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The ProtectOHIO Waiver Strategies

FAMILY TEAM MEETINGS
(FTM): All ProtectOHIO
demonstration county PCSAs
participated in the FTM strategy.
For families receiving ongoing
services, PCSAs conducted
meetings among families
members, support people, and
professions in order to plan and/or
make crucial decisions regarding
a child, using an independent,
trained facilitator to arrange and
support the process.

SUPERVISED VISITATION:
Twelve PCSAs participated in the
supervised visitation strategy. For
children in placement, this
involved participating in regular
visits with birth family members (at
least weekly), in supervised
settings with structured activities
to improve parent-child
relationships and improve the
likelihood of reunification.

Whether served in-home
or in placement, children
in the demonstration

counties remained as

safe as their counterparts
in the comparison
counties.

KINSHIP SUPPORTS: Six PCSAs
participated actively in the kinship
supports strategy during the
second waiver period. PCSAs
emphasized identification &
recruitment of, support for, and
permanency with kinship caregivers
for PCSA-involved children.

ENHANCED MENTAL HEALTH/
SUBSTANCE ABUSE (MH/SA):
Four PCSAs participated in the
enhanced mental health/ substance
abuse strategy. For families with
mental health/ substance abuse
needs, these counties strove to
provide more prompt and more
comprehensive assessments and
treatment, with a goal of decreasing
placement or speeding
reunification. In each county, the
evaluation compared cases served
prior to starting the strategy with
those served afterwards. Results

for Lorain, Belmont, and
Muskingum county analysis show
patterns of significantly greater
likelihood of children receiving
assessment, parents completing
MH/SA treatment, and a shorter
average length of case opening.

The FTM and Supervised
Visitation analyses utilized an
intent-to-treat approach, while the
kinship study included exploration
of data from a case level survey of
children in kinship placements.
Findings regarding FTM and
Kinship Supports may be found in
separate Evaluation Briefs.
Selected outcomes findings for
FTM, Supervised Visitation, and
Kinship Supports are also
included in this Brief.

HSRI| Evaluation Brief, Fall 2010

Fiscal Outcomes

The fiscal analysis examined
changes in spending patterns
over time, comparing each year
in the second waiver period
(2005 to 2008) to the baseline
year of 2004.

Declines in paid placement days
and in the average daily cost of
foster care occurred in both
demonstration and comparison
groups; the difference between
the two groups was not
statistically significant.

Between 2004 and 2008,
average annual foster care
expenditures as a share of total

The Placement Outcomes Analysis examined the effects

of the second waiver on counties’ resolution of foster care
placements, for children in their first placement. The study
team used counterfactual imputations that estimated what

child welfare expenditures
decreased in 26 of 33 counties.
This change was significantly
associated with demonstration
status. The largest decreases
(11%) occurred in demonstration
counties, while the largest
increases (11%) were found in
comparison counties.

All but one of the original
demonstration counties received
capped allocations of IV-E waiver
dollars that were greater than what
they would have received through
regular IV-E reimbursement.
Altogether, these 12 counties
received an additional $27.9 million

Child Outcomes:
Placement Duration and Permanency
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Using Waiver Savings to Boost
Non-Foster Care Spending
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during the first four years of
the waiver, of which $22
million was spent on non-
foster care services. In
addition, counties increased
their non-foster care spending
by another $30 million.
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FTM analysis also showed that children in demonstration
counties had significantly shorter case episodes than did
comparison county children. In addition, demonstration
county children were significantly less likely to go to place-
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Child Outcomes: Safety

The evaluation looked at child
safety in five analyses. Over-
all, results showed that chil-
dren were not at increased
risk as a result of the Waiver.
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Looking at all cases served
between 1994 and 2006, the
evaluation found very little
change in the percentage of
children with a subsequent

CAN investigation among
either the demonstration or
comparison county groups,
suggesting that the waiver did
not affect children’s safety.

By the end of 2006, demon-
stration counties were serving
a substantially larger portion
of children in-home than were

[ comparison sites (18.7% ver-
sus 10.5%). Demonstration

Second children served in-home were

Waiver no more likely to be the sub-
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ject of a subsequent maltreat-
ment investigation than were
comparison county children.

Looking at placement cases
that closed during the first
Waiver, the evaluation found
no difference in re-entry to
foster care, among children
who exited their first foster
care placements to the cus-
tody of either parents or kin,
suggesting the waiver did
not compromise child safety.

Children in FTM counties
were significantly less likely
to have subsequent case
openings within a year of
case closure than children in
comparison counties,
although the effect was
slight (11% versus 12%).
Children in Visitation coun-
ties did not differ from other
county groups in re-opening
after case closure.

would have happened in the absence of the waiver.

e Minor improvements were seen in the length of the
first placement . The waiver had no overall impact on
median duration of placements; at a county level, four
counties experienced decreases in overall duration of
placements and two counties experienced increases.
However, the wait for adoption was shortened under
the second waiver (by 2 months).

e Significant waiver effects were found for children in
placement who exited to custody of kin (2% more did
so under the waiver) and who exited to reunification
(4% less).

e  Exits to adoption increased slightly (1% more) relative
to pre-waiver conditions, suggesting that exits to
adoption increased very slowly over the two waiver
periods.

The reunification finding above was echoed in the FTM
analysis, where demonstration counties showed a lower
proportion of exits to reunification (9% less) than compari-
son counties.

ment than were comparison county children (2% less), al-
though no significant difference was found with regard to
length of stay in placement.

Supervised visitation also showed that case episodes were
shorter (43 days, on average).

The kinship survey analysis showed that the length of stay
with kinship caregivers was 66 days longer, on average, in
kinship counties than in comparison counties, but the propor-
tion of children ending a placement in the legal custody of a
kinship caregiver was much 20% greater.

Effects of the Second Waiver on Exit Types from 1st
Placements
. . d .
First Placen_1er‘1ts Ending % Cases 2" Wal\:’e:
with: During ond comparc_a o
Waiver Pre-waiver
Reunification 51.03% -4.27%
Custody to Kin or Third Party 23.13% 2.43%
Adoption 12.61% 0.74%
Runaway 2.12% 1.12%




