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I. OVERVIEW 

 
The goals of the Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration California Well-Being Project are (1) to 

examine whether allowing flexibility in the use of project funds helps counties to better achieve 

safety, permanency, and well-being for children involved in the child welfare and juvenile justice 

systems; and (2) to reduce the number of children in foster care while maintaining child safety. 

The original participating agencies were from Alameda, Butte, Lake, Los Angeles, Sacramento, 

San Diego, San Francisco, Santa Clara, and Sonoma counties. Lake and Butte counties 

subsequently exited the intervention, leaving seven remaining demonstration sites. The 

evaluation, undertaken by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) and Westat 

(i.e., the evaluation team), consists of a process evaluation, an outcome evaluation, and a cost 

study. The evaluation includes two outcome sub-studies and one cost sub-study to enable a 

more thorough examination of the impact of selected interventions on children, youth, and 

families, as well as the interventions’ costs. This report includes the following. 

 
• A description of evaluation activities during the most recent six months (October 

2018 to March 2019). 
 

• An outline of evaluation activities scheduled for the next six months (April 2019 
to September 2019). 
 

• Interrupted time series (ITS) analysis of three child welfare outcomes. 
 

• A description of the cumulative incidence function survival curve analysis and an 
overview of log-rank and Gray tests to mathematically quantify changes in foster 
care exit type rates between the pre- and post-waiver implementation periods.  

 
• An analysis of the 2018 parent/guardian survey results. 

 
• A detailed description of the cost study analyses and results to date. 
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II. DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION: THE PAST SIX MONTHS 

 
A. Outcomes Study Data Collection and Analysis 

• The team collected data from the American Community Survey and California 
Department of Social Services (CDSS) to control for county effects (i.e., factors not 
of interest to the study that are likely to affect outcomes) in the county-wide 
analysis of outcomes. These data also will be used to measure population-level 
shifts in child welfare and juvenile probation referrals and entry into care/custody. 
The selection of control variables is based on a literature review of jurisdiction-
level effects on child welfare.  
 

• The team used different mechanisms to decrease the processing time required to 
manage the investigations cohort, including rewriting scripts with different R 
Studio packages and transferring some analyses to SAS. 
 

• Evaluators conducted a systematic review of all probation data received over the 
course of the evaluation, which included 55 probation files and over 200 provider 
files. Researchers examined the most recent probation data extract for each 
county to determine whether any potential issues in the data would affect the 
evaluation team’s ability to produce a quality analysis for the final report. The 
result of this review was a data inventory summary (DIS), which summarizes the 
availability and integrity of essential data elements that will be needed from all 
counties for the outcome analysis. The team used the DIS to prepare 
individualized data requests for each county to ensure that the essential data 
elements will appear in the final data extracts.  
 

• The team refined the survival curve outcome analysis to test the effects of point 
of entry (pre- or early waiver) on multiple permanency outcomes through a 
competing risks survival curve analysis. 
 

• Evaluators operationalized strategies for testing for the effect of county 
implementation capacity on differences in degree of change per outcome. 
 

• Evaluators conducted a power analysis to assess whether delayed 
implementation dates may be tested with the probation interrupted time series 
(ITS) analysis at the level of months. 
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B. Outcomes Sub-Studies Data Collection and Analysis 

In addition to the full outcomes analyses, Sacramento County Child Protective Services 

(CPS) and San Francisco Human Service Agency, Family and Children Services Division (SFHSA-

FCS) are participating in outcomes sub-studies, as outlined below. 

The Sacramento County CPS sub-study focuses on permanency services provided in 

partnership with Sierra Forever Families. The study uses a retrospective design that includes an 

intervention group populated with Sierra cases receiving Destination Family (DF) services during 

the duration of the project; the comparison group is composed of similar cases served by CPS 

only. As of this report, the evaluation team has received six quarters of DF data. Subsequent 

cumulative files will be transferred quarterly until November 2019. Review of the first several DF 

data submissions allowed the team to become familiar with case characteristics, service 

timelines, and outcomes. The team also examined whether DF data change over time; to date, 

there have been no substantial changes. Confirming the stability of DF family data helped the 

team proceed with more confidence in identifying a list of pertinent child welfare services case 

management system (CWS/CMS) variables that could be used to determine how to best match 

DF and CPS cases. In November 2018, the team finished examining variables and finalized a 

matching strategy for creating comparison groups. The team tested the matching strategy with 

the available data. The team identified an issue regarding varying trends, among DF cases, in 

time spent in out-of-home placement. The team requested and received additional CWS/CMS 

data to examine the issue. After consulting with partners from Sacramento CPS and Sierra, the 

team is now preparing to examine the stability of service designation (i.e., permanent 

placement) as a potential matching variable.  
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The SFHSA-FCS outcomes sub-study will examine the implementation of an enhanced 

progressive visitation program developed by SFHSA-FCS. The progressive visitation program 

consists of a standardized tool and process improvements to assist with ongoing calibration of 

the optimal level of visitation for a given child/family dyad and integration of that information in 

Child and Family Team Meetings (CFTs) for permanency planning. The evaluation team will 

conduct, at minimum, a descriptive analysis to assess the timeliness of reunification of the 

child(ren) assigned to workers completing visitation tools. As of this report, 13 workers have 

received training on visitation tool use and the team has received 22 tools. Visitation tools will 

be completed through November 2019. The evaluation team needs sufficient visitation data (at 

least 60 cases with completed visitation tools) for a comparative analysis assessing reunification 

outcomes. If sufficient visitation data are available by November 2019, the team can use a 

historical comparison group. The team continues to work with SFHSA-FCS partners to monitor 

opportunities for tool completion and retrieve any missing visitation tool data, allowing the use 

of all available tools. 

 
 
C. Process Study Activities 

• The data collection period for the 2018 paper version of the parent/guardian 
survey was October – December 2018, while data from the online version was 
collected October 2018 – February 2019. A total of 13 agencies distributed only 
the paper survey, seven distributed only the online survey, and five distributed 
the survey in both formats. Paper surveys and supplies were mailed to the 
agencies in September 2018 to allow for their distribution in October. Counties 
were provided with a link to the online survey at the beginning of October. 
Westat received and receipted the paper surveys throughout the data collection 
period, and data processing was finalized February 19, 2019. Online survey 
responses were collected on a rolling basis and data collection ended on 
February 21, 2019. The surveys have now all been scanned and analyzed. The 
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results for counties with 20 or more survey respondents appear in Appendix A 
and in Section V, Part C. 
 

• The evaluation team qualitatively coded and analyzed all interview data collected 
from the annual site visits that took place from May to August 2018, including 
data from 18 focus groups with service providers and 14 one-on-one or small-
group interviews with agency leadership. Researchers used the qualitative 
analysis software Atlas.ti to facilitate analysis of the qualitative interviews that the 
research team conducted in the summer of 2018. The results will appear in the 
fall of 2019 semi-annual progress report. 
 

• Evaluation team researchers reviewed historical documents and compiled a 
timeline of events during the waiver period to contextualize the implementation 
process in each county agency over time. This online, interactive timeline will be 
presented alongside the final report. Counties were asked to contribute to this 
effort to ensure accuracy. 
 

• Members of the evaluation team wrote the process study overview for the final 
report in 2020. This document focuses on the research questions and details the 
study’s data sources, methods, and analytic approaches. 
 

• Researchers wrote about optional intervention target populations for child 
welfare and juvenile probation agencies in each county for the final report.  
 

• The evaluation team submitted and received a continuation from the Committee 
for the Protection of Human Subjects. 
 

• Researchers completed a profile of Alameda County for the final report. This 
included writing about the county’s demographics, emerging issues, and the 
collaboration between the county child welfare and juvenile probation agencies. 
The profile also details the interventions for which each agency used their waiver 
dollars. 
 

• Evaluation team staff researched and wrote about the historical background of 
the waiver for the final report. This includes the history of child welfare funding in 
the United States, the history of child welfare funding in California, and how the 
waiver funding works. 
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D. Cost Study Data Collection and Analysis 

Evaluation team members have continued their conversations with CDSS fiscal staff via 

meetings, emails, and conference calls to finalize the data sources and methodology for the 

three cost study research questions, clarify the analysis options, and discuss questions about 

data received. To date, the team has received several iterations and/or samples of automated 

assistance claims (CA 800 forms), CB-496 forms, county expense claims (CECs), DFA C 430 

reports, waiver counties’ ledgers and payment reports, quarterly fiscal supplemental forms 

(QFSFs), CA 237 foster care (FC) data, DFA55 data, SOC 291 forms, and FCI 561 reports from 

CDSS. Communications with CDSS fiscal staff supported the evaluation team in recent months 

as members prepared output for the current report.  

 

E. Cost Sub-Study Collection and Analysis 

The cost sub-study, conducted in partnership with Alameda County child welfare, uses a 

pre-/post-implementation design and training and labor data from workers intensely engaged 

in safety-organized practice/Core Practice Model (SOP/CPM). Workers will be the unit of 

analysis, and workers’ time will represent costs of implementation. The evaluation team intends 

to measure implementation by using data on time spent in training and in (and preparing for) 

pre-implementation meetings, such as CFTs and Team Decision Making (TDM) meetings. There 

are existing time-study codes for training and CFTs. The agency also has training data in its 

Learning Management System (LMS), coaching data, and comparative data on time spent in 

TDM meetings (family meetings held prior to implementing CFTs). The evaluation team reviewed 

TDM and coaching log data tables to determine which variables were needed for analysis and 

continues to work with CFS staff to refine the sub-study data request for CFT, TDM, and 
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coaching data. The team received permission to use CFS data—already provided by CDSS for 

cost study research question 1—to examine labor hours. The team is currently working with 

CDSS to determine whether other reports would serve as a better source of data.  

 

F. General Information Sharing and Dissemination 

• October 2018: The evaluation team convened and facilitated an evaluation 
steering committee (ESC) meeting on the upcoming parent/guardian survey 
period, detailing changes made to the survey, including accepting responses 
from youth ages 18 to 20, the option to offer an incentive, and the option to offer 
the survey online. Components of the November 2018 semi-annual report were 
also discussed. 

 
• November 2018: The evaluation team’s principal investigator and staff attended 

the annual waiver meeting in Sacramento, California.  
 

• December 2018: The evaluation team convened and facilitated an evaluation 
steering committee meeting on how many online parent/guardian surveys had 
been received. The evaluation team explained their rationale for using a 
standardized observation period for juvenile probation data. 

 
• February 2019: The evaluation team convened and facilitated an evaluation 

steering committee meeting, shared online parent/guardian survey results with 
counties, presented an interactive timeline of the waiver project, and discussed 
child welfare allegations data entry. 

 
 
 

G. Barriers to Meeting Evaluation Timelines and Goals 

 The child welfare investigations cohort has increased to approximately 150 million rows 

of observations (each unique on month/investigation/child/county), which makes complex, 

state-level modeling slow, unwieldy, or impossible. The evaluation team and NCCD’s IT 

department have been testing a number of difficult solutions to the problem, including (a) using 

different analysis packages in R Studio, (b) increasing RAM on a desktop computer to 65 
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gigabytes for complex analysis, (c) partitioning, (d) transferring some analytic activities to SAS or 

SQL Server, and (e) random sampling (as a last resort). The team faces similar challenges with 

the qualitative data, necessitating that each hermeneutic unit of data be stored separately.  

 

H. Primary Reporting Activities 

The evaluation team produced a semi-annual progress report in November 2018. CDSS 

requested that a supplementary literature review be added, and a second edition of the report 

was produced in December. The team also composed quarterly progress reports in October 

2018 and February 2019.  

 

 

III. UPCOMING EVALUATION IMPLEMENTATION: THE NEXT SIX MONTHS 

 
The team’s activities will include the following. 

 
• Continuing to work on writing the final evaluation report. 

 
• Preparing the fall semi-annual progress report. 

 
• Reviewing and assessing the quality of any studies and data aggregations 

performed in the counties—or by other evaluators—regarding waiver 
interventions. 
 

• Continuing to collect process data by phone or email as needed to fully 
document the waiver implementation.1 

• Building a reentry cohort with CWS/CMS data to assess changes in reentry rates 
pre- and post-waiver implementation. 
 

• Conducting ITS analyses to test the waiver’s possible effects on reentry, 
placement type, and placement stability. When data are received from CDSS, ITS 
analyses will be conducted on two mental health well-being indicators. 

                                                 

1 Some process study measures cannot be collected until the end of the project, e.g., the number of people engaged 
through the waiver-funded programs. While the evaluation team will conduct no additional, formal qualitative data 
collection, the team will need to be in contact with the counties to obtain this type of information. 
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• Working with county probation agencies to facilitate the transfer of final data 
extracts for the outcomes evaluation. 
 

• Engaging in a quality assurance review process with county probation agencies to 
ensure that the data extracts are suitable for analysis and to ensure the accuracy 
of the evaluation team’s reporting on probation data. 
 

• Preparing initial cohorts for the probation outcomes evaluation using a 
preliminary data extract from each county, completing descriptive analyses for 
probation for each county, and reviewing and testing ITS methods prior to the 
final data extract and analysis. 

 
• Working with CDSS to determine an accurate method and CEC code mappings to 

merge administrative caseworker costs and case counts of out-of-home 
placement units with out-of-home placement assistance expenditures and case 
counts from the CA 237 FC data (cost study research question 1a). 

 
• Working with CDSS to determine the portion of administrative costs specifically 

incurred by out-of-home placement activities (cost study research question 1a). 
 
• Working with CDSS to determine an appropriate metric for average quarterly 

point-in-time case counts for the child welfare system overall (cost study research 
question 1b).  

 
• Reporting on total cost-per-case metrics of the child welfare system and out-of-

home placement activities (cost study research questions 1a and 1b). 
 
• Reporting on local, state, and federal funding sources (cost study research 

question 3). 
 
• Finalizing cost sub-study variables, requesting data, receiving test data through a 

secure FTP, and beginning to build an analysis file.  
 
• The evaluation team will receive the next submission of DF data in April 2019. The 

team will review the data, note differences compared with previously received 
data, and discuss any noted differences during subsequent monthly meetings. 
The team will request and review CWS/CMS data on the service component 
designation for DF cases. If the service component is consistently permanent 
placement, the team will subsequently test the matching strategy. If the matching 
strategy appropriately links the available data, the team will match DF and child 
welfare services–only cases. After each quarterly update of CWS/CMS and DF 
data, the team will reapply the matching criteria to ensure that the approach 
continues to fit the data.  
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• The evaluation team receives SFHSA-FCS visitation tool data each month. The 
evaluation team will work with SFHSA-FCS to resolve any questions about that 
data. The evaluation team will also continue to communicate with the agency 
about staffing levels and will monitor the number of cases with visitation data to 
further planning for a possible comparison group. In May 2019, the team will 
conduct interviews with workers who have and have not completed tools to 
obtain data on visitation decision making. 

 
 
 
 

IV. ANALYSES OF OUTCOMES 

 
A. ITS Analysis of Changes in Child Welfare Outcomes 

 As agreed upon by CDSS and the Administration for Children and Families, the 

evaluation team is using ITS analysis to compare child welfare outcomes in the pre- and post-

waiver period. There are two ways of thinking about what constitutes the pre-waiver period. For 

the purpose of this report, the evaluation team refers to January 1, 2010, to September 30, 2014, 

as the pre-waiver period and assumed that the waiver began in October 2014 for all counties 

(i.e., the post-waiver period) when funding became available. There are certainly counties that 

took many additional months or years to implement changes, so arguably, the waiver did not 

begin in those counties until those changes were implemented. As the fundamental research 

question of this study is whether the availability of flexible funding, based on historic caseload 

levels, had a positive effect on children and families, it is most logical to look for change from 

the point at which that funding became available. Future analyses will take into account degree 

of implementation, which will help to measure whether the implementation strategies had an 

effect. 

 The principal behind ITS analysis is that the past become a counterfactual for the present 

and time become a proxy for knowing when a change in policy, or funding availability, occurred. 
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If there is a change in the mean between the pre- and post-implementation period or in the rate 

of improvement or decline in outcomes, this demonstrates that there may be a causal 

relationship between the policy change and the change in outcomes. ITS analysis is more about 

seeing changes in slope or trajectory than about mean changes, which makes it suitable for 

examining a change from an intervention that is intended to build on itself over time, as with 

waiver interventions. 

 In this report, the evaluation team used ITS analysis to study the relationship between 

the waiver and three key outcomes: the monthly rate at which children who had a previous 

investigation experienced a second investigation within a year; the monthly rate at which 

children who had a previous investigation experienced a substantiation within a year; and the 

monthly percentage of children with a new investigation who were placed out of the home 

within 30 days of investigation opening. Table 1 includes details of the hypothesis tested, the 

theory behind the hypothesis, and rate operationalization. These hypotheses and theories 

appeared in the original evaluation plan.   

 It is worth reflecting upon the degree of change within child welfare in California as a 

whole since the original evaluation plan was developed. Most notably, a decreasing percentage 

of all children in the waiver counties enter foster care; this affects every traditional child welfare 

outcome measure. All outcomes should be viewed with an awareness of this central practice 

change. 

 Establishing a significance level, or p value, is always a somewhat subjective process and 

must be done prior to statistical testing. Lower p values reduce the likelihood of type 1 (false 

positive) errors, while higher p values reduce the likelihood of type 2 (false negative) errors. 

While neither error is desirable, researchers needed to consider in advance the most acceptable 
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balance of errors for this study. Here, a p value of .01 is used to establish significance, which is 

intended to reduce the incidence of false positive results. Because this evaluation may ultimately 

inform future policy decisions about how to allocate funding for child welfare, reducing the 

likelihood of reporting a finding as significant due to chance seemed appropriate to the 

evaluation team. It is also important to note that large samples are more likely to achieve 

statistical significance, even for miniscule effects, and the samples used here are often quite 

large (Table 1). 

 
Table 1 

 
Child Welfare Outcomes Reviewed Using ITS Analysis in This Report 

Hypothesis Theory Monthly Rate  
For each month 
following the point of 
waiver 
implementation, a 
decreasing percentage 
of all parents of 
children in the child 
welfare system will be 
reinvestigated within a 
one-year period. The 
slope will change 
significantly after the 
time of the 
intervention but will 
level off after 
implementation is 
stabilized. 

SOP/CPM, including 
improved safety 
planning and 
stronger family 
networks, will reduce 
the likelihood of 
recurrence. 

Σ (# of children 
experiencing 
reinvestigation) 
 

– Σ (# 
children 
who were 
≥ 18 years 
old for the 
entire 
month) 
 

– Σ (# of 
children who 
were in an 
out-of-home 
placement 
for the entire 
month) 

Σ (# of children 
investigated 
within the 
previous year 
by child welfare 
in the same 
jurisdiction)  

– Σ (# 
children 
who were 
≥ 18 years 
old for the 
entire 
month) 

– Σ (# of 
children who 
were in an 
out-of-home 
placement 
for the entire 
month) 
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Table 1 
 

Child Welfare Outcomes Reviewed Using ITS Analysis in This Report 
Hypothesis Theory Monthly Rate  

For each month 
following the point of 
waiver 
implementation, a 
decreasing percentage 
of all children would 
experience a 
substantiation within a 
one-year period of 
their last investigation. 
The slope will change 
significantly after the 
point of intervention 
but will level off after 
the implementation 
stabilizes. 

SOP/CPM, including 
improved safety 
planning and 
stronger family 
networks, will reduce 
the likelihood of 
recurrence. 

Σ (# of children 
experiencing 
subsequent 
substantiated 
maltreatment 
in X month)  

– Σ (# children 
who were in 
an out-of-
home 
placement for 
the entire 
month) 
 

– Σ (# children 
who were ≥ 
18 years old 
for the entire 
month) 
 

Σ (# of children 
investigated 
within the 
previous year 
by child welfare 
in the same 
jurisdiction)  

– Σ (# of 
children who 
were in an 
out-of-home 
placement for 
the entire 
month) 

– Σ (# children 
who were ≥ 
18 years old 
for the entire 
month) 

The rate of out-of-
home placements 
within 30 days of an 
investigation should 
decrease within a few 
months of the point of 
waiver 
implementation. The 
rate of out-of-home 
placements will 
steadily decrease and 
then level off. The 
slope will change 
significantly after the 
intervention. The slope 
will level out after the 
waiver reaches full 
implementation. 

Counties will be able 
to fund services to 
children who are not 
removed from their 
parents, eliminating 
the incentive for 
removal. More 
effective front-end 
child welfare 
practice will result in 
safety and case 
plans that can allow 
children to remain 
safely at home. As 
counties become 
more proficient, the 
rate of removal 
should decrease.  

Σ (# of children 
placed out of 
home during X 
month)  

– Σ (# of 
children who 
were already 
out of home 
when they 
were 
investigated) 

– Σ (# children 
who were ≥ 
18 years old 
for the 
entire 
month) 

Σ (# of children 
who had a new 
investigation 
opened in X 
month)  

– Σ (# of 
children who 
were already 
out of home 
at the time of 
the new 
investigation) 

– Σ (# children 
who were ≥ 
18 years old 
for the 
entire 
month) 

 

None of these measures are perfect. Short of examining every individual referral and 

case, however, the Federal and State government rely on large indicators of whether progress is 

being made. These indicators were selected because they align closely with other commonly 

used standards in the field, including those used by the Federal government.  
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1. ITS Investigations Cohort Selection  

For the ITS analysis that appears in this report, the evaluation team selected all the 

investigated referrals received by child welfare agencies between January 1, 2009, and 

December 31, 2018. Referrals that were evaluated out were excluded. The data were extracted 

on March 13, 2019. A distinct combination of referral and client was used as the unit for these 

analyses. For example, a single referral may include three children (or clients, as defined in 

CWS/CMS). A separate variable (clients received) separates each child contained in the referral. 

When these two variables are combined, the referral appears in the dataset three times, with 

each appearance being associated with only one of the children in the referral. This allows 

analysts to identify when a re-referral occurs for each child separately, rather than a re-referral 

for one child appearing as a re-referral for all children listed on the initial referral. The combined 

variables are used as the unit of analysis for this cohort.  

To narrow the field of analysis, researchers identified which referrals resulted in an 

investigation by using the referral response codes that corresponded with immediate, three-day, 

five- to 10-day, and 10-day responses (response time requirements vary by county). Only 

investigated referrals were included in this cohort; referrals that were evaluated out were 

removed.2 Associated referrals (e.g., two separate calls to child welfare for the same incident) 

were excluded by selecting only investigations where the associated referral field (a CWS/CMS 

variable) was not populated. Only referrals from child welfare were included in the analysis. 

Referrals from other agencies, including probation, private adoption agencies, American 

Indian/Alaska Native child welfare, the Kinship Guardian Assistance Payment Program, mental 

                                                 

2 The cohort may include referrals that go to differential response/alternative response if the county does not 
evaluate out these referrals. Referrals with a non–child welfare response also were excluded from the cohort.  
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health service providers, out-of-state agencies, and the state adoption district office were also 

excluded; researchers did this by including only referrals from the dataset that indicated a 

responsible agency code (a CWS/CMS variable) of “county welfare department” as the lead 

agency responsible for the child. Youth ages 18 or older on the date the referral was received 

were excluded using the “date of birth” field to create a new variable for age at the time of the 

referral. Researchers used each referral’s county-specific code to assign referrals to the 

appropriate county. The referrals analyzed included only referrals received by child welfare 

agencies participating in the waiver. The analysis included different types of referrals regardless 

of allegation disposition.  

For initial investigated referrals and follow-up investigations, maltreatment-in-care 

events were excluded. These were identified using one or more of the following criteria: 

allegations with a non-protecting parent code where the perpetrator was identified as a 

substitute care provider or residential facility staff, allegations with a non-null placement facility 

type code, a referral that occurred during a placement episode that was open at least five days, 

or a referral that occurred during an out-of-home placement in which the child was out of home 

for the entire month. Placement episodes for this exclusion were not limited to those with child 

welfare indicated as the responsible agency.  

Follow-up investigations were analyzed only if they were from the same county and the 

subsequent investigation occurred within 365 days of and more than 14 days after the initial 

referral. For the outcome of removal within 30 days after an investigation, only placement 

episodes with a responsible agency code of “county welfare department” were included. The 
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removal could occur up to one day before the referral, did not include non-dependent legal 

guardianships, and must be under the same county jurisdiction as the initiating referral.3 

 

2. Results 

a. Alameda County 

i. Reinvestigation Within One Year 

As per the logic model in the evaluation plan, for each month following the point of 

waiver implementation, a decreasing percentage of all children in the child welfare system 

would be reinvestigated within a one-year period because of agency use of SOP/CPM (including 

improved safety planning and stronger family networks), which is intended to reduce the 

likelihood of recurrence. As a county that had already implemented the waiver, one would 

expect this effect to be less powerful in Alameda County than in other jurisdictions, as much of 

the theorized benefit of flexible funding may already have been realized. 

Unfortunately, this indicator is somewhat difficult to interpret because increased access 

to outside services often means increased visibility to mandated reporters, which may cancel out 

the effects of improved safety planning and stronger family networks. To initially test this 

outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates of reinvestigation within a 

year in Alameda County. The mean and median both increased slightly after the waiver began 

(Table 2). 

                                                 

3 This measure is used to determine what percentage of all referrals are associated with children being removed from 
their parents. In emergency situations, entities such as law enforcement may remove children immediately prior to 
making a child welfare referral. As these removals are still associated with the referral, they are counted as such. 
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Table 2 
 

Alameda County: Rate Changes of Children With Parents Reinvestigated Within One Year of Prior 
Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 1.717% 1.685% 

Post-Waiver 1.871% 1.855% 
 

Unto themselves, the mean and median do not provide information about the effect of 

the waiver. Rather, the pattern of rates over time speaks to its efficacy. Figure 4 shows the 

monthly rate at which children’s parents were investigated for a second time within a one-year 

period. The black dots represent the months from January 2010 to the start of the waiver 

(October 2014), and the blue dots represent the months since the waiver began. Data 

distribution is important because different distributions have different assumptions and if the 

analysis is done with the wrong assumptions, the results will be inaccurate. Typically, ITS analysis 

is done with a Poisson distribution, but if the data are over-dispersed, this approach will not 

work. In Alameda County, the data were over-dispersed (e.g., the standard deviation was much 

larger than the mean), so the evaluation team tested two other distribution patterns: a negative 

binomial and a quasi-Poisson. The two did not yield significantly different results and the 

evaluation team used the negative binomial distribution for the remainder of the analysis of this 

outcome in the county. Both distribution patterns can accommodate overly dispersed data, but 

covariates may have a different value in the two models because the variance is calculated 

differently. The literature on the relative merits of the two models is mixed, but evaluation team 

researchers found it was more strongly weighted toward negative binomials (Gardner, Mulvey, 

& Shaw, 1995). 

  



 

 18 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Figure 4 
Alameda County: Children With Parents Investigated and Reinvestigated in 

the Last Year 

 

 

Another requirement of ITS regressions, as with all regressions, is that all observations be 

independent of each other. This assumption is frequently violated with ITS data. One way of 

thinking about this is that if the measurement in one month (e.g., March) is capturing or 

influenced by things that happened in February, the observations will not be independent and 

the implications of a March intervention might not be visible because the March data partially 

reflect something that happened in February. While this is always a concern with ITS analysis, for 

a project in which the expected effect is subtle, obtaining independence in observations is 

critical.  
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One factor that often prevents independence is seasonal trends, i.e., events that happen 

at specific times of year. To identify seasonality, the evaluation team included each month as an 

independent variable in the negative binomial regression model, with January as the omitted 

reference month, to examine whether reinvestigation fluctuates by month. In Alameda County, 

reinvestigations within one year were significantly less likely to occur in June, July, August, and 

December as compared to January. The evaluation team then used a trigonometry-based 

method called a Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of these seasonal changes, 

which create irregularities unrelated to the analysis (i.e., noise) in the data. After this, the team 

used an autocorrelation function (ACF) graph to measure the degree of correlation between 

points in time. Figure 5 shows the lag between months on the x-axis and the ACF on the y-axis. 

ACF values of under .2—demarcated by the red dotted lines—are considered to be independent 

enough to go forward with the analysis. The Fourier transformation did not entirely address the 

lack of independence, but the problem was not severe. There is a correlation of slightly above .2 

for observations that are four and 18 units apart. The evaluation team determined that this 

problem was not serious enough to warrant further data transformations and proceeded with 

the ITS. (The lags in Figure 5 represent the distance between months. For example, a correlation 

between events that happened a year apart would appear at lag 12. The y-axis shows the 

correlation between points that are that many lags [i.e., months] apart. For example, at lag 16, 

there is a .2 correlation, meaning there is a correlation of .2 between events that took place 

16 months apart.) 
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Figure 5 
Alameda County: ACF Showing Independence of ITS Observations of 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

As a further test, the team calculated the interaction between the presence of the waiver 

and the number of months of observations (i.e., time). The immediate result of the waiver is not 

statistically significant, while the long-term effect (i.e., the post-waiver change in slope, 

parametrized here as an interaction between the time variable and the waiver indicator) is 

statistically significant and negative. In other words, the rate of reinvestigations was increasing 

before the second cohort started but leveled off in the post-waiver period (Table 3 and 

Figure 6). 
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Table 3 

 
Alameda County: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -4.1929791 0.0544511 -77.004450 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0043401 0.0016178 2.682772 0.0073015 * 

Waiver Indicator 0.2535564 0.1683747 1.505906 0.1320914  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver Indicator -0.0048047 0.0024887 -1.930576 0.0535355  

 

 

Figure 6 
Alameda County: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within One Year 

of Prior Investigation 

 

 

The evaluation team reevaluated the data using the above regression model and with 

the seasonal controls in place. This did not change the significance of the waiver effect or of the 

change in slope parameter (Table 4 and Figure 7). 
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Table 4 
 

Alameda County: ITS Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Reinvestigations, With 
Seasonal Controls 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Intercept -4.2052281 0.0475915 -88.360943 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0046702 0.0014101 3.311930 0.0009265 * 

Waiver Indicator 0.2122639 0.1459329 1.454531 0.1457993  
Harmonic Term 1 0.0684317 0.0236583 2.892509 0.0038218 * 
Harmonic Term 2 -0.0768478 0.0236821 -3.244967 0.0011746 * 
Harmonic Term 3 0.0448219 0.0239023 1.875208 0.0607641  
Harmonic Term 4 -0.0902157 0.0236596 -3.813073 0.0001372 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0045847 0.0021556 -2.126848 0.0334327  

 
 

 
Figure 7 

Alameda County: ITS Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on 
Reinvestigations 
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 As a final test of robustness, the evaluation team repeated the same test for 10 randomly 

selected points in time. Only one test was significant for the Alameda County reinvestigation 

outcome: April 2011. This test showed that reinvestigation was significantly worse after April 

2011 than in the January 2010 to March 2011 period (see Appendix D). As this study does not 

include direct data collection from that period, it is unknown what may have contributed to this 

trend.  

 

ii. Resubstantiation Within One Year 

For each month following the point of waiver implementation, the evaluation plan logic 

model suggested that a decreasing percentage of all children would experience a substantiation 

within a one-year period of their last investigation. It also outlined an expectation that under the 

waiver conditions, the average rate of substantiations for previously investigated children would 

be significantly lower after the intervention than before because SOP/CPM is intended to reduce 

the likelihood of recurrence.  

To initially test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates 

of substantiations within one year of an investigation for children who were in home. The 

analysis was limited to children in home because the SOP/CPM intervention is not designed to 

reduce abuse in foster care. The team also wanted to eliminate the effect of fluctuations in use 

of foster care on measurements of changes in safety. In Alameda County, the mean and median 

both dropped after the waiver began (Table 5). 
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Table 5 
 

Alameda County: Substantiation Rate Changes Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 0.307% 0.287% 

Post-Waiver 0.261% 0.253% 
 

 Figure 8 shows the monthly rate at which children whose parents were investigated in 

the last year were the subjects of a substantiation within one year. Each black dot represents a 

month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a month since the waiver 

began.  

 

Figure 8 
Alameda County: ITS Model Showing Children Who Experienced Investigation in 

the Last Year and a Subsequent Substantiation  
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 The team’s next step was to determine whether the observations were independent of 

each other, as is required for ITS analysis. To test for seasonality, the team prepared a negative 

binomial regression model with each month included as a covariate (except January, which was 

used as a reference month). None of the months were statistically significant, and all correlations 

between set intervals are less than .2, meeting the ITS analysis threshold (Figure 9).  

 

Figure 9 
Alameda County: Independence of ITS Observations of Substantiations Within 

One Year of Prior Investigation 
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 The evaluation team added an interaction term to the model to find out whether the 

slope had shifted when the waiver began. The interaction is between the presence of the waiver 

(i.e., all months after October 2014) and length of observed time. The evaluation plan logic 

model showed that the waiver would require time to effect changes. This hypothesis was 

supported in the data: the result was statistically significant at the p < .002 level (Table 6).  

 
Table 6 

 
Alameda County: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -5.7932613 0.0871465 -66.477254 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0002130 0.0025928 0.082171 0.9345111  

Waiver Indicator 0.8772412 0.2788195 3.146269 0.0016537 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0128574 0.0041139 -3.125390 0.0017757 * 

 

Figure 10 shows two fitted regression lines: one for the period before the second waiver 

cohort began and one for after the second waiver cohort began. Parallel lines would suggest no 

change had occurred. Instead, as appears here, the line on the left is flat, demonstrating that 

there was no change in this outcome during the four-year span before the waiver began. The 

second line angles sharply down, in the direction of the hypothesized change. 
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Figure 10 
Alameda County: Possible Effect of Waiver on Substantiations Within One Year of 

Prior Investigation 

 

 

 As a final test, the team then reevaluated the data using the same regression model but 

with the seasonal controls in place. This was done in the spirit of an abundance of caution, 

because seasonality did not appear to be a factor in these data. As expected, the effect of the 

covariates were unchanged. To test this finding’s robustness, the same analysis was performed 

for 10 randomly selected dates. Only the month prior to the start of the waiver (September 

2014) tested as statistically significant. For all tested months and related results, see Appendix D 

 

iii. Placed Within 30 Days 

 The evaluation plan logic model showed that the intervention would reduce the use of 

out-of-home placements because counties would have the flexibility to use Title IV-E funds to 

pay for services to children while they were at home. The evaluation team compared the mean 
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and median percentage of all children placed out of home within 30 days of being investigated 

and found that both the mean and the median rate of removal had dropped in Alameda County 

between the pre- and post-waiver period (Table 7). 

 
Table 7 

 
Alameda County: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 7.139% 7.095% 

Post-Waiver 6.727% 6.190% 
 

In Figure 11, the black marks denote the rate at which children whose parents had been 

investigated were placed out of home within 30 days for each month prior to October 2014, 

before the second waiver cohort began. The blue dots show the same information for the period 

after the waiver began.  

  

Figure 11 
Alameda County: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
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Because the team is trying to link a change to a particular point in time, it is important to 

make sure that the points are independent from each other and to eliminate any data 

fluctuations that are unrelated to the waiver. One of the major factors that contributes to 

autocorrelation is seasonality. A regression model that tested the effect of month of the year on 

the likelihood of placement out of home within 30 days of investigation showed a statistically 

significant, greater likelihood of placement out of home within 30 days of investigation in July 

than in January. The evaluation team then used a Fourier transformation to smooth out the 

effect of these seasonal changes. After doing so, the team inspected an ACF plot. The red dotted 

lines in Figure 12 show that all points within 20 months of each other are not correlated by a 

value of greater than .2. This demonstrates enough independence in the seasonally adjusted 

model to perform and interpret an ITS model using these data. 

 

Figure 12 
Alameda County: Independence of ITS Observations of Rates of Children Placed 

Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
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 When the team added an interaction term to the ITS data, the change in slope (as 

represented by the interaction between the waiver and the month) was not significant at the 

p ≤ .01 level. The effect of the waiver unto itself was highly significant and associated with 

positive (i.e., worse) placement rates, with a p value of .01 (Table 8). This may seem 

counterintuitive because the mean placement rates are better in the post-waiver period than in 

the pre-waiver period. However, this improvement is attributable to the effect of overall 

improvements across time and is dampened by the addition of the variable measuring whether 

the waiver was in effect. A few unusually high rates in the post-waiver period also influenced the 

mean. 

 
Table 8 

 
Alameda County: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on Rates of 

Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -2.5861723 0.0646570 -39.998341 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0020441 0.0019370 -1.055272 0.2913009  

Waiver Indicator 0.5200820 0.2040638 2.548624 0.0108149 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0058016 0.0030201 -1.920993 0.0547326  

 

Figure 13 shows the same model in the form of a scatterplot with two fitted regression 

lines. Note that while the line on the right, representing the waiver period, begins at a slightly 

higher level than the line from the pre-waiver period, the overall trend is toward increasing 

improvement (i.e., a decrease in placement). Parallel lines would suggest no improvement and 

sharp angles show meaningful change. 
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Figure 13 
Alameda County: Possible Effect of Waiver on Rates of Children Placed Out of 

Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

 
 

 Because seasonality affected the data, the waiver’s true effect and the significance of the 

change in scope may be masked by seasonal trends. To control for this, the evaluation team also 

calculated the regression model using harmonic terms. After the effect of seasonality was 

addressed, the change in the slope or trajectory of placements out of home within 30 days 

(p = .028) came very close to achieving statistical significance in the desired direction (Table 9). 

 
Table 9 

 
Alameda County: Regression Model Predicting the Rate of Placement Out of Home Within 30 Days 

of Investigation, With Seasonal Controls 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -2.5766010 0.0577145 -44.643949 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0024969 0.0017270 -1.445791 0.1482358  

Waiver Indicator 0.5603556 0.1825606 3.069422 0.0021447 * 
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Table 9 
 

Alameda County: Regression Model Predicting the Rate of Placement Out of Home Within 30 Days 
of Investigation, With Seasonal Controls 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Harmonic Term 1 -0.0498629 0.0294423 -1.693580 0.0903450  
Harmonic Term 2 0.1107727 0.0294535 3.760935 0.0001693 * 
Harmonic Term 3 -0.0872323 0.0298310 -2.924215 0.0034533 * 
Harmonic Term 4 0.0562010 0.0295383 1.902648 0.0570866  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0059143 0.0026953 -2.194281 0.0282152  

 

To test for the robustness of this finding, the evaluation team tested 10 other random 

dates using the same methodology. None were significant (see Appendix D, Table D1). 

 
 
b. Los Angeles County 

i. Reinvestigation Within One Year 

As per the logic model in the evaluation plan, for each month following the point of 

waiver implementation, a decreasing percentage of all children in the child welfare system 

would be reinvestigated within a one-year period because of agency use of SOP/CPM (including 

improved safety planning and stronger family networks), which is intended to reduce the 

likelihood of recurrence. As a county that had already implemented the waiver, one would 

expect this effect to be less powerful in Los Angeles County than in other jurisdictions, as much 

of the theorized benefit of flexible funding may already have been realized. In fact, tests of 

robustness with randomly selected dates (see Appendix D, Table D2) showed that there were 

statistically significant improvements in reinvestigations around the end of 2012 and the 

beginning of 2013.   
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Unfortunately, the reinvestigation indicator is somewhat difficult to interpret because 

increased access to outside services often means increased visibility to mandated reporters, 

which may cancel out the effects of improved safety planning and stronger family networks. To 

initially test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates of 

reinvestigation within a year in Los Angeles County. The mean and median both remained static 

after the waiver began (Table 10).  

 
Table 10 

 
Los Angeles County: Rate Changes of Children With Parents Reinvestigated Within One Year of 

Prior Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 2.349% 2.357% 

Post-Waiver 2.309% 2.325% 
 

Unto themselves, the mean and median do not provide information about the effect of 

the waiver. Rather, the pattern of rates over time speaks to its efficacy. Figure 14 shows the 

monthly rate at which children’s parents were investigated for a second time within a one-year 

period. The black dots represent the months from January 2010 to the start of the waiver 

(October 2014), and the blue dots represent the months since the waiver began. The standard 

deviation is larger than the mean, which means that the points are too dispersed to use Poisson 

distribution tests; these are the most common way of testing ITS analyses but assume the 

variance and mean are proportional. Both negative binomial and quasi-Poisson regression 

models can accommodate over-dispersion, but because the variance is a linear function of the 

mean in quasi-Poisson models and a quadratic function of the mean in negative binomial 

models, covariates do not always have the same effect in both models (Hoef & Boveng, 2007). 
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Pursuant to the literature, the team elected to conduct the rest of the analysis using negative 

binomial tests (Gardner et al., 1995). 

 

Figure 14 
Los Angeles County: Children With Parents Investigated and Reinvestigated in the 

Last Year 
 

 

 

Another requirement of ITS regressions, as with all regressions, is that all observations be 

independent of each other. This assumption is frequently violated with time series data. One 

way of thinking about this is that if the measurement in one month (e.g., March) is capturing or 

influenced by things that happened in February, the observations will not be independent and 

the implications of a March intervention might not be visible because the March data partially 

reflect something that happened in February. While this is always a concern with ITS analysis, for 

a project in which the expected effect is subtle, obtaining independence in observations is 

critical.  
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One factor that often prevents independence is seasonal trends, i.e., events that happen 

at specific times of year. To identify seasonality, the evaluation team included each month as an 

independent variable in the negative binomial regression model, with January as the omitted 

reference month, to examine whether reinvestigation fluctuates by month. In Los Angeles 

County, reinvestigations within one year were significantly less likely to occur in July and 

December and significantly more likely to occur in March, April, May, September, and October, 

as compared with January. The evaluation team then used a trigonometry-based method called 

a Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of these seasonal changes, which create 

irregularities unrelated to the analysis (i.e., noise) in the data. After this, the team used an 

autocorrelation function (ACF) graph to measure the degree of correlation between points in 

time. Figure 15 shows the lag between months on the x-axis and the ACF on the y-axis. ACF 

values of under .2—demarcated by the red dotted lines—are considered to be independent 

enough to go forward with the analysis. The Fourier transformation did not address the lack of 

independence. 
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Figure 15 
Los Angeles County: ACF Showing Lack of Independence of ITS Observations of 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 As a next step, the team will decompose (i.e., separate) the data using a technique called 

auto-regressive, integrated moving average (ARIMA). This will allow the team to eliminate other 

sources of noise in the data. The results of that analysis will be presented in the fall of 2019 

semi-annual progress report. 

 The lack of independence in the data implies that the significance of the intervention will 

be hidden. The noisy data do not suggest the intervention had a significant effect—the p value 

associated with the slope is equal to .65. Still, it is important to realize that the effect may be 

hidden by noise in the data. In Figure 16, the two fitted regression lines mark the periods before 

and during the waiver. Notice that the lines are close to parallel, but the second line is slightly 

flatter. This means reinvestigations have been increasing since the beginning of the observation 

period but the rate of increase has slowed incrementally.  
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Figure 16 
Los Angeles County: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within One 

Year of Prior Investigation  

 
 
 
 

ii. Resubstantiation Within One Year 

For each month following the point of waiver implementation, the evaluation plan logic 

model showed that a decreasing percentage of all children would experience a substantiation 

within a one-year period of their last investigation. It also outlined an expectation that under the 

waiver conditions, the average rate of substantiations for previously investigated children would 

be significantly lower after the intervention than before because SOP/CPM is intended to reduce 

the likelihood of recurrence. 

To initially test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates 

of substantiations within one year of an investigation for children who were in home. The 

analysis was limited to children in home because the SOP/CPM intervention is not designed to 

reduce abuse in foster care. The team also wanted to eliminate the effect of fluctuations in use 
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of foster care on measurements of changes in safety. In Los Angeles County, the mean and 

median resubstantiation rates were noticeably lower after the waiver began (Table 11). 

 
Table 11 

 
Los Angeles County: Substantiation Rate Changes Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 0.574% 0.583% 

Post-Waiver 0.494% 0.489% 
 

Figure 17 shows the monthly rate at which children whose parents were investigated in 

the last year were the subjects of a substantiation within a one-year period. Each black dot 

represents a month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a month since 

the waiver began. 

 
 

Figure 17 
Los Angeles County: ITS Model Showing Children Who Experienced Investigation 

in the Last Year and a Subsequent Substantiation 
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The team’s next step was to determine whether the observations were independent of 

each other, as is required for ITS analysis. To test for seasonality, the team prepared a quasi-

regression model with each month included as a covariate (except January, which was used as a 

reference month). As compared with January, there was a statistically significant and (slightly) 

greater likelihood of substantiation within one year of prior investigation in May, August, 

October, and December. As an additional step, the team used a Fourier transformation to 

eliminate any peaks and valleys in the data. The Fourier transformation did not entirely address 

the lack of independence, but the problem was minor, as shown in the ACF (Figure 18). 

 

Figure 18 
Los Angeles County: Independence of ITS Observations of Substantiations Within 

One Year of Prior Investigation 
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The evaluation team added an interaction term to the model to find out whether the 

slope had shifted when the waiver began. The interaction between length of observed time and 

the waiver itself were statistically significant (Table 12).  

 
Table 12 

 
Los Angeles County: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -5.1129762 0.0294728 -173.481170 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0016497 0.0008841 -1.865918 0.0620528  

Waiver Indicator -0.3721941 0.0938242 -3.966931 0.0000728 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0037574 0.0013779 2.726933 0.0063926 * 

 

Figure 19, which shows the ITS model with the interaction term, demonstrates that the 

direction of change since the waiver began was the opposite of what was theorized in the 

evaluation plan. 
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Figure 19 
Los Angeles County: Possible Effect of Waiver on Substantiations Within One Year 

of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 
As a final test, the team reevaluated the data using the same regression model but with 

seasonal controls in place. Including these controls did not change the statistical significance or 

the direction of the waiver effect and the interaction between waiver and time elapsed 

(Table 13). 

 
Table 13 

 
Los Angeles County: ITS Regression Showing Possible Effect of the Waiver on Substantiations 

Within One Year of Prior Investigation, With Seasonal Controls 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -5.1101546 0.0242684 -210.568354 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0019195 0.0007285 -2.634952 0.0084149 * 

Waiver Indicator -0.3581055 0.0775867 -4.615549 0.0000039 * 
Harmonic Term 1 -0.0098180 0.0123960 -0.792034 0.4283407  
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Table 13 
 

Los Angeles County: ITS Regression Showing Possible Effect of the Waiver on Substantiations 
Within One Year of Prior Investigation, With Seasonal Controls 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Harmonic Term 2 -0.0180927 0.0123706 -1.462552 0.1435899  
Harmonic Term 3 -0.0665975 0.0124488 -5.349716 0.0000001 * 
Harmonic Term 4 -0.0567191 0.0123645 -4.587248 0.0000045 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0038402 0.0011352 3.382798 0.0007175 * 

 

The evaluation team tested the robustness of this finding by performing the same 

statistical tests on 10 randomly selected dates (see Appendix D, Table D2). Only the month 

before the waiver began was statistically significant. 

 

iii. Placed Within 30 Days 

 The expectation in the original evaluation plan was that the intervention would reduce 

the use of out-of-home placements because counties would have the flexibility to use Title IV-E 

funds to pay for services to children while they were at home. The evaluation team compared 

the mean and median percentage of all children placed out of home within 30 days of being 

investigated and found that the mean and median rate of removal had dropped in Los Angeles 

County between the pre- and post-waiver period (Table 14). 

 
Table 14 

 
Los Angeles County: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 5.659% 5.539% 

Post-Waiver 5.004% 4.923% 
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 In Figure 20, the black marks denote the rate at which children whose parents had been 

investigated were placed out of home within 30 days for each month prior to October 2014, 

before the second waiver cohort began. The blue dots show the same information for the period 

after the second waiver cohort began.  

 

Figure 20 
Los Angeles County: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of 

Investigation 

 

 

 Because the team is trying to tie change to a particular point in time, it is important to 

make sure that all the points are independent from each other and to eliminate any data 

fluctuations that are unrelated to the waiver. As compared with the reference month of January, 

initial tests showed significant seasonal drops in the rate of out-of-home-placement in March, 

May, October, and November and significant seasonal increases in the rate of out-of-home 

placement in July and August. The evaluation team used a Fourier transformation to smooth out 
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the effect of this seasonality. The resulting ACF graph showed that the data points were 

generally independent of each other and met the requirements for conducting an ITS analysis. In 

Figure 21, the units at the bottom of the graph show distance between points and the ACF 

shows how closely points were related to each other for each distance. ACFs of under .2—as 

demarcated by the red dotted lines—are generally considered to be acceptable. In Los Angeles 

County, at lag 3, one of the values is marginally higher than .2; however, this is not significant 

enough to preclude going forward with the ITS analysis. The other points of non-independence 

are quite far apart, marginal, and would not interfere with the team’s capacity to detect change 

at a single point in time.  

 

Figure 21 
Los Angeles County: Independence of ITS Observations of Rates of Children 

Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
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 The evaluation team calculated the interaction between the presence of the waiver and 

the number of months of observations (i.e., time). The waiver is associated with an improvement, 

but neither the waiver nor the change in slope is significant after statistically controlling for the 

effect of improvement over time (Table 15). This is easier to interpret in Figure 22, where it is 

apparent that placement within 30 days was already improving before the second waiver cohort 

started and, in fact, seemed to level out in the post-waiver period. 

 
Table 15 

 
Los Angeles County: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on Rates 

of Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -2.8213485 0.0318394 -88.611965 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0017837 0.0009556 -1.866457 0.0619775  

Waiver Indicator -0.1420960 0.1014287 -1.400944 0.1612308  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0013891 0.0014904 0.932018 0.3513272  
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Figure 22 
Los Angeles County: Possible Effect of Waiver on Rates of Children Placed Out of 

Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

 

As a final test, the team prepared the regression model after doing a Fourier 

transformation to control for seasonality. Although the p values associated with the test went 

down, the team did not detect statistically significant changes (Table 16).  

 
Table 16 

 
Los Angeles County: ITS Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Placement Within 30 Days 

of Investigation, With Seasonal Controls 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -2.8156449 0.0220424 -127.737896 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0022066 0.0006625 -3.330818 0.0008659 * 

Waiver Indicator -0.1022328 0.0710352 -1.439186 0.1500980  
Harmonic Term 1 -0.0554448 0.0112916 -4.910284 0.0000009 * 
Harmonic Term 2 0.0855093 0.0112805 7.580277 0.0000000 * 
Harmonic Term 3 -0.0620625 0.0113913 -5.448229 0.0000001 * 
Harmonic Term 4 0.0160528 0.0112993 1.420695 0.1554054  
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Table 16 
 

Los Angeles County: ITS Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Placement Within 30 Days 
of Investigation, With Seasonal Controls 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0012657 0.0010384 1.218954 0.2228616  

 

As a test of robustness, the evaluation team performed the same analysis for 10 

randomly selected dates (Appendix D, Table D2). March 2012 was significantly associated with 

worsening out-of-home placement rates. As this was prior to the waiver study, the evaluation 

team does not know what might explain this trend.  

 

c. Sacramento County 

i. Reinvestigation Within One Year 

As per the logic model in the evaluation plan, for each month following the point of 

waiver implementation, a decreasing percentage of all children in the child welfare system 

would be reinvestigated within a one-year period because of agency use of SOP/CPM (including 

improved safety planning and stronger family networks), which is intended to reduce the 

likelihood of recurrence.  

Unfortunately, this indicator is somewhat difficult to interpret because increased access 

to outside services often means increased visibility to mandated reporters, which may cancel out 

the effects of improved safety planning and stronger family networks. To initially test this 

outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates of reinvestigation within a 

year in Sacramento County. Both the mean and median decreased after the waiver began 

(Table 17). 
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Table 17 
 

Sacramento County: Rate Changes of Children With Parents Reinvestigated Within One Year of 
Prior Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 2.027% 2.055% 

Post-Waiver 1.985% 1.972% 
 

Unto themselves, the mean and median do not provide information about the effect of 

the waiver. Rather, the pattern of rates over time speaks to its efficacy. Figure 23 shows the 

monthly rate at which children’s parents were investigated for a second time within a one-year 

period. The black dots represent the months from January 2010 to the start of the waiver 

(October 2014), and the blue dots represent the months since the waiver began. The team 

inspected these data to determine what significance tests could be performed. Data distribution 

is important because different distributions have different properties; if the analysis is done with 

the wrong distributional assumptions, the results will be inaccurate. The values were overly 

dispersed for Poisson distribution tests; these are the most common way of testing ITS analyses 

but assume the variance and mean are proportional. Both negative binomial and quasi-Poisson 

regression models can accommodate over-dispersion, but because the variance is a linear 

function of the mean in quasi-Poisson models and a quadratic function of the mean in negative 

binomial models, covariates do not always have the same effect in both models (Hoef & Boveng, 

2007). Pursuant to the literature, the team elected to conduct the rest of the analysis using 

negative binomial tests (Gardner et al., 1995). 
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Figure 23 
Sacramento County: Children With Parents Investigated and Reinvestigated in the 

Last Year 

 

 

Another requirement of ITS regressions, as with all regressions, is that all observations be 

independent of each other. This assumption is frequently violated with time series data. One 

way of thinking about this is that if the measurement in one month (e.g., March) is capturing or 

influenced by things that happened in February, the observations will not be independent and 

the implications of a March intervention might not be visible because the March data partially 

reflect something that happened in February. While this is always a concern with ITS analysis, for 

a project in which the expected effect is subtle, obtaining independence in observations is 

critical.  

One factor that often prevents independence is seasonal trends, i.e., events that happen 

at specific times of year. To identify seasonality, the evaluation team included each month as an 

independent variable in the negative binomial regression model, with January as the omitted 
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reference month, to examine whether reinvestigation fluctuates by month. In Sacramento 

County, reinvestigations within one year were significantly less likely to occur in November (as 

compared with January). The evaluation team used a trigonometry-based method called a 

Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of this seasonality. After doing so, the team 

used an autocorrelation function (ACF) graph to measure the degree of correlation between 

points in time. Figure 24 shows the lag between months on the x-axis and the ACF on the y-axis. 

ACF values of under .2—demarcated by the red dotted lines—are considered independent 

enough to go forward with the analysis. In Sacramento County, there is adequate independence 

between all observations and ITS analysis can be performed.  

 

Figure 24 
Sacramento County: ACF Showing Independence of ITS Observations of 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
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 The team’s next step was to model the waiver as an interaction between the presence of 

the waiver and the number of months of observations (i.e., time; Table 18) and as a scatterplot 

with fitted regression lines (Figure 25). While the slope has changed for the better since the 

waiver began, neither the change nor the waiver itself are statistically significant.  

 
Table 18 

 
Sacramento County: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -3.9447534 0.0306431 -128.732097 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0015814 0.0009122 1.733664 0.0829777  

Waiver Indicator 0.0086111 0.0962913 0.089428 0.9287417  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0013779 0.0014180 -0.971743 0.3311784  

 

 
Figure 25 

Sacramento County: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within One 
Year of Prior Investigation 
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 The evaluation team then retested the data with the seasonal controls in place, as the 

team suspected the effect of the waiver was muted by seasonal data cycles. The regression 

model with seasonality controls (Table 19) shows that even with these controls, the results were 

not statistically significant.  

 
Table 19 

 
Sacramento County: ITS Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Reinvestigations, With 

Seasonal Controls 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -3.9485537 0.0272909 -144.683638 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0015626 0.0008110 1.926817 0.0540024  

Waiver Indicator 0.0176196 0.0856839 0.205635 0.8370757  
Harmonic Term 1 0.0257852 0.0137550 1.874604 0.0608472  
Harmonic Term 2 -0.0052547 0.0137436 -0.382337 0.7022111  
Harmonic Term 3 -0.0505958 0.0138558 -3.651599 0.0002606 * 
Harmonic Term 4 -0.0490726 0.0137392 -3.571718 0.0003546 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0014010 0.0012585 -1.113313 0.2655741  

 

To test for the robustness of these findings, the evaluation team tested 10 randomly 

selected dates, using the same methodology. None of those dates were significant (see 

Appendix D, Table D3). 

 

ii. Resubstantiation Within One Year 

 For each month following the point of waiver implementation, the evaluation plan logic 

model showed that a decreasing percentage of all children in waiver counties would experience 

a substantiation within a one-year period of their last investigation. The mandated intervention, 
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SOP/CPM, is designed to reduce the likelihood of recurrence by strategies such as improving 

safety planning and building stronger family networks.  

The simplest way to test this outcome is to compare the mean and median rates of 

substantiations within one year of an investigation for children who remained in home both for 

the period before the waiver began and the period after the waiver began. The analysis was 

limited to children in home because (1) SOP/CPM is focused on improving the safety of families 

of origin and does not directly pertain to abuse in foster care; and (2) if a county were to 

increase use of foster care placements, this might appear in the data as a reduction in safety 

problems. To allow for more direct interpretation of this outcome as a measure of positive 

change, the evaluation team wanted to eliminate any effects of change in use of foster care. In 

Sacramento County, there was little change in the mean or the median (Table 20).  

 
Table 20 

 
Sacramento County: Substantiation Rate Changes Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 0.489% 0.492% 

Post-Waiver 0.549% 0.539% 
 

Figure 26 shows the monthly rate at which children whose parents were investigated in 

the last year were the subjects of a substantiation within a one-year period. Each black dot 

represents a month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a month since 

the waiver began. While the means were similar across both periods, this pattern suggests it is 

not because the resubstantiation outcome remained static in Sacramento County. 
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Figure 26 
Sacramento County: Children Who Experienced Investigation in the Last Year and 

a Subsequent Substantiation  

 
 

 
 The team’s next step was to determine whether the observations were independent of 

each other, as is required for ITS analysis. To test for seasonality, the team prepared a negative 

binomial regression model with each month included as a covariate (except January, which was 

used as a reference month). None of the months were statistically significant predictors of 

resubstantiation within one year, but July and August are associated with higher rates of 

resubstantiation within a year and approached statistical significance. However, the model still 

had too much autocorrelation to allow researchers to perform a regression. Therefore, they 

instead used a Fourier transformation and applied harmonic terms to the model to try to 

eliminate random irregularities (i.e., noise) in the model by transforming the time graph into a 

wave and averaging across the sines and cosines of each wave to produce a smoother 
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distribution. This method was not effective; patterns in the data that preclude the use and 

interpretation of ITS analysis remained.  

In Figure 27, the x-axis shows the lag between months and the y-axis shows the 

correlation between those points. For unknown reasons, there are strong correlations between 

events that happened two, four, and six months apart.  

 

Figure 27 
Sacramento County: ACF Graph Showing Insufficient Independence Between 

Observations  

 

 
 
Tests for statistical significance suggest the change in the trajectory of 

resubstantiations—from one of ever-worsening outcomes to steady improvement in the waiver 

era—is highly statistically significant after seasonal controls are applied. In other words, early 

tests suggest the waiver had the intended effect. The fitted regression lines for the pre-waiver 

period show a clear pattern of improvement (Figure 28). This finding cannot be accurately 
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interpreted, however, given the lack of independence between observations. To eliminate the 

noise in the model, the evaluation team will next need to decompose (i.e., separate) the data 

into three components: cycles, trends, and seasons. The decomposed data will be analyzed later 

this spring and will be available in the fall of 2019 semi-annual progress report.  

 

Figure 28 
Sacramento County: Fitted Regression Lines for the Pre- and Post-Waiver Period 

 

 

iii. Placed Within 30 Days 

 The expectation in the original evaluation plan was that the intervention would reduce 

the use of out-of-home placements because counties would have the flexibility to use Title IV-E 

funds to pay for services to children while they were at home. The evaluation team compared 

the mean and median percentage of all children placed out of home within 30 days of being 

investigated and found that the mean rate of removal dropped fractionally and the median rate 

increased fractionally since the waiver began (Table 21). 
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Table 21 
 

Sacramento County: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 6.506% 6.157% 

Post-Waiver 6.375% 6.351% 
 

 In Figure 29, the black marks denote the rate at which children whose parents had been 

investigated were placed out of home within 30 days for each month prior to October 2014, 

when the waiver began. The blue dots show the same information for the period after the waiver 

began.  

 

Figure 29 
Sacramento County: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of 

Investigation 
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 Because the team is trying to link change to a particular point in time, it is important to 

make sure that all the points are independent from each other and to eliminate any data 

fluctuations that are unrelated to the waiver. The initial tests did not show significant seasonal 

fluctuations associated with any particular month of the year, but the original ACF tests still 

showed less independence than desired. Using a Fourier transformation to smooth out the 

effect of seasonality did not eliminate the problem of lack of independence. To eliminate the 

noise in the model, the evaluation team will next need to decompose (i.e., separate) the data 

into three components (cycles, trends, and seasons); this analysis will be available in the fall of 

2019 semi-annual progress report.  

Figure 30 is an ITS model that includes an interaction between the waiver and time 

elapsed to show whether there was a change in the slope after the waiver began. Large changes 

in angle represent larger effect sizes while smaller angles, or parallel lines, show no change in 

effect. While it is premature to interpret this model because the observations are not 

independent, the pattern of placements within 30 days before and after the waiver is still quite 

striking and suggests that placement out of home became progressively worse until the waiver 

and progressively better thereafter. This is a noteworthy effect size, and the team’s statistical 

tests on the data suggest that the waiver had a statistically significant change at the 

p < .0000001 level; this is highly positive. The final significance level and modeling will almost 

definitely show a larger effect than shown here due to noise in the data that interfered with 

current measurements.  
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Figure 30 
Sacramento County: Effect of Time, Waiver, and Interaction of Time and Waiver 

on Rates of Placement Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

  

 To backcheck the robustness of these results, the team then applied the same tests to 

10 randomly selected control dates from before the waiver began. If the waiver was the sole 

driver of the significant change, these other randomly selected dates should not have been 

significant. Multiple events in a county may have started a trend toward improvement, but 

another significant date would suggest the waiver is not the only factor present in the county. 

For example, if there was a major, unknown policy shift at the same point in the waiver, the ITS 

design cannot determine which factor is causal. The team tested the following dates. 

 April 2010 
 January 2011 
 March 2011 
 April 2011 
 March 2012 
 May 2012 
 November 2012 
 March 2013 
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 May 2013 
 September 2014 

 

None of the control dates (except for the month immediately before the waiver) was 

associated with a significant change in the trend toward fewer placements out of home, 

suggesting the waiver is very likely to be a causal factor.  

 

d. County of San Diego 

i. Reinvestigation Within One Year 

As per the logic model in the evaluation plan, for each month following the point of 

waiver implementation, a decreasing percentage of all children in the child welfare system 

would be reinvestigated within a one-year period because of agency use of SOP/CPM (including 

improved safety planning and stronger family networks), which is intended to reduce the 

likelihood of recurrence.  

Unfortunately, this indicator is somewhat difficult to interpret because increased access 

to outside services often means increased visibility to mandated reporters, which may cancel out 

the effects of improved safety planning and stronger family networks. To initially test this 

outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates of reinvestigation within a 

year in the County of San Diego. Both the mean and the median increased after the waiver 

began (Table 22). 
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Table 22 
 

County of San Diego: Rate Changes of Children With Parents Reinvestigated Within One Year of 
Prior Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 2.759% 2.755% 

Post-Waiver 3.002% 3.009% 
 

 Unto themselves, the mean and median do not provide information about the effect of 

the waiver. Rather, the pattern of rates over time speaks to its efficacy. Figure 31 shows the 

monthly rate at which children’s families were investigated more than once within a one-year 

period. The black dots represent the months from January 2010 to the start of the waiver 

(October 2014), and the blue dots represent the months since the waiver began. The rates are 

quite similar, though a few high-rate months after the waiver drove up the mean. 

 

Figure 31 
County of San Diego: Children With Parents Investigated and Reinvestigated in 

the Last Year 
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 While examining mean and median differences is the obvious first step in analyzing 

change, the mean or median may have changed due to trends and changes in practice that were 

well underway before the waiver began. For this reason, ITS analysis uses regression models to 

distinguish between the effect of time overall, the effect of the waiver independent of time, and 

the effect of time under waiver conditions. 

 ITS analysis is designed around certain assumptions about the shape of the data, so the 

team’s next step was to study and test the distribution of the data, i.e., the relationship between 

the mean and the variance. Data distribution is important because different distributions have 

different properties; if the analysis is done with the wrong distributional assumptions, the results 

will be inaccurate. The values were overly dispersed for Poisson distribution tests; these are the 

most common way of testing ITS analyses but assume the variance and mean are proportional. 

Both negative binomial and quasi-Poisson regression models can accommodate over-

dispersion, but because the variance is a linear function of the mean in quasi-Poisson models 

and a quadratic function of the mean in negative binomial models, covariates do not always 

have the same effect in both models (Hoef & Boveng, 2007). Pursuant to the literature, the team 

elected to conduct the rest of the analysis using negative binomial tests (Gardner et al., 1995). 

Another requirement of ITS regressions, as with all regressions, is that all observations be 

independent of each other. This assumption is frequently violated with time series data. One 

way of thinking about this is that if the measurement in one month (e.g., March) is capturing or 

influenced by things that happened in February, the observations will not be independent and 

the implications of a March intervention might not be visible because the March data partially 

reflect something that happened in February. While this is always a concern with ITS analysis, for 
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a project in which the expected effect is subtle, obtaining independence in observations is 

critical.  

One factor that often prevents independence is seasonal trends, i.e., events that happen 

at specific times of year. To identify seasonality, the evaluation team included each month as an 

independent variable in the negative binomial regression model, with January as the omitted 

reference month, to examine whether reinvestigation fluctuates by month. In the County of San 

Diego, reinvestigations within one year go up significantly in March, May, and October and go 

down in November and December as compared with January. The evaluation team then used a 

trigonometry-based method called a Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of these 

seasonal changes. After this, the team used an autocorrelation function (ACF) graph to measure 

the degree of correlation between points in time. Figure 31 shows the lag between months on 

the x-axis and the ACF in the y-axis. ACF values of under .2—demarcated by the red dotted 

lines—are considered to be independent enough to go forward with the analysis. The Fourier 

transformation was not sufficient to address all seasonal trends in the data, but treating each 

month as a covariate in a regression model to control for the effect of month of the year was 

effective. 

The lags in Figure 32 represent the distance between months. For example, a correlation 

between events that happened a year apart would appear at lag 12. The y-axis shows the 

correlation between points that are that many lags (i.e., months) apart. For example, at lag 20, 

there is a .15 correlation, meaning there is a correlation of .15 between events that took place 20 

months apart.  

 

  



 

 64 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Figure 32 
County of San Diego: ACF Showing Independence of ITS Observations of 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation, With Controls for Months 

 

 

 Next, the team modeled the waiver as an interaction between the presence of the waiver 

and the number of months of observations (i.e., time) to examine waiver effects (Table 23); this 

information is displayed as an ITS analysis with fitted regression lines for the pre- and post-

waiver period (Figure 33). Because the waiver would not be expected to work instantly, but 

rather to create change over time, the changes in the angle and direction of the slope between 

the pre- and post-waiver period indicate effect. Large angles represent bigger changes than 

smaller angles; parallel lines show no change in trend. The regression lines in the County of San 

Diego are close to parallel, but the rate of reinvestigations was going up slightly until the waiver 

began. Even though the mean value is higher in the post-waiver period, the trend is toward 

decreased reinvestigations in the post-waiver period.  
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Table 23 
 

County of San Diego: Effect of Time, Waiver, and Interaction of Time and Waiver on 
Reinvestigations 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Intercept -3.6035758 0.0252777 -142.559519 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0004570 0.0007603 0.601087 0.5477820  

Waiver Indicator 0.1299329 0.0795494 1.633361 0.1023931  

Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver Indicator -0.0008454 0.0011740 -0.720085 0.4714725  

 

 
Figure 33 

County of San Diego: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within One 
Year of Prior Investigation 
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The evaluation team reevaluated the data using the above regression model and with 

the seasonal controls in place. The change in the slope still was not close to significant 

(Table 24). 

 
Table 24 

 
County of San Diego: Effect of Time, Waiver, and Interaction of Time and Waiver on 

Reinvestigations, With Seasonal Controls 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -3.5948738 0.0259248 -138.665234 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0006370 0.0005192 1.226850 0.2198791  

Waiver Indicator 0.1181961 0.0539365 2.191394 0.0284233  
February -0.0089283 0.0300309 -0.297302 0.7662359  
March 0.0747149 0.0298798 2.500519 0.0124011 * 
April -0.0062267 0.0300468 -0.207233 0.8358283  
May 0.0806734 0.0298992 2.698184 0.0069719 * 
June -0.0599304 0.0302056 -1.984080 0.0472469  
July -0.1271114 0.0303846 -4.183415 0.0000287 * 
August -0.0354696 0.0302281 -1.173398 0.2406361  
September 0.0080440 0.0301772 0.266558 0.7898096  
October 0.0712165 0.0299329 2.379207 0.0173500  
November -0.0736408 0.0302295 -2.436058 0.0148483 * 
December -0.1339553 0.0303814 -4.409126 0.0000104 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0007907 0.0007953 -0.994157 0.3201464  

 

For robustness, the evaluation team tested 10 other randomly selected dates from 

before the waiver. None of those dates were significant (see Appendix D, Table D4). 
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ii. Resubstantiation Within One Year 

 For each month following the point of waiver implementation, the evaluation plan logic 

model showed that a decreasing percentage of all children would experience a substantiation 

within a one-year period of their last investigation. It also outlined an expectation that under the 

waiver conditions, the average rate of substantiations for previously investigated children will be 

significantly lower after the intervention than before because SOP/CPM is intended to reduce 

the likelihood of recurrence.  

To initially test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates 

of substantiations within one year of an investigation for children who were in home. The 

analysis was limited to children in home because the SOP/CPM intervention is not designed to 

reduce abuse in foster care. The team also wanted to eliminate the effect of fluctuations in use 

of foster care on measurements of changes in safety. In the County of San Diego, the monthly 

mean and median decreased, suggesting an overall improvement in safety (Table 25). 

 
Table 25 

 
County of San Diego: Substantiation Rate Changes Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 0.457% 0.457% 

Post-Waiver 0.378% 0.390% 
  

 To examine these data, the team used an ITS design to show the monthly rate at which 

children experienced a substantiation within a one-year period of an investigation. Each black 

dot represents a month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a month 

since the waiver began. Notice that there is little variation from month to month and there 

seems to be downward pattern (i.e., improvement) in the post-waiver period (Figure 34).  
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Figure 34 
County of San Diego: ITS Model Showing Children Who Experienced 

Investigation in the Last Year and a Subsequent Substantiation 

 

 

The team’s next step was to determine whether the observations were independent of 

each other. As seasonality often contributes to lack of independence, the team ran a regression 

model with each month included as a covariate (except January, which was used as a reference 

month). Seasonality essentially creates irregularities unrelated to the intervention (i.e., noise) that 

hide the underlying data trends. Other cycles can also create noise, which would mask the effect 

of the waiver. In the County of San Diego, seasons are statistically significant predictors of the 

likelihood of resubstantiation, and November is associated with a drop in resubstantiations. 

Researchers used a Fourier transformation and the application of harmonic terms to try to 

eliminate the noise in the model by transforming the time graph into a wave and averaging 

across the sines and cosines of each wave to produce a smoother distribution. Unfortunately, 

this approach was not successful and unexplained, strong correlations between data points that 
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occur within set intervals of each other remained. The team then constructed another regression 

model, with months as control variables. This also did not address the cycles, which must derive 

from something other than seasonal characteristics. There is a particularly strong relationship 

between events that happened one, two, three, six, seven, and 10 months apart, regardless of 

the seasonal controls applied.   

In Figure 35, the x-axis shows the number of months between observations and the  

y-axis shows the correlation between those months. To interpret ITS design safely, no ACF 

values should be above .2. 

 

Figure 35 
County of San Diego: Lack of Independence of ITS Observations of 

Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 As a next step, the team will decompose (i.e., separate) the data using a technique called 

auto-regressive, integrated moving average (ARIMA). Early analysis suggests that the ARIMA will 
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be able to eliminate the independence between all lags, except for that at seven months. This 

will be presented in the fall of 2019 semi-annual progress report. 

 The lack of independence in the data implies that the significance of the intervention will 

be hidden. In the County of San Diego, however, even without addressing noise in the model, 

the improvement is statistically significant at the p ≤ .00000001 level and every month marks a 

remarkable .0087 decline in the average rate of new substantiations. The significance is likely to 

increase once the noise has been fully eliminated from the data using the ARIMA modeling. In 

Figure 36, the two fitted regression lines mark the periods before and during the waiver. The 

downward direction of the second line is evidence of meaningful positive change. 

 

Figure 36 
County of San Diego: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver 

and Time on Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
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 As a final check on the robustness of these results, the evaluation team randomly 

selected 10 dates that took place prior to the waiver. Each of these dates tested using the same 

procedures outlined above.  

 
April 2010 
January 2011 
March 2011 
April 2011 
March 2012 
May 2012 
November 2012 
March 2013 
May 2013 
September 2014 

 
 

Only September 2014 tested as a point when the slope change was significant. This 

suggests that the waiver is likely to be the causal factor behind this significant improvement in 

resubstantiation in San Diego.  

 

iii. Placed Within 30 Days 

 The expectation in the original evaluation plan was that the intervention would reduce 

the use of out-of-home placements because counties would have the flexibility to use Title IV-E 

funds to pay for services to children while they were at home. The evaluation team compared 

the mean and median percentage of all children in the County of San Diego placed out of home 

within 30 days of being investigated and found a noteworthy drop (i.e., improvement; Table 26). 

While encouraging, this does not in itself show whether the waiver was a factor in the change. 
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Table 26 
 

County of San Diego: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 4.679% 4.711% 

Post-Waiver 3.491% 3.461% 
 

 To test for the waiver’s impact, ITS analysis is required. In Figure 37, the black marks 

denote the rate at which children whose parents had been investigated were placed out of 

home within 30 days for each month prior to October 2014. The blue dots show the same 

information for the period after the waiver began.  

 

Figure 37 
County of San Diego: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of 

Investigation 

 

 

 Because the team is trying to link change to a particular point in time, it is important to 

make sure that the points of measurement are independent from each other and to eliminate 
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any data fluctuations that are unrelated to the waiver. Such cyclical changes could hide the 

effect of the waiver. Initial tests did not show that any given month was significantly associated 

with more or less placement out of home within 30 days, but May and October had decreased 

rates of placement out of home that were marginally statistically significant. In addition, the 

original ACF tests still showed less independence than would be desired. (ACF tests display the 

independence between observations that occur at set intervals apart from one another.) Using a 

Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of seasonality did not eliminate the problem of 

lack of independence. Nor did adding each month into the regression model as a control. The 

remaining data still showed a high lack of independence between events that happened one, 

two, three, four, five, and seven months apart. An ITS analysis cannot be done with complete 

accuracy in this situation, as it will understate the results. To eliminate the noise in the model, 

the evaluation team will next need to decompose (i.e., separate) the data into three components 

(cycles, trends, and seasons); this analysis will be available in the fall of 2019 semi-annual 

progress report. 

 Figure 38 is an ITS model that includes an interaction between the waiver and time 

elapsed to show whether there was a change in the slope after the waiver began. Large changes 

in angle represent larger effect sizes while smaller angles, or parallel lines, show no change in 

effect. While it is premature to interpret this model because the observations are not 

independent, the pattern of placements within 30 days before and after the waiver is still quite 

striking and shows a clear, noteworthy effect size of the waiver in placement within 30 days. 

Furthermore, statistical tests show the change in the trajectory is significant at the p ≤ .0000002 

level and demonstrate that each month under the waiver decreases the rate of removal by 
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0.0094. The final significance level and modeling will almost definitely show a larger effect than 

shown here due to noise interference.  

 

Figure 38 
County of San Diego: Effect of Time, Waiver, and Interaction of Time and Waiver 

on Placement Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

  

 To backcheck the robustness of these results, the team then applied the same tests to 

the following 10 randomly selected control dates from before the waiver began.  

 
 April 2010 
 January 2011 
 March 2011 
 April 2011 
 March 2012 
 May 2012 
 November 2012 
 March 2013 
 May 2013 
 September 2014 
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If the waiver had been the sole driver of significant change, only the waiver date would 

have been significant. Instead, every date from 2012 onward was significant. Upon consulting 

with the county, the team noted that the county trained their workers in SOP/CPM in 2012, 

which coincides with the point when the change in trajectory first occurred. 

 

e. County of San Francisco 

i. Reinvestigation Within One Year 

As per the logic model in the evaluation plan, for each month following the point of 

waiver implementation, a decreasing percentage of all children in the child welfare system 

would be reinvestigated within a one-year period because of agency use of SOP/CPM (including 

improved safety planning and stronger family networks), which is intended to reduce the 

likelihood of recurrence.  

Unfortunately, this indicator is somewhat difficult to interpret because increased access 

to outside services often means increased visibility to mandated reporters, which may cancel out 

the effects of improved safety planning and stronger family networks. To initially test this 

outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates of reinvestigation within a 

year in the County of San Francisco. The mean and median decreased after the waiver began 

(Table 27). 

 
Table 27 

 
County of San Francisco: Rate Changes of Children With Parents Reinvestigated Within One Year 

of Prior Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 2.435% 2.408% 

Post-Waiver 2.245% 2.329% 
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 Unto themselves, the mean and median do not provide information about the effect of 

the waiver. Rather, the pattern of rates over time speaks to its efficacy. Figure 39 shows the 

monthly rate at which children’s parents were investigated for a second time within a one-year 

period. The x-axis demarcates time in months. The black dots represent the months from 

January 2010 to the start of the waiver (October 2014), and the blue dots represent the months 

since the waiver began. There appears to have been a downward trend in reinvestigation rates, 

but the noise makes them hard to interpret. 

  

Figure 39 
County of San Francisco: Children With Parents Investigated and Reinvestigated 

in the Last Year 

 
 

 
The team inspected the data to determine what significance tests could be performed. 

Data distribution is important because different distributions have different assumptions and if 

the analysis is done with the wrong assumptions, the results will be inaccurate. Typically, ITS 
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analysis is done with a Poisson distribution, but if the data are overly dispersed, this approach 

will not work. In the County of San Francisco, the data were over-dispersed (e.g., the standard 

deviation was much larger than the mean). Both negative binomial and quasi-Poisson regression 

models can accommodate over-dispersion, but because the variance is a linear function of the 

mean in quasi-Poisson models and a quadratic function of the mean in negative binomial 

models, covariates do not always have the same effect in both models (Hoef & Boveng, 2007). 

Pursuant to the literature, the team elected to conduct the rest of the analysis using negative 

binomial tests (Gardner et al., 1995). 

Another requirement of ITS regressions, as with all regressions, is that all observations be 

independent of each other. This assumption is frequently violated with time series data. One 

way of thinking about this is that if the measurement in one month (e.g., March) is capturing or 

influenced by things that happened in February, the observations will not be independent and 

the implications of a March intervention might not be visible because the March data partially 

reflect something that happened in February. While this is always a concern with ITS analysis, for 

a project in which the expected effect is subtle, obtaining independence in observations is 

critical.  

One factor that often prevents independence is seasonal trends, i.e., events that happen 

at specific times of year. To identify seasonality, the evaluation team included each month as an 

independent variable in the negative binomial regression model, with January as the omitted 

reference month, to examine whether reinvestigation fluctuates by month. Generally, 

reinvestigation waxes and wanes in the same pattern as overall referrals. In the County of San 

Francisco, reinvestigations within one year drop significantly in June and July, presumably 

because many referrals come from teachers and many schools close in the summer. The 
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evaluation team then used a trigonometry-based method called a Fourier transformation to 

smooth out the effect of these seasonal changes. After this, the team used an autocorrelation 

function (ACF) graph to measure the degree of correlation between points in time. Figure 40 

shows the lag between months on the x-axis and the ACF on the y-axis. ACF values of under .2—

demarcated by the red dotted lines—are generally considered acceptable. In the County of San 

Francisco, lag 4 is just above the .2 threshold; however this is not considered significant enough 

to preclude going forward with the ITS analysis. 

 

Figure 40 
County of San Francisco: ACF Showing Independence of ITS Observations of 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation

 
 

 
 The team’s next step was to model the waiver in a regression as an interaction between 

the presence of and the number of months of observations (i.e., time). In Figure 40, the line on 

the left shows the trajectory of reinvestigation rates before the waiver began, and the line on the 
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right represents the trajectory during the waiver period. Large changes in angle represent larger 

effect sizes while smaller angles, or parallel lines, show no change in effect. This trajectory is 

important because the waiver is not intended to suddenly produce improvement but to make 

changes over time, making the effect of the waiver and time elapsed the most important 

indicator of waiver intervention progress. The change in trajectory in Figure 41 is consistent with 

the expected, beneficial effect of the waiver on reinvestigations (i.e., a decrease). Table 28 shows 

that this effect is statistically significant at the p ≤ .001 level. 

 
Table 28 

 
County of San Francisco: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -3.7066266 0.0621094 -59.678948 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0002831 0.0018798 -0.150609 0.8802840  

Waiver Indicator 0.7165083 0.2040071 3.512172 0.0004445 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver Indicator -0.0095501 0.0029992 -3.184279 0.0014512 * 
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Figure 41 
County of San Francisco: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within 

One Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 The evaluation team then retested the data with seasonal controls in place, as the team 

suspected the waiver’s effect was muted by seasonal cycles. In this model, harmonic terms were 

added to the model to cancel out the effect of seasons, resulting in a significance level of .00006 

of the change in slope (Table 29).  

 
Table 29 

 
County of San Francisco: ITS Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Reinvestigations, 

With Seasonal Controls 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -3.7383082 0.0496461 -75.299147 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0004500 0.0015090 0.298198 0.7655518  

Waiver Indicator 0.6923220 0.1659631 4.171543 0.0000303 * 
Harmonic Term 1 0.1115560 0.0258425 4.316765 0.0000158 * 
Harmonic Term 2 -0.1052061 0.0260234 -4.042742 0.0000528 * 
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Table 29 
 

County of San Francisco: ITS Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Reinvestigations, 
With Seasonal Controls 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Harmonic Term 3 0.0468881 0.0264791 1.770758 0.0766009  
Harmonic Term 4 -0.1158988 0.0260632 -4.446841 0.0000087 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0097221 0.0024342 -3.993894 0.0000650 * 

 

 To ascertain how robust this finding was, the evaluation team tested the following 10 

randomly selected dates from before the waiver to see whether any were associated with a 

significant change in slope.  

 
April 2010 
January 2011 
March 2011 
April 2011 
March 2012 
May 2012 
November 2012 
March 2013 
May 2013 
September 2014 
 

With the exception of September 2014, none of the dates were significant, suggesting 

that either the waiver itself was causal or another causal event occurred at the exact same time 

as the waiver.  

 

ii. Resubstantiation Within One Year 

 For each month following the point of waiver implementation, the evaluation plan logic 

model showed that a decreasing percentage of all children would experience a substantiation 
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within a one-year period of their last investigation. It also implied that under the waiver 

conditions, the average rate of substantiations for previously investigated children would be 

significantly lower after the intervention than before because SOP/CPM is intended to reduce 

the likelihood of recurrence.  

To initially test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates 

of substantiations within one year of an investigation for children who were in home. The 

analysis was limited to children in home because the SOP/CPM intervention is not designed to 

reduce abuse in foster care. The team also wanted to eliminate the effect of fluctuations in use 

of foster care on measurements of changes in safety. In the County of San Francisco, mean and 

median resubstantiation rates were slightly higher after the waiver began than before (Table 30). 

 
Table 30 

 
County of San Francisco: Substantiation Rate Changes Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 0.587% 0.542% 

Post-Waiver 0.651% 0.662% 
  

 Figure 42 shows the monthly rate at which children whose parents were investigated in 

the last year were the subjects of a substantiation within a one-year period. Each black dot 

represents a month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a month since 

the waiver began.  
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Figure 42 
County of San Francisco: ITS Model Showing Children Who Experienced 

Investigation in the Last Year and a Subsequent Substantiation 

 

 

 
 The team then sought to determine whether the observations were independent of each 

other, as is required for regression analyses. As seasonality often contributes to lack of 

independence, the team ran a regression model with each month included as a covariate (except 

January, which was used as a reference month). Seasonality creates irregularities unrelated to 

the research question (i.e., noise) that hide the underlying data trends. None of the months were 

statistically significant, and running a Fourier transformation on the data and introducing 

harmonic terms did not change the autocorrelation patterns in the data. Figure 43 shows clear, 

adequate independence between observations for use of an ITS design. 
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Figure 43 
County of San Francisco: Independence of ITS Observations of Substantiations 

Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 The team then used the data in a negative binomial model to test for the direction, effect 

size, and level of significance of the waiver’s presence, the slope change after October 2014, and 

length of observed time. Table 31 shows that the change in the slope and the mean are small 

and insignificant.  

 
Table 31 

 
County of San Francisco: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -5.2038841 0.0842672 -61.754554 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0022544 0.0025550 0.882353 0.3775862  

Waiver Indicator 0.1858606 0.2751215 0.675558 0.4993211  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0024439 0.0040509 -0.603289 0.5463164  
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Figure 44 shows two fitted regression lines for the periods before and during the waiver. 

A sharp angle would suggest significant changes, and parallel lines would indicate no change. 

Although the trend went from an increasing likelihood of substantiations to a decreasing 

likelihood of substantiations, the change was not great enough to achieve significance. 

 

Figure 44 
County of San Francisco: Possible Effect of Waiver on Substantiations Within One 

Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 
 

 Although seasonality did not appear to be a meaningful factor in the County of San 

Francisco, the team tested two additional regressions that controlled for seasonality using 

harmonic terms and a model that uses months as control variables. As expected, neither 

regression produced measurably different results than already gathered. As a final test of 

robustness, the team tested randomly selected dates from before the waiver in the same 

manner. None of the dates were statistically significant (see Appendix D, Table D5).  
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iii. Placed Within 30 Days 

 The expectation presented in the original evaluation plan logic model was that the 

intervention would reduce the use of out-of-home placements because counties would have the 

flexibility to use Title IV-E funds to pay for services to children while they were at home. The 

evaluation team compared the mean and median percentage of all children in placed out-of-

home within 30 days of being investigated and found that the monthly median and mean 

increased considerably after the waiver was underway (Table 32). This is the opposite of the 

intended effect.  

 
Table 32 

 
County of San Francisco: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 7.171% 6.936% 

Post-Waiver 8.965% 8.284% 
 

 In Figure 45, the black marks denote the rate at which children whose families were 

investigated were placed out of home within 30 days for each month prior to October 2014, 

before the second waiver cohort began. The blue marks show the same information for the 

period after the waiver began. Note that the data has a large range of 3–17%.  
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Figure 45 
County of San Francisco: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of 

Investigation 

 

 

 
 Because the team is trying to link a change to a particular point in time, it is important to 

make sure that the points are independent from each other and to eliminate any data 

fluctuations that are unrelated to the waiver. The initial tests showed that none of the months 

were statistically significant in predicting the rate of placement out of home within 30 days. 

However, because May was marginally significant, the evaluation team used a Fourier 

transformation to smooth out the effect of this minor seasonal trend. After doing so, the team 

prepared an ACF graph to examine correlation between months that are separated by fixed 

intervals. The units on the bottom of the graph (i.e., the x-axis) show distance between points, 

and the y-axis shows how closely points were related for each distance. ACFs of under .2—as 

demarcated with the red dotted lines—are generally considered to be acceptable. Figure 46 
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shows that all data points were generally independent of each other and met the requirements 

for ITS analysis. 

 

Figure 46 
County of San Francisco: Independence of ITS Observations of Rates of Children 

Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

 

 
 As a final test, the team calculated the interaction between the presence of the waiver 

and the number of months of observations (i.e., time) to see whether the direction of change 

improved or declined after the waiver became available (Table 33 and Figure 47). Lines in the 

figure that are roughly parallel suggest no change, while sharp angles suggest meaningful 

change. In the County of San Francisco, the change in the slope is almost imperceptible and is 

far from statistically significant. In addition, note the significance of time overall (p ≤ .01) as a 

variable, as measured by the number of months from January 2010. Time has a statistically 

significant positive effect on the rate of out-of-home placement within 30 days of investigation; 
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i.e., the rate became worse. The change in mean, observed earlier in this section of this report, is 

due not to the waiver but to an existing trajectory of increasing out-of-home placement rates, 

which the waiver failed to reverse.  

 
Table 33 

 
County of San Francisco: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Rates of Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -2.8328122 0.0804987 -35.190789 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0062543 0.0024143 2.590554 0.0095822 * 

Waiver Indicator -0.1872656 0.2553392 -0.733399 0.4633150  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0009418 0.0037727 0.249647 0.8028601  

 

 
Figure 47 

County of San Francisco: Possible Effect of Waiver on Rates of Children Placed 
Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
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 To be conservative, the team retested the model with a control for seasonality. This 

would be expected to make the trend lines more visible by eliminating noise. Table 34 controls 

for seasonality with control variables; however, the p value associated with the waiver and with 

the change in the slope are still not significant. 

 
Table 34 

 
County of San Francisco : ITS Regression Showing Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver 
and Time on the Rate of Monthly Placement Out of Home Within 30 Days, With Seasonal Controls  

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Intercept -2.8167783 0.1081443 -26.046469 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0057815 0.0021683 2.666324 0.0076686 * 

Waiver Indicator -0.1516501 0.2306024 -0.657626 0.5107786  
February -0.0576436 0.1249721 -0.461252 0.6446181  
March 0.1281267 0.1203428 1.064681 0.2870203  
April -0.0413968 0.1229752 -0.336627 0.7363982  
May -0.2483591 0.1280916 -1.938918 0.0525114  
June 0.1045608 0.1293304 0.808478 0.4188152  
July 0.1356930 0.1301081 1.042925 0.2969830  
August 0.2242660 0.1252026 1.791224 0.0732573  
September -0.0089777 0.1246604 -0.072018 0.9425879  
October -0.1651939 0.1272591 -1.298091 0.1942562  
November -0.1530851 0.1286850 -1.189611 0.2341992  
December -0.0710327 0.1296769 -0.547767 0.5838519  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0010030 0.0033937 0.295557 0.7675688  

 

As a test of how robust the analysis is, the team randomly selected 10 dates before the 

waiver began and submitted them to the same testing. There was a significant increase in 

placement out of home in March 2012, which coincides with San Francisco’s roll out of AB12 

(extended foster care and benefits for youth age 18 and older). 
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f. County of Santa Clara 

i. Reinvestigation Within One Year 

As per the logic model in the evaluation plan, for each month following the point of 

waiver implementation, a decreasing percentage of all children in the child welfare system 

would be reinvestigated within a one-year period because of agency use of SOP/CPM (including 

improved safety planning and stronger family networks), which is intended to reduce the 

likelihood of recurrence.  

Unfortunately, this indicator is somewhat difficult to interpret because increased access 

to outside services often means increased visibility to mandated reporters, which may cancel out 

the effects of improved safety planning and stronger family networks. To initially test this 

outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates of reinvestigation within a 

year in the County of Santa Clara. The mean and median both increased fractionally after the 

waiver began (Table 35). 

 
Table 35 

 
County of Santa Clara: Rate Changes of Children With Parents Reinvestigated Within One Year of 

Prior Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 2.314% 2.335% 

Post-Waiver 2.407% 2.408% 
 

 Unto themselves, the mean and median do not provide information about the effect of 

the waiver. Rather, the pattern of rates over time speaks to its efficacy. Figure 48 shows the 

monthly rate at which children’s parents were investigated for a second time within a one-year 

period. The bottom line of the figure (x-axis) indicates time in months. The black dots represent 

the months from January 2010 to the start of the waiver (October 2014), and the blue dots 



 

 92 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

represent the months since the waiver began. The team inspected the data to determine what 

significance tests could be performed. Data distribution is important because different 

distributions have different properties and if the analysis is done with the wrong distributional 

assumptions, the results will be inaccurate. Typically, ITS analysis is done with a Poisson 

distribution, but if data are overly dispersed, this approach will not work. In the County of Santa 

Clara, the data were over-dispersed (e.g., the standard deviation was much larger than the 

mean). Both negative binomial and quasi-Poisson regression models can accommodate over-

dispersion, but because the variance is a linear function of the mean in quasi-Poisson models 

and a quadratic function of the mean in negative binomial models, covariates do not always 

have the same effect in both models (Hoef & Boveng, 2007). Pursuant to the literature, the team 

elected to conduct the rest of the analysis using negative binomial tests (Gardner et al., 1995). 

   

Figure 48 
County of Santa Clara: Children With Parents Investigated and Reinvestigated in 

the Last Year 
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Another requirement of ITS regressions, as with all regressions, is that all observations be 

independent of each other. This assumption is frequently violated with ITS data. One way of 

thinking about this is that if the measurement in one month (e.g., March) is capturing or 

influenced by things that happened in February, the observations will not be independent and 

the implications of a March intervention might not be visible because the March data partially 

reflect something that happened in February. While this is always a concern with ITS analysis, for 

a project in which the expected effect is subtle, obtaining independence in observations is 

critical.  

One factor that often prevents independence is seasonal trends, i.e., events that happen 

at specific times of year. To identify seasonality, the evaluation team included each month as an 

independent variable in the negative binomial regression model, with January as the omitted 

reference month, to examine whether reinvestigation fluctuates by month. In most places, 

reinvestigation waxes and wanes in the same pattern as overall referrals. In Santa Clara, 

reinvestigations decrease in June, July, November and December, producing a distinctive pattern 

(Figure 49). 
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Figure 49 
County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within One 

Year of Prior Investigation, With Seasonal Controls 

 

 

 The evaluation team therefore used a trigonometry-based method called a Fourier 

transformation to smooth out the effect of these seasonal changes. After doing so, the team 

used an autocorrelation function (ACF) graph to measure the degree of correlation between 

points in time. Unfortunately, the correlation was still too great to perform an ITS analysis. The 

team then controlled for seasonality by adding each month of the year to the model as control 

variables and prepared a second ACF graph. Figure 50 shows the lag between months on the x-

axis and the ACF in the y-axis. ACF values of under .2—as demarcated by the red dotted lines—

are considered independent enough to proceed with the analysis. In the County of Santa Clara, 

this method still left non-independence between observations that took place 11 months and 15 

months apart. This is an unusual lag in child welfare data. Still, the evaluation team decided it 
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would be possible to go forward with the analysis as there were no correlations above .2 in lags 

1–10. 

 

Figure 50 
County of Santa Clara: ACF Showing Adequate Independence of ITS Observations 

of Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation, With Controls for 
Months 

 

  

 As a further test, the team modeled the waiver as an interaction between the presence of 

the waiver and the number of months of observations (i.e., time). Table 36 shows that the 

waiver’s effect was not statistically significant.  
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Table 36 
 

County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 
Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Intercept -3.8299075 0.0382432 -100.146093 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0021851 0.0011387 1.918842 0.0550043  

Waiver Indicator -0.0096247 0.1185703 -0.081173 0.9353044  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0008252 0.0017495 -0.471651 0.6371761  

 

Figure 51 shows two fitted regression lines: one for the period before the waiver began 

and one for after the waiver began. Large changes in angle represent larger effect sizes while 

smaller angles, or parallel lines, show no change in effect. This trajectory is important because 

the waiver is not intended to suddenly produce improvement but to make changes over time, 

making the effect of the waiver and time elapsed the most important indicator of waiver 

intervention progress. The two lines are at a similar angle and both show a trend toward 

increasing (i.e., worsening) rates of reinvestigation. 
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Figure 51 
County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within One 

Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 
 The evaluation team then retested the data with seasonal controls in place, as the team 

suspected seasonality might be hiding some of the waiver’s effect. Table 37 shows the 

regression model with months as control variables to cancel out seasonal effects, resulting in a 

significance level of .52 associated with the change in slope. In other words, seasonality was not 

statistically significant, with p ≤ .01 was the threshold for statistical significance.  

 
Table 37 

 
County of Santa Clara: Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Reinvestigations, With 

Controls for Months 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -3.8049660 0.0396002 -96.084511 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0023514 0.0007889 2.980451 0.0028782 * 

Waiver Indicator -0.0210817 0.0812689 -0.259406 0.7953217  
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Table 37 
 

County of Santa Clara: Regression Showing the Effect of the Waiver on Reinvestigations, With 
Controls for Months 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
February -0.0789819 0.0456461 -1.730310 0.0835750  
March 0.1331964 0.0446197 2.985149 0.0028344 * 
April 0.0283832 0.0451009 0.629327 0.5291352  
May 0.0749513 0.0448845 1.669873 0.0949445  
June -0.1571844 0.0461152 -3.408514 0.0006532 * 
July -0.1967786 0.0463792 -4.242822 0.0000221 * 
August -0.0713203 0.0457309 -1.559565 0.1188628  
September 0.0673182 0.0450641 1.493834 0.1352190  
October 0.0350285 0.0450278 0.777930 0.4366102  
November -0.1360648 0.0458958 -2.964648 0.0030303 * 
December -0.1337436 0.0459305 -2.911872 0.0035927 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0007653 0.0011970 -0.639317 0.5226169  

 

The evaluation team tested 10 randomly selected dates prior to the waiver to evaluate 

the robustness of the analysis. None were significant (see Appendix D, Table D6). 

 

ii. Resubstantiation Within One Year 

 For each month following the point of waiver implementation, the evaluation plan logic 

model showed that a decreasing percentage of all children would experience a substantiation 

within a one-year period of their last investigation. It also implied an expectation that under the 

waiver conditions, the average rate of substantiations for previously investigated children would 

be significantly lower after the intervention than before because SOP/CPM is intended to reduce 

the likelihood of recurrence.  
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To initially test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates 

of substantiations within one year of investigations for children who were in home. The analysis 

was limited to children in home because the SOP/CPM intervention is not designed to reduce 

abuse in foster care. The team also wanted to eliminate the effect of fluctuations in use of foster 

care on measurements of changes in safety. In the County of Santa Clara, there was almost no 

change in the mean or median substantiation within a year after the waiver began (Table 38). 

 
Table 38 

 
County of Santa Clara: Substantiation Rate Changes Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 0.473% 0.456% 

Post-Waiver 0.449% 0.458% 
 

Figure 52 shows the monthly rate at which children whose parents were investigated in 

the last year were the subjects of a substantiation within a one-year period. Each black dot 

represents a month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a month since 

the waiver began.  
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Figure 52 
County of Santa Clara: ITS Model Showing Children Who Experienced 

Investigation in the Last Year and a Subsequent Substantiation  

 

 

 
 The evaluation team then sought to determine whether the observations were 

independent of each other, as is required for ITS analysis. To test for seasonality, the team 

prepared a negative binomial regression model with each month included as a covariate (except 

January, which was used as a reference month). None of the months were statistically significant 

and running a Fourier transformation did not change the patterns of autocorrelation in the data 

(Figure 53). The team is confident that each month’s measurements accurately represent what 

happened in that month and are independent of other months’ measurements, meaning there is 

adequate independence between observations to conduct ITS analysis. 
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Figure 53 
County of Santa Clara: Independence of ITS Observations of Substantiations 

Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 
 In the ITS regression model, the team added in a measure of change in slope, as 

represented by the interaction between the presence of the waiver (i.e., all months after October 

2014) and length of observed time (Table 39). The change in the slope was not significant in the 

model, nor was the waiver itself a significant predictor of changes in the substantiation outcome.  

 
Table 39 

 
County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -5.4919359 0.0630653 -87.083288 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0046571 0.0018548 2.510827 0.0120449 * 

Waiver Indicator 0.1682484 0.1939300 0.867573 0.3856281  
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Table 39 
 

County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 
Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0056330 0.0028544 -1.973441 0.0484454  

 

Figure 54 shows that even though the mean values have remained static, the direction of 

change has shifted since the waiver began. Before October 2014, every month marked a slight 

increase in the average percentage of investigated children who experienced a substantiation. 

That trend leveled out—and even reversed—after the waiver was underway. 

 
 

Figure 54 
County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver on Substantiations Within One 

Year of Prior Investigation 
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 Although seasonality was not apparent in the data, the team prepared another negative 

binomial regression model with each month of the year used as a control variable, with January 

excluded as a reference month. This shifted the significance level from .04 to .03. While this still 

falls short of the p ≤ .01 significance threshold that the team established at the outset, the data 

certainly approach significance (Table 40). 

 
Table 40 

 
County of Santa Clara: ITS Regression Model of Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver 

and Time on Substantiations, With Controls for Months 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -5.5382613 0.0887135 -62.428595 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0047463 0.0017361 2.733835 0.0062601 * 

Waiver Indicator 0.1702094 0.1809816 0.940479 0.3469719  
February -0.0831436 0.1028640 -0.808286 0.4189260  
March 0.1053286 0.1005809 1.047203 0.2950059  
April 0.1306513 0.1004110 1.301165 0.1932020  
May 0.1357534 0.1003223 1.353173 0.1760002  
June -0.0105286 0.1021496 -0.103070 0.9179072  
July -0.0871638 0.1031567 -0.844965 0.3981303  
August 0.1695925 0.1003883 1.689366 0.0911493  
September 0.0333159 0.1016648 0.327703 0.7431363  
October 0.1109227 0.1005856 1.102770 0.2701273  
November -0.0009084 0.1019033 -0.008915 0.9928872  
December -0.0313821 0.1023487 -0.306620 0.7591328  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0056970 0.0026560 -2.144970 0.0319552  

 

Interestingly, when the evaluation team tested 10 randomly selected dates from before 

the waiver, November 2012 through May 2013 showed significant improvement in 
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resubstantiations (see Appendix D, Table D6). This pre-dates the evaluation team’s work, and it 

is therefore unknown what contributed to these findings.  

 

iii. Placed Within 30 Days 

 The expectation in the original evaluation plan was that the intervention would reduce 

the use of out-of-home placements because counties would have the flexibility to use Title IV-E 

funds to pay for services to children while they were at home. The evaluation team compared 

the mean and median percentage of all children placed out of home within 30 days of being 

investigated and found that both the mean and the median rate of removal had dropped in the 

county since the waiver began (Table 41). 

 
Table 41 

 
County of Santa Clara: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 6.234% 6.122% 

Post-Waiver 5.036% 4.932% 
 

In Figure 55, the black marks denote the rate at which children whose parents had been 

investigated were placed out of home within 30 days for each month prior to October 2014, 

before the second waiver cohort began. The blue dots show the same information for the period 

after the waiver began. An initial review of the data suggests a steady, smooth decline in 

placements within 30 days.  
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Figure 55 
County of Santa Clara: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of 

Investigation 

 
 
 
 

 Because the team is trying to link a change to a particular point in time, it is important to 

make sure that all the points are independent from each other and to eliminate any data 

fluctuations that are unrelated to the waiver. The team therefore constructed a regression 

model, with each month modeled as a control variable. None of the months were significantly 

related to the likelihood of out-of-home placement, although some were marginally significant. 

The evaluation team therefore used a Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of this 

seasonal trend. After doing so, the ACF graph (Figure 56) showed only a very slight lack of 

independence at the 17-month lag, demonstrating that the data met the independence 

standards required for ITS analysis.  
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Figure 56 
County of Santa Clara: Independence of ITS Observations of Rates of Children 

Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

 

 
The team prepared another regression model that included variables for the change in 

the slope of the improvement/decline trend (as represented by the interaction between the 

waiver and time elapsed), the waiver itself, and the overall effect of time on the likelihood of 

placements within 30 days by month. Notice that none of the variables is statistically significant, 

but the variable for the change in slope was marginally statistically significant in the desired 

direction (Table 42 and Figure 57). 
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Table 42 
 

County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 
Rates of Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Intercept -2.7403286 0.0511872 -53.535443 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0013263 0.0015292 -0.867278 0.3857896  

Waiver Indicator 0.2624846 0.1653612 1.587341 0.1124355  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

-0.0049680 0.0024157 -2.056505 0.0397339  

 

 
Figure 57 

County of Santa Clara: Possible Effect of Waiver on Rates of Children Placed Out 
of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

 

 
As a final step, the team retested the regression model but added months of the year 

into the model as controls. The result was significant at the level of .015. This is a fraction above 

the significance threshold. It is also worth noting that the team did not eliminate outliers 
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because they exist due to actual events in the county and are not an artifact of something like 

sampling. That being said, the outlier around 10.5% is likely the single factor preventing the 

county’s drop in placements within 30 days from being significant. If the percentage were high 

due to something unusual in the data (e.g., a small number of investigations that included a 

large family), it would be appropriate to drop the value and ascribe significance to the change in 

placements.  

Note that the evaluation team tested 10 randomly selected dates  from prior to the 

waiver beginning and none were statistically significant (see Appendix D, Table D6).  

 

g. County of Sonoma 

i. Reinvestigation Within One Year 

As per the logic model in the evaluation plan, for each month following the point of 

waiver implementation, a decreasing percentage of all children in the child welfare system 

would be reinvestigated within a one-year period because of agency use of SOP/CPM (including 

improved safety planning and stronger family networks), which is intended to reduce the 

likelihood of recurrence.  

Unfortunately, this indicator is somewhat difficult to interpret because increased access 

to outside services often means increased visibility to mandated reporters, which may cancel out 

the effects of improved safety planning and stronger family networks. To make matters more 

complicated, the County of Sonoma increased its outreach to mandated reporters at the same 

time that the waiver began. The latter makes any attempt to interpret these data suspect. 

 In an attempt to initially test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and 

median rates of reinvestigation within a year in the county. The mean and median increased 
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after the waiver began; this may suggest that safety declined, services staffed by mandated 

reporters are more widely available, and/or that mandated reporter trainings are more widely 

available now compared with the time before the waiver (Table 43). 

 
Table 43 

 
County of Sonoma: Rate Changes of Children With Parents Reinvestigated Within One Year of 

Prior Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 1.702% 1.611% 

Post-Waiver 1.999% 1.990% 
 

 Unto themselves, the mean and median do not provide information about the effect of 

the waiver. Rather, the pattern of rates over time speaks to its efficacy. To examine this, the team 

prepared an ITS design, as required for this evaluation, that uses the point when an intervention 

began as a proxy for the intervention’s effect. This design has many strengths but also has a key 

weakness: if two events happen at once, ITS analysis cannot distinguish between them. As 

previously mentioned, the waiver and community outreach to train mandated reporters 

occurred at the same time in the county. This training was designed to increase referrals, while 

the waiver intervention was intended to decrease re-referrals. Figure 58 shows the monthly rate 

at which children were the subjects of a substantiation within one year of an investigation. Each 

black dot represents a month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a 

month since the waiver began.  
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Figure 58 
County of Sonoma: Children With Parents Investigated and Reinvestigated in the 

Last Year 

 

 

 
 To interpret these data, the evaluation team calculated the degree of dispersion to 

determine what type of regression analysis could be used to test for significance. Different 

distributions have different properties and if the analysis is done with the wrong distributional 

assumptions, the results will be inaccurate. The values were overly dispersed for Poisson 

distribution tests; these are the most common way of testing ITS analyses but assume the 

variance and mean are proportional. Both negative binomial and quasi-Poisson regression 

models can accommodate over-dispersion, but because the variance is a linear function of the 

mean in quasi-Poisson models and a quadratic function of the mean in negative binomial 

models, covariates do not always have the same effect in both models (Hoef & Boveng, 2007). 

Pursuant to the literature, the team elected to conduct the rest of the analysis using negative 

binomial tests (Gardner et al., 1995).  
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Another requirement of ITS regressions, as with all regressions, is that all observations be 

independent of each other. This assumption is frequently violated with time series data. One 

way of thinking about this is that if the measurement in one month (e.g., March) is capturing or 

influenced by things that happened in February, the observations will not be independent and 

the implications of a March intervention might not be visible because the March data partially 

reflect something that happened in February. While this is always a concern with ITS analysis, for 

a project in which the expected effect is subtle, obtaining independence in observations is 

critical.  

One factor that often prevents independence is seasonal trends, i.e., events that happen 

at specific times of year. To identify seasonality, the evaluation team included each month as an 

independent variable in the negative binomial regression model, with January as the omitted 

reference month, to examine whether reinvestigation fluctuates by month. In the County of 

Sonoma, the likelihood of a reinvestigation within a year of a previous investigation drops 

significantly in June and December, as compared to January. The evaluation team then used a 

trigonometry-based method called a Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of these 

seasonal changes, which create irregularities unrelated to the intervention (i.e., noise) in the 

data. After doing so, the team used an autocorrelation function (ACF) graph to measure how 

much of a correlation there is between points in time. Figure 59 shows the lag between months 

on the x-axis and the ACF on the y-axis. ACF values of under .2—demarcated by the red dotted 

lines—are considered to be independent enough to go forward with the analysis. That value is 

barely exceeded at lags 4 and 8, but independence between observations is adequate enough 

for ITS analysis to be performed.  
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Figure 59 
County of Sonoma: ACF Showing Independence of ITS Observations of 

Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 
 The team then modeled the waiver as an interaction between time and the presence of 

the waiver (Table 44). The fitted regression lines in Figure 60 minimize the size of the residuals 

for the pre-waiver and post-waiver period. Parallel lines indicate lack of meaningful change, 

while steep angles suggest change has occurred. The regression lines show upward movement 

in reinvestigations; this represents a statistically significant shift in likelihood of reinvestigations, 

and in the opposite direction hypothesized in the original evaluation plan. A follow-up test, 

using harmonic terms to control for seasons, produced an even higher level of significance of 

the change in slope, p ≤ .0001. 
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Table 44 
 

County of Sonoma: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 
Reinvestigations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 

Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 
Intercept -3.9445669 0.0675807 -58.368262 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0045712 0.0020904 -2.186767 0.0287596  

Waiver Indicator -0.5454757 0.2176564 -2.506132 0.0122060 * 
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0115089 0.0032032 3.592956 0.0003269 * 

 

 
Figure 60 

County of Sonoma: Possible Effect of Waiver on Reinvestigations Within One Year 
of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 
One other factor makes these findings hard to interpret: Every randomly selected date 

that the evaluation team tested from March 2011 to the start of the waiver was significant and 

showed an increase in reinvestigation (see Appendix D, Table D7). It is unknown what 
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contributed to this trend because it predates the evaluation team’s involvement in the project. 

However, it suggests that something outside of the waiver may explain a longer-term increase in 

re-referrals. 

 

ii. Resubstantiation Within One Year 

 For each month following the point of waiver implementation, the evaluation plan logic 

model showed that a decreasing percentage of all children in waiver counties would experience 

a substantiation within a one-year period of their last investigation. It also outlined an 

assumption that under the waiver conditions, the average rate of substantiations for previously 

investigated children would be significantly lower after the intervention than before because 

SOP/CPM is intended to reduce the likelihood of recurrence.  

To test this outcome, the evaluation team compared the mean and median rates of 

substantiations within one year of an investigation for children who remained in home. For the 

purpose of this analysis, the waiver began in October 2014, when the flexible funding first was 

made available to the participating counties. The analysis was limited to children in home 

because (1) SOP/CPM is focused on improving the safety of families of origin and does not 

directly pertain to abuse in foster care; and (2) if a county were to increase use of foster care 

placements, this might appear in the data as a reduction in safety problems. To allow for more 

direct interpretation of this outcome as a measure of positive change, the evaluation team 

wanted to eliminate any effects of change in use of foster care. In the County of Sonoma, the 

median and the mean increased slightly from the pre- to post-waiver period, representing a 

fractional decrease in safety (Table 45). 
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Table 45 
 

County of Sonoma: Substantiation Rate Changes Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 0.499% 0.505% 

Post-Waiver 0.533% 0.523% 
 

 Figure 61 shows the monthly rate at which children whose parents were investigated in 

the last year were the subjects of a substantiation within a one-year period. Each black dot 

represents a month from January 2010 to October 2014; each blue dot represents a month since 

the waiver began.  

 

Figure 61 
County of Sonoma: ITS Model Showing Children Who Experienced Investigation 

in the Last Year and a Subsequent Substantiation  
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 The team’s next step was to determine whether the observations were independent of 

each other, as is required for ITS analysis. To test for seasonality, the team prepared a negative 

binomial regression model with each month included as a covariate (except January, which was 

used as a reference month). None of the months were statistically significant but because the 

ACF showed a lack of independence between values, the team still tried using a Fourier 

transformation and introducing harmonic terms into the model to eliminate any peaks and 

valleys in the data. This did not entirely address the lack of independence, but the problem was 

not severe. Figure 62 shows that there is a correlation of slightly above .2 for observations that 

are sequential and observations that are one, four, and 18 units apart. The evaluation team 

determined that this problem was not serious enough to warrant further data transformations 

and proceeded with the ITS analysis. 

 

Figure 62 
County of Sonoma: Independence of ITS Observations of Substantiations Within 

One Year of Prior Investigation 
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 The evaluation team then added an interaction term to the model to find out whether 

the slope shifted when the waiver began. Neither the interaction between the waiver and 

observed time nor the waiver itself were statistically significant (Table 46). Figure 63 shows the 

ITS model with the interaction term; the direction of change since waiver implementation was 

the opposite of expected in the evaluation plan, but the change is small enough to be 

attributable to chance. Even after using several types of controls to address seasonality, the 

results did not achieve statistical significance. 

 
Table 46 

 
County of Sonoma: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and Time on 

Substantiations Within One Year of Prior Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -5.1527193 0.1094841 -47.063640 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 -0.0052524 0.0034236 -1.534162 0.1249897  

Waiver Indicator -0.1289803 0.3585387 -0.359739 0.7190424  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0058454 0.0052781 1.107484 0.2680847  

 

 
  



 

 118 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Figure 63 
County of Sonoma: Possible Effect of Waiver on Substantiations Within One Year 

of Prior Investigation 

 

 

 
Note that when the evaluation team tested 10 other randomly selected dates from prior 

to the waiver for the same outcome measure, none were significant (see Appendix D, Table D7). 

 

iii. Placed Within 30 Days 

 The expectation in the original evaluation plan was that the intervention would reduce 

the use of out-of-home placements because counties would have the flexibility to use Title IV-E 

funds to pay for services to children while they were at home. The evaluation team compared 

the mean and median percentage of all children in the County of Sonoma placed out of home 

within 30 days of being investigated and found that the mean and median had both increased 

(i.e., gotten worse) from the pre- to post-waiver period (Table 47). 
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Table 47 
 

County of Sonoma: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Waiver Stage Monthly Mean Monthly Median 

Pre-Waiver 7.148% 6.752% 

Post-Waiver 7.613% 7.143% 
 

 In Figure 64, the black dots denote the rate at which children whose families were 

investigated were placed out of home within 30 days for each month prior to October 2014, 

before the second waiver cohort began. The blue dots show the same information for the period 

after the waiver began.  

 

Figure 64 
County of Sonoma: Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

 

 
 Because the team is trying to link a change to a particular point in time, it is important to 

make sure that all the points are independent from each other and to eliminate any data 
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fluctuations that are unrelated to the waiver. As with all regression models, the ITS model cannot 

be used unless there is independence of observations, and the assumption of independence is 

frequently violated with ITS data. The initial tests showed a significant uptick in placement out of 

home for children whose parents were investigated in June, relative to the month of January. 

The evaluation team used a Fourier transformation to smooth out the effect of this minor 

seasonal trend. Figure 65 shows that after doing so, all data points were generally independent 

of each other and met the requirements for ITS analysis. 

 

Figure 65 
County of Sonoma: Independence of ITS Observations of Rates of Children Placed 

Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 

 

 

 
 The evaluation team calculated the interaction between the presence of the waiver and 

the number of months of observations (i.e., time) to learn whether the direction of change 

improved or declined after the waiver. Table 48 and Figure 66 show that neither the overall 
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effect of the waiver on placements nor the change in the rate is statistically significant. The two 

lines in the figure are almost parallel, suggesting no positive or a negative change at all. 

 
Table 48 

 
County of Sonoma: Possible Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and 

Time on Rates of Children Placed Out of Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -2.7399739 0.0740239 -37.014734 0.0000000 * 
Number of Months Since 
January 2010 0.0032246 0.0022907 1.407693 0.1592219  

Waiver Indicator -0.2960894 0.2357032 -1.256196 0.2090448  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0021729 0.0034627 0.627535 0.5303085  

 

 
Figure 66 

County of Sonoma: Possible Effect of Waiver on Rates of Children Placed Out of 
Home Within 30 Days of Investigation 
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 Because seasonality affected the data, the team retested the model with a control for 

seasonality. This would be expected to make the trend lines more visible by eliminating noise in 

the data. In Table 49, seasonality is controlled with the addition of harmonic terms; the p value 

associated with the waiver and with the change in slope are not significant. 

 
Table 49 

 
County of Sonoma: ITS Regression Showing Effect of Waiver, Time, and Interaction of Waiver and 

Time on the Rate of Monthly Placement Out of Home Within 30 Days, With Seasonal Controls  
Term Estimate Std. Error Statistic p Value Significance 

Intercept -2.7307120 0.0725565 -37.635653 0.0000000 * 
Months Since January 2010 0.0029985 0.0022465 1.334751 0.1819577  
Waiver Indicator -0.2881945 0.2299250 -1.253428 0.2100499  
Harmonic Term 1 -0.0207969 0.0362965 -0.572973 0.5666628  
Harmonic Term 2 0.0289075 0.0363983 0.794201 0.4270787  
Harmonic Term 3 -0.0314774 0.0369071 -0.852882 0.3937250  
Harmonic Term 4 0.0596212 0.0364829 1.634222 0.1022122  
Interaction of Number of 
Months and Waiver 
Indicator 

0.0022234 0.0033761 0.658568 0.5101733  

 

As with all other outcomes, the evaluation team tested this outcome using 10 randomly 

selected dates from before the waiver. None were significant (see Appendix D, Table D7). 

 
 
B. Cumulative Incidence Function Analysis 

In the fall of 2018 semi-annual progress report, the evaluation team presented Kaplan-

Meier survival curves to depict the rate of exit to permanency overall and divided this by type of 

permanency exit. As discussed in the fall of 2018 report, Kaplan-Meier curves depict the rate of 

exit to a specific type of permanency by treating all other types of outcomes as if they never 

happened, i.e., right-censoring other outcomes. In this report, the team used Kaplan-Meier 
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curves to test for significant changes in reunification outcomes within one year of entry into care 

in California waiver counties as a whole (a negligible percentage of all children exit to any other 

type of permanency in the first year of a case).4  Using a 720-day observation period from the 

date each child entered placement, the team prepared cumulative incidence function survival 

curves to show the hazard of exiting to each type of permanency (Pintilie, 2006).5 The late 

implementation period was dropped in this report for the competing hazards model because 

not enough time has elapsed to show outcomes for children and youth who entered placements 

in 2017. The testing draws on the methodology established by Gray, which is analogous to the 

log-rank non-parametric tests used in Kaplan-Meier analysis. As with the Kaplan-Meier survival 

curve analysis, the removals cohort was used for this analysis (see Appendix B). 

Although the following figures and statistical tests are an accurate measure of changes in 

time to permanency, context is important while reading this report. In the State of California, as 

per the University of California, Berkeley, the child population in the waiver counties was 

4,460,415 as of 2014 (Webster et al., n.d.). That population size barely changed over the 

following three years, growing to only 4,463,278 children and youth in 2017. During that same 

period, there was an 11.59% drop in the number of children who entered foster care in the 

waiver counties. This is especially heartening if we interpret it as evidence that counties are 

using SOP/CPM and the Structured Decision Making® (SDM) system to exercise greater 

selectivity about which children are removed from their parents. At the same time, greater 

selectivity would be expected to bring negative pressure onto permanency outcomes in 

                                                 

4 See Appendix C for an explanation of the process used to build the removals cohort.  
 
5 Although “hazard” has negative connotations, in statistics, a hazard can refer to a positive, negative, or neutral event 
of interest.  
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general—and reunification outcomes in particular—if we assume that the children and families 

whose problems are easiest to resolve are now least likely to be separated in the first place.  

 

1. Results 

a. California 

 Children and youth in waiver counties are at significantly greater risk of not obtaining 

reunification within one year—or any type of permanency within two years—than prior to the 

waiver.6 As implementation progresses, permanency outcomes are getting significantly worse; it 

is unclear whether this is a causal relationship, as this change in outcomes may be due to other 

factors. At 365 days, California as a whole experienced a 5% drop in the number of children who 

exited to reunification when comparing the pre- and post-waiver implementation periods. 

Between 2010 and 2017, 102,353 unique children and youth began placement episodes.  

The evaluation team examined several different types of Kaplan-Meier models for 

reunification. The first model included the full population, the second applied a first-event 

methodology, and the third examined only youth with multiple placement episodes. The results 

for youth with multiple placement episodes were substantially different, as expected, because 

this population is unlike those who enter care only once. This led the evaluation team to select 

the first-event methodology, which slightly reduces the impact of multiple events and applies 

several restrictions to that population. The methodology excludes placement episodes of the 

same length and, if more than one of the youth’s placement episodes resulted in reunification, 

                                                 

6 In statistical terms, “risk” is a way of explaining the chances that something will happen. The statistical techniques 
used here derive primarily from medicine and from studies on how to prevent disease and death. As a result, some 
statistical terms may seem out of place when discussing positive outcomes such as permanency.  
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retains the shortest placement episode for analysis. The resulting data set contains 99,976 

unique children. Within a standardized one-year period, the evaluation team plotted the 

percentage of children/youth who were reunified (Figure 67). The data for each 30-day 

increment appear in Table 50. 

 
Table 50 

 
State of California: Proportion of Youth Remaining in Foster Care Throughout Year One of a 

Placement Episode 
Time (Days) Pre-Waiver Early Implementation Full Implementation 

30 0.936462 0.94065 0.946609 

60 0.884751 0.899198 0.907037 

90 0.845195 0.859505 0.862598 

120 0.815098 0.829974 0.836108 

150 0.790023 0.810408 0.815403 

180 0.767092 0.79116 0.797433 

210 0.743658 0.772398 0.779065 

240 0.712616 0.747427 0.750226 

270 0.681791 0.715293 0.720775 

300 0.652736 0.686394 0.701647 

330 0.629533 0.660392 0.683006 

360 0.610851 0.642652 0.664218 
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Figure 67 
State of California: Proportion of Youth Remaining in Foster Care Throughout 

Year One of a Placement Episode  

 
 

 
The difference in survival curves by time of entry relative to waiver implementation was 

measured with a log-rank test—which compares two sets of curves and is designed for use on 

right-skewed data—for equality of survival functions. Researchers found the difference to be 

highly statistically significant (Table 51), meaning the change is likely due to the waiver or to 

some other difference in practice or conditions between 2010–14, 2015–16, and 2017.  

 
Table 51 

 
State of California: Log-Rank Test for Equality of Survivor Functions  

(Chi-Squared = 156, p < 2e16) 
Period N Observed Expected 

Pre-Waiver 65,275 25,028 23,919 

Early Implementation 24,245 8,585 9,167 

Full Implementation 11,631 3,619 4,146 

Total 101,151 37,232 37,232 
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 At 720 days, the difference in permanency outcomes for those whose placement episode 

began before the waiver rather than after becomes more pronounced. Reunification within two 

years was significantly better for those who entered before the waiver, while adoption outcomes 

were significantly different—but not better—in the post-waiver period. (Due to the large sample 

size, a small effect size can still achieve statistical significance; Figure 68). Overall, under waiver 

conditions, more children and youth stay in foster care for longer. The differences for each type 

of permanency are significant (Table 52). An important consideration is that larger counties drive 

the data much more than smaller counties. 

 
 

Figure 68 
State of California: Probability of Exit to Reunification, Adoption, or Guardianship* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this analysis, 
researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015. 

 

  

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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Table 52 
 

State of California: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 
Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 

Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption .00346 

Reunification <2.22e-16 

Legal Guardianship .00368 
 
 
 
b. Alameda County 

Figure 68 shows the probability of exit to reunification, guardianship, or adoption in the 

county within 720 days before (2010–2014) and after the waiver began (2015–2016), based on a 

cumulative incidence function model. Unlike in a Kaplan-Meier survival curve analysis, the risk 

for each point in time for this analysis is calculated as a ratio of the number of children who 

have not yet exited to the specific permanency outcome of interest, divided by the number of 

children who have exited by that point in time. If a child remains in the denominator but has 

already exited to permanency through a means other than the permanency outcome of interest, 

then the child does not contribute a value of 1 to the denominator. Instead, the child 

contributes a weighted value that is based on the amount of time that has passed since the child 

exited to another type of permanency. This method is designed to model competing risks or 

probabilities in a way that will not overstate the overall likelihood of exit to permanency (Pintilie, 

2006). In Figure 69, steeper lines indicate greater likelihood of exit to permanency. 
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Figure 69 
Alameda County: Probability of Exit to Reunification, Guardianship, or Adoption* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this analysis, 
researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015. 

 
 
 
 Using Gray’s significance test, the evaluation team tested the significance of the change 

in probability distributions from before and after the waiver (Table 53). The improvement in 

timeliness and frequency of exits to guardianship is significant, as is the decline in adoptions. 

The decline in adoptions is likely due to the increase in guardianships and to an underlying 

change in overall likelihood of permanency. Note that the change in reunification is not 

significant.  

 
  

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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Table 53 
 

Alameda County: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 
Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 

Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption .0001 

Reunification .4352 

Guardianship .0135 
 

 
c. Los Angeles County 

Figure 69 shows the probability of exit to reunification, guardianship, or adoption in the 

county within 720 days before (2010–2014) and after the waiver began (2015–2016), based on a 

cumulative incidence function model.7 In Figure 70, steeper lines indicate greater likelihood of 

exit to permanency. 

 

  

                                                 

7 As mentioned earlier, unlike in a Kaplan-Meier survival curve analysis, the risk for each point in time for this analysis 
is calculated as a ratio of the number of children who have not yet exited to the specific permanency outcome of 
interest, divided by the number of children who have exited by that point in time. If a child remains in the 
denominator but has already exited to permanency through a means other than the permanency outcome of interest, 
then the child does not contribute a value of 1 to the denominator. Instead, the child contributes a weighted value 
that is based on the amount of time that has passed since the child exited to another type of permanency. This 
method is designed to model competing risks or probabilities in a way that will not overstate the overall likelihood of 
exit to permanency (Pintilie, 2006). 
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Figure 70 
Los Angeles County: Probability of Exit to Reunification, Guardianship, or 

Adoption* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this analysis, 
researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015. 

 

 
Using Gray’s significance test, the evaluation team tested the significance of the change 

in probability distributions from before and after the waiver (Table 54). The decline in the speed 

and frequency of all three types of reunification is statistically significant. Note that Los Angeles 

County is very large, and even small changes in large samples may be statistically significant. 

 
Table 54 

 
Los Angeles County: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 

Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 
Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption 2.238133e-06 

Reunification 0.000000e+00 

Guardianship 1.861922e-05 
 

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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d. Sacramento County 

Figure 70 shows the probability of exit to reunification, guardianship, or adoption in the 

county within 720 days before (2010–2014) and after the waiver began (2015–2016), based on a 

cumulative incidence function model.8 In Figure 71, steeper lines indicate greater likelihood of 

exit to permanency. 

 

Figure 71 
Sacramento County: Probability of Exit to Reunification, Guardianship, or 

Adoption* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this analysis, 
researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015. 

 

                                                 

8 As mentioned earlier, unlike in a Kaplan-Meier survival curve analysis, the risk for each point in time for this analysis 
is calculated as a ratio of the number of children who have not yet exited to the specific permanency outcome of 
interest, divided by the number of children who have exited by that point in time. If a child remains in the 
denominator but has already exited to permanency through a means other than the permanency outcome of interest, 
then the child does not contribute a value of 1 to the denominator. Instead, the child contributes a weighted value 
that is based on the amount of time that has passed since the child exited to another type of permanency. This 
method is designed to model competing risks or probabilities in a way that will not overstate the overall likelihood of 
exit to permanency (Pintilie, 2006). 

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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Using Gray’s significance test, the evaluation team tested the significance of the change 

in probability distributions from before and after the waiver (Table 55). Only the decline in the 

frequency and speed of exit to adoption is statistically significant, p ≤ .01.  

 
Table 55 

 
Sacramento County: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 

Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 
Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption .00625 

Reunification .77557 

Guardianship .54171 
 

 
e. County of San Diego 

Figure 72 shows the probability of exit to reunification, guardianship, or adoption in the 

county within 720 days before (2010–2014) and after the waiver began (2015–2016), based on a 

cumulative incidence function model.9 In Figure 72, steeper lines indicate greater likelihood of 

exit to permanency. Notice that the increase in adoptions seems to mirror the decline in 

reunification, suggesting that there has been a movement toward more adoptions and fewer 

reunifications since the waiver began. 

 

  

                                                 

9 Unlike in a Kaplan-Meier survival curve analysis, the risk for each point in time for this analysis is calculated as a ratio 
of the number of children who have not yet exited to the specific permanency outcome of interest, divided by the 
number of children who have exited by that point in time. If a child remains in the denominator but has already exited 
to permanency through a means other than the permanency outcome of interest, then the child does not contribute a 
value of 1 to the denominator. Instead, the child contributes a weighted value that is based on the amount of time 
that has passed since the child exited to another type of permanency. This method is designed to model competing 
risks or probabilities in a way that will not overstate the overall likelihood of exit to permanency (Pintilie, 2006). 
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Figure 72 
County of San Diego: Probability of Exit to Reunification, Guardianship, or 

Adoption* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this analysis, 
researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015. 
 
 
 
Using Gray’s significance test, the evaluation team tested the significance of the change 

in probability distributions from before and after the waiver (Table 56). As the County of San 

Diego is larger, even small changes in effect size are likely to be significant. The improvement in 

adoptions, decline in guardianships, and decline in reunifications within 720 days are all 

statistically significant.  

 
  

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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Table 56 
 

County of San Diego: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 
Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 

Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption 1.196373e-08 

Reunification 6.254648e-03 

Guardianship 3.577889e-01 
 

 
f. County of San Francisco 

Figure 73 shows the probability of exit to reunification, guardianship, or adoption in the 

county within 720 days before (2010–2014) and after the waiver began (2015–2016), based on a 

cumulative incidence function model.10 In Figure 73, steeper lines indicate greater likelihood of 

exit to permanency. 

 

  

                                                 

10 Unlike in a Kaplan-Meier survival curve analysis, the risk for each point in time for this analysis is calculated as a 
ratio of the number of children who have not yet exited to the specific permanency outcome of interest, divided by 
the number of children who have exited by that point in time. If a child remains in the denominator but has already 
exited to permanency through a means other than the permanency outcome of interest, then the child does not 
contribute a value of 1 to the denominator. Instead, the child contributes a weighted value that is based on the 
amount of time that has passed since the child exited to another type of permanency. This method is designed to 
model competing risks or probabilities in a way that will not overstate the overall likelihood of exit to permanency 
(Pintilie, 2006). 
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Figure 73 
County of San Francisco: Probability of Exit to Reunification, Guardianship, or 

Adoption* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this 
analysis, researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015. 

 

 
Using Gray’s significance test, the evaluation team tested the significance of the change 

in permanency exit probability distributions from before and after the waiver (Table 57). None of 

the changes were statistically significant and a visual inspection suggests little change between 

the pre- and post-waiver period. 

 
Table 57 

 
County of San Francisco: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 

Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 
Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption .7796 

Reunification .68516 

Guardianship .60935 
 

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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g. County of Santa Clara 

Figure 74 shows the probability of exit to reunification, guardianship, or adoption in the 

county within 720 days before (2010–2014) and after the waiver began (2015–2016), based on a 

cumulative incidence function model.11 In Figure 74, steeper lines indicate greater likelihood of 

exit to permanency. 

 

Figure 74 
County of Santa Clara: Probability of Exit to Reunification, Guardianship, or 

Adoption* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this analysis, 
researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015.  

                                                 

11 Unlike in a Kaplan-Meier survival curve analysis, the risk for each point in time for this analysis is calculated as a 
ratio of the number of children who have not yet exited to the specific permanency outcome of interest, divided by 
the number of children who have exited by that point in time. If a child remains in the denominator but has already 
exited to permanency through a means other than the permanency outcome of interest, then the child does not 
contribute a value of 1 to the denominator. Instead, the child contributes a weighted value that is based on the 
amount of time that has passed since the child exited to another type of permanency. This method is designed to 
model competing risks or probabilities in a way that will not overstate the overall likelihood of exit to permanency 
(Pintilie, 2006). 

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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Using Gray’s significance test, the evaluation team tested the significance of the change 

in permanency exit probability distributions from before and after the waiver (Table 58). None of 

the changes were statistically significant, although changes in adoption came close. A visual 

inspection suggests little change between the pre- and post-waiver period. 

 
Table 58 

 
County of Santa Clara: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 

Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 
Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption .03523 

Reunification .57180 

Guardianship .20144 
 

 
h. County of Sonoma 

Figure 75 shows the probability of exit to reunification, guardianship, or adoption in the 

county within 720 days before (2010–2014) and after the waiver began (2015–2016), based on a 

cumulative incidence function model.12 In Figure 75, steeper lines indicate greater likelihood of 

exit to permanency. 

 

  

                                                 

12 Unlike in a Kaplan-Meier survival curve analysis, the risk for each point in time for this analysis is calculated as a 
ratio of the number of children who have not yet exited to the specific permanency outcome of interest, divided by 
the number of children who have exited by that point in time. If a child remains in the denominator but has already 
exited to permanency through a means other than the permanency outcome of interest, then the child does not 
contribute a value of 1 to the denominator. Instead, the child contributes a weighted value that is based on the 
amount of time that has passed since the child exited to another type of permanency. This method is designed to 
model competing risks or probabilities in a way that will not overstate the overall likelihood of exit to permanency 
(Pintilie, 2006). 



 

 139 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Figure 75 
County of Sonoma Probability of Exit to Reunification, Guardianship, or 

Adoption* 

 
 

*Based on child entry into care before or during the waiver period. For this analysis, 
researchers used a waiver start date of January 1, 2015. 

 

 
Using Gray’s significance test, the evaluation team tested the significance of the change 

in permanency exit probability distributions from before and after the waiver (Table 59). None of 

the changes were statistically significant, though it is important to remember that Sonoma 

County is small and large effect sizes are required to meet a significance threshold of .01. A 

visual inspection shows an improvement of roughly 5% in the likelihood of reunification and a 

smaller but corresponding drop in adoptions. This suggests reunification is faster and more 

frequent in the county now than before the waiver. 

 
  

 

––––– Reunification (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Reunification (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Legal Guardianship (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Legal Guardianship (Entry During Waiver) 
––––– Adoption (Entry Pre-Waiver) 
------ Adoption (Entry During Waiver) 
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Table 59 
 

County of Sonoma: Significance of Waiver on Permanency Outcomes Within Competing 
Probabilities Context, Within Observation Period 

Permanency Type p Value 

Adoption .05411 

Reunification .05417 

Guardianship .77896 
 

 
C. Overview of Analyses 

 Table 60 shows the results of the outcomes analyses covered in this report for all seven 

participating child welfare agencies. None of the counties have universally improved on all 

outcomes. Of all the outcomes, the biggest change for the better was a drop in new 

substantiations within one year of a previous investigation (Alameda, Sacramento, and San 

Diego counties). Only the County of San Francisco experienced a decrease in the percentage of 

new investigations on families that were already investigated within the prior years; however, 

this measure is hard to interpret as evidence of improvement or decline due to the waiver and is 

therefore the least  noteworthy measure discussed here. Placement within 30 days of 

investigation improved in Sacramento and San Diego counties and did not change significantly 

elsewhere. In the County of Sonoma, there is evidence of more reinvestigations occurring within 

a year since the waiver began but no other significant decline or improvement. (These data, 

however, are muddied due to tandem mandated reporting outreach.) The County of Santa Clara 

experienced no significant changes, although placement within 30 days was very close to 

significant. Data on time to permanency showed less positive results: while counties have made 

progress on removing children from their parents more judiciously, permanency has not always 
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kept pace. No county had significant improvements in all types of permanency outcomes; some 

had significant declines in all permanency outcomes.  

 A few notes of caution: County size clearly drives statistical significance. It is also 

important to remember that overall removals in most counties have decreased, meaning the 

children who are removed probably come from families with greater needs. Ironically, the 

decline in permanency may be a sign that counties are making better decisions about removals. 

The best outcome that could be expected is perhaps not an increase in reunification but an 

increase in adoptions for youth who could not be reunified, as seen in County of San Diego. 

However, in the County of Sonoma, adoptions decreased as permanency increased, possibly 

because removals have not gone down in this county as they have elsewhere.  

 This report does not seek to compare counties to each other. There are, however, 

unmistakable differences between the baselines of the seven counties. Critical differences in 

county policies affect these outcomes.13 Some counties had a long history of improvement, 

which the waiver augmented or stabilized. Others experienced declining outcomes until the 

waiver period. It is remarkable to see a county like Sacramento, where the waiver marked a 

distinctive turning point from decline to improvement, and a county like San Diego, where the 

waiver enhanced an existing trend toward improvement. These are quite different patterns and 

suggest different experiences under the waiver. While this evaluation treats each county as its 

own comparison group, the differences are still instructive. The County of San Francisco places 

twice as many children within 30 days as San Diego, for example, but as a leader in San 

                                                 

13 As an example, a CDSS leader noted in reviewing these data that Los Angeles County child welfare required 
workers to substantiate in order to open a case, regardless of SDM® results. He speculated that this might have a 
relationship to the data reviewed in this report. 
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Francisco noted, they also evaluated out a significant proportion of their calls, meaning the 

children whose parents are investigated are more likely to need placement than in other 

counties. Counties with entrenched practice problems may require more time and effort to turn 

around problematic outcomes. One could also argue that it is harder to make improvements in 

an outcome that is already strong for the child welfare field. There may be a minimum threshold 

beyond which reductions in removals, for example, are not possible. The evaluation team does 

not take a position on this question here but encourages readers to think deeply about the 

context in which these outcomes were analyzed. 

 
Table 60 

 
Overview of Outcomes Results: Effect of the Waiver Cohort on Outcome Trajectories Over Time 

Indicator Alameda Los 
Angeles Sacramento San 

Diego 
San 

Francisco 
Santa 
Clara Sonoma 

New 
investigations 
within one year 

       

New 
substantiations 
within one year 
of the last 
investigation 

       

Placed out of 
home within 
30 days of 
investigation 

       

Permanency 
exits        

 Rate Improved 
 Rate Worsened 
 Some Improvement and Some Decline 
 No Change 
 Significance data could not be fully tested due to noise. 
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V. PROCESS STUDY: PARENT/GUARDIAN SURVEY 

 
The parent/guardian survey consisted of 20 multiple-choice questions intended to assess 

engagement between families and caseworkers or probation officers. The survey was available in 

English and Spanish and targeted three groups: parents/guardians of families investigated for 

child maltreatment allegations, parents/guardians of families engaged in child welfare services, 

and parents/guardians of youth on probation and engaged in demonstration project 

intervention services (e.g., Wraparound). Survey questions were derived from key features of the 

main interventions (e.g., family engagement, child/youth voice) and reviewed by the ESC, which 

also reviewed survey cognitive testing prior to data collection. Surveys were available in an 

online, mobile-friendly format and on paper.  

 

A. Survey Target Numbers, Case Selection, and Distribution 

As stated in the previous semiannual report, the evaluation team worked with individual 

agency liaisons to determine a suitable target number of paper surveys to distribute. The target 

was based on overall caseloads and the previous year’s response rates. The goal was to adopt a 

feasible approach to distributing the target number of surveys that would also ensure a 

response rate large enough to report the results. All child welfare agencies used a target number 

less than their total caseloads, but juvenile probation agencies surveyed all Wraparound 

caseloads because of their smaller sizes. Child welfare agencies selected their target cases either 

by randomly selecting cases or by selecting specific offices or regions for survey distribution. 

Agency staff chose to from three methods of survey distribution: (1) caseworkers or probation 
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officers involved in a child’s case (or interns) handed the survey to the parent; 14 (2) service 

provider staff, such as Wraparound providers or team meeting facilitators, handed the survey to 

the parent; or (3) agency staff mailed the survey to the parent. Parents could: (1) mail the survey 

back using the pre-paid, self-addressed envelope; or (2) return the survey to agency staff in a 

sealed envelope or place it in a nearby drop box so that agency staff could retain parent 

anonymity and mail surveys in bulk. Surveys had only an agency identifier and were therefore 

anonymous, and surveys returned to agency staff were sealed to maintain confidentiality.  

To encourage parent responses, seven agencies across counties distributed an online 

version of the survey consisting of the same questions as the paper version and offered on 

SurveyGizmo.com. Agencies that opted to offer the survey online typically sent out a flyer with a 

URL link along with the paper survey. Some agencies also printed flyers with links and left them 

for any parent to pick up at the agency office, or administered the survey on iPads at office and 

home visits, or emailed/texted the survey link to parents. Upon completion, responses were 

recorded on the SurveyGizmo website. When the survey period was over, researchers disabled 

any new responses from being recorded. Tables 61 and 62 show the number of surveys sent to 

the agencies, number distributed, number returned, response rates, and method of distribution.  

 
  

                                                 

14 All mentions of parents who participated in the survey also included guardians. 



 

 145 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Table 61 
 

Child Welfare Agencies: Number of Surveys Distributed and Returned, Response Rates, and 
Distribution Method 

County Target 
Number 

Adjusted 
Number* 

Number 
Distributed 

Online† 

Number 
Returned 

Response 
Rate 

Distribution 
Method 

Alameda 490 448 448 19 4% Mailed out, online 

Los Angeles 8,822 8,822 -- 40 <1% Handed out 

Sacramento 429 353 353 35 10% Mailed out, online 

San Diego 1,018 1,018 300 82 6% Mailed out, online 

San Francisco 120 120 -- 1 <1% Mailed out 

Santa Clara -- -- -- 65 -- Online 

Sonoma 225 210 210 22 10% Mailed out, online 

*Target number minus returned mail or surveys not distributed. 
†Some counties were unable to track the number of online surveys distributed. 
 

Table 62 
 

Juvenile Probation Agencies: Number of Surveys Distributed and Returned, Response Rates, and 
Distribution Method 

County Target 
Number 

Adjusted 
Number* 

Number 
Distributed 

Online† 

Number 
Returned 

Response 
Rate 

Distribution 
Method 

Alameda 100 100 -- 2 2% Mailed out 

Los Angeles 304 259 100 139 39% Mailed out, online 

Sacramento 100 100 -- 22 22% Mailed out 

San Diego 72 26 -- 10 38% Mailed out 

San Francisco 30 19 -- 3 16% Mailed out 

Santa Clara -- -- 85 71 84% Online 

Sonoma 24 20 -- 11 55% Mailed out 

*Target number minus returned mail or surveys not distributed. 
†Some counties were unable to track the number of online surveys distributed. 
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Response rates ranged from less than 1% to 84% across agencies in the three sample 

groups: parents investigated by child welfare, parents who received family maintenance or 

reunification services from child welfare, and parents of youth with an open probation case. 

Probation agencies achieved higher response rates, with a total of 260 surveys returned.15 A 

total of 172 parents who had open child welfare cases from October to December 2018 

completed the survey. An additional 92 parents who were under investigation at that time also 

completed the survey. It is striking that response rates varied so much from agency to agency, 

though in some counties, the response rate could not be calculated because not all counties 

tracked the number of online links sent to parents. 

Child welfare agencies received 264 survey responses in 2018 and 606 in 2017. The total 

number of juvenile probation responses increased from 232 in 2017 to 260 in 2018. 

 

B. Survey Demographics  

The surveys included optional demographics questions for participants regarding 

gender, race/ethnicity, number of children involved with child welfare or juvenile probation, and 

number of days involved with child welfare or juvenile probation. 

Survey respondents overwhelmingly identified as female across the three sample groups, 

ranging from 74–81% of total respondents (Figure 76), as has been true for the last three years.  

When asked about ethnicity, 63% of juvenile probation respondents indicated that they 

identify as Hispanic/Latino. Among child welfare agencies, most respondents identified 

                                                 

15 One juvenile probation survey respondent did not identify a county. 
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themselves as Hispanic/Latino or white. The proportion of black/African American respondents 

is low (17–22%) relative to the population of black/African American individuals in the systems, 

and white respondents are overrepresented (27–54%; Figure 77).16 

 

Figure 7617 

Gender of Survey Respondents

23% 20% 17%

74% 79% 75%

3% 0% <1%

Child Welfare Open Case
(N = 172)

Child Welfare Investigation
(N = 92)

Probation Open Case
(N = 260)

Male Female Missing  
 
 
 

                                                 

16 Figure categories were grouped differently on the survey and combined here due to sample size. The categories 
Pacific Islander, Native Hawaiian, and Asian, as well as American Indian and Alaska Native, appeared as separate 
response options; multiple ethnicities/other includes respondents who indicated multiple ethnicities and/or indicated 
an ethnicity not listed on the survey. 
 
 

17 No survey respondents indicated themselves to be transgender; this response option is therefore not included in 
the figure. The 2016 survey listed transgender alongside male and female gender options, and this was removed for 
the 2017 and 2018 surveys to address the error in terminology and to maintain their confidentiality. 
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Figure 77 

Ethnicity of Survey Respondents

9% 5% 3%

22% 17% 18%

47% 42%

63%

6%
13%

5%

35%

54%

27%
18% 20% 21%

Child Welfare Open Case
(N = 172)

Child Welfare Investigation
(N = 92)

Probation Open Case
(N = 260)

American Indian/Alaska Native Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian/Asian
White Multiple Ethnicities/Other  

 
 

Figure 78 shows the number of children per survey respondent, and Figure 79 shows the 

number of days that the family was involved with the child welfare and/or juvenile probation 

system.  

 
 

Figure 78 

Number of Children/Youth 
Per Survey Respondent

2% 2% <1%

38%
46%

80%

56% 50%

14%
3% 2% 6%

Child Welfare Open Case
(N = 172)

Child Welfare Investigation
(N = 92)

Probation Open Case
(N = 260)

0 One Two or More Missing  
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Figure 79 

Survey Respondent Involvement With 
CWS/Probation (in Days)

40%

12%

37%
26%

2%

25%30%

85%

32%

4% 1% 6%

Child Welfare Open Case
(N = 172)

Child Welfare Investigation
(N = 92)

Probation Open Case
(N = 260)

1–15 Days 16–30 Days 31 Days or More Missing  
 
 
 
C. Results 

 Figures 80 through 97 below compare 2016 survey item results with those in 2017 and 

2018.18 For each question, the chart shows the percentage of respondents who answered 

“always/often,” “strongly agree/agree,” “extremely/very likely,” or “yes” depending on the 

response options. Due to the small sample size for some counties, differences should be 

interpreted with caution.  

 

                                                 

18 The survey item “My caseworker/probation officer does not understand where I am coming from” is not included. 
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Figure 80 
Overall, how often does the probation officer/caseworker 

listen to what you and your family members say?

% Answering Always/Often

78%
71%

87%

66%
74%

87%

CWOC CWOI P2016 (N = 871) 2016 (N = 149) 2016 (N = 318)
2017 (N = 435) 2017 (N = 171) 2017 (N = 232)
2018 (N = 171) 2018 (N = 92) 2018 (N = 259)

Child Welfare Open Case Child Welfare Investigation Probation Open Case

75%

57%

88%

 
 
 
 

Figure 81 
Overall, how often does the probation officer/caseworker consider 
your opinions before making decisions with you and your family?

% Answering Always/Often

74%

64%

87%

64%
70%

85%

CWOC CWOI P
2016 (N = 866) 2016 (N = 146) 2016 (N = 318)
2017 (N = 431) 2017 (N = 169) 2017 (N = 229)
2018 (N = 170) 2018 (N = 92) 2018 (N = 259)

Child Welfare Open Case Child Welfare Investigation Probation Open Case

67%

54%

84%
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Figure 82 
How often does the probation officer/caseworker notice 

the things that you and your family do well?

% Answering Always/Often

76%

63%

82%

65%
69%

83%

CWOC CWOI P
2016 (N = 868) 2016 (N = 147) 2016 (N = 317)
2017 (N = 431) 2017 (N = 168) 2017 (N = 228)
2018 (N = 172) 2018 (N = 92) 2018 (N = 259)

Child Welfare Open Case Child Welfare Investigation Probation Open Case

65%
60%

87%

 
 
 
 

Figure 83 
I believe my family will get the help we need from 

probation services/this agency.

% Answering Strongly Agree/Agree

75%
69%

86%

64% 65%

89%

CWOC CWOI P
2016 (N = 868) 2016 (N = 147) 2016 (N = 317)
2017 (N = 431) 2017 (N = 162) 2017 (N = 231)
2018 (N = 171) 2018 (N = 91) 2018 (N = 259)

Child Welfare Open Case Child Welfare Investigation Probation Open Case

66% 62%

83%

 
 
 
 



 

 152 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Figure 84 
I really want to make use of the services probation/this 

agency is providing me.

% Answering Strongly Agree/Agree
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72%
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Figure 85 
Working with probation/this agency has given me more 

hope about my future.

% Answering Strongly Agree/Agree
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Figure 86 
I think my probation officer/caseworker and I respect 

each other.

% Answering Strongly Agree/Agree
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Figure 87 
I am really involved in working with probation/this 

agency.
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 154 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Figure 88 
My probation officer/caseworker and I agree about what 

is best for my child.

% Answering Strongly Agree/Agree
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Figure 89 
I think things will get better for my child(ren) because 

probation/this agency is involved.
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 155 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

Figure 90 
What probation/this agency wants me to do is the same 

as what I want.
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Figure 91 
Probation/this agency is helping me take care of some 

problems in our lives.
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Figure 92 
I believe probation/this agency is helping my family get 

stronger.
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Figure 93 
This probation officer/caseworker has asked me about 

family and friends who can support my child.
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Figure 94 
This probation officer/caseworker has attempted to learn 

about my family's values, beliefs, and traditions.
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Figure 95 
This probation officer/caseworker has worked with me to 

find services that my family needs.
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Figure 96 
This probation officer/caseworker's goals for my family 

are the same as mine.
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Figure 97 
How likely are you to contact your probation officer/caseworker 

if you or your family need help in the future?
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1. Child Welfare Open Cases 

In general, survey respondents expressed a more positive perception of their 

caseworkers in 2018 than in 2017. However, when comparing responses in 2018 to 2016, a lower 

percentage of respondents responded positively to most survey items. The most significant 

decline from 2016 to 2018 was a 10% drop in the number of respondents who agreed or 

strongly agreed that their family would get the help they needed from the child welfare agency.  

The two items with higher percentages of positive responses were on respondent 

engagement with the child welfare agency. In 2018, 92% agreed or strongly agreed with the 

statement “I really want to make use of the services this agency is providing me” and 87% with “I 

am really involved in working with this agency.” Over the years, respondents have continued to 

assess their level of engagement in their children’s cases more positively than the efforts of their 

caseworkers. 

 On the other hand, parent perceptions of caseworkers’ cultural awareness and humility 

continues to be an issue of concern. The lowest percentage of positive responses in 2018 was to 

the statement “This caseworker has attempted to learn about my family's values, beliefs, and 

traditions,” with 59% answering “Yes.” This item also had the lowest percentage of positive 

responses in 2016 (64%) and the second lowest in 2017 (57%). 

Following is a highlight of important findings for individual agencies. This report does 

not discuss or reproduce scores for individual agencies where the number of survey 

respondents, for any given survey (probation, child welfare investigation, or child welfare 

ongoing cases) was 20 or fewer. This year the evaluation team also used an alternative way of 

analyzing the scores from the parent surveys for individual counties by finding a mean score for 

every item. The mean was found by assigning scores ranging from 1–5 depending on the 
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number of answer options per question, e.g., from 5 for “Strongly Agree” to 1 for “Strongly 

Disagree.”19 Responses of “Yes” were worth 3, “Sometimes” were worth 2, and “No” were 

worth 1.  

 

a. Los Angeles County 

In Los Angeles County, only 35 parents with an open case responded to the survey in 

2018—a steep decline compared with the 215 respondents in 2017. Overall, participant 

responses were much more positive in 2018 than in 2017. However, the margin of error was also 

large for responses in 2018.  

For 2018, the items with the highest percentage of positive responses (91%) were: “I 

really want to make use of the services this agency is providing me,” “I think my caseworker and 

I respect each other,” “My caseworker and I agree about what is best for my child,” and “Overall, 

how often does the caseworker listen to what you and your family members say?” The item with 

the lowest percentage of strongly agree/agree responses (74%) was ”I believe my family will get 

the help we need from this agency.”  

When analyzing the scores using the mean score per item, the evaluation team found 

that in Los Angeles County, the mean improved for every item from 2017 to 2018. The item with 

greatest improvement in mean score, from 3.34 to 4.24 (out of 5), was “How likely are you to 

contact your caseworker if you or your family need help in the future?”  

 

  

                                                 

19 One exception to this method was the item “It is hard for me to work with the caseworker assigned to me.” 
“Strongly Disagree” was worth 5 and “Strongly Agree” was worth 1. 
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b. Sacramento County 

In Sacramento County, the sample size of respondents in 2018 was 31—similar to their 

28 respondents in 2017. Overall, respondents expressed more favorable opinions of their 

caseworkers in 2018. The item with the highest percentage of positive responses was “I am really 

involved in working with this agency,” where 94% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed; this 

item focuses more on self-evaluation than agency or caseworker evaluation. The item with the 

lowest percentage of positive responses was “This caseworker has attempted to learn about my 

family’s values, beliefs, and traditions,” where only 58% of respondents answered “Yes.” 

In analyzing the mean score per item, the evaluation team found that in Sacramento 

County, like in Los Angeles County, the mean improved for every item. The item with the 

greatest improvement, from 3.38 to 4.25 (out of 5), was “How often does the caseworker notice 

the things that you and your family do well?”  

 

c. Santa Clara County 

Santa Clara County had 51 respondents in 2018, compared with 20 in 2017. The item 

with the highest percentage of positive responses was “I really want to make use of the services 

this agency is providing me,” with 96% of respondents indicating that they strongly agreed or 

agreed. This is again mostly a self-evaluation rather than an evaluation of the agency or 

caseworkers. The item with the lowest percentage of positive responses was “This caseworker 

has attempted to learn about my family’s values, beliefs, and traditions,” with 50% of 

respondents answering “Yes.” 

Because Santa Clara County did not have more than 20 responses in 2017, a comparison 

of 2017 and 2018 mean scores for open child welfare cases is not included. 
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d. Sonoma County 

Sonoma County had 22 respondents in 2018 and only 12 in 2017. The item with the 

lowest percentage of positive responses was “It is hard for me to work with the caseworker 

assigned to me,” where 37% of respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed. The item with the 

highest percentage of positive responses was “I am really involved in working with this agency,” 

where 85% of strongly agreed or agreed. As aforementioned, this is mostly a self-evaluation 

rather than an evaluation of caseworkers or the agency. 

Because Sonoma County did not have more than 20 responses in 2017, a comparison of 

2017 and 2018 scores for open child welfare cases is not included. 

 

2. Child Welfare Investigations 

In general, survey respondents expressed a more negative perception of their 

caseworkers in 2018 than in 2017. The item with the greatest negative change was “I think my 

caseworker and I respect each other”; there was a decrease of 22% in parents answering strongly 

agree/agree to this question. Questions that had a more negative response thematically dealt 

with how parents perceived their relationship with their caseworker. Survey responses indicate 

that a proportion of parents believe their voices are not being heard and that they think their 

values and opinions are not being taken into consideration.  

Responses to the following items showed positive improvement: “This agency is helping 

me take care of some of the problems in our lives,” “I really want to make use of the services this 

agency is providing me,” and “I am really involved in working with this agency.” These positive 

results are reflected in the differences between 2017 and 2018 and between 2016 and 2018.  
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a. San Diego County 

A total of 67 parents with an open investigation responded to the San Diego County 

survey in 2018, a significant increase from 27 respondents in 2017. Overall, responses for 2018 

were much more negative than in 2017. The items with the most negative change were: “Overall, 

how often does the caseworker listen to what you and your family members say?,” “Overall, how 

often does the caseworker consider your opinions before making decisions with you and your 

family?,” and “My caseworker understands where I am coming from.”  

It is important to note that San Diego County offered incentives to survey participations. 

Generally, incentives reduce response bias by giving people who have no strong feelings a 

reason to reply, resulting in more positive responses. This was not the case for San Diego 

County, however. The evaluation team is uncertain whether the responses became more 

negative because of an increase in negative experiences or because the new sampling approach 

unexpectedly caused people with negative opinions to participate.  

An analysis using the mean score per item showed that in San Diego County, the mean 

was lower for every item in 2018 than in 2017. 

 

3. Juvenile Probation 

In general, juvenile probation survey respondents showed mixed results in 2018 

compared to 2017 and 2016. In 2018, the item with the highest percentage of positive responses 

in juvenile probation was “I think my probation officer and I respect each other,” where 97% of 

respondents strongly agreed or agreed and no one disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

The item that showed greatest positive improvement from 2017 to 2018 was “This 

probation officer has attempted to learn about my family's values, beliefs, and traditions”; in 
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2018, an additional 7% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed. However, when comparing 

2016 with 2018, there was a 1% decline in positive responses to this item. The item with the 

greatest decrease in positive responses from 2017 to 2018 was “I believe my family will get the 

help we need from probation services,” where 6% fewer respondents strongly agreed or agreed.  

 

a. Los Angeles County 

In Los Angeles County, there were 139 survey respondents in 2018, compared with 

103 respondents in 2017. This number, however, was still lower than the 192 respondents in 

2016. The item with the highest percentage of positive responses in 2018 was to the question on 

whether the parent felt that the probation officer and the parent respect each other, where 99% 

of respondents strongly agreed or agreed with the statement and no one disagreed or strongly 

disagreed.  

When using the means to compare scores from 2018 to 2017, the evaluation team found 

mixed results. The item with greatest improvement was “This caseworker has attempted to learn 

about my family’s values, beliefs, and traditions,” where the mean improved from 2.58 in 2017 to 

2.69 in 2018. The item with the greatest decrease was “How likely are you to contact your 

caseworker if you or your family need help in the future?,” where the mean went from 4.30 in 

2017 to 4.07 in 2018.  

Los Angeles juvenile probation has had an open supervisory position over the relevant 

unit as of last August. They have identified a new person to fill the role and a member of their 

leadership anticipates improved family engagement. Some of the decreases between 2017 and 

2018 may be related to the lack of supervision in the county.  
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b. Sacramento County 

The number of respondents in Sacramento County decreased from 44 in 2017 to 22 in 

2018. Items with the highest percentage of positive responses in 2018 were those on whether 

the respondent wanted to make use of the services that probation was providing and on 

whether the respondent and probation officer respect each other, where 100% of respondents 

strongly agreed or agreed with the statements. The item with the lowest percentage of positive 

responses in 2018 was “This caseworker has asked me about family and friends who can support 

my child,” where 74% of respondents answered “Yes.” 

When using the means to compare the scores from 2018 to 2017, the evaluation team 

found mixed results. The item with greatest improvement was “How likely are you to contact 

your caseworker if you or your family need help in the future?,” where the mean improved from 

3.57 in 2017 to 4.14 in 2018. The item “It is hard for me to work with the probation officer 

assigned to me” had the biggest decline, with a mean of 4.44 in 2017 and 4.24 in 2018. 

 

c. Santa Clara County 

Santa Clara juvenile probation had 71 respondents in 2018 and 51 in 2017. The greatest 

percentage of positive responses in 2018 (91% agreed or strongly agreed) was to the item “I 

think my probation officer and I respect each other.” The item with the lowest percentage of 

positive responses in 2018 (53% disagreed or strongly disagreed) was “It is hard for me to work 

with the probation officer assigned to me.” 

When using the means to compare the scores from 2018 to 2017 in Santa Clara County, 

the evaluation team found that most of the means decreased. The largest decrease was to the 

item “It is hard for me to work with the probation officer assigned to me,” where the mean went 
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from 3.66 in 2017 to 3.26 in 2018. However, the item with the greatest improvement was “This 

probation officer has attempted to learn about my family’s values, beliefs, and traditions.”, where 

the mean increased from 2.69 in 2017 to 2.79 in 2018. 

 

D. Limitations 

There are some evident limitations with the analysis of the parent survey results. One is 

the small sample size and rate of return (i.e., few parents who received the surveys completed 

and returned them). This may mean that those who returned the surveys felt strongly one way 

or another about the services provided by child welfare and juvenile probation agencies. 

Likewise, even though the survey was intended to remain anonymous, some caseworkers 

handed out the surveys to parents. This might have led to a social desirability bias, as some 

parents might have believed that caseworkers could access their responses once submitted; in 

addition, any study that relies on non-research staff to disseminate surveys could be 

contaminated. The online survey yielded more negative results than in the past, suggesting that 

either there has been a negative change in the impressions of parent engagement or that there 

is less social desirability bias online than when receiving a form from a worker. Survey incentives 

may also draw out individuals not heard from in previous years. While this is likely to engage 

people with more diverse opinions, it does introduce problems with tracking change over time. 

Selection bias may have operated differently from one year to the next, as methods of 

distributing the surveys were not consistent. Generally, the evaluation team recommends using 

the surveys for continuous quality improvement processes but not relying on surveys alone as 

evidence of the waiver’s effectiveness. 

 



 

 167 © 2019 by NCCD, All Rights Reserved 

 

VI. COST STUDY RESULTS 

 
The objective of the cost study is to determine the impact of the demonstration project’s 

flexible funding on the child welfare and juvenile justice/probation expenditures in participating 

California counties. This section focuses on the changes in cost of services to children and 

families in the demonstration project counties over time. If data allow, future reports will 

examine any shifts in cost sub-categories (e.g., shifts from probation and  

foster-care-related costs to non-probation- and non-foster-care-related services). 
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A. Research Questions 

The demonstration project includes three cost study research questions. 

 
• Research Question 1: What are the service costs of the demonstration project 

compared with costs prior to the demonstration project? 
 

» Research Question 1a: What is the cost of out-of-home (foster care) 
placement? 

 
» Research Question 1b: What are the total costs of services provided by the 

child welfare and probation agencies? 
 

• Research Question 2: What are the service costs of the interventions elected by 
the demonstration project counties? 
 

• Research Question 3: What are the local, state, and federal sources funding the 
demonstration project in each county? 

 
 

The current report features findings from the cost study that address research questions 

1 and 2. The first question examines overall cost trends and trends in out-of-home placement 

services and assistance payments to describe the effect of flexible funding on costs. The 

evaluation team has made progress toward data sources and methods that more 

comprehensively describe the costs of out-of-home placement services and assistance 

payments, thanks to consultation with CDSS, and that work will be presented in future reports. 

The second question describes the service costs on specific interventions under the waiver. The 

findings explore the differences in expenses before and after flexible funding became available. 

The waiver’s flexibility may allow participating child welfare and probation agencies to provide 

more cost-efficient services. Future reports will feature findings from Research Question 3. 
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B. Data Sources and Methods 

Research Question 1: What are the service costs of the demonstration project compared 
with costs prior to the demonstration project? 
 

Research Question 1 is perhaps the most complicated and requires several data sources. Data 

must be appropriate for the desired time period (pre- or post-waiver implementation) and must 

provide an accurate comparison of the costs of administering services during those time 

periods. This includes administrative costs (e.g., caseworker labor hours and direct program 

costs) and costs of providing assistance (e.g., foster family home payments). In addition, 

child/youth movement through the child welfare system (e.g., out-of-home placements) should 

be examined and accounted for to show a valid cost-per-case longitudinal trend. Most data 

review meetings and subsequent evaluation team activities have focused on Research 

Question 1.  

Table 63 summarizes the primary elements measuring research question 1 and the data 

sources used in this report for the pre- and post-demonstration project periods. Data sources 

include these state-level forms.  

 
• County Expense Claim (CEC) 

 
• Casework Time Study and Salary Distribution Summary: Time Study 

Hours/Observation by Salary Pool/Program (DFA55) 
 

• Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Foster Care (FC): Caseload 
Movement and Expenditures Report (CA 237 FC) 
 

• Quarterly Fiscal Supplemental Form (QFSF) 
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• Preplacement Preventive Services Monthly Statistical Report (SOC 291) 
 

• Foster Care Information System (FCIS) Family Reunification, Permanent 
Placement, and Family Maintenance Caseload Movement Activity and Average 
Case Months (FCI 561) 

 
 

Table 63 
 

Research Question 1 Data Sources 

Pre-/Post-Waiver Administrative 
Costs 

Assistance 
Expenditures 

Out-of-Home Placement 
Cases 

Pre-Waiver CEC/DFA55 CA 237 FC CA 237 FC/SOC 291/FCI 561 

Post-Waiver CEC/QFSF/DFA55 CA 237 FC/QFSF CA 237 FC/SOC 291/FCI 561 
 

 
Research Question 2: What are the service costs of the interventions elected by the 
demonstration project counties? 
 
The sole data source for research question 2 is the QFSF, which was developed in part to 

capture each county’s costs related to specific interventions under the demonstration project.  

 

C. County Expense Claim  

The CEC records administrative cost data, built up from direct costs and a time-study 

measurement of labor hours by agency workers, and then determines the portion of these costs 

that should be charged to federal, state, county, or health funding sources. Figure 98 is a manual 

flowchart overview of the claim process from initial time study to program funding output. 
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Figure 98 
County Expense Claim Flowchart 

 

 

 
A brief overview from the CEC Guidelines and Procedures Manual explains the overall 

function and necessity of the CEC. 

 
In California, welfare programs are state-supervised, but county administered. Used in this 
context, “welfare” refers to all the programs the County Agency typically administers. 
Under this state-supervised arrangement, the California Department of Social Services 
(CDSS) issues applicable regulations to the County Agency on how these programs are to 
be administered. As part of this regulatory process, CDSS sets county standards for 
obtaining state and federal reimbursement for costs incurred in administering these 
mandated programs. The County Expense Claim (CEC) is the vehicle used by counties to 
obtain such reimbursement. Counties now have the option to direct charge support 
operation to programs. The County Agency is obligated to process the CEC in accordance 
with State instructions (County Welfare Directors Association of California, 2005, p. 1).  
 

The CEC organizes its claim-level data by program code with descriptions such as “Foster 

Parent Recruitment” or “Kinship and Foster Care Emergency Funds.” The waiver project only 
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allows a subset of CEC codes to be paid by project funds, as described in the annual Title IV-E 

project plan, the result being the county fiscal letter regarding this reporting period focused on 

the 2016–17 waiver planning allocation.20 However, to fully examine the waiver’s effect on the 

costs incurred by child welfare and probation agencies, it is necessary to look at all of the child 

welfare administrative costs, not only project-eligible codes, as the project’s flexible funding may 

affect the costs of non-project activities. CEC codes evolve over time. The evaluation team is 

working closely with CDSS to ensure that identified codes are consistently measuring 

administrative costs for the same set of activities for pre- and post-waiver periods.  

 

D. DFA55  

The DFA55 is a labor report titled “Casework Time Study and Salary Distribution 

Summary: Time Study Hours/Observation by Salary Pool/Program.” It lists the total labor hours 

calculated from the time study of social workers for each four-digit time-study code. DFA55 

labor data is at a high level of detail in labor hours rather than dollars. This higher level of detail 

allows us to examine subgroups of four key service units within the child welfare agency: 

emergency assistance/emergency response (EA/ER), family maintenance, family reunification, 

and permanent placement. Because the DFA55 report is in labor hours rather than dollars, the 

evaluation team has used a methodology provided by CDSS to apply the proportion of hours 

from each time-study code to the appropriate unit (e.g., family maintenance) for each county 

                                                 

20 California Department of Social Services. (2017, February 9). Fiscal Year 2016–17 Title IV-E California Well-Being 
Project planning allocation [CFL 16/17-51]. Retrieved from http://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/9/16-17_51.pdf?ver=2017-
02-10-150638-300 

http://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/9/16-17_51.pdf?ver=2017-02-10-150638-300
http://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/9/16-17_51.pdf?ver=2017-02-10-150638-300
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and quarter. This methodology should fully adjust for any wage differences among counties. 

However, it may not perfectly account for differences in wage rates among units, such as family 

maintenance labor versus permanent placement labor. Given the variability in staffing and the 

allocation of staff across units within counties, the evaluation team does not expect the wage 

differences among units to be large enough to affect findings. 

 

E. California 237 Foster Care Form 

CA 237 FC is a CDSS form titled “Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Foster 

Care (FC): Caseload Movement and Expenditures Report.” It is point-in-time data submitted by 

each county in California each month, containing aggregated expenditures and case counts for 

foster care out-of-home placements for children ages 0–18. The data are reported across three 

foster care categories—foster family home, foster family agency, and group home—and are 

reported for both federal and non-federal cases.  

The expenditures data in CA 237 FC represent the net amount of all cash grant assistance 

made to out-of-home placement providers. The number of children served by the provider and 

the determined assistance rate for each child drives the amount of assistance expenditures. The 

assistance rate covers direct assistance to the child for board and care needs, as well as social 

worker and other administrative costs incurred for children placed in facilities such as group 

homes and foster family agencies. This report refers to the sum of these elements as assistance 

expenditures. 
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F. Quarterly Fiscal Supplemental Form  

The QFSF reports aggregated administrative and assistance payment costs payable 

under the waiver each quarter for each waiver county. It was created for the most recent waiver 

period, starting in FY 2014–15, and cannot be used as a data source in a pre-project analysis. For 

Research Question 1, the QFSF is used to verify the subset of CEC codes the evaluation team is 

using to measure the project’s administrative costs. 

Comparable sources of cost data that cover pre–demonstration project periods are 

needed to make a valid pre-/post-implementation comparison. In addition, to compare trends 

between project and non-project counties, data sources with information on all 58 California 

counties are preferred. Because of this, the data sources used in this report are the CEC for 

administrative cost data and CA 237 FC for assistance expenditures and out-of-home placement 

case counts. The CEC and CA 237 FC record costs and cases separately for each California 

county, while the QFSF only reports on the seven demonstration project counties. For the seven 

demonstration project counties where the QFSF is available (2014 and beyond), the 

administrative costs in the CEC and the assistance payment costs in the CA 237 FC should be 

very close to what is reported in the QFSF. 

 For Research Question 2, the QFSF contains quarterly administrative and direct costs 

towards the primary demonstration interventions, SOP/CPM and Wraparound, as well as all 

county-elected interventions. 
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G. SOC 291 and FCI 561 

SOC 291 and FCI 561 are monthly reports that capture detailed point-in-time case 

counts of child welfare units. The evaluation team averaged the point-in-time case counts across 

three consecutive months to the quarterly level; averaged case counts have been used as the 

denominator in calculating the cost-per-case metrics of the EA/ER, family maintenance, family 

reunification, and permanent placement child welfare units. 

 

H. Cost Trends 

The primary cost outcome variable used to examine cost trends is total expenses divided 

by number of children served, or cost per case. This approach is typically straightforward at an 

aggregated level, but when analyzing specific units, it can be very difficult to restrict costs and 

count cases appropriately, as costs may support multiple programs and cases flow among 

different programs.  

When analyzing specific services, such as family maintenance activities, only the 

administrative caseworker costs that can be specifically attributed to those units are counted, by 

using the DFA55 report. This approach potentially undercounts the total costs associated with 

these units, as shared time-study categories, such as training, cannot be split across groups and 

are not used in cost analysis across units. The evaluation team and CDSS have recently discussed 

generating cost adjustments with the goal of measuring these units’ costs as accurately as 

possible. 

The two broad categories of costs that the evaluation team examines are administrative 

costs (primarily the costs of the child welfare and probation staff) and assistance payment costs 
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(paid directly to foster care providers, group homes, relative caregivers, etc.). The CEC and 

DFA55 report on a three-month quarterly period while CA 237 FC reports monthly. When 

combining data sources, the evaluation team aggregated CA 237 FC data across three months 

up to a quarterly level. 

The regional scope of analysis is at four different levels, including the following.  

 
• California statewide, including all 58 counties 
• Each demonstration project county 
• The subgroup of the seven demonstration project counties in aggregate 
• The subgroup of 49 non-demonstration project counties in aggregate 

 
 

Lake and Butte counties are excluded from both subgroups, as they were initially among 

the second cohort of demonstration project counties but they subsequently left the project.21 

Their data are used only in the statewide analysis. These four regional groups allow the analysis 

to examine the overall statewide trend, examine the individual trends among the specific 

demonstration project counties, and perform an aggregate comparison between project and 

non-project counties. 

The chronological scope of analysis is July 2009 through present day, data permitting. 

This range of time provides a sufficient preliminary period to examine pre-/post-implementation 

trends for the second cohort of demonstration project counties.22 For the first cohort of counties 

                                                 

21 Lake and Butte are considered smaller in comparison to other California counties. Due to the two counties’ size and 
their short-term participation in the waiver project, CDSS expects that the two counties’ change in status from 
demonstration to non-demonstration counties will not significantly affect fiscal trends for either the demonstration or 
the non-demonstration groups.  
 
22 Some counties in the waiver demonstration project have participated in the first (Cohort 1) and the second 
(Cohort 2) iterations of the project. 
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who opted into the Waiver Demonstration Project, the chronological scope also covers the 

transitional time period between the first demonstration project (ending in 2011), the extension 

(ending in 2014), and the initiation of the second project, leaving no range of time unanalyzed.  

Research Question 1a examines trends for out-of-home placement costs. The primary outcome 

metric of interest is cost per case. The three primary data elements to calculate this are 

administrative costs (specifically related to out-of-home placement), assistance expenditures, 

and the number of out-of-home placement cases. The evaluation team is still refining its 

approach in accurately attributing administrative costs to out-of-home-placements, and while 

this report only counts administrative caseworker labor costs, future reports will include other 

types of administrative cost. 

This report features two separate analyses of out-of-home-placement data sources: (1) 

out-of-home assistance expenditures and point-in-time case counts, provided by the CA 237 FC 

for all 58 counties, monthly, as far back as 2009; and (2) unit caseworker costs and point-in-time 

case counts, provided by the CEC, DFA55, SOC 291, and FCI 561. The CA 237 FC data are 

reported for three categories of out-of-home placement: foster family homes, foster family 

agencies, and group homes.  

Note that the CA 237 FC out-of-home placement categories differ from those tracked in 

CWS/CMS, which makes direct comparisons of placement data across systems problematic. In 

this report, the unit-level data describe four child welfare service areas: EA/ER, family 

maintenance, family reunification, and permanent placement.  

Administrative cost data from the CEC are reported at the quarterly level, which would 

normally require aggregation of CA 237 FC’s monthly data up to the quarterly level. The 
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evaluation team continues to work with CDSS to confirm accurate merging of these disparate 

data sources. Therefore, the team has not yet combined CEC administrative cost data with the 

CA 237 FC data. Currently, the out-of-home placement assistance data are reported at the 

higher-detail monthly level, while the child welfare unit-level analysis is reported at the quarterly 

level. 

For the first out-of-home placement cost analysis, the metrics reported are monthly 

assistance expenditures, monthly point-in-time out-of-home placement case counts, and the 

quotient between them (monthly assistance expenditures divided by case counts). These metrics 

are reported for California overall, each of the seven demonstration project counties, the 

aggregate of all seven project counties, and the aggregate of all 49 non-project counties.  

The second analysis reports quarterly child welfare unit costs, quarterly point-in-time 

case counts by unit, and the quotient between them (unit costs divided by case counts) for four 

child welfare units. These metrics are reported for California overall, each of the seven waiver 

counties, the aggregate of all seven waiver counties, and the aggregate of all 49 non-waiver 

counties. 

Research Question 1b examines systemwide cost trends. Just as in Research Question 1a, 

the primary outcome metric of interest is cost per case; however, Research Question 1b does not 

restrict costs or cases to out-of-home placement activities. The three primary data elements 

needed to construct total cost per case are administrative costs, assistance expenditures, and 

the total number of cases. The evaluation team used a subset of CEC codes provided by CDSS to 

examine the administrative costs of the child welfare system in both waiver and non-waiver 
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counties, beginning in 2009. CEC administrative cost data are reported quarterly for each 

California county.  

Administrative programs may have changed over time; changes in administrative costs 

may not necessarily represent changes in the costs of a fixed set of programs but may instead 

represent a change in the programs altogether. To show the complete set of costs, total 

assistance expenditures from the CA 237 FC also appear, as seen in Research Question 1a. The 

evaluation team summed monthly CA 237 FC data up to the quarterly level to match the CEC’s 

reporting period. These metrics are also reported for California overall, each of the seven waiver 

counties, the aggregate of all seven waiver counties, and the aggregate of all 49 non-waiver 

counties.  

 

I. Cost Study Findings  

Research Question 1a: What is the cost of out-of-home (foster care) placement?  
 
 

 
1. Out-of-Home Placement: Assistance Expenditures 

Figure 99 shows the total monthly assistance expenditures for all out-of-home 

placements, built up from the rates to providers for board and care. These amounts are 

separated by out-of-home placement category. The vertical line indicates October 1, 2014, when 

the waiver demonstration project was extended for the first cohort of waiver counties and 

initiated for the second cohort. 
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Statewide, roughly half of California’s out-of-home placement assistance expenditures 

are for group homes, while foster family homes and foster family agencies each receive roughly 

one quarter. These trends have remained relatively constant over the past seven years. 

 
 

Figure 99 

 

 

Similar patterns appear in most waiver counties; assistance expenditures of foster family 

homes and foster family agencies are mostly constant and have not significantly changed over 

time. However, assistance expenditures of group homes, which often make up the majority of 

assistance expenditures, are considerably more volatile. The evaluation team welcomes input on 

changes in assistance expenditures of group homes from CDSS and counties with noticeable 

variances. For example, Figure 104 shows that the County of San Francisco had an abrupt 
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change in assistance expenditures around October 2011, prior to the waiver’s implementation. 

The California Fostering Connections to Success Act (Assembly Bill 12), which extended foster 

care coverage to age 21 for eligible candidates, is a possible explanation, but the team would 

expect to see a consistent change across all counties, not just in the County of San Francisco. 

Several CA 237 FC changes occurred in 2017. From November 2016 to June 2017, Los Angeles’ 

CA 237 FC data were revised due to a change in an internal data system. In July 2017, new out-

of-home placement categories were added, and in December 2017, counties started to provide 

data on them (figures 100–106). 

 

Figure 100 
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Figure 101 

 

 
Figure 102 
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Figure 103 

 

 
Figure 104 
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Figure 105 

 

 
Figure 106 
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A comparison of waiver and non-waiver counties shows that the waiver counties have 

managed to keep their total monthly assistance expenditures relatively flat since October 2014, 

while non-waiver counties have an increasing trend (figures 107 and 108). 

 

Figure 107 
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Figure 108 

 
Note: Four non-waiver counties failed to report data on the December 2017 CA 237 FC due to a 
formatting change, causing a sharply lower final data point. 

 

 
2. Out-of-Home Placement: Point-in-Time Case Counts 

Figure 109 shows monthly point-in-time case counts of out-of-home placements as 

reported in the CA 237 FC budgeting report, in total and separated by out-of-home placement 

category. These case counts are used for CDSS fiscal purposes to make assistance payments and 

may vary from the CWS/CMS source used in the outcome study. The outcome study uses 

CWS/CMS case counts because outcomes variables are derived from CWS/CMS data. The 

vertical line indicates October 1, 2014, when the waiver demonstration project was extended for 

the first cohort of counties and initiated for the second cohort of counties. The cost study 

follows categorization of foster home types used for fiscal purposes, which may vary from the 
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source used in the outcomes study. Statewide, more than half of California’s out-of-home 

placement cases are in foster family homes, while foster family agency placements make up 

roughly one third and group homes roughly one sixth. There was a strong trending decrease in 

cases prior to 2013; the trend mostly flattened out through the end of 2015 and has been 

decreasing again for the past several years.  

 

Figure 109 

 

 

Each waiver demonstration project county has differing trends and mixes of out-of-home 

placement cases. For the most part, the case proportion seen in California overall holds, with 

foster family homes representing the majority of cases and group home cases being the least 

common. However, the proportions vary by county. The County of San Diego in particular has a 
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low proportion of cases served by foster family agencies, lower even than their group home 

cases. Santa Clara County has a relatively high proportion of group home cases, and the exact 

number fluctuates greatly month to month (figures 110–116). 

 

Figure 110 
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Figure 111 

 
Note: Los Angeles County changed data systems in 2016, which caused an unusual decrease  
in cases between October 2016 and November 2017. 
 
 

Figure 112 
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Figure 113 

 
 
 

Figure 114 
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Figure 115 

 

 

Figure 116 
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A comparison of waiver and non-waiver counties shows that the proportion of the 

different categories of out-of-home placement cases is similar, with no particularly significant 

trend since 2013 (figures 117 and 118). 

 

Figure 117 
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Figure 118 

 

 

3. Out-of-Home Placement: Assistance Expenditures per Case 

Figures 99–106 display assistance expenditures for the state and individual waiver 

counties. Figures 119–126 examine the quotient (total assistance expenditures divided by total 

cases). This is the foundation for Research Question 1a, as it shows the assistance costs of the 

out-of-home placement categories and their trends over time. In the future, the administrative 

costs of each category will be added. 

Figure 119 shows monthly assistance costs divided by out-of-home placement cases, in 

total and by out-of-home placement category. The vertical line indicates October 1, 2014, when 

the waiver demonstration project was extended for the first cohort of counties and initiated for 

the second cohort of counties. Statewide, group homes have significantly higher assistance 

expenditures on a per-case basis than the other out-of-home placement categories—roughly 
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triple that of foster family agencies and six times that of foster family homes. Assistance 

expenditures per case have been mostly flat for foster family homes and foster family agencies 

but have been steadily increasing for group homes. The evaluation team will watch this trend to 

observe potential future effects of the Continuum of Care Reform. 23 

 

Figure 119 

 

 

  

                                                 

23 Continuum of Care Reform was enacted in the State of California in 2017 to fundamentally shift foster 
care practice. Among other changes, it placed Child and Family Team Meetings at the center of case 
planning decisions, limited the use of group homes, and sought to align payment rates with youth needs. 
The overall reform emphasizes better and more robust systems for identifying and certifying resource 
families and improved mental health service availability and coordination.  
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Figures 120–126 display assistance expenditures for each waiver county. While each 

county has a differing trend of out-of-home placement assistance expenditures per case, the 

general pattern is consistent. The assistance expenditures per case seen in California overall 

holds, with group home placements being considerably more expensive than foster family 

agency placements, which are in turn considerably more expensive than foster family homes. 

However, the assistance expenditures per case varies by county. For example, the County of 

Sonoma has relatively high assistance expenditures per case for foster family agency 

placements. The general trend across most waiver counties is a moderate increase in assistance 

expenditures per case over time. 

 

Figure 120 
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Figure 121 

 
Note: Los Angeles County changed data systems in 2016, causing an unusual decrease in cases 
between October 2016 and November 2017. 
 

Figure 122 
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Figure 123 

 

 

Figure 124 
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Figure 125 

 

 

Figure 126 
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A comparison of waiver and non-waiver counties shows that monthly assistance costs 

per out-of-home placement case are quite similar, and each group shows a moderate increasing 

trend in assistance expenditures per case over time (figures 127 and 128).24 

 

Figure 127 

 

                                                 

24 The increasing trend in assistance expenditures is expected as each year, a cost of living adjustment is applied to 
the rates based on the California Necessities Index. 
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Figure 128 

 
 

 
4. Out-of-Home Placement: Administrative Caseworker Unit Cost 

Figure 129 shows the quarterly caseworker costs for four out-of-home placement units: 

EA/ER, family maintenance, family reunification, and permanent placement. The vertical line 

indicates October 1, 2014, when the waiver demonstration project was extended for the first 

cohort of counties and initiated for the second cohort of counties. Statewide, the family 

maintenance and permanent placement units have similar costs, while family reunification is 

higher. The cost of EA/ER is highest and has steadily increased over time, largely due to Los 

Angeles County.  
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Figure 129 
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Most counties’ out-of-home placement unit costs are similar, with EA/ER and family 

reunification spending being the highest (figures 130–136). However, Alameda and Sonoma 

counties spend more on permanent placement. 

 

Figure 130 
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Figure 131 

 
 
 
 

Figure 132 
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Figure 133 

 

 

Figure 134 
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Figure 135 

 

 

Figure 136 
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A comparison of waiver and non-waiver counties shows that quarterly out-of-home 

placement unit costs are relatively similar. EA/ER costs have increased in waiver counties faster 

than in non-waiver counties. Family reunification uses a higher proportion of caseworker costs in 

non-waiver counties (figures 137 and 138). 

 

Figure 137 
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Figure 138 

 

 
 
5. Out-of-Home Placement: Unit Point-in-Time Case Counts 

Figure 139 shows the average quarterly point-in-time case counts for four out-of-home 

placement units: family maintenance, family reunification, permanent placement, and EA/ER as 

reported in the SOC 291 and FCI 561 reports. The vertical line indicates October 1, 2014, when 

the waiver demonstration project was extended for the first cohort of counties and initiated for 

the second cohort of counties. Statewide, the case trends have remained relatively constant over 

the past seven years, with EA/ER seeing the most cases, permanent placement about half as 

many, and family maintenance and reunification at slightly lower levels.  
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Figure 139 

 
 

 
Similar patterns appear in most project counties (figures 140–146). Los Angeles County 

has a relatively higher proportion of family maintenance cases. The County of San Diego has a 

high proportion of EA/ER cases, while Los Angeles and San Francisco have relatively fewer. 

Sonoma County experienced a sharp rise in EA/ER cases in the past few years. 
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Figure 140 

 

 

Figure 141 
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Figure 142 

 
 

 
Figure 143 
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Figure 144 

 

 

Figure 145 
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Figure 146 

 

 

A comparison of waiver and non-waiver counties shows that out-of-home placement 

unit case counts are fairly similar, though non-waiver counties have more cases in permanent 

placement. Figures 147 and 148 show average quarterly out-of-home placement point-in-time 

case counts for waiver and non-waiver counties. 
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Figure 147 

 

 

Figure 148 
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6. Out-of-Home Placement: Unit Cost per Case 

Figure 149 shows the quarterly unit cost-per-case metric for four out-of-home 

placement units statewide. The vertical line indicates October 1, 2014, when the waiver 

demonstration project was extended for counties in the first cohort and initiated for counties in 

the second cohort. Family reunification cases are more expensive than other units on a per-case 

basis. These trends have remained relatively constant over the past seven years. 

 

Figure 149 

 
 

 
Reflecting the statewide situation, family reunification is the most expensive on a per-

case basis for most counties. It is considerably more expensive in Santa Clara County than in 

other counties, while it is the least expensive in Los Angeles County. The unit with the greatest 
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fluctuations in cost-per-case is EA/ER, which is expensive in Los Angeles, San Francisco, and 

Santa Clara counties but considerably less so in San Diego and Sonoma counties  

(figures 150–156).  

 

Figure 150 
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Figure 151 

 

 

Figure 152 
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Figure 153 

 

 

Figure 154 
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Figure 155 

 

 

Figure 156 
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A comparison of waiver and non-waiver counties shows that quarterly out-of-home 

placement unit cost-per-case metrics are similar, except for EA/ER. This unit is more expensive in 

project counties and shows an increasing trend in cost per case, though this is largely driven by 

Los Angeles County (figures 157 and 158). 

 

Figure 157 
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Figure 158 

 
 
 

 
7. Total Costs 

Research Question 1b: What are the total costs of services provided by the child welfare 
and probation agencies?  

 
Figure 159 shows the total quarterly administrative costs and assistance expenditures in 

the California child welfare system, adjusted with quarterly control variables to show the 

underlying trend without seasonality. Administrative costs cover caseworker wages and direct 

child welfare project costs, while assistance expenditures are payments made to foster families 

and foster care facilities. The vertical line indicates October 1, 2014, when the project was 

extended for counties in the first cohort and initiated for those in the second cohort. Statewide, 

the majority of child welfare system costs are for administrative activities. Since 2014, 

administrative costs have been increasing, while assistance expenditures have remained flat.  
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Figure 159 

 

 

Figures 160–166 display administrative costs for each waiver demonstration project 

county. These figures are not seasonally adjusted, and quarterly variance in administrative cost is 

apparent. 
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Figure 160 

 

 

Figure 161 
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Figure 162 

 
 

 
Figure 163 
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Figure 164 

 
 

 
Figure 165 
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Figure 166 

 
 

 
While the proportion of administrative and assistance expenditures varies for the seven 

waiver counties, they each have similar cost trends. Reflecting the statewide trend, 

administrative costs have been increasing since 2014, while assistance expenditures have been 

flat or decreasing. 

The proportion of all child welfare administrative costs compared to assistance 

expenditures is considerably higher for waiver counties than non-waiver counties. In addition, 

since 2014, child welfare administrative costs have been increasing faster for waiver counties 

while assistance expenditures are increasing faster for non-waiver counties (figures 167 and 

168). These costs have been adjusted with quarterly control variables to show the underlying 

trend without seasonality. 
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Figure 167 

 

 
 

Figure 168 
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8. Intervention Costs 

Research Question 2: What are the service costs of the interventions elected by the 
demonstration project counties?  

 

Each waiver demonstration project county adopted the two mandatory waiver 

interventions: SOP/CPM and Wraparound. Six of the waiver counties adopted at least one 

additional intervention (Table 64).  

 
Table 64 

 
Elective Interventions Adopted by County 

County Elective Interventions 
Alameda Collaborative Court (probation) 

Multi-Disciplinary Family Therapy (probation) 
Commercially Sexually Exploited Children (child welfare) 
Parenting Training Program (child welfare) 
Parenting With Love Limits (probation) 

Los Angeles Partnership for Families (child welfare) 
Prevention and Aftercare (child welfare) 
Functional Family Probation (probation) 
Functional Family Therapy (probation) 

Sacramento Prevention Initiative (child welfare) 
Functional Family Therapy (probation) 
Multisystemic Therapy (probation) 
Family Finding and Kinship Support (child welfare) 

San Diego Permanent Connections (family finding; child welfare and probation) 
Family Visit Coaching (child welfare) 

San Francisco Child Welfare Wraparound (child welfare)  
Parent Partner Program (probation) 

Sonoma Housing Assistance and Permanency Program (child welfare) 
Parent Orientation and Parent Mentor Support (child welfare) 
Placement Parent Group (probation) 
Flexible Funding to Support Well-Being (probation) 

*San Francisco County’s child welfare Wraparound program is categorized as an elective intervention. 
 

Table 65 shows the cumulative total administrative costs and direct expenditures of 

waiver interventions in the California child welfare system per county between October 1, 2014, 

and June 30, 2018. SOP/CPM is the most significant portion of intervention spending in each 
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county, ranging from 70–95% of all county child welfare intervention spending. The portion of 

total spending on county probation Wraparound and other elected interventions varies greatly 

by county. Probation Wraparound is 19% or more of intervention spending in three counties 

(Alameda, Santa Clara, and Sonoma) and less than 6% in the remaining four counties. Other 

elected interventions never account for more than 9% of all intervention spending in any county, 

with the exception of San Francisco’s child welfare Wraparound intervention. The proportional 

amount of spending on other elected interventions is largest in the County of San Francisco 

(22%), followed by Sacramento (9%), Los Angeles (6%), and Sonoma (6%) counties. 

 
Table 65 

 
Waiver Intervention Costs Per County 

County 
SOP/CPM Wraparound Elective  

Interventions 
Total Intervention 

Expenditures 
$ % $ % $ % $ % 

Alameda $84,592,346 70% $31,109,569 26% $4,433,317 4% $120,135,232 100% 

Los Angeles $886,667,888 92% $19,955,043 2% $53,516,923 6% $960,139,854 100% 

Sacramento $196,491,025 88% $6,556,887 3% $20,725,526 9% $223,773,438 100% 

San Diego $113,363,042 95% $1,798,303 2% $3,770,238 3% $118,931,583 100% 

San Francisco $71,051,944 72% $6,322,405* 6% $21,397,645* 22% $98,771,994 100% 

Santa Clara $108,750,192 78% $31,394,742 22% $0 0% $140,144,934 100% 

Sonoma $21,485,757 75% $5,547,938 19% $1,700,406 6% $28,734,101 100% 

Total $1,482,402,194 88% $102,684,887 6% $105,544,055 6% $1,690,631,136 100% 
*San Francisco County’s child welfare Wraparound program is categorized as an elective intervention. 
 
 

J. Conclusion and Next Steps 

While the evaluation team cannot yet make a definitive conclusion from these cost data 

without first merging the out-of-home placement data sources and determining an appropriate 

metric for total children served by the entire child welfare system, the general pattern of 
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increasing administrative costs and decreasing assistance expenditures is precisely the type of 

cost shifting expected.  
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Table A1 
  

Child Welfare Open Cases 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

Overall, how 
often does the 
caseworker 
listen to what 
you and your 
family 
members say? 

Always/Often 679 78% 76% 81% 286 66% 62% 71% 129 75% 69% 81% 

Sometimes 69 8% 6% 10% 76 18% 14% 21% 20 12% 8% 17% 

Rarely/Never 110 13% 11% 15% 62 14% 11% 18% 22 13% 9% 19% 

Does Not Apply 8 1% <1% 2% 7 2% 1% 3% 0 0%     

Total 866 100%   431 100%   171 100%   

Overall, how 
often does the 
caseworker 
consider your 
opinions 
before making 
decisions with 
you and your 
family? 

Always/Often 640 74% 71% 77% 275 64% 59% 68% 113 67% 59% 73% 

Sometimes 80 9% 7% 11% 70 16% 13% 20% 28 17% 12% 23% 

Rarely/Never 134 16% 13% 18% 80 19% 15% 22% 29 17% 12% 23% 

Does Not Apply 12 1% 1% 2% 6 1% 1% 3% 0 0%     

Total 866 100%   431 100%   170 100%   

How often 
does the 
caseworker 
notice the 
things that 
you and your 
family do 
well? 

Always/Often 663 76% 74% 79% 278 65% 60% 69% 118 69% 61% 75% 

Sometimes 83 10% 8% 12% 67 16% 12% 19% 18 11% 7% 16% 

Rarely/Never 109 13% 11% 15% 78 18% 15% 22% 35 20% 15% 27% 

Does Not Apply 13 2% 1% 3% 8 2% 1% 4% 1 1% 0% 3% 

Total 868 100%   431 100%   172 100%   

I believe my 
family will get 
the help we 
need from this 
agency. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 650 75% 72% 78% 277 64% 60% 69% 112 66% 58% 72% 

Not Sure 108 12% 10% 15% 71 17% 13% 20% 35 21% 15% 27% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 110 13% 11% 15% 83 19% 16% 23% 24 14% 9% 20% 

Total 868 100%   431 100%   171 100%   
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Table A1 
  

Child Welfare Open Cases 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

I really want to 
make use of 
the services 
this agency is 
providing me. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 765 88% 86% 90% 356 83% 79% 86% 157 92% 88% 96% 

Not Sure 58 7% 5% 9% 35 8% 6% 11% 8 5% 2% 9% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 42 5% 4% 6% 40 9% 7% 12% 5 3% 1% 6% 

Total 865 100%   431 100%   170 100%   

It is hard for 
me to work 
with the 
caseworker  
assigned to 
me. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 189 22% 19% 25% 123 29% 25% 33% 40 24% 18% 31% 

Not Sure 75 9% 7% 11% 48 11% 9% 15% 22 13% 9% 19% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 592 69% 66% 72% 257 60% 55% 65% 105 63% 55% 70% 

Total 856 100%   428 100%   167 100%   

Working with 
this agency 
has given me 
more hope 
about my 
future. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 587 68% 65% 71% 271 63% 58% 68% 113 67% 60% 74% 

Not Sure 121 14% 12% 17% 62 14% 11% 18% 28 17% 12% 23% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 154 18% 15% 21% 97 23% 19% 27% 28 17% 12% 23% 

Total 862 100%   430 100%   169 100%   

I think my 
caseworker 
and I respect 
each other. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 721 83% 81% 86% 328 77% 73% 81% 140 82% 76% 87% 

Not Sure 66 8% 6% 10% 45 11% 8% 14% 11 6% 4% 11% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 78 9% 7% 11% 54 13% 10% 16% 20 12% 8% 17% 

Total 865 100%   427 100%   171 100%   
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Table A1 
  

Child Welfare Open Cases 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

I am really 
involved in 
working with 
this agency. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 711 83% 80% 85% 330 78% 73% 81% 147 87% 81% 91% 

Not Sure 92 11% 9% 13% 53 12% 10% 16% 15 9% 5% 14% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 54 6% 5% 8% 43 10% 8% 13% 7 4% 2% 8% 

Total 857 100%   426 100%   169 100%   

My 
caseworker 
and I agree 
about what is 
best for my 
child. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 672 79% 76% 82% 299 71% 66% 75% 128 76% 69% 82% 

Not Sure 67 8% 6% 10% 48 11% 9% 15% 10 6% 3% 10% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 111 13% 11% 15% 75 18% 14% 22% 30 18% 13% 24% 

Total 850 100%   422 100%   168 100%   
I think things 
will get better 
for my 
child(ren) 
because this 
agency is 
involved. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 604 71% 68% 74% 271 65% 60% 69% 110 66% 59% 73% 

Not Sure 112 13% 11% 16% 66 16% 13% 19% 28 17% 12% 23% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 133 16% 13% 18% 83 20% 16% 24% 28 17% 12% 23% 

Total 849 100%   420 100%   166 100%   

What this 
agency wants 
me to do is 
the same as 
what I want. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 624 74% 71% 77% 266 63% 58% 68% 127 76% 69% 82% 

Not Sure 100 12% 10% 14% 80 19% 15% 23% 24 14% 10% 20% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 121 14% 12% 17% 76 18% 15% 22% 17 10% 6% 15% 

Total 845 100%   422 100%   168 100%   
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Table A1 
  

Child Welfare Open Cases 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

My 
caseworker 
understands 
where I am 
coming from. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 625 74% 71% 77% 278 65% 61% 70% 118 71% 64% 78% 

Not Sure 110 13% 11% 15% 61 14% 11% 18% 17 10% 6% 16% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 108 13% 11% 15% 87 20% 17% 24% 31 19% 13% 25% 

Total 843 100%   426 100%   166 100%   

This agency is 
helping me 
take care of 
some 
problems in 
our lives. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 642 76% 73% 79% 298 70% 65% 74% 123 74% 67% 80% 

Not Sure 86 10% 8% 12% 45 11% 8% 14% 20 12% 8% 18% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 116 14% 12% 16% 84 20% 16% 24% 23 14% 9% 20% 

Total 844 100%   427 100%   166 100%   

I believe this 
agency is 
helping my 
family get 
stronger. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 616 73% 70% 76% 283 66% 62% 71% 115 69% 62% 76% 

Not Sure 98 12% 10% 14% 52 12% 9% 16% 24 14% 10% 20% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 131 16% 13% 18% 91 21% 18% 25% 28 17% 12% 23% 

Total 845 100%   426 100%   167 100%   
This 
caseworker 
has asked me 
about family 
and friends 
who can 
support my 
child. 

Yes 637 76% 73% 78% 280 66% 62% 71% 120 71% 64% 78% 

No 120 14% 12% 17% 72 17% 14% 21% 23 14% 9% 20% 

Sometimes 60 7% 6% 9% 55 13% 10% 17% 19 11% 7% 17% 

Do Not Know 27 3% 2% 5% 16 4% 2% 6% 6 4% 2% 7% 

Total 844 100%   423 100%   168 100%   
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Table A1 
  

Child Welfare Open Cases 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

This 
caseworker 
has attempted 
to learn about 
my family’s 
values, beliefs, 
and traditions. 

Yes 541 64% 61% 67% 239 57% 52% 61% 100 59% 52% 66% 

No 168 20% 17% 23% 103 24% 20% 29% 44 26% 20% 33% 

Sometimes 90 11% 9% 13% 54 13% 10% 16% 18 11% 7% 16% 

Do Not Know 49 6% 4% 8% 27 6% 4% 9% 7 4% 2% 8% 

Total 848 100%   423 100%   169 100%   

This 
caseworker 
has worked 
with me to 
find services 
that my family 
needs. 

Yes 594 70% 67% 73% 266 63% 59% 68% 115 68% 61% 75% 

No 119 14% 12% 17% 75 18% 14% 22% 29 17% 12% 23% 

Sometimes 104 12% 10% 15% 59 14% 11% 18% 19 11% 7% 17% 

Do Not Know 28 3% 2% 5% 20 5% 3% 7% 6 4% 2% 7% 

Total 845 100%   420 100%   169 100%   

This 
caseworker's 
goals for my 
family are the 
same as mine. 

Yes 581 69% 66% 72% 261 62% 57% 66% 114 67% 60% 74% 

No 113 13% 11% 16% 65 15% 12% 19% 25 15% 10% 21% 

Sometimes 79 9% 8% 12% 59 14% 11% 18% 25 15% 10% 21% 

Do Not Know 72 9% 7% 11% 37 9% 6% 12% 6 4% 2% 7% 

Total 845 100%   422 100%   170 100%   
How likely are 
you to contact 
your 
caseworker if 
you or your 
family need 
help in the 
future? 

Extremely 
Likely/Very Likely 548 66% 62% 69% 232 56% 51% 61% 110 67% 60% 74% 

Somewhat Likely 99 12% 10% 14% 78 19% 15% 23% 24 15% 10% 21% 
Slightly Likely/ 
Not at All Likely 187 22% 20% 25% 105 25% 21% 30% 30 18% 13% 25% 

Total 834 100%   415 100%   164 100%   
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Table A2 
  

Child Welfare Investigations 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low % High % Low % High % Low % High % 

Overall, how 
often does the 
caseworker listen 
to what you and 
your family 
members say? 

Always/Often 104 71% 63% 78% 126 74% 67% 80% 52 57% 46% 66% 

Sometimes 5 3% 1% 7% 16 9% 6% 14% 15 16% 10% 25% 

Rarely/Never 27 18% 13% 25% 14 8% 5% 13% 22 24% 16% 33% 

Does Not Apply 11 8% 4% 13% 14 8% 5% 13% 3 3% 1% 8% 

Total 147 100%   170 100%   92 100%   
Overall, how 
often does the 
caseworker 
consider your 
opinions before 
making decisions 
with you and 
your family? 

Always/Often 94 64% 56% 72% 118 70% 63% 76% 50 54% 44% 64% 

Sometimes 11 8% 4% 13% 10 6% 3% 10% 9 10% 5% 17% 

Rarely/Never 27 19% 13% 25% 20 12% 8% 17% 28 30% 22% 40% 

Does Not Apply 14 10% 6% 15% 21 12% 8% 18% 5 5% 2% 12% 

Total 146 100%   169 100%   92 100%   

How often does 
the caseworker 
notice the things 
that you and 
your family do 
well? 

Always/Often 93 63% 55% 71% 93 63% 55% 71% 55 60% 50% 69% 

Sometimes 7 5% 2% 9% 7 5% 2% 9% 6 7% 3% 13% 

Rarely/Never 26 18% 12% 25% 26 18% 12% 24% 29 32% 23% 42% 

Does Not Apply 21 14% 9% 21% 21 14% 9% 21% 2 2% 1% 7% 

Total 147 100%   168 100%   92 100%   

I believe my 
family will get 
the help we need 
from this agency. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 102 69% 62% 76% 105 65% 57% 72% 56 62% 51% 71% 

Not Sure 25 17% 12% 24% 33 20% 15% 27% 12 13% 7% 21% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 20 14% 9% 20% 24 15% 10% 21% 23 25% 17% 35% 

Total 147 100%   162 100%   91 100%   
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Table A2 
  

Child Welfare Investigations 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low % High % Low % High % Low % High % 

I really want to 
make use of the 
services this 
agency is 
providing me. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 106 73% 65% 79% 117 72% 65% 79% 78 85% 76% 91% 

Not Sure 21 14% 9% 21% 31 19% 14% 26% 8 9% 4% 16% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 19 13% 8% 19% 14 9% 5% 14% 6 7% 3% 13% 

Total 146 100%   162 100%   92 100%   

It is hard for me 
to work with the 
caseworker  
assigned to me. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 36 25% 19% 33% 23 14% 10% 20% 43 47% 37% 57% 

Not Sure 17 12% 7% 18% 18 11% 7% 17% 6 7% 3% 13% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 91 63% 55% 71% 119 74% 67% 81% 43 47% 37% 57% 

Total 144 100%   160 100%   92 100%   

Working with 
this agency has 
given me more 
hope about my 
future. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 81 56% 48% 64% 88 55% 47% 63% 56 62% 51% 71% 

Not Sure 28 19% 14% 27% 45 28% 22% 35% 11 12% 7% 20% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 35 24% 18% 32% 27 17% 12% 23% 24 26% 18% 36% 

Total 144 100%   160 100%   91 100%   

I think my 
caseworker and I 
respect each 
other. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 110 76% 69% 83% 137 85% 79% 90% 58 63% 53% 72% 

Not Sure 17 12% 7% 18% 11 7% 4% 12% 15 16% 10% 25% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 17 12% 7% 18% 13 8% 5% 13% 19 21% 13% 30% 

Total 144 100%   161 100%   92 100%   
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Table A2 
  

Child Welfare Investigations 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low % High % Low % High % Low % High % 

I am really 
involved in 
working with this 
agency. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 85 59% 51% 67% 87 55% 47% 63% 64 70% 60% 78% 

Not Sure 32 22% 16% 30% 41 26% 20% 33% 14 15% 9% 24% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 27 19% 13% 26% 30 19% 13% 26% 14 15% 9% 24% 

Total 144 100%   158 100%   92 100%   

My caseworker 
and I agree 
about what is 
best for my child. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 105 74% 66% 81% 119 73% 65% 79% 57 62% 52% 71% 

Not Sure 14 10% 6% 16% 26 16% 11% 22% 12 13% 7% 21% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 23 16% 11% 23% 19 12% 7% 17% 23 25% 17% 35% 

Total 142 100%   164 100%   92 100%   

I think things will 
get better for my 
child(ren) 
because this 
agency is 
involved. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 76 54% 46% 62% 91 57% 49% 64% 54 59% 49% 68% 

Not Sure 32 23% 16% 30% 38 24% 18% 31% 14 15% 9% 24% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 33 23% 17% 31% 32 20% 14% 27% 24 26% 18% 36% 

Total 141 100%   161 100%   92 100%   

What this agency 
wants me to do 
is the same as 
what I want. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 86 60% 52% 68% 105 66% 58% 73% 49 53% 43% 63% 

Not Sure 32 22% 16% 30% 37 23% 17% 30% 14 15% 9% 24% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 26 18% 12% 25% 17 11% 7% 16% 29 32% 23% 42% 

Total 144 100%   159 100%   92 100%   
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Table A2 
  

Child Welfare Investigations 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low % High % Low % High % Low % High % 

My caseworker 
understands 
where I am 
coming from. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 97 67% 59% 75% 111 69% 62% 76% 49 54% 44% 64% 

Not Sure 24 17% 11% 23% 33 21% 15% 27% 12 13% 7% 21% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 23 16% 11% 23% 16 10% 6% 15% 30 33% 24% 43% 

Total 144 100%   160 100%   91 100%   

This agency is 
helping me take 
care of some 
problems in our 
lives. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 83 58% 50% 66% 96 59% 52% 67% 61 66% 56% 75% 

Not Sure 30 21% 15% 28% 35 22% 16% 28% 6 7% 3% 13% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 30 21% 15% 28% 31 19% 14% 26% 25 27% 19% 37% 

Total 143 100%   162 100%   92 100%   

I believe this 
agency is helping 
my family get 
stronger. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 84 59% 51% 67% 100 61% 54% 69% 51 56% 46% 66% 

Not Sure 28 20% 14% 27% 36 22% 16% 29% 12 13% 7% 21% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 31 22% 16% 29% 27 17% 12% 23% 28 31% 22% 41% 

Total 143 100%   163 100%   91 100%   

This caseworker 
has asked me 
about family and 
friends who can 
support my child. 

Yes 90 62% 54% 69% 114 67% 60% 74% 60 65% 55% 74% 

No 42 29% 22% 37% 38 22% 17% 29% 19 21% 13% 30% 

Sometimes 10 7% 4% 12% 5 3% 1% 6% 7 8% 4% 14% 

Do Not Know 4 3% 1% 6% 13 8% 4% 12% 6 7% 3% 13% 

Total 146 100%   170 100%   92 100%   
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Table A2 
  

Child Welfare Investigations 2016–2018 

Survey Items and Responses  

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low % High % Low % High % Low % High % 

This caseworker 
has attempted to 
learn about my 
family’s values, 
beliefs, and 
traditions. 

Yes 82 56% 48% 64% 96 57% 49% 64% 36 39% 30% 49% 

No 41 28% 21% 36% 46 27% 21% 34% 37 40% 31% 50% 

Sometimes 6 4% 2% 8% 7 4% 2% 8% 7 8% 4% 14% 

Do Not Know 17 12% 7% 18% 21 12% 8% 18% 12 13% 7% 21% 

Total 146 100%   170 100%   92 100%   

This caseworker 
has worked with 
me to find 
services that my 
family needs. 

Yes 89 61% 53% 69% 105 63% 55% 70% 45 49% 39% 59% 

No 33 23% 16% 30% 39 23% 17% 30% 31 34% 25% 44% 

Sometimes 11 8% 4% 13% 8 5% 2% 9% 9 10% 5% 17% 

Do Not Know 13 9% 5% 14% 15 9% 5% 14% 7 8% 4% 14% 

Total 146 100%   167 100%   92 100%   

This caseworker's 
goals for my 
family are the 
same as mine. 

Yes 88 60% 52% 68% 115 68% 60% 74% 47 52% 42% 62% 

No 27 18% 13% 25% 23 14% 9% 19% 27 30% 21% 40% 

Sometimes 10 7% 4% 12% 8 5% 2% 9% 9 10% 5% 17% 

Do Not Know 22 15% 10% 21% 24 14% 10% 20% 8 9% 4% 16% 

Total 147 100%   170 100%   91 100%   

How likely are 
you to contact 
your caseworker 
if you or your 
family need help 
in the future? 

Extremely 
Likely/Very Likely 86 61% 52% 68% 104 64% 56% 71% 47 52% 42% 62% 

Somewhat Likely 23 16% 11% 23% 28 17% 12% 24% 9 10% 5% 17% 
Slightly Likely/ 
Not at All Likely 33 23% 17% 31% 31 19% 14% 26% 35 36% 29% 49% 

Total 142 100%   163 100%   91 100%   
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Table A3 
  

Probation Open Case 2016–2018* 

 Survey Items and Responses 

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

Overall, how 
often does the 
probation 
officer listen to 
what you and 
your family 
members say? 

Always/Often 277 87% 83% 90% 198 87% 82% 91% 227 88% 83% 91% 

Sometimes 26 8% 6% 12% 21 9% 6% 14% 28 11% 7% 15% 

Rarely/Never 12 4% 2% 6% 9 4% 2% 7% 2 1% 0% 2% 

Does Not Apply 3 1% 0% 2% 0 0%     2 1% 0% 2% 

Total 318 100%   228 100%   259 100%   

Overall, how 
often does the 
probation 
officer consider 
your opinions 
before making 
decisions with 
you and your 
family? 

Always/Often 276 87% 83% 90% 195 85% 80% 89% 217 84% 79% 88% 

Sometimes 23 7% 5% 11% 20 9% 6% 13% 33 13% 9% 17% 

Rarely/Never 16 5% 3% 8% 10 4% 2% 8% 5 2% 1% 4% 

Does Not Apply 3 1% 0% 3% 4 2% 1% 4% 4 2% 1% 4% 

Total 318 100%   229 100%   259 100%   

How often 
does the 
probation 
officer notice 
the things that 
you and your 
family do well? 

Always/Often 260 82% 78% 86% 190 83% 78% 88% 226 87% 83% 91% 

Sometimes 26 8% 6% 12% 19 8% 5% 12% 25 10% 7% 14% 

Rarely/Never 23 7% 5% 11% 15 7% 4% 10% 5 2% 1% 4% 

Does Not Apply 8 3% 1% 5% 4 2% 1% 4% 3 1% 0% 3% 

Total 317 100%   228 100%   259 100%   

I believe my 
family will get 
the help we 
need from 
probation 
services. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 271 86% 81% 89% 206 89% 85% 93% 215 83% 78% 87% 

Not Sure 30 10% 7% 13% 20 8% 6% 13% 36 14% 10% 19% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 16 5% 3% 8% 5 2% 1% 5% 8 3% 1% 6% 

Total 317 100%   231 100%   259 100%   
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Table A3 
  

Probation Open Case 2016–2018* 

 Survey Items and Responses 

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

I really want to 
make use of 
the services 
probation is 
providing me. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 292 93% 89% 95% 209 93% 89% 95% 232 90% 85% 93% 

Not Sure 16 5% 3% 8% 11 5% 3% 8% 17 7% 4% 10% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 7 2% 1% 4% 6 3% 1% 5% 10 4% 2% 7% 

Total 315 100%   226 100%   259 100%   

It is hard for 
me to work 
with the 
probation 
officer assigned 
to me. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 52 16% 13% 21% 43 19% 15% 25% 53 21% 16% 26% 

Not Sure 12 4% 2% 6% 17 8% 5% 12% 24 9% 6% 14% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 253 80% 75% 84% 164 73% 67% 79% 176 70% 64% 75% 

Total 317 100%   224 100%   253 100%   

Working with 
probation has 
given me more 
hope about my 
future. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 248 78% 73% 82% 191 83% 78% 88% 203 79% 73% 83% 

Not Sure 46 15% 11% 19% 28 12% % 17% 42 16% 0.121616 21% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 24 8% 5% 11% 10 4% 2% 8% 13 5% 3% 8% 

Total 318 100%   229 100%   258 100%   

I think my 
probation 
officer and I 
respect each 
other. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 292 93% 90% 95% 217 95% 92% 97% 246 97% 94% 98% 

Not Sure 13 4% 2% 7% 7 3% 1% 6% 8 3% 2% 6% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 9 3% 1% 5% 4 2% 1% 4% 0 0%     

Total 314 100%   228 100%   254 100%   
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Table A3 
  

Probation Open Case 2016–2018* 

 Survey Items and Responses 

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

I am really 
involved in 
working with 
probation. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 287 92% 88% 94% 208 92% 88% 95% 235 91% 88% 94% 

Not Sure 19 6% 4% 9% 15 7% 4% 10% 19 7% 5% 11% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 7 2% 1% 4% 4 2% 1% 4% 3 1% 0% 3% 

Total 313 100%   227 100%   257 100%   

My probation 
officer and I 
agree about 
what is best for 
my child. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 278 89% 85% 92% 205 92% 88% 95% 224 88% 84% 92% 

Not Sure 25 8% 5% 11% 14 6% 4% 10% 28 11% 8% 15% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 10 3% 2% 6% 4 2% 1% 4% 2 1% 0% 3% 

Total 313 100%   223 100%   254 100%   
I think things 
will get better 
for my 
child(ren) 
because 
probation is 
involved. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 254 81% 77% 85% 186 83% 78% 88% 212 82% 77% 87% 

Not Sure 44 14% 11% 18% 30 14% 10% 18% 36 14% 10% 19% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 14 5% 3% 7% 7 3% 1% 6% 9 4% 2% 6% 

Total 312 100%   223 100%   257 100%   

What probation 
wants me to do 
is the same as 
what I want. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 264 85% 80% 88% 188 84% 78% 88% 221 86% 81% 90% 

Not Sure 34 11% 8% 15% 24 11% 7% 15% 29 11% 8% 16% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 14 5% 3% 7% 13 6% 3% 9% 8 3% 1% 6% 

Total 312 100%   225 100%   258 100%   
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Table A3 
  

Probation Open Case 2016–2018* 

 Survey Items and Responses 

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

Probation is 
helping me 
take care of 
some problems 
in our lives. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 257 83% 79% 87% 201 88% 84% 92% 220 86% 81% 90% 

Not Sure 28 9% 6% 13% 17 8% 5% 11% 27 11% 7% 15% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 23 8% 5% 11% 10 4% 2% 8% 9 4% 2% 6% 

Total 308 100%   228 100%   256 100%   

I believe 
probation is 
helping my 
family get 
stronger. 

Strongly 
Agree/Agree 253 81% 77% 85% 186 82% 77% 87% 210 82% 77% 86% 

Not Sure 39 13% 9% 17% 32 14% 10% 19% 34 13% 10% 18% 
Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree 20 6% 4% 10% 9 4% 2% 7% 13 5% 3% 8% 

Total 312 100%   227 100%   257 100%   
This probation 
officer has 
asked me 
about family 
and friends 
who can 
support my 
child. 

Yes 244 78% 73% 82% 159 71% 65% 76% 191 74% 69% 79% 

No 33 11% 8% 14% 35 16% 11% 21% 29 11% 8% 16% 

Sometimes 25 8% 5% 11% 20 9% 6% 13% 23 9% 6% 13% 

Do Not Know 12 4% 2% 6% 11 5% 3% 8% 14 5% 3% 9% 

Total 314 100%   225 100%   257 100%   
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Table A3 
  

Probation Open Case 2016–2018* 

 Survey Items and Responses 

2016 2017 2018 

N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval N % 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
Low% High% Low% High% Low% High% 

This probation 
officer has 
attempted to 
learn about my 
family’s values, 
beliefs, and 
traditions. 

Yes 238 76% 71% 81% 153 68% 62% 74% 194 75% 70% 80% 

No 42 13% 10% 18% 40 18% 13% 23% 22 9% 6% 12% 

Sometimes 23 7% 5% 11% 20 9% 6% 13% 32 12% 9% 17% 

Do Not Know 10 3% 2% 6% 12 5% 3% 9% 10 4% 2% 7% 

Total 313 100%   225 100%   258 100%   

This probation 
officer has 
worked with 
me to find 
services that 
my family 
needs. 

Yes 267 86% 81% 89% 187 83% 77% 87% 223 86% 82% 90% 

No 21 7% 4% 10% 18 8% 5% 12% 12 5% 3% 8% 

Sometimes 16 5% 3% 8% 18 8% 5% 12% 19 7% 5% 11% 

Do Not Know 8 3% 1% 5% 3 1% 0% 4% 4 2% 1% 4% 

Total 312 100%   226 100%   258 100%   

This probation 
officer’s goals 
for my family 
are the same as 
mine. 

Yes 276 88% 84% 91% 189 84% 79% 88% 213 83% 78% 87% 

No 10 3% 2% 6% 12 5% 3% 9% 16 6% 4% 10% 

Sometimes 17 5% 3% 8% 10 4% 2% 8% 22 9% 6% 12% 

Do Not Know 11 4% 2% 6% 14 6% 4% 10% 7 3% 1% 5% 

Total 314 100%   225 100%   258 100%   
How likely are 
you to contact 
your probation 
officer if you or 
your family 
need help in 
the future? 

Extremely 
Likely/Very Likely 235 77% 72% 81% 176 79% 73% 84% 184 74% 68% 79% 

Somewhat Likely 46 15% 11% 19% 27 12% 8% 17% 51 20% 16% 26% 
Slightly Likely/ 
Not at All Likely 26 8% 6% 12% 21 9% 6% 14% 15 6% 4% 10% 

Total 307 100%   224 100%   250 100%   

*The item “My probation officer does not understand where I am coming from” was omitted due to a wording change in 2017.  
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Table A4 
 

2018 Child Welfare Open Case Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 35) 

Sacramento 
(N = 31) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 51) 

Sonoma 
(N = 22) 

Overall, how often does the 
caseworker listen to what you 
and your family members say? 

Always 80% 74% 49% 27% 

Often 11% 7% 27% 36% 

Sometimes 3% 16% 10% 14% 

Rarely 3% 0% 10% 18% 

Never 3% 3% 4% 5% 

Does Not Apply 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Overall, how often does the 
caseworker consider your 
opinions before making 
decisions with you and your 
family? 

Always 66% 45% 36% 24% 

Often 17% 39% 24% 19% 

Sometimes 9% 7% 22% 24% 

Rarely 3% 7% 12% 24% 

Never 6% 3% 6% 10% 

Does Not Apply 0% 0% 0% 0% 
How often does the caseworker 
notice the things that you and 
your family do well? 

Always 77% 65% 35% 32% 

Often 9% 16% 29% 14% 

Sometimes 0% 13% 12% 9% 

Rarely 6% 3% 14% 32% 

Never 9% 3% 10% 14% 

Does Not Apply 0% 0% 0% 0% 
This caseworker has asked me 
about family and friends who 
can support my child. 

Yes 86% 81% 61% 59% 

No 9% 6% 18% 9% 

Sometimes 6% 10% 14% 27% 

Do Not Know 0% 3% 6% 5% 
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Table A4 
 

2018 Child Welfare Open Case Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 35) 

Sacramento 
(N = 31) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 51) 

Sonoma 
(N = 22) 

This caseworker has attempted 
to learn about my family’s 
values, beliefs, and traditions. 

Yes 86% 58% 50% 41% 

No 11% 26% 32% 36% 

Sometimes 3% 16% 10% 14% 

Do Not Know 0% 0% 8% 9% 
This caseworker has worked 
with me to find services that my 
family needs. 

Yes 86% 77% 62% 59% 

No 11% 13% 18% 14% 

Sometimes 3% 10% 10% 23% 

Do Not Know 0% 0% 10% 5% 
This caseworker’s goals for my 
family are the same as mine. 

Yes 86% 74% 58% 55% 

No 6% 16% 16% 18% 

Sometimes 6% 10% 20% 23% 

Do Not Know 3% 0% 6% 5% 
I believe my family will get the 
help we need from this agency. 

Strongly Agree 49% 39% 31% 19% 

Agree 26% 32% 27% 33% 

Not Sure 17% 23% 24% 33% 

Disagree 6% 0% 14% 14% 

Strongly Disagree 3% 6% 4% 0% 
I really want to make use of the 
services this agency is providing 
me. 

Strongly Agree 63% 60% 64% 55% 

Agree 29% 30% 32% 41% 

Not Sure 6% 10% 4% 0% 

Disagree 3% 0% 0% 5% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Table A4 
 

2018 Child Welfare Open Case Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 35) 

Sacramento 
(N = 31) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 51) 

Sonoma 
(N = 22) 

It is hard for me to work with 
the caseworker assigned to me. 

Strongly Agree 18% 6% 14% 21% 

Agree 3% 6% 14% 16% 

Not Sure 3% 13% 18% 26% 

Disagree 21% 23% 29% 11% 

Strongly Disagree 56% 52% 25% 26% 
Working with this agency has 
given me more hope about my 
future. 

Strongly Agree 51% 30% 32% 27% 

Agree 26% 43% 24% 27% 

Not Sure 14% 13% 30% 18% 

Disagree 3% 7% 8% 18% 

Strongly Disagree 6% 7% 6% 9% 
I think my caseworker and I 
respect each other. 

Strongly Agree 80% 61% 45% 36% 

Agree 11% 19% 41% 32% 

Not Sure 3% 10% 4% 14% 

Disagree 3% 6% 10% 9% 

Strongly Disagree 3% 3% 0% 9% 
I am really involved in working 
with this agency. 

Strongly Agree 57% 55% 28% 45% 

Agree 31% 39% 56% 40% 

Not Sure 9% 6% 14% 10% 

Disagree 3% 0% 0% 5% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 2% 0% 
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Table A4 
 

2018 Child Welfare Open Case Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 35) 

Sacramento 
(N = 31) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 51) 

Sonoma 
(N = 22) 

My caseworker and I agree 
about what is best for my child. 

Strongly Agree 66% 48% 36% 25% 

Agree 26% 42% 32% 30% 

Not Sure 3% 3% 10% 5% 

Disagree 3% 3% 14% 25% 

Strongly Disagree 3% 3% 8% 15% 
I think things will get better for 
my child(ren) because this 
agency is involved. 

Strongly Agree 56% 43% 20% 32% 

Agree 24% 30% 33% 23% 

Not Sure 12% 13% 27% 27% 

Disagree 3% 7% 14% 14% 

Strongly Disagree 6% 7% 6% 5% 
What this agency wants me to 
do is the same as what I want. 

Strongly Agree 50% 32% 20% 36% 

Agree 32% 58% 40% 41% 

Not Sure 9% 3% 24% 14% 

Disagree 9% 6% 8% 9% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 8% 0% 
My caseworker understands 
where I am coming from. 

Strongly Agree 69% 40% 34% 20% 

Agree 17% 43% 30% 35% 

Not Sure 3% 7% 16% 15% 

Disagree 3% 3% 14% 15% 

Strongly Disagree 9% 7% 6% 15% 
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Table A4 
 

2018 Child Welfare Open Case Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 35) 

Sacramento 
(N = 31) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 51) 

Sonoma 
(N = 22) 

This agency is helping me take 
care of some problems in our 
lives. 

Strongly Agree 53% 45% 33% 27% 

Agree 21% 35% 38% 55% 

Not Sure 18% 6% 13% 14% 

Disagree 3% 3% 13% 5% 

Strongly Disagree 6% 10% 4% 0% 
I believe this agency is helping 
my family get stronger. 

Strongly Agree 59% 42% 34% 24% 

Agree 24% 29% 34% 29% 

Not Sure 6% 16% 14% 29% 

Disagree 3% 3% 12% 19% 

Strongly Disagree 9% 10% 6% 0% 
How likely are you to contact 
your caseworker if you or your 
family need help in the future? 

Extremely Likely 62% 35% 33% 27% 

Very Likely 21% 32% 25% 23% 

Somewhat Likely 6% 16% 23% 18% 

Slightly Likely 3% 0% 6% 18% 

Not at All Likely 9% 16% 13% 14% 
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Table A5 
 

2018 Child Welfare Investigation Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  San Diego 
(N = 67) 

Overall, how often does the caseworker listen to 
what you and your family members say? 

Always 28% 
Often 18% 
Sometimes 22% 
Rarely 15% 
Never 15% 
Does Not Apply 1% 

Overall, how often does the caseworker consider 
your opinions before making decisions with you 
and your family? 

Always 24% 
Often 22% 
Sometimes 10% 
Rarely 15% 
Never 24% 
Does Not Apply 4% 

How often does the caseworker notice the things 
that you and your family do well? 

Always 33% 
Often 18% 
Sometimes 7% 
Rarely 21% 
Never 19% 
Does Not Apply 1% 

This caseworker has asked me about family and 
friends who can support my child. 

Yes 64% 
No 18% 
Sometimes 10% 
Do Not Know 7% 
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Table A5 
 

2018 Child Welfare Investigation Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  San Diego 
(N = 67) 

This caseworker has attempted to learn about my 
family’s values, beliefs, and traditions. 

Yes 30% 
No 48% 
Sometimes 7% 
Do Not Know 15% 

This caseworker has worked with me to find 
services that my family needs. 

Yes 43% 
No 34% 
Sometimes 13% 
Do Not Know 9% 

This caseworker’s goals for my family are the same 
as mine. 

Yes 43% 
No 34% 
Sometimes 10% 
Do Not Know 12% 

I believe my family will get the help we need from 
this agency. 

Strongly Agree 21% 
Agree 30% 
Not Sure 18% 
Disagree 11% 
Strongly Disagree 20% 

I really want to make use of the services this agency 
is providing me. 

Strongly Agree 51% 
Agree 30% 
Not Sure 12% 
Disagree 0% 
Strongly Disagree 7% 
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Table A5 
 

2018 Child Welfare Investigation Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  San Diego 
(N = 67) 

It is hard for me to work with the caseworker 
assigned to me. 

Strongly Agree 25% 
Agree 15% 
Not Sure 7% 
Disagree 33% 
Strongly Disagree 19% 

Working with this agency has given me more hope 
about my future. 

Strongly Agree 24% 
Agree 30% 
Not Sure 12% 
Disagree 18% 
Strongly Disagree 15% 

I think my caseworker and I respect each other. Strongly Agree 36% 
Agree 22% 
Not Sure 19% 
Disagree 9% 
Strongly Disagree 13% 

I am really involved in working with this agency. Strongly Agree 31% 
Agree 37% 
Not Sure 12% 
Disagree 9% 
Strongly Disagree 10% 

My caseworker and I agree about what is best for 
my child. 

Strongly Agree 34% 
Agree 22% 
Not Sure 12% 
Disagree 12% 
Strongly Disagree 19% 
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Table A5 
 

2018 Child Welfare Investigation Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  San Diego 
(N = 67) 

I think things will get better for my child(ren) 
because this agency is involved. 

Strongly Agree 28% 
Agree 22% 
Not Sure 16% 
Disagree 13% 
Strongly Disagree 19% 

What this agency wants me to do is the same as 
what I want. 

Strongly Agree 30% 
Agree 30% 
Not Sure 19% 
Disagree 9% 
Strongly Disagree 12% 

My caseworker understands where I am coming 
from. 

Strongly Agree 24% 
Agree 21% 
Not Sure 13% 
Disagree 16% 
Strongly Disagree 25% 

This agency is helping me take care of some 
problems in our lives. 

Strongly Agree 25% 
Agree 31% 
Not Sure 9% 
Disagree 12% 
Strongly Disagree 22% 

I believe this agency is helping my family get 
stronger. 

Strongly Agree 27% 
Agree 20% 
Not Sure 15% 
Disagree 14% 
Strongly Disagree 24% 
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Table A5 
 

2018 Child Welfare Investigation Survey by County 

Survey Items and Responses  San Diego 
(N = 67) 

How likely are you to contact your caseworker if 
you or your family need help in the future? 

Extremely Likely 27% 
Very Likely 19% 
Somewhat Likely 9% 
Slightly Likely 6% 
Not at All Likely 39% 
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Table A6 
 

2018 Probation Open Case by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 139) 

Sacramento 
(N = 22) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 71) 

Overall, how often does the probation officer listen to what you 
and your family members say? 

Always 65% 82% 42% 

Often 27% 9% 38% 

Sometimes 6% 9% 20% 

Rarely 1% 0% 0% 

Never 0% 0% 0% 

Does Not Apply 1% 0% 0% 
Overall, how often does the probation officer consider your 
opinions before making decisions with you and your family? 

Always 57% 50% 38% 

Often 29% 32% 44% 

Sometimes 10% 14% 18% 

Rarely 1% 0% 0% 

Never 1% 0% 0% 

Does Not Apply 1% 5% 0% 
How often does the probation officer notice the things that you 
and your family do well? 

Always 68% 50% 35% 

Often 22% 41% 46% 

Sometimes 7% 5% 18% 

Rarely 1% 0% 0% 

Never 1% 0% 0% 

Does Not Apply 1% 5% 0% 
I believe my family will get the help we need from probation 
services. 

Strongly Agree 43% 55% 31% 

Agree 47% 41% 37% 

Not Sure 5% 5% 30% 

Disagree 2% 0% 1% 

Strongly Disagree 2% 0% 1% 
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Table A6 
 

2018 Probation Open Case by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 139) 

Sacramento 
(N = 22) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 71) 

I really want to make use of the services probation is providing 
me. 

Strongly Agree 56% 55% 34% 

Agree 37% 45% 48% 

Not Sure 4% 0% 11% 

Disagree 2% 0% 6% 

Strongly Disagree 1% 0% 1% 
It is hard for me to work with the probation officer assigned to 
me. 

Strongly Agree 9% 5% 7% 

Agree 8% 5% 26% 

Not Sure 7% 5% 14% 

Disagree 42% 33% 40% 

Strongly Disagree 33% 52% 13% 
Working with probation has given me more hope about my 
future. 

Strongly Agree 40% 32% 24% 

Agree 47% 59% 38% 

Not Sure 7% 9% 35% 

Disagree 4% 0% 1% 

Strongly Disagree 2% 0% 1% 
I think my probation officer and I respect each other. Strongly Agree 59% 59% 32% 

Agree 40% 41% 59% 

Not Sure 1% 0% 9% 

Disagree 0% 0% 0% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
I am really involved in working with probation. Strongly Agree 53% 41% 30% 

Agree 45% 45% 52% 

Not Sure 1% 14% 18% 

Disagree 1% 0% 0% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
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Table A6 
 

2018 Probation Open Case by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 139) 

Sacramento 
(N = 22) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 71) 

My probation officer and I agree about what is best for my child. Strongly Agree 54% 45% 30% 

Agree 39% 45% 53% 

Not Sure 7% 9% 17% 

Disagree 1% 0% 0% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
I think things will get better for my child(ren) because probation is 
involved. 

Strongly Agree 51% 36% 31% 

Agree 34% 55% 42% 

Not Sure 9% 9% 25% 

Disagree 5% 0% 0% 

Strongly Disagree 1% 0% 1% 
What probation wants me to do is the same as what I want. Strongly Agree 42% 45% 24% 

Agree 51% 50% 46% 

Not Sure 4% 5% 24% 

Disagree 3% 0% 6% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
My probation officer understands where I am coming from. Strongly Agree 50% 45% 30% 

Agree 44% 50% 54% 

Not Sure 4% 5% 16% 

Disagree 1% 0% 0% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
Probation is helping me take care of some problems in our lives. Strongly Agree 47% 41% 25% 

Agree 42% 50% 52% 

Not Sure 6% 9% 20% 

Disagree 4% 0% 3% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
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Table A6 
 

2018 Probation Open Case by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 139) 

Sacramento 
(N = 22) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 71) 

I believe probation is helping my family get stronger. Strongly Agree 42% 36% 25% 

Agree 44% 55% 46% 

Not Sure 8% 9% 24% 

Disagree 6% 0% 4% 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
This probation officer has asked me about family and friends who 
can support my child. 

Yes 74% 59% 80% 

No 12% 32% 6% 

Sometimes 9% 0% 11% 

Do Not Know 5% 9% 3% 
This probation officer has attempted to learn about my family’s 
values, beliefs, and traditions. 

Yes 76% 77% 79% 

No 10% 5% 1% 

Sometimes 9% 9% 18% 

Do Not Know 4% 9% 1% 
This probation officer has worked with me to find services that my 
family needs. 

Yes 87% 95% 87% 

No 6% 0% 3% 

Sometimes 5% 5% 10% 

Do Not Know 2% 0% 0% 
This probation officer’s goals for my family are the same as mine. Yes 86% 91% 70% 

No 7% 5% 6% 

Sometimes 6% 0% 18% 

Do Not Know 1% 5% 6% 
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Table A6 
 

2018 Probation Open Case by County 

Survey Items and Responses  Los Angeles 
(N = 139) 

Sacramento 
(N = 22) 

Santa Clara 
(N = 71) 

How likely are you to contact your probation officer if you or your 
family need help in the future? 

Extremely Likely 39% 38% 27% 

Very Likely 38% 38% 39% 

Somewhat Likely 17% 24% 30% 

Slightly Likely 3% 0% 4% 

Not At All Likely 3% 0% 0% 
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Table B1 
 

Los Angeles County Child Welfare Open Cases 

Survey Item 
2017 2018 Difference in 

Mean Mean N Std. 
Deviation Mean N Std. 

Deviation 
Overall, how often does the caseworker listen to what you and your family 
members say? 3.85 211 1.32 4.63 35 0.91 0.78 

Overall, how often does the caseworker consider your opinions before making 
decisions with you and your family? 3.61 212 1.43 4.34 35 1.14 0.73 

How often does the caseworker notice the things that you and our family do 
well? 3.78 210 1.39 4.40 35 1.29 0.62 

I believe my family will get the help we need from this agency. 3.54 216 1.27 4.11 35 1.08 0.58 

I really want to make use of the services this agency is providing me. 4.00 215 1.11 4.51 35 0.74 0.51 

It is hard for me to work with the caseworker assigned to me. 3.38 214 1.42 3.94 34 1.54 0.56 

Working with this agency has given me more hope about my future. 3.49 215 1.33 4.14 35 1.14 0.65 

I think my caseworker and I respect each other. 4.04 213 1.18 4.63 35 0.91 0.59 

I am really involved in working with this agency. 3.86 211 1.09 4.43 35 0.78 0.57 

My caseworker and I agree about what is best for my child. 3.77 208 1.35 4.49 35 0.92 0.71 

I think things will get better for my child(ren) because this agency is involved. 3.56 206 1.36 4.21 34 1.15 0.65 

What this agency wants me to do is the same as what I want. 3.55 210 1.26 4.24 34 0.96 0.69 

My caseworker understands where I am coming from. 3.55 212 1.40 4.34 35 1.24 0.79 

This agency is helping me take care of some problems in our lives. 3.54 212 1.34 4.12 34 1.17 0.58 

I believe this agency is helping my family get stronger. 3.47 212 1.40 4.21 34 1.25 0.73 
This caseworker has asked me about family and friends who can support my 
child. 2.40 199 0.86 2.77 35 0.60 0.37 

This caseworker has attempted to learn about my family’s values, beliefs, and 
traditions. 2.26 195 0.90 2.74 35 0.66 0.49 

This caseworker has worked with me to find services that my family needs. 2.41 198 0.86 2.74 35 0.66 0.33 

This caseworker’s goals for my family are the same as mine. 2.42 192 0.85 2.82 34 0.52 0.41 
How likely are you to contact your caseworker if you or your family need help 
in the future? 3.34 205 1.46 4.24 34 1.26 0.90 
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Table B2 
 

Sacramento County Child Welfare Open Cases 

Survey Item 
2017 2018 Difference in 

Mean Mean N Std. 
Deviation Mean N Std. 

Deviation 
Overall, how often does the caseworker listen to what you and your family 
members say? 3.61 28 1.40 4.38 32 1.16 0.77 

Overall, how often does the caseworker consider your opinions before 
making decisions with you and your family? 3.24 29 1.48 4.06 32 1.16 0.82 

How often does the caseworker notice the things that you and our family do 
well? 3.38 29 1.37 4.25 32 1.19 0.87 

I believe my family will get the help we need from this agency. 3.34 29 1.32 3.88 32 1.21 0.53 

I really want to make use of the services this agency is providing me. 4.14 29 1.19 4.48 31 0.68 0.35 

It is hard for me to work with the caseworker assigned to me. 3.31 29 1.47 4.00 32 1.27 0.69 

Working with this agency has given me more hope about my future. 3.14 29 1.36 3.74 31 1.24 0.60 

I think my caseworker and I respect each other. 3.48 29 1.50 4.19 32 1.23 0.70 

I am really involved in working with this agency. 3.57 28 1.35 4.38 32 0.87 0.80 

My caseworker and I agree about what is best for my child. 3.34 29 1.34 4.19 32 1.09 0.84 
I think things will get better for my child(ren) because this agency is 
involved. 3.14 29 1.43 3.87 31 1.31 0.73 

What this agency wants me to do is the same as what I want. 3.31 29 1.44 4.06 32 0.95 0.75 

My caseworker understands where I am coming from. 3.14 29 1.55 3.97 31 1.22 0.83 

This agency is helping me take care of some problems in our lives. 3.55 29 1.45 3.94 32 1.34 0.39 

I believe this agency is helping my family get stronger. 3.46 28 1.55 3.81 32 1.35 0.35 
This caseworker has asked me about family and friends who can support my 
child. 2.18 28 0.94 2.71 31 0.64 0.53 

This caseworker has attempted to learn about my family’s values, beliefs, and 
traditions. 1.76 25 0.97 2.28 32 0.89 0.52 

This caseworker has worked with me to find services that my family needs. 2.19 27 0.88 2.58 31 0.76 0.40 

This caseworker’s goals for my family are the same as mine. 2.08 24 0.88 2.53 32 0.80 0.45 
How likely are you to contact your caseworker if you or your family need 
help in the future? 3.21 29 1.54 3.63 32 1.45 0.42 
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Table B3 
 

San Diego County Child Welfare Investigations 

Survey Item 
2017 2018 

Difference 
Mean N Std. Dev. Mean N Std. Dev. 

Overall, how often does the caseworker listen to what you and your family 
members say? 4.42 24 0.776 2.73 66 0.937 -1.69 

Overall, how often does the caseworker consider your opinions before 
making decisions with you and your family? 4.26 23 1.054 2.58 64 1.11 -1.68 

How often does the caseworker notice the things that you and your family 
do well? 4.13 23 1.18 2.58 66 1.009 -1.55 

This caseworker has asked me about family and friends who can support my 
child. 2.81 27 0.557 2.5 62 0.805 -0.31 

This caseworker has attempted to learn about my family’s values, beliefs, and 
traditions. 2.54 24 0.721 1.79 57 0.94 -0.75 

This caseworker has worked with me to find services that my family needs. 2.59 22 0.734 2.1 61 0.926 -0.49 
This caseworker’s goals for family are the same as mine. 2.81 21 0.512 2.1 59 0.941 -0.71 
I believe my family will get the help we need from this agency. 3.92 26 0.935 2.8 66 1.084 -1.12 
I really want to make use of the services this agency is providing me. 4.08 26 0.977 3.15 67 0.764 -0.93 
It is hard for me to work with the caseworker assigned to me. 4.08 26 0.977 3.06 67 1.516 -1.02 
Working with this agency has given me more hope about my future. 3.85 26 0.881 2.82 66 1.036 -1.03 
I think my caseworker and I respect each other. 4.28 25 0.936 2.87 67 0.919 -1.41 
I am really involved in working with this agency. 3.84 25 0.987 3.07 67 0.942 -0.77 
My caseworker and I agree about what is best for my child. 4.26 27 0.903 2.72 67 1.027 -1.54 
I think things will get better for my child(ren) because this agency is involved. 3.77 26 1.336 2.7 67 1.03 -1.07 
What the agency wants me to do is the same as what I want. 4 26 0.98 2.97 67 0.937 -1.03 
My caseworker understands where I am coming from. 4.23 26 0.815 2.54 67 1.092 -1.69 
This agency is helping me take care of some problems in our lives. 4.04 26 0.999 2.75 67 1.133 -1.29 
I believe this agency is helping my family get stronger. 3.88 26 0.952 2.58 66 1.068 -1.3 
How likely are you to contact your caseworker if you or your family need 
help in the future? 4.04 26 1.183 2.9 67 1.707 -1.14 
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Table B4 
 

Los Angeles County Juvenile Probation 

Survey Item 
Los Angeles 2017 Los Angeles 2018 Difference in 

Means Mean N Std. 
Deviation Mean N Std. 

Deviation 
Overall, how often does the probation officer listen to what you and your 
family members say? 4.53 103 0.850 4.57 138 0.672 0.031 

Overall, how often does the probation officer consider your opinions before 
making decisions with you and your family? 4.51 103 0.790 4.40 138 0.842 -0.116 

How often does the probation officer notice the things that you and our 
family do well? 4.46 103 0.905 4.56 138 0.755 0.102 

I believe my family will get the help we need from probation services. 4.41 104 0.705 4.27 139 0.832 -0.140 

I really want to make use of the services probation is providing me. 4.59 103 0.648 4.45 139 0.744 -0.139 

It is hard for me to work with the probation officer assigned to me. 3.82 99 1.365 3.83 135 1.231 0.011 

Working with probation has given me more hope about my future. 4.40 103 0.691 4.18 138 0.898 -0.217 

I think my probation officer and I respect each other. 4.56 103 0.737 4.59 138 0.509 0.024 
I am not just going through the motions. I am really involved in working with 
probation. 4.37 103 0.741 4.50 139 0.594 0.127 

My probation officer and I agree about what is best for my child. 4.49 99 0.612 4.46 136 0.654 -0.039 

I think things will get better for my child(ren) because probation is involved. 4.43 99 0.702 4.30 138 0.885 -0.130 

What probation wants me to do is the same as what I want. 4.24 102 0.798 4.33 139 0.685 0.096 

Probation is helping me take care of some problems in our lives. 4.41 103 0.663 4.33 137 0.778 -0.079 

I believe probation is helping my family get stronger. 4.39 103 0.703 4.22 138 0.828 -0.164 
This probation officer has asked me about family and friends who can 
support my child. 2.62 98 0.725 2.65 131 0.701 0.026 

This probation officer has attempted to learn about my family’s values, 
beliefs, and traditions. 2.58 97 0.734 2.69 133 0.653 0.114 

This probation officer has worked with me to find services that my family 
needs. 2.79 101 0.553 2.83 136 0.510 0.039 

This probation officer’s goals for my family are the same as mine. 2.8969 97 0.39488 2.80 137 0.558 -0.101 
How likely are you to contact your probation officer if you or your family 
need help in the future? 4.30 102 0.842 4.07 133 0.979 -0.236 
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Table B5 
 

Sacramento County Juvenile Probation 

Survey Item 
Sacramento 2017 Sacramento 2018 

Difference 
Mean N Std. 

Deviation Mean N Std. 
Deviation 

Overall, how often does the probation officer listen to what you and 
your family members say? 4.52 44 0.792 4.73 22 0.631 0.205 

Overall, how often does the probation officer consider your opinions 
before making decisions with you and your family? 4.39 41 0.802 4.38 21 0.740 -0.009 

How often does the probation officer notice the things that you and 
our family do well? 4.28 40 0.905 4.48 21 0.602 0.201 

I believe my family will get the help we need from probation 
services. 4.42 45 0.621 4.50 22 0.598 0.078 

I really want to make use of the services probation is providing me. 4.47 43 0.702 4.55 22 0.510 0.080 

It is hard for me to work with the probation officer assigned to me. 4.44 45 0.893 4.24 21 1.091 -0.206 

Working with probation has given me more hope about my future. 4.07 45 0.915 4.23 22 0.612 0.161 

I think my probation officer and I respect each other. 4.57 44 0.545 4.59 22 0.503 0.023 
I am not just going through the motions. I am really involved in 
working with probation. 4.41 44 0.622 4.27 22 0.703 -0.136 

My probation officer and I agree about what is best for my child. 4.41 44 0.693 4.36 22 0.658 -0.045 
I think things will get better for my child(ren) because probation is 
involved. 4.16 43 0.871 4.27 22 0.631 0.110 

What probation wants me to do is the same as what I want. 4.16 43 0.924 4.41 22 0.590 0.246 

Probation is helping me take care of some problems in our lives. 4.11 44 0.841 4.32 22 0.646 0.205 

I believe probation is helping my family get stronger. 4.07 43 0.884 4.27 22 0.631 0.203 
This probation officer has asked me about family and friends who 
can support my child. 2.41 37 0.896 2.30 20 0.979 -0.105 

This probation officer has attempted to learn about my family’s 
values, beliefs, and traditions. 2.43 37 0.899 2.80 20 0.523 0.368 

This probation officer has worked with me to find services that my 
family needs. 2.78 41 0.571 2.95 22 0.213 0.174 

This probation officer’s goals for my family are the same as mine. 2.8158 38 0.56258 2.90 21 0.436 0.089 
How likely are you to contact your probation officer if you or your 
family need help in the future? 3.57 42 1.192 4.14 21 0.793 0.571 
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Table B6 
 

Santa Clara County Juvenile Probation 

Survey Item 
Santa Clara 2017 Santa Clara 2018 

Difference 
Mean N Std. 

Deviation Mean N Std. 
Deviation 

Overall, how often does the probation officer listen to what you and 
your family members say? 4.51 51 0.758 4.23 71 0.760 -0.28 

Overall, how often does the probation officer consider your opinions 
before making decisions with you and your family? 4.30 50 0.814 4.20 71 0.729 -0.10 

How often does the probation officer notice the things that you and 
our family do well? 4.48 50 0.762 4.17 71 0.717 -0.31 

I believe my family will get the help we need from probation 
services. 4.25 51 0.771 3.94 71 0.893 -0.31 

I really want to make use of the services probation is providing me. 4.39 49 0.759 4.07 71 0.900 -0.32 

It is hard for me to work with the probation officer assigned to me. 3.66 50 1.379 3.26 70 1.188 -0.40 

Working with probation has given me more hope about my future. 4.06 50 0.913 3.82 71 0.867 -0.24 

I think my probation officer and I respect each other. 4.62 50 0.530 4.24 68 0.601 -0.38 
I am not just going through the motions. I am really involved in 
working with probation. 4.39 49 0.671 4.11 71 0.688 -0.28 

My probation officer and I agree about what is best for my child. 4.53 49 0.680 4.13 70 0.679 -0.40 
I think things will get better for my child(ren) because probation is 
involved. 4.16 50 0.955 4.01 71 0.837 -0.15 

What probation wants me to do is the same as what I want. 4.10 49 0.895 3.89 71 0.838 -0.21 

Probation is helping me take care of some problems in our lives. 4.28 50 0.784 4.00 71 0.756 -0.28 

I believe probation is helping my family get stronger. 4.12 50 0.918 3.93 71 0.816 -0.19 
This probation officer has asked me about family and friends who 
can support my child. 2.69 49 0.652 2.77 69 0.546 0.07 

This probation officer has attempted to learn about my family’s 
values, beliefs, and traditions. 2.56 48 0.823 2.79 70 0.447 0.22 

This probation officer has worked with me to find services that my 
family needs. 2.78 50 0.582 2.85 71 0.436 0.07 

This probation officer’s goals for my family are the same as mine. 2.7872 47 0.54916 2.69 67 0.583 -0.10 
How likely are you to contact your probation officer if you or your 
family need help in the future? 4.10 50 0.863 3.89 71 0.854 -0.21 
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Appendix C 
 
 

Cohort Selection in Child Welfare Survival Curve Analysis
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From the cohort of new removals, researchers classified clients into each year of analysis based 
on the date that the child was removed from the home. Children remained with their removal 
entry cohorts because this analysis focused on following time in care through exit to 
permanency. Children with multiple entries into care were dropped from the analysis. Only 
removals that occurred from January 1, 2010, through December 31, 2017, were included in this 
analysis; open placement episodes that started prior to 2010 were not included. The analysis 
included all removal entries during this period, regardless of whether the entry was a child’s first 
or a subsequent one. An indicator was created to denote whether a child was reunified, was 
adopted, or went into guardianship following the completion of each placement episode. A 
child was considered to have obtained permanency after the placement episode if any of these 
three options occurred at that point.  
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Tests for Robustness 
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The evaluation team tested ten randomly selected dates from before the waiver to determine 
whether significance could be achieved with random dates. Significant findings are marked in 
green and the direction of effect (increase or decrease) is indicated with the arrow. 
 
 

Table D1 
 

Alameda County Robustness Check 

Year/Month Re-investigations New Substantiations Placed out of Home in 
30 days 

10-Apr  No No No 

11-Jan  No No No 

11-Mar  No No No 

11-Apr   Yes No No 

12-Mar  No No No 

12-May  No No No 

12-Nov  No No No 

13-Mar  No No No 

13-May  No No No 

14-Sep  No  Yes No 
 
 

Table D2 
 

Los Angeles County ITS Robustness Check 

Year/Month Re-investigations New Substantiations Placed out of Home in 
30 days 

10-Apr No No No 

11-Jan No No No 

11-Mar No No No 

11-Apr No No No 

12-Mar No No  Yes 

12-May No No No 

12-Nov  Yes No No 

13-Mar  Yes No No 

13-May No No No 

14-Sep No  Yes  No 
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Table D3 
 

Sacramento County ITS Robustness Check 

Year/Month Re-investigations New Substantiations Placed out of Home in 
30 days 

10-Apr No No No 

11-Jan No No No 

11-Mar No No No 

11-Apr No No No 

12-Mar No No No 

12-May No No No 

12-Nov No No No 

13-Mar No No No 

13-May No No No 

14-Sep No  Yes  Yes 
 
 

Table D4 
 

San Diego County ITS Robustness Check 

Year/Month Re-investigations New Substantiations Placed out of Home in 
30 days 

10-Apr No No No 

11-Jan No No No 

11-Mar No No No 

11-Apr No No No 

12-Mar No No  Yes 

12-May No No  Yes 

12-Nov No No  Yes 

13-Mar No No  Yes 

13-May No No  Yes 

14-Sep No  Yes  Yes 
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Table D5 
 

San Francisco County ITS Robustness Check 

Year/Month Re-investigations New Substantiations Placed out of Home in 
30 days 

10-Apr No No No 

11-Jan No No No 

11-Mar No No No 

11-Apr No No No 

12-Mar No No  Yes 

12-May No No No 

12-Nov No No No 

13-Mar No No No 

13-May No No No 

14-Sep  Yes No No 
 
 

Table D6 
 

Santa Clara County ITS Robustness Check 

Year/Month Re-investigations New Substantiations Placed out of Home in 
30 days 

10-Apr No No No 

11-Jan No No No 

11-Mar No No No 

11-Apr No No No 

12-Mar No No No 

12-May No No No 

12-Nov No  Yes No 

13-Mar No  Yes No 

13-May No  Yes No 

14-Sep No No No 
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Table D7 
 

Sonoma County ITS Robustness Check 

Year/Month Re-investigations New Substantiations Placed out of Home in 
30 days 

10-Apr No No No 

11-Jan No No No 

11-Mar  Yes No No 

11-Apr  Yes No No 

12-Mar  Yes No No 

12-May  Yes No No 

12-Nov  Yes No No 

13-Mar  Yes No No 

13-May  Yes No No 

14-Sep  Yes No No 
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