Kinship Strategy: Children’s Outcomes

The evaluation team used kinship
survey data to explore kinship
placement episodes:

1) Looking at where the children
were at the end of their kinship
placement: children in the kin-
ship counties were significantly
more likely to end a kinship
placement episode in the legal
custody of kin than those in other
demonstration or comparison
counties. However, overall, they
were less likely to end by returning
home to a birth parent.

2) Kinship placement episodes in
the kinship counties were longer
than those in the other counties,
possibly due to the greater
proportion ending in legal custody,
a time-consuming process.

3) Children were found to be very
safe during and after kinship
placements; very few children had
substantiated or

indicated incidents of abuse or
neglect, regardless of county
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group.

Using SACWIS data, two
additional findings emerged:

4) Kinship counties increased
their overall use of kinship
caregivers in cases where they
held custody of a child, with
higher proportions of children
placed with, and exiting to, kinship
placement, than the other demon-
stration and comparison counties.
The chart below illustrates the

proportion of children in kinship
placements as of January 1st
each year of the waiver (until
2006).

5) Compared to the comparison
group, demonstration counties
increased exits to kin, more
than prior to the waiver, and
more in the second waiver pe-
riod than in the first (Table 9.3
& 9.4 of Final Evaluation Report).

Chart 5.2: Percentage of Children in Placement with Relatives and Non-
Relatives as of Jan 1 each year
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“The kinship strategy has revolutionized
[our] philosophy and practice.... Kinship
families are used to prevent custody
placement when children must be removed
from bio families, kinship families are used
to receive legal custody and usually receive
financial support to maintain the children in
the home. This practice has provided
permanency for children more quickly, with
more stability, and with less overall cost
impact to the agency budget.”

- Kinship county PCSA manager

The Title IV Waiver enables ProtectOHIO counties to adopt innovative practices, making
structural and cultural changes that positively impact child and family outcomes.
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Background of Ohio’s Title IV-E Waiver
and the Kinship Strategy

In October 1997, Ohio
implemented ProtectOHIO,
a Title IV-E Child Welfare
Waiver Demonstration
project. ProtectOHIO
experiments with the
flexible use of federal IV-E
dollars; funds normally
allowed to be spent only for
foster care can be spent for
a range of child welfare
purposes, based on the
belief that purchasing
services upfront will benefit
children & families. The
intent of ProtectOHIO is to
reduce the number of
children coming into care,
decrease the length of stay
in care, and increase the

number of children reunited
with their families or placed
in other permanent
situations.

The first ProtectOHIO
Waiver demonstration pro-
gram operated for five
years, from October 1, 1997
through September 30,
2002. The waiver was
extended into a second
phase through September
30, 2009, with an additional
short-term extension
through July 2010.

In this phase, the 18
participating counties could
choose to focus on the use
and support of kinship

placements, as one of five
distinct ‘intervention
strategies.” Six ProtectOHIO
counties participated in this
strategy, intending to
increase their use of kinship
settings for children who
could not remain in their
birth homes. These
counties collaborated to
develop the kinship
strategy, as well as a logic
model and set of desired
outcomes for children and
kinship caregivers.

Kinship strategy counties
engage in a number of
activities including

(Continued on page 2)

HSRI’s Evaluation of Kinship Supports

Since 1998, Ohio has con-
tracted with Human Ser-
vices Research Institute
(HSRI) to conduct a
rigorous evaluation of the
ProtectOHIO demonstra-
tion. Essential to the evalua-
tion is the examination of a
group of comparison coun-
ties (see Figure in the left
sidebar).

Three research questions
guide the kinship strategy
evaluation: 1) Does
ProtectOHIO enable kinship
counties to use waiver flexi-
bility to consistently identify
and support kin caregivers?
2) Are kinship counties able
to increase their use of kin-
ship caregivers? 3) Do chil-
dren in kinship care in the

kinship counties have better
outcomes than those in
kinship care in the other
counties?

Analyses were conducted at
the county and case level,
using qualitative and quanti-
tative data collected through
interviews, site visits, web-
based surveys, and
SACWIS.
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Background of Ohio’s Title IV-E
Waiver and Kinship Supports

(Continued from page 1)

1) identification & recruit-
ment of kin; 2) supportive
services; 3) provision of
subsidies; and

4) increased communica-
tion with caregivers.
Additional optional
activities include creation
of designated staff

positions and use of
placement meetings and
a team approach.

and subsequent abuse/
neglect, and move to

permanency with kin more

quickly.

The kinship strategy coun-

ties strongly believe that
kinship placement is a
promising practice, and
that with increased use of
and support for kinship
placements, children will
experience less trauma

By participating in the
kinship strategy, these
counties help to build
knowledge about kinship
placements and the
outcomes of children in
those kinship placements.
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Kinship Placements in

ProtectOHIO

In 2008, using a web-based

survey, HSRI collected informa-

tion about 611 children and
caregivers involved in kinship
placements in kinship, demon-
stration, and comparison coun-
ties. The survey data provides
insight regarding caregiver and
child characteristics, as well as
other interesting details regard-
ing kinship placements in
ProtectOHIO counties.

While 41% of caregivers in the

strategy counties were non-
relatives, indicating that those
counties may have placed
children with a broader range
of people.

Children included in the
survey varied in age, gender,
and racial/ethnic identity.

Kinship counties more often
utilized the family team meet-
ing intervention than did other
counties, in order to identify

-
!
team meeting during the
kinship placement than were
caregivers in comparison
counties.

Many different services and
supports are purchased or
provided during kinship place-

Array of Services &
Supports Provided
to Kinship
Caregivers

Child care

Clothing, gas and/or
grocery vouchers
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