EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Evaluation of Ohio=s Adult Protective Services. Structure, Operation, and Cost
Final Report

The Ohio Adult Protective Services law was enacted in 1981 and has been revised severa times
snceits passage (Ohio Revised Code, 1996). The mgjor landmark revisonswere madein 1989,
induding dlocating firg timelineitem fundsfor writing adminigtrative regulation and reporting. The
fiscd responghility for implementation of APS rests with the County Departments of Job and
Family Serviceswith adminigtrative oversght by the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services
(ODJFS) . In addition, ODJFS has the respongibility for partia reimbursements to counties for
APS. The County Departments of Job and Family Services provide the primary APSfunctions of
investigating reports of elder abuse, determining the need for protective services, and providing the
necessary Services.

Although the legidation governing the implementation of adult protective services has been in
exisencefor dmost 20 years, no eva uation has been undertaken to assessthe structure, operation,
or cost of the delivery system in Ohio. In absence of such documentation, persuasive arguments
are difficult to formulate for ether continuing the current APS ddivery system or changing the
delivery of APSfor such purposes asto strengthen the plansfor service, improve the outcomesfor
clients, and increase efficiency of the system.

Therefore, the College of Socid Work a The Ohio State University was contracted by the Ohio
Department of Job and Family Servicesto conduct a statewide comprehensive assessment of the
current status of Adult Protective Services. The primary objectivein conducting the eva uation was
to examine the service ddivery sysem utilized by the County Departments of Job and Family
Servicesin provison of APS and to estimate the rel ated operation costs. This study was designed
to gain ingght on the implementation and management of the ddivery of APS including program
adminigtration, service structure, and service needs, aswell asthe gpplication and adequacy of APS
law. The findings may be used to develop policies and strategies in the areas of program, budget,
and service needs.

The specific ams of the project were:
1) to provide information on the APS structure, operation, and inter-organizationd relationship

between mandated agencies and other specific service providers through surveying the
Departments of Job and Family Services staff and administrators in the 88 counties of Ohio;

! Department of Human Services (DHS) is hereafter referred to as Department of Job and Family Services
(DJFS) asrenamed in July 2000.



2) to assg in decison-making for budget alocation for the APS system by undertaking cost-
andysis through assessment of current budget alocations, revenue sources, and expenditures
obtained from CDJFS administrators and secondary data; and

3) to develop best practice modes based on information on structure and operations
utilized by other states and counties across the nation.

Three research phases were proposed to undertake a comprehensive assessment of the Ohio=s
APS ddlivery system. Phase | focused on gethering information from internal perspectives of the
Adult Protective Services System, where the staff and administrators mandated to implement the
APS program were the primary evauators. Phase Il of the project gathered information from
external perspectivesfrom thecommunity service providersand key informantswhoseinput inthe
evauation processiscriticd in understanding the overal operation, structure and funding of Ohio=s
APS system. Phase I11 of the research project focused on obtaining input from professionals and
the community-at-largeincluding e derly resdents on the preliminary recommendationsto the State.

M ethodology

Multiple sour cesof datawer eused to undertakethisevaluation. A brief description of the

methods and process used for all thethree phasesfollows:

A telephone survey was conducted to establish a contact person at the 88 County
Departments of Job and Family Services and the designated agencies. Preliminary
information on the profile of the county APS unit was gathered from the contact
person. Questionnaireswer e developed and mailed to contact personstodistributeto

caseworkers, supervisors, administrator s, and designated agency staff.

The caseworker survey was developed to gather information on demographics, job
responsibilities, job satisfaction, case composition, service adequacy, perception of
APS legidation and APS standards, relationship with community agencies, and
suggestions and commentsfor improving the APS system. The questionnaireswere
self-administered and all casewor ker sfrom the 88 countieswer eincluded aspotential

respondents.



Thesupervisor survey dicited datain theareasof demographics, job responsibilities,
APS unit activities, saffing issues, job satisfaction, relationship with workers, APS
training and services, gaps and service needs, perception of APS law and agency
standards, relationship with community agencies, and suggestionsand commentsfor

improving the APS system.

Theadministrator survey sought factual infor mation about agency structure, staffing
patterns, fiscal funding sour ces, revenues and expenditures, trends in funding, unit
cost calculation, and opinionsand suggestionsabout the APS system. Datawerealso

gathered on demographics.

Thedesignated agency survey gathered smilar datatothe caseworker survey, which
included demographics, job responsbilities, APS unit activities, staffing issues, job
satisfaction, relationship with workers, APS training and services, gaps and service
needs, perception of APS law and agency standards, relationship with community

agencies, and suggestions and commentsfor improving the APS system.

Eight provider focus groups were conducted in different regions of the state. A
randomly selected group of community service providerswho arelisted asmandated
reportersunder OhiccsAPSlaw (ORC Section " 5101.61.) wereinvited to participate.
Datawasgathered on issuessuch asserviceavailability and gaps, application of APS
satute, training, role and relationship with APS system, inter agency communication,
APS system serving adults18 and over ver susserving elder s60 yearsand older, roles
of state and county, and the agency that should be responsible for oversight and
adminigtration of the APS system. Structur ed questionnair eswer ealso used to gather
information on provider profile, interaction with the APS system, views on APS law,

and other specific issues onthe APS delivery system.



Thekey infor mant survey entailed inter viewing randomly selected key officialsin the
executive, legidative, and judicial branchesof stateand local gover nment, and agency
directors from eight geographical regionsidentified. Data was collected from these
stakeholder sregarding pivotal issuesof APS servicedelivery including awar eness of
APSissues, percelved APSstrengthsand barriers, suggestionsfor resour ceallocation,
and per spectiveson theadministrative structur eof thesystem. I nterviewsal so served
to both evaluate and promote the awar enessamong stakeholder s of the APS system.
Trained male and female interviewers conducted the interviews that lasted

approximately 30-40 minutes.

A Community Forum wasconducted in which Ohio residentswhointer act with the APS
system (both as provider sand recipients) wer e presented with resear ch findingsand
preliminary recommendations. Invitations were distributed via mass mailing to all
publicand private sector providerswithin theelder abusenetwork and public officials
who have oversight or a decision-making role within the APS system. A total of 166
peopleattended the community forum. Round tablediscussonswereheld wherein the
participants provided feedback and prioritized the recommendations to facilitate
implementation. Participants provided both written and oral feedback, and the

discussions wer e facilitated by the project staff.

In addition, secondary data was obtained from the AProtective Servicesfor Adults{
(ODHS 4287) quarterly reports, which consists of a number of variables including
client demogr aphics, incidencer atesby type of maltreatment, agegroupsserved, and

types of cases.

To quantify the closed-ended responses, the SPSS-PC software program was used.

Responses to open-ended questions were content analyzed and coding schemes were
developed using the Nu* Digt software program which alows for classification of quditative
data. The procedure employed for andysisincluded identifying related themes and categories



for mgor research questions, quantifying the data by talying the frequency of scored items
within categories, and obtaining the most notable quotesto further substanti ate the respondents:

viewpoints.

Major Findings

Phase | Findings: For Phase | the datawere gathered from the surveysand andyzed. Themajor

findings from the surveys are presented by structure, operation, and cost and are as follows:

APS Structure

1)

2)

3)

Asde from the mandated agency structure, five counties had either contracted or werein the
process of negotiating with externd agencies to act as mandated agencies. The mgority of
counties|ocated their APS program in Socid Services. Infour counties mandated agencies had
contracts with designated agencies. There are eight designated agencies in Ohio and the
majority of them serve the ederly population.

The predominant job title category for mandated agency caseworkers was Adult Protective
Serviceor Socid Service Worker with the mgority having aBachelor-sDegreein Socid Work
or a related fidd. Supervisors were more likely to have Master-s Degrees than were
caseworkers. There was wide variation in income for both caseworkers and supervisorsin
mandated agencies, especidly between regions containing smdler and larger counties. The
ratio of supervisors to workersin the state was 1:3, and the mgority of the employees were
full-time. A considerable percent of the designated agency staff had M aster=s degreesand most

were socid workers. Their sdary levels were comparable to the mandated agency sdaries.

Mandated agency casaworkers were more likely to indicate that they did not receive training
when compared to supervisors perception of caseworker training. Supervisorswerelikely to

view the amount of training received by caseworkers asinadequate. Mogt of the training was



4)

5)

in-house, provided by supervisors, and lessformalized. The dollar amount set for training varied
with regions containing larger countieshaving higher amounts of dollarsthan regionswith amdler
counties. Despite variahility in training hours, casaworkers received an average of 61 hours of
training. Desgnated agency staff received more structured training and had accessto bothin-

house and externd sources of training.

Nearly haf of the mandated agency caseworkers provided services to caregivers and
perpetrators. A proportionately higher percent of designated agencies provided servicesto
caregivers and perpetrators than mandated agencies. Although the mgority of counties served
the 60 plus population, closeto half reported that they had an unofficid policy among workers
to serve ages 18 to 59 as needed and when resources permitted. Designated agenciestended
to target the 60 plus population.

With respect to whether APS services should be provided by asingle agency or two separate
agencies for different age groups, casaworkers: responses matched their respective agency:s
service provison system for the population age served.  Supervisors were Solit in their

responses as to whether or not to integrate or have separate service ddivery sysems. The
adminigrators were more likely to be in favor of a sngle system than a two-system service
deivery structure. The designated agencies aso favored a single system for providing APS

sarvices.

APS Operation

1)

Casaworkers spent over 65% of thair time on client-rd ated tasks and about 35% of their time

on adminigrative-rdated tasks. Even though the supervisors spent consderably lesstime on

dient-rdated tasks (21%), the percentage of timeindicated was reflective of themultipleroles

that the supervisors were expected to perform, especidly in smdler counties. Designated

agency gaff spent much less time on adminidrative-re ated tasks than dlient-rel ated tasks.




2)

The findings indicated that not al caseworkers were involved in recelving reports. In about

3)

18% of the counties, therewere specidized intake units. Among tasks performed, as gnificant

percentage of casaworkers indicated peforming direct sarvices with clients. A substantiad

percent of the desgnated agencies are involved in investigation and coordination of ongoing

SENVICeS Or case management.

Nearly haf of the mandated agency caseworkers could rely on slandard procedures most of

4)

thetime (45.2%), whilealittle over athird reported that they could rely on sandard procedures

some of the time (38.2%). Only a small portion of caseworkers responded that they could

never rey on standard procedures. The frequency of use of slandard proceduresfor handling

APS casesis higher among designated agency staff.

Most caseworkers had access to written procedures for performing APS work. However,

)

supervisors were less likdly to state that there were written procedures for performing APS

work. The prevaence of written proceduresis greater in designated agencies. However, they

too cited inadeguacies in investigation procedures.

Theratio of casaworker to dientswas 1:31. On average, caseworkers spent approximatey 12

6)

hoursinvedtigating an APS casefrom initid contact to substantiation, and casesremained open

from determination to closing an average of 117.5 days. Designated agency gaff carry amuch

lower casaload, report smilar time frame for investigation, and project more days acase is

open than mandated agencies.

About haf of mandated agency caseworkers had used protection orders. Routine and
emergency protection orders were sought at about the same frequency. Use of protective
orders by designated staff is much lower; however, they seek law enforcement interventionin

cases more frequently than mandated agencies.

Vi



7)

8)

9)

Casd oad composition dataon mandated agencies suggested that the percent of minority clients
was relatively low compared to non-minority clients. About 29% of caseworkers had no
minority clients on their casdoads. An average of 30% of clients was from rurd aress.
Designated agenciesarelesslikely to serve clientsfrom rurd areas, asmost of theagenciesare

located in urban aress.

Overdl, both caseworkers and supervisorsindicated being satisfied with their jobs. A third of
the caseworkers asked their supervisors for help with APS cases about once a month.

Smilarly, athird of casaworkers tended to receive suggestions from their supervisors about
once a month without asking for help. There is a mutud reciprocity in interaction between
supervisors and staff in designated agencies; about the same percent of time that staff asksfor
help, they receive help from the supervisor.

Overdl, the number one concern among caseworkers and supervisorswastherel uctance of the
victim to cooperate with the investigation. In addition, the cooperation of the family/guardian
wasan areaof overlgp intermsof main concerns. Saff of designated agenciesidentified smilar
concerns as mandated agencies, with exception to concern about legd liahility, rated as the
fourth most important concern.

10) The APS legidation was perceived to lack clarity in both definitions and courses of action for

abuse, neglect, and exploitation by dl respondents. Supervisors were more likely than
caseworkers to perceive inadequacy in the legidation.

11) Mandated agency caseworkers were less comfortable recommending interventions to clients

than conducting overall assessments and evauating functiond levels of clients. Casaworkers
were least comfortable working with clientswho resisted intervention. The designated agency
daffs were dso most comfortable in assessment of clients and least comfortable making

recommendations for interventions.

Vi



12) Counsding was the most frequently provided service to clients regardless of type of
maltreatment. For abused clients, the most commonly used services were home hedlth care,
housing, court services, intervention by law enforcement, medical, legd services, and medls.
For neglect cases, home hedlth care, medl's, case management, supportive services, counsding,
medica services, court services, and housng were most frequently used. In cases of
exploitation, services utilized were court intervention, law enforcement, legd services, home

hedlth care, payeeship, credit counsdling, and case management.

13) Mogt of theidentified gapsin serviceswere d so recommended most frequently for APSdlients
by caseworkers. There was adiscrepancy between demand and supply of these services. The
most frequently identified service gaps werein the areas of housing, persona support, access,
home hedlth care, and legd services. The other key issues related to these services were

affordability, accessibility, and digjbility.

APS Expenditures and Cost Edtimations

1) Thetwo primary sourcesof funding for APSwerefrom the ODJFSand Title XX Block
Grants. For 1999 the average dollar amount received by counties from ODJFS was
$69,142.03 and an average of $161,524.60 was received from Title XX. There was
great variation in actual funding amounts among counties. These variations may be
consistent with the volume of APS cases and the population sizes of the respective
counties. No cost data were provided by the mandated agencies on contracts with
designated agencies. The btal expenditure amount provided by administrators
presumably is inclusive of contract costs. Costs incurred by designated agencies

beyond the contracting amount for APSisnot known.

2) Although nearly half of Ohio counties have tax leviesfor senior services, only three

counties indicated receiving funds for APS from a county levy. A small number of



3)

4)

5)

6)

countiesidentified other sour cesof funding such as Temporary Assistancefor Needy

Families, consolidated funds, state operating funds, and Area Agencies on Aging.

On an average, countiesreported using $191,464.67 to deliver APSto clients. There
was consider able variation among countiesin the amount of expendituresreported.

L argeand medium sized countiesreported higher dollar amountsthan small counties.

The administrator s reported expendituresfor APS as either remaining the same or
increasing over athree-year period (1997B 1999). Theper centage of change between
1997 and 1999 ranged from 2.13% to 7.6% . However, most administrator sper ceived
the funding to have declined in the past five yearsfor APS programs.

Counties reported usng multiple methods to offset decreases in funding. Most
frequently, counties utilized other sour ces such as consolidated funds, Title XX, local
funds, and shared cost with non-APS programs (69.2%). Nearly a quarter indicated
that thedecr easein funding wasoffset through reduction in saff, hiring freezes, or job
sharing. Another 23% reported scaling down servicesto clientsand a small percent

reduced staff benefitsto offset reduction in funding.

Threedifferent cost calculationswer e used to estimate thetotal cost to provide APS
statewide. Theresulting estimatesranged from 15.5millionto 17.9 million dollars. Of
thethreeformulasused for calculating costs, themaost compr ehensivefor mulawasthe
third formula, which resulted in $16.7 million. This estimate is perhaps the most
reliable measur e of the dollar amount expended by APSin Ohio.



Phase |1 Findings. For Phase Il the data was gathered from focus groups and key informant

interviews and analyzed. The mgor findings from the focus group discussions and interviews are

presented by structure, operation, and cost.

A. Findings from Community Providers

APS Structure in Community Agencies

1)

The 124 professionals and para-profess onals who participated in the focus groups were

2)

from occupationa groups such as the police and sheriffs, socid service providers, visting

nurses, in-home sarvice providers, hedth and mental health care providers. Themgority of

the regpondents were from agencies that serve the dderly population which is consistent

with the APS casaworker surveys that reported having most contact with aging network

providers.

The maority of the participants were femae, white and had a bachdor=s or master=s

degree. About 10% were African American. Mean age was 43.8 years (range 25 to 66

years). Theprofile of the mandated reportersissmilar to most other sudiesreported inthe
fidd, with exception of the law enforcement officars. A little more than half of the police

officersthat regponded werefemdes. Theaverage number of yearsin their current job was

e ght. The predominatejob title reported by parti cipants was casemanager, socia worker

or program coordinators with the most common vocations being socia work, nursing or
other hedlth fidds.

3) A consderable percent of the mandated reporters indicated receiving specia training on

APS or eder abuseissues (61%), but alittle over athird (37%) reported that they had no

specid training. Female participants sated more often than males that they have received

training. Regionswith smaller counties more often expressed not having adequate resouross




for training. Compared to county APS saff, the mandated reporters are less likdy to

report having recaeived training in APS.

4) With respect to whether APS services should be provided to individuas 18 years of age

and over or only to those 60 years and above, the responses were more consistent with

APS casaworkers perceptions. Most of them agreed that the mandated agency should
includethe 18 and above age group (66%), and athird of them fdt that APS system should
serveonly 60 and above. With respect to whether APS should be provided by oneor two

agencies, a consderable percent favored one agency for dl ages (18 to 59 and 60 plus).

Respondents from community agenciesthat served al age groupswere morelikey tofavor

onesystem, and respondents from specialized agenciesthat served only elderly population

were more likdy to support two sysems for ddivery of APS sarvices.

APS Operation of Community Agencies

1) Oneinsx community agency staff wasether unaware or unsurewhether they wererequired
by law to report cases of matrestment. Thereis great variability in the number of eder
abuse cases identified and reported by mandated reporters. About 25% of them did not
identify any cases. Of the elder abuse cases identified, three-fourths of the respondents
reported the cases and a quarter noted that they do not report cases to the county APS
system. Interestingly, anumber of the providers noted that they report directly to the court
system, loca sheriff=s office or other community agencies.

2) Most community agency staff had accessto written rules and proceduresfor identifying and
reporting casesof matreatment. A little over athird (35-36%) noted that there were either
no available written polices or procedures or unsure that such adocument existed in their

respective agency. The adequacy of the guiddines provided by agenciesis not clear.
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3) The APS legidation was perceived to lack clarity in the roles and responghilities of
interacting agencies. The ambiguity inthe jurisdiction over APS caseswas cited asbeing a
chdlenge in working with the county APS system. Providers dso felt that the law lacked
adequate direction in courses of action to be taken, once cases of mdtreatment were
identified. The other consstently noted deficienciesin thelaw included thelack of clarity in
the definition of terms like competency, abuse, neglect, and exploitation.

4) Providers most frequently acknowledged the lack of training and awareness of APS issues
among mandated reportersasabarrier to working with the APS system. Specificaly, law
enforcement officers were perceived as needing training in APS. Over haf of the
community providers dso suggested training and education for al mandated reporters.
Cooperation of court personnd likejudges, magistrates and prosecutorswas considered to
be abarrier in successfully helping identified APS clients.

5) A third of the community agency staff identified servicesthat are availablefor the victims of
matreatment. Servicesfor dientsand families, al home-based services, and APS services

24 hours a day, seven-days a week were considered to be avalable in the community.

6) The most frequently identified service gapswerein the areas of ng services, dternate
housing services, emergency shedlters, persona support services, social support services
and legd services. The need for volunteer guardians or guardianship programsisthe second
most widely identified service shortage. Both the APS caseworkers and mandated
reporters identified smilar types of services, which are in short supply in the community.
More than half felt that amost al services were out of reach for adults under 60 years of

age, and for moderate-income elderly.

7) Overdl, APS caseworkers appear to interact frequently with many community agencies.
APS caseworkers had the most contact (6 or more times|ast year) with home hedth care

agencies, PASSPORT and hospitals. Sixty-nine percent of caseworkers had 6 or more
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contacts last year with home delivered med programs and 65% had the same number of
contacts with offices on aging.

8) APS caseworkers percelvether interactionswith the other agenciesto bevery positive. A
considerable percent of them (90 - 96%) indicated that community agency staff were
helpful and cooperative. However, caseworkers rated the community agencies less
positively inthe areas of . help received in emergency Situations, assstancein investigation,
trestment gpproaches, accesshbility for consultation, and understanding roles and

respongbilities.

9) Community agency staff cited the lack of: access during and after business hours, adequate
follow-up on cases, overal communication, and initiativeto collaborate on casesasbarriers
to working with the APS system. Providersreported being apprehensiveto makereferrds
on suspected elder abuse cases due to the belief that caseworkers would not take action.

10) A considerable percent of APS casaworkers rated their overal relationship with most
community agencies asexcelent or good with exception to the county mental health board
and the county MR/DD Board. Theoverdl ratings of community agenciesreaionshipwith
APS casaworker were less pogtive and consstent with their perception of difficulty
experienced in working with caseworkers. Mot providers expressed having >sometoquite
alot of difficulty: in working with APS workers and a little less than haf described the
overdl relationship asfair or poor.

Perception of Funding Sources for APS

1) Providers identified three primary sources of funding: federd, state and county. Most
perceived that the state should be responsible for providing the necessary funds for the
APS program in Ohio. About aquarter of the community agency saff cited that the funds
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2)

for APS should be generated by both the state and county. Another quarter percent felt
that the funding respongbility lieswith the federa and state government.

Providers identified four mgjor areas where funding was needed: client-related services,
training, staff recruitment, and prevention programs. Fundsfor client-related serviceswere
mentioned in conjunction with overal services, emergency medication and discretionary
services such as cleaning, trangportation, medication, etc. Morefrequently, the participants
from regions with moderate to smaller counties identified needing funds for training.

B. Findings From Key Informant Interviews

Background I nformation

1)

2)

3)

A total of 126 key informants participated in the telephone interviews. Region
three had the highest representation in the sample and region four had the least
representation. Therepresentation from theother six regionsisevenly distributed.
Approximately half of the respondents were county/regional government
employees and another half were affiliated with city government or the court
systems. Only 8% represented state government affiliation.

Most of the key informants wer e county commissionersor probate court judges
and magistrates. Interviewers reported being more successful in scheduling
interviews with both the judges and the commissioners.

Most of the informants were male (76%), white (98%), and married (84%).
Approximately half (49%) of them had graduate degreesand aquarter (25%) had
under graduate degrees. Another quarter had lessthan an Associates degree.

APS Experiences of Key | nformants

1

2

Morethan half of the key infor mants stated that they had some experience with
the adult protective services system (63%) and over athird reported they had no
experience with or awareness of APS (37%).

Judges, magistrates and directors of elderly services were most knowledgeable
about APS and ableto provide the most useful information. The elected officials
like the commissionersand legidator s wer e less knowledgeable unless they had
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direct (employment in human service system, close working relationship with
CDJFS) or indirect experiences (contact with advocacy groups and constituents)
with the APS system. Mayor stypically had least knowledge of APS. A little less
than half (41%) had direct experience with adult protective services.

3 Themos frequently identified strength of APS was the inter-agency coordination and/or
collaboration effortsamong agencies, followed by dedicated and/or skilled Saff, supportive
and efficient nature of whole system, and ability to provide servicesto clients. Again, the
most knowledgeable group of stakeholders were those who had direct or indirect
experiences with the APS system. The APS daff was generdly perceived as being
dedicated, competent and skilled in performing their work.

4 About hdf of the key informants were familiar enough to identify the limitations of the
current APS system. Seven mgor aress of concerns were identified: lack of services,
inadequate funding, lack of awareness of the APS program and functions, APS staff rdaed
issues, under- utilization of the lega system, systemic problems, and ambiguity of the APS
law.

5 Court personnd cited lack of guardians and age restriction for accessng APS services
mogt often as a limitation of APS. County commissoners and agency directors were
generdly concerned about the inconsistency across counties resulting from insufficient
funding. Regardless of their professond responghility, the sentiments about lack of
publicity or vishility of the APS program were noted as a mgor concern.

6 Of thekey informantswho responded, 20% were aware of the existence of the APS law,
but unaware of any legidative shortcomings. Because so few answered thisquestion, there
may be even more who were unaware of any shortcomings. The most frequently cited
limitations of APS werethe lack of clarity on age group served under the law and the lack
of claity in regards to definitions of terms including exploitation, competence, and
incapacitated. Lack of clarity on agency authority and criteriafor saffing the program were
aso consdered as shortcomings of the law.

APS Funding |ssues

1 Almost 60% of the key informants responded to the question regarding funding sourcesfor
APS. About aquarter (24%) were not familiar with the funding sourcesfor APS. Over
haf cited county dollars, Sate dollars or a combination as the mgor funding sources for
APS. Over one third noted Title XX to be the mgor funding source for APS in their
counties.

2 About one quarter of thekey informants gave suggestionsfor other funding sourcessuch as
state finding through a budget line item, county tax levies and grants from private
foundations or United Way. Recommendationswere a so made for using acombination of
federa dollars like TANF dallars, Title 111, and Title XX.
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Opinions and Suggestions

1 The suggestions were consstent with issues identified as wesknesses in the current APS
system. Informants proposed increas ng/re- establishing funding for APS adminigtration and
savices, indituting procedures for interagency collaboration, and advocating for legidative
changes (inclusion of under 60 years of age population, pendtiesfor perpetrators, clarity on
definitions of terms). Others offered training and education for community, mandated
reporters and law enforcement as a way for improving the operation of APS. Further
suggestionswere made for sandardizing training, investigation procedures, and assessments

for APS gaff.

2 With respect to the adminidiration of APS, the mgority of informantsfdt that the counties
should control APS and most of them were county commissioners. Legd personnel and
agency directors more frequently supported a centraized and/or regionaly administered
APS system (31%). State legidators were divided in their opinion, haf supported the

county-based program and haf fdt it should be state controlled.

Phase 1l Findings. Phaselll datawas gathered from the community forum and analyzed. The

mgor findings from the forum aong with the recommendations follow:



A. Findingsfrom Community Forum

1 Recommendations made by community forum participants were congruent with those

initidly formulated by APS research project saff. Additiona sugoestions generated by the

community forum participants were mosly related to best practices, or methods for

implementing specific recommendations including training, casdoad Sze, interagency

collaboration and APS structure.

2 There was generd consensus that only one state agency should be responsible for the

oversght of the APS program. While 2 out of 15 groups specificaly supported thisidea, a

follow~up discusson during the roundtable aso generated Smilar sentiments. Post

community forum lettersfurther supported theideathat only asngle sate agency should be

responsble for the overal management of the APS program.

3 The two recommendations that received the most votes from the participants were the

need for an active leadership role by the sate agency (n = 70) and need for increasein the

gae line-item for APS (n=70). The second most important recommendation was to have

certification sandardsfor APS casaworkersto ensure cons stency across counties amnong

practitioners and provison of quality sarvices to dients. The third most important

recommendation was to place the funding respongbility on the sate agency requiring that

the funding source for APS be centralized (n =48).
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4 Participants recommended that the statutory definition be expanded to include personsage

18 yearsand above (n=24) and APS be consdered as part of other relevant sysems such

as domestic violence and crimind jusice (n = 24). Although Ohio=s law is limited to

vulnerable persons 60 vears and older, on an average 8.4% (n=479) of the substantiated

APS reports include adults 18-59 years of age (ODJFS Protective Services for Adults

Report, 1998). Congruent with thisdata, nearly half of the counties surveyed indicated that

casaworkers provided services to adults 18-59 years of age.

5 Thegaeisperceived asthe major source of funding for APS and is comparable to most

other gatesin usng acombination of Socid Sarvices Block Grant, Older Americans Act,

and sate plus loca funds. While like other states, Ohio depends on Title XX dollars for

ddivery of APS, there is condderable variability anong counties in how unit costs are

caculated for APS sarvices usng Title XX dollars. For example, Title XX APS county

expenditure reports show unit cost ranging from $13.21 to $16,410.41 (ODJFS, 2000).

These discrepancies raise issues on darity of billing policies for sarvice cos. Both

dandardized caculation of unit cods for services as well as sandardization of tasks

performed in processing an APS case is recommended.

6 Paticipantsasthefourth mos important issueidentified the establishment of an APShatline

sysem that is regpongve to after-hours cdls. Formalizing the role of Area Agencies on

Aging in supporting the sarvice provison for APS cases a the locd levd, and building

XiX



cooperative inter-organizationa efforts in addressng current APS shortcomings was

consdered critical. The participants suggested the development of Aadult clusters.

7 The nead for retaining qualified APS casaworkers was supported by most participants

ugoesting a mandate for cetification of al APS workers. There is a growing trend

towards deve oping competency sets as arequirement for classfying APS workers,

8 Paticipantsfdt strongly that appropriate APStraining be provided for mandated reporters

and recommended that the state or local APS agency be involved.

B. Recommendations

The recommendations that emerged from the andlysis of the study=sfindings are discussed

under SX maor areas of concern: structure, training, Services, inter-organizationd rdations, funding,

and statutory change. The proposed recommendati ons are congruent with the nationa consultant=s

augaestions for Ohio to address based on the review of the findings (Wolf, 2001).

Structure



10 There was a generd consensus that only one state agency should be respongble for the

20

30

oversght of the APS program. This agency could be ODJFS or ODA. Regardiess of who
takes the responsihility for the program, that agency would have multiple tasks: to develop
credible sandards of staffing, training, and service provision, to advocate for additiona funding,

and to conduct extensive, ongoing monitoring and program evauation.

The state APS agency should create auniform APS system acrossdl 88 Ohio countieswith the
capacity to effectively addressthe difficult and diverseissues encountered in Situations of adult
abuse, neglect, and exploitation. For example, there is currently variability in casdoad Szes
among counties. The counties that were found to have higher casdoad size tend to assgn dl

threetasks (intake, investigation, and ongoing) to casaworkersor had unequal casedigtribution
among workers within counties. Protocols should be established and workerstrained in when
and how totransfer or closeacase. Casdl oads should be digtributed evenly within countieswith
respect to the severity and intengty of the cases. The state should mandate the nationa

standards for caseload size, which is 25 cases per worker.

The gtate agency with responghility for APS law implementation should assume avishble and
active leadership rolein assuring capable APS service delivery and sufficient APS resources.
Both the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services and Ohio Department of Aging are
legitimate candidates for this role, snce they have important functions in the protection of

vulnerable adult populations.



40 The gtate APS agency should expand the regulations attached to APS law implementation in
order to make ambiguous concepts and provisons operationd, and to standardize and improve

APS sarvice delivery Satewide.

50 Thedate APS agency should monitor APS law implementation and compliance with regulaions

a the county leve through regular and systematic program evauation activities.

Traning

10 APScaseworkersin both mandated and designated agencies should berequired to completea

certificate program in order to perform APS activities.

20 Serviceprovidersidentified as mandatory reportersin Ohio=s APSlaw should be educated on

their roles and respongbilities in implementing the law early in their careers.

30 The state APS agency, in cooperation with the state unit on aging as well as sate and locd
adult abuse networks, should devel op educationa products, such asfact sheets, posters, and
public service announcements, for adaptation and use by counties in public awareness

campaigns on adult abuse, neglect, and exploitation.

Services



10 County mandated APS agencies should have 24-hour, 7-day capacity to handle reports of

adult abuse, neglect, and exploitation, especidly for emergency stuations.

20 Areaagencieson aging should work with county APS agenciesand loca adult abuse networks
to develop and fund programs to fill identified service gaps. Although service gaps vary by
locale, among those most frequently identified Statewide are thefollowing: trangportation/escort,
housing options, respite services, guardianship programs, emergency shelters, legd services,
home hedth care, homemaker services, money management, and services for those with

moderate incomes

30 APScasaworkersshould have abroad understianding of available services and housing options
intheir community. They aso should fed comfortable and capable accessing these resources
on behdf of their clientde. APS supervisors should foster a community perspective and

referrals during the orientation and supervison of APS casaworkers.

| nter-organizationd Reaions

10 APSagenciesshould lead in theformation of adult clustersto improvethe handling of casesand
the use of government funding when multiple public agenciesareinvolved with aparticular case.
Particular emphagis should be placed on working with public agencies in the aging network,

menta hedth system, and mentd retardationy/ developmentd disabilities system.
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20 APSagenciesshouldforgecloserdationswith the domestic violence service sysemin order to
address domedtic violence in late life as an interfacing problem with elder abuse and with the
crimind justice system in order to address the criminal aspects of adult abuse, neglect, and

exploitation.

30 APS agencies should be active participants and supporters of adult abuse networks at state,

regiond, and county levels.

40 It should be the practice norm to handle APS cases involving multiple community agencies

through case conferences and consultations with these agencies.

50 County APS agenciesshould provide written follow- up to service providerswho makereports.

APS Funding

10 Funding varies condderably among Ohio counties. Dueto dwindling Title XX resources, itis
recommended that the Sate take an active rolein seeking out new sources of funding for APS,
In addition, Title XX expenditures for APS vary tremendoudy across counties, with no
indication of why some counties are spending thousands of dollarsper client, while others soend
lessthan $20. Not only doesthe Sate agency responsible for the administration of APS need
to advocatefor an APSlineiteminthe Sate budget, but current resources need to be evaduated

and a congstent method for cost calculation developed. There is dso some concern that a



transfer of the APS program at the state level from ODJFS to ODA would sever some loca

funding streams a the county leve.

20 Fundingisrequired to enhancethe APSinfrastructure a the satelevel so that sufficient saffing
and other resources are in place to undertake such recommended activities as developing
regulations and monitoring their compliance among county APS agencies, cregting acertificate
program to train APS casaworkers and insuring its sound implementation, and establishing
formal protocols with state authorities concerned about adult abuse, neglect, and exploitation.

The current sate line itemfor APS should be expanded for this purpose.

30 APSandtheidentified service gapsin addressng adult abuse, neglect, and exploitation should
be included in the dlocation agenda of senior citizen and human service levies as they are
enacted or renewed in individua counties.

40 Substantive revenue expangon will be required at the Sate level under four circumstances. @)
sgnificantly increased reporting as a result of outreach effort and publicity; b) growth of the
target population under APS law to include non-ederly adults; ¢) continued decrease in the
Socid Services Block Grant; and d) change in indtitutiond arrangement for oversight of the
APS program, wherein if the service ddivery systemischanged fromalocd to regiona model

there would be no guarantee for transfer of the Title XX dollars.

Statutory Change




10 The definition of adult should be expanded to include dl those age 18 and over with menta or

physica imparments that render them unable to provide for their own care or protection.

20 Theligt of mandatory reporters should be expanded to include those health, socid, and safety
service providers, such as vocationa or rehabilitation counselors, in contact with younger

impaired adults who are not currently identified in the law.

30 Reference should bemadeto other Ohio lawsthat serveto protect vulnerable adultsin order to
promote collaboration across systems and expand intervention strategies. Both civil and
crimina laws should beincluded, such asthe Domestic Violencelaw and variousHomicidead

Assault laws.

40 The APS law should include specific services for perpetrators and caregivers.

C. Bedt Practices

Project gaff and hired consultants anayzed findings from the community forumsto devel opthefind
recommendations. Other data sources (4287, Title XX) were dso analyzed to substantiate the
formulated recommendations. In addition, the project staff and consultants examined other APS
programs across the country to develop best practice suggestions for the implementation of the

proposed recommendations.



Thefirgt stage of the APS research project was completed in December 2000 and thefindingsare
presented in areport submitted to the Ohio Department of Job and Family Serviceson January 30,
2001. A compardive andyss of existing legidation and APS programs was aso submitted to
ODJFS. The second stage of the APS research project was completed in February 2001 and the
findingsare presented in areport submitted to the ODJFS on April 30, 2001. Thisreport presents
the methodology and findings from Phase 111 of the research project along with recommendations

and best practice methods for implementation of the findings.
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