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The Children’s Place -- Dual Track Program

Final Evaluation Report

____________________________________________________
According to the Child Welfare League of America, Alaska has one of the highest rates of child abuse and neglect in the nation.  The rate of substantiated abuse or neglect in Alaska (38 per 1,000 children) is nearly three times the rate in the U.S. as a whole (13 per 1,000).  The rate of child abuse and neglect in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley is also of concern; nearly 1,600 reports of harm were received in 2000 alone.  Unfortunately, the Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS) is unable to investigate all reports of child abuse and neglect that come in every year, often because insufficient staff is available.  When a report of harm is received, DFYS evaluates the report and assigns it a priority score that can range from 1-3.  Priority 3 reports are those deemed the least risky, and the ones that are often filed as "Workload Adjusted," meaning DFYS did not assign an investigator to the case. This likely leaves many children at risk of abuse or neglect and keeps their families from accessing much-needed services.

The Children's Place Dual Track Program began operations in 1999, with the support of a grant from the Alaska Department of Health & Social Services. The Dual Track Program works in conjunction with DFYS to assist families who would otherwise be classified as a Priority 3/Workload Adjusted case.  The Dual Track Program completes a timely assessment, which includes an appraisal of current and future risk of harm, and a thorough evaluation of need for resources (such as financial, housing, transportation, medical, mental health, parenting and substance abuse intervention needs).  Referrals to appropriate community resources are made by the assigned Family Assessment Worker (FAW), who then follows up with the family at regular intervals for a period of three months to be sure that resources are accessed, that barriers to access and solutions are identified, and that risk of harm to children in the home remains low.  Such an approach is designed to be a less intrusive, less costly and more sensitive way to work with at-risk families to prevent future harm to children.  The hope is that the Dual Track Program will reduce the chances that families involved with the Children’s Place will be re-reported to DFYS in the future, and that future reports will be of a less serious nature.

_____________________________________________________________________

Overview of the Evaluation Plan

_____________________________________________________________________
A two-year, multi-component evaluation of the Children's Place Dual Track Program was designed to assess both program implementation and outcome goals. The primary evaluation objectives were to: (1) determine whether the Dual Track Program reduces both the rate and severity of recidivism among its clients, (2) assess client satisfaction with the services provided to families referred to the Children’s Place by DFYS, and (3) measure attitudes about program effectiveness and satisfaction reported by DFYS, community agency, and school personnel that were part of the interactive referral network used by the Dual Track Program.  

The results of the three evaluation components (labeled Outcome Evaluation, Client Satisfaction Survey and DFYS, Community Agency and School Personnel Survey) are presented below.  The entire evaluation was conducted by an independent evaluation team; all data were collected and analyzed by individuals not affiliated with the Children’s Place Dual Track program. 

_____________________________________________________________________

Outcome Evaluation

_________________________________________________________________

The outcome component of the Dual Track evaluation used a quasi-experimental (nonequivalent control group) design to compare rates of recidivism in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and a comparison site (Fairbanks) both before and after the Dual Track program was implemented.  (Note: the choice of a comparison site is discussed below).  Recidivism data from each of the sites was examined during both a baseline (two years preceding Dual Track from 6/97-5/99) and program period (two years of Dual Track implementation from 6/99-5/01).  

The Data

All data described in this report were requested from the Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS) within the Alaska Department of Health and Social Services.  The data were obtained from the DFYS PROBER data management system.  The evaluator requested all reports of child abuse or neglect made in Mat-Su and Fairbanks during the baseline and program periods.  In Mat-Su, there were 2,192 individual reports of child abuse or neglect during the baseline, and 2,237 during the program period.  Fairbanks had a total of 5,013 individual reports of harm during the baseline years and 4,420 in the program period.  For the following analyses, families were only included in the analyses if they had at least one WA/P3 report of harm during the baseline or program period.  All reports of harm, however, were aggregated at the family level by date (i.e., reports involving multiple children within a family on the same date were not considered separately). Appendix A contains a complete description of the process followed for data preparation, including cleaning, converting, variable creation and labeling, and aggregation.

Measures of Recidivism

A total of 603 families from the baseline period and 496 families from the program period met the criteria for inclusion in the Mat-Su region.  In Fairbanks, 879 families during the baseline and 393 families during the program period were included in the evaluation. All of the measures of recidivism are based on reports of harm following the first WA/P3 for the family during the time period.  Reports of harm prior to the first WA/P3 report were not considered in these analyses. The following measures of recidivism were computed for each family:

1) Recidivism (yes/no -- coded yes if there was at least one re-report 

of harm in the 24 months following the initial WA/P3 report).

2) Recidivism within 6 months (yes/no -- coded yes if there was at 

least one re-report of harm in the first 6 months following the initial 

WA/P3 report).

3) Recidivism within 12 months (yes/no -- coded yes if there was at 




least one re-report of harm within one year of the initial WA/P3 

report).


4)
Recidivism within 18 months (yes/no -- coded yes if there was at 



least one re-report of harm within 18 months of the initial WA/P3 

report).


5)
Total # of re-reports of harm within two years (for each family 

following the initial WA/P3 report).

6) A seriousness score on total # of  re-reports (for each family, 

reports of harm subsequent to the first WA/P3 were coded as: 

0=no more reports, 1=another Priority 3 report, 2=a Priority 2 

report, 3=a Priority 1 report.  These numbers were then summed to 

create a total seriousness score for the family where higher 

numbers indicate more serious re-reports of harm).

Choice of Comparison Site

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough was an ideal place to pilot a Dual Track program because of the large number of Priority 3 reports of harm that are workload adjusted each year (94.6% during the baseline period).  Therefore, a comparison site was sought that also had a significant proportion of workload adjusted, Priority 3 reports of harm.  Initially, Kenai had been chosen as the comparison site for the evaluation.  However, it was determined early on in the evaluation that Kenai had too few WA/P3 cases to make it a suitable comparison site.  Although there were fewer WA/P3 cases in Fairbanks than in Mat-Su during the baseline period (50%), analyses revealed that the basic rate of recidivism in Fairbanks (38.7%) did not differ significantly from the rate in Mat-Su (34.0%; see Table 1). Moreover, during the baseline period, Fairbanks and Mat-Su did not differ significantly on either the total number of re-reports of harm nor the seriousness of those re-reports following the initial WA/P3 (see Table 2).  In addition, demographic comparisons were made between Priority 3 cases in Mat-Su and Fairbanks during the baseline period.  These analyses appear in Appendix B.  

Results

Table 1 compares families during the baseline and program periods on the first four measures of recidivism. Looking first at the rates of recidivism in Mat-Su, across all of these measures, there was significantly less recidivism during the program period than during the baseline.  In the two years before the Dual Track program began in the Mat-Su Borough, more than 1 in 4 families with a WA/P3 report had at least one re-report to DFYS within 6 months, compared to 1 in 6 families involved with the Dual Track program.  During the entire baseline period, 1 in 3 families had at least one additional report of harm compared with 1 in 4 of the Dual Track families. As Table 2 shows, families in the Dual track program also had significantly fewer re-reports of harm within 24 months than families during the baseline period.  In the two years prior to Dual Track implementation in Mat-Su, families averaged .68 re-reports of harm subsequent to the first WA/P3 report; the total number of re-reports during the Dual Track period (.41) was nearly 40% lower.  Furthermore, re-reports of harm were significantly less serious during the Dual Track implementation period than during the baseline; the average seriousness score during the program period was two-thirds of the average during the baseline.

_____________________________________________________________________

Table 1

Percentage of families experiencing recidivism in Mat-Su and Fairbanks during Baseline and Program Periods














Note:
Statistical significance based on Pearson Chi-Square statistic for a 2x2 table with 1 df.

* 
differs significantly from Mat-Su Baseline (p < .05)

** 
differs significantly from Mat-Su Baseline (p < .01)

*** 
differs significantly from Fairbanks Baseline (p < .01)

____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

Table 2

Mean scores on total number and seriousness of re-reports of harm in Mat-Su and Fairbanks during the Baseline and Program periods










Notes: Higher means indicate greater and more serious reports of harm.


Statistical Significance based on Scheffe Post Hoc tests 

* 
differs significantly from Fairbanks Baseline (p < .05)

** 
differs significantly from Mat-Su Baseline (p < .01)

*** 
differs significantly from Fairbanks Baseline (p < .01)

_____________________________________________________________________

Looking at the comparison site data, there was an unexpected decline in recidivism in Fairbanks as well.  On all measures of recidivism, including severity of re-reports, there was a significant reduction between the baseline and program period in Fairbanks (see Tables 1 and 2).  However, a comparison of screening outcome and priority status during the baseline and program periods uncovers an explanation for this trend.  As Table 3 indicates, a much larger proportion of Priority 3 cases were actually assigned for investigation in Fairbanks during the program period (78.5%) than during the baseline (50%).  Because the more serious P3 cases would be the ones assigned for investigation, it is not surprising to see a significant reduction in both the rate and severity of subsequent reports of harm.  The hiring of additional staff at DFYS during that period made it possible to investigate many more of the Priority 3 reports of harm in Fairbanks between 6/99 and 5/01 (personal communication from Marg Volz, October 2001).  

_____________________________________________________________________

Table 3

Percentage of Priority 3 cases assigned for investigation vs. Workload adjusted in Mat-Su and Fairbanks during the Baseline and Program Periods










_____________________________________________________________________

Conclusions -- Outcome Evaluation

Overall, these analyses found that families involved in the Dual Track program were significantly less likely to be re-reported to DFYS than families not receiving such services in the same geographic area. Moreover, the seriousness or severity of any subsequent reports of harm was also significantly lower for Dual track families than for families in Mat-Su during the baseline.  However, a comparable reduction in recidivism was also found in the comparison site, due to the availability of additional staff members to investigate the “higher priority” P3s during the program period.  These data may, therefore, provide some degree of cost/benefit analysis.  As similar reductions in recidivism occurred in both sites, a comparison of the costs associated with implementing the Dual Track program and hiring additional DFYS investigative staff may prove useful.

_____________________________________________________________________

Client Satisfaction Survey 

_____________________________________________________________________

The Client Satisfaction Survey was designed to tap consumer experiences with the services provided by the Children’s Place and its family assessment workers (FAWs).  All families involved with the Children’s Place from June, 1999 through May, 2001 were asked to complete a self-administered, written questionnaire and return it in a postage-paid envelope.  Clients who completed the survey were entered in a quarterly drawing for a $100 gift certificate.  The surveys were marked with a client identification number in order to track completion rates and to send out reminder cards to non-responders.  A total of 168 clients returned the survey during the two-year dual-track pilot, representing a response rate of 47.1%.

Each survey item appears below, along with the number and percentage of participants endorsing each response category.  The average or mean response is also listed where appropriate.  A summary of responses follows the survey.

Survey Items and Results


	






	







	






	






	







	







	






	






	






	







	



















	





















	




















14.  Please use this space for additional comments about the program or your Family Assessment Worker; if extra space is needed please feel free to use the back of the survey.

Comments appear below, unedited, in the order in which they were received.

I felt the Assesment worker was unessesary for me but She gave some good information about programs.

She helped point me in the right direction, towards taking care of things that need to be takin care of! Thank you.

Assessment Worker had no knowledge specific to sleepwalking; just preconceived stereotypes that were somewhat erroneous. She blew the problem into much more that it really is.

False statements - should be checked on better. Like the childrens father giving false statements. He has 2 domestic violences he went to jail fo, doesn't pay child support don't take kids for visitation, drives without a legal license, deals drugs. I'm the one who suffers for false accusations.

The case worker was very nice and did her job under the surcomstances that I was being interviewed for. All in all she was great!

I feel this program is very good for people who are accused of things that did not happen. Thus leaving DFYS to cases that are real.

Karen, was a wonderful help, through a very difficult and very questionable situation. She helped me to understand Joyful through the conversations they had in sharing what was going on. She should be rewarded for her gift of understanding people and not just the problems.

Karen was great! She listened & understood my feeling/needs of myself and my son.

My worker was very nice and made me feel at ease. They always called to make appointments, and were very helpful.

I feel this person is wonderful.  We all need to help protect our children.

Kerean was very helpful for myself and my family. I felt very comfortable talking with Kerean. Since then my daughter is doing very well at home and in school. Thank-you

My family Assessment Worker - totally understood the pressures ect. Of our situation, but myself being overloaded wasn't able to acess most of what was probably available to me-in time to help-she & others I met were compassionate & caring about how others were able to throw more in the works for me & my children to have to deal with-that I really appreciated. I feel someone should have to report situations-& confront the problems-not be merely an anonymous caller, that in itself can create many more problems for people who really don't need anymore-and create's more work for people like ass. Workers & DFYS-which overloads the system. Any ways I did appreciate their situation also. Just wish at a time where we were stressed out enough-someone could of intervined and assisted me in getting those services to ease the load some enabling us to maintain a more peaceful least hectic life style. I just couldn't handle it all-

The Childrens Place can only draw on help the community has to offer. The community needs much more help for the youth. More early intervention.

Good program for those who need it.

She was very resorseful & helpful, very easy to talk to. I would & will call her for help if I need it in the future. She did her job wee, & it all turned out to be a positive experience.

They are a good institution and we're glad they exist and our case worker was a very kind woman. We appreciate all of you good intentions.

The worker was very nice to us.

My need was for my children to have a voice, a say in their life-they have.

We've been dealing with DFYS & Childrens Place because somebody keeps making false statements about our family. I really feel you people need to look closely into who you are questioning & accusing. A lot of times you people do more harm than good. The same person or persons could be disguising their voice and you would never know it.

Everything our assesment worker talked about I had already discussed with my children and the resources we discussed I already knew about but she did give me some usefull info on dealing with teenagers.

Was already involved with enough services for helping my son. The only effect that your agency had was to maby show my son that the help he was recieveing was necessary - Thank you

A knowledgeble person will have been more helpful to us.

Our Assessent Worker was great - she listened to me ramble on and on in the begining never interupting or belitting me for my unusual consurns and complaints. She was always prompt w/ her visits and phone calls were very plesent. I always felt safe confiding in her. 

She helped me feel like a real person again. I could not have made it this far w/out her guidence and advice.

Thank you Sharon, for all you help & support.

The caseworker was excellent - she couldn't have been better. Since this is a new agency I think the case workers will become more knowledgeable of "details" with experience. My attorney could have told me to open a case account with child support enforcement. But she didn't! I've really been struggling financially. Although I haven't used many services it really helped to have the caseworker in my home to help me sort things out. I had been feeling pretty despondent, helpless and hopeless at the time and she helped me to know that there was help if I decided I needed or wanted it and where I could find it.

I feel this program is good. It helps to understand what might I do different next time and understand what the state wants for the kids- 

My question is what about us as parents why are we the only ones to blame when a child crys abuse- when infact the child is the ones who abuse the parents…

She was kind and seemed to be concerned about me as the mother if I was getting enough free time for myself etc.

In response to question 13. We feel that we need child care but are unable to afford the high cost.

Sharon Tate was very nice & helpful. I also felt she truely understood my situation.

Jamie was in a situation started by the filing of a report; that was an attempt to get custody of my step-son away from his mother & I. 

She handled the situation appropriately and with good standing. You should be proud of her and her handling of this case.

I beleice your Family Assessment Workers should be more educated on the discipline of children with ADHD. Without this knowledge, they can't possibly assess the family/parents accurately.

The person who came to talk with us was very understanding!

Comments Regarding question #12: 'No service required Thanks!' & 'We spoke on these things'.  

Additional comments: My F.A.W. was kind and polite always Karen was her name.

The girls were very good listeners.  I feel more confident than befor about my parenting skills & the choices I have made concerning my children.

Thank you for your time and appreciate your concern.

I was very pleased with the support and assistance I was able to get.  I feel it is unfortunate that my family has found itself torn apart by the military, and unable to utilize most programs due to unique circumstances and private adoption. There seems to be no middle ground with programs/assistance availability -- it is simply not there for children not under the DFYS or state custody.

The situation was a very uncomfortable part of our family history. But I felt the envolement of the program was helpful to my niece who needed the help & assurance she recieved.

In my case there were no home visits, for me it was unnecessary as we personally met, but I could see where other people could take advantage of that and abuse their child(ren) or get abused themselves.

Well I didn't really like the Services, because they wern't need. The involed themselves into my family, because of a phone call. I didn't like that.

I was not interested in using or working with the agency. I don't trust the child abuse organizations.

We are all glad it's over- & hope we won't need to go through this again.

I had kind of a unique situation, I did need help w/ my family, although Jamie did understand everything about my situation, and she made everything very easy for me.

My family Assessment Worker was very nice but was not needed, it was nice to meet her but my family did not need any help but its great to know that there are people like her to help others when needed. Thank you

I like Sharon Chambers a lot but wheres the help we need Huh?

She was very helpful and easy to talk too. She made it easy.

My Assessment Worker was very helpful & Knowledgeful!

The assessment worker was sometimes pushy in a way of when we were able to meet them.  When we weren't able to meet them, they seemed unhappy. Also, when we asked questions, they seemed to get upset about certain things regaurding our questions. It made us feel uncomfortable.

Karen is a wonderful lady & does her job very very well.  It was a joy to let her come into our home & speak w/ my family. Thank-you very much! Karen keep up the great work in which you are doing.

Jamie was very comfortable to work with, never did any of the family feel threatened or aggression toward her or her position in our life  Thanks for the help

I really liked the woman that I talked with, but I did not require your services, although I do think that your program is very useful and needed here in the valley.

The only reason we were involved in the program was because nieghbors called DYFS as a revenge taktic The Childrens Place took it from DYFS. Our case worker realized right off that it was revenge. This was the second time they did this. The Heglin's (neighbors) only did this because we tried to get help from troopers because of their sons nonsense and threats. They didn't like us calling trooper so they tried to get our kids taken away out of revenge. We received no help from troopers. We were pleased that our case worker saw it for what it was. Revenge in both times. We were told that if Mr. & Mrs. Leonard Heglin called again then there will be an investigation on them as this was against the law.

Sharon was helpful, and went out of her way to assist any way she could. We had no phone or car for a shile and she helped us a lot, being a go between for us with V.W.R.C. and life quest, and the school.

Thank you for all your help. (
Karen was very understanding & supportive not to mention kind and helpful, if there were the services that I did have help with it was due to my ignorance and pride for not asking Karen is a wonderful lady.

There are no afterhours counseling at Lifequest or Charternorth in Palmer or Wasilla and KAP at the local schools was not available this year my worker helped me in so many ways. I felt like I could trust her and that's hard to find. She's one of your best workers. I hope I'll never need her help again but, if I do, I'll want her. Thank you

I feel she should have spent time alone with my daughter at the initial visit and follow ups to encourage her to get help for her drug problem.

with first call I felt very intruded upon caseworker set me at ease with first visit

I felt that she asked a lot of questions that weren't any if her business.

I felt that Jamie did a good job with my family.

I was unaware of these services! It was not a question of being unable to get them, I did not know they were available. These are things I would like to know more about.

Sharron was wonderful, I just wished I could still contact her for futhere help. She was very understanding and helpful. She's a Great asset to your agency.

Jami was our caseworker, she did an excellent job. We were unwilling to continue caring for the child in question w/ all the problems with his mother. Therefore the case was unresolvable as Jami was unable to help him. She has given us excellent suggestion for resolving & avoiding the childs mother & her games in the future.

Our F.A.W. was very nice. We were very unsure of what was going on when she firt came over, but she let us know right away our kids would not be taken and that she was there to help us with our problems (an ADHD child). Plus she loaned us a book on ADHD which has help.

Thank you.

At first I was a little hesitant about talking or confieding in her: Now after meeting with them I was able to get some very helpful information. DFYS to me has always meant them taking your children. I was a victiem. I am happy to know now that you all also provide help too Thank you very much

My worker was very cool, she worked with me and treated me like I was a person not just a problem. Thanks.

I thank my Assessment Worker for getting involved with my family’s need for help. Without her I could’ve lost myself and my family.

It’s not that I really need respite care, but it would be nice to know my options. Thanks

Didn’t tell me about any agency resources; Don’t know anything about community agencies; would like information about [items checked in #13

She listened well and because of a bus accident understood my need to leave immediately

My worker was very great to work with. There was no reason for her to come out, but I know you have to do your job. I wish I could have had her with my ex.

Karen was wonderful working with us through all this. She listened.

They came and talked with me and were concerned about a problem my son had  But everything was ok. They were nice and friendly.

I felt invaded, but that there was a reason for the questioning and relaxed more.

They were very concern about me and my family & cared very much about what happens to us. They wanted to help our Family & to see that help was need for our children.

No comment except Jamie Anderson (case worker) was understanding & kind even for the reasons she came to our home

I feel very comfortable with all the workers.  I feel that if I ever need anything or any advice, I know I can call and talk to Karen or anyone.  I would feel comfortable doing that and having told my children they can trust anyone from your facility if they didn't want to talk to anyone else at least talk to someone there.

It was not as bad as I heard.  I figured it was going to be a bunch of people trying to take my son away.  Both of the ladies that came to see me mostly just listened to me.  That was probably more help then anything, two year olds don't have much to say.  Losing my family, or I should say my marriage coming to an end, took some getting used to.

I was helped greatly and possible help saved my child from a life of turmoil has yet to be.  Was thankful for the help.

I always felt that DFYS was only to take your children, but in the long run it came to my advantage.  Thank you!

My wife's mental illness is under Doctor Holladay's supervision.  Thanks for the help.

It is always beneficial to be aware of the many resources available-The Children's Place would be a good place to start researching special support for special needs.  Our case worker listened to our individual situation, offered suggestions, and support and understanding.  The assessment startled me and I became more assertive in meeting our child's individual needs.

Jamie from the Children's Place has helped me a lot.   I knew her when she worked for the Transcinal Living Center for women at Valley Women's Resource Center.

The gal from Children's Place was a very fantastic person.  She was very caring with my situation and seemed to be worried and interested.  There should be more people like Karen Morris.

The case worker found no reason for the false statement by someone.  So we just had to wait our 3 months.  The case worker was a very pleasant woman.

At times I felt like she took some of the things I said out of context.  Also she asked some personal financial information not necessary.  

Overall we had a good respect for each other.

Karen was very respectful person and she always listened to us and respected what we had to say.

I felt that my children were looked at as if they were not important.  We received no help protecting them.  So now I still have to worry about them & doctor them after visits to their dad.

The people that came to our house were very nice & helpful.  My only problem is the way our schools get involved in peoples lives that are normal.  Had noone interviewed the outcome would have been the same.

Someone whom obviously don’t know our family suggested that we hit our children with a large paddle with holes in it.  This was an incorrect accusation & we were questioned & the children were questioned.  We do discipline but it is part of loving your children to help them learn right from wrong & to help them become good, strong, healthy people as they grow.

I have worked in juvenile detention for over 5 years.  How does this situation impact my continued employment in this field?  I asked this question of the assessment workers but did not receive a definitive answer.

Most of this survey questions did not apply to our situation.  The people were polite and nice to our family.

They were very polite ladys and understanding to our situation.

Sorry for taking everybodys time up.

I worked well with my assessment worker and we both communicated with each other quite well.

Our worker was there for us whenever we needed her help in anything, we thank you so much.  We wouldn’t hesitate to call for help again.

My ‘FAW’ was asked to intervene through DFYS.  Not my request – she did her job.  She understood I was not happy with DFYS and felt DFYS should “leave me and my family alone.”

They seemed as though they really cared.  Very professional, yet humane.  I appreciated they’re concern & involvement in a very personal matter.  Sincerely --.

Conclusions -- Client Satisfaction Survey 

Overall, responses to the client satisfaction survey were quite favorable.  Keep in mind, however, that these survey data are only generalizable to the 168 of clients (47%) who actually returned the survey; their responses may differ in significant ways from the entire client base.  

Eleven questions assessed client satisfaction with their Family Assessment Worker (FAW).  The FAWs were rated very favorably on the following characteristics:  cooperativeness, respectfulness, listening skills, knowledge, understandability, trustworthiness and sensitivity (items 11a to 11h).  In fact, the average rating on all these items was 4.5 or above on a 5-point scale where the highest point represented “very much” of the characteristic in question.  Most respondents indicated that they were either “very” (59.5%) or “somewhat comfortable” (22.6%) working with their FAW (item 3), and more than 70% stated they were “very satisfied” with the way they were treated throughout the three month period that the FAW was involved with their family (item 4).  In addition, most respondents indicated that their FAW was “very” (45.6%) or “somewhat effective” (25.0%) in helping them to get the services their family needed (item 2), and most felt that the services recommended by their FAW were “very” (55.6%) or “somewhat suitable” (23.8%) for their family (item 1)

The survey also contained several questions about clients’ contact with and understanding of community resources following their involvement with the Children’s Place.  More than 70% of the clients responding to the survey said that the explanations given to them about community resources were “very clear” (item 6).  Nearly 70% of respondents said their knowledge of agency resources in their community had increased at least “a little” (item 9), and about half said their use of community agencies had shown improvement since their contact with the Children’s Place (item 10).

A majority of clients said that their involvement with the Children’s Place either “helped a great deal” (31.7%) or “helped somewhat” (34.1%), however, about 30% said there was “no effect either way” (item 7).   Similarly, about half of the respondents said that their child’s involvement with the Children’s Place “helped somewhat” or “a great deal,” but 42% felt there was neither a positive nor negative effect on their child(ren) (item 8).

Clients were also asked to identify the services recommended by their FAW (item 12), and indicate which services they felt their family needed that they were not able to access (item 13).  More than one third of respondents indicated that mental health or counseling services had been suggested by their FAW, and nearly 30% said support groups had been recommended.  One in four clients stated that their FAW suggested a parenting class, and one in five were referred to a domestic violence program.  A total of 16% of those surveyed felt they were unable to gain access to some services their family needed.  The most commonly mentioned services included mental health/counseling, and financial assistance (26.1% each), followed by financial counseling, legal protection, and utility assistance (21.7% each).

Finally, clients were given the opportunity to comment on their FAWs or their involvement with the Children’s Place in an open-ended question at the end of the survey.  About 68% of those responding to the survey made some commentary.  The majority of comments were positive statements about the FAWs; consistent with the objective data reported above, the FAWs were seen as kind and compassionate individuals who were comfortable to work with.  A number of comments, however, were from clients who resented the involvement of the Children’s Place in their lives and felt that false accusations brought this upon them.  

The results of this client satisfaction survey suggest that the Children’s Place and Family Assessment Workers are well-received by most of the families they become involved with.  Although they meet families under very difficult circumstances, they are generally viewed quite positively.

_____________________________________________________________________

DFYS, Community Agencies, and School Personnel 

Satisfaction Survey 

_____________________________________________________________________

For purposes of systematic comparison, a common survey was designed to tap various aspects of satisfaction with the Children's Place Dual Track Program from the perspective of the DFYS, community agencies and school personnel (See Appendix B for a copy of the survey).  Structured survey questions focused on the general areas of perceived program effectiveness and the process of working with the Dual Track Program. Program effectiveness questions dealt with the role of the Dual Track Program in reducing risk of harm to children, reducing future DFYS involvement in P3 families, and increasing client awareness of community resources. Process oriented questions aimed at aspects of working with the Dual Track Program such as, timeliness of response, appropriate referrals to community resources, facilitation of access to community resources, improved referral processes, and clear communication between all parties. In addition, several demographic questions were asked about age, gender, and ethnicity, as well as information about the amount of experience in working with the Dual Track Program, and general work experience in the family/human services field.  Survey respondents were also given the opportunity to respond to open-ended questions about their overall experience with the Dual Track Program Staff; their impressions of the affect of the Dual Track Program on the families they worked with; how Dual Track Program referrals impacted their agency, and the role of the Dual Track Program in filling a gap in service provision to at-risk families.

Surveys were also designed to obtain satisfaction reports from three key sources: DFYS managers and staff, Community Agencies that interacted with the Children's Place Dual Track Program, and School Personnel who were involved with the Dual Track Program.  For purposes of comparison, the same survey items were asked of all respondents in each of these three groups.  The DFYS mangers and staff were a designated survey source in accordance with evaluation goals.  The individual Community Agencies and School Personnel survey sources were determined in consultation with the Children's Place Dual Track Program.  For DFYS and Community Agency surveys the process involved pre-calling to introduce and explain the survey goals. The surveys were subsequently distributed in-person to the DFYS office and the respective community agencies and collected in-person after completion.  The school personnel survey was first approved by the district superintendent and then distributed and returned through the mail. 

The survey completion rate for all three sources was quite acceptable, if not exceptional. The manager and all of the DYFS staff in the local organization responded to the survey for 100% participation.  Thirty-three of 42 respondents or 78% of managers and staff from community agencies responded, and 12 of 18 or 66% of school personnel responded. Several of the community agency staff who did not respond were reported to be on leave or had left employment. Survey respondents were predominantly female, over 40 years of age, and married or living with a significant other. They were also predominantly White/Caucasian and had substantial educational backgrounds (A detailed summary of the demographic characteristics of the respondents appears in Appendix C.) The average length of employment for each of these survey groups was: DFYS=4.25 years; Community agencies=3.33 years; School personnel=9.33 years.  The average length of time involved in family-oriented services for each survey group was: DFYS=19.25 years; Community Agencies=12.6 years; School Personnel=15.33 years.  The average length of time working with the Children's Place Dual Track Program was: DFYS=1.8 years; Community agencies=1.5 years; School personnel=1.4 years.  In total, the survey respondents had extensive backgrounds in family-oriented services to inform their recent experiences with the Children's Place Dual Track Program.  However, there were significant differences reported by the three groups in terms of the level of contact that individuals had experienced with the Children's Place, as indicated below.  Because of the strong referral links between DFYS and The Children's Place Dual Track Program, there was a uniformly high level of contact reported. However, the level of contact by Community Agencies and School Personnel is more variable with considerably less high levels of contact and more medium and low levels of contact reported.  The degree of contact could have influenced some Community Agency and School Personnel to choose more neutral response options [i.e. "neither agree nor disagree"] and thus increased the average response rate for some survey questions.   

Results of the survey for each of the respondent groups is provided in the tables below. The survey items and the response options are presented as they appeared in the actual survey.  The respondents were asked to indicate the degree of agreement or disagreement with survey items. The summary of results includes the average response for each item according to the survey source, and the distribution of the number of respondents and response percentages for each of the available options for each survey item. 

Survey Responses

	Level of contact you have had with The Children's Place?

	Survey Source
	Average

Response
	High

(1)
	Medium

(2)
	Low

(3)
	None

(4)

	DFYS
	1.0
	100%

(n=5)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies
	2.3
	12.1%

(n=4)
	48.5%

(n=16)
	36.4%

(n=12)
	3.0%

(n=1)

	Schools
	2.2
	16.7%

(n=2)
	50.0%

(n=6)
	33.3%

(n=4)
	0%

(n=0)


	A1.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is reducing the potential for more expensive intervention by DFYS in the future.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	2.6
	20%

(n=1)
	40%

(n=2)
	20%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	20%

(n=1)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.0
	30.3%

(n=10)
	42.4%

(n=14)
	21.2%

(n=7)
	6.1%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.4
	66.7%

(n=8)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	8.3%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A2.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is preventing future harm to children living in families at risk.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	2.4
	40%

(n=2)
	20%

(n=1)
	20%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	20%

(n=1)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.8
	39.4%

(n=13)
	45.5%

(n=15)
	12.1%

(n=4)
	3.0%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=10)
	16.7%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A3.  Priority 3 families seen by The Children's Place/Dual Track program are more likely to access community resources than families not in the Dual Track program.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.0
	100%

(n=6)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.9
	42.4%

(n=14)
	36.4%

(n=12)
	15.2%

(n=5)
	6.1%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	75.0%

(n=9)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A4.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is reducing the likelihood that a Priority 3 family will later be re-reported to DFYS.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.5
	50%

(n=3)
	50%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.4
	18.2%

(n=6)
	42.4%

(n=14)
	24.2%

(n=8)
	12.1%

(n=4)
	3.0%

(n=1)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.5
	58.3%

(n=7)
	33.3%

(n=4)
	8.3%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A5.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is increasing the likelihood that Priority 3 families actually access the community resources recommended.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.0
	100%

(n=5)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.0
	39.4%

(n=13)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	24.2%

(n=8)
	6.1%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	75.0%

(n=9)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A6.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has improved Priority 3 families' awareness of community resources.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.7
	51.5%

(n=17)
	27.3%

(n=9)
	21.2%

(n=7)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	75.0%

(n=9)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A7.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is filling a necessary gap in services needed by families at risk of child abuse and neglect.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.6
	60.6%

(n=20)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	3.0%

(n=1)
	6.1%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.1
	91.7%

(n=11)
	8.3%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A8.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is addressing the special needs of children living in families at risk.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.3
	66.7%

(n=4)
	33.3%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.0
	39.4%

(n=13)
	27.3%

(n=9)
	24.2%

(n=8)
	9.1%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	75.0%

(n=9)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A9.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is meeting an unmet need in the community.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.6
	63.6%

(n=21)
	24.2%

(n=8)
	6.1%

(n=2)
	6.1%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.1
	91.7%

(n=11)
	8.3%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	A10.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has had an overall positive impact on our agency caseload burden.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	2.8
	50.0%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	33.3%

(n=2)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.7
	12.5%

(n=4)
	21.9%

(n=7)
	50.0%

(n=16)
	15.6%

(n=5)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	83.3%

(n=10)
	0%

(n=0)
	16.7%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B1.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has responded to Priority 3 cases referred by DFYS in a timely manner.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.0
	100.0%

(n=6)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.9
	40.6%

(n=13)
	25.0%

(n=8)
	34.4%

(n=11)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=10)
	16.7%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B2.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has appropriately referred families determined to be at higher risk back to DFYS.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.5
	83.3%

(n=5)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.6
	15.6%

(n=5)
	12.5%

(n=4)
	65.6%

(n=21)
	6.3%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	2.0
	50.0%

(n=6)
	0%

(n=0)
	50.0%

(n=6)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B3.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has helped to facilitate referrals and cross-training among community agencies.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.5
	66.7%

(n=4)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.5
	16.1%

(n=5)
	22.6%

(n=7)
	51.6%

(n=16)
	9.7%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.8
	58.3%

(n=7)
	8.3%

(n=1)
	33.3%

(n=4)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B4.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has improved the process of referring Priority 3 families to appropriate community resources.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.2
	30.3%

(n=10)
	18.2%

(n=6)
	51.5%

(n=17)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	66.7%

(n=8)
	33.3%

(n=4)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B5.  Coordination of services between DFYS (or my agency) and The Children's Place/Dual Track program is satisfactory.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.2
	27.3%

(n=9)
	42.4%

(n=14)
	15.2%

(n=5)
	15.2%

(n=5)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	66.7%

(n=8)
	33.3%

(n=4)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B6.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program is making appropriate referrals to the community resources needed by Priority 3 families.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.0
	36.4%

(n=12)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	3.0%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.4
	66.7%

(n=8)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	8.3%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B7.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has made appropriate use of our (or my agency) staff.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.7
	50.0%

(n=3)
	33.3%

(n=2)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.5
	21.2%

(n=7)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	15.2%

(n=5)
	3.0%

(n=1)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.6
	58.3%

(n=7)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	16.7%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B8.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program has made appropriate referrals to our agency.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	80.0%

(n=4)
	20.0%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.1
	33.3%

(n=11)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	27.3%

(n=9)
	9.1%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	2.4
	20.0%

(n=2)
	20.0%

(n=2)
	60.0%

(n=6)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B9.  Contact/communication with staff at The Children's Place/Dual Track program has been clear.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.3
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.9
	42.4%

(n=14)
	33.3%

(n=11)
	12.1%

(n=4)
	12.1%

(n=4)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.8
	50.0%

(n=6)
	33.3%

(n=4)
	0%

(n=0)
	16.7%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)


	B10.  Communication of case referral information from The Children's Place/Dual Track program to our agency has been timely.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	1.9
	42.4%

(n=14)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	24.2%

(n=8)
	0%

(n=0)
	3.0%

(n=1)

	Schools

(N=12)
	2.0
	33.3%

(n=4)
	50.0%

(n=6)
	8.3%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	8.3%

(n=1)


	B11.  Overall, our agency staff is sufficiently familiar with the services provided by The Children's Place/Dual Track program.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.5
	24.2%

(n=8)
	36.4%

(n=12)
	6.1%

(n=2)
	30.3%

(n=10)
	3.0%

(n=1)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.8
	58.3%

(n=7)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	16.7%

(n=2)
	0%

(n=0)


	B12.  Priority 3 families seen by The Children's Place/dual Track program are treated satisfactorily.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.1
	36.4%

(n=12)
	18.2%

(n=6)
	45.5/%

(n=15)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	75.0%

(n=9)
	25.0%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B13.  Families seen by The Children's Place/Dual Track program were adequately informed about the services my agency offers.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.0
	100.0%

(n=6)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.6
	18.8%

(n=6)
	15.6%

(n=5)
	53.1%

(n=17)
	12.5%

(n=4)
	0%

(n=0)

	Schools

(N=12)
	2.3
	27.3%

(n=3)
	18.2%

(n=2)
	54.5%

(n=6)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


	B14.  The Children's Place/Dual Track program overall has been effective in responding to the needs of Priority 3 cases.

	Survey Source
	Average Response
	Strongly Agree

(1)
	Somewhat Agree

(2)
	Neither Agree

Nor Disagree

(3)
	Somewhat Disagree

(4)
	Strongly Disagree

(5)

	DFYS

(N=6)
	1.2
	83.3%

(n=5)
	16.7%

(n=1)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)

	Agencies

(N=33)
	2.0
	39.4%

(n=13)
	24.2%

(n=8)
	33.3%

(n=11)
	0%

(n=0)
	3.0%

(n=1)

	Schools

(N=12)
	1.3
	72.7%

(n=8)
	27.3%

(n=3)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)
	0%

(n=0)


Responses to Open-Ended Questions


Below are the open-ended responses from DFYS, Community Agency and School respondents.  Responses have been ranked by the level of contact that each respondent reported at the beginning of the survey.  The question numbers in the table correspond to the following questions from the survey:

1 How would you describe your overall experience with the Dual Track staff?

2 What is your impression of the affect of Dual Track intervention on the families they work with?

3 How have the referrals from Dual Track impacted your agency?

4 Has Dual Track filled a gap in service provision to at-risk families? If so, how?

	Contact Level
	Q#
	DFYS Comments (unedited)

	High
	1
	Positive and negative - it has created tremendously more work for us - procedures- clerical - meetings - phone calls - etc. for social workers, supervisory & clerical.

	
	2
	I think they offer valuable services & support to our clients.

	
	3
	N/A We give them the referrals.

	
	4
	They deal w/ families we did not have time to deal with.

	High
	1
	Extremely positive. Case staffings are productive and beneficial.

	
	2
	An unmet need is being addressed. Families are more receptive to DT & DT can work longer with a family

	
	3
	Yes; P-3 now require tracking; assessing & ↑ assignments.

	
	4
	Yes; P-3's are being responded to where as before they were not.

	High
	1
	Positive - I find them helpful and they have provided safety nets for kids which wouldn't be in place w/o their involvement in the family

	
	2
	For families that are willing to engage it is positive

	
	3
	Given us a great deal more info on the family - risks & strengths that we would have had w/ generic referrals

	
	4
	Yes - they get much more assistance, support & exposure to help than we can provide

	High
	1
	I have experienced a professional attitude with an often difficult group of clients. The make every effort to create an atmosphere in which their clients can be as comfortable and feel as safe as possible.

	
	2
	The families they work with are often resistant to any intervention. However, they are able to engage the family and get them involved with community resources to address the issues which brought them to the attention of DFYS.

	
	3
	They enhanced and streamlined the referral process. Their involvement provides the motivation to families to seek services that would otherwise not ask for help

	
	4
	Yes. They have made it possible for at-risk families that have not yet reached the level of dysfunction that would precipitate an on-going DFYS worker to have the opportunity to receive services to prevent further crisis or risk.


	Contact Level
	Q#
	DFYS Comments (unedited), CONTINUED

	High
	1
	The staff is excellent. My experience w/ excellence is always wonderful.

	
	2
	DT's interventions are satisfactory but it is still up to the family to follow through. They can no be expected to influence the adults who are just plain uncooperative. The others would (probably) respond well to whoever approaches them; DTP or others.

	
	3
	Creates more work. More paperwork, more field work, more everything. Our staff hasn't increased to meet the increased "back wash" from DTP's work. It hasn't reduced our work, just the opposite.

	
	4
	Yes. Previously DFYS might not have met some of these families. Now DTP can meet them and the ones who are genuinely searching for help can get it. The others return to us as, increased case loads, more clients, etc.

	None
	1
	Supportive and professional

	
	2
	No answer

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	No answer


	Contact Level
	Q#
	Community Agency Comments (unedited)

	High
	1
	The contacted me in a timely & professional manner

	
	2
	Seem to show concern

	
	3
	Information not available

	
	4
	No answer

	High
	1
	Staff are competent & knowledgeable.

	
	2
	Families appear to be followed until it is clear that concerns have been adequately addressed

	
	3
	Typically, I am already working with the family.

	
	4
	More reports of harm are being investigated & low risk families are being given early intervention & attention.

	High
	1
	I have had only 1 experience and it has been satisfactorily

	
	2
	N/A

	
	3
	Positively

	
	4
	Not Sure

	High
	1
	They are professional, but it would be more informative if they would be more specific in their referrals.

	
	2
	From what I understand there is limited contact with the client and they refer them to agencies like ours for long term services

	
	3
	They come in steadily, but not at the numbers they projected.

	
	4
	They refer to us and then we provide long-term weekly follow ups

	Medium
	1
	Satisfactory

	
	2
	Effective

	
	3
	Not a high # of referrals

	
	4
	Yes, ensuring that all low-priority are handled

	Medium
	1
	The staff is professional, but I feel more information needs to be shared when the referral is made to my agency

	
	2
	Personally, I see no affect on families. Our agency works more hands on and does weekly follow ups.

	
	3
	Our agency has not received as many referrals as projected by C.P.

	
	4
	I do believe having the SART, especially for children, and the availability of local exams is a great service for our children.


	Contact Level
	Q#
	Community Agency Comments (unedited), CONTINUED

	Medium
	1
	The experience is still new but as another resource and support it has been great.

	
	2
	It is another resource for families- some use it - some choose not to.

	
	3
	I have not seen any referrals to our agency - we usually refer to them.

	
	4
	Yes. Another resource for families and agencies to turn to.

	Medium
	1
	Collaboration with Dual Track staff has been fantastic.

	
	2
	Dual Track empowers families with education & intervention thus enabling them to better help themselves.

	
	3
	Many of our mutual clients stay longer at our shelter while services are being accessed and safety plans built.

	
	4
	Dual Track has provided intervention and referral to many at-risk families that otherwise would have simply had their cases dropped, no other agency provides this service.

	Medium
	1
	It has been helpful to be able to work together - more has been accomplished this way

	
	2
	Families have been willing to meet needs more easily than when working w/ DFYS personnel

	
	3
	?

	
	4
	Yes - DFYS personnel don't have enough time to see these families, and it's nice to know we can call on you!

	Medium
	1
	Cooperative and helpful - the staff have been good partners in our interactions with several families - we could use more ongoing communications tho!

	
	2
	Some families take the contact very seriously and other do not ~ they disappear or watch for the timeline for 'discharge' from dual track.

	
	3
	We have received 7 referrals from Dual track and most have been appropriate and timely.

	
	4
	Yes, investigations and referrals are occurring which would not have in the past.

	Medium
	1
	Very good at responding once they are involved in a case. They seemed to encourage the agency (LifeQuest) to respond & do its job. However, I think they need to stay around and monitor cases longer & not close out so quickly.

	
	2
	Seemed to encourage follow through.

	
	3
	Not sure how to answer this; they were involved with familie(s) already on my caseload; they did seem to communicate well; I knew more about the families on my caseload.

	
	4
	Yes. I think it allowed DFYS to be more freed up for other things and attention to their cases. They need to not close cases out so quickly!!

	Medium
	1
	Helpful in being a laison to have the client P/U w/ SVCS

	
	2
	Appropriate

	
	3
	Not much

	
	4
	Haven't seen much difference in gap.

	
	If you want valid information you need to inform more about "The Children's Place" program. Ie level 3 who what where when Contact have been very directed to client infor w/o much educational awareness.

	Medium
	1
	Great - good communication & good services

	
	2
	Keeps them out of more serious problems

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	Yes! Their problems are addressed appropriately, without too much trauma.

	Medium
	1
	Staff willing to play role with treatment team ie: monitor, track, and provide background information

	
	2
	Appear to provide adequate support and referral

	
	3
	Make our client's aware of the different programs which are available

	
	4
	Linking families to treatment and follow-up in a timely manner

	Contact Level
	Q#
	Community Agency Comments (unedited), CONTINUED

	Medium
	1
	Always helpful - supportive & focusing on the best interest of their clients

	
	2
	Most seem well received & have often provided relief by providing referrels to needed resources & reinforcement for seeking help

	
	3
	They are a pleasure to work with - I don't do as much work w/ them as I do not take medicaid - but we are a resource for each other & they have helped w/ a few of my clients in providing sensitive interviews & support

	
	4
	Dual Track is making contact w/ families before they reach the level of meeting DFYS criteria for intervention - in this way they offer help & try to deter abusive situations before they become dangerous.

	Medium
	1
	Educational efficient, compassionate and professional.

	
	2
	Limited impression as I am not involved any longer w/ the families I referred

	
	3
	Provided more appropriate intervention/education/evaluation to families @ High Risk - lessened my burden - 

	
	4
	Yes! 3 families I was involved with were all evaluated & services offered by Dual Track - this took weight off my shoulders and hopefully provided a safety net for those families.

	Medium
	1
	Highly competent individuals who are sincere in their efforts to strengthen individuals, families & their community. Very dedicated to helping children and they have.

	
	2
	Generally very positive - with very complex problems & a wide variety of situations. This often was not possible for many families before the Children's Place. The children of every community should have a similar agency.

	
	3
	I hope to increase our involvement with The Children's Place.

	
	4
	Yes, this agency consistently follows at risk families that may have had to wait for services through other agencies. Service is all encompassing with follow up tailored to individual/family needs - in intensity & frequency.

	Medium
	1
	Very positive

	
	2
	No answer

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	This program fulfills an important need in the community by addressing the needs of families at risk who would otherwise not receive referrals or assistance.

	Medium
	1
	There is a tendency to have a superior attitude over our program. The staff do have a concern for the clients and provide appropriate referrals and information.

	
	2
	There doesn't seem to be a consistent level of service with the families. Some families receive a lot of Dual track intervention, while others don't.

	
	3
	Our program receives referrals on a regular basis, however, we do not receive as many referrals as originally projected.

	
	4
	Yes. Families receive information and referrals to resources that could assist the family.

	Medium
	1
	I have 2 cases with them and they have been very helpful. It has been positive.

	
	2
	My clients seem cautious of all outsiders and both workers have been respectfull & helpful and families are responding.

	
	3
	No, I already had these clients and welcomed the help in addresses the family needs & the safety of their children.

	
	4
	No, I already had these clients and welcomed the help in addresses the family needs & the safety of their children. Glad they are here!

	Low
	1
	Excellent

	
	2
	No answer

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	No answer


	Contact Level
	Q#
	Community Agency Comments (unedited), CONTINUED

	Low
	1
	Limited - possibly due to limited knowledge about the program!

	
	2
	Unknown-

	
	3
	Unknown-

	
	4
	Unknown-

	Low
	1
	Not information sharing - no team effort for families. Felt at times their hands were tied in continuing with families that needed more to protect children.

	
	2
	None! The impact did not exist.

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	NO

	Low
	1
	Calm & confident

	
	2
	No answer

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	No answer

	Low
	1
	only one brief contact after a DV incident

	
	2
	only one brief contact - staff were effective

	
	3
	no idea

	
	4
	again, not enough info to comment

	Low
	1
	Limited

	
	2
	No answer

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	No answer

	Low
	1
	Well-informed, respectful communication regarding at-risk youth

	
	2
	Not as powerful as it could be. It seems, however, to fit the niche of being as non-intrusive as possible

	
	3
	Most of the referrals have been reluctant to engage in Tx.

	
	4
	Yes! The investigation/assessment of concerns that might otherwise "slip through the cracks" is a vital service to the community.

	Low
	1
	Positive & professional, if somewhat limited

	
	2
	Positive impact

	
	3
	We don't receive enough referrals from them. We would like them to actively refer more people to Public Health for services.

	
	4
	Yes, but not enough. They need more financial resources - the job is simply too big for the limited financial support the give.

	Low
	1
	No answer

	
	2
	No answer

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	No answer

	Low
	1
	They have been helpful - responsive to client needs. Collaboration has been timely & appropriate

	
	2
	Positive, non-threatening. Families seem to accept the support provided and seem responsive to referrals

	
	3
	We have had few adolescent tx referrals.

	
	4
	↑ responsiveness to RDH, increase community referrals

	Low
	1
	Caring & motivated & dedicated staff members who try to work with our treatment plans.

	
	2
	Dual track helps to keep families committed to growth. Provides a sort of pressure on families to follow through with community resources and treatment needs.

	
	3
	Haven't seen a difference

	
	4
	Gives families an agency to answer to and makes social workers more available to families


	Contact Level
	Q#
	Community Agency Comments (unedited), CONTINUED

	Low
	1
	Staff are friendly and proactive in their approaches to linking families w/ needed resources.

	
	2
	That they are effectively providing critical services in the community. That they are extremely empathetic and professional.

	
	3
	Although The Children's Place regularly informs families of Denali KidCare, there is no tracking mechanism by which to judge how many of their clients have enrolled due to that information.

	
	4
	By starting at a point where there is still hope for restoring some normalcy. By advocating for children.

	None
	1
	I've had very little contact

	
	2
	I don't know much about it

	
	3
	I've had maybe one in the past year

	
	4
	I'm not aware of any.


	Contact Level
	Q#
	School Personnel Comments (unedited)

	High
	1
	I could not even dream of a better experience

	
	2
	They diffuse much anger - and work to help with intervention. They are not viewed as "punishment"

	
	3
	They have opened many lines of communication

	
	4
	YES - DFYS is not so stressed and the families I have sent have been willing to talk and work out methods of parenting rather than "fear the children will be taken away"

	High
	1
	The dual track staff have been very helpful with many of our school families. They are friendly, professional and very supportive of the children & families they work with.

	
	2
	Some or most of these families have positive feelings with the help they have received from the Children's Place. The children sometimes hate to leave the warm, friendly, kid-oriented environment.

	
	3
	They have been very helpful in working with our families who may not have been successful in getting their needs met elsewhere.

	
	4
	Yes! Many of these families just need the extra support of services that they are referred to help them survive through their unfortunate experiences. Without dual track they or many would fall "between the cracks" and continue to struggle or become in contact with the law.

	Medium
	1
	Excellent except in one occasion. We were not informed & they met with a new mother (at our school) we found out after she was very confused & upset.

	
	2
	For the most part is have been great for the families. Very informative

	
	3
	For the most part very well. The Dual Track program has help with many of our students

	
	4
	Yes. With teen moms the more agencies that can help the better. They need all the help they can get.

	Medium
	1
	Satisfactory

	
	2
	Not enough info to comment.

	
	3
	↑ response to non-crisis referrals, very appreciated

	
	4
	Yes. No longer put on the back burner. Intervention before a crisis happens

	Medium
	1
	I am so pleased that they are able to assist Priority 3 cases. It has made a big difference to those families.

	
	2
	Positive - I've seen great changes in the families that have been referred there.

	
	3
	N/A

	
	4
	Yes, by providing services to Priority 3 cases.

	Contact Level
	Q#
	School Personnel Comments (unedited), CONTINUED

	Medium
	1
	So far the dealings I have had have been fine.

	
	2
	Some families are very upset they were turned into DFYS & they blame the school's for that.

	
	3
	No answer

	
	4
	No answer

	Medium
	1
	I would appreciate communication that Dual Track will be working with the referrals from my school. I did experience a worker doubting my referral. I'd like to be treated with more respect regarding my choice for referral. This was disappointing!!  Reasons for referrals are not dreamed up.

	
	2
	These families are more conscientious of they're lifestyle and seem to improve as an agency is in touch with them and working with them.

	
	3
	These families have a resource for assistance. They are not ignored or left by the wayside. The referrals are given attention regardless of severity or crisis level.

	
	4
	Dual Track is ideal to prevent potential abuse situations and it is a program to supports those families that fall in the cracks and would otherwise not qualify for help. A wonderful program for the Valley area.

	Medium
	1
	Very good.

	
	2
	effective

	
	3
	Help accessible to more families

	
	4
	definitely - more families receive help.

	Low
	1
	Excellent! We're happy it exists!

	
	2
	Positive in most cases. We like the carrot, not a hammer approach!

	
	3
	Raised confidence of a follow up to a referral.

	
	4
	Yes. Many of our referrals were not acted upon.

	Low
	1
	- excellent program - great response time - relieved to know that priority 3 reports are being addressed

	
	2
	Doing a good job

	
	3
	NA

	
	4
	Yes-situations are addressed before they escalate - services are provided for prevention

	Low
	1
	Good

	
	2
	Good Support System

	
	3
	Extra support for Teen Parent Program

	
	4
	More families being followed, whereas before only a few referrals to DFYS were assigned services.

	Low
	1
	Very positive. Caring folks

	
	2
	Families seem positive. Don't seem to feel threatened

	
	3
	In a positive manner

	
	4
	Yes - Those students referred to DFYS that were lower risk were never addressed in the past. Now there is at least some help coming through for them.


Discussion of DFYS, Community Agency and School Personnel Survey Results

The survey responses tapped a number of important aspects of the perceived effectiveness of the Children's Place Dual Track Program, as well as views of its role and functions in the community.  Questions with an "A" prefix are designed to tap perceived outcomes of the Dual Track Program, while questions with a "B" prefix are designed to elicit more process-oriented views of the respondents' experience in working with the program.

Perceived Outcomes

Based on the average response, there is general agreement that the Dual Track Program is reducing the potential for more expensive intervention by DFYS in the future [QA1], but there are divided points of view within the DFYS, with some respondents not agreeing with this view, and the community agencies, in which there were more respondents who neither agreed nor disagreed and some who disagreed. The school personnel agreed most strongly with the positive impact of the Dual Track Program in this regard. The average response also indicated general agreement with the view that the Dual Track Program is preventing future harm to children living in families at-risk [QA2], with similar variations in the level of agreement among the different survey sources. However, both DFYS and the community agencies showed considerably less agreement with the view that the Dual Track Program had an overall positive impact on the agency caseload burden [QA10], while the school personnel responded with a high level of agreement to this item.  Interestingly, the average responses regarding the likelihood that a Priority 3 family would later be re-reported to the DFYS  [QA4] indicated stronger agreement by the DFYS respondents than for Questions A1 and A2.  This suggests that the DFYS and community agency personnel may have responded to questions A1, A2, and A10 in terms of the Dual Track Program's impact on the overall burden of service demands, and that question A4 taps views of a more specific service events affecting at-risk families. 

Relatively consistent agreement in average responses across survey sources occurred for questions regarding the Dual Track Program impact on access to community resources by P3 families.  For example, there is consistently higher agreement that P3 families seen by the Dual Track Program have improved awareness of community resources [QA6], are more likely to access community resources than families not seen by the Dual Track Program [QA3], and that Priority 3 families will actually access the community resources recommended to them [QA5].  There is also fairly high agreement that the Dual Track Program is filling a necessary gap in the services needed by families at-risk of child abuse and neglect [QA7], that it is addressing the special needs of children living in families at risk [QA8], and that it is filling an unmet need in the community [QA9].   

Experiences of Working with the Dual Track Program

There was strong agreement across all survey sources that the Dual Track Program has responded to Priority 3 cases referred by DFYS in a timely manner [QB1], that it is making appropriate referrals to the community resources needed by Priority 3 families [QB6], and that it has improved the process of referring Priority 3 families to appropriate community resources [QB4].  Less agreement was indicated with the view that the Dual Track Program has appropriately referred families determined to be at higher risk back to DFYS [QB2], but there was a substantial number of neutral responses to this question, which may indicate lack of familiarity with the process of re-referral to the DFYS. There was also less agreement that the families seen by the Dual Track Program were adequately informed about the services offered by community agencies [QB13], and that there was sufficient familiarity among community agencies with the services provided by the Dual Track Program [QB11]. 

Views related specifically to interagency interactions indicate that, in general, the Dual Track Program is seen as having made appropriate use of agency staff [QB7], has made appropriate referrals to community agencies [QB8], has communicated clearly with agencies [QB9], and has communicated in a timely manner with regard to case referral information [QB10]. In addition, the Dual Track Program is generally perceived to have helped in facilitating referrals and cross-training among community agencies [QB3], and that coordination of services between the Dual Track Program and DFYS or other community agencies has been satisfactory [QB5]. 

Two final questions of considerable importance addressed the Dual Track Program's treatment of and overall effectiveness in responding to the needs of Priority 3 families.  Although there is a substantial cluster of neutral responses by community agencies, the general pattern indicates fairly strong agreement with the view that Priority 3 families seen by the Dual Track Program are treated satisfactorily [QB12], and that the Dual Track Program has been effective in responding to the needs of Priority 3 families [QB14].  

Open-ended Questions Summary

1.
How would you describe your overall experience with the Dual Track staff?

DFYS - These respondents feel that they have had very positive experiences with the Dual Track staff.  They see the staff as supportive, professional, productive and beneficial, as well as providing a safety net for children.  There was one respondent who felt that working with the Dual Track Program had increased the workload for the agency,  which may be true in light of the required communications and meetings held between the DFYS and the Dual Track Program. 

Community Agencies - The majority of respondents felt that their experiences with the Dual Track staff have been positive.  Some of the positive comments indicated that the Dual Track staff was professional and competent, and that they were "team players".  However, there are some comments about the limited information sharing between the program and their agency and that the Dual Track staff sometimes treats them in a less than satisfactory manner. 

School Personnel - Almost all respondents saw their experiences with the Dual Track staff as positive.  School personnel comments indicated that the Dual Track Program staff responded quickly and were supportive towards the families. Several also indicated that they were glad that priority 3 cases were finally being addressed.  There were two concerns that were mentioned.  First, there was some concern expressed that school personnel needed to be informed when Dual Track Program staff would be working with referred clients at their schools, and, second, that they were disappointed when a Dual Track Program Family Assessment Worker doubted their referral.

2.
What is your impression of the effect of Dual Track on the families they work with?

DFYS - The Dual Track program is seen as providing access to valuable services and support for families that are willing to engage in the program.  Some respondents felt that families were more willing to work with the Dual Track Program than with the regular DFYS services, which are sometimes met with considerable resistance.

Community Agencies - Most respondents felt that the Dual Track Program was effective and that the staff showed concern for the clients.  Some believe that it is another community resource for families; and that families may be more willing to work with the Dual Track Program staff.  However, there were also concerns that Dual Track was not as powerful a program as it could be and that the intervention may not be consistent from family to family. 

School Personnel - The majority of these respondents have seen positive effects on the families involved with the Dual Track program.  They report that families do not feel threatened by the Dual Track Program and that the Family Assessment Workers help to diffuse a lot of anger.  Although the program is viewed as very informative for the families, there were also concerns expressed that families were upset over being reported and felt that the schools were to blame for reporting them to DFYS. 

3.
How have the referrals from Dual Track impacted your agency?

DFYS - While a couple of respondents indicated that working with the Dual Track Program had increased their workload in terms of paperwork and fieldwork, others see the Dual Track Program as having enhanced and streamlined the referral process.  One respondent felt that the program was able to provide much more information about the families regarding their risks and strengths, but a concern was also expressed that the extra work for DFYS was not supported by an increase in their staffing. 

Community Agencies - Responses were mixed for this question.  Many felt that they would like to have more clients referred to them by Dual Track, one specifically looking for adolescent referrals.  There was a suggestion for a tracking system to see how many referred clients actually enrolled in the agency's program.  Some of the respondents were already involved with the referred clients or indicated that they had referred clients to Dual Track, not the other way around.  One respondent felt that the clients that were referred to their agency had been unwilling to engage in treatment.  Several stated that the Dual Track Program had a positive impact on their agency, while only two felt that there had been little or no impact. 

School Personnel - Respondents generally felt that Dual Track Program had impacted their school in a positive way by providing extra support for their programs and increasing response rates for referrals. Other comments were that the Dual Track program made help more accessible to families and opened lines of communication.  

4.
Has Dual Track filled a gap in service provision to at-risk families? If so, how?

DFYS - Respondents indicated that the Dual Track Program was responding to community needs and provided services to families that otherwise would not have been helped. In addition, the Dual Track Program was viewed as providing more assistance and enhanced connections to sources of family support. 

Community Agencies - Most respondents felt that the Dual Track program was filling a gap in service provision to at-risk families by providing early intervention.  A couple did not believe that the Dual Track Program had made a difference in the service prevention gap, but another felt that the Dual Track Program could do more if it received additional financial support. 

School Personnel - Respondents overwhelmingly agreed that the Dual Track Program was filling a service provision gap for at-risk families.  They see the program as being able to act upon referrals that were previously set aside and providing at-risk families with more resources and services that they need.  The belief was also expressed that by intervening early, the Dual Track Program may be able to prevent potentially abusive situations from developing, especially since families seemed more willing to cooperate with the Dual Track Program staff.

________________________________________________________________

General Summary
________________________________________________________________

The Children's Place Dual Track Program has made clear progress toward the goal of providing early intervention to DFYS "Workload Adjusted" cases that would otherwise leave children at-risk of abuse or neglect. Overall, the results of the client satisfaction survey indicate that the family assessment workers are well received by most of the families with whom they become involved.  Although the program families are met under very difficult circumstances, they feel respected and treated with sensitivity by service providers they view as trustworthy and concerned about their needs. There is also generally strong agreement among DFYS staff and managers, community agency staff and managers, and school personnel that the Dual Track Program is filling an unmet need in the community by providing a service with the potential for reducing harm to at-risk children. The Dual Track Program is also viewed positively by these community partners in terms of the interagency coordination of efforts to intervene early with families that may need more knowledge of and greater access to community resources.   And finally, the program appears to be reducing the chances that families are re-reported to DFYS in the future.  Data from the outcome evaluation suggest that Mat-Su families referred to the Children’s Place Dual Track Program following a Workload Adjusted/Priority 3 report were less likely to be reported to DFYS within a 24-month period than were similar families during a baseline period.  Evaluation results also indicate that Children’s Place families who were re-reported to DFYS tended to have reports classified as lower priority than baseline families who did not have the Dual Track option.  Overall, the evaluation results are quite positive, and suggest that the Dual Track approach may be an excellent alternative to investigation of low risk cases.

_____________________________________________________________________

Appendix A
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Description of Data Preparation Process

Data Translation and Cleaning
The evaluator requested from DFYS data on all reports of child abuse or neglect made in Mat-Su and Fairbanks during the baseline and program periods.  The data from the PROBER system were sent as text files. These data were read into SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences), then cleaned. Due to translation errors, approximately 20% of the cases were split between two lines, and such errors had to be corrected by hand. After data cleaning, there were 4,429 total reports from Mat-Su (2,192 baseline and 2,237 program) and 9,433 total reports from Fairbanks (5,013 baseline and 4,420 program).

Variable Selection and Labeling
Next, all variables were labeled in SPSS, and value labels were assigned wherever necessary.  For certain analyses, text data had to be converted into numeric data.  For the recidivism analyses, the following variables were extracted: referral office (Mat-Su or Fairbanks), family ID#, individual ID#, referral date, screening outcome (assigned for investigation or workload adjusted), and priority (1-3).

Data Sorting and Identification of Valid Cases
The data were then sorted by family ID#, referral date, and screening outcome.  Next, families were identified who had at least one Workload Adjusted/Priority 3 (WA/P3) report of harm during the time period.  Families who didn’t meet this criterion were excluded.  For the recidivism analyses, we needed to examine reports of harm subsequent to the first WA/P3 report for each family.  Therefore, we needed to remove reports of harm within a family that occurred prior to the first WA/P3 during the time period in question (baseline or program).  This had to be done on a case-by-case basis because a family’s report history could contain multiple WA/P3 reports of harm with assigned reports in between.  We wanted to keep all reports after the first WA/P3, and exclude only the assigned reports occurring prior to the first WA/P3.  

Data Aggregation and Recidivism Variable Computation
After families meeting the inclusion criteria were identified, all reports of harm were aggregated at the family level by referral date (i.e., reports involving multiple children within a family on the same date were not considered separately).  For each report of harm for a family that followed the initial WA/P3 in the time period, two additional variables were created: (1) the seriousness of the report (coded as 0=no more reports, 1=another Priority 3 report, 2=a Priority 2 report, 3=a Priority 1 report), and (2) the amount of time since the initial WA/P3 (in 3 month intervals). The second stage of aggregation involved the creation of four separate data files where each case or line in the file represented a family’s recidivism history since the initial WA/P3 in the time period.  These files contained the following variables for each family:


(1) 
location (Mat-Su or Fairbanks)


(2) 
period (baseline or program period)


(3) 
total number of re-reports of harm following initial WA/P3

(4) total seriousness of re-reports (computed by summing the 

seriousness score assigned to each additional re-report)



(5)
any recidivism within the 24 month period (yes/no)



(6)
recidivism within 6 months of the initial WA/P3



(7)
recidivism within 12 months of the initial WA/P3



(8)
recidivism within 18 months of the initial WA/P3

All four files were then merged to conduct the analyses reported above.

_____________________________________________________________________
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Demographic Comparison -- Mat-Su and Fairbanks

A number of analyses were run to compare Mat-Su and Fairbanks on demographic variables found in the PROBER data management system for each report of child harm received by DFYS, including the child’s age, race, and sex, the type of abuse or neglect reported, the priority code associated with the case, the screening outcome, and the number of children from this family who are currently in other placement.

Age, Race and Sex

During the baseline period, Mat-Su received a total of 2,192 reports of child abuse or neglect and Fairbanks received 5,013.    There was a modest, but statistically significant difference on the age of the child who was the subject of the report; the average age of children in Mat-Su (mean=8.62 years) was significantly higher than the average age of children in Fairbanks (mean=7.79 years), t (7,203)=6.78, p<.001.  There was also a significant difference in the race of these children X2 (4)=453.15, p<.001.  Mat-Su cases were 84% White, 13% Native, 2% African American, 1% Hispanic, and less than 1% Asian or Pacific Islander.  Fairbanks cases are only 55% White, but are 33% Native, 9% African American, 2% Hispanic and 1% Asian or Pacific Islander.  There were no significant differences between Mat-Su and Fairbanks on the sex of children in reports of harm, X2 (1)=0.019, p=.890.  Approximately half of the reports of harm in Mat-Su and Fairbanks are about boys and girls.

Type of Abuse or Neglect and Number of Children Currently in Other Placement

There was a significant difference between Mat-Su and Fairbanks on the primary type of harm in the report, X2 (4)=134.20, p<.001.  In both Mat-Su and Fairbanks, 13-14% of the reports of harm concerned sexual abuse, 2-4% concerned mental injury, and less than 1% were about abandonment.  In Fairbanks, however, 55% of case types were neglect and 29% were for physical abuse, compared to 42% neglect and 41% physical abuse in Mat-Su.  There was no significant difference, however, in the number of children from the family currently in other placement, t (7,203)=-1.53, p.127; on average both Mat-Su families (mean=1.88) and Fairbanks families (mean=2.27) had two children currently in other placement.

Priority Status and Screening Outcome

Overall, Mat-Su received reports of harm that were significantly higher priority (t (3,121)=18.67, p<.001) than Fairbanks, but these reports were significantly less likely to be assigned for investigation, X2 (1)=202.90, p<.001.  The average priority score for Mat-Su reports (mean=1.8 on a scale of 1-3 where one is most serious) was significantly more risky than the average score for Fairbanks reports (mean=1.88).  Fairbanks, however, assigned 65% of its reports of harm for investigation and workload adjusted 35%, while Mat-Su only investigated 48% of all reports received, workload adjusting 52%.
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