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SUMMARY
Background
The 1984 General Assembly passed House Concurrent Resolution No. 30,

directing the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
to study the Cabinet for Human Resources’ reimbursement system for
services rendered to children by private, non-profit child-care agencies.

Issues addressed in the resolution included:

* the cost of services provided by private, non-profit child care agencies;

* a comparative analysis of costs of services rendered by state-operated and
private agencies; and

* acomparative analysis of reimbursement systems in the southeastern states.

At its July, 1984 meeting, the Program Review and Investigations Committee ap-
proved a full review based on the detailed workplan prepared by committee staff.

Program Description

The Cabinet for Human Resources (CHR) has statutory responsibility for
children committed to it by the juvenile session of district court. KRS Chapters 199 and 208
address these mandates. Specifically, KRS 208.410 requires the Cabinet to arrange for

a program of care, treatment and rehabilitation of the children commit-
ted to it, which program shall be designed to provide for classification,
segregation and specialized treatment of children according to their
respective problems, needs and characteristics....

The Department for Social Services (DSS) within the Cabinet for Human
Resources provides or arranges for care of committed children. Placement of children in a
private, non-profit child care agency is one alternative in a continuum of care system,
which also includes in-home services, day treatment, foster family care, and public
operated group home, residential or institutional placements.

The Cabinet does not find private non-profit child care appropriate for all com-
mitted children. Children who the Cabinet feels are most suited to such care are: those who
have not adjusted well to foster family care; children needing shprl-term emergency



placements; children with more serious emotional, behavioral or physical problems than a
foster family can handle; and the status offenders or public offenders who need a struc-
tured environment.

The Cabinet presently has a contractual arrangement with forty-two licensed child
care providers. These agencies agree to care for children placed by the Cabinet, while the
Cabinet agrees to pay a set amount of money for each day an individual child is in care.
Programs in the agencies vary, from those offering caretaker and referral services to those
providing intensive treatment-oriented services.

Objective of the Review

This study describes the private non-profit child care agencies used by the Cabinet
for the care of children committed to it. The major emphasis is on the financial aspects of
this child care system. The review details the Department for Social Services’ method and
amount of reimbursement to agencies. Further analysis includes:

* comparing the Cabinet’s reimbursement amount to those of other southeastern
and surrounding states;

* comparing the Cabinet’s reimbursement rate to the cost incurred by the private
agencies; and

* comparing the cost incurred by the Cabinet in state-operated group homes for

children to the cost incurred by similar private agencies for their care of
children.

Additionally, the study addresses the issue of the relationship between the Department for

Social Services and the private sector, including perceptions of quality of care and possible
problems in the delivery of services.

Types and Sources of Data

Information was gathered from the Department for Social Services by:

* written request for budget and expenditure computer printouts, regulations,
policy and practices statements;

review of the monthly Imprest Cash Vouchers submitted to the Cabinet by a
sample of eighteen private child care agencies;

questionnaires sent to each state-operated group home; and

interviews with appropriate central office staff as well as fifteen field staff
throughout the state, and visits to group homes.

Information related to payment systems used in fourteen states was gathered
through questionnaires and follow-up interviews. Financial and programmatic aspects of
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the private agencies were determined through a review of a random stratified sample of
eighteen private care agencies. Data were collected through the use of written question-
naires, interviews, and visits to private agencies.

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

Research Question: What is the degree to which private non-profit agencies care for
children committed to the Cabinet for Human Resources?

In Kentucky, private child care agencies serve 16-17% of the children committed
to CHR in alternate living arrangements and receive 20-22% of the foster care budget. Dur-
ing FY 1984 these agencies served 1,135 children and were reimbursed $2,297,722 for their
services.

The sample of agencies indicated that 56% of the children they served were legally
defined as dependent/neglected or abused. This group is generally considered to be an
easier group to serve than the status and public offenders. However, approximately one-
fourth of the population served was status offenders and a lesser number (18%) was made
up of public offenders. Status offenses are acts which, if committed by an adult, would not
be a crime, such as truancy or running away from home. Of the population sampled, 75%
were teenagers, while 25% were younger children. It was the sample agencies’ opinion that
almost one-half (49%) of the children had moderate or major emotional problems, and
70% had moderate or major behavioral problems. In summary, the sampled private child
care agencies are most likely to serve the ‘‘troubled’’ older child who has not been ad-
judicated by the courts as a delinquent or a status offender.

- Research Question: What is the reimbursement rate for care of children placed in private
agencies in Kentucky and other southeastern and surrounding states?

Kentucky Reimbursement Rate

For purposes of detailed analysis, FY 1983 reimbursement figures were calculated
for the sample private agencies. There were eighteen discreet daily rates paid during that
fiscal year, ranging from a low of $6.06 to a high of $37.25. The average daily reimburse-
ment rate for the sample was $14.18. A review of the agencies’ contracts and ‘‘Schedule of
Payments’’ agreements indicated ten separate factors or variables which determined the
amount of reimbursement. In summary, these factors fall into three categories:

* The characteristics of the child served (i.e., age or type of problem);

* The services offered in the agency (i.e., availability of social services, emergen-
cy placement services, treatment-oriented services); and
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* The limitations the Cabinet places on the allowable reimbursement (i.e., limited
number of authorized “‘slots,” rates negotiated for each child separately, and
fixed rates contracted regardless of the child’s characteristics).

The rate structure is complex and confusing and provides numerous opportunities
for inequities in payment to arise. Departmental interviewees were asked their opinion of
why inequities existed. Central office staff cited a historical policy of negotiating private
agency contracts separately without an overall review of other similar agencies and a lack of
funds to rectify observed inequities as the major reasons. Additional explanations of ine-
quities by Departmental field staff related to the placement of ‘“troubled’’ children in lower
reimbursement agencies because more appropriate placements were not readily available.

Other States’ Reimbursement Rates
Fourteen states, either surrounding Kentucky or in the southeastern region, were
surveyed to determine their reimbursement systems and rates. No two states reimburse the

private agencies at the same rate. Each state is affected by unique budgetary limitations and
allocation patterns.

Nine states reported on the type of system they used:

*

four states reimbursed private agencies by the flat-rate fee-for-service system;

one state negotiated rates with each agency separately;

* one state paid a percentage of actual costs; and

»*

three states combined at least two of the aforementioned systems.

Six states provided sufficient FY 1983 service/payment data to permit a com-
parative analysis with Kentucky. The lowest average reimbursement rate, $6.87, was in
South Carolina, and the highest average rate, $39.25, was in Tennessee. The average rate
for all states was $22.53, and Kentucky’s average rate was $14.18.

Research Question: What is the cost of child care in Kentucky private agencies and state-
operated facilities?

Costs of child care were calculated for the eighteen sample private agencies
surveyed, and the nine state-operated group homes operating the entire FY 1983. Costs of
child care are shown as the average cost of care for one child for one day. To calculate the
average daily costs per child, the total number of FY 1983 service days for all children serv-
ed was divided into the total FY 1983 program expenditures.

The average daily cost for a child in the sample private child care agencies in FY
1983 was $41.96, ranging from a high of $57.73 to a low of $21.74. The state child care pro-
gram most similar to private child care is the state-operated group home program. During
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FY 1983 fifteen group homes were operated by the Cabinet. Each facility served eight or
fewer children, providing a structured program for those between the ages of fourteen and
eighteen who were status or public offenders. For purposes of this analysis, only the nine
state-operated group homes which were in existence the entire year were used. The average
daily cost for a child in these nine facilities was $72.78 for FY 1983, ranging from a high of
$94.80 to a low of $54.98.

Research Question: How do reimbursement rates for services in private child care agencies
compare with the actual cost of care and cost of care in state-operated facilities?

State reimbursements to the sample of private child care agencies paid for an
average of 39% of the average daily cost of care. The range of reimbursement varied from a
high of 74% of cost at the Florence Crittenton emergency shelter in Lexington to a low of
16% of cost at the Youth Haven group home in Highland Heights. This variance in pay-
ment of as much as 58% further illustrates the inequities in the reimbursement system.

In order to compare state-operated group homes with appropriate private agen-
cies, a rating scale was developed to identify those agencies which were most similar to the
state-operated group homes. Based on this rating scale, three of the sample private agencies
were identified as comparable to the state facilities. These are Rood House (Rockcastle
County), Camp Nelson (Garrard County), and Maryhurst (Jefferson County).

The average daily cost for a child in a fully operational state-operated group home
for FY 1983 was $72.78, while the average daily cost for the similar private child care agen-
cies was $44.09. On the average, state group homes cost 39% more to operate than do
similar private agencies.

When the amount of money expended by the Cabinet for care of children in state-
operated group homes is compared to that in similar private agencies, the gap in expen-
diture widens. The average cost in a state facility was $72.78, while the state’s average reim-
bursement rate was $26.62 for these similar programs, a difference of 63%.

While the scope of this study did not include in-depth research into why state-

operated group homes cost more than the private agencies, three reasons are noted as possi-
ble and partial explanations:

* State government appears to pay better salaries and have better fringe benefits
than most private agencies. Data show that direct persoqnel costs are 27%
higher in state group homes than in the similar private agencies.

Private agencies, often religiously affiliated, receive in-kind contributions, both
of a material and service nature, which are not calculated into the expenditure
figures and exceed greatly those in-kind contributions received by state-
operated group homes.

The indirect costs associated with the administration of a large service program
may necessitate higher proportional indirect costs than the smaller, less
bureaucratic administrative demands of a private agency.
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The above discussion provides objective evidence of the disparity between costs
and reimbursements. Interviewees were also asked their opinion of the adequacy of the
CHR reimbursement rates. Both the Department and private agency interviewees thought
the level of reimbursement for care of committed children inadequate. Most reim-
bursements do not meet basic care requirements and none meet total service need.
However, most agency interviewees did not expect the State to pay 100% of cost, but would
be satisfied with ““75% of cost’’ or ““$25 a day.”’ Rarely did an interviewee have a negative
comment about the reimbursement process.

RECOMMENDATION 1

The Cabinet for Human Resources should revise its reimbursement system to priva}te
child care agencies in order to correct existing inequities. The actions taken should in-
clude a budget request for funds to support the services provided by the private child
care program.

Research Question: What is the degree of satisfaction with Kentucky’s private child care
system and what are possible areas in which the system can be improved?

Assessment of Quality of Care

The issue of quality of care, both planning and service provision, was discussed
with all interviewees. The Department employees were generally satisfied with the quality
of care provided, although some agencies were thought to perform better than others.
Agencies likewise felt there were “‘good”’ social workers and ““bad’’ social workers. Agency
directors expressed frustration with social workers who did not visit children regularly or
plan appropriately for children.

An issue related to quality of care by both agency and Department staff is the
assessment of children’s needs and programs of care for them. Routine and formal
assessments of private agencies which care for committed children are not made by the
Department. However, two indirect forms of assessment are undertaken: the Division of
Licensure and Regulation (L & R) within the Inspector General’s Office of the Cabinet does
license and annually inspect all private child care agencies; and social workers do visit and
plan for children while they are in the agencies. Some private agency directors felt that the
Department’s social workers did not visit each child as frequently as required by policy or
were not aggressively involved in the child’s planning. One interviewee stated that their pro-
gram was negatively rated by L & R because casework requirements of the Department’s
social workers were not completed.

The Department recently has asked the Division of Licensing and Regulation to
assess the care of committed children as a means of learning more about the quality of ser-
vice provided. Some Departmental professionals were concerned that social work
judgments and decisions about committed children would be made by the L & R staff, who



may not be trained social workers. This concern and the need for the Department to be ap-
prised of current conditions within the agencies lead to:

RECOMMENDATION 2

The Department for Social Services should establish an assessment process regarding
all agencies in which committed children are placed. The assessment should contain a
formal means of collecting data on an annual basis, with routine updating based on
program changes or irregularity in casework. Data collected should include:

(1) Division of Licensure and Regulation reports regarding regulatory compliance
and casework practices;

(2) Department social workers’ assessments of the agency’s effectiveness or short-
comings in accomplishing the casework plan; and

(3) agency information including the ‘‘Request for Proposal’’ and their assessment of
the effectiveness of the casework planning and their service programs.

Analysis of the assessment data should be used to:

(1) provide Department field staff with a list of private agencies that notes the types
of children and programs best served by each agency;

(2) provide a mechanism for investigation by the Department and the Division of

Licensure and Regulation of any agency suspected of inappropriate care of
children; and

(3) provide a mechanism for investigation of any violation of casework practice, as
required by the Department.

Acceptance of ‘““Hard to Handle’’ Children

The Department interviewees thought that the private child care agencies were not
always willing to accept the children in most need of services, primarily the child
characterized by behavioral or emotional difficulties. They viewed this unwillingness as a
major problem with the private agencies. Most private agencies interviewed assumed it was
their prerogative to make the final determination regarding admittance or removal of a
child. As stated earlier, the sample agencies thought a majority of the children they served
had emotional or behavioral problems, despite the fact that these children generally were
not status or public offenders.

RECOMMENDATION 3

In order for the Department to achieve more accurate assessment and appropriate
placement of committed children, it should establish a list of characteristics of children
to be incorporated in the agencies’ ‘‘Request for Proposal,’” the Schedule of Payment
form, or a negotiated contract. Subsequently, the agency should specify from this list
the characteristics which it is able and willing to serve, thereby better enabling a social
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worker to pair a child with an appropriate private child care agency. The agency
should then accept such delineated children from the Department as space becomes
available.

The private agency should have the prerogative to reject at admission or dismiss after
admission particular children if:

(1) the Department has not provided the agency with sufficient or accurate
background information regarding the characteristics of the child;

(2) sufficient funds are not available to the agency to provide the child-specific ser-
vices required in the casework service plan;

(3) care of a particular child would potentially endanger that child or other children
in the agency; or

(4) care of a particular child would jeopardize the agency’s ability to meet particular
licensing or regulatory requirements.

At the end of one year following the acceptance of this recommendation by the Pro-
gram Review and Investigations Committee, the Department and private agencies
should report to the Committee whether the listing and pairing of characteristics has
reduced placement problems.

Both the department and private agency interviewees thought the hard to place

children, particularly the chronic runaway, behaviorally and emotionally troubled, and the
older teenager with a goal of independent living were less likely to have their needs met in
the existing continuum of care system. Finally, the shortage of placements for hard to place
children is related to the Cabinet’s ability to pay for services.

RECOMMENDATION 4

The Cabinet for Human Resources, in cooperation with the private child care agencies,
should determine effective child care programs for the following three groups of com-
mitted children:

(1) the chronic runaway juvenile;

(2) the child who is hard to place because of behavioral or emotional problems; and
(3) older teenagers with a goal of independent living.

The Cabinet should address the following tasks:

(1) assessment of the number of committed children placed in substitute care who fit
the above description;

(2) research of existing programs and program components throughout the nation
that successfully serve children in these three groups;

(3) analysis of the program types, characteristics, length of care and overall com-
ponents which could be used in the Commonwealth to serve these three groups;
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(4) exploration of potential private and public funding sources and existing resources
to provide the desired programs and program components; and

(5) designing a plan of action for Kentucky utilizing such information.
The Cabinet for Human Resources should present the results of their study to the Pro-

gram Review and Investigations Committee prior to the 1986 session of the General
Assembly.
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CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION

Definitions

Average daily cost means the total number of service days divided by the total ex-
penditures for an agency or facility in a year.

Cabinet means Cabinet for Human Resources (CHR). .

Committed children means children adjudicated as dependent, neglected or abus-
ed or as status or public offenders by the juvenile session of district court.

Department means Department for Social Services (DSS) within the Cabinet for
Human Resources.

Foster Care means a substitute temporary 24-hour living arrangement for children
committed to the Cabinet primarily in foster family homes or private child care agencies.

Private Child Care (PCC) Agency means a non-governmental organization that
operates one or more licensed facilities for the 24-hour care of children.

Reimbursement means total or partial financial compensation for Private Child
Care Agencies for services rendered to or money spent for CHR committed children.

Reimbursement Rate means a set amount of money the Department is willing to
pay for each day a child resides in a particular private child care agency. This rate is stated
in a child-specific contract between the Department and the child care agency.

Service days means the total number of days a child resided in a given agency over
a one-year period.

Purpose of and Mandate to Conduct a Study

The 1984 General Assembly passed House Concurrent Resolution No. 30 *‘direc-
ting the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee to study the Cabinet for
Human Resources’ reimbursement system for services rendered to children by private, non-
profit child-care agencies.”” At its July, 1984, meeting the Program Review and Investiga-
tions Committee approved the review.

The study had five main objectives:

* To determine the degree to which private non-profit agencies care for
children committed to the Cabinet for Human Resources;

* To determine the reimbursement rate for care of children placed in private
child care agencies in Kentucky and other Southeastern and surrounding
states;



* To determine the cost of child care in Kentucky private agencies and state-
operated facilities;

* To compare reimbursement rates for services in private child care agencies
with their actual cost of care and state-operated facility cost of care;

* To determine the degree of satisfaction with Kentucky’s private child care
system and possible areas in which the system could be improved.

Methodology

Information concerning reimbursement rates paid by other states was gathered
from questionnaires and followup calls made to the fourteen states in the surrounding and
the Southeastern region. Supplemental data included a 1983 Department for Social Services
Survey of States in the Southeastern region. The Department provided data about its rate
structure, payment and program practices, specific agencies’ contracts and program expen-
ditures.

To determine the relationship between the Department’s reimbursements to
private child care agencies and the actual cost of child care, a sample was chosen from the
thirty-seven facilities which served children committed to CHR in FY 1983 and continued
to serve through contractual agreement in the following year, FY 1984. These thirty-seven
agencies were stratified into the four types of programs licensed by the state: group homes,
institutions, treatment-oriented programs, and temporary/emergency shelters. A number
equal to 50% of the agencies was randomly drawn from each of the four groups, thus giv-
ing a total random sample of eighteen agencies. The eighteen directors were sent a written
questionnaire requesting information concerning their FY 1983 expenditures, types of ser-
vices provided, and the numbers and types of children served. Program directors or their
designees were interviewed to clarify questionnaire information and to learn about the

agencies’ responsibilities and relationship with the Department concerning program and
financial matters.

In order to determine actual reimbursement amounts, each monthly Imprest Cash
Voucher (DHR-110 form) submitted by the eighteen sample agencies for FY 1983 was
reviewed. Information collected included the amount and type of reimbursements paid by
the state, the number of children for which reimbursement was made, the reimbursement
rate for each child, and the number of service days for which each child was provided care
ateach agency in FY 1983.

The Department provided detailed financial information about each state-
operated group home, information concerning the number of state-operated group homes
and services provided at each. Questionnaires were sent to the Department and forwarded
to each facility concerning the number of children served and number of service days for

each child in FY 1983. This procedure was designed to assure the most accurate count of
children served possible.
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Finally, employees of the Department throughout the state were interviewed, in-
cluding directors of five state-operated group homes or their designees, five Departmental
court liaisons, three social workers, and two social worker supervisors. Additionally, inter-
views with employees in the Department’s central office and officers of the Group Child
Carc Association of Kentucky provided information about the Department’s program for
committed children, policies, practices and concerns of the Department, and its relation-
ship with the private child care industry.

Report Overview

This report is divided into six chapters. The introduction defines the Study’s pur-
pose and methodology. Each of the following chapters has a conclusion which summarizes
the main points and recommendations, if appropriate.

Chapter Il is a description of the private child care system. It includes the
legislated mandates and licensing requirements, the role private agencies play in the Cabinet
for Human Resources’ care of committed children, funding of services and a description of
the children served.

Chapter 111 describes the reimbursement system used by the Cabinet in Kentucky.
It details the range of reimbursement rate options and shows the current daily rates for each
contracted agency. Additionally, this chapter discusses rate systems in surrounding states
and the Southeastern states, highlighting six states which provided cost and service data.

Chapter 1V details the costs of caring for children in the eighteen sample private
child care agencies studied. It also describes and provides cost information for the state-
operated group homes, which will be compared to that of the private agencies in the follow-
ing chapters.

Chapter V, using the data from Chapter 1V, compares:

* The private agencies’ costs with CHR reimbursements;
* The private agencies’ costs with state-operated group homes’ cOsts;

* The privatc agencies reimbursements with the state-operated costs; and

* The state-operated group homes’ costs with the costs and reimbursements of
the private agencies which have programs similar to the State program.






CHAPTER 11

DESCRIPTION OF THE CABINET FOR HUMAN RESOURCES
SERVICES TO CHILDREN COMMITTED TO ITS CARE

Statutory Mandate

The Cabinet for Human Resources (CHR) has statutory responsibility for
children committed to it by the juvenile session of district court. KRS Chapter 199,
“Protective Services for Children—Adoption,”” and KRS Chapter 208, ‘‘Juvenile Pro-
ceedings—Commitment and Care of Children,” address these specific mandates. KRS
199.460 states that the Cabinet shall, whenever possible, locate and plan for all children
who are dependent, neglected, abused, abandoned or in danger of becoming delinquent.

Further, KRS 208.410 requires the Cabinet to arrange for ‘‘a program of care,
treatment and rehabilitation of the children committed to it, which program shall be
designed to provide for classification, segregation and specialized treatment of children ac-
cording to their respective problems, needs and characteristics...”” KRS 208.430 permits
children committed to the Cabinet to be placed in their natural homes, foster homes, family
or boarding homes or institutions operated by the State, local governments or private
organizations.

Foster Care is one protective service which provides substitute, usually temporary
care for children committed to the Cabinet. While most children who must be separated
from their parents and families are placed in foster family homes, some children are placed
in privately operated child care agencies, group homes or emergency shelters.

Private Child Care as a Part of a Continuum of Care

Committed children may receive services through in-home care, day treatment,
foster family care, group homes, institutions or residential placements. The types of
placements and services provided, which attempt to meet differing needs of committed
children, constitute the ‘“‘continuum of care’’ system. The Cabinet attempts to place com-
mitted children in the least restrictive setting, pursuant to the Uniform Adoption Act (P.L.
96-272) and the Education of Exceptional Children Act (P.L. 94-142). This process is con-
sistent with the philosophy that a child should be in the most homelike environment poOssi-
ble, while still having his special needs met.

Concerning the role of private child care agencies, the Department reported:

...private child care is not appropriate as a single point on the continuum
of care but rather can be useful to meet the needs of children at several
alternative points along the continuum.



The specific “‘points along the continuum’’ were identified as follows:

* At Time of Entry into Foster Care—
Emergency placement until a more suitable arrangement is found;
First placement to allow time for an assessment of the child’s needs;
Temporary placement to enable stabilization of the child’s family.

* Placement of Choice for—

Dependent or status offenders who are unable to adjust to foster fami-
ly care;

First offenders who are placed in private care as a less restrictive en-
vironment than the Department-operated residential programs;

Children who are emotionally disturbed, sexually abused, mentally
retarded or who have behavioral problems and are in need of a more
treatment-oriented program;
Sibling groups, in order to avoid separation;
Older children who need to acquire independent living skills.
* Following Foster Family Care
Children who have not adjusted well to foster family care, because
they have further treatment needs, need greater structure or a more
formalized group setting.
After-Care (after the Department’s residential programs)

Status offenders or delinquents in need of transition back into the
community;

Status offenders or delinquents who do not have responsible family or
foster family homes to return to following the Department’s residen-
tial program;

Children needing a placement that will allow them to prepare for in-
dependent living.

Licensing as a Means of Assessing and
Maintaining Quality Services

As the preceeding discussion shows, private child care is viewed as an important
part in the continuum of care for children committed to the Cabinet. It seems noteworthy
that private child care agencies are required, under KRS 199.640, to be licensed yearly, in



an effort to assure a minimum standard of operations. The regulatory function provides a
usclul check on the quality of the child care agency.

The Division of Licensing and Regulation within the Inspector General’s Office of
the Cabinet for Human Resources provides the regulatory functions mandated in KRS
Chapter 199. Specifically, 905 KAR 1:065 pertains to the operation of private child care in-
stitutions; 905 KAR 1:071 pertains to the group homes for foster children; 905 KAR 1:091
provides minimum standards for the operation of institutions and group homes not
operated by the State; and 905 KAR 1:110 pertains to treatment-oriented child care.

Child-caring institutions provide 24-hour care for nine or more children. These
agencies must have a social worker staff, child care staff and support staff. The minimum
staff-to-child ratio is one staff person to every twelve children. Regulations govern aspects
of the child’s care, including the physical facilities, health and safety standards, nutritional
requirements, required social services to the child and family, record keeping and specifics
of the program of care and daily activities.

A group home means a homelike agency for eight or fewer children, which is not a
part of an institutional campus and which participates in local community activities and
draws on local resources. Regulations specify a minimum staff-to-child ratio of one staff
person for every four children. Social services must be provided for the children, but they
may be arranged by referral. Other areas of regulation are similar to those for institutions.

Treatment-oriented child care may be provided by institutions or group homes
which are licensed to do so. Eligible children must need therapeutic treatment as specified
in a psychosocial evaluation. The agency must provide accepted treatment programs con-
ducted by trained professionals. Regulations govern intake and admissions procedures,
case conferences, staffing requirements, programs of services, discipline in group therapy,
termination of service and aftercare and the maintenance of client records.

Role of Private Child Care Agencies

Historically, many of the private child care (PCC) agencies were church-
supported organizations, serving as orphanages and permanent homes for abandoned or
needy children. As government grant assistance and social services to families and children
in their homes increased, the need for long-term institutional care decreased. In more recent
times these private non-profit organizations have received financial support from the state,
local and federal governments to maintain their child-caring services. Simultaneously they
have been asked to provide services to a different population of children—those who are
legally committed to the State and dependent on the State for care and protection.

The following chart indicates the FY 1984 level and source of funding provided to
the private child care industry through the Cabinet for Human Resources.



CHART 1

FUNDING SOURCES AND BUDGET AMOUNTS
PRIVATE CHILD CARE AGENCIES

FY 1984
BUDGETED
SOURCE AMOUNT PERCENT

State general funds $1,036,800 47%,
Title IV-B of the Social Security Act* 260,700 12%
Title IV-E of the Social Security Act* 657,800 30%
Trust and Agency funds (child support,

Social Security*, Railroad Retirement, etc.) 259,700 11%
TOTAL $2,215,000 100%

* Federal Funds.

The State, through the Cabinet for Human Resources, has supported those
private agencies which best serve the needs of the Department and the committed children.
This point was made in a July, 1982, report generated by the Department’s central office
staff. The report described and explained a 61% vacancy rate in private child care agencies.
It concluded that the agencies which operated:

at or near capacity are, for the most part, those that have changed their
programs to meet needs that are relatively difficult to meet elsewhere,
such as (1) children committed for delinquency offenses; (2) status of-
fenders with persistent acting out behavior; and (3) children with
moderate to severe emotional/behavioral problems.

Numbers of CHR Contracted Private Child Care
Agencies and the Children Served

Currently, the Cabinet contracts with forty-two separate private agencies, but for
accounting purposes there are only thirty administering agencies, six of which operate more
than one facility. Chart 2 shows the numbers of CHR contracted agencies and the numbers
of committed children served in them during FY 1982, FY 1983 and FY 1984. For each
liscal year private child care agencies served almost one-sixth (16%-17%) of all foster care
children, receiving approximately one-fifth (20-22%) of all dollars expended by CHR on
foster care.



CHART 2

COST COMPARISON
CHR-COMMITTED CHILDREN
NUMBER OF PCC AGENCIES
Total Total PCC Total Dollars Total Dollars Percent
Number Number Percent No.of CHR- Expended On Expended On Of Total
Fiscal CHR-Placed PCC of Contracted CHR-Placed PCC Dollars for
Year Children Children  Total Agencies Children Children PCC Children
1982 6,132 1,042 17% 49 $ 7,551,099 $1,681,942 22%
1983 6,704 1,135 1 7% 47 $ 9,081,638  §2,038,388 229

1984 6,508 1,108 17% 46 $11,405,680  $2,297,722 20%

Source: Imprest Cash Voucher Data Run—FY 1982, 1983, 1984.

Types of Children Served by Private Child Care Agencies

As stated earlier, the Department views private child care as a resource in the con-
tinuum of care available to a committed child. In particular, these agencies serve the
following types of children:

* Children needing emergency short-term placement (under thirty days);
* Dependent/neglected/abused children unable to adjust to foster family care;

# Children with serious emotional, physical or behavioral problems, who would
strain the parental expertise and resources of foster parents;

* Status offenders or delinquents who need a more structured environment prior
to re-entry into the community.

Data was obtained from questionnaires returned by the eighteen sample agencies
concerning age, legal status and the type or degree of problems. Respondents were asked to
most accurately describe the kinds of children served by their respective agencies by group-
ing them in the categories shown in Chart 3 and 4. Of the population sampled, 75% were
teenagers, while 25% were younger children. The dependent/neglected or abused children
comprised 56% of the population, and the status and public offenders made up the remain-
ing 44% . It was the sample agencies’ opinion that almost one-half (49%) of the children
had moderate or major emotional problems, and 70% had moderate or major behavioral
problems.

Y



CHART3

PCC SAMPLE POPULATION
BY AGE/LEGAL STATUS

Percent of

Characteristic Population
Ages 0-5 39
Ages 6-13 220
Ages13-18 75%
Dependent/neglected/abused 56%
Status Offenders 26Y%
Public Offenders . 18%
CHART 4
PCC SAMPLE POPULATION

BY TYPE/DEGREE OF PROBLEM

TYPE OF PROBLEM DEGREE OF PROBLEM
NONE MINOR MODERATE MAJOR
Emotional Problems 24 32% 28% 21%
Behavioral Problems 12 22% 38 32%
Psychological Disorders 49% 26% 16% 12%
Mental Handicaps 68% 12% 11% 119%
Physical Handicaps 77% 12% 6% 6%

SOURCE: Program Review and Investigations Questionnaire to Sample Private Child Care Agencies
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Description of Services Provided by
Private Child Care Agencies

The Kentucky Administrative Regulations establish criteria for licensing of PCC
agencies. This licensing assures that certain types and a certain quality of service are main-
tained. Guidelines mandated in the regulations relate to food, clothing, shelter, nurturing
and educational practices, recreational and spiritual services, medical/dental care and
social services, staffing patterns for care, and periodic client-review and reporting. Addi-
tional criteria are applied for treatment-oriented programs relating to psychosocial evalua-
tion of the children served, subsequent therapeutic treatment and guidelines for continuum
of care.

Prior to FY 1985, the basic services were agreed to by the PCC agency and the
Department for Social Services (DSS) in the form of a standard contract, negotiated an-
nually, with supplemental services occasionally added to the reimbursement agreement
through an instrument called the *“DSS Alternate Care Rate Schedule.”” Currently, the con-
tractual arrangement between the DSS and the respective PCC agencies takes the form of a
revised standard contract and a ‘‘Request for Proposal’’ (RFP), designed by DSS and com-
pleted by the individual agency, listing actual services to be provided for the children.

The RFP services include those listed in mandated Kentucky Administrative
Regulations, with social services available from outside the agency or within. Most agencies
offer one or more specialized services, such as tutoring, individualized incentive programs,
vocational training, individual counseling, drug and alcohol education, sex education and
community involvement. A few agencies provide their own school programs. Treatment-
oriented agencies are more highly specialized, providing a number of therapeutic programs.

Summary

1. Historically private child care agencies were privately funded, primarily through
religious organizations, and they cared for the orphaned, abandoned or depen-
dent child. Modern society and governmental social agencies have challenged
these agencies 1o serve a more ‘‘troubled’’ child — the older, emotionally unstable
zfmd‘}}ehaviorally acting out child who has limited support from his/her natural
amily.

2 In Kentucky the private child care agencies serve 16-17% of children committed to
CHR in alternate living arrangement and receive 20-22% of the foster care
budget. During FY 1984 these agencies served 1,108 children and received
$2,297,722.

3 The Department for Social Services places the following types of children in
Private Child Care Agencies:

* Children needing an emergency short-term placement (under thirty days);

* Dependent/neglected/abused children unable to adjust to foster family care;



* Children with serious emotional, physical or behavioral problems, who would
strain the parental expertise and resources of foster parents;

* Status offenders or delinquents who need a more structured environment prior
to re-entry into the community.

In FY 1983, in those eighteen agencies sampled, 75% of the children served were
ages thirteen to eighteen, only 26% were status offenders, and 18% were public
offenders. Interviewees thought 56% of the children had moderate or major emo-

tional problems and 70% had moderate or major behavioral problems.



CHAPTER 111

REIMBURSEMENT TO PRIVATE CHILD CARE AGENCIES
FOR SERVICES RENDERED

Description of the Payment System Used in Kentucky

The reimbursement system currently in place in Kentucky is based on a fee-for-
services as rendered by the private child care agency, defined generally by the age of the
child, the type of services available and the degree of difficulty of the child’s problems. A
statement by a Department spokesman offers the following summary.

Initially the rate of reimbursement was based on standard per diem rates
for different levels of care and the amount is specified in the Depart-
ment’s contract with each agency. Over the years, individual negotia-
tions and/or changes in the admission practices of private child care
facilities have caused variations to appear in this system. The rate
schedule takes into consideration whether the facility provides social ser-
vices to children, the age of the child, needs of the child including any
special care or handicapping condition. The basic rate schedule was
developed on the presumption that children with the greatest needs
should be provided the greater number of services and the facility that
provides these services should receive more reimbursement than facilities
which only provide a minimum of services.

Process by Which Private Child Care Agencies Are Reimbursed

When the state places a child in a private agency, a Schedule of Payment form
(DSS-114) is prepared by the Department. The payment form is completed for each child
and the applicable contracted rate is inserted. In some instances, the reimbursement rate
may be negotiated to more accurately reflect the needs of a child. At the end of the month,
the names of all children served and other basic information about each child are entered
on the Imprest Cash Voucher (Form DSS-110) by a representative of the agency or by the
local social worker, thus initiating the process for requesting payment. Then the form is
signed by the provider, the social worker and the social worker’s supervisor and forwarded
to the Cabinet’s Division of Imprest Cash in Frankfort by the fifth of the month. There a
“*pre-audit™ is conducted to verify that the bill conforms to the contract and is properly
authorized. During the “*pre-audit,” the employees must confirm the entry and exit dates
for cach child from the Schedule of Payment form so that reimbursement can be made for
the accurate number of days for which the child received care. Also, all birthdates must be
checked each month for those children who are assigned to the Basic Rate Schedule,
because rates are subject to increase as specific ages are reached. If there are no problems, a
reimbursement check is usually issued within two or three weeks.



Rate Structure and Services Which Are Reimbursed

There are three basic daily reimbursement rate levels with several options in each
category. Level I daily rates constitute the lowest reimbursement rates and arc applied to
agencies which provide the least restrictive setting and the more basic levels of care.

With the approval of the field office supervisor, an *‘extraordinary’’ ratc may be
paid to an agency which contracts at the basic daily rate for care of a specific difficult child.
If an agency has previously agreed to serve the more “‘troubled’’ child and has the capabili-
ty to provide additional services as part of its contract, a Level 1l daily rate may be
negotiated from the Level II range of rates ($10 to $25). This level requires the additional
approval of the Social Services Manager. Level 111 daily rates, which only apply to selected
treatment-oriented agencies, require a contractual agreement and prior approval of the
Assistant Director for Field Services for each child admitted. Currently these rates range
from $29.25 to $38.50. Temporary/emergency shelter agencies, which serve adolescents for
approximately thirty days, contract with the Department at the flat rate of $17.25 per diem.

In addition to the contracted rate, the Department agrees to reimburse the PCC
agency for specific additional services. These supplemental charges include essential
transportation costs, school fees, initial clothing purchases, graduation expenses and other
specific items. Approved medical and dental services not covered by Medical Assistance are
paid directly to the care provider. During the PCC sample interviews, several respondents
indicated that they did not understand departmental policy regarding additional reimburs-
ed expenses. The review of the sample PCC Impress Cash Vouchers also indicated that only
a portion of the agencies routinely billed for the supplemental services.

The Department requires the agency to spend a specific amount (varying ac-
cording to the age of the child) for clothing, personal allowance, and incidentals. For exam-
ple, a child under six is assigned a basic rate of $7.45, if there are no social services
available. The monthly allowance requirements ($20 for clothing, $5 for incidentals, and $1
for personal spending) further reduce the basic rate by almost 12%. Consequently, the re-
maining $6.58 becomes the actual daily reimbursement amount to be used to defray the
ongoing operating expenses incurred by an agency in its child caring endeavor.

Chart § is the Schedule of Payment form (revised for FY 1985) and indicates the
possible rates for a child needing basic care (Level I), more supportive or programmatic ser-
vices (Level I1), or treatment-oriented care (Level I11).



CHART 5

Dss-114 COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
R.7/84 CABINET FOR HUMAN RESQURCES
DEPARTMENT FOR SOCIAL SERVICES

SCHEDULE OF PAYMENT

DSS PRIVATE CHILD CARE RATE SCHEDULE
with

(Name of Private Agency)

(Agency Address)
Name of Child Race Sex

Birthdate DSS Case No. County

PAYMENT RATES
DAILY RATE*
Basic Rate Schedule (BRS) Extraordinary, Level Il and Level llI
i TOTAL TOTAL
Payment Rate
Age of Child at Level
End of Month Including Excluding Minimum Maximum
Social Service Social Service

|
Under 6 $7 90 ¢745 | Extraordinary*®* Over BRS $10.00

o

]

6-12 370 8 25 Level li*** | Over$10.00| $25.00
+ : i

13 and Over | 925 280 | Level lli**** | Over §25 OO‘Psr Qgntract

* Caily rates include all costs or services unless expressly authorized by provisions of the Private Child Care
Contract between the agency and the Cabinet for Human Resources. The admission date of the cniid snail
| he inc'uded for payment but the release date 1s excluded from payment.

** Extraordinary rates must be negot:ated and require Field Office Supervisor approval and signature

*** Level Il rates must have a orior contractual basis relative to the individudl agency and or'or Joproval of tne
Social Service Manager relative to each individual case

"*** Level Il rates must have a orior contractual Dasis refatve to the individual agency and prior 3oproval of
| ‘ne Assistant Director for rield Services relative 1o each individuai case
i !
 The payment rate for this child shall be § per day for service covered by the Private Child Care Contract |
 between the Agency and the Caoinet and (does) (does not) include social services as included n paragrapn | A 3
of that contract:

. Admission Date Signed:
' for the Cabinet for Human Resources

Release Date 2lease note nstructions above
ve cre eevsiigeapproprate signatuere




Actual Reimbursements Made by the Department
to Private Child Care Agencies

Chart 6 shows the increase in the number of children served and the increase in
reimbursements from FY 1982 to FY 1984. These figures indicate a no significant increase
in the number of children served in between FY 1982 and FY 1984. Program expenditures
increased by 37% ($615,780) for the same time period.

CHART 6
PRIVATE CHILD CARE CHILDREN
POPULATION AND REIMBURSEMENT

FY 1982-84
TOTAL DOLLARS
FISCAL TOTAL NUMBER REIMBURSED FOR
YEAR PCC CHILDREN PCC CHILDREN
1982 1,042 $1,681,942
1983 1,135 2,038,588
1984 1,108 2,297,722

SOURCE: Imprest Cash Voucher Data Run—FY 1982, 1983, 1984.

The percentage increase in funding during FY 1983 and FY 1984 may not be
typical of most fiscal years, as the 1982 General Assembly approved an appropriation for
an across-the-board increase of $1.25 per diem per child for each year of the biennium.

There was no additional appropriation by the 1984 General Assembly to facilitate increases
in the current biennium.

Variation in the Rate Structure in Kentucky

The data gathered from the eighteen sample PCC agencies in FY 1983 indicated
that the actual rates paid ranged from $6.06 to $37.25, with a total of eighteen discrete rates
in the sample alone. Some of these were established in the Basic Rate Schedule (BRS) ac-
cording to the age and social service variables. Other rates have evolved through negotia-
tions, based on the upgrading of levels of care in some agencies and the needs of the
children being served by DSS when various treatment-oriented programs were established.

The current study reviewed the rates and levels of care at all agencies with which
DSS contracted at the beginning of FY 1985 according to rates and levels of care. Charts 7
through 13 list all forty-two agencies and their geographic locations by their daily rate
schedules. Five of these agencies receive as many as two or more discrete rates. Of the cigh-
teen agencies reeeiving basic rate reimbursement (Level 1), five are without social services
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and receive the lowest rate. Additionally, fourteen of the agencies furnish social services
and receive the corresponding increment. Also, these agencies may negotiate with the
Department for the ‘‘extraordinary’’ rate of $10.00, if they accept a more “troubled”
child. One agency receives the ‘“‘extraordinary’’ rate by contract for all the children it
serves. Temporary/emergency shelter care flat rates are reimbursed to eleven of the agen-
cies.

Level II rates are of two types—those negotiated for each child and those con-
tracted by agency at a flat rate. Three of these agencies negotiate a rate for each child serv-
ed, while eight agencies contract at a set rate.

The final rate category includes four treatment-oriented agencies. These provide
more sophisticated services and receive higher reimbursement rates. The exceptions are the
Diocesan Catholic Children’s Home, the Presbyterian Child Welfare Agency, and the
Buckhorn Children Center, which are licensed treatment-oriented institutions but are reim-
bursed at the basic (BRS) rate.

CHART 7
PRIVATE CHILD CARE CONTRACTS—FY 1985

Basic Rate Schedule—Level I Excluding Social Service

Daily Rate by Age
Age 0-5 6-12 13+
Rate 7.45 8.25 8.80
Agency Location
Daviess County Children’s Center
(Levy Home) Owensboro
Hack Estep Home for Boys Rush
Hope Hill Children’s Home, Inc. Hope
Robert H. Williams Children’s Home Lexington
Youth Haven Highland Heights



CHART 8

PRIVATE CHILD CARE CONTRACTS—FY 1985

Basic Rate Schedule—Level I—Including Social Service
(Extraordinary Rate Negotiated by Child)

Daily Rate

Age 0-5 6-12 13+ Extraordinary #

Rate 7.90 8.70 9.25 10.00
Agency Location
Bellewood-Presbyterian Home for Children Anchorage
Cleveland Home Versailles
Diocesan Catholic Children’s Home Ft. Mitchell
Father Maloney’s Boys’ Haven Louisville
Gertrude Ramey Children’s Home Ashland
Glen Dale Children’s Home Glendale
Henderson Settlement Frakes
Holly Hill Children’s Home, Inc. Cold Spring
Methodist Home of Kentucky Versailles
Metro Group Homes, Inc. Lexington
Presbyterian Child Welfare Agency Buckhorn
Prospect House (Group Home) Berea
St. Joseph Catholic Children’s Home Louisville
Spring Meadows, Inc. Middletown
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CHART 9
PRIVATE CHILD CARE CONTRACTS—FY 1985

Extraordinary Daily Rate—Level 1
(Contracted by Agency)

10.00

e

Agency Rate

Mary Kendall Girls’Home 10.00

(The Methodist Home of Kentucky)

CHART 10

PRIVATE CHILD CARE CONTRACTS—FY 1985

Temporary/Emergency Shelter Daily Rate

17:25 37.00

-

Agency Rate
Bellewood Center 17.25
Chaney House (1 slot) 17.25
Dixon Temporary Shelter 17.25
Elizabethtown Temporary Shelter }7:25
Father Maloney’s Boys’ Home (10 slots) 17.25
Florence Crittenton 17.25
Home of the Innocents 37.00
(72-hour emergency shelter
Jefferson County only)
Hollon House, Inc. 17.25
Maplewood Children’s Home 17.25
Operation Hope 17.25
Renaissance Committee Group Home 17.25

Location

Owensboro

Location

Hopkinsville
Henderson
Dixon
Elizabethtown
Louisville
Lexington
Louisville

Georgetown
Burlington
Somerset
Paducah



CHART 11
PRIVATE CHILD CARE CONTRACTS—FY 1985

Level II Daily Rate
(Contracted by Agency)

16.50 17.50 18.50 20.50 22.50

Agency Rate Location
Chaney House 20.50 Henderson
Christian Appalachian Project 22.50 Camp Nelson
Christian Appalachian Project 22.50 Mt. Vernon
Christian Church Children’s Campus 22.50 Danville
Group Home
Glen Dale Children’s Home 16.50 Glendale

(22 slots at Glendale/Spring
Meadows combined)

Spring Meadows Children’s Home 16.50 Middletown
(22 slots at Glen Dale/Spring
Meadows combined)

West Home for Girls 18.50 Henderson

YMCA Halfway House 17.50 Louisville
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CHART 12
PRIVATE CHILD CARE CONTRACTS—FY 1985

Level II Daily Rate
(Negotiated by Child)

Range 10.00 to 18.50

Incentive Rates for Difficult Children

Agency Location
Father Maloney’s Boys’ Haven (10 slots) Louisville
The Methodist Home of Kentucky (12 slots) Versailles
Youth Transition Home Versailles

(The Methodist Home of Kentucky)

Chart 13
PRIVATE CHILD CARE CONTRACTS—FY 1985

Treatment-Oriented Daily Rate

29.25 34.50 35.00 38.50

Agency Rate Location
Christian Church Children’s Campus 35.00 Danville
Covington Protestant Children’s Home 29.25 Covington
Downing Unit 34.50 Versailles
(The Methodist Home of Kentucky)
Maryhurst (12 slots) 38.50 Louisville

Analysis of the Schedule of Payments (DSS-114) and the listing of contracts and
rates provided by the Department showed that there are ten separate variables which are us-
ed to ascertain the agency in which a child may be placed and the rate at which an agency
should be reimbursed. These variables take into consideration the characteristics of the
child and the agency:

* Basic program without social services;

21



* Basic program with social services;

* Age of the child—0-5, 6-12, 13 +;

* Extraordinary rate contracted by agency for all children:

* Extraordinary rate negotiated according to the needs of a specific child;

* Level Il rate contracted by agency for all children;

* Level Il rate negotiated according to the needs of a specific child;

* Emergency shelter services—30-day placement;

Emergency shelter services—72-hour hospital care (Home of the Innocents);
* Limited number of contracted slots authorized by the Department.

After interviewing representatives of the eighteen sample PCC agencies, as well as
employees of the Department, staff concluded that the rationale for the numerous rate
assignments remained unclear. Interviewees expressed their concerns that rate assignments
were inequitable. There was not always an apparent relationship between the difficulty in
serving a given child and the reimbursement rate paid to the agency. The Department field
staff cited the problems of lack of time to develop the most appropriate placement (crisis
intervention) and the unavailability of ‘‘quality”’ placements as reasons for these inequities.
Central office staff cited lack of funds and a historical policy of negotiating with each agen-
cy separately without an overall review of other similar agencies as the reason for disparity
in the rate structure.

Payment Systems Used in Other States

Attempts to develop valid comparisons of PCC reimbursement rates and systems
among the fourteen surrounding and southeastern states, through written questionnaires
and telephone surveys, resulted in diverse responses. Despite service and demographic
similarities of children existing among these states, most states have developed unique
methods for providing child care for committed children, based largely on availability of
funding. They make greater or lesser use of federal and local (city and/or county) sources
of funding. Some states were responsive and interested in the purposes of the question-
naire, while other states did not respond at all. (Nine states returned the questionnaires; five
did not.) Additional problems with these comparisons include varying definitions of the
child care placements and varying methods of record keeping within each state.
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Types of Reimbursement Systems Employed

As the systems employed by the surrounding states were studied, the diversities
became apparent. No two systems are alike. According to the survey, the nine states use the
following types of systems:

* Four states reimburse PCC agencies by the flat rate fee-for-service system;
* One state negotiates rates with each agency;

* One state pays a percentage of actual cost;

* Three states combine at least two of the aforementioned systems.

Ohio and North Carolina have systems which are state-licensed and county-
administered. Consequently, their central offices are unable to provide complete data. It is
apparent that there is no one method of reimbursing PCC agencies common to this group
of states.

Three states, Georgia, Tennessee and West Virginia, are currently revising their
systems. These revisions are designed to more equitably reimburse private agencies while
simultaneously improving the services provided to the children.

Reimbursement Rates of Responding States

The states were questioned about their actual reimbursement rates for FY 1983.
The responses were difficult to analyze because the states included different services in their
respective rates. Six states were able to furnish data on their average daily populations of
children who were cared for by the states and their respective total dollars reimbursed.
Thus, approximate average reimbursement rates were determined. The Kentucky Depart-
ment was unable to furnish an average daily population for the children committed in FY
1983, because these children were not counted for the first thirty days of their placement.
The Department was able to provide the total number of dollars spent for FY 1983, which
was $2,038,388. Then it was determined that the average daily population of the eighteen
sample PCC agencies was 192 children, costing $935,173 annually, which is approximately
469; of the total dollars spent in PCC. Thus, it was assumed that if the sample’s average
daily population was 46%, 100% of the average daily population in Kentucky would be ap-
proximately 419. The following chart illustrates the data furnished by these six states and
the approximated figure for Kentucky. Chart 14 indicates that the highest rate, $39.25, was

paid by Tennessee; the lowest rate, $6.87, was paid by South Carolina; and the average rate
was $22.53.



CHART 14

SURVEY OF SOUTHEASTERN AND SURROUNDING STATES

FY 1983
AVERAGE DAILY
DAILY TOTAL REIMBURSEMENT

STATE POPULATION FUNDING RATE
Tennessee 670 $9,599,800 $39.25
Missouri 539 6,800,000 34.56
Alabama 425 4,964,837 32.01
North Carolina 758 4,432,058 16.01
Florida 725 3,920,032 14.81

Kentucky 419* 2,038,388 14.18*
South Carolina 792 1,988,542 6.87
Average Reimbursement Rate 22.53

* Estimate
SOURCE: Survey of Surrounding and Southeastern States.

Summary of Subjective Responses

Six of the respondents subjectively assessed their own systems. Most concurred
that their states were able to serve more children with quality care by spreading the state
dollars through the private child care program and paying only a portion of the cost of care
at each agency. This approach is an efficient use of tax dollars for the states. Some
respondents also suggested that major improvement in the quality of service provided was

not actually encouraged by a system which reimburses an agency for only a portion of the
Ccost.

Summary

L Of the eighteen sample private child care agencies, there were eighteen discrete
daily rates in FY 1983, ranging from a low of $6.06 to a high of $37.25. Ken-
tucky’s average daily reimbursement rate was approximately $14.18.

2. There appear to be inequities in the rate structure caused by numerous and unclear
rate options, crisis placements, a limited number of contracted slots for ‘“troubl-
ed”’ children and budgetary constraints.



Of the surrounding states and the Southeastern states responding to the L_RC
questionnaire, the lowest private child care rate, $6.87, was in South Carolina,
and the highest rate, $39.25, was in Tennessee. The average rate was $22.53 for
FY 1983, and Kentucky’s rate was approximately $14.18.

Very few states employ the same rate system, and no two states reimburse the
private agencies at the same rate. Each state is affected by unique budgetary
limitations and allocation patterns.
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CHAPTER IV

THE COSTS OF CARE IN
KENTUCKY PRIVATE CHILD CARE AGENCIES
AND STATE OPERATED GROUP HOMES

House Concurrent Resolution 30 adopted by the 1984 General Assembly directed
the Program Review and Investigations Committee to determine the cost of child care in
Kentucky’s private agencies and public facilities. While Chapter III discussed the CHR
reimbursement structure, this chapter examines the costs of both private child care agencies
and state-operated group homes.

Cost of Private Child Care Agencies

During fiscal year 1983 the Cabinet for Human Resources contracted with forty-
seven private child care agencies f or the care of children in the custody of the state. The ser-
vices provided by these agencies range from care and maintenance to sophisticated
treatment-oriented programs.

Chart 15 ranks the eighteen sample private child care agencies from highest
average daily cost per child to lowest. To calculate the average daily cost per child, the total
number of FY 1983 service days for both CHR and non-CHR children was divided into the
total cost of the program for FY 1983. Maryhurst, a treatment-oriented agency, had the
highest average daily cost, $57.73, while Florence Crittenton, a 30-day emergency shelter,
had the lowest average daily cost, $21.74.

Chart 15 also lists the total cost for each program surveyed. The average daily cost
of a child in the private child care agencies survey was $41.96. This was determined by
dividing the total number of service days (137,505) of the sample into the total expenditure
of the sample homes ($5,769,177.20). Chaney House and Robert Williams were excluded
from this calculation because total operating costs figures were unavailable.
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CHART 15
SAMPLE PRIVATE CHILD CARE COST

TOTAL COST TOTAL AVERAGE
HOME FY 1983 SERVICE DAYS DAILY COST

Maryhurst $ 755,630.00 13,087 $57.73
Methodist Home 1,548,022.00 28,725 53.89
Kentucky Baptist

Elizabethtown 102,740.64 2,754 49.03

Spring Meadows 795,524.00 17,885 44 48

Glen Dale 737,346.00 20,075 36.73
Buckhorn 508,700.00 10,950 46.45
Youth Haven 47,724.17 1,142 41.78
Christian Appalachian Project

Camp Nelson 106,572.00 2,776 38.39

Rood House 103,838.00 2,920 36.15
Diocesan 342,214.00 9,015 37.96
West Home 75,753.30 2,299 32.95
St. Joseph 403,997.75 15,671 25.77
Henderson Settlement 112,797.75 4,681 24.10
Operation Hope 56,000.00 2372 23.60
Daviess County 61,382.37 2,650 23.22
Florence Crittenton 10,935.22 503 21.74
Chaney House NOT AVAILABLE
Robert Williams NOT AVAILABLE

TOTALS $5,1769,177.20 137,505 $41.96

SOURCE: LRC Survey.
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State-Operated Group Homes

The State child care program which is most similar to private child care is the
state-operated group home program. During FY 1983 the State provided group home ser-
vices in the following locations: Ashland, Bowling Green, Cromwell, Danville, Fren-
chburg, Hopkinsville, Lexington, London, Louisville, Lyndon, Middlesboro, Morehead,
Waddy, Walton and Westport. As outlined in Chart 16, group home living offers specializ-
ed and non-specialized services, which may include vocational educational training, job
skills/placement, alcohol/drug counseling, and family, group and individual counseling.

CHART 16

SERVICES PROVIDED BY STATE-OPERATED GROUP HOMES
DURING FYs 1983, 1984 and 1985

SERVICES

=<Waddy
>[Frenchburg
>ICromwell

Public School

GED Preparation

Alcohol and/or Drug Counseling
Mental Health Counseling

Work Experience
Family/Group/Individual Counseling
Social Skills Development
Tutoring

Vocational Training

Job Skills

Family Planning

Living Skills

Volunteer Work

Mental Health Consultation
Study Skills

Job Placement

> ><Morehead
> >Ashland

=< > =<|Bowling Green
< ><><[Louisville
> =< <Westport

><
> >x> |Hopkinsvilleg

> >< =< > > xMiddlesboro

> > > =< = < <London
>
>

>
> > >
> >
> > >

> ><
> > > >
><
>< > >
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>

Chart 17 describes the population of state-operated group homes and the type of
program structure each home has. State-operated group home programs range from low to
moderately structured settings and mainly deal with children between the ages of fourteen
and eighteen. Structure here refers to the degree of supervision and discipline of the pro-
gram. Public and status offenders are referred by the Department’s social workers
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throughout the State to the Assessment and Placement Branch in the Residential Services
Division. The specific choice of placement is made by staff in this Branch, located in
Frankfort.

Following the initial placement, short-term treatment objectives as well as long-
term treatment goals are developed by a planning team. Treatment planning is an on-going
process based on the juvenile’s age, experience and changing needs. Family and community
involvement are emphasized in the group home system. The basic program of group homes
is behavior modification. There are four phases to the program. Phase 1 is the most restric-
tive (fewest privileges), and phase 4 is the least restrictive (most privileges). As a child pro-
gresses through the phases of the program he accumulates points which evidence the attain-
ment of specific goals of the program and result in the granting of additional privileges.
When a child completes the phases he is returned to the community from which he came or
to an approved placement setting. Department employees interviewed said placements
usually last from three to six months.

Costs of Operating the State Group Home Program FY 1983

During FY 1983, the Cabinet for Human Resources funded and operated fifteen
group homes, at a cost of $2,079,238, which includes $603,642 in indirect costs. Indirect
cost is defined as the proportionate share of the cost for the Frankfort-based CHR staff
charged to the program and the proportionate share of the cost of rent and maintaining the
CHR building. The average occupancy rate for state-operated group homes operating the
entire fiscal year was 80.4%.

Chart 18 ranks all the group homes that were open in FY 1983 by total expen-
diture. The chart also shows each home’s total operating cost, plus its proportionate share
of indirect cost. Since the Department has no mechanism for attributing indirect costs to
each group home, an indirect cost amount was assigned to each based on the proportion
each facility spent of the total operating expenditures. Thus, a facility that spent more
funds in FY 1983 for its operations is assumed to have had a greater share of the indirect ex-
penses incurred by the total group home program.

In analyzing program costs it was not sufficient to look only at the yearly expen-
ditures of a program. It was important to know how many children were served and for
what length of time they received services in the year. From this information, provided by
each group home, an average daily cost per child was derived.
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CHART 18
TOTAL COST OF STATE-OPERATED GROUP HOMES

FY 1983
% OF
GROUP OPERATING INDIRECT TOTAL
HOME COST COST TOTAL COST
Lexington $ 144,572.16 $ 59,156.92 $ 203,125.43 9.8%
Morehead 136,209.59 55,535.06 191,744.65 9.2%
Bowling Green 130,780.85 53,120.50 183,901.35 8.8%
Louisville 127,907.05 51,913.21 179,820.26 8.6%
Middlesboro 124,572.05 50,705.93 175,277.98 8.4%
Waddy 122,827.36 50,102.29 172,929.65 8.3%
London 114,094.48 46,480.43 160,574.91 7.7%
Ashland 100,201.46 41,047.66 140,645.47 6.8%
*Danville 95,883.89 39,236.73 134,516.98 6.5%
Hopkinsville 86,896.47 35,614.88 121,907.71 5.9%
*Lyndon 76,952.43 31,389.38 108,341.81 5.2%
*Westport 72,038.79 29,578.46 101,013.61 4.9%
*Frenchburg 67,824.08 27,767.53 94,987.97 4.6%
*Cromwell 53,956.63 2173111 75,687.74 3.6%
*Walton 25,104.00 10,261.91 34,762.85 1.7%
TOTAL $1,479,821.29 $603,642.00 $2,079,238.37  100.0%

*These homes did not operate the entire fiscal year.

Source: Department for Social Services, Program Management Division.

Chart 19 ranks the group homes by average daily cost per child. This was ac-
complished by dividing the total number of service days of each group home into the total
expenditures of that home. Note that the highest was Waddy, at $94.80, and the lowest was
Ashland, at $54.98. The average daily cost per child without indirect cost is also shown.

The average daily cost of a child in the state-operated group homes was $72.78.
The five homes that did not operate the entire year were not included in this average.

32



CHART 19
AVERAGE DAILY COST FOR STATE GROUP HOMES
OPERATING THE ENTIRE FY 1983

AVERAGE DAILY COST AVERAGE DAILY COST
GROUP HOME WITHOUT INDIRECT COST WITH INDIRECT COST

Waddy $67.30 $94.80
Morehead 60.18 84.73
Hopkinsville _ 55.41 Yias
Lexington 54.45 76.50
Middlesboro 50.94 71.68
Bowling Green 50.30 70.73
Louisville 45.51 63.99
London 42.54 59.87

Ashland 39.17 54,98

Chart 20 shows the total number of children served, the total number of service
days, and the average daily cost per child for each state-operated group home operating the
entire 1983 fiscal year.

CHART 20
FY 1983 CHILDREN SERVED, SERVICE DAYS AND
AVERAGE DAILY COST FOR STATE GROUP HOMES
OPERATING THE ENTIRE FY 1983

CHILDREN AVERAGE DAILY
FACILITY SERVED SERVICE DAYS COST PER CHILD
Louisville 26 2,810 $63.99
L.ondon 28 2,682 59.87
l.exington 29 2,655 76.50
Bowling Green 32 2,600 70.73
Middlesboro 37 2,445 71.68
Morehead 27 2,263 84.73
Ashland 28 2,558 54.98
Waddy 28 1,824 94.80
Hopkinsville 18 1,568 Ta7
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Summary

The average daily cost for a child in a private child care agency in FY 1983 was
$41.96; the range was $21.74 to $57.73.

The average daily cost for a child in the nine state-operated group homes
operating the entire year was $72.78; the range was $54.98 to $94.80.
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CHAPTER V
COMPARISONS BETWEEN COSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS

The costs of selected public and private child care programs were discussed in
Chapter 1V. Based on this information, Chapter V provides a comparative analysis. This
chapter analyzes the costs of private child care and state-operated group homes and com-
pares costs with reimbursements.

Comparison Between PCC Actual Costs
and CHR Reimbursements

During FY 1983, the Cabinet for Human Resources contracted with forty-seven
private child care agencies to care for 1,261 children committed to the Cabinet. Chart 21
shows the average daily cost of the eighteen sample agencies, the average daily reimburse-
ment rate from CHR and the percentage the rate represents of the average daily cost. The
range of reimbursements is wide — Florence Crittenton received 74% of its average daily
cost per child, while Youth Haven received only 16% of its cost. In summary, the average
daily cost for all sample private agencies was $41.96, while the average reimbursement was
$14.18. Thus, average reimbursement constituted 39% of the average daily cost of care.
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CHART 21

PCC COST COMPARED TO CHR REIMBURSEMENTS

FY 1983
Average Daily
Average Reimbursement % of Cost

Home Daily Cost Rate Reimbursed
Florence Crittenton $21.74 $16.00 74%
Operation Hope 23.60 15.93 67%
Maryhurst 57.73 " 37.45 65%
West Home . 32.95 19.56 59
Christian Appalachian Project

Rood House 36.15 21.28 58Y%

Camp Nelson 38.39 21.14 55%
Kentucky Baptist

Spring Meadows 44 48 15.20 349,

Elizabethtown 49.03 16.08 33%

Glen Dale 36.73 8.20 22%
Henderson Settlement 24.10 8.15 34%
Daviess County 23:22 7.47 32%
St. Joseph 25.77 7.56 29%
Methodist Home 53.89 11.00 28%
Diocesan 37.96 8.79 23%
Buckhorn 46.45 8.15 18%
Youth Haven 41.78 6.74 16%
Robert Williams NOT AVAILABLE 7.45 NOT AVAILABLE
*Chaney House NOTAVAILABLE  19.17 ~ NOTAVAILABLE

TOTAL AVERAGE $41.96 $14.18 39%

*Did not operate the entire fiscal year.
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Comparison Between State-Operated
Group Homes and PCC Agencies

While it is clear that costs run higher in state-operated group homes than in
private agencies, additional factors were considered in doing a comparative cost analysis. A
rating scale was developed as a means of identifying those private agencies which were most
similar to the state facilities. It includes four indicators which are important in the placing
of a CHR committed child: amount of service rendered, number of staff, age of the
children served, and difficulty of the children’s problems. Each indicator was scaled from
one to four; one indicates the least amount of service, lowest staffing ratio, youngesl
children accepted or the least difficult children to serve; four indicates the greatest amount
of service, highest staffing pattern, oldest children accepted or the most difficult children to
serve. The lowest possible rating was four and the highest was sixteen.

Chart 22 shows the matrix which was used to classify private agencies and state
facilities into four types.



CHART 22

LRC Rating of Child Care Agency Matrix

Type | Type 2 Type 3 Type 4
Score (4-7) (7 1 -10) (10 .7-13) (13 1 -16)
SERVICES: (Basic) (Supportive) (Program) (Treatment)
(1) Room & Board (1)-(4) (1)-(7) (1)-(9)
(2) Supervision (5) individualized (8) in-house (10) in-depth
(3) Limited “incentive’’ counseling treatment
recreational program (9) in-house program
opportunities (6) Social services school
(4) Medical & (7) 1 to 2 special
social services activities/
available out program (tutor-
of the facility ing, in-house
rec., job
placement, etc.)
STAFFING
PATTERN:
Staff/Child
ratio: 3 or fewer/8 31 —5/8 5y =778 7, —8/8
AGE OF
CHILD Under 9 9—13 13 —16 16 + —18
16+ —18
CHILD’S
PROBLEM
(Difficulty
of Child) None Minor Moderate Major

*An additional one-half point was given if the facility accepted public offenders.

It was determined that the private agencies which most closely serve the same type
child as state-operated group homes are Type 4 agencies. All state-operated group homes
received a relatively high score because they serve the oldest group of children, who can be
public offenders and difficult to serve. The other Type 4 agencies are Rood House and
Camp Nelson group homes and Maryhurst, a treatment-oriented agency. Chart 23 shows
the LRC rating of all agencies in the sample and the state-operated group homes. These
Type 4 agencies will be used to provide further cost comparisons.



CHART 23

LRC RATING OF AGENCY TYPES COMPARED TO
CHR REIMBURSEMENT AND AGENCY COSTS

FY 1983

AGENCY/FACILITY MATRIX TYPE SCORE
Robert Williams ] 5.0
Youth Haven 2 8.0
Daviess Co.-Levy 2 8.0
St. Joseph 2 10.0
E-town Shelter 3 11.0
Operation Hope 3 11.0
Chaney House 3 11.0
Spring Meadows 3 11.5
Glen Dale 3 11.5
Henderson 3 11.7
Buckhorn 3 12.0
Florence Crittenton 3 13.0
Diocesan 3 13.0
Methodist Home 3 13.0
West Home Not Available

Rood House 4 1:3:25
Camp Nelson 4 13.25
State-Operated Group Homes 4 14. g

4 16.

Maryhurst

Chart 24 compares the range in cost of fully operated state group homes with
those of similar private agencies (Type 4), based on the LRC rating matrix. The average dif-
ference between costs of a state-operated group home and similar private child care agen-
cies is 39%.
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CHART 24

AVERAGE DAILY COST PER CHILD IN
STATE-OPERATED FACILITIES AND
SIMILAR PRIVATE AGENCIES

State-Operated Private Child % Cost
Facility Group Home Costs Care Agency Costs Difference
Highest $94.80 $57.73 39%
Lowest 54.98 36.15 349%

Average 72.78

44.09 39%

While the scope of this study did not include in-depth research into why state-
operated group homes cost more than the PCC agencies, three reasons are noted as possible
factors:

* State government may pay better salaries and have better fringe benefits than
most private agencies;

* Private agencies, often religiously affiliated, receive in-kind contributions, both
of a material and service nature, which are not calculated into the expenditure
figures and exceed greatly those in-kind contributions received by state-operated
group homes; and

* The indirect costs associated with the administration of a large service program
may necessitate higher proportional indirect costs than the smaller, less
bureaucratic administrative demands of a private agency.

Chart 25 shows the FY 1983 residential personnel expenses for the Type 4
facilities. Since the number of salaried employees was not known, calculations were based
on the overall direct personnel expenditures compared to the amount of services provided
in terms of child service days. From this comparison we see that the average personnel cost
per service day is $36.43 for state-operated facilities and $26.31 for similar private agencies,
a difference of 27%. This analysis, although limited, suggests that personnel costs in state
government may partially explain the disparity between costs in privately-operated versus
state-operated programs.
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CHART 25

RESIDENTIAL PERSONNEL COSTS FOR
STATE-OPERATED FACILITIES AND
SIMILAR PRIVATE AGENCIES

FY 1983
STATE-OPERATED TOTAL DIRECT PERSONNEL
GROUP HOMES SERVICE DAYS COSTS
Lexington 2,655 $107,888.03
Morehead 2,263 100,960.00
Middlesboro 2,445 99,846.64
Louisville 2,810 97,393.05
Bowling Green 2,600 94,292.07
Waddy 1,824 94,016.63
London 2,682 90,626.95
Ashland 2,258 79,001.28
Hopkinsville 1,568 62,059.36
TOTAL 22,673 $826,084.01
AVERAGE PERSONNEL COST
PER SERVICE DAY: $36.43
PRIVATELY-OPERATED TOTAL DIRECT PERSONNEL
AGENCIES SERVICE DAYS COSTS
Maryhurst 13,087 $359,084.00
Rood House* 2,920 68,544.00
Camp Nelson* 2,776 66,628.44
TOTAL 18,783 $494,256.44

AVERAGE PERSONNEL COST
PER SERVICE DAY = $26.31

*Rood House and Camp Nelson personnel costs based on six month expenditures projected
to a full year comparison.
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According to staff interviews, private agencies do rely on the good will of sup-
porters, especially volunteers for food, clothing, furniture and other donations. However,
the degree of in-kind contributions has not been assessed in this study.

Finally, the indirect costs ($603,642) associated with support services from the
Department’s central office functions do represent 30% of the total state-operated group

home budget and raise the individual group homes’ costs an additional 6% to 10% (See
Chart 18).

CHR Reimbursement Comparison with Costs

Chart 26 compares the average daily cost per child in state-operated group homes
to the average daily CHR reimbursement to Type 4 PCCs. The average cost in a state-
operated group home is $72.78, while the state only reimburses an average of $26.62 to
those homes that are similar, a difference of 63%.

CHART 26

COST OF STATE-OPERATED GROUP HOMES COMPARED TO
CHR REIMBURSEMENTS TO SIMILAR PRIVATE AGENCIES

COST OF CHR REIMBURSEMENTS
STATE-OPERATED TO SIMILAR PRIVATE
FACILITY GROUP HOMES CHILD CARE AGENCIES
Highest $94.80 $37.45
Lowest 54.98 21.14
Average 72.78 26.62
Summary

ks The Cabinet reimbursed the sample private child care agencies an average of 39%
of the average daily cost per child, ranging from 16% to 74%.

2 For purposes of comparison, the state-operated group homes were rated by LRC
in the highest of the four placement types, along with Rood House, Camp Nelson
and Maryhurst in the PCC sample.

3. (_)n lthe average, state-operated group homes cost 39% more to operate than do
similar private agencies.
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4. There 1s a 63% difference between the average cost per child in state-operated
group homes ($72.78) and the average CHR reimbursement rate ($26.62) to
similar private agencies.

RECOMMENDATION 1

The Cabinet for Human Resources should revise its reimbursement system to
private child care agencies in order to correct existing inequities. The actions taken
should include a budget request for funds to support the services provided by the
private child care program.

43






CHAPTER VI

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PRIVATE CHILD CARE AGENCIES
AND THE DEPARTMENT

Interviews With Department Employees

Program Concerns

Fifteen employees of the Department who plan for or counsel committed children
were interviewed for the present study. All fifteen were asked if they were satisfied with the
Department’s planning for and placement of committed children. Seven respondents were
satisfied, while seven were satisfied most of the time and one was dissatisfied with the plan-
ning and placement practices. Comments on the subject of placements centered on difficul-
ty in planning for children who need to be moved from their homes or substitute care with
little advance notice to the social workers (crisis intervention), and the unavailability of
placements for teenagers, especially those with behavioral problems.

The ten employees involved in placement of children into private agencies were
asked whether the private agencies fulfill their responsibilities and the Department’s expec-
tations. Nearly every interviewee felt the agencies fulfilled their responsibilities most of the
time, but that some perform better than others. On this issue, a common complaint heard
from employees in the field and central office was that private child caring agencies are
reluctant to take delinquents and children with emotional problems. Some agencies are not
allowed by their governing boards to take delinquent children, so the Department must ask
the juvenile court to change the legal status of the child to ‘““dependent’” before the agency
will accept him.

The issue of a private agency’s willingness to take ‘‘difficult’’ children is one of
the main points of contention between the Department and private agencies. As shown
earlier in this report (Charts 3 and 4), 75% of the contracted agencies’ population in the
sample were between the ages of thirteen and eighteen, but only 26% of the population
were status offenders, and only 18% were public offenders. Despite the fact that most
agencies will not accept children with a delinquent legal status, the sample questionnaires
show that 49% of the children served by private agencies have moderate or major emo-
tional problems, and 70% have moderate or major behavioral problems. From this in-
formation it would thus appear that many children labeled ‘‘dependent, neglected or abus-
ed”’ residing in private agencies have behavioral and emotional problems. Despite the fact
that the “‘dependent’” population may be difficult to serve, there is another group, the
“delinquent,” which the Department has difficulty placing and which the majority of
private child care agencies are unwilling or unable to serve.
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The Departmental interviewees acknowledged that they did not formally or
routinely assess PCC agencies, but individual social workers do monitor the progress of
committed children. Generally, they felt agency staff do understand the social worker’s role
and, conversely, social workers understand the agencies’ role. However, throughout the in-
terviews there were unsolicited comments concerning how quickly the quality of service in
an agency can change. This concern led to a question about the Department’s assessment
process. Presently the Division of Licensing and Regulation (L & R) surveys each agency
once a year. Recently, the Department has asked L & R if they would collect additional in-
formation for the Department’s use on two instruments—one called ““Case Review,’” and
the other “‘Child Questionnaire.”” There was some disagreement among professionals
within the Department concerning this additional monitoring by L & R. Some items re-
quired L & R employees, who are not trained in social work techniques, to make clinical
judgments concerning the appropriateness of a committed child’s service plan. Secondly,
some Department professionals felt that transferring this monitoring function to L & R
may inhibit the Department’s capability to make decisions (some of which must be made
very quickly) concerning removal or placement of a committed child in a licensed agency (in
effect, delegating the Department’s authority to L & R).

RECOMMENDATION 2

The Department for Social Services should establish an assessment process regarding
all agencies in which committed children are placed. The assessment should contain a
formal means of collecting data on an annual basis, with routine updating based on
program changes or irregularity in casework. Data collected should include:

(1) Division of Licensure and Regulation reports regarding regulatory compliance
and casework practices;

(2) Departmf:m social workers’ assessments of the agency’s effectiveness or short-
comings in accomplishing the casework plan; and

(3) agency information including the ‘“‘Request for Proposal’’ and their assessment of
the effectiveness of casework planning and their service programs.

Analysis of the assessment data should be used to:

(1) provide Department field staff with a list of private agencies that notes the types
of children and programs best served by each agency;

(2) provide a mechanism for investigation by the Department and the Division of
Licensure and Regulation of any agency suspected of inappropriate care of
children; and

(3) provide a mechanism for investigation of any violation of casework practice, as
required by the Department.
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The private agency should have the prerogative to reject at admission or dismiss after
admission particular children if:

(1) the Department has not provided the agency with sufficient or accurate
background information regarding the characteritics of the child;

(2) sufficient funds are not available to the agency to provide the child-specific ser-
vices required in the casework service plan;

(3) care of a particular child would potentially endanger that child or other children
in the agency; or

(4) care of a particular child would jeopardize the agency’s ability to meet particular
licensing or regulatory requirements.

At the end of one year following the acceptance of this recommendatio_n by the Prp-
gram Review and Investigations Committee, the Department and private agencies
should report to the Committee whether the listing and pairing of characteristics has
reduced placement problems.

Half of the respondents felt the Department fulfilled its responsibility to the
rivate agencies most of the time, and the other 50% felt the Department clearly did not
neet its responsibility. In nearly every interview dissatisfaction was expressed with some of

he Department’s casework for committed children. The tWO categories of response most
requently mentioned were:

* Casework is crisis-oriented, with no real continuum of care or appropriate goal
setting.

* Service workers do not visit the child frequently enough; thus, problems con-
tinue unsolved and the child sometimes feels abandoned.

Chart 27 below lists specific comments and is provided so that the reader may bet-

€r understand the eighteen private agencies’ viewpoints concerning the Department’s
casework responsibility.

CHART 27

PRIVATE AGENCIES’ INTERVIEW COMMENTS CONCERNING THE
DEPARTMENT’S FULFILLMENT OF ITS RESPONSIBILITIES

# OF TIMES
MENTIONED COMMENT
7 Social worker doesn’t visit or show sufficient interest in child after
placement is made.
4 Casework is very crisis oriented/no real continuum of care.
2 Children have too many foster home failures before privat-

Is tried.
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Funding Concerns

As part of the survey, interviewees were asked whether they thoug
child care agencies receive an adequate amount of reimbursement.”” Most D
employees in the field admitted they did not have adequate information to mak
ment. The central office written response to this question was definitive, howeve

No. Testimony was provided by the Department at the last Gener
Assembly session which stressed additional funding needs for PCC age.
cies. The Department continues to recognize the need to secure add
tional funding. Once additional funding is secured the Department plai
to restructure its reimbursement system to be better able to provide pr¢
grams appropriate to the needs of children.

Interviews With Private Child Care Agencies

Program Concerns

All private child care agencies sampled felt they understood what ser
could offer the committed child. In turn, most thought the Department under
agencies’ ability to provide service. Six agencies did think that some social
especially new workers, did not know enough about their programs. Additionally
teen agreed there was no routine assessment of their programs, other than the ar
by the Licensing and Regulation Division.

All private agencies appeared to have a working knowledge of the placer
cess. When asked to describe the procedures, most included their own screening
along with the Department’s practices. Interviews with Departmental employees i
that the private agencies’ ability to select or reject individual committed children i
as a disadvantage for the Department, because the more difficult children are less
be admitted when more easily handled children are available. Despite this vie
private agencies interviewed assumed it was their prerogative to make the final det
tion regarding admittance and that the Department should remove a child if the age:
ed them to do so. Stated reasons for both of these decisions were based on the a;
desire to serve only children who would benefit from their particular program and .
to eliminate isolated situations which would disrupt the progress of other children .
served in their program or negatively affect the program itself.

RECOMMENDATION 3

In order for the Department to achieve more accurate assessment and apprc
placement of committed children, it should establish a list of characteristics of ck
to be incorporated in the agencies’ ‘‘Request for Proposal,’’ the Schedule of Pa
form, or a negotiated contract. Subsequently, the agency should specify from tl
the characteristics which it is able and willing to serve, thereby better enabling a
worker to pair a child with an appropriate private child care agency. The a

should then accept such delineated children from the Department as space bec
available.
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2 DSS removes the child from the agency before or after optimal time
(relates to funding problem).

2 Social workers don’t take initiative in making case conferences.

2 Child feels abandoned when social workers don’t visit.

2 Background material is lacking or withheld when child is placed.

1 Committed children (AWOLS) are never required to act responsibly
because they can run and be placed somewhere else.

1 Agency could not get its interested volunteers reviewed to be foster
parents.

1 Some foster and adoptive homes are not sufficiently prepared (time);
consequently, placements fail.

1 Better communication needed between agency and the Department.

1 The Department has too many policy changes.

| Social workers don’t deal with the child as part of the family
(problems).

SOURCE: Eighteen program directors or acting directors of sample private child

care agencies.

Concern about certain types of children was also expressed by some private child
care employees, as well as Department employees. These types of children often seem to
““fall between the cracks’’ in the existing human services structure. They are:

* the chronic runaway child, often a status offender;

o

* the child with behavioral or emotional difficulties (mentioned earlier); and

* the older teenager who will soon be forced to live independently because of in-
adequate or absent support from his natural family.

Both the department and private agency interviewees thought the hard to place
children, particularly the chronic runaway, behaviorally and emotionally troubled, and the
older teenager with a goal of independent living were less likely to have their needs met in
the existing continuum of care system. Finally, the shortage of placements for hard to place
children is related to the Cabinet’s ability to pay for services.

The problem of runaways, called “AWOLS,”” was mentioned by state-operated
and private agencies. One interviewee said the rate of runaways would be ‘‘shocking’’ if the
actual numbers were known. Another interviewee said that when a child ““runs’® from this
particular agency, there are no agency employees available to look for him, nor a require-
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ment by the Department to do so. To initiate search for the child, the director calls the
responsible social worker, who usually is not a local worker and may live many miles from
where the child begins his departure.

The two other groups discussed—the behaviorally/emotionally difficult to handle
children and the older teenager with a goal of independent living—are a particular problem
for the Department and some private child care agencies because they may require a longer
term placement than the Department is willing or able to pay for. For example, the older
teenager may need additional vocational training which will prove marketable when com-
pleted, although the child is presently not in high school. The Department only provides
foster care funding for children over age eighteen if they are in school, which demonstrates
another difficulty for the older teenager planning for long-term employment. Some agen-
cies allow a small number of these teenagers or young adults to stay for a limited time
period after CHR reimbursement stops.

Finally, some private child care agencies attempting to help children with emo-
tional and behavioral problems find their agencies viewed by the Department as placements
of “‘last resort’” for children who have been moved in and out of foster family homes,
relative placements or institutions. These operators fear that the goal of placing a child in
the “‘least restrictive level of care’’ may translate into placing the child in the least expensive
living arrangements, not the most appropriate living arrangement.

Funding Concerns

Early in the study, central office employees were asked what explanation could be
given as to why some private agencies received a higher reimbursement rate than others. In-
equities in the rate structure were explained by use of the platitude ““the squeaky wheel gets
the grease.”” That is, those agencies that negotiated were more likely to receive additional
funding. While this explanation may have been valid at one time, this study did not find
evidence that it has applied in the years since 1982. Of the eighteen interviewed, only four
said they discussed an increase with the Department, and none of them received an increase
based on those discussions. According to this review, increases in the rate seemed to be bas-
ed on a $1.25 a day increase for all agencies in each of the years of the 1982-83 biennium.
There were no increases in the FY 1985-86 general fund appropriations for private child
care.

Rarely did an interviewed agency have difficulty with the reimbursement process,
but all agencies had problems with the Department’s inability to pay for a larger portion of
the committed child’s cost of care. Predictably, those agencies which received the least
amount of reimbursement, in proportion to their actual costs, were more adamant about
their dissatisfaction with the reimbursement amount. Two agencies said the Department
should pay 100% of a committed child’s costs, but most of the others would be satisfied to
receive **75% of the cost,”” or ““$25 a day.”
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While the notion that there is a shortage of placements for hard to place children
is espoused by the Department, the findings of this study would indicate otherwisc. Instead,
these findings suggest that there are committed children within the Commonwealth who are
placed in agencies which do not have the financial support for the care and type of place-
ment they need. Staff in most agencies interviewed, particularly group homes, said they
were willing to improve their service programs, expand the number of group homes they
operated, accept more CHR placements, or that they desired the Department to remove its
restriction on the number of committed children the agency could receive. They further in-
dicated that the primary obstacle to accepting children was the Department’s inability to
pay for the services needed.

RECOMMENDATION 4
The Cabinet for Human Resources, in cooperation with the private child care agencies,
should determine effective child care programs for the following three groups of com-
mitted children:
(1) the chronic runaway juvenile;
2) the child who is hard to place because of behavioral or emotional problems; and
(3)  older teenagers with a goal of independent living.

The Cabinet should address the following tasks:

(1)  assessment of the number of committed children placed in substitute care who
fit the above description;

(2) research of existing programs and program components throughout the nation
that successfully serve children in these three groups;

(3)  analysis of the program types, characteristics, length of care and overall com-
ponents which could be used in the Commonwealth to serve these three groups;

(4)  exploration of potential private and public funding sources and existing
resources to provide the desired programs and program components; and

5) designing a plan of action for Kentucky utilizing such information.
The Cabinet for Human Resources should present the results of their study to the Pro-

gram Review and Investigations Committee prior to the 1986 session of the General
Assembly.
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Summary

The Department and private child care agencies sampled felt that they mutually
understood each other’s responsibilities and roles.

The private: ghi[d care agencies felt that the Department does not always meet s
responsibilities in regard to care of committed children.

The Department interviewees thought that the private child care agencies are not
always willing to accept the children who are in most need of services, primarily
the child with behavioral or emotional difficulties.

Both the Department and private child care agency interviewees believe the hard
to place children, particularly the chronic runaway, behaviorally and emotionally
troubled and the older teenager with a goal of independent living, are less likely to
have their needs met in the existing continuum of care system.

Routine and formal assessment of agencies in which the Department has a con-
tract is presently provided only in the once-a-year licensing process, although the
Department does have plans to expand the Division of Licensure and Regulation’s
monitoring role.

T}1e private child care agencies interviewed find the Department’s level of expen-
diture for committed children inadequate. Most reimbursement rates cannot meet
basic needs for the committed children, and none meet the total service needs.

The shortages of placements for hard to place children is related to the Cabinet’s
inability to pay for services.
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