SECTION |

INTRODUCTION

The Ohio Adult Protective Services law was enacted in 1981 and has been revised severd times
sinceits passage (Ohio Revised Code, 1996). The mgor landmark revisonswere madein 1989, including
dlocating firg time funds for writing adminidrative regulations and reporting. The fisca responsbility for
implementation of Adult Protective Services (APS) rests with the County Departments of Job and Family
Sarvices (CDJFS) with adminigrative oversight by the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services
(ODJFS). Inaddition, ODJFS hasthe respongbility for partid resmbursementsto countiesfor APS. The
County Departmentsof Job and Family Services servethe primary APSfunctionsof investigating reportsof
elder abuse, determining the need for protective services, and providing the necessary services.

Thisisthefirst mgor research effort to beinitiated at the Stateleve to examinethe service ddivery
system implemented in response to the enactment of the Adult Protective Services Legidation (Ohio
Revised Code, 1996, Sections 5101.60-5101.71). The impetusfor the research isthe Statessinterest in
exploring the performance and qudity of the current APS program. Therefore, the College of Socid Work
a The Ohio State Univerdty was contracted by the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services to
conduct a statewide comprehensive assessment of the current status of Adult Protective Services. The
primary objective in conducting the evaluation was to examine the service deivery system utilized by the
County Departments of Job and Family Services in the provison of APS and to estimate the related
operation costs. This study was desgned to gain ingght into the implementation and management of the

ddivery of APS, including program adminigtration, service structure, and service needs, as wdl as the



goplication and adequacy of APSlaw. Thefindings may be used to develop policies and Strategiesin the

areas of program, budget, and service needs.

A comprehengve assessment of the service ddivery structure, operation, cost andysis, and
inter-organizationa dynamics of ddivering Adult Protective Services (APS) in Ohio was undertaken
between April 2000 to June 2001. The specific ams of the project were:

1) to provide information on the APS dructure, operation, and inter-organizationd relationship
between mandated agencies and other specific service providersthrough surveying the Departments
of Job and Family Services gaff and administrators in the 88 counties of Ohio;

2) to assst in decison-making for budget dlocation for the APS system by undertaking acost- anelyss
through assessment of current budget alocations, revenue sources, and expendituresobtained from
CDJFS adminigtrators in the 88 counties of Ohio and secondary data; and

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

The assessment was conducted in three phases with Phase | and |l dedicated to collecting
information from multiple sourcesincluding dl the APS staff, supervisorsand adminigtrators, and providers
within the eder abuse network. The information obtained from the first two phases was utilized to make
preliminary recommendationsto dl APS professonds, e der abuse network providersand the community at
large during Phase 111. The goal was to obtain feedback on the proposed recommendations made by the
researcher and consultants, as well as develop priorities for implementation of the recommendations. A
summary of the methodology used for gathering information in Phase | and 11 is presented, followed by a
brief description of Phase 11 activities and organization of the fina report.

Phasel: Summary



During Phase |, data was gathered from al 88 CDJFS - Adult Protective Services caseworkers,
supervisors, and administratorsin Ohio. Datawas a so gathered from staff who workswith APS casesfrom
dl desgnated agencies. Desgnated agencies are organizations that have a contractud agreement with
CDJFSto provide protective services.

A tdephone survey was conducted to establish a contact person at the 88 County Departments of
Job and Family Services and the designated agencies. Prdiminary information on the profile of the county
APS unit was gathered from the contact person. Questionnaires were developed and mailed to contact
persons to distribute to caseworkers, supervisors, administrators, and designated agency eff.

The casaworker survey was devel oped to gather information on demographics, job responsihilities, job
satisfaction, case composition, service adequacy, perception of APS legidation and APS standards,
relaionship with community agencies, and suggestions and comments for improving the APS system.
The questionnaires were saf-administered and al caseworkersfrom the 88 countieswereincluded as
potential respondents.

The supervisor survey dicited data in the areas of demographics, job responghilities, APS unit
activities, gaffing issues, job satisfaction, reationship with workers, APStraining and services, ggpsand
service needs, perception of APSlaw and agency standards, rel ationship with community agencies, and
suggestions and comments for improving the APS system. The questionnaires were sdlf-administered
and al APS supervisors from the 88 counties were included as potentid respondents.

The adminigtrator survey sought factua information about agency dructure, staffing patterns, fiscd

funding sources, revenues and expenditures, trends in funding, unit cost caculation, and opinions and

suggestions about the APS system. Datawas a so gathered on demographi cs and agency background.



The questionnaireswere salf-administered and al the adminigtratorsfrom the 88 countieswereincluded
as potential respondents.
The designated agency survey gathered data smilar to that of the caseworker survey, including
demographics, job respongbilities, APS unit activities, saffing issues, j ob satisfaction, relaionship with
workers, APS training, gaps and service needs, perception of APS law and agency standards,
relaionship with community agencies, and suggestions and comments for improving the APS system.
The questionnaireswere sdf-administered and dl designated agency staff memberswhose agency hada
contract with the CDJFS were included as potentid respondents.
In addition, secondary data was obtained from the AProtective Services for Adults) (ODHS 4287)
quarterly reportswhich conast of anumber of variablesincluding dlient demographics, incident ratesby
type of matreatment, age groups served, and types of cases.
Phase | Report Content

Thefindings from Phase | data collection of the>Evaluation of Ohio=s Adult Protective
Services: Structure, Operation, and Cost= are presented in areport that includesthe following
sections:
Section | discussesthe introduction and basic background infor mation.
Section |1 coversthe research methodology.
Section |11 reviewsthe adult protective service delivery structure.
Section 1V coversthe process and procedures utilized to deliver APS.
Section V involvesthe cost calculation for delivery of APS.
Section VI presentsthefindings from the designated agency surveys.
Section VI presentsthe major findingsand issuesfor policy, training, service delivery, and
budget allocations.

In addition to this report, a copy of a comprehensive compar ative analysis of APS

legidation and programs utilized by other states and counties across the nation is



presented. In conjunction with the findings from all sources of primary data, this

information was used to make recommendationsto the State.
A report integratingtheprdiminary findingsfrom thefir s stage of the APSresear ch proj ect was
submitted to the Ohio Department of Job and Family Servicesin December 2000 (See Appendix
F: Phasel - Summary of Major Findings).
Phasell: Summary

Having assembled an internal perspective of the Adult Protective Services System in Phase |,
Phasell of the project moved to gather information from an exter nal perspective, i.e.,, community service
providers and key informants who interact with the APS system. Utilizing a series of focus groups
conducted with community service providers in eght geographic regions, and telephone interviews with
select key stakeholders, Phase |1 proposed to identify strengths and gaps in the operation, structure and

funding mechanisms of the current APS system.

Provider focus groups were conducted to assess the current functioning of the APS system.

Professionas from community agencies (e.g., home hedlth care agencies, Medicaid waiver providers,
senior centers, hospitals, law enforcement agencies, loca police departments, sheriff'soffices, boards of
mental retardation and developmentally dissbled, and menta hedth agencies) that interact with
mandated agencies were invited to participate in the focus groups. The participants were randomly
sdected from aligting of al potentia providersin the 88 countiesin Ohio. Eight regiond focus groups
were conducted using centraized locations to increase accessibility. In facilitated discussion, service
providers submitted information regarding avariety of other dynamicsthat exist within the operationand
adminigration of Adult Protective Services including availability of services, strengths and gaps of the

current APS system, inter-agency communication, saff training, and funding. Each focus group aso
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examined specific issues of delivery sysem structure such as whether APS should be responsible for
serving adults 18 and over versus serving elders 60 years and older, the roles of state versus county,
and the best agency to oversee and administer the APS system. Findly, quditative data was gathered
on issues of funding avallability and suggestions for improving the current APS system were made.
The second mode of data collection utilized in Phase |1 of the research included interviewing key
officidsin the executive, legidative and judicid branches of state and locd government and socid
sarvice agenciesfor the purpose of gathering supplementary information and generating awvareness
regarding the existence and operation of the APS system.  Key informantsincluding probate court
judges, county agency directors, county commissoners, locd legidative representatives, Sate
officids, and board members were interviewed using a structured questionnaire by trained
interviewers. Thekey informantswho participated in the telephone survey were selected randomly
from a comprehengve liging of names of dl the potentid persons in each of the identified
categories. These stakeholderswere asked to bring their experience and indghts as key decision-
makers and overseers of the communities served by Adult Protective Services. Information was
gathered from stakeholders on structure, operation and cost of the current APS system including
awareness of APS issues, perception of responsveness to APS issues a loca and State levels,
assessment of strengths and weaknesses of the APS system, and suggestions for dlocation of
resources. Interviews aso served to both evauate and promote avareness of the APS system
among stakeholders.

Phasell: Report Content



Thefindingsfrom Phase |1 data collection of the>Evaluation of Ohio-s Adult Protective
Services: Structure, Operation, and Cost= are presented in areport that includesthe following
sections:

Section | isan introduction to thereport, including methodology and report organization.
Section |1 explains data collection and sampling methods.

Section |11 outlinesthe findings from the focus groups and includes an evaluation of inter-
organizational relationships.

Section 1V includes the findings from the key stakeholder interviews.

Section V presentsa summary of the major findings from the Phase |1 data collection.

The findings from Phase Il were used in conjunction with the Phase | findings to make final
recommendations to the State. A report incorporating the findings from this stage of the APS

resear ch proj ect wassubmitted to the Ohio Department of Job and Family Servicesin April 2001

(See Appendix F: Phasell - Summary of Major Findings).

Phase I11: Community Forum

Phases| and |1 of the Adult Protective Services Research project provided significant
data regarding the current state of the service delivery system in Ohio. Project saff, working
with local and national consultants, carefully synthesized the data obtained from APS workers,
community serviceproviders, and key stakeholder sto discern the greatest concernsand lar gest
gaps in the APS system. The findings compiled were utilized to shape the preiminary
recommendationsfor addressing the concer nsin thestructure, operation and funding mechanisms
of the APS system.

Phaselll of the project wasdesigned to gain feedback from thegreater community on the

recommendationsdefined by theresear cher and consultants. A Community Forum wasscheduled



for June 14, 2001 in which Ohio residents who interact with the APS system (both as providers
and recipients) wer e presented with resear ch findings and preiminary recommendations.

I nvitations wer e distributed in a mass mailing to all public and private sector providers
within the elder abuse network and public officialswho have over sight or adecison-making role
within the APS system. The community forum was widedy publicized through pressreleasesto
major media outlets throughout the state to inform the general public. Forum attendees were
provided the opportunity to discuss the recommendations in small groups, submit written
feedback, and finally prioritize the recommendations according to their own per ceptions and
experiences. Utilizing input from experts in the field, project staff developed best practice
standardsin an attempt to easetheimplementation of therecommendationsfor areasgoverning
the APS structure, operation, and cost. Feedback from Community Forum attendees and
recommendations on best practices are integrated into this final report, submitted to the Ohio
Department of Job and Family Servicesin October of 2001.

Phaselll: Report Content

Thefindingsfrom Phaselll datacollection arepresented in thisreport, and ar e or ganized

by the following sections:

Section | discussestheintroduction and highlightsthe study background.

Section |1 coversthe research methodology for the community forum.

Section |11 reviews the community forum findings along with compar ative analyss
from other sources of data.

Section 1V presentstherecommendationsintegr ating thefeedback from>Community
Forum:= participants.

Section V summarizesthe findings and recommendations from Phase | 11.

Section VI presents an anthology of >Best Practice Models- for implementing the
recommendationsin Section V.



