their own core staff
infthg provision of treatment services. All projects but Baton Rouge, @‘i
Bayamon, Los Angeles and Neah Bay used volunteers (or reimbursed volﬁm- ' ‘
teers) as lay therapists/parent aides. In some projécts, notably Arkan-
sas, these lay therapists played a role in.actually managing cases
and making sure they got the services needed; in others, such as Adams ' }
County and Arlington, the lay therpists provided additional supports J
to cases being managed by core staff members. All projects used con- : S
sultants to advise on individual cases and,in all projects but St. '
‘Louis, consultants (often unpaid) were used on multidisciplinary review - ' a ;
teams (for some projects, Adams County, Tacoma and St. Petersburg for ‘
example', these teams reviewed more than just the projects' an'cases). o i
In addiiion, volunteers were used to supply babysitting and transpor- . o  ;
tation for clients and other similar supporf services. - . _ o ' :

All projects except for Bayamon used consultants and/or volunteerS

on an Advisory or Community Board. The viaBility and responsibilities K o
‘of the boérds varied dramaticélly from projects such as Arkansas, St. | '

Louis and Tacoma where the board actually had véto power over the ' ' %
directors' decisions, to Adams County or Neah Bay where the boards - » '
were strictly advisory. In some projects, Tacoma, Baton Rouge and
Union County for example, the bo;rd met regularly and made major con-

tributions to the functioning of the project; in other places, Los

Angeles, for exampie, the Board met infrequently.
' Many of the projects used volunteers to assist in traihing‘and

education activities, as members of an organized Speakers Bureau, to - Y.
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promote the project through various publicity activities and to assist

project staff in activities designed to bring about a more coordinated

community system. A few of the projects, notably Adams County, Tacoma

and St. Louis, were fortunate in securing volunteers to assist with

office clerical work and even in project research.

-TABLE Va

Project Resources

and Staffingrpatterns

Avefage  Avéragé' 7 v

Number Number. Estimated Approximate

Core Individuals Hours Annual
Project Staff* Participating Per Year Expenditures
Adams County 13 47 37,680 $169,000
Arlington 15 22 29,600 226,000
Baton Rouge 10 14 | 20,620 176,000
Bayamén 9 12 17,710 151,000
Arkansas 7 134 34,280 129,000
Los Angeles: 12 23 39,170 236,000
Neah Bay 3 "5 © 6,970 ' 56,000
St. Louis- 6 73 26,440 160,000
St. Petersburg 6 55 16,860 122,500
Tacoma 8 ‘1110 24,660 156,000
Union County 25 29 49,340 670,000 -

. : _ | .
Reflects average number of core staff employed during three
select months of project operations. '
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TABLE Vb: Additional Staff Characteristics

Approximate
: -Ratio of Core
Approximate Staff With More Existence of
Number of Ratio of Than Three - a Treatment Use of a
Directors Approximate Approximate Staff With Years Exper- Description of Existence of Supervisor Multidis- Use of
During Turnover Ratio of Graduate ience in Social Treatment Workers, an Advisory Other Than ciplinary ' Lay
Three Rate in Males to Degrees to Services to Including Non-Core or Community Project Diagnostic Thera-
Project Years Core Staff Females Those Without Those With Less Staff Board Director Tean pists
Adams County 1 1:3 1/3 1/2 s Primarily profes- v / / Y,
sionally trained
_ social workers
Arlington 3 1:2 1/15 1/2 1/2 . Primarily profes- s / / /
' . sionally trained :
social workers
Baton Rouge 2 2:3 1/8 : 3/4 1/3 o Primarily profes- ' /o v/ )
: ; sionally trained i -
social workers: )
Bayamon -2 1:9 1/6 . 3/4 o 1/2 Professionally /
. ‘trained social )
workers
Arkansas 1+ Co1:2 0/12 1/4 1/5 Primarily lay 4 ; / A =4
: . persons . :
Los Angeles 1 1:1 12 1/2 1/3 Mixture of pro- v/ v 4 .
. : : ~ fessional and : -
_ -lay persons’ L =
Neah Bay 2 : 1:3 o/6 1/4 . - 1/4 . Inservice trained 4 4 gé’
1 ' ‘community workers :
St. Louis 1 2:3 1/ S V-2 1/3 - Mixture of pro- 2 -/ ‘o
o ' fessional and lay .
_ persons
St. Petersburg 1 1:6 Y5 1/2 7 3/4 Primarily lay. / / - 7 /
: ) . - persons : .
Tacoma 2 2:3 1/4 N VE ' V3 Mixture of pro- / / /. /
’ . ’ i . fessional and lay
) ) persons
Union County 2 2:5 13 1/4 "2/3 Primarily inser- v Y y /
: ' ) vice trained : . -
sociul workers

thlc the dnrc;tor of the state SCAN offxce did not turnover, in fact the titular director of the demonstration project from state
protective services d:d as did many of the county d1regtors :




SECTION VI: PROJECT SERVICE ACTIVITiES AND RELATED COSTS1

While the pro;ects did pursue many of the same . act1v1t1es, the
amount of time spent on these activities, the magnitude or volume of
the activities, and their related costs varied con51derab1y across
projects. Very few ‘patterns emerge which allow for the neat grouping

of projects into one or two categories.

"A. General Activities

In addition to general day-to-day management functions, all pro-
jects provided some staff development and training‘ae well as devoting
time to program pléhning and development .(see Table VIa). The average
amount of time reported spent on general management was 11% with projects
spend1ng as little as 4% and 6% (St Louis and Ar11ngton, respectively)
and as much as 17% (Union C1ty) Most prOJects spent about 5% or '
less of their t1me on program planning and development and an average
~ of 12% on staff development and training. When one comblnes these
different project dperation activities, the tremendous variance across
prOJects becomes apparent, with as little as 15% spent in Arlington.
on these funct1ons and as much as 49% in Neah Bay; the average across
" all projects was 26%. While the variation does not appear to be related
to whether an organization was top-heavy, problem-laden, well-run or
poorly-run, it does rather directly reflect a consumption of resources
in one area which allows for more or less activity in the areas of =

services to the c_ommunlty or services to clients,

For more detailed discussions of project.time and resource -allo-
cations to different act1V1t1es, see evaluation cost reports, listed
in Appendix A. :

Vary1ng 1nterpretat1ons by projects of exactly what const1tuted
A”general management' may account for some of the variation.
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TABLE Via: Projec't Percent Time Allocations

Average Across Xrernge
Adams | . Baton Los Nesh|St. [St. Union { Projects Across All
Count y |Arlington |Rouge] Bayamon Arkansas|{ Angeles [8ay |Louis)Petersburg|Tacoma|Coumty Doing Activity | Projects 4
| Prevention . : .- e Lhd ? b b il B ] X3 = ] 1
Lomman ity Education s ) 4 16 S 2 S1 4 1] 12 | 1) S e !
Professionnl Lducut)on N 3 9 $ 2 4 2 10 ] 2 5 5
Coordination 3 1 4 7 ] 3 7 b 4 14 3 H 5
Legislation & Policy - - -- -- 1 == 7] -- 1 1 - 3 ]
Staff hevelopment/Training g 7 13 8 16 9 191 10 $ 17 11 12 12 :
Program Planning & Novelopment 1 1 1 1 4 2 16 6 ) 4 2 4 ) ! -
tiencra) Management 8 b 15 14 9 13 1L} 4 14 1 17 10 10
Trojcet_Research [ 1 - 10 3 1 - 4 ) 3 3 4 4
BPA_Lvaluation 1 3 1 2. [ -- 8| 3 4 2 5 3 - 3
Qut reach . -- ) 1 - - .- =12 - - 1 ) .e
intake & lnitial Diagnosis 7 8 5 N S .- ae 4 .- 1 S 4 3
Case Management & Regular Review 4 26 28 10 13 2 2 = - 5 24 12 11
Court_Case Actjvities 4 1 2 2 -- .= 1 == -- 4 2 1
Crisis Intevvention During Intake -- 1 .- -- - - 3 1 - - ] 2 1
Multidisciplinary Team Review S 2 3 2 6 -- Tl - 3 2 ‘3 4 3
individual Counscling 1 h 1 b 2 1 $ - - 4 7 ] 3
Parent Aide/Lay Therapy Counseling 5 2 -- .- 20 -- -- 4 23 3 1 8 5
Co;q)les Counseling ) 1 -- .- -~ -- .- = ] .- 2 .- 3. --
" Tamily Cownzeling T -- 3 T RN A - - i ) 1 P
\ o Aleunol, Drupy & meigat Lowised sy L - ; -- .- i - .- . - - s 1 <
° , _=d-llour Hotiine tounseling . el el haed ' i i bl il - == [ -- ...
Individual Therapy 2 - -- 2 ' e -- 2 2 = .- - 2 |
-1 Group Therapy ) 1 1 -- 1 - -- - 4 | . 2 - 2 1
Parents Anonymous 1 - - = 2 - == ] -- 3 = - 2 1
Parent Education Classes 1 - -- 1 -- - 1 : .- .o 1 1 1
Crisis Intervention Aftcr Intake -- 1 .- N .- - == 1 ] 3 1 2 1
Uay_Care__ ) - 12 - - - - 3 - - == 12 1
| Résidential Care .- -- -- -- .- 44 N .o - - 44 ) 4
10 Development Frogram - 2 -- -- -- L .- 18 -- |22 - -- .- 14, 4
v "I'her_«my . ) 1 2 -~ -~ - - - 1- .- .- .o 1 | -
special Child Therapy L -- -- -~ -- -- -] -- .- .- - .- -
Crisis Nursery 29 - |- -- - - -] - .. .- - 29 3 ‘
Homemak ing : ) - Ty 9 T N . .o - 3 1
. | Medival Care : 2 2 2 e | .- - we | -- .- i - 2 )
| Babysitting/Child Care -- -- oo i .- 2 - 1s 2 | .- 3 )
: Transportation/waiting . 2 8 1 .- | es 2 - 4 . - 3 5 N
raychological & Other Testing -- .- 1 1 e .- -- 1 . .. .- 1 -
Follow-liip -- - - 1 -- - - o b -’ -n P 1 -
R R ‘ : ) 1 1 2 e -t 2 1 1 1 i
Summary l_n!'orm:ﬁion: Lo
Prosect Operatfons : 20 15 9 | 23 n a3 lelaay 30 3 | #n » 2
Comunity Activities : s 12 | 38 1oy et o s e 17 17
Trestment Activitics o6 “6 53 [ | a8 | oo [ |es 3o ) o2y oss 19 4 oas
" _.birect services to children 32 18 0 o o 62| of = ) 0 ) 33 12
--Cusc management functions 17 az 9| g 2| 12 a6 3 9 s8) 21 L2
Research & Evaluation : s RN RER 7 1 sl 7, 7 w | s 1 7
'l;lgise note that columns do not add to 100% owing to rounding. 46




Each of the projects pursued some number of activities with respect
to their local communities. Only two, Bayamon and St. Petersburg,
formally identified these activities as including those which were pre-
ventive in nature. Indeed, the community and professional education,
coord1nat10n, and 1eg1slat1ve and policy activities of all the projects

had implications for the prevent1on of child abuse and neglect. Five

- of the projects (Adams County, Arllngton Los Angeles, St. Louis and

Union County) spent well under 10% of their time on these commun1ty—-

‘oriented activities. These projects might be regarded as the more

hcavily-direet‘treatmentforientedvpiojects.‘ Their goals, their staf-
fing patterns, their whole orientation was more to demonstrate methods
for working with clients then methods of(working with community Systems,
Three other projetts, Bayamen, St. Petersburg and Tacoma, each spent .
close to 30% of their time'on community activities, reflecting clear
mandates in the1r goals to try to change the local child abuse and .
neglect systems either through coordinative or educational act1v1t1es.
The remaining projects had more mixed priorities.

The diffefenees'among projects become most clear in analyzing
both the time allocated to direct treatment services, in general, to
specific kinds of treatment, and the variations.in caseload size and
service unit volumes. Four of the projects (Adame County, Arlington,
Los Angeles and St. Louis) spent well over 60% of their time on ser-
vices to clients. Four others (Bayamon, Neah Bay, St. Petersburg. and
Tacoma)_spent under 40%. The remaining three spent approximately half
their time On'direct client serfices ' Of the eleVeﬁ projects, only-
three (Adams County, Los Angeles and St. Lou1s) spent less than one-
third of this direct services time on general case management functions
(intake, d1agnos1s, review, referral, etc.) as opposed to the actual
provision of services. These three projects additionally spent 51g-
nificant portlons of the direct services time on the provision of
treatment services to children (32%, 62% and 23% respectlvely)

These are the few pro;ects out of the eleven wh1ch are regarded as
having operational programs for children; Arlington also prov1ded some

direct services to children, but did not have a specific, identifiable
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group of children enrolled in these treatment services over time. Thus,
at a macro-level, one sees variations across projects in terms of how
much effort overall was devoted to direct treatment services, how much
of that was spent on management functions as opposed to the ‘actual
provision of services, and how much was spent on sérviges-to children
as'opPOSed'to"seivices for adults orfsuppo}; services for families.

i

" B. _pec1f1c Serv1ce Act1v1t1es

The spec1f1c services offered and their volume reflects vari-
atiqns across pro;ects (see Table VIb). F1rst, projects had dif-
ferent daéélqad sizes.1 Los Angeles and Neah Bay typically had fewer
than 10 families in treatment; in Los Angeles the capacity of the
residential facility for children and various management and staffing
difficulties kept the caseload size small; in Neah Bay the community .
‘size (approximately 1000 people) the staff size (three people) and a
basic oriéntation toward serving the community in general rather than
specific families resulted in the small caseload size. St. Petersburg
. had, on average, 18 families in treatment; this projeat did not regard
itself as a direct treatment program, but rather developed a small '
lay therapy program to test its fea51b111ty in the community as one
of ‘many ''community- -oriented, communlty -organizing" activities. Of
the remaining .projects, six are regarded as having medlum sized case-
loads ranging from 26 to 83. Two of these, Baton Rouge and Arkansas, -
‘served ‘all of the identified abuse, but not neglect, cases coming '
into the county,protective'servicés system and their caseload sizes:
were determined accordiﬁgly. Adams Counfy and Bayamon, both parts ,
of protective services, selected more_interesting or seaiaas cases
coming into protective services; the number of cases selécted<was A
11m1ted to meet internal cr1ter1a of des1rab1e worker caseload size.
F1nally, St. Louis and Tacoma, private programs funct1on1ng as adjuncts
to local protective services, recelved cases from a variety of sources
and limited numbers depending upon the1r treatment capacity. In
. other words, all projects with medium or small caseload sizes selected

out certain types or numbers of cases and did not setrvice all "identifled"

Caseload size refers to the number of clients the project considered to
be formally receiving services by the project at any point in time.
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TABLE VIb: Typical Average Monthly Service Volume:l

Average ACross

4

Adams Baton : Los Neah St. St. . Union Projects Pro-
County Arlington Rouge Bayamon Arkansas Angeles Bay2 Louis Petersburg Tacoma County viding Service
Cascload Size 26 179 83 70 73 9 8 40 18 42 294 77
lnt;kcs/lnitiai Diagnosis S22 32 27 8 a4 -- 2 13 L= 8 30 - - 22
Cases with Court Activities "6 19 3 4 7 4 - 4 . -_' 4 6 6
Multidisciplinary Team Case Reviews 38 6 6 2 10 4 - e e 3 a9 14
Individual Counseling or Therapy Contacts 81 1284 68 92 19 S5 19 94 -~ 114 392 118
Lay Therapy Contacts 79 20 -- -- 368 5 - - 28 135 18 119 96
Family/Couples Counseling Sessions 26 32 -- 34 -- 4 -- 27 -- S8 s3 33
Crisis Intervention Contacts 22 ) X 37 7 21 6  -- 45 -- 12 249 ) " 50
24 Hour Hotline Calls -- 12 - -- o< .- - 12 - -— - 12
Group Therapy Person Sessions 44 72 -~ 4 -- - --- 106 -- 20 28 46
Parents Anonymous Person-Sessiops ' ] 54 == .- - 45 -- -- - 98 -- - 66
Day Care Child—.Scss}ions -- 153 - -- 8 -- -- 22 . -- -~ 492 166
g;ii‘;fnz;:set)’ or Residential Care v 127 . . . . 207. . . - L. . 167
Child Development Program Child-Sessions t22 -- - -- -- 155 -- 285 e -- 7 117
Child Play or Othcr Therapy Sessiqns> 10 30 -- -- -- 10 -~ 16 -- -- 7 15
| Homemaking Contacts .- 8 20 .- - - - .- - - 191 40
Babysitting Hours -- 222 -- -—- - -- -- 87 15 - 11 - 84
Transportation Rides 14’ " 293 ‘19 -- 114 42 -- 423 ‘ -- -- 148 150 -
Psychological § Other Tests 8 9 6 10 -- 4 - 18 -- 12 3 9
Follow-Up Contacts 5 11 - 6 -- s 7 - 10 3 6

1

Does not include services a project may have provided sporadically.

2 ' - tC . - .. T . - - - » . s . ‘. ' B .
“By October 1976, Ncah Bay also offered court-casc activities, multidisciplinary teum reviews, and a crisis nursery and crisis interventiau.




cases in the community. The two projeéts with "large" caseloads,
Arlington with an average of 179 cases and Union County with an aver-
age of 294, however, were set up to serve all cases referred to thc '
local protective services. '

In addition to caseload size, " there are many other variations
across projects with respect to type and volume of services offered
All of the projects except St. Petersburg performed intake and 1n1t1a1
diagnoses on cases (St. Petersburg generally worked with cases which
had already been through this process at the local protective services
department}. The average number of "intakes' per month varied across
projects (from two in Neah Bay, eight in Tacoma and Bayamon, to 44 in

- Arkansas) with the protectivé services based or aff111ated pro;ects
handling significantly larger nuﬁbers ‘These projects had less choice
in acceptlng cases for intake than did the private agency-based pro-
jects. The seem1ngly large number of intakes in Adams County relative.
to caseload size is explained by the fact that the project did intakes
on many cases that were then referred on to'another proteciive ser-

| vices unit for treatment. | |

- All of the projects except for Neah Bay and St Petersburg per-

" . formed certain court-related functions for their cases; the number

of cases per month with court-related activities was generally small,
with an across-project average of about six (Arlington was the excep-

tion here, with 19 per month)L - : _
During most of the demonstration period, éll projects but Neah

. Bay, St. Louis and St. Petersburg pfovided‘muitidiscipliﬁary team re-
views for their cases. The different numbers of cases reviewed by ‘
such teams not only reflects different project caseload sizes but

"also differences in the kinds of teams and how cases were rev1ewed

In Adams County, for example with an average of 38 reviews per month,
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all new intakes into the protectiVe services department, not all of
which were seen by the project itself, received a review as mandated
by state law. Thus, eight or 10 cases may have been reviewed at a
single two-hour weekly meeting of the team. In Arlington and Baton
Rouge, workers identified partiéularly problematic cases to bring to
the team; the team'reviewed two to three cases per meeting, thereby
often spendfhg a full hour on one case. Similarly in Tacoma, cases
receiQed"vefy intense, fhorough'review; here, however, .not only did
projett treatment workers present cases bﬁt any worker in the county

was free to do the same. This team met more sporadically than did

 the onc in Arlington, explaining'the smaller number. 1In Los Angeles,

with four team reviews per month and an average caseload of nine, _
it becomes apparent that cases were brought back to the team often °
for review (approkimately every other month), whereas in projects
such as Adams Couﬁty or Union County, more‘than'one‘team‘réview per
case was the exception rather than the rule. The most salient dif-
ference Between team reviews seems to have been the amount of time
spent per case, and thus fhe amount of detailed attention any case
received from the team. >_ » _

All of the prbjecfs except for St. Petersburg offered individual
counseling or therapy to their cliehts;¥ The St. Petersburg clients
received indiyidu§1 ;ouhSeling fiom,thé,locai protective services
department. Individual counseling.or'therapy.served as the core

trcatment services provided to clients in these projects. Almost all-

clients received individual counséling or therapy and one or two other

services. However, the amount of individual counseling or fherapy pro--
vided to clients did vary across projects. On average, eight of the

projects (Adams County, Arlington, Bayamon, Los Angeles, Neah Bay,

FIOther than multidisciplinary team reviews, a content analysis of
the services offered by these projects showed that same-named services
were actually delivered in the same way (if individual counseling and
individual therapy are merged into one category), i.e., consisted of the
same thing, across projects.  See BPA Adult Client Working Paper #1.
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St. Louis, Tacoma and Union County) provided individual counseling or
therepy to cases more than once a month. Of these, only Los Angeles,
Neah Bay and Tacoma provided, on average, more than two such contacts
a month. This does not imply that in the other pro;ects cases were’
not seen by the projects as often as twice a month, but rather that

on average they received 1nd1v1dua1 counseling or therapy, which was .
typlcally offered by the pr1mary case manager, that infrequently

of course, cases in.the early stages of treatment . were-probably seen
at greater frequency; cases which had been in treatment quite a while
were probably seen less frequently. ,

Lay therapy or parent aide counseling was offered by all but Baton
Rouge, Bayamon and Neah Bay. . In most pro;ects lay therapy. counsellng
was provided to a subset of the prOJects' caseloads. In some of these
projects, notably Tacoma and Union County, the lay therapy counseling
was considered a pr1mary service for these cases; the lay therapist
‘or parent aide functioned very much as a case manager.' In other pro-“'
jects, it was provided as an ancillary’éer&ice In Arkansas, however,'
lay therapy was provided to ‘all clients, and it was the primary ser-
v1ce offered.

All but Arkansas, Neah Bay and St. Petersburg offered fam11y or -
‘ couples counse11ng In Adams County, St. Louis and Tacoma th1s par-
ticular serv1ce was used more frequently with clients than in any: of
the other projects, but not - as frequently as 1nd1v1dua1 counseling.

In terms of crisis oriented services, all projects but Neah Bay
and St. Petersburg formally prov1ded crisis intervention contacts.

‘In addltlon Baton Rouge Arlington and St. Louis received crisis calls
on a 24 -hour basis. The amount of crisis intervention performed by
- projects did vary considerably, with Adams County, St. Louis and Union

. County providing on average about one per month per client, “and

Arlington ‘Baton Rouge, Bayamon and Tacoma prov1d1ng less than one
‘per client every two months.

All projects except for Baton Rouge and Los ‘Angeles prov1ded some
form of group serv1ces for clients. 1In each of these.pro;ects_only
_a small percentage of the clients received these.group services,
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however. Group therapy was offered in Adams County, Arlington, Bayamon,
St. Louis, Tacoma and Union County. All but St. Louis had difficulty
keeping this as a viable service with a constant group of six or moré
meeting once a month. Adams County, Arkansas and St. Petersburg offered
Parents Anonymous as part of their programs; Tacoma also helped to
sponsor such a group but not necessarily for their own clients. Parent
education classes were offered d1rect1y to clients by Adams County,

St. Louis, Tacoma and Union County:. Arkansas, Bayamon and Neah Bay
provided such classes for the community in general; St. Petefsburg
played‘a‘sighificant role in getting such classes started in local
schools. v _ : -

In looking specifically at which projects offered children's ser-
vices, we concern ourselves with very few of the projects. As men-
tioned earlier, only Adams County, Los”Angeles,énd St. Louis had fully
developed treatment programs for children. . In Adams Coun;y, the core
of'yhe program was a residential crisis nursery complemented by a
child dévelopment program and play or other therapy for children.

In Los Angeles, the core of the program was longer-term res1dent1a1
care for children which included child development - -oriented group and
individual services. And, in St. Louis, a therapeutic day care and
child development program with specialized child therapy was provided.
In Ar11ngton, day care was provided in conjunction with a ‘local pri-~
vate agency to a small number of children with some play therapy back-
up, and in Union County-day care was purchased for children from other
agencies. |

All of the pro;ects were organized to be able to provide a var1ety
of supportlve or advocacy services to their clients; once again, how-_
ever, some pro;ects did so much more frequently than others. For
example, Arlington, Arkansas, Los Angeles, St. Louis and Union County
were all big providers of transportation, with St. Louis prdviding
far more than any of the other projects, primarily through the use of their.
own bus. Arlington, Baton Rouge, Neah Bay and Union . County all provided
homemaking serv1ces, with Union County providing, through purchase of
service, significantly more than the others. Arlington exceeded the

other projects in directly providing>CIients with babysitting.
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As é final note on specific treatment services offered, none of
the projects offered very much in the way of follow-up contacts in a
typical month. Although'all projeéts ackndwledgé the imextance 6f
this activity and many say that in theory they do it, it does hét»v

appear very often in project records as a service offered.

TP
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C. Costs of Services

As seen in Table:VIc, the costs of different activities was not

the same at all projects. The average cost to the project for one

hour of work at the projects ranged from $4.00 or less in each of the
Arkansas counties to $11.00 in Bayémon'and Union County. In general,
those projects with a lower average cost per hour of work were those
that relied more heavily on unpaid or modestly reimbursed volumteers.
Likewise, the average monthly cost per case ranged from $105 in
Arlington (a project with a large caseload) to $2,188 in Los Angeles
(a pro;ect prov1d1ng intense res1dent1a1 care to a small number of
cases). The average monthly cost per case across pro;ects of $225 is
probably-qu1te ¢lose to what the typical protective services depart- |
ment can anticipate spending. ' ‘ '

Unit costs for dlfferent services also varied across projects.

~ One review by a. mu1t1d15c1p11nary team cost a project as little as

$25 in Adams County and as much as $189 in Bayamon. With an average
cost per hour of 1nd1v1dua1 counseling across ‘projects at $14.75,

one county in Arkansas was well above the average at $35.50, and the
St. Louis project was well below the average at $7.00. Vsr1at1ons
across pro;ects for lay therapy were not as great, with an average
cost per hour of $7.25. . Group therapy unit costs (the cost per per-
son session) were quite d1fferent across projects, as were parent
educat1on class unit costs. D1fferences here are largely explained
by the credent1als of the person(s) running the session, and thus the
salary they command, as well as attendance (hlgher attendance results
in substantially lower un1t costs). - The unit costs for transportat1on :

(cost per r1de) also vary dramatically across pro;ects. These d1f-

-ferences are also explained by the credentials or position of the .,

person offering the service ( in some projects it was the social worker)
as well as the number of persons prov1ded with rides at the same time -
v(St. Louis used a bus to transport many people at the same time,

' gteatly:reduciﬁg‘the unit costs).
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TABLE vIc:

Project Costs
Average ’ . .
Across Adams Baton Jeff. Co |wWash. Co § Los St. St. Union
Projects | County {Arlington| Rouge | Bayamon Arkansas | Arkansas | Angeles |Neah Bay | Louis [Petersburg Tacoma | County
Average Monthly Expenditures $15,720 115,558 | 18,832 14,627 | 12,576 5,142 5,213 [ 19,690 4,657 |13,339] 10,206 12,985 | 55,812
Average Cost/Hour § "7.50 5.00 9.50 8,25 11.00 3.25 4,00 5.25 9.00 7.75 | 11.00
Average Monthly Cost/Case $ 225 598 105 176 180 120 174 | 2,188 582 333 851 309 190
Unit Costs of Select sSc¢rvices*
Cost/Multidisciplinary Team
Review . $ 4.75 25.00 | 137.00 125.50} 189.00 54.75 76.75 31.75 -- <. -- 98.00 | 51.25
Cost/ilour: Individual - o o . o o . : - . g
Counseling $ 14.75 8.25 11.00 ‘14,50 28.75 "14.75 35.50 9.75 24,75 7.00 -- 7.75 | 18.50
Cost/llour: -Lay Therapy $ 7.25 7.75 2.75' -- -- 4.50 5.75 -- -- 10.50 8.50 - 17.00 ) 10.50
‘Cost/Person: Group Therapy T
Session $ J0.50 3.75 9.00 -- 69.25 -- -- -- - 9.50 -- 27.25 9.00
Cost/Person: Parent . . ’ :
Education Session $§ 9.50 5.7% - - - - -—- - 41,50 |- 32.75 -- 31.25 19.25
Cost/Ride: Transportation $ 8.75 30.00 | 10.50 30.75 -- 2.50 | -- 14.25 -- 2.25. -- 4,00 | 21.75

. . -
These figures have been adjusted

to account for. regional wage and price differences.
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SECTION VII: CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES SERVED

While a study of the characteristics of the familics served by
the projects does suggest both similarities and differences in the
kinds of communities and .agencies where the projects were situated
as well.as in projects' intake or admissions criteria, most reveal-
ing is the fact that all projects served a var1ety of cases;’ commun1ty
type did not totally dictate the kinds of cases served, nor were the
projects totally influenced by the kinds of admission policies they
had establlshed for themselves (see Table VII).

A. Source of Referrals -

Cases were referred to the projects from a wide variety of sources,
and very often more than one source. The largest percentage of cases.
across all projects were referred by a public social service agency;

. other agencies referred cases in the following order: schools, hos-
pitals and law enforcement Close to 10% of the cases were referred
by acquaintances or neighbors; another 10% were self- referrals Only

% of the referrals were from private phys1c1ans Notable var1at1ons
in individual projects include: Arkansas and Tacoma rece1ved rela-
tively higher percents of referrals from private phy51c1ans (11% and
7ﬁ), Arlington and Bayamon reéceived very few referrals from the medi-
cal community; Baton Rouge had quite a high rate of referral from, the
schools (27%) as well as law enforcement (18%); St. Louis and Tacoma
had high rates of self-referrals (33% and 26%). Los Angeles reporrs

" that most of their cases were referred by the medical communlty, St.
Petersburg reports that ‘close to one-third of their cases were self-

referrals.

lFor more detailed dlscu551on of proJect clients, the services
they received and the relative impact of these services, see Adult
Client and Children's reports, listed in Appendlx A,
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TABLE VII: Information on Cases Served by the Projects During 1975 and 1976

. Adams Baton . St. Union All

Variable County Arlington Rouge Bayamon Arkansas. Louis Tacoma Countx Cases

Source of Referral”’ _ S o
Private physicien 33 . 2% % - 1% a7 15 3%
Hospital 15 s 17 4 14 19 17 19 14
Social service agency 112 13 n o1’ a2 B 20 17 19
School 21 22 27 3 11 1 5 15 16
Law enforcement 9 6 18 2 3 -- 3 11 8
Court S 7 1 -- -3 3 ' 3 3
Parent : 3 8 S 2 2 1 3 1 4
Sibling . v 1 1 -- -- 1 - - .- .5
Relative 5 6 16 2 1 1 10 7 7
Acquaintance/neighbor 11 17 8 3 17 0 - 3. 5 7 10
Seif 11 7 2 4 6 - 33 26 5 3
Anonymous ‘ o 4 3 S -- 9 -- 1 2 3

Case Status .

Abusc established 29% 10% 42% 29% 37$ 41% 34% 21% 126%
Neglect established 3 14 ] 24 11 - 6 14 18 - 12
Type of Maltreatment . ) .

Potential abuse/qeglect only 46% 30% 9% 25% lS%‘ 13% 18% 23% 28%

‘Emotional maltreatment only 8 ‘ 21 6 22 . 17 19 14 14
Sexual abuse 5 2 14 2 4 1 2 - "4
Physical abuse 37 14 49 20 st 60 39 27 31
Physical neglect 4 31 18 28 . n 4 16 28 20 .
Physical abuse and neglect -- . 4 3 8 S 6 4 '3';

Severity of Cuse ) )
Scrious assault on child 18 248 7% 42% 435 3% 32% 335 28%

Pfcvious_record/evidence of . : c S

maltreatment , . ) 23% 29% 21% 63% 62% 32% 23% 32% 29%

Rosponsibility for Maltreatment _ ‘ : .
Mother - | o ses s0%  48%  S2% 738 49% 52 s52%
Father . 31 .20 35 28 .25 12 16 22 24
Both o 16 23 13 - 14 20 4 34 2 29
Other o 6 3 37 13 S 2 11 5 5

Legal Actions Taken :

" None , 40% .38% 25% 44% 19% 19¢ 18%  30% . 31%
Court hearing : 11 7 w1 15 12 33 .5 10
Court supervision, child home 2 .4 15 -- 4 S 7 i
Temporary removal 5 ’ 3 15 1 4 4 43 7 .SL

- (Legal Actions Taken continued on next page)

R .
Individual statistics for Los Angeles and St. Petersburg clients have not bheen included because
of the small number of cascs on which we have data, 12 and 11, respectively; information on
these cases has been included in calculutions for the "Total" column. Individual statistics
for Ncah Bay clients have not been includcd because they were not made available to the evalua-
tor. Numbers in any of the variable sets may not add to 100% owing to rounding.

L2 ’ .
~Numbers do not add to 100% since more than ome category may have been checked for a given case.
. . .

" Indicates less than one-half percent. 58




TABLE VII (continued)

\Variable

Adams

. Baton
County Arlington Rouge

Bayamon Arkansas

St.. Union Al
Louis Tacoma County Casus

Le_gal Actions Taken (cqntinued)

)

Average age of fathers -

Foster care o% 5% 2% 9% 215 18% 1% 9%
Permanent removal -- <1 -- -~ -- -- 1 1  <1
Criminal action for adult 3 1 4 1 1 S 5 5 3
" Reported to mandated agency 56 32 21 s 70 a7 T 60 46
Reported to central registry 21 40 30 -- 48 18 -3 40 30
Information on Children . '
Premature child 6% a 5% 1% 5% 8% 13% 4 59
Mentally retarded child 2 6 5 6 1 1 7 4 . 4
Physically handicapped child 4 3 2 10 S 4 4 3 4
Emotionally disturbed child 3 6 18 2 2 1 12 6 6
Adopted/ foster child 4 8 1 1 4 8 4 4 5
Unwantéd pregnancy . 4 5 5 6 3 7 6 5

Information on Household:

Composition ' .
Mother/mothcr substitute present 98% - 76% 87% 100% '97% 98% 91% 98"6 L 92%
Father/father substitute present| 71 a4 59 71 69, 51 60 s4a S8
Families with one adult 25 39 32 23 22 36 36 37 31
Families with 3 or more adults 3 15 10 9 9 12 8 7 8
Average number children'Ain family 2.3 2.0 2.6 3.3 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.7 2.4
Families with one child 27% 45% 26% 11% 32% 26% 33%. 26% . 30% |
Families with 4 or more children| 19 12 3 4 18 10 22 30 21
Families with pre-schoolers ) 78 57 66 83 89 97 88 65 © 73

Information on Household:

Education - ) C _
Mothcr: post-high school 8% 23% 21% 19% 8% 24% 26% 10% 15%
Father: post-high schboi 19 34 25 40 21 28 . 26 T 15 23
No high school de’greev in family 58 50 73 63 t‘g 41 70 7 ‘ 61

Information on llousehold:

Race/Ethnicity ) o
Mother: Caucasian ° 80% 69% 63% 48% 80% 56% 92% . -42% = 65%
Father: Caucasian 84 . 72 66 a1 79 65 84 45 68
No minorities in family 75 66 59 38 ’78> 55 81 ' 39 59

information on Household:

Lmp loyment C
Mother employed 36% 49% 30% 27% 31% 22% 17%° 27% 34% .
Father cmployed 80 84 8 . 66 -80. 79, 76 74 79..
‘No cmployment in family 23 . 19 338 29 as 4z . 38 30

Information on Houschold: Income N o B
Average .total family - $8100 $10,000 $7400 $5000  $5400  $5500 $6000 $7500 $7700

_ Income <$5500 2% 46% 575 73% 77% 73%  69%. - 67%  56%
Income >$12,000 15 24 17 s s 6 77 a3 1S

Information on Houschold: Age ) .

Average age of mothers 27 yr 32 yr 30‘yr 31 yr 25 yr 26 yr 26 yr 31 yr 29 yr
- 31 36 33 39 29 30 28 36 33
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TABLE VII (continued)

Adams - Baton - st. * Union A1l
Vartiable County Arlington Rouge -Bayamon . Arkansas Louis Tacoma County ~Cases
Problems in Hougehold Leading
to Maltreatment ) ) L .
Marital 4% 38% 41% 58% 40% 443 - 40% 33%  40%
Job related : 21 20 24 8 18 18 24 . 10 18
Alcoholism s 17 8 36 8 6 s 15 13
Drugs C 4 8 2 3 -4 5 7 8 6
Physical health 14 20 16 32 18 14 28 18 19
Mental health 29 - 34 24 8 . 23 3 13 29 - 29
New baby 11 8 u 7.7 9 23 9
Argument/physical fight 21 21 18 so - 15 22 ‘ 18, 1 - 20
Financial problems a 42 % 51 87 49 65 a3 46
Mentally retarded parent 1 3 5 3 5 -- 1 4
Pregnancy 4 2 2 2 6 6 5 4
lleavy continuous child care 32 21 39 38 39 56 "~ 51 27 33
Physical spouse abuse 12 10 10, 23 11 10 10 . 7 1
Recent relocation 18 16 16 1 24 10 3% 10 16
Abused as child a 8 16 8 21 3% 38 RS
- Normal discipline ' 26 T2 14 20 3 21 3 19 21
* Social isolation 35 28 15 14 38 50 19 4 29
N = : 349 267 131 95- 180 78 93 370 1686
*More than one item may have been checked for a given case. . Iz
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B. Nature of the Problem

Of the cases seen by the projccts, over one-quarter were labeled
as cases in which the alleged abuse was established, and over onc-tonth
in which the alleged neglect was established. Baton Rouge, St. Louis
and Tacoma had consistently higher substantiation rates for abuse than:
other projects; Bayamon had considerably higher substantiation rates
for neglect. v , I
_  In terms of type of maltreatment, the projects served a wide
variety of cases, Twenty-eight perceht were labeled as potential abuse
or neglect cases, with Adams County seeing a substantially higher pro-
_portioh of these than other projects. An additional 14% were labeled
as cases of emotional maltreatment, with Adamé County and Baton Rouge
seeing the fewest of these. For the remaining 58% of the cases, typi-
caily more than one type of maltreatment was identified. In sorting
out the most serious of the actions toward the child, 4% were categor-
ized as sexual abuse caees (many of which were in the Baton Rouge egse-
load) 31% were eategofized a$ phyéical abuse, 20% as physical neglect
and 3% as both physical'abuse and neglect. Thus, overall, the projects
" served more abuse than neglect cases, with St. Louis, followed by Baton
~ Rouge, serving the highest proportion of such cases. Projects with
the most varied cascloads included Arlington and Union County; this
is likely explained by the projects‘ existences as the local protec-
‘tive services agenc1es responsible for serving all identified cases
in the county.  Other projects were more likely to hand-plck the cases
they served. -

Twenty- elght percent of all cases were those in wh1ch a serious .
assault on the child occurred. Bayamon had a greater proportion of
such~ca$es in its caseload, followed by St. Louis, Union Cqunty‘and
Tacoma., Approximately theléame pércent of cases'were.identified as -
those with a previous record or evidence of maltreatment. Once again,
Bayamon had the greatest proportion of such cases. ’ a

Across all cases mothers were labeled as responsible for ‘the mal-
treatment in 52% of the cases, fathers in 24% and both parents in 20%.

This pattern generally holds up in individua]'project caseloads; the
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most significant exception is St. Lduis, where mothers were labeled
as responsible much more frequently than in other projects.

In 31% of the cases overall no legal action was taken (including
reporting the cases to the designated mandated agency or the central
registry, as well as court intervenfion). The differences are inter-
esting, with Arkansas, St. Louis and Tacoma, three essentially pfivate
agency programs, ensuring legal intervention for a higher proportion
of their cases than the other projects. Beyond the feporting'of cases
to legally mandated agencies (46%) or central reglstrles (30%), the
legal actions taken are rather minimal, with 10% or fewer of the cases
going through a court hearing and/or having a child removed on a tem-
porary basis. This is reflective the the small number of severe abuse
or neglect cases. Permanent removals rarely occurred. In Baton Rouge,
Arkansas and Tacoma one sees these activities occurring more frequently;
this has mostly to do with the legal systems in these projects' com-
munities since these projects did not have significantly higher pro-

portions of severe cases than other projects.

C. Demographic Information

First we look ét the composition of the households. Across all
'projects, 92% of the families served had a mother or mother subStitute-
present in the household. All of the individual projects, except for
Arlingtén where only 76% of the families had a mother figure present
were close to this average. The overall percentage of families with a
father or father substitute present was substantially lower -- 58%.

Data from individual projects suggest that in "Adams County, Bayamon

and Arkansas a father figure is more likely to be présent than in the
other projects. Irrespective of a c11ent's actual legal ‘marital status,
an important. factor for these families 15 whether there- is only one
adult in ‘the household. In 31% of the families this was the case, with
cases in Adams County, Bayamon and Arkansas iess‘likely to have only
one adult in the home. ' o ' '

The size of households also varied by the number of children pre-
sent. While 30% of the families oveérall had only ome child, close to »
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one- -half of the families in Ar11ngton had only one. A . Twenty-one per-
cent of all families had four or more chlldren, 'a large proportion of
these larger families were in Bayamon and Union County. The average
number of children per famlly was 2.4 overall - Across all projects

% of the families had pre- -schoolers;. families with pre-schoolers
appear w1th greater frequency in the caseloads of Arkansas, St. Louis
and Tacoma. One- hundred percent of Los Angeles' families had pre-
schoolers. ’

Next, we.look at certain demograph1c characteristics of the mem-
bers of the household Educat1ona1 attalnment across all pro;ects 1s
generally low, with 15% of all mothers possessing post =high school
education and 23% of all fathers, and 61% of the families with no h1gh
school degree. Fam1l1es in Adams County, Arlington and St. Louis are
~most likely to have at least one adult with a high school degree,
although Tacoma's caseload represents the largest proportion of more
highly educated mothers and Bayamon's the largest proportion of more
highly educated fathers. '

Approx1mately 60% of all fam1l1es in the pro;ects' caseloads.
were Caucasian. Higher percents of Caucasian families were seen in
Adams County, Arkansas and Tacoma. (In add1t1on, St. Petersburg's
caseload was 100% Caucasian.) Projects serv1ng the greatest propor-
tions of m1nor1t1es were Bayamon and Unlon County (And Los Angeles,
whose caseload was 1006 Black. ) o

The average age of parents across all projects was 29 years for
mothers and 33 years for fathers. Adams County, Arkansas, St. Lou1s
and- Tacoma tended to serve younger mothers as well as younger fathers.
Los Angeles also served very young parents. '

In close to 80% of all families across pro;ects at least the'
father (if present) was employed in addition, 34% of the-mothers were
omployed However, in 30% of the famllles, no adult was employed.
The highest employment rate among males was seen in Baton Rouge,
followed by Arlington. _The lowest rate was in Bayamon (St. Peters-
burg and Los Angeles’ also had very few employed males) The highest

employment rate among women was seen in Arllngton. Tacoma had the
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lowest. The overall highest empldymént’fates were'in_%rlington.vﬂCIOSely
related to employment rates was annual family income. The overall pro-

ject average was $7700, with Ar11ngton h1ghest at $10,000 and Bayamon
:1owc<t at $5500. (The average famlly income ‘in’ Los ‘Ahgéles:was even-

~

lower, at about $3800.) ‘ .

Finally, we look at the prevalence of different k1nds of problems
in the households which appeared to be precursors to or causes of the
maltreatment that bfought cases to the projects' attention. The host.
frequently cited problems as 1éading to the maltreatment across_all
projects are: marital problems; finéncial problems; and problems arising
from heavy, continuous child care responsibilities. Other salient prob-
lems include mental health problems and social isolation. These items
appear to be significant problems in each of the individual projects'
caseloads with minor exceptions. Maritdl problems appeared less fre-
quently in Union County; mental. health problems appeared less frequently
in Tacoma; heavy, continuous child care responsibilities were less pre-
valent in Arlington (the project with the largest proportion of fami-

" lies with only one child); and social isolation did not seem as problem-
atic for the families of Baton Rouge, Bayamon and Tacoma.. In Bayamon,
arguments, physical fights_including.physical spouse abuse are cited
more frequently as problems than in other projects; in Tacoma recent -

relocations appear more frequently than elsewhere.
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APPENDIX A

Listing of Major Evaluatioaneports-and Papers

Reports
(1). A Comparative Description of the Eleven Joint OCD/SRS Child Abuse
‘and Neglect Demonstration Projects; December 1977.

(2) Historical Case Studies: Eleven Child Abuse -and Neglect Projects,
1974-1977; December 1977. '

(3) Cost‘Report; December 1977. » v

(4) Community Systems Impact Report; Deeember 1977.

(5) Adult Client Impact Report; December 1977.

(6) Child Impact Report; December 1977. 7

(7) Quality of the Case Management Process Report; December 1977.
- (8) Project Management and Worker Burnout Report; December 1977.

(9) Methodology for Evaluating Child Abuse and Neglect Service Programs;
December 1977. ' o

(10) Cuide for Planning and Implementing Child Abuse and Neglect Programs;
December 1977. ' . -

(11) Child Abuse and NeglectvTreatmentbPrograms: Final Report and Summary
' of Findings; December 1977. . :

PaEers

“Evaluating New Modes of Treatment for Child Abusers and Neglectors:

The | Experience of Federally Funded Demonstration Projects in the USA,"
presented by Anne Cohn and Mary Kay Miller, First International Con-
ference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Geneva, Switzerland; September 1976
(published in International Journal on Child Abuse and Neglect; Winter 1977).

“Assessing the Cost-Effectiveness of Child Abuse and Neglect Preventive
Service Programs," presented by Mary Kay Miller, American Public Health
Association Annual Meeting, Miami, Florida; October 1976 (written with

Anne Cohn). - : - L o

“Developing an Interdisciplinary System for Treatment of Abuse and Neglect: -
What Works and What Doesn't?', presented by Anne Cohn, Statewide Governor's

Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Jefferson City, Missouri; March 1977

(published in conference proceedings). ' ' '
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"Future Planning for Child Abuse and Neglect Programs: What Have We
Learned from Federal Demonstratlons?v, presented by Anne Cohn and
Mary Kay Miller, Second Annual National Conference on Child Abuse
and Neglect, Houston, Texas; April 1977.

"What Kinds of Alternative Del1very Systems Do We Need?",'presented
by Anne Cohn, Second Annual National Conference on Ch11d Abuse and
Neglect, Houston Texas, Aprll 1977 ; P o

“"How Can We, Av01d Burnout?", presentedlanather1ne Armstrong, Second
Annual Nat1ona1dConference on Ch;ld Abuse and Neglect -Houston, . Texas;
April 1977, ) o A . ”hru Q=

"Evaluat1on Case Management'', presented by Beverly DeGraaf Second
Annual National Conference on Ch11d Abuse and’ Neglect Houston, Texas,
April 1977, i

"Qualiiy Asshfence‘inlsociai'Sernlces. Catch1ngtq>w1th the Medical:
Field", presented by Beverly DeGraaf, ‘National Conference on Soc1al
Welfare, Ch1cago Ill1no1s, May 1977
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1973

1974

1975

APPENDIX A

MILESTONES IN THE DEMONSTRATION/EVALUATiON EFFORT

OctoBer:‘

January:

April:

May:

July:

August:

' September:

November:
January:

February:

Maréh:

May:

June:

“July:

' Septembér:

Issuance of request for proposals from communities

interested in establishing a demonstration program.
Congress passes Child Abuse Act, Public Law 93-247,
establishing National Center on Child Abuse and
Neglect (NCCAN) .~

Issuance of request for proposals for evaluation

contract.

Award of three-year evaluation contract to Berkeley
Planning Associates. -

presentation of evaluation plans to OCD;VSRS'énd

"HRA -- Rockville, Maryland and Colorado Springs,

Colorado.

First meeting of projects; federal monitors and
evaluators -- Alexandria, Virginia.

-First‘round of site visits to projects; collection

of baseline data.
Begin second round of site visits to projects.

 NCCAN funds 20 additional. three-year demonstration

projects. ,
Ten of eleven projects fully operational.

Projects begin record keeping for BPA.

Workshop on strategies for assessing quality --

_Berkeley, California.

“Third round of site visits.

Meeting with projects -- Washington, D.C.

;Projects receive second year of funding.

Begin fourth round of site visits.
Quality assessment pre-test.

Six projects assigned new Project Moni tor.

First year or evaluation work completed.
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1975

1970

1977

November:

December:

January:

_March:

April:

May:

July:

August:

September:

November:

December:

January:

April:

September:

December:

Evaluation assigned new Project Officer.

Second year of evaluation work funded.

_Bepin fifth round of site visits.

Meeting with projects -- Atlanta, Geofgia.
Begin quality assessment visits.
Meeting with projects -- Berkeley, California.

Begin sikth-round of site visits.
Projects receive third year funding.

Finalization of high priority evaluation questions.

. Projects receive additional funding for third year.

Begin project management/worker burnout data col-
lection visits. ‘
Seventh round of site visits.

Third year of evaluation funded.
Meeting with projects -- Annapolis, Maryland.

Begin final quality assessment visits.

End of data.collection on projects' community-
related activities. o

End of adult client data collection period.

Begin eighth and final round of site visits.

Final community systems data collection.

Formal end of demonst:étion period. .
End of process data collection.
End of child client data collection period.

Meeting with projects -- Houston, Texas.
Drait evaluation reports complefed.'

Final evaluation reports completed.



APPENDIX C

PROGRAM 1MPLEMENTATION AND CONTINUAT ION 'EFFECTS

The projects implemented the programs they intended to demonstrate .
with varying difficulty in and d1fferent amounts of time (see Table C).
Critical determlnants of ‘this appear to include: relationship
of proposal wrlters with project administration; relationship of host
agency to other community agencies; complexlty of proposed demonstra-
tion; and the degree to which the organlzat1onal framework for the

project was in place when fundmg occurred.

A. Relationship of Proposal Writers with Project Administratioﬂ

In general, those pro;ects which 1mp1emented their programs with-

in the f1rst six months were those in ‘which the writers of the original

'Lrant proposal were actively involved with project staff in setting

up the project or were the project staff themselves. Thus, the trans-
lation of proposed ideas into working activities, even if those ideas
later proved unworkable, was relatively clear. The notable except1on
to this was the St. Louis project, in which the eventual staff was the’
proposal wr1t1ng group .and which took approx1mate1y 10 months to be-’

come operational; other factors, partlcularly the 1n1t131 relatlonshlp

~of the project with other community agenc1es, explain the slower - 1mp1e-,

mentation period.

B. Relationship of the Host Agehey to Other Community-Agencies

Getting referrals from ~and making referrals to other agencies,
establishing an Advisory Board, a mu1t1d1sc1p11nary rev1ew team, a com-
munity-wide coordinating body, all depend upon good working relation-
ships between agencles. To the extent a proposed pro;ect s host agency
was, ~already well tied in with ‘the community's child abuse/neglect sys-

tem and had strong working relat1onsh1ps 'with those agencies the pro-

Ject intended to interact w1th the 1mp1ementat10n period was relatlvely

easy and short. In all pro;ects that took more than six: months to
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TABLE C ~

Lo

Timing of Implementation and Operation of Program with Reference

to What Projects Intended to Demonstrate

Portion of

Project
Interim o Continued
Months Months of Months After
Months in in Full Transition/ Winding Federal
Project Start-Up* Operation Change Down**  Funds***
Adams County 6 28 -- ‘ 2 . . 75%
Arlington 4 29 -- 3 60%
Baton Rouge 4 24 8 e 96%
Bayamon 8 26 -—- . 2 75%
Arkansas 6 30 - -- - 100%
Los Angeles 19 16 - 0%
Neah Bay 20 14 -- 2 100%
St. Louis 10 21 -- 5 90%
st. '
Petersburg 12 18 o 6 20%
Tacoma 5 21 6 4 40%
12 21 3 -- 60%

Union County

* ) '
Counting from May 1, 1974.

*

L

* . )
Counting to April 30, 1977.

* . .
Projecting to at least September 1977.
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become operational, weak community syetens,:or minimally weak linkages
within that system, were apparent at the time of federal funding.

The projects in St. Louis, St. Petersburg and Neah Bay were each very
much new programs for the local comminities' child abuse and ncglect'
system; linkages with protective services, law enfercement,_the schools
and other key agenc1es had to be created Developing.the trust and
rcspect-to make such linkages workable takes a lot of time and yet
the existence of those linkages was essential to the full operation
of each of these projects. In Bayamon and Union Cournty, while the
host agency was the protective services unit and thus a central ele-
ment of the local child abuse system, in both communities (as in Los
Angeles and St. Louis) the system was replete with a varlety of in-
efficiencies (lack of communication, dupl1cat1ve services, etc.) that

inhibited easy 1mp1ementat10n of the program.

C. Complexity of Proposed_Denonstration

It appears that those projects which planned a complex program:
(i.e., one which depended upon very close working relationships with a
widc variety of agencies or profess1onals) took longer to implement
their programs. Union County planned to establish purchase of service
contracts with a number of local. public and pr1vate social service
agenc1es Roles, respons1b111t1es and accountab111ty mechanisms had
to be 1nd1V1dually worked out. with each agency. Los Angeles planned
‘a residential facility for children complemented with day- t1me ser-
vices for adults. The activities of a wide variety of people -- child
psychlatrlsts, foster grandparents, social workers, ceoks,’houseparents,
transportation workers, doctors, therapists -- had to be planned and

coordinated. The St. Louis pro;ect, which planned a slightly less

complex family-oriented program than Los Angeles (activities for St. Louis

children were on a day-time basis rather than residential), still
found that it took a relatively long time to plan out and coordinate

the variety of planned activities for parents and children.




D. Degrec to Which Organizational Structure Was in Place

Projects that had to concern themselves with establishing an or-
ganizational strﬁcture,as well as a program of services, took longer
to implcment the plénned program. St. Louis, St. Petersburg; Los
Angeles and Neah Bay each began what is considered to be a brand new
program within the host agency. Staff_foles, personnel poliéies,-
decision-making procedures all had to be established; the host agency
was either not “expert" in child abuse and neglect services or not
readily available to assist'ih the development of ofganizatibnal and
structural matters. All of the other projects were housed in agencies
that had previously been working actively in the child abuse and
neglect area and had most of the structure in place for housing the

project.

E. Project Continuation Efforté

The whole termination process (i.e., continuation after federal
funds) the degree to which it was planned, and the variety of problems
it posed varied considerably Across projects. Some projects begaﬁ
preparing for the ending of federal funds before the beginnihg of their

" third year; at least one, the Arkansas project, laid plans for ‘contin-
uation at the very outset. Other projec;s, however,'left their active
‘planning for the last three to four months. Some projects began to
wind dd@n, stop, 6r,spin off discrete activities a full six months
béfore federal funds expired; others never faced the need to stop
certain acfivities 6r minimally cdntinued their full program to within
one or two months of the end of federal funds. ‘And finally, some pro-
jects were successful in securing'continuation funds for all or most
of their activities to continue beyond the federal funding period;
“others secured little or no additional funds and had to completely
or nearly completely close down. .

Why the differences in experiences and outcomes? Does the quality
of the project explain this? Does the personality or character of

the project director, or the general attitude of the community toward
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the project explain this? Does the local contribution to the project
during the demonstration period or the degree to which the project

was or hecame an integral part of the community system explain this?
Given the small number of projects, it is difficult to generalize;

but it appears that no one of the above are salient issues. Instead,
it appears that systemmatic Stfategizing, partiéularly in conjunction
with an active, broadly-based Advisory Board, is the key and that the
earlier a project began to think about and actively plan for termina-
tion, the more likely the project was to secure local funding for con-

tinuation for at least 75% of the pfoject activities.
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APPENDIX D

~ SOME_THOUGHTS ON THE FUTURE FUNDING AND MANAGEMENT
OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT SERVICE PROJECTS

A. . Community Contexts and Constraints

The ‘way in which the local child abuse and neglect community sys-
tem functions, the degree to whiéh it is coordinated and éfficient,
the amount of communication among égencies, and its comprehensiveness
gréatly influence (a) the ease with which a.new program can be imple-
mented; (b) the kinds of sérvices a new program ought to providei and
(c) the degreé'of success the prbgram will have in meeting its goals.
Any new progfam oﬁght to concerﬁ itseif with becoming jintegrated into
‘the local system and helping to improve it. The following elements
of a well-functioning system ought to be pursued by a new program, in
the order presented:

(1) A multi-agency, multidisciplinary, community-wide child
abuse and neglect coordinating or planning body ;

(2) A centralized, 24-hour repbrting and reéponse system; -

(3) Formal, clearly articulated methods (including written
" agrecments) for all key agencies to work together
around both individual cases and general system prob-
“lems; ' v

(4) A sorting mechanism at the front end of the system.
(i.e., at the referral receiving agency to ensure
thorough intake and diagnosis, sorting cases both on -
the basis of immediacy and type of needs, promptly
followed by immediate. referral of the case to the most
appropriate service provider/agency; '

(5) Provision for handling the full range of child mal-
treatment cases, including physical and emotional abuse
and neglect, sexual abusé, and both high risk or poten-
tial cases as well as actual cases; '

"..(6). Availability of a full complement of treatment services
for both adults and children; '



(7) Recognition of and adherence to standards of quality
case management throughout the system, -particularly
with respect to avoidance of duplication and delays.

New programs should actively conduct a needs assessment in their
communities to determine which of the'above do not exist and plan
their programs so that the. focus is on the missing elements.. Cledrly,
training and education of both professionals and the general public
is critical for a system to. function well. However, new programs
should approach the provision of training and gducatioﬁ with caution,
making sure that the type and amount of education given is consiﬁten;

with the capabilities and level of  functioning of the system.

B. Project Models

while the projects do represent a variety of models of child
abuse and neglect treatment programs, there are many models which
seem well worth studyihg that are nat represented in the Joint Demon-
stration nor in the 20 NCCAN projects. These kinds of treatment pro- .

gram models include:

(1) A .school or educational system-based treatment project:
- such a program might draw on teachers and school nurses
for identification and public personnel social workers
and counselors for the provision of special services

to abused and neglected children -- the very service
that child protective services is most often unable to
provide. ' .

(2) A law enforcement-based treatment project: a program
perhaps oriented toward working with the most serious
abuse and neglect offenders against whom criminal action
is brought and for whom child protective services are .
often insufficient or unavailable (particularly if the
‘parent has been incarcerated). '

' (3) A public health department-based treatment project:
‘ this kind of program might draw on the skills and acces-
 sibility of public health nurses to assist in the identi-
fication of potential and actual cases and to supplement
protective services with in-home counseling and training
on a wide variety of health and child development issues.

(4) A mental health facility treatment project: a program
that provides primarily individual and group therapeutic
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services to parents and children as a supplement to pro-
tective services, : :

(5) A residential program: a program which provides a wide
varicty of services to some or all family members in a
residential setting (while the Los Angeles project was
funded to demonstrate such an approach, it really was mnot
operational long enough to be studied). :

(6) A counseling hotline program: a program, perhaps more
focused on potential than actual cases, that has 24-hour
telephone counseling services available with crisis inter-
vention back-up. ' C

(7) A home crisis intervention program: a program which has
the capacity to intervene in family situations on an
emergency basis, to live in the home for a few days or
minimally provide 24-hour crisis support for several. -
days '

The lack of these models among the demonstration projects cur-

rently funded by OCD leads to the recommendafion that future. demon-

~stration and/or evaluation activities in the field include these models.

Scveral of these program types already exist under private auspices
and could conceivably be studied.without the federal government having

to spend the money to set them up.

C. Characteristics of the Families to Be Served

At the_béginning of the demons;ratibn-effort most projects identi-
fied the kinds of clients they intended to serve and to some extent
planned their treatment:pfbgrams accordingly. Each project's caseload
does generally reflect the kinds of cases.that,were anticipafed;'after 
all, ‘intake or admiésions criteria establishéd by the projects did
influence the kinds of cases accepted. However, in all projects, as
with the program in generél,'one does see a diveréity-of families on
all chéracteristics; Projects were not figid about which kinds of -
cases they woqld'accept --‘they did not wan;‘tb Be.and‘théy could not
be. .First, families in need of services afe'not"easy to turn away.
Second, families and individuals are not simple or static entities
with clearly defined characteristics, and while at intake a case may

appear to fit a project's intake criterié, later on, because of family
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changes or as more information about the case becomes known, the case
no longer fits the intake criteria. This leads to several ‘recommenda-

tions about future demonstration progrgms:'

w ke “r -\_‘.:A!

(1) While it may be desirable to fund programs on the basis
- . of the particular target groups or client groups they
intend to serve, program funders-and managers should:
fully expect that no project's entire caseload can or
will be homogeneous, only that a majority of the case-
load might be.

(2) Projects may choose to establish treatment programs on
the basis of expected needs of clients, but given that
lack of total predictability of or control over the .
kinds of cases one will serve, all projects should be
prepared to somewhat alter treatment service offerings
as client needs become known or minimally be prepared
to refer cases elsewhere. : '

=3
B3

D. Project Goals

The existence of clear and realistic goals for a project is impor-
tant in both project self direction and monitoring by funding agencies.

Experience with the eleVen'joint demonstration projects suggests that:

(1) Funding agencies should anticipate that a demonstra-
" tion project's goals may .shift and change considerably

during the first year of funding, particularly as pro-
jéct staff become aware of the limitations placed on
the project by the community context in which it oper-
“ates and by the amount of resources and skills. the
project has. Project goals should, however, stabilize
by the second ycar of funding. '

(2) Related to the above, projects should be encouraged

' to clarify and reclarify their goals during the first
year to ensure that they are realistic and unambiguous;
project officers should take an active role in this
process. ' : : -

(3) ' Funding agencies should encourage projects’to identify
the specific steps they intend to take to accomplish
their goals and to determine, at the end of each year,
the extent to which these goals have been carried out
and movement toward intended goals has been made.
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E. Organizational Structures/Management Styles/Staffing Patterns

In addition to certain qualities of the project director, the
critical ingredients for a well-run project appear to have less to do
with the actual organizational structure or Iines of authority, and
more to do with the following:

(1) Coordination through the existence of clearly defined
mechanisms for the interaction between staff members,
particularly those performing different tasks. o

(2) Communication through the existence of constant communi-
cation from decision makers to the rest of the staff

“which includes explanation of why certain decisions were
made and how it will affect other program operations.

(3) Autonomy for workers through the existence of opportuni-
ties for workers to make decisions based on the individual,
unique needs of particular cases rather than a require- -
ment that workers adhere to a pre-specified set of pro-
cedures for all cases; roles and expectations need to be

- .clearly specified, but workers need, at the same time,
flexibility in their jobs to make independent judgments.

In addition to the above, the following appear critical for new pro-

grams:

(4) The existence of an active, although not necessarily
decision-making, advisory board, to assist staff in re-
viewing project plans and decisions and anticipate prob-
lems before they occur. :

(5) The existence of task leaders or coordinators to manage
discrete aspects of a project's activities, particularly
a direct treatment services coordinator who is not the
Project director. These coordinators or task leaders
appear to be most effective when they manage or super-
vise no more than 10 workers including volunteers and
consultants (workers, in turn, appear to be most effec-
tive when they manage no more than 20 cases).

Burnout is a tremendous problem in this field, not only among
paid workers but also among volunteers. Burnout and’ turnover result

in poor Quality service as well as‘program inefficiency. No one factor

produces burnout but rather anéombination of personal characteristics,

. management processes and organizational structures are the causes.

Solutions to the problem of burnout for new programs to consider include:
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(1) More careful manpower planning and recruitment; helping
applicants and new employees. to be more explicit about
their goals, expectations and capabilities to do the

- job by being more clear about what the job entails. -

(2) More flexibility and adaptability in the procedufés"fdr
getting work done so that workers can respond more appro-
priately to the variety of needs of their clients.

(3) And finally, opportunities for all workers to pursue a
variety of tasks so that they do not get "burned out"
by any one.

‘Six of the eleven projects experienced turnover in directors;
four recruited new directors from within their current staff andihad
continuity in their programs; two recruited new directors from the
outside and experienced at least six months of "downtime." This;is
hardly desirable in a three-year demonstration. We conclude that
demonstrations should be encouraged to always have a second-in-command
in'training for the director's job or that, minimally, new directors

should be recruited from current staff.

F. . Project Activities

There are a few implications for the funding, monitoring and opera-
tion of child abuse and neglect service programs that one can draw
from the way these eleven projects allocated their time and the volume

and types of services they provided:

(1 It can be expected that approximately 25% of a project's
staff time will be spent on general management functions
including program planning and staff development and
training.

(2) Treatment focused projects can anticipate that approxi-
mately 20% of staff time will be spent on general case
management functions including intake, diagnosis, ongoing.
case review and follow-up. ; '

(3) Treatment focused projects should plan to spend approxi-
’ mately 10% of staff time on community-oriented activities
including training, education and consultation. Such
activities are essential for ensuring that the treatment
activities of a project, particularly referrals to and
from the project, can function smoothly.
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(4) Given the above, treatment focused projects can be expec-
ted to spend only 45% of staff time on the direct provision
of treatment services to clients. ' :

e _ G. Implementation

The ease of implementing a new program appears to have somethingv
- - to.do with the involvement of the proposal writers and the host agency.
' ~ Proposal screening and funding préctices for demantration service pro-

jects could include the following:

(1) Proposals should both identify and reflect a commitment
on the part of the proposal conceptualizers and writers
to work with a newly funded project at least through
the implementation period, if not in a staff position
at least in an advisory capacity. ; T

i (2) Proposals should reflect a commitment on the part of
BN the host agency to support and work with the project
, . during its. implementation period, minimally through the
i A ~ provision of adequate space, secretarial help, and
. h ~ other administrative services, but preferably including
S ‘ consultation on the content of the proposed program.

Three additional factors appear critical in determining the length

of time it will. take a new program to become opératiqnal:

(1) The degree to which thé local child abuse and neglect
' - system functions well (i.e., has in place those criti-
cal elements of a well-functioning system cited earlier).

- (2) "The degree of complexity of the proposed demonstration
(projects that are proposing to pursue a wide variety
of activities or involve many different agencies or

- disciplines will take longer to implement their pro-
grams). ' ‘ : :

(3) The degree to which the structure of the proposed. demon-
stration is already in place (projects which will con-
sider additions to or modifications of ongoing agencies

o can be implemented much more rapidly than projects
i that will be entirely new). :

The resulting recommendation is that the federal gove:nment con- .
3 - _ sider providing demonstrations with implementation funds for‘varying"
‘ lengths of ‘time, depending upon the presence or absence of the -above.

|
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H. Continuation

Given the experiences of the eleven demonstrations, if the federal

o .
LRI BRI LSV
. . + Fy 5

»governmeﬁt has some commitment to ensuring the continuation of pro-

' jects after federal funds are spent, the following recommendatibhsi S

‘seem relevant:

0))

(2)

(3)

Projects should be provided with technical a;sisfance,
from the time of initial funding, in strategizing for
continuation when federal funds are depleted. :

By the end of the first year and at ;hé end of sdbsé-
quent years, projects should be required to submit to
the project officer a written plan for continuation

_ after federal funding; this plan could be updated each -

year.

It might be well for federal funds to bLe gradually
tapered off such.that the federal share of the pro-
ject's budget decreases om a percentage basis over .
time, with local communities gradually picking up a
larger and larger share. - L :
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