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Core Services Outcome Study 
 

Executive Summary 

 

The Applied Research in Child Welfare (ARCH) Project is a partnership between 

the School of Social Work at Colorado State University (CSU), the Colorado Department 

of Human Services, and the Departments of Human and Social Services in Adams, 

Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, Larimer, Mesa, 

Pueblo, and Weld counties. The purpose of the ARCH Project is to conduct applied 

research on child welfare interventions that informs social work practice and policy in 

Colorado and the United States. This report presents results from the Core Services 

Outcomes Study, which was conducted by the Social Work Research Center at CSU in 

conjunction with the ARCH Project. 

This study employed a between-county and within-county research design to 

compare the outcomes of children receiving Core Services in the twelve ARCH counties. 

A service independent approach was used, in which the analyses were conducted on a per 

child and per service basis for child-specific outcomes. For this study, service 

authorizations closed between 6/1/04 and 3/31/06 for the following Core Services were 

eligible for inclusion: (1) Day Treatment, (2) Home-Based Intervention, (3) Intensive 

Family Therapy (IFT), (4), Life Skills, (5) Mental Health Services, (6) Sexual Abuse 

Treatment, (7) Substance Abuse Treatment, and (8) County-Designed Services. The only 

service type not included was Special Economic Assistance, which is an emergency 

financial payment rather than a therapy, treatment, or intervention.  

To allow for more appropriate comparisons between services, the eligible service 

authorizations were divided into three groups (remain home, return home, other 
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permanency) based on the permanency goal at the time of service initiation. The actual 

sample was comprised of duplicated cases, in that outcomes for children who received 

multiple services during the study time span were counted for each service type. The total 

sample was comprised of 26,153 service authorizations from 13,046 unduplicated clients 

and 8,688 distinct cases. Data for the study were collected from Colorado Trails, which 

is an online data management and analysis system used for child welfare case 

management documentation.  

According to the findings, the Core Services Program contributes positively to the 

permanency and safety of children and families in Colorado. Specifically, Core Services 

appear effective in keeping children at imminent risk of placement from being removed 

from the home, as almost 80% of the remain home group were not removed. 

Furthermore, the low rates of new case involvement for the remain and return home 

groups indicate that Core Services are preventing the need for more intensive and 

expensive subsequent services and/or placements. While not directly comparable, the 

recurrence of abuse and neglect rates for the remain home and return home groups met 

federal PIP guidelines. Although the reunification rate for the return home group was 

only 42%, almost 90% achieved permanency after exiting Core Services. Additionally, 

almost 90% of the return home group did not reenter out-of-home care, which is 

respectable considering the challenging population served by the Core Services Program. 

Although only 25% of the other permanency group moved to a less restrictive placement, 

75% did not experience a placement move to a higher level of care. Lastly, 88% of the 

other permanency group had two or fewer placement settings within twelve months after 

initiation of Core Services.  
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 Overall, the service types were very comparable on most outcomes for the three 

permanency goal groups. For the remain home group, sexual abuse treatment and mental 

health services had the most outcomes above the group total. For the return home group, 

IFT and mental health services had the most outcomes above the group total. For the 

other permanency group, IFT had the most outcomes above the group total. Although no 

individual service was associated with more positive outcomes within each or across all 

permanency goal groups, likewise no individual service was associated with less positive 

outcomes within each or across all permanency goal groups.  

 Although appropriately designed and implemented, this study encountered 

numerous methodological challenges regarding the comparability of different populations 

served by Core Services and the variability in how Core Services are provided by each 

county. However, the results of this study have important implications for the practice, 

policy, and research of child welfare in Colorado. Based on the encouraging results, the 

Core Services Program should be expanded to better serve more children and families. 

Furthermore, outcome data should continue to drive the Core Services Program, so that 

services identified as being higher performing can be enhanced while lower performing 

services can be reexamined to better utilize these options. Policymakers should ensure 

that the Core Services Program is adequately funded while continuing to support all 

effective child welfare interventions. There is no shortage of future research on this topic. 

For example, the next study for the ARCH Project will investigate the influence of 

concurrent services and out-of-home placements on successful case outcomes. Research 

on the cost-effectiveness of the Core Services Program is certainly warranted, as is 

exploration of the differences between county provided and purchased services. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The Applied Research in Child Welfare (ARCH) Project is a partnership between 

the School of Social Work at Colorado State University (CSU), the Colorado Department 

of Human Services, and the Departments of Human and Social Services in Adams, 

Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, Larimer, Mesa, 

Pueblo, and Weld counties. The purpose of the ARCH Project is to conduct applied 

research on child welfare interventions that informs social work practice and policy in 

Colorado and the United States. This report presents results from the Core Services 

Outcomes Study, which was conducted by the Social Work Research Center at CSU in 

conjunction with the ARCH Project. 

Context 

 

Formally referred to as family preservation services (FPS), the Colorado Core 

Services Program is based on “assistance that focuses on family strengths and includes 

services that empower a family by providing alternative problem-solving techniques, 

child-rearing practices, and responses to living situations creating stress for the family” 

(C.R.S. 26-5.5-103). The Core Services Program also includes the provision of resources 

(e.g., special economic assistance) to serve as support systems for children and families.  

According to 12 CCR 2509-4, the goals of the Core Services Program are to: (1) 

focus on the family strengths by directing intensive services that support and strengthen 

the family and protect the child; (2) prevent out-of-home placement of the child; (3) 

return children in placement to their own home or unite children with their permanent 

families; and (4) provide services that protect the child. 
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As stated in C.R.S. 26-5.3-103(2), these services are to be provided to  

“children at imminent risk of being placed out-of-home.” To be eligible for the Core 

Services Program, each child shall: (1) meet the criteria for Program Area 4, 5, or 6, 

target group (see Appendix A for definitions); (2) meet the Colorado out-of-home 

placement criteria at the time of each placement in any Core Services Program; and (3) 

require a more restrictive level of care but may be maintained at a less restrictive out-of-

home placement or in his/her own home with Core Services. 

Rationale 

 As evidence-based research becomes the norm in child welfare practice, counties 

are more interested than ever in evaluating the effectiveness of services and placements 

provided to children and families in the system. The purpose of this study is to compare 

individual Core Services on child welfare outcomes. The goal is to provide both a 

between-county and a within-county picture of how the permanency and safety of 

children are impacted by the Core Services Program. It should be noted that the study is 

not designed to compare the Core Services Program with other child welfare 

interventions, so the results should be interpreted within this context. 

Research Questions 

For this study, there was one primary and one secondary research question. The 

findings for the first question are featured in the results section, while exploratory results 

for the second question are presented in the discussion section. 

1. How do individual Core Services compare on permanency and safety outcomes 

for children? 

 

2. Is there a difference between county provided Core Services and purchased Core 

Services on permanency and safety outcomes for children?  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 The following literature review briefly details the context of family preservation 

services and summarizes research on the effectiveness of life skills, home-based 

intervention, day treatment, sexual abuse treatment, mental health services, substance 

abuse treatment, and intensive family therapy (see Appendix B for definitions). 

Context 

 The three main objectives of family preservation services are to ensure child 

safety, improve family functioning, and avoid out-of-home placement (Dagenais, Begin, 

Bouchard, & Fortin, 2004). To accomplish these goals, FPS perform the following 

functions: protection, assessment, treatment, and linkage to other services (Yelton & 

Freidman, 1991). These services are typically short-term with a focus on the family 

system, crisis intervention, and 24-hour availability with frequent caseworker contacts 

(Lindsey, Martin, & Doh, 2002). Furthermore, they are grounded in a strengths-based 

perspective, which is based on the assumption that families, when appropriately assisted, 

can safely care for their children (Child Welfare League of America [CWLA], n.d.).  

 Although FPS have been in existence prior to the Adoption Assistance and Child 

Welfare Act of 1980, their more recent implementation has contributed to the rapid 

growth of the continuum of care approach (Dagenais et al., 2004; Kelly & Blythe, 2000; 

Nelson, 1991; Yelton & Freidman, 1991). For example, these services have helped move 

child welfare interventions from remedial to more preventative care (Kelly & Blythe, 

2000). Furthermore, FPS are now established as a more culturally competent approach 

than are traditional models (Ayon & Lee, 2005). In addition, the FPS model is believed to 

be a more cost-effective approach than placing children in out-of-home care (Lindsey et 
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al., 2002; Nelson, 1991). As a result, the U.S. Congress budgeted close to one billion 

dollars for five years of family preservation services starting in 1993 (Lindsey et al., 

2002). However, support for FPS has eroded over the years due to a lack of rigorous 

evaluations, limited funding, poor integration in the delivery of services, and media 

coverage of tragic events (Kelly & Blythe, 2000).  

Effectiveness Research 

According to the research, studies with rigorous experimental designs have 

established that FPS are not more effective than are traditional child welfare interventions 

(Chaffin, Bonner, & Hill, 2001; Dagenais et al., 2004; Johnson-Reid, 2003; Lindsey et 

al., 2002; Littell & Schuerman, 2002). However, Bath and Haapala (1994) argue that 

these findings are often due to small sample sizes and the heterogeneity of participant 

families. Another reason for the relatively unsuccessful outcomes of FPS is that studies 

do not sufficiently account for poverty, although some research does indicate that the 

receipt of public assistance is not the sole determinant of service outcomes (Bagdasaryan, 

2005; Bath, Richey, & Haapala, 1992; Lindsey et al., 2002). Furthermore, there is 

evidence that more vulnerable families receive more concrete services, but that these 

services do not result in positive short-term or long-term outcomes (Bitoni, 2002; Ryan & 

Schuerman, 2004).  

The research is inconclusive regarding the effect of FPS on subsequent out-of-

home placement. For example, prior placement history has been reported as a strong 

predictor of out-of-home placement regardless of the type of service received (Ryan & 

Schuerman, 2004; Yuan & Struckman-Johnson, 1991), although Bagdasaryan (2005) 

found that prior placement actually predicted improved outcomes for families who 
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participated in FPS. Wells and Whittington (1993) found that families reported the 

resolution of many problems after FPS, but that 20% of children still experienced at least 

one out-of-home placement. Although there is some evidence that FPS reduces the rate of 

out-of-home placement for children, it is unclear if these beneficial effects persist after 

one year (Bagdasaryan, 2005; Feldman, 1991). In addition, being removed from the home 

during FPS is associated with child age, child and parent mental health, caregiver health 

condition, and socio-economic status (Bath et al., 1992; Bitoni, 2002; Coatsworth, 

Duncan, Pantin, & Szapocznik, 2006). 

Dawson and Berry (2002) argue that, “conflicting research on the success of 

intensive family preservation services reveals that the service structure may not be 

effective for all families all of the time” (p. 297). For example, Bagdasaryan (2005) 

found evidence that families who are assessed at intake for specific services do not 

always receive all of the components they need. Cameron and Karabanow (2003) argue 

that multi-component programs still provide the best option for reducing out-of-home 

placements, but that community factors may pose significant barriers to program success. 

Specifically, increasing capacity, lowering costs, and meeting community needs are 

challenges that child welfare agencies must meet when providing FPS (Leventhal, 2001). 

To address these concerns, some researchers promote models such as Family Group 

Conferencing, which places the community and extended family as the first line of 

defense for at-risk children (Crampton, 2004; Dawson & Berry, 2002).  

Life Skills 

 Life skills training is perhaps the most widely used service offering in child 

welfare programming. Life skills include modeling of concrete tasks such as home repair, 



 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Social Work Research Center  Core Services Outcome Study Page 6 
 

grocery shopping, car maintenance, money management, housekeeping, and hygiene 

(Dawson & Berry, 2002). More creative programs, such as wilderness training, are 

targeted at behavioral and emotional needs (Smit, Knorth, & Klomp, 1997), while other 

life skills services are aimed at technology skills (Finn, Kerman, & LeCornec, 2004). 

Because FPS are focused on short-term service provision, the teaching of specific life 

skills is an important component in increasing the likelihood that families can continue to 

maintain positive interactions after formal services have ended (Dawson & Berry, 2002). 

Furthermore, the receipt of parenting skills is positively related with successful 

reunification (Miller, Fisher, Fetrow, & Jordan, 2006). Additionally, school-based 

competence and skill development programs for youth have a preventative effect on 

many of the outcomes associated with out-of-home placement such as teen pregnancy, 

substance use, and behavioral issues (Cameron & Karabanow, 2003). 

Home-Based Intervention 

 Home-based intervention began as the provision of concrete services to low risk 

families, evolved to include families with psychosocial needs in 1940s and 1950s, and 

became an alternative to out-of-home placement in the 1970s (Frankel, 1988). The 

effectiveness of home-based services has been demonstrated in the areas of improved 

family functioning (Cameron & Karabanow, 2003; Scannapieco, 1994; Smith, 1995; 

Theiman & Dail, 1992) and decreased risk for removal from the home (Scannapieco, 

1994; Schwartz, AuClaire, & Harris, 1991). There also is some evidence that center-

based services are more effective in reducing maltreatment (Chaffin, Bonner, & Hill, 

2001), and that family characteristics, such as domestic violence, have an impact on the 

effectiveness of home-based interventions (Leventhal, 2001). However, it is difficult to 
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generalize child welfare outcomes due to the variability in program design, 

administration, and evaluation for this service type (Frankel, 1988; Leventhal, 2001). 

Day Treatment 

 As compared with residential treatment, day treatment allows children to live in a 

family environment, is more compatible with family preservation, and is less costly 

(Whitemore, Ford, & Sack, 2003). The most common manifestation of day treatment is 

early childhood programs aimed at prevention and intervention for vulnerable families 

(Dawson & Berry, 2002). However, there is a limited amount of research regarding the 

effect of day treatment on outcomes for at-risk youth and families. Furthermore, the 

impact of day treatment is being influenced by the trend of serving severely disturbed 

children who would normally receive more intensive residential services (Whitemore et 

al., 2003). With an increase in intensity of services comes a need for more systematic day 

treatment programs (Smit et al., 1997). For example, some programs seek to combine day 

treatment with a less restrictive residential component using therapeutic foster families 

(Whitemore et al., 2003).   

Sexual Abuse Treatment 

 Sexual abuse treatment can be provided to victims as well as to perpetrators of 

sexual abuse. For example, Partners for Protection is an educational group for non-

abusing women who are partners of sexual abusers (Hill, 2005). With a goal of 

preservation, the Baltimore City Department of Social Services once implemented a 

program for families in which incest occurred (Server & Janzen, 1982). However, only 

17 out of 55 couples remained intact, and just eleven were reunited with their children 

(Server & Janzen, 1982). In an evaluation of a treatment program for sexually abused 
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adult males, Romano and DeLuca (2006) found that focusing on the behaviors of self-

blame, anger, and anxiety reduced the effect on daily functioning of participants. 

Mental Health Services 

 The research indicates that mental health problems are related to poor outcomes 

for children in at-risk families (Bagdasaryan, 2005; Dawson & Berry, 2002; Nelson, 

1991, Risley-Curtiss, Stromwall, Hunt, & Teska, 2004). As a result, there is an increased 

need for mental health services, which is further exacerbated by the intensity of abuse 

and neglect experienced by these children and the trend towards a greater proportion of 

children in the child welfare system who have severe emotional and behavioral problems 

(Burns et al., 2004; Kerker & Dore, 2006). However, there is an ongoing debate about 

how to provide appropriate mental health services for this population. As opposed to 

traditional services such as individual counseling, family counseling, and crisis 

intervention (Risley-Curtiss et al., 2004), Kerker and Dore (2006) advocate for 

wraparound services and therapeutic foster care homes. For example, the Wraparound 

Milwaukee program reported a decrease in residential treatment center placements and 

improved functioning for participants (Kamradt, 2000). Prince and Austin (2005) suggest 

that collaborations between child welfare systems and mental health providers are 

essential to provide children in out-of-home placements the mental health services they 

need. 

Substance Abuse Treatment 

 Substance abuse treatment is a major component of family preservation services, 

as it is often a precondition to be met by parents seeking the return of their children. 

Some research shows that families with substance use problems have children who 
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remain in care longer and experience higher subsequent maltreatment rates (Guo, Barth, 

& Gibbons, 2006; Littell & Schuerman, 2002; Miller et al., 2006). For programs such as 

Cleveland’s Sobriety Treatment and Recovery Team, the Illinois Department of Children 

and Family Services waiver demonstration project, and Oregon’s drug and alcohol 

treatment programs, it has been reported that substance abuse treatment is associated with 

more timely reunification and an increase in reunification rates (Green, Rockhill, & 

Furrer, 2007; Ryan, March, Testa, & Louderman, 2006; Usher & Wildfire, 2003). 

However, Rittner and Dozier (2000) did not find a significant relationship between 

treatment compliance and subsequent rates of re-abuse in a study of court-ordered 

substance abuse treatment for caregivers of children in out-of-home placements. 

Furthermore, Bagdasaryan (2005) found that families with substance abuse problems are 

as likely to have a successful outcome as are families without these challenges. The 

current emphasis for substance abuse treatment is on models that employ a recovery 

coach for intensive services and provide in-home services for families (Ryan et al., 2006). 

Intensive Family Therapy 

 Cameron and Karabanow (2003) conclude that current research does not provide 

sufficient evidence that intensive family therapy (IFT) results in long-term behavioral 

changes for youth at risk. However, some studies demonstrate that family and child 

characteristics can influence child welfare outcomes through the therapist’s adherence to 

model protocols (e.g., Schoenwald, Halliday-Boykins, & Henggeler, 2003). After 

reviewing the research on IFT for victims of abuse and neglect, Pardeck (2004) advocates 

for an interactional model that focuses on the family system and its communication 

patterns. Newer approaches, such as multi-systemic therapy (MST), blend evidence-
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based treatment models with intensive evaluation in an effort to utilize best practices in 

family therapy (Schoenwald, et al., 2003). 

Summary 

Overall, the research on family preservation services is inconsistent in regard to 

its impact on child safety, permanency, and well-being. Furthermore, programs offer 

many different types of services, making it difficult to determine which aspects are most 

valuable in influencing child welfare outcomes. Lastly, more rigorous evaluation is 

needed to determine the best mix of these services for children and families. 

METHODS 

This study employed a between-county and within-county research design to 

compare the outcomes of children receiving Core Services in the twelve ARCH counties. 

A service independent approach was used, in which the analyses were conducted on a per 

child and per service basis for child-specific outcomes. The study parameters, sample 

selection, outcome definitions, data collection techniques, and data analysis procedures 

are described in the methods section. A second study exploring the relationship between a 

“profile” of services and placements and the success of a case will be completed at a 

future date.  

Study Parameters 

 For this study, service authorizations closed between 6/1/04 and 3/31/06 for the 

following Core Services were eligible for inclusion: (1) Day Treatment, (2) Home-Based 

Intervention, (3) Intensive Family Therapy, (4), Life Skills, (5) Mental Health Services, 

(6) Sexual Abuse Treatment, (7) Substance Abuse Treatment, and (8) County-Designed 

Services (see Appendix C for list of county-designed services). The only service type not 
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included was Special Economic Assistance (SEA), which is an emergency financial 

payment rather than a therapy, treatment, or intervention. After the exclusion of 3,280 

SEA service authorizations, there were 40,019 service authorizations that met the initial 

criteria. However, there were other exclusionary criteria which further narrowed the 

sample.  

First, services that were open for less than 30 days were excluded except for the 

following county-designed services: Community Evaluation Team/Team Decision 

Making (CET/TDM), Family Group Decision Making, Family Empowerment, and 

Mediation. This eliminated 6,857 service authorizations comprised mostly of assessments 

and evaluations. Although assessments and evaluations are paid for out of Core Services 

dollars, they were excluded because they are not directly comparable with the therapies, 

treatments, and interventions that define the other Core Services types. 

 Second, 5,776 service authorizations with the following closure reasons were not 

included in the study: (1) Business office correction, (2) Case transferred to another 

county, (3) Client left county or state, (4) Child’s death, (5) Moved out-of-

county/agency/state, (6) Opened in error, (7) Payee wrong code, (8) Provider closed, (9) 

Same provider/same service, and (10) Closed upon assessment. These closure reasons 

were eliminated because they indicated that the service was either not completed or, in 

the case of closed upon assessment, never provided.  

Sample Selection 

To allow for more appropriate comparisons between services, the 27,386 eligible 

service authorizations were divided into three groups (remain home, return home, and 

other permanency) based on the permanency goal at the time of service initiation. The 
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remain home group had a permanency goal of remaining home, the return home group 

had a permanency goal of reunification, and the other permanency group had a 

permanency goal other than remain or return home (e.g., Other Planned Permanency 

Living Arrangements (OPPLA), adoption, permanent placement with relatives). The 

following hierarchy illustrates the logic used to determine the permanency goal groups. 

1) If only one active permanency goal existed at time service started, then that 

goal was used. 

2) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one existed 

during the duration of the case, then that goal was used. 

3) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one was 

added after the service started and was backdated prior to the service start 

date, then that goal was used. 

4) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one was 

recorded up to 60 days before the service start date, then that goal was used. 

5) If there was never a permanency goal, then remain home was used because 

Colorado Trails business rules enforce entry of a permanency goal before 

recording an out-of-home placement.  

 After applying this logic, 1,233 service authorizations were removed because they 

had multiple permanency goals with identical set and target dates at the time service 

started (e.g., permanency goal changed but new date was not entered). Thus, these were 

excluded because the appropriate permanency goal group could not be accurately 

determined. 
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The accessible sample was drawn from children representing the service 

authorizations that met the aforementioned criteria. It is possible, however, that a child, 

parent, or both could have received the service. Specifically, the client for whom the 

service is authorized in the system does not necessarily receive the service. The selected 

sample included children and youth ages 0-21 that were under delinquency and/or 

dependency and neglect court actions or were diverted from court action through 

voluntary service participation.  

The actual sample was comprised of duplicated cases, in that outcomes for 

children who received multiple services during the study time span were counted for each 

service type. Furthermore, children who received the same service but from different 

providers were counted multiple times, as were children who received the same service 

from the same provider but at different times during the study time span. The total sample 

was comprised of 26,153 service authorizations from 13,046 unduplicated clients and 

8,688 distinct cases. Thus, each child or youth in the sample averaged two closed service 

authorizations between 6/1/04 and 3/31/06. 

Outcome Definitions 

 The following section describes how the outcomes for each permanency group 

were measured. For this report, the “at any time” outcome was calculated from the 

“during service” outcome, the “within 6 months after service closure” outcome, and the 

“between 6-12 months after service closure” outcome. For example, if a child had a 

removal from home recorded for any of these outcomes, it was counted once for the 

removed at any time outcome. Thus, if a child was removed from home during service 

and again between 6 and 12 months after service closure, it would only be counted as one 
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removal at any time. As a result, the during service and after service closure group totals 

do not always equal the at any time group total. It should be noted that the dividing line 

used in the at any time tables for the remain and return home groups and in the main 

outcome tables for the other permanency group separate the services that are above or 

below the group total. 

Remain Home Group 

1. Removal from Home - removal from home during service, within 6 months after 

service closure, or between 6 and 12 months after service closure.  

2. Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect - subsequent founded incident of intrafamilial 

abuse or neglect during service or within 6 months after service closure. 

3. New Case Involvement – subsequent case involvement span (participating as a 

child) started after case closure and within 6 months after service closure or 

between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 

Return Home Group 

1. Reunification – returned home within 12 months of service initiation. If not 

reunified, what was the permanency outcome (e.g., reunified in more than 12 

months, termination of parental rights/adoption, allocation of parental 

rights/guardianship, no permanency achieved). 

2. Reentry – subsequent placement in out-of-home care after achieving permanency 

and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after 

service closure. 

3. Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect - subsequent founded incident of intrafamilial 

abuse or neglect during service or within 6 months after service closure. 
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4. New Case Involvement – subsequent case involvement span (participating as a 

child) started after case closure and within 6 months after service closure or 

between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 

Other Permanency Group 

1. Less Restrictive Placement - moved to less restrictive placement, maintained in 

current placement, moved to placement in same level of care, or moved to more 

restrictive placement within 12 months of service initiation (see Appendix D for 

logic and placement hierarchy used to calculate this outcome). 

2. Two or Fewer Placement Settings – two or fewer placement moves within 12 

months of service initiation (not counting placements ended for the following 

reasons: opened in error, payee wrong code, same provider/same service, same 

provider/new service, runaway, hospitalization, or transferred to another county). 

3. Permanency – achieved permanency at any time after service initiation. If not, 

what was permanency outcome (e.g., reunified in more than 12 months, 

termination of parental rights/adoption, allocation of parental rights/guardianship, 

no permanency achieved). 

Data Collection 

 

Data for this study were collected from individual case records entered into 

Colorado Trails, which is Colorado’s Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information 

System (SACWIS). Colorado Trails is an online data management and analysis system 

used for child welfare case management documentation and was used as the only source 

of demographic, service, placement, and outcome data for this study. In addition to the 

outcome measures, the following variables were collected for this study: type of service; 
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duration of service; permanency goal at service start; county; ethnicity of child; program 

area; and county provided or purchased services. 

Data Analysis 

 

 The data were transmitted in Excel spreadsheets to the Social Work Research 

Center with the unique child identifiers removed. The demographic, service, placement, 

and outcome data were entered into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), 

checked for missing and incorrect data, and recoded into the appropriate variables. 

Descriptive statistics were generated from the data to answer the research questions posed 

in the study. Specifically, frequencies and percentages were used to determine if there 

were differences between service types on selected child welfare outcomes.  

For the between-county analysis, data were aggregated across the 12 counties for 

each service type within each permanency goal group. For the within-county analysis, 

data were analyzed separately for each county by comparing each service type (including 

individual county-designed services) within each permanency goal group. A third 

analysis was conducted in which counties were compared for each service type within 

each permanency goal group. However, only the between-county analysis is presented in 

this report. The other two analyses were designed for program improvement and not 

accountability purposes. In addition to the main effects analysis, a subgroup analysis was 

conducted comparing county provided Core Services and purchased Core Services. 

Exploratory results for this analysis are presented in the discussion section. 
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REMAIN HOME GROUP RESULTS 

  

Sample  

 

As displayed in Table 1, the remain home group was comprised of 10,699 service 

authorizations representing 6,436 unduplicated clients and 4,538 distinct cases. The 

service types with the most authorizations were county-designed services and substance 

abuse treatment, while day treatment and sexual abuse treatment and had the fewest 

authorizations. Overall, 35.1% of the services were provided by the counties and 64.9% 

were purchased from external providers. A majority of life skills, intensive family 

therapy, and county-designed services were provided by counties, while substance abuse 

treatment, day treatment, and mental health services were exclusively purchased by 

counties. 

Table 1 

Service Types for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service                                          Total Service County      Purchased 

  Authorizations Provided 

    __________________________________________ 

 # % # % # % 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services 2483 23.2 1438 57.9 1045 42.1  

Substance Abuse Treatment 2330 21.8 0 0.0 2330 100.0 

Home-Based Intervention 1620 15.1 664 41.0 956 59.0 

Mental Health Services 1444 13.5 58 4.0 1386 96.0 

Life Skills 994 9.3 748 75.3 246 24.7 

Intensive Family Therapy 868 8.1 609 70.2 259 29.8 

Sexual Abuse Treatment 568 5.3 243 42.8 325 57.2 

Day Treatment 392 3.7 0 0.0 392 100.0 

 

Total 10699 100.0 3760 35.1 6939 64.9 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Note: County provided mental health services include assessment and coordination only. 
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 As displayed in Table 2, the mean service duration was 170 days for the remain 

home group. Specifically, county-designed services had the shortest service duration at 

84 days, while sexual abuse treatment had the longest service duration at 269 days. It 

should again be noted that these mean service durations do not include authorizations 

open for less than 30 days. 

 

Table 2 

Service Duration for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service            Mean   Standard 

     Days   Deviation 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services  83.9   114.6 

Day Treatment   146.3   116.4 

Substance Abuse Treatment  184.7   131.4 

Mental Health Services  187.0   127.4 

Life Skills    194.2   139.2 

Intensive Family Therapy  196.7   147.1 

Home-Based Intervention  207.3   166.1 

Sexual Abuse Treatment  269.2   257.4 

 

Total     170.0   153.0 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

As displayed in Table 3, the sample was comprised mostly of Caucasian and 

Hispanic children. Most children from the remain home group were in Program Area 5 

followed by Program Area 4 and Program Area 6. Denver County had the most service 

authorizations while Douglas County had the fewest service authorizations for the remain 

home group. 
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Table 3 

Remain Home Group Service Authorization Characteristics (n = 10,699) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

         

Characteristic            Frequency  Percent        

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ethnicity 

 

 Caucasian      5212   48.7  

 Hispanic   3507   32.8   

 African-American  1335   12.5 

 Other    337   3.1 

 Native American  216   2.0 

 Asian    92   0.9 

     

Program Area 

 PA5    7412   69.3   

 PA4    2338   21.9 

 PA6    399   3.7 

 Unknown   309   2.9 

 Other    241   2.3  

  

County 

 

 Denver    2136   20.0 

 El Paso   1539   14.4   

 Jefferson   1430   13.4 

 Arapahoe   1237   11.6    

 Larimer   1185   11.1  

 Boulder   844   7.9 

 Adams    752   7.0   

 Weld    560   5.2 

 Pueblo    489   4.6 

 Mesa    359   3.4   

 Broomfield   105   1.0  

 Douglas   63   0.6   

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Removal from Home 

Overall, 79.2% of the service authorizations in the remain home group were not 

removed from the home at any time during or within a year of exiting one of the Core 

Services. As displayed in Table 4, five of the services (life skills, sexual abuse treatment, 

IFT, mental health services, and substance abuse treatment) had removal rates that were 

lower than the group total. Specifically, life skills had the lowest removal rate at 15.2%, 

while day treatment had the highest rate at 48.7%. As displayed in Tables 5-7, there was 

a downward trend in removal rates, as they decreased from 9.2% during service to 8.6% 

within six months after service closure to 5.0% between six and twelve months after 

service closure.  

 

Table 4 

Removed at Any Time for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Life Skills     151   15.2 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   92   16.2 

Intensive Family Therapy   150   17.3 

Mental Health Services   264   18.3 

Substance Abuse Treatment   474   20.3 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services   547   22.0 

Home-Based Intervention   361   22.3 

Day Treatment    191   48.7 

 

Total      2230   20.8 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 5 

Removed During Service for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services   126   5.1 

Life Skills     73   7.3 

Intensive Family Therapy   80   9.2 

Mental Health Services   135   9.3 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   60   10.6 

Day Treatment    44   11.2 

Substance Abuse Treatment   264   11.3 

Home-Based Intervention   205   12.7 

 

Total      987   9.2 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

Table 6 

Removed within 6 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   30   5.3 

Intensive Family Therapy   50   5.8 

Life Skills     61   6.1 

Mental Health Services   95   6.6 

Substance Abuse Treatment   166   7.1 

Home-Based Intervention   128   7.9 

County-Designed Services   280   11.3 

Day Treatment    113   28.8 

 

Total      923   8.6 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 7 

Removed between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   14   2.5 

Life Skills     28   2.8 

Substance Abuse Treatment   86   3.7 

Intensive Family Therapy   35   4.0 

Mental Health Services   60   4.2 

Home-Based Intervention   75   4.6 

County-Designed Services   187   7.5 

Day Treatment    53   13.5 

 

Total      538   5.0 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect 

 

Overall, 95.0% of the service authorizations in the remain home group did not 

have a founded incident of intrafamilial abuse or neglect at any time during or within six 

months of exiting one of the Core Services. As displayed in Table 8, six of the services 

(day treatment, sexual abuse treatment, county-designed services, mental health services, 

home-based intervention, and substance abuse treatment) met the federal PIP goal for this 

outcome, which is that 6.1% or less of children with an incident of substantiated abuse or 

neglect experience a recurrence of abuse or neglect within six months. However, only 

day treatment, sexual abuse treatment, county-designed services, and mental health 

services had recurrence of abuse or neglect rates that were lower than the group total. 

Specifically, day treatment had the lowest recurrence of abuse or neglect rate at 3.1%, 

while IFT had the highest rate at 6.8%. As displayed in Tables 9-10, there was no trend in 

recurrence of abuse or neglect rates, as they remained constant at 2.6% during service and 

2.5% within six months after service closure.  
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Table 8 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect at Any Time for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Day Treatment    12   3.1 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   21   3.7 

County-Designed Services   106   4.3 

Mental Health Services   64   4.4 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Home-Based Intervention   85   5.2 

Substance Abuse Treatment   120   5.2 

Life Skills     66   6.6 

Intensive Family Therapy   59   6.8 

 

Total      533   5.0 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Table 9 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect During Service for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Day Treatment    5   1.3 

County-Designed Services   39   1.6 

Mental Health Services   32   2.2 

Life Skills     25   2.5 

Home-Based Intervention   47   2.9 

Substance Abuse Treatment   75   3.2 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   19   3.3 

Intensive Family Therapy   37   4.3 

 

Total      279   2.6 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 10 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect within 6 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home 

Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   2   0.4 

Day Treatment    7   1.8 

Mental Health Services   33   2.3 

Substance Abuse Treatment   53   2.3 

Home-Based Intervention   39   2.4 

Intensive Family Therapy   23   2.6 

County-Designed Services   71   2.9 

Life Skills     43   4.3 

 

Total      271   2.5 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

New Case Involvement 

Overall, 89.4% of children in the remain home group did not have a new case 

involvement at any time within a year of exiting one of the Core Services. As displayed 

in Table 11, five of the services (sexual abuse treatment, IFT, home-based interventions, 

mental health services, and life skills) had new case involvement rates that were lower 

than the group total. Specifically, sexual abuse treatment had the lowest rate of new case 

involvement at 7.9%, while day treatment had the highest rate at 12.8%. As displayed in 

Tables 12-13, there was a downward trend in new case involvement rates, as they 

decreased from 5.8% within six months after service closure to 4.9% between six and 

twelve months after service closure. 
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Table 11 

New Case Involvement at Any Time for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   45   7.9 

Intensive Family Therapy   71   8.2 

Home-Based Intervention   164   10.1 

Mental Health Services   150   10.4 

Life Skills     104   10.5 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Substance Abuse Treatment   250   10.7 

County-Designed Services   300   12.1 

Day Treatment    50   12.8 

 

Total      1134   10.6 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 12 

New Case Involvement within 6 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Intensive Family Therapy   31   3.6 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   27   4.8 

Mental Health Services   82   5.7 

Home-Based Intervention   92   5.7 

County-Designed Services   150   6.0 

Substance Abuse Treatment   147   6.3 

Day Treatment    25   6.4 

Life Skills     66   6.6 

 

Total      620   5.8 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 13 

New Case Involvement between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home 

Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   18   3.2 

Life Skills     39   3.9 

Substance Abuse Treatment   103   4.4 

Home-Based Intervention   74   4.6 

Intensive Family Therapy   41   4.7 

Mental Health Services   68   4.7 

County-Designed Services   151   6.1 

Day Treatment    27   6.9 

 

Total      521   4.9 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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RETURN HOME GROUP RESULTS 

  

Sample  

 

As displayed in Table 14, the remain home group was comprised of 12,877 

service authorizations representing 6,376 unduplicated clients and 4,549 distinct clients. 

The service types with the most authorizations were substance abuse treatment and 

county-designed services, while day treatment and sexual abuse treatment had the fewest 

authorizations. Overall, 33.0% of the services were provided by the counties and 67.0% 

were purchased from external providers. A majority of life skills, county-designed 

services, and intensive family therapy were provided by counties, while substance abuse 

treatment, day treatment, and mental health services were exclusively purchased by 

counties.  

Table 14 

Service Types for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service                                          Total Service County      Purchased 

  Authorizations Provided 

    __________________________________________ 

 # % # % # % 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Substance Abuse Treatment 3742 29.1 0 0.0 3742 100.0 

County-Designed Services 2784 20.0 1788 64.2 996 35.8  

Mental Health Services 2179 16.9 48 2.2 2131 97.8 

Life Skills 1511 11.7 1145 75.8 366 24.2 

Home-Based Intervention 1103 8.6 535 48.5 568 51.5 

Intensive Family Therapy 916 7.1 563 61.5 353 38.5 

Sexual Abuse Treatment 447 3.5 173 38.7 274 61.3 

Day Treatment 195 1.5 0 0.0 195 100.0 

 

Total 12877 100.0 4252 33.0 8625 67.0 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Note: County provided mental health services include assessment and coordination only. 
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As displayed in Table 15, the mean service duration was 193 days for the return 

home group. Specifically, county-designed services had the shortest service duration at 

106 days, while sexual abuse treatment had the longest service duration at 319 days. It 

should again be noted that these mean service durations do not include authorizations 

open for less than 30 days. 

Table 15 

Service Duration for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service            Mean   Standard 

     Days   Deviation 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services  106.4   156.7 

Day Treatment   122.0   89.6 

Substance Abuse Treatment  203.3   134.4 

Mental Health Services  213.5   149.0 

Intensive Family Therapy  216.2   151.2 

Home-Based Intervention  225.7   198.9 

Life Skills    227.6   179.3 

Sexual Abuse Treatment  319.1   326.2 

 

Total     192.5   171.8 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

As displayed in Table 16, the sample was comprised mostly of Caucasian and 

Hispanic children. Most children from the return home group were in Program Area 5 

followed by Program Area 6 and Program Area 4. Denver County had the most service 

authorizations while Douglas County had the fewest service authorizations for the return 

home group. 
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Table 16 

Return Home Group Service Authorization Characteristics (n = 12,877) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

         

Characteristic            Frequency  Percent        

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ethnicity 

 

 Caucasian      6611   51.3  

 Hispanic   4280   33.2   

 African-American  1539   12.0 

 Native American  278   2.2 

 Asian    134   1.0 

 Other    35   0.3 

    

Program Area 

 PA5    8448   65.6  

 PA6    2520   19.6  

 PA4    1480   11.5 

 Other    264   2.1  

 Unknown   165   1.3 

  

County 

 

 Denver    2417   18.8 

 El Paso   1925   14.9   

 Jefferson   1690   13.1 

 Larimer   1402   10.9 

 Arapahoe   1390   10.8    

 Adams    992   7.7   

 Weld    862   6.7 

 Pueblo    837   6.5 

 Mesa    653   5.1  

 Boulder   544   4.2  

 Broomfield   100   0.8  

 Douglas   65   0.5   

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Reunification 

Overall, 41.5% of the service authorizations from the return home group were 

reunified within twelve months after initiation of Core Services. As displayed in Table 

17, three of the services (day treatment, home-based intervention, and IFT) had 

reunification rates that were higher than the group total. Specifically, day treatment had 

the highest reunification rate at 55.4%, while mental health services had the lowest 

reunification rate at 39.2%.  

Table 17 

Reunified within 12 Months of Service Initiation for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Day Treatment    108   55.4 

Home-Based Intervention   579   52.5 

Intensive Family Therapy   429   46.8 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   179   40.0 

County-Designed Services   1112   39.9 

Substance Abuse Treatment   1480   39.6 

Life Skills     597   39.5 

Mental Health Services   855   39.2 

 

Total      5339   41.5 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 As displayed in Table 18, 88.6% of the service authorizations in the return home 

group achieved permanency. Specifically, 48.8% of children in the return home group 

were reunified in less than or more than 12 months, 21.7% were adopted or had 

termination of parental rights (TPR), 18.1% experienced guardianship or allocation of 
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parental rights (APR), and 11.4% did not achieve permanency including 5.6% who were 

emancipated. 

Table 18 

Permanency Outcomes for Return Home Group 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Reunified  TPR/Adopt.  APR/Guard. Emanc.  No Perm. 
 ________  ________  ________  _______    _______    

Service        Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%) Freq. (%) 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Life Skills 711 (47.0)  407 (26.9)  271 (17.9)  62 (4.1)  60 (4.1) 

Substance Abuse Treatment 1710 (45.7)  828 (22.1)  888 (23.7)  154 (4.1) 162 (4.4) 

Home Based Intervention 659 (59.8)  201 (18.2)  142 (12.9)  53 (4.8)  48 (4.3) 

Mental Health Services 1020 (46.8)  528 (24.2)  427 (19.6)  126 (5.8) 78 (3.6) 

Intensive Family Therapy 510 (55.6)  148 (16.2)  168 (18.3)  48 (5.2)  42 (4.7) 

County-Designed Services 1301 (46.7)  641 (23.0)  383 (13.8)  199 (7.1) 260 (9.4) 

Day Treatment 131 (67.2)  8 (4.1)  5 (2.6)  19 (9.7)  32 (16.4) 
Sexual Abuse Treatment 238 (53.2)  36 (8.1)  46 (10.3)  60 (13.4) 67 (15.0)  

  

Total         6280 (48.8)     2797 (21.7)      2330 (18.1)         721 (5.6)           749 (5.8) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note: Reunified outcome includes those reunified in less than or more than 12 months. 

No permanency outcome includes still open, unknown/other, and Division of Youth 

Corrections (DYC). 

 

Reentry 

Overall, 89.4% of children in the return home group did not reenter out-of-home 

care at any time within a year of exiting one of the Core Services. It should be noted that 

this percentage includes the service authorizations for which there was no permanency 

outcome, as this group could have achieved permanency and reentered out-of-home care 

during the study time span. As displayed in Table 19, three of the services (life skills, 

sexual abuse treatment, and mental health services) met the federal PIP goal for this 

outcome, which is that 8.6% or less of children who returned home reentered out-of-

home care within 12 months. Furthermore, two other services (substance abuse treatment 

and IFT) had reentry rates that were lower than the group total. Specifically, life skills 

had the lowest reentry rate at 6.4%, while day treatment had the highest rate at 28.2%. As 
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displayed in Tables 20-21, there was a downward trend in reentry rates, as they decreased 

from 7.3% within six months after service closure to 3.6% between six and twelve 

months after service closure. 

Table 19 

Reentered at Any Time for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Life Skills     97   6.4 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   34   7.6 

Mental Health Services   167   7.7 

Substance Abuse Treatment   325   8.7 

Intensive Family Therapy   87   9.5 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Home-Based Intervention   136   12.3 

County-Designed Services   462   16.6 

Day Treatment    55   28.2 

 

Total      1363   10.6 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 20 

Reentered within 6 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Life Skills     40   2.6 

Mental Health Services   100   4.6 

Intensive Family Therapy   49   5.3 

Substance Abuse Treatment   201   5.4 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   29   6.5 

Home-Based Intervention   90   8.2 

County-Designed Services   384   13.8 

Day Treatment    47   24.1 

 

Total      940   7.3 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 21 

Reentered between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   5   1.1 

Mental Health Services   73   3.4 

County-Designed Services   95   3.4 

Substance Abuse Treatment   129   3.4 

Life Skills     57   3.8 

Home-Based Intervention   47   4.3 

Intensive Family Therapy   41   4.5 

Day Treatment    11   5.6 

 

Total      458   3.6 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect 

Overall, 96.1% of the service authorizations in the return home group did not 

have a founded incident of intrafamilial abuse or neglect at any time during or within six 

months of exiting one of the Core Services. As displayed in Table 22, all of the services 

met the federal PIP goal for this outcome, which is that 6.1% or less of children with an 

incident of substantiated abuse or neglect experience a recurrence of abuse or neglect 

within six months. Furthermore, day treatment, mental health services, and IFT had 

recurrence of abuse or neglect rates that were lower than the group total. Specifically, day 

treatment had the lowest recurrence of abuse or neglect rate at 1.0%, while home-based 

intervention had the highest rate at 5.3%. As displayed in Tables 23-24, there was a 

downward trend in recurrence of abuse or neglect rates, as they decreased from 2.3% 

during service to 1.7% within six months after service closure. 
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Table 22 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect at Any Time for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Day Treatment    2   1.0 

Mental Health Services   65   3.0 

Intensive Family Therapy   29   3.2 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   18   4.0 

Substance Abuse Treatment   149   4.0 

County-Designed Services   116   4.2 

Life Skills     66   4.4 

Home-Based Intervention   58   5.3 

 

Total      503   3.9 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 23 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect During Service for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Day Treatment    0   0.0 

Intensive Family Therapy   12   1.3 

County-Designed Services   39   1.6 

Mental Health Services   34   1.6 

Substance Abuse Treatment   98   2.6 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   12   2.7 

Home-Based Intervention   30   2.7 

Life Skills     41   2.7 

 

Total      295   2.3 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 24 

Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect within 6 Months after Service Closure for Return Home 

Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Day Treatment    2   1.0 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   6   1.3 

County-Designed Services   37   1.3 

Mental Health Services   31   1.4 

Substance Abuse Treatment   54   1.4 

Life Skills     26   1.7 

Intensive Family Therapy   17   1.9 

Home-Based Intervention   29   2.6 

 

Total      213   1.7 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

New Case Involvement 

Overall, 92.5% of the service authorizations in the return home group did not 

have a new case involvement at any time within a year of exiting one of the Core 

Services. As displayed in Table 25, three of the services (county-designed services, 

mental health services, and life skills) had new case involvement rates that were lower 

than the group total. Specifically, county-designed services had lowest rate of new case 

involvement at 6.2%, while day treatment had the highest rate at 11.3%. As displayed in 

Tables 26-27, there was a downward trend in new case involvement rates, as they 

decreased from 4.1% within six months after service closure to 3.4% between six and 

twelve months after service closure. 
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Table 25 

New Case Involvement at Any Time for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services   173   6.2 

Mental Health Services   143   6.6 

Life Skills     109   7.2 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Substance Abuse Treatment   285   7.6 

Intensive Family Therapy   82   9.0 

Home-Based Intervention   104   9.4 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   47   10.5 

Day Treatment    22   11.3 

 

Total      965   7.5 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 26 

New Case Involvement within 6 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mental Health Services   68   3.1 

County-Designed Services   88   3.2 

Life Skills     56   3.7 

Intensive Family Therapy   39   4.3 

Substance Abuse Treatment   161   4.3 

Home-Based Intervention   67   6.1 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   34   7.6 

Day Treatment    15   7.7 

 

Total      528   4.1 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 27 

New Case Involvement between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Return Home 

Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   13   2.9 

County-Designed Services   86   3.1 

Substance Abuse Treatment   125   3.3 

Home-Based Intervention   37   3.4 

Mental Health Services   75   3.4 

Life Skills     53   3.5 

Day Treatment    7   3.6 

Intensive Family Therapy   44   4.8 

 

Total      440   3.4 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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OTHER PERMANENCY GROUP RESULTS 

  

Sample  

 

As displayed in Table 28, the other permanency group was comprised of 2,577 

service authorizations representing 1,478 unduplicated clients and 1,156 distinct cases. 

The service types with the most authorizations were county-designed services and 

substance abuse treatment, while day treatment and sexual abuse treatment had the fewest 

authorizations. Overall, 33.4% of the services were provided by the counties while 66.6% 

were purchased from external providers. Specifically, a majority of life skills, county-

designed services, and intensive family therapy were provided by counties, while 

substance abuse treatment, day treatment, and mental health services were exclusively 

purchased by counties.  

Table 28 

Service Types for Other Permanency Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service                                          Total Service County      Purchased 

  Authorizations Provided 

    __________________________________________ 

 # % # % # % 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services 687 26.7 406 59.1 281 40.9  

Substance Abuse Treatment 560 21.7 0 0.0 560 100.0 

Mental Health Services 454 17.6 27 5.9 427 94.1 

Life Skills 241 9.4 177 73.4 64 26.6 

Home-Based Intervention 224 8.7 107 47.8 117 52.2 

Intensive Family Therapy 202 7.8 110 54.5 92 45.5 

Sexual Abuse Treatment 152 5.9 33 21.7 119 78.3 

Day Treatment 57 2.2 0 0.0 57 100.0 

 

Total 2577 100.0 860 33.4 1717 66.6 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Note: County provided mental health services include assessment and coordination only. 
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As displayed in Table 29, the mean service duration was 188 days for the other 

permanency group. Specifically, county-designed services had the shortest service 

duration at 101 days, while sexual abuse treatment had the longest service duration at 286 

days. It should again be noted that these mean service durations do not include 

authorizations open for less than 30 days. 

Table 29 

Service Duration for Other Permanency Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service            Mean   Standard 

     Days   Deviation 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

County-Designed Services  100.9   164.1 

Day Treatment   156.2   141.3 

Intensive Family Therapy  191.3   159.4 

Substance Abuse Treatment  199.9   169.3 

Mental Health Services  216.3   172.2 

Home-Based Intervention  227.2   183.0 

Life Skills    257.2   262.7 

Sexual Abuse Treatment  286.2   337.1 

 

Total     187.6   201.0 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

As displayed in Table 30, the sample was comprised mostly of Caucasian and 

Hispanic children. Most children from the other permanency group were in Program Area 

6 followed by Program Area 5 and Program Area 4. Denver County had the most service 

authorizations while Douglas County had the fewest service authorizations for the other 

permanency group. 
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Table 30 

Other Permanency Group Service Authorizations Characteristics (n = 2,577) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

         

Characteristic            Frequency  Percent        

________________________________________________________________________ 

   

Ethnicity 

 

 Caucasian      1200   46.6  

 Hispanic   839   32.6   

 African-American  420   16.3 

 Native American  59   2.3 

 Asian    42   1.6 

 Other    17   0.7 

    

Program Area 

 

 PA6    1269   49.2   

 PA5    1016   39.4  

 PA4    228   8.8 

 Other    36   1.4  

 Unknown   28   1.1 

  

County 

 

 Denver    600   23.3 

 Larimer   382   14.8 

 Arapahoe   304   11.8 

 Jefferson   283   11.0 

 El Paso   277   10.7     

 Adams    199   7.7 

 Mesa    180   7.0 

 Boulder   145   5.6    

 Weld    104   4.0 

 Pueblo    82   3.2 

 Broomfield   12   0.5  

 Douglas   9   0.3   

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Move to a Less Restrictive Placement 

 

Overall, 25.8% of service authorizations in the other permanency group moved to 

a less restrictive placement within twelve months after the initiation of Core Services. As 

displayed in Table 31, four of the services (day treatment, county-designed services, IFT, 

and life skills) had less restrictive placement rates that were higher than the group total. 

Specifically, day treatment had the highest rate of moves to a less restrictive placement at 

29.8%, while home-based interventions had the lowest rate at 22.3%.  

Table 31 

Moved to a Less Restrictive Placement within 12 Months after Service Initiation for 

Other Permanency Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Day Treatment    17   29.8 

County-Designed Services   194   28.2 

Intensive Family Therapy   55   27.2 

Life Skills     63   26.1 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mental Health Services   115   25.3 

Substance Abuse Treatment   134   23.9 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   36   23.7 

Home-Based Intervention   50   22.3 

 

Total      664   25.8 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 As displayed in Table 32, 75.0% of service authorizations in the other 

permanency group did not experience a placement move to a higher level of care. 

Specifically, home-based interventions had the lowest negative moves rate at 15.6%, 

while day treatment had the highest rate at 36.8%. Additionally, 37.8% of children in the 
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other permanency group were maintained in their current placement and 11.4% moved to 

the same level of care. 

Table 32 

Placement Moves for Other Permanency Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

        Less   More      Maintain Same 

    __________ __________ __________ __________ 

Service      Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Home Based Intervention 50 (22.3) 35 (15.6) 97 (43.3) 34 (15.2) 

Substance Abuse Treatment 134 (23.9) 91 (16.3) 216 (38.6) 60 (10.7) 

Mental Health Services 115 (25.3) 76 (16.7) 178 (39.2) 56 (12.3) 

County Designed Services 194 (28.2) 122 (17.8) 242 (35.2) 86 (12.5) 

Life Skills   63 (26.1) 44 (18.3) 89 (36.9) 31 (12.9) 

Intensive Family Therapy 55 (27.2) 41 (20.3) 78 (38.6) 13 (6.4) 

Sexual Abuse Treatment 36 (23.7) 41 (27.0) 58 (38.2) 14 (9.2) 

Day Treatment  17 (29.8) 21 (36.8) 17 (29.8) 1 (1.8) 

 

Total    664 (25.8) 471 (18.3) 975 (37.8) 295 (11.4) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Note: Placement moves outcome was unknown for 6.7% of the service authorizations. 

Two or Fewer Placement Settings 

Overall, 87.5% of the service authorizations in the other permanency group had 

two or fewer placement settings within twelve months after initiation of Core Services. 

As displayed in Table 33, five of the services (IFT, sexual abuse treatment, substance 

abuse treatment, mental health services, and life skills) met the federal PIP goal for this 

outcome, which is that 86.7% or more of children in placement less than 12 months have 

two or fewer placements during that time. Furthermore, IFT, sexual abuse treatment, 

substance abuse treatment, and mental health services had placement setting rates that 

were higher than the group total. Specifically, IFT had the highest rate for the two or 
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fewer placement settings outcome at 91.6%, while day treatment had the lowest rate at 

71.9%.  

Table 33 

Two or Fewer Placement Settings within 12 Months after Service Initiation for Other 

Permanency Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Intensive Family Therapy   185   91.6 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   139   91.4 

Substance Abuse Treatment   499   89.1 

Mental Health Services   398   87.7 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Life Skills     210   87.1 

Home-Based Intervention   194   86.6 

County-Designed Services   588   85.6 

Day Treatment    41   71.9 

 

Total      2254   87.5 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Permanency 

Overall, 57.1% of service authorizations in the other permanency group achieved 

permanency at any time after initiation of Core Services. As displayed in Table 34, four 

of the services (substance abuse treatment, life skills, IFT, and home-based interventions) 

had permanency rates that were higher than the group total. Specifically, substance abuse 

treatment had the highest permanency rate at 68.6%, while sexual abuse treatment had 

the lowest rate at 26.3%. As displayed in Table 35, 9.8% of children in the other 

permanency group were reunified, 27.5% were adopted or had termination of parental 

rights, 19.8% experienced guardianship or allocation of parental rights, and 42.9% did 

not achieve permanency including 7.0% who were emancipated. 
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Table 34 

Permanency Achieved at Any Time after Service Initiation for Other Permanency Group 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Service             Frequency  Percent 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Substance Abuse Treatment   384   68.6 

Life Skills     162   67.2 

Intensive Family Therapy   129   63.9 

Home-Based Intervention   133   59.4 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mental Health Services   247   54.4 

County-Designed Services   360   52.6 

Day Treatment    16   28.1 

Sexual Abuse Treatment   40   26.3 

 

Total      1471   57.1 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Table 35 

Permanency Outcomes for Other Permanency Group 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Reunified  TPR/Adopt.  APR/Guard. Emanc.  No Perm. 

 ________  ________  ________  _______    _______    

Service        Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%) Freq. (%) 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Substance Abuse Treatment 42 (7.5)  182 (32.5)  160 (28.6)  31 (5.5)  145 (25.9) 

Life Skills 33 (13.7)  69 (28.6)  60 (24.9)  16 (6.6)  63 (26.1) 

Intensive Family Therapy 41 (20.3)  53 (26.2)  35 (17.3)  7 (3.5)  66 (32.7) 

Home Based Intervention 26 (11.6)  65 (29.0)  42 (18.8)  16 (7.1)  75 (33.5) 

Mental Health Services 37 (8.1)  139 (30.6)  71 (15.6)  16 (3.5)  191 (42.1)  

County Designed Services 58 (8.5)  182 (26.6)  120 (17.5)  44 (6.4)  281 (41.0) 

Day Treatment 7 (12.3)  3 (5.3)  6 (10.5)  6 (10.5)  35 (61.4) 

Sexual Abuse Treatment 8 (5.3)  15 (9.9)  17 (11.2)  44 (28.9) 68 (44.7)  

 

Total         252 (9.8)     708 (27.5)         511 (19.8)         180 (7.0)           924 (35.9) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note: No permanency outcome includes still open, unknown/other, and DYC. 
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DISCUSSION 

The following discussion summarizes the findings from this study while laying 

the foundation for future theoretical and applied research regarding service delivery in 

child welfare. The conclusions and implications should be interpreted in light of the 

methodological limitations of the study. 

Conclusions 

According to the findings, the Core Services Program contributes positively to the 

permanency and safety of children and families in Colorado. Specifically, Core Services 

appear effective in keeping children at imminent risk of placement from being removed 

from the home, as almost 80% of the remain home group were not removed. 

Furthermore, the low rates of new case involvement for the remain and return home 

groups indicate that Core Services are preventing the need for more intensive and 

expensive subsequent services and/or placements. While not directly comparable, the 

recurrence of abuse and neglect rates for the remain home and return home groups met 

federal PIP guidelines. Although the reunification rate for the return home group was 

only 42%, almost 90% achieved permanency after exiting Core Services. Furthermore, 

the permanency outcome for the other permanency group was somewhat impressive, as 

57% were reunified, adopted, or in guardianship. Additionally, almost 90% of the return 

home group did not reenter out-of-home care, which is respectable considering the 

challenging population served by the Core Services Program. Although only 25% of the 

other permanency group moved to a less restrictive placement, 75% did not experience a 

placement move to a higher level of care. Lastly, 88% of the other permanency group had 

two or fewer placement settings within twelve months after initiation of Core Services.  
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Overall, the service types were very comparable on most outcomes for the three 

permanency goal groups. For the remain home group, sexual abuse treatment and mental 

health services had the most outcomes above the group total. For the return home group, 

IFT and mental health services had the most outcomes above the group total. For the 

other permanency group, IFT had the most outcomes above the group total. Although no 

individual service was associated with more positive outcomes within each or across all 

permanency goal groups, likewise no individual service was associated with less positive 

outcomes within each or across all permanency goal groups. However, some services 

were at the top for some outcomes and at the bottom for others. For example, life skills 

had the lowest removal rate but the highest rate of recurrence of abuse or neglect for the 

remain home group. Although the intensive in-home parenting support provided by life 

skills was seen as a protective factor in preventing the removal of children, it was viewed 

as a risk factor for recurrence because that same support system may create a dependency 

that is problematic once the worker leaves the family. This same dynamic was observed 

for the return home group, as the more intensive, family-based services such as home-

based intervention and IFT had both the highest reunification and highest reentry rates.  

The service type with the most inconsistent results is day treatment, which was 

due in part to the inherent variability of its smaller sample size. For example, day 

treatment had the highest removal rate but the lowest rate of recurrence of abuse or 

neglect for the remain home group. The removal rate may be explained by the high-risk 

nature of the population served by day treatment, while the recurrence rate reflects that 

this population is in the child welfare system because of delinquency and not abuse or 

neglect. Day treatment also had the highest reunification and reentry rates for the return 



 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Social Work Research Center  Core Services Outcome Study Page 47 
 

home group. For the other permanency group, day treatment had the highest rate of 

moves to a less restrictive placement, but the lowest rate of two or fewer placement 

settings. This last finding may be due to these children and youth starting in more 

restrictive placements, but experiencing more placement moves because of their 

behavioral problems. 

Sexual abuse treatment also yielded conflicting results, in that it had the lowest 

rate of new case involvement for the remain home group, but the highest rate of new case 

involvement for the return home group. This was attributed to the parent most likely 

being the perpetrator in the remain home group, and the child being the perpetrator in the 

return home group. In addition, sexual abuse treatment had the lowest permanency rate in 

the other permanency group, as it typically takes longer to treat and find permanent 

placements for adolescent sexual offenders.  

The only trend observed across the three permanency goal groups was for service 

duration. Specifically, purchased services such as day treatment, substance abuse 

treatment, and mental health services had shorter service durations than did county 

provided services. However, county-designed services had the shortest service duration 

for all three groups because it includes single-day, event driven services such as family 

group decision making and mediation. Sexual abuse treatment had the longest service 

duration in all three groups because of the limited number of providers, more restrictive 

placement settings, and long-term nature of the treatment.  

Subgroup Analysis 

 The subgroup analysis yielded interesting results regarding the relative 

effectiveness of county provided Core Services and purchased Core Services. The two 
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groups were compared using chi-square tests for home-based intervention, IFT, life skills, 

sexual abuse treatment, and county-designed services on each outcome for each 

permanency goal group. In addition to substance abuse treatment and day treatment, 

mental health services were not included because counties do not directly provide 

treatment or therapy, only assessment and coordination of services. Overall, there was no 

clear advantage for either group, as each had significantly better outcomes for some 

service types and some permanency goal groups.  

For the remain home group, county provided services had lower removal rates for 

life skills, sexual abuse treatment, and county-designed services, while purchased 

services had lower recurrence of abuse or neglect rates for life skills, sexual abuse 

treatment, county-designed services, and IFT. For the return home group, purchased 

services had higher reunification rates for home-based intervention and county-designed 

services but lower reunification rates for sexual abuse treatment. Purchased services had 

lower reentry rates for IFT and county-designed services but higher reentry rates for life 

skills. In addition, county provided services had lower new case involvement rates for life 

skills and county-designed services. For the other permanency group, county provided 

services had higher permanency rates for home-based intervention. Purchased services 

had higher less restrictive moves rates for life skills and higher placement settings rates 

for county-designed services. The only trend observed across permanency goal groups 

was that service duration was less for all purchased services except for county-designed. 

Limitations 

Although it was appropriately designed and implemented, this study encountered 

numerous methodological challenges. Perhaps the most obvious limitation is that the 
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populations served by each service type are nonequivalent. Although this was somewhat 

controlled for by separating the sample into three permanency goal groups, there are still 

measured and unmeasured demographic, behavioral, and placement differences between 

children and youth receiving Core Services. For example, the lack of a risk-level variable 

precluded the ability to make more precise comparisons between service types. 

A second limitation is the likely variability in how Core Services are provided by 

each county. Some of the key differences include providers, types of contracted services 

(fee for service or fixed rate), and categorizations of certain service types. For example, 

MST is included under mental health services, substance abuse treatment, home-based 

intervention, or county-designed services depending on the county. Although the seven 

main service types are more similar than dissimilar across the 12 counties, there is 

significant diversity in the types of county-designed services offered. However, this was 

addressed for by combining all county-designed services into one service type. 

Another limitation is that services can be provided to children, parents, or both. 

However, this information is not readily identifiable in Colorado Trails because the client 

for whom the service is authorized in the system does not necessarily receive the service. 

This, in turn, limits the ability to explore the relationship between demographic factors 

(e.g., age at service start, gender) and Core Services outcomes. Day treatment is the only 

“clean” service in this regard, as it is only provided to children. There also is the issue of 

service authorizations vs. service participation, in that attendance does not necessarily 

equal completion of the service. As a result, the presumed effect of service receipt would 

be different for those who completed the service as compared to those who did not.  



 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Social Work Research Center  Core Services Outcome Study Page 50 
 

As stated earlier, the design of the study is problematic in trying to evaluate the 

effectiveness of Core Services relative to other child welfare interventions. To provide a 

baseline for comparison, the overall results for some outcomes (i.e., recurrence of abuse 

or neglect, reentry, placement moves) were compared to the federal PIP goals. However, 

these comparisons are based on different time frames, as the Core Services outcomes 

were measured from service initiation or closure rather than client open date. 

Furthermore, the results from this study are drawn from a duplicated count of children, 

which is different from how PIP outcomes are calculated for federal accountability 

purposes.  

Another methodological concern for any study of this type is the consistency and 

accuracy of the data collected. From human error to changeable data entry requirements, 

the use of child welfare administrative databases is always somewhat of a challenge. For 

example, county-designed services are more labor intensive to track because those not 

requiring payment are not mandated for entry in Colorado Trails. Program area 

designations are potentially unreliable because case workers do not have to change a 

child’s program area when their permanency goal changes. For this study, the other 

permanency group should have had more PA6 children and fewer PA5 children. 

Lastly, there were some data analysis limitations in this study. Specifically, the 

new case involvement outcome was calculated by dividing all service authorizations with 

a new case opening by the entire sample rather than the subsample of service 

authorizations with a case closure. As an estimated 50% of cases remain open after 

service closure, the actual new case involvement rate may be double what is reported 
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here. However, this should impact all service types equally, so the between-service 

comparisons for this outcome are still appropriate.  

Implications 

 The results of this study have important implications for the practice, policy, and 

research of child welfare in Colorado. Based on the encouraging results, the Core 

Services Program should be expanded to better serve more children and families. For 

example, new evidence-based practices could be added to the service offerings. 

Furthermore, outcome data should continue to drive the Core Services Program, so that 

services identified as being higher performing can be enhanced while lower performing 

services can be reexamined to better utilize these options. Policymakers should ensure 

that the Core Services Program is adequately funded while continuing to support all 

effective child welfare interventions. 

There is no shortage of future research on this topic. For example, the next study 

for the ARCH Project will investigate the influence of concurrent services and out-of-

home placements on successful case outcomes. Another prospective study will compare 

children receiving Core Services with children not receiving family preservation services 

and those receiving voluntary services. Research on the cost-effectiveness of Core 

Services Program is certainly warranted, as is further exploration of the differences 

between county provided and purchased services. In addition, subgroup analyses that 

examine the influence of demographics characteristics (e.g., ethnicity, program area, risk 

level) should be conducted. Lastly, studying the relationship between service duration 

and days to service start would allow for better identification of those services that should 

be provided immediately to maximize their effectiveness in meeting federal PIP goals. 
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Appendix A 

 

Program Areas for Child Welfare Services 

 

There are three target groups for Child Welfare in the following program areas: 

Program Area 4 - Youth in Conflict Target Group 

A. Children and youth who are beyond the control of their parents or guardians. 

B. Children and youth who have committed acts that could cause them to be 

adjudicated a delinquent child by the court.   

 

Services for this target group are provided to reduce or eliminate conflicts 

between youth and their family members or the community when those 

conflicts affect the youth’s well-being, the normal functioning of the family or 

the well-being of the community. The focus of services shall be on alleviating 

conflicts, protecting the community, re-establishing family stability, or 

assisting the youth to emancipate successfully.   

 

Program Area 5 - Children in Need of Protection Target Group 

A. Children whose physical, mental, or emotional well-being has been threatened 

or harmed due to abuse or neglect.  

B. Children who are subjected to circumstances in which there is a reasonable 

likelihood that they are at risk of harm due to abuse or neglect by their parents 

or caretakers which shall include children who are alleged perpetrators and are 

under age of 10. 

 

Services for this target group are to protect children whose physical, mental or 

emotional well-being is threatened by the actions or omissions of parents, 

legal guardians or custodians, or persons responsible for providing out of 

home care, including a foster parent, an employee of a residential child care 

facility, and a provider of family child care of center-based child care.   

 

Program Area 6 - Children in Need of Specialized Services 

A. Children for whom all efforts at reunification with the family are exhausted. 

The parent child relationship may or may not be terminated. The child must 

have had prior eligibility in another target group. 

B. Young adults who have emancipated from foster care and who are in need of 

continuing support and services toward becoming self-sufficient. 

C. Children with subsidized adoption or Medicaid only services.   

 

Services for this target group are to fulfill statutory requirements in the 

interests of permanency planning for children.   

 

 

This document was originally prepared by the Jefferson County Department of Human 

Services. 
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Appendix B 

Core Services Descriptions 

 

Day Treatment: comprehensive, highly structured services that provide education and 

therapy to children and their families. 

 

Home-Based Intervention: services provided primarily in the home of the client and 

include a variety of services, which can include therapeutic services, concrete, services, 

collateral services, and crisis intervention directed to meet the needs of the child and 

family. 

 

Intensive Family Therapy (IFT): therapeutic intervention with all family members to 

improve family communication, functioning, and relationships.  

 

Life Skills: services provided primarily in the home that teach household management, 

accessing community resources, parenting techniques, and family conflict management. 

 

Mental Health Services: diagnostic and/or therapeutic services to assist in the 

development of a family service plan, and to assess and improve family communication, 

functioning, and relationships.  

 

Sexual Abuse Treatment: therapeutic intervention designed to address issues and 

behaviors related to sexual abuse victimization, sexual dysfunction, sexual abuse 

perpetration, and prevention of further sexual abuse and victimization. 

 

Substance Abuse Treatment: diagnostic and/or therapeutic services to assist in the 

development of a family service plan, to assess and improve family communication, 

functioning, and relationships, and to prevent further abuse of drugs and alcohol.  

 

County Designed Services: optional services tailored by a specific county to meet the 

needs of families and children in the community in order to prevent the out-of-home 

placement of children or facilitate reunification or another form of permanency. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document was originally prepared by the Colorado Department of Human Services. 



 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Social Work Research Center  Core Services Outcome Study Page 58 
 

Appendix C 

 
County-Designed Core Services  

 

 

County Service Type  

 

Adams Supervised Visitation 

 Youth Intervention Program 

Arapahoe 
 

Family Empowerment 

 
Multi-Systemic Therapy 

Direct Link 

 
Family Group Decision Making 

 

Boulder CET/TDM (Community Evaluation Team) 

 Adoption Counseling 

 

Broomfield Day Treatment Alternative 

 Multi-Systemic Therapy 

 

Denver Emerson Street School 

 Multi-Systemic Therapy 

 Direct Link 

 Domestic Violence Intervention 

 CET/TDM (Team Decision Making) 

 Functional Family Therapy 

 

Douglas None 

 

El Paso Mediation 

 Nurturing Program 

 Day Treatment Alternative 

 Domestic Violence Intervention 

 Multi-Systemic Therapy 

Direct Link 

 

Jefferson Multi-Systemic Therapy 

 Family Group Decision Making 

Direct Link 

Functional Family Therapy 
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Larimer Foster Care Adoption Support 

 Multi-Systemic Therapy 

 Reconnecting Youth 

 CET/TDM (Family Options) 

 Family Group Decision Making 

 Day Treatment Alternative 

 

Mesa Structured Parenting Time 

 
Youth Intervention Program 

Adolescent Support Group 

              Parenting Skills 

 

Pueblo Structured Parenting Time 

 Youth Outreach 

Life Skills Apprenticeship 

 

Weld Day Treatment Alternative 

 Reconnecting Youth 

 Multi-Systemic Therapy 

 Foster Care Adoption Support 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document was originally prepared by the Colorado Department of Human Services. 
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Appendix D 

 

Less Restrictive Placement Outcome  

 

To calculate the values for the less restrictive placement outcome for the other 

permanency group, the placement end reason was reviewed for each service 

authorization. The following list indicates the end reasons used for each possible 

outcome. If the placement end reason was “other” or “court order,” the specific 

placement types were reviewed and the out-of-home placement hierarchy was used to 

determine the outcome. The hierarchy starts with the least restrictive setting and moves to 

the most restrictive setting. 

1. Moved to Less Restrictive Placement (Less) 

 Needs less restrictive setting 

 Reunification 

 Adoption 

 Treatment successful 

 Tribal home visit 

 Requested by provider (if positive move occurred after) 

 

2. Maintained in Current Placement (Same) 

 No new placement 

 Same provider/same service  

 Same provider/new service 

 Provider closed 

 

3. Moved to Placement in Same Level of Care (Neutral) 

 New provider/same service  

 Emancipation 

 

4. Moved to More Restrictive Placement (More) 

 Needs more restrictive setting 

 Treatment not successful 

 Adoption disrupted 

 Requested by provider (if only end reason or negative move occurred after) 
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Out-of-Home Placement Hierarchy 

 

1. Kin/Tribal Custody  

2. Kinship Care  

3. Family Foster Home  

4. Child Placement Agency 

5. Group Home 

6. Residential Child Care Facility (RCCF) 

7. Residential Treatment Center (RTC) or Therapeutic Residential Child Care 

Facility (TRCCF) 

8. Psychiatric Residential Treatment Facility (PRTF) 

9. Detention Center  

10. Department of Youth Corrections  

11. Psychiatric Hospital 
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	1. How do individual Core Services compare on permanency and safety outcomes for children? 
	1. How do individual Core Services compare on permanency and safety outcomes for children? 
	1. How do individual Core Services compare on permanency and safety outcomes for children? 


	 
	2. Is there a difference between county provided Core Services and purchased Core Services on permanency and safety outcomes for children?  
	2. Is there a difference between county provided Core Services and purchased Core Services on permanency and safety outcomes for children?  
	2. Is there a difference between county provided Core Services and purchased Core Services on permanency and safety outcomes for children?  


	 
	LITERATURE REVIEW  The following literature review briefly details the context of family preservation services and summarizes research on the effectiveness of life skills, home-based intervention, day treatment, sexual abuse treatment, mental health services, substance abuse treatment, and intensive family therapy (see Appendix B for definitions). Context  The three main objectives of family preservation services are to ensure child safety, improve family functioning, and avoid out-of-home placement (Dagena
	 Although FPS have been in existence prior to the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980, their more recent implementation has contributed to the rapid growth of the continuum of care approach (Dagenais et al., 2004; Kelly & Blythe, 2000; Nelson, 1991; Yelton & Freidman, 1991). For example, these services have helped move child welfare interventions from remedial to more preventative care (Kelly & Blythe, 2000). Furthermore, FPS are now established as a more culturally competent approach than are
	al., 2002; Nelson, 1991). As a result, the U.S. Congress budgeted close to one billion dollars for five years of family preservation services starting in 1993 (Lindsey et al., 2002). However, support for FPS has eroded over the years due to a lack of rigorous evaluations, limited funding, poor integration in the delivery of services, and media coverage of tragic events (Kelly & Blythe, 2000).  Effectiveness Research According to the research, studies with rigorous experimental designs have established that 
	The research is inconclusive regarding the effect of FPS on subsequent out-of-home placement. For example, prior placement history has been reported as a strong predictor of out-of-home placement regardless of the type of service received (Ryan & Schuerman, 2004; Yuan & Struckman-Johnson, 1991), although Bagdasaryan (2005) found that prior placement actually predicted improved outcomes for families who 
	participated in FPS. Wells and Whittington (1993) found that families reported the resolution of many problems after FPS, but that 20% of children still experienced at least one out-of-home placement. Although there is some evidence that FPS reduces the rate of out-of-home placement for children, it is unclear if these beneficial effects persist after one year (Bagdasaryan, 2005; Feldman, 1991). In addition, being removed from the home during FPS is associated with child age, child and parent mental health,
	 Life skills training is perhaps the most widely used service offering in child welfare programming. Life skills include modeling of concrete tasks such as home repair, 
	grocery shopping, car maintenance, money management, housekeeping, and hygiene (Dawson & Berry, 2002). More creative programs, such as wilderness training, are targeted at behavioral and emotional needs (Smit, Knorth, & Klomp, 1997), while other life skills services are aimed at technology skills (Finn, Kerman, & LeCornec, 2004). Because FPS are focused on short-term service provision, the teaching of specific life skills is an important component in increasing the likelihood that families can continue to m
	 Home-based intervention began as the provision of concrete services to low risk families, evolved to include families with psychosocial needs in 1940s and 1950s, and became an alternative to out-of-home placement in the 1970s (Frankel, 1988). The effectiveness of home-based services has been demonstrated in the areas of improved family functioning (Cameron & Karabanow, 2003; Scannapieco, 1994; Smith, 1995; Theiman & Dail, 1992) and decreased risk for removal from the home (Scannapieco, 1994; Schwartz, AuCl
	generalize child welfare outcomes due to the variability in program design, administration, and evaluation for this service type (Frankel, 1988; Leventhal, 2001). Day Treatment  As compared with residential treatment, day treatment allows children to live in a family environment, is more compatible with family preservation, and is less costly (Whitemore, Ford, & Sack, 2003). The most common manifestation of day treatment is early childhood programs aimed at prevention and intervention for vulnerable familie
	 Sexual abuse treatment can be provided to victims as well as to perpetrators of sexual abuse. For example, Partners for Protection is an educational group for non-abusing women who are partners of sexual abusers (Hill, 2005). With a goal of preservation, the Baltimore City Department of Social Services once implemented a program for families in which incest occurred (Server & Janzen, 1982). However, only 17 out of 55 couples remained intact, and just eleven were reunited with their children (Server & Janze
	adult males, Romano and DeLuca (2006) found that focusing on the behaviors of self-blame, anger, and anxiety reduced the effect on daily functioning of participants. Mental Health Services  The research indicates that mental health problems are related to poor outcomes for children in at-risk families (Bagdasaryan, 2005; Dawson & Berry, 2002; Nelson, 1991, Risley-Curtiss, Stromwall, Hunt, & Teska, 2004). As a result, there is an increased need for mental health services, which is further exacerbated by the 
	 Substance abuse treatment is a major component of family preservation services, as it is often a precondition to be met by parents seeking the return of their children. Some research shows that families with substance use problems have children who 
	remain in care longer and experience higher subsequent maltreatment rates (Guo, Barth, & Gibbons, 2006; Littell & Schuerman, 2002; Miller et al., 2006). For programs such as Cleveland’s Sobriety Treatment and Recovery Team, the Illinois Department of Children and Family Services waiver demonstration project, and Oregon’s drug and alcohol treatment programs, it has been reported that substance abuse treatment is associated with more timely reunification and an increase in reunification rates (Green, Rockhill
	 Cameron and Karabanow (2003) conclude that current research does not provide sufficient evidence that intensive family therapy (IFT) results in long-term behavioral changes for youth at risk. However, some studies demonstrate that family and child characteristics can influence child welfare outcomes through the therapist’s adherence to model protocols (e.g., Schoenwald, Halliday-Boykins, & Henggeler, 2003). After reviewing the research on IFT for victims of abuse and neglect, Pardeck (2004) advocates for a
	based treatment models with intensive evaluation in an effort to utilize best practices in family therapy (Schoenwald, et al., 2003). Summary Overall, the research on family preservation services is inconsistent in regard to its impact on child safety, permanency, and well-being. Furthermore, programs offer many different types of services, making it difficult to determine which aspects are most valuable in influencing child welfare outcomes. Lastly, more rigorous evaluation is needed to determine the best 
	 For this study, service authorizations closed between 6/1/04 and 3/31/06 for the following Core Services were eligible for inclusion: (1) Day Treatment, (2) Home-Based Intervention, (3) Intensive Family Therapy, (4), Life Skills, (5) Mental Health Services, (6) Sexual Abuse Treatment, (7) Substance Abuse Treatment, and (8) County-Designed Services (see Appendix C for list of county-designed services). The only service type not 
	included was Special Economic Assistance (SEA), which is an emergency financial payment rather than a therapy, treatment, or intervention. After the exclusion of 3,280 SEA service authorizations, there were 40,019 service authorizations that met the initial criteria. However, there were other exclusionary criteria which further narrowed the sample.  First, services that were open for less than 30 days were excluded except for the following county-designed services: Community Evaluation Team/Team Decision Ma
	To allow for more appropriate comparisons between services, the 27,386 eligible service authorizations were divided into three groups (remain home, return home, and other permanency) based on the permanency goal at the time of service initiation. The 
	remain home group had a permanency goal of remaining home, the return home group had a permanency goal of reunification, and the other permanency group had a permanency goal other than remain or return home (e.g., Other Planned Permanency Living Arrangements (OPPLA), adoption, permanent placement with relatives). The following hierarchy illustrates the logic used to determine the permanency goal groups. 
	1) If only one active permanency goal existed at time service started, then that goal was used. 
	1) If only one active permanency goal existed at time service started, then that goal was used. 
	1) If only one active permanency goal existed at time service started, then that goal was used. 

	2) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one existed during the duration of the case, then that goal was used. 
	2) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one existed during the duration of the case, then that goal was used. 

	3) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one was added after the service started and was backdated prior to the service start date, then that goal was used. 
	3) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one was added after the service started and was backdated prior to the service start date, then that goal was used. 

	4) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one was recorded up to 60 days before the service start date, then that goal was used. 
	4) If no active permanency goal existed at time service started, but one was recorded up to 60 days before the service start date, then that goal was used. 

	5) If there was never a permanency goal, then remain home was used because Colorado Trails business rules enforce entry of a permanency goal before recording an out-of-home placement.  
	5) If there was never a permanency goal, then remain home was used because Colorado Trails business rules enforce entry of a permanency goal before recording an out-of-home placement.  


	 After applying this logic, 1,233 service authorizations were removed because they had multiple permanency goals with identical set and target dates at the time service started (e.g., permanency goal changed but new date was not entered). Thus, these were excluded because the appropriate permanency goal group could not be accurately determined. 
	The accessible sample was drawn from children representing the service authorizations that met the aforementioned criteria. It is possible, however, that a child, parent, or both could have received the service. Specifically, the client for whom the service is authorized in the system does not necessarily receive the service. The selected sample included children and youth ages 0-21 that were under delinquency and/or dependency and neglect court actions or were diverted from court action through voluntary s
	 The following section describes how the outcomes for each permanency group were measured. For this report, the “at any time” outcome was calculated from the “during service” outcome, the “within 6 months after service closure” outcome, and the “between 6-12 months after service closure” outcome. For example, if a child had a removal from home recorded for any of these outcomes, it was counted once for the removed at any time outcome. Thus, if a child was removed from home during service and again between 6
	removal at any time. As a result, the during service and after service closure group totals do not always equal the at any time group total. It should be noted that the dividing line used in the at any time tables for the remain and return home groups and in the main outcome tables for the other permanency group separate the services that are above or below the group total. 
	Remain Home Group 
	1. Removal from Home - removal from home during service, within 6 months after service closure, or between 6 and 12 months after service closure.  
	1. Removal from Home - removal from home during service, within 6 months after service closure, or between 6 and 12 months after service closure.  
	1. Removal from Home - removal from home during service, within 6 months after service closure, or between 6 and 12 months after service closure.  

	2. Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect - subsequent founded incident of intrafamilial abuse or neglect during service or within 6 months after service closure. 
	2. Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect - subsequent founded incident of intrafamilial abuse or neglect during service or within 6 months after service closure. 

	3. New Case Involvement – subsequent case involvement span (participating as a child) started after case closure and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 
	3. New Case Involvement – subsequent case involvement span (participating as a child) started after case closure and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 


	Return Home Group 
	1. Reunification – returned home within 12 months of service initiation. If not reunified, what was the permanency outcome (e.g., reunified in more than 12 months, termination of parental rights/adoption, allocation of parental rights/guardianship, no permanency achieved). 
	1. Reunification – returned home within 12 months of service initiation. If not reunified, what was the permanency outcome (e.g., reunified in more than 12 months, termination of parental rights/adoption, allocation of parental rights/guardianship, no permanency achieved). 
	1. Reunification – returned home within 12 months of service initiation. If not reunified, what was the permanency outcome (e.g., reunified in more than 12 months, termination of parental rights/adoption, allocation of parental rights/guardianship, no permanency achieved). 

	2. Reentry – subsequent placement in out-of-home care after achieving permanency and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 
	2. Reentry – subsequent placement in out-of-home care after achieving permanency and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 

	3. Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect - subsequent founded incident of intrafamilial abuse or neglect during service or within 6 months after service closure. 
	3. Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect - subsequent founded incident of intrafamilial abuse or neglect during service or within 6 months after service closure. 


	4. New Case Involvement – subsequent case involvement span (participating as a child) started after case closure and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 
	4. New Case Involvement – subsequent case involvement span (participating as a child) started after case closure and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 
	4. New Case Involvement – subsequent case involvement span (participating as a child) started after case closure and within 6 months after service closure or between 6 and 12 months after service closure. 


	Other Permanency Group 
	1. Less Restrictive Placement - moved to less restrictive placement, maintained in current placement, moved to placement in same level of care, or moved to more restrictive placement within 12 months of service initiation (see Appendix D for logic and placement hierarchy used to calculate this outcome). 
	1. Less Restrictive Placement - moved to less restrictive placement, maintained in current placement, moved to placement in same level of care, or moved to more restrictive placement within 12 months of service initiation (see Appendix D for logic and placement hierarchy used to calculate this outcome). 
	1. Less Restrictive Placement - moved to less restrictive placement, maintained in current placement, moved to placement in same level of care, or moved to more restrictive placement within 12 months of service initiation (see Appendix D for logic and placement hierarchy used to calculate this outcome). 

	2. Two or Fewer Placement Settings – two or fewer placement moves within 12 months of service initiation (not counting placements ended for the following reasons: opened in error, payee wrong code, same provider/same service, same provider/new service, runaway, hospitalization, or transferred to another county). 
	2. Two or Fewer Placement Settings – two or fewer placement moves within 12 months of service initiation (not counting placements ended for the following reasons: opened in error, payee wrong code, same provider/same service, same provider/new service, runaway, hospitalization, or transferred to another county). 

	3. Permanency – achieved permanency at any time after service initiation. If not, what was permanency outcome (e.g., reunified in more than 12 months, termination of parental rights/adoption, allocation of parental rights/guardianship, no permanency achieved). 
	3. Permanency – achieved permanency at any time after service initiation. If not, what was permanency outcome (e.g., reunified in more than 12 months, termination of parental rights/adoption, allocation of parental rights/guardianship, no permanency achieved). 


	Data Collection  
	Data for this study were collected from individual case records entered into Colorado Trails, which is Colorado’s Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information System (SACWIS). Colorado Trails is an online data management and analysis system used for child welfare case management documentation and was used as the only source of demographic, service, placement, and outcome data for this study. In addition to the outcome measures, the following variables were collected for this study: type of service; 
	duration of service; permanency goal at service start; county; ethnicity of child; program area; and county provided or purchased services. Data Analysis   The data were transmitted in Excel spreadsheets to the Social Work Research Center with the unique child identifiers removed. The demographic, service, placement, and outcome data were entered into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), checked for missing and incorrect data, and recoded into the appropriate variables. Descriptive statistics
	REMAIN HOME GROUP RESULTS   Sample   As displayed in Table 1, the remain home group was comprised of 10,699 service authorizations representing 6,436 unduplicated clients and 4,538 distinct cases. The service types with the most authorizations were county-designed services and substance abuse treatment, while day treatment and sexual abuse treatment and had the fewest authorizations. Overall, 35.1% of the services were provided by the counties and 64.9% were purchased from external providers. A majority of 
	Service Types for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service                                          Total Service County      Purchased   Authorizations Provided     __________________________________________  # % # % # % ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services 2483 23.2 1438 57.9 1045 42.1  Substance Abuse Treatment 2330 21.8 0 0.0 2330 100.0 Home-Based Intervention 1620 15.1 664 41.0 956 59.0 Mental Health Services 1444 13.5
	 As displayed in Table 2, the mean service duration was 170 days for the remain home group. Specifically, county-designed services had the shortest service duration at 84 days, while sexual abuse treatment had the longest service duration at 269 days. It should again be noted that these mean service durations do not include authorizations open for less than 30 days.  Table 2 
	Service Duration for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service            Mean   Standard      Days   Deviation ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services  83.9   114.6 Day Treatment   146.3   116.4 Substance Abuse Treatment  184.7   131.4 Mental Health Services  187.0   127.4 Life Skills    194.2   139.2 Intensive Family Therapy  196.7   147.1 Home-Based Intervention  207.3   166.1 Sexual Abuse Treatment  269.2   257.4  Total     17
	Table 3 
	Remain Home Group Service Authorization Characteristics (n = 10,699) 
	________________________________________________________________________          Characteristic            Frequency  Percent        ________________________________________________________________________  Ethnicity   Caucasian      5212   48.7   Hispanic   3507   32.8    African-American  1335   12.5  Other    337   3.1  Native American  216   2.0  Asian    92   0.9      Program Area  PA5    7412   69.3    PA4    2338   21.9  PA6    399   3.7  Unknown   309   2.9  Other    241   2.3    County   Denver   
	Removal from Home Overall, 79.2% of the service authorizations in the remain home group were not removed from the home at any time during or within a year of exiting one of the Core Services. As displayed in Table 4, five of the services (life skills, sexual abuse treatment, IFT, mental health services, and substance abuse treatment) had removal rates that were lower than the group total. Specifically, life skills had the lowest removal rate at 15.2%, while day treatment had the highest rate at 48.7%. As di
	Removed at Any Time for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Life Skills     151   15.2 Sexual Abuse Treatment   92   16.2 Intensive Family Therapy   150   17.3 Mental Health Services   264   18.3 Substance Abuse Treatment   474   20.3 ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services   547   22.0 Home-Based Intervention   361   22.3 D
	 
	Table 5 
	Removed During Service for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services   126   5.1 Life Skills     73   7.3 Intensive Family Therapy   80   9.2 Mental Health Services   135   9.3 Sexual Abuse Treatment   60   10.6 Day Treatment    44   11.2 Substance Abuse Treatment   264   11.3 Home-Based Intervention   205   12.7  Total      987   9.2 ________________________________
	 
	   Table 6 
	Removed within 6 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   30   5.3 Intensive Family Therapy   50   5.8 Life Skills     61   6.1 Mental Health Services   95   6.6 Substance Abuse Treatment   166   7.1 Home-Based Intervention   128   7.9 County-Designed Services   280   11.3 Day Treatment    113   28.8  Total      923   8.6 __________________________________
	 
	Table 7 
	Removed between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   14   2.5 Life Skills     28   2.8 Substance Abuse Treatment   86   3.7 Intensive Family Therapy   35   4.0 Mental Health Services   60   4.2 Home-Based Intervention   75   4.6 County-Designed Services   187   7.5 Day Treatment    53   13.5  Total      538   5.0 ______________________________________
	Overall, 95.0% of the service authorizations in the remain home group did not have a founded incident of intrafamilial abuse or neglect at any time during or within six months of exiting one of the Core Services. As displayed in Table 8, six of the services (day treatment, sexual abuse treatment, county-designed services, mental health services, home-based intervention, and substance abuse treatment) met the federal PIP goal for this outcome, which is that 6.1% or less of children with an incident of substa
	Table 8 
	Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect at Any Time for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Day Treatment    12   3.1 Sexual Abuse Treatment   21   3.7 County-Designed Services   106   4.3 Mental Health Services   64   4.4 ________________________________________________________________________  Home-Based Intervention   85   5.2 Substance Abuse Treatment   120   5.2 Life Skills     66   6.6 Intensive Family Thera
	Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect During Service for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Day Treatment    5   1.3 County-Designed Services   39   1.6 Mental Health Services   32   2.2 Life Skills     25   2.5 Home-Based Intervention   47   2.9 Substance Abuse Treatment   75   3.2 Sexual Abuse Treatment   19   3.3 Intensive Family Therapy   37   4.3  Total      279   2.6 _________________________________________
	Table 10 
	Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect within 6 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   2   0.4 Day Treatment    7   1.8 Mental Health Services   33   2.3 Substance Abuse Treatment   53   2.3 Home-Based Intervention   39   2.4 Intensive Family Therapy   23   2.6 County-Designed Services   71   2.9 Life Skills     43   4.3  Total      271   2.5 __________________________________________
	 
	Table 11 
	New Case Involvement at Any Time for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   45   7.9 Intensive Family Therapy   71   8.2 Home-Based Intervention   164   10.1 Mental Health Services   150   10.4 Life Skills     104   10.5 ________________________________________________________________________  Substance Abuse Treatment   250   10.7 County-Designed Services   300   12.1 Day 
	New Case Involvement within 6 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Intensive Family Therapy   31   3.6 Sexual Abuse Treatment   27   4.8 Mental Health Services   82   5.7 Home-Based Intervention   92   5.7 County-Designed Services   150   6.0 Substance Abuse Treatment   147   6.3 Day Treatment    25   6.4 Life Skills     66   6.6  Total      620   5.8 ______________________________________
	Table 13 
	New Case Involvement between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Remain Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   18   3.2 Life Skills     39   3.9 Substance Abuse Treatment   103   4.4 Home-Based Intervention   74   4.6 Intensive Family Therapy   41   4.7 Mental Health Services   68   4.7 County-Designed Services   151   6.1 Day Treatment    27   6.9  Total      521   4.9 ______________________________________
	RETURN HOME GROUP RESULTS   Sample   As displayed in Table 14, the remain home group was comprised of 12,877 service authorizations representing 6,376 unduplicated clients and 4,549 distinct clients. The service types with the most authorizations were substance abuse treatment and county-designed services, while day treatment and sexual abuse treatment had the fewest authorizations. Overall, 33.0% of the services were provided by the counties and 67.0% were purchased from external providers. A majority of l
	Service Types for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service                                          Total Service County      Purchased   Authorizations Provided     __________________________________________  # % # % # % ________________________________________________________________________  Substance Abuse Treatment 3742 29.1 0 0.0 3742 100.0 County-Designed Services 2784 20.0 1788 64.2 996 35.8  Mental Health Services 2179 16.9 48 2.2 2131 97.8 Life Skills 1511 11.7 1145 75.8 366
	As displayed in Table 15, the mean service duration was 193 days for the return home group. Specifically, county-designed services had the shortest service duration at 106 days, while sexual abuse treatment had the longest service duration at 319 days. It should again be noted that these mean service durations do not include authorizations open for less than 30 days. Table 15 
	Service Duration for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service            Mean   Standard      Days   Deviation ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services  106.4   156.7 Day Treatment   122.0   89.6 Substance Abuse Treatment  203.3   134.4 Mental Health Services  213.5   149.0 Intensive Family Therapy  216.2   151.2 Home-Based Intervention  225.7   198.9 Life Skills    227.6   179.3 Sexual Abuse Treatment  319.1   326.2  Total     19
	 
	Table 16 
	Return Home Group Service Authorization Characteristics (n = 12,877) 
	________________________________________________________________________          Characteristic            Frequency  Percent        ________________________________________________________________________  Ethnicity   Caucasian      6611   51.3   Hispanic   4280   33.2    African-American  1539   12.0  Native American  278   2.2  Asian    134   1.0  Other    35   0.3     Program Area  PA5    8448   65.6   PA6    2520   19.6   PA4    1480   11.5  Other    264   2.1   Unknown   165   1.3   County   Denver  
	Reunification Overall, 41.5% of the service authorizations from the return home group were reunified within twelve months after initiation of Core Services. As displayed in Table 17, three of the services (day treatment, home-based intervention, and IFT) had reunification rates that were higher than the group total. Specifically, day treatment had the highest reunification rate at 55.4%, while mental health services had the lowest reunification rate at 39.2%.  Table 17 
	Reunified within 12 Months of Service Initiation for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Day Treatment    108   55.4 Home-Based Intervention   579   52.5 Intensive Family Therapy   429   46.8 ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   179   40.0 County-Designed Services   1112   39.9 Substance Abuse Treatment   1480   39.6 Life Skills     597   39.5 Mental
	 As displayed in Table 18, 88.6% of the service authorizations in the return home group achieved permanency. Specifically, 48.8% of children in the return home group were reunified in less than or more than 12 months, 21.7% were adopted or had termination of parental rights (TPR), 18.1% experienced guardianship or allocation of 
	parental rights (APR), and 11.4% did not achieve permanency including 5.6% who were emancipated. Table 18 
	Permanency Outcomes for Return Home Group 
	______________________________________________________________________________________   Reunified  TPR/Adopt.  APR/Guard. Emanc.  No Perm.  ________  ________  ________  _______    _______    Service        Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%) Freq. (%) ______________________________________________________________________________________  Life Skills 711 (47.0)  407 (26.9)  271 (17.9)  62 (4.1)  60 (4.1) Substance Abuse Treatment 1710 (45.7)  828 (22.1)  888 (23.7)  154 (4.1) 162 (4.4) Home Based In
	Overall, 89.4% of children in the return home group did not reenter out-of-home care at any time within a year of exiting one of the Core Services. It should be noted that this percentage includes the service authorizations for which there was no permanency outcome, as this group could have achieved permanency and reentered out-of-home care during the study time span. As displayed in Table 19, three of the services (life skills, sexual abuse treatment, and mental health services) met the federal PIP goal fo
	displayed in Tables 20-21, there was a downward trend in reentry rates, as they decreased from 7.3% within six months after service closure to 3.6% between six and twelve months after service closure. Table 19 
	Reentered at Any Time for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Life Skills     97   6.4 Sexual Abuse Treatment   34   7.6 Mental Health Services   167   7.7 Substance Abuse Treatment   325   8.7 Intensive Family Therapy   87   9.5 ________________________________________________________________________  Home-Based Intervention   136   12.3 County-Designed Services   462   16.6 Day Trea
	Reentered within 6 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Life Skills     40   2.6 Mental Health Services   100   4.6 Intensive Family Therapy   49   5.3 Substance Abuse Treatment   201   5.4 Sexual Abuse Treatment   29   6.5 Home-Based Intervention   90   8.2 County-Designed Services   384   13.8 Day Treatment    47   24.1  Total      940   7.3 ___________________________________
	Table 21 
	Reentered between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   5   1.1 Mental Health Services   73   3.4 County-Designed Services   95   3.4 Substance Abuse Treatment   129   3.4 Life Skills     57   3.8 Home-Based Intervention   47   4.3 Intensive Family Therapy   41   4.5 Day Treatment    11   5.6  Total      458   3.6 ________________________________________
	Table 22 
	Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect at Any Time for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Day Treatment    2   1.0 Mental Health Services   65   3.0 Intensive Family Therapy   29   3.2 ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   18   4.0 Substance Abuse Treatment   149   4.0 County-Designed Services   116   4.2 Life Skills     66   4.4 Home-Based Interventio
	Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect During Service for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Day Treatment    0   0.0 Intensive Family Therapy   12   1.3 County-Designed Services   39   1.6 Mental Health Services   34   1.6 Substance Abuse Treatment   98   2.6 Sexual Abuse Treatment   12   2.7 Home-Based Intervention   30   2.7 Life Skills     41   2.7  Total      295   2.3 _________________________________________
	Table 24 
	Recurrence of Abuse or Neglect within 6 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Day Treatment    2   1.0 Sexual Abuse Treatment   6   1.3 County-Designed Services   37   1.3 Mental Health Services   31   1.4 Substance Abuse Treatment   54   1.4 Life Skills     26   1.7 Intensive Family Therapy   17   1.9 Home-Based Intervention   29   2.6  Total      213   1.7 __________________________________________
	 
	Table 25 
	New Case Involvement at Any Time for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services   173   6.2 Mental Health Services   143   6.6 Life Skills     109   7.2 ________________________________________________________________________  Substance Abuse Treatment   285   7.6 Intensive Family Therapy   82   9.0 Home-Based Intervention   104   9.4 Sexual Abuse Treatment   47   10.5 Day Trea
	New Case Involvement within 6 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Mental Health Services   68   3.1 County-Designed Services   88   3.2 Life Skills     56   3.7 Intensive Family Therapy   39   4.3 Substance Abuse Treatment   161   4.3 Home-Based Intervention   67   6.1 Sexual Abuse Treatment   34   7.6 Day Treatment    15   7.7  Total      528   4.1 _______________________________________
	 
	Table 27 
	New Case Involvement between 6-12 Months after Service Closure for Return Home Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Sexual Abuse Treatment   13   2.9 County-Designed Services   86   3.1 Substance Abuse Treatment   125   3.3 Home-Based Intervention   37   3.4 Mental Health Services   75   3.4 Life Skills     53   3.5 Day Treatment    7   3.6 Intensive Family Therapy   44   4.8  Total      440   3.4 ________________________________________
	OTHER PERMANENCY GROUP RESULTS   Sample   As displayed in Table 28, the other permanency group was comprised of 2,577 service authorizations representing 1,478 unduplicated clients and 1,156 distinct cases. The service types with the most authorizations were county-designed services and substance abuse treatment, while day treatment and sexual abuse treatment had the fewest authorizations. Overall, 33.4% of the services were provided by the counties while 66.6% were purchased from external providers. Specif
	Service Types for Other Permanency Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service                                          Total Service County      Purchased   Authorizations Provided     __________________________________________  # % # % # % ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services 687 26.7 406 59.1 281 40.9  Substance Abuse Treatment 560 21.7 0 0.0 560 100.0 Mental Health Services 454 17.6 27 5.9 427 94.1 Life Skills 241 9.4 177 73.4 64 26.6 Home
	As displayed in Table 29, the mean service duration was 188 days for the other permanency group. Specifically, county-designed services had the shortest service duration at 101 days, while sexual abuse treatment had the longest service duration at 286 days. It should again be noted that these mean service durations do not include authorizations open for less than 30 days. Table 29 
	Service Duration for Other Permanency Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service            Mean   Standard      Days   Deviation ________________________________________________________________________  County-Designed Services  100.9   164.1 Day Treatment   156.2   141.3 Intensive Family Therapy  191.3   159.4 Substance Abuse Treatment  199.9   169.3 Mental Health Services  216.3   172.2 Home-Based Intervention  227.2   183.0 Life Skills    257.2   262.7 Sexual Abuse Treatment  286.2   337.1  Total     1
	Table 30 
	Other Permanency Group Service Authorizations Characteristics (n = 2,577) 
	________________________________________________________________________          Characteristic            Frequency  Percent        ________________________________________________________________________    Ethnicity   Caucasian      1200   46.6   Hispanic   839   32.6    African-American  420   16.3  Native American  59   2.3  Asian    42   1.6  Other    17   0.7     Program Area   PA6    1269   49.2    PA5    1016   39.4   PA4    228   8.8  Other    36   1.4   Unknown   28   1.1   County   Denver    60
	Move to a Less Restrictive Placement  Overall, 25.8% of service authorizations in the other permanency group moved to a less restrictive placement within twelve months after the initiation of Core Services. As displayed in Table 31, four of the services (day treatment, county-designed services, IFT, and life skills) had less restrictive placement rates that were higher than the group total. Specifically, day treatment had the highest rate of moves to a less restrictive placement at 29.8%, while home-based i
	Moved to a Less Restrictive Placement within 12 Months after Service Initiation for Other Permanency Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Day Treatment    17   29.8 County-Designed Services   194   28.2 Intensive Family Therapy   55   27.2 Life Skills     63   26.1 ________________________________________________________________________  Mental Health Services   115   25.3 Substance Abuse Treatment   134   23.9 Sexual Abuse Treatment   36   23.7 Home-Based In
	 As displayed in Table 32, 75.0% of service authorizations in the other permanency group did not experience a placement move to a higher level of care. Specifically, home-based interventions had the lowest negative moves rate at 15.6%, while day treatment had the highest rate at 36.8%. Additionally, 37.8% of children in the 
	other permanency group were maintained in their current placement and 11.4% moved to the same level of care. Table 32 
	Placement Moves for Other Permanency Group 
	________________________________________________________________________          Less   More      Maintain Same     __________ __________ __________ __________ Service      Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%) ________________________________________________________________________  Home Based Intervention 50 (22.3) 35 (15.6) 97 (43.3) 34 (15.2) Substance Abuse Treatment 134 (23.9) 91 (16.3) 216 (38.6) 60 (10.7) Mental Health Services 115 (25.3) 76 (16.7) 178 (39.2) 56 (12.3) County Designed Services 19
	Overall, 87.5% of the service authorizations in the other permanency group had two or fewer placement settings within twelve months after initiation of Core Services. As displayed in Table 33, five of the services (IFT, sexual abuse treatment, substance abuse treatment, mental health services, and life skills) met the federal PIP goal for this outcome, which is that 86.7% or more of children in placement less than 12 months have two or fewer placements during that time. Furthermore, IFT, sexual abuse treatm
	fewer placement settings outcome at 91.6%, while day treatment had the lowest rate at 71.9%.  
	Table 33 
	Two or Fewer Placement Settings within 12 Months after Service Initiation for Other Permanency Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Intensive Family Therapy   185   91.6 Sexual Abuse Treatment   139   91.4 Substance Abuse Treatment   499   89.1 Mental Health Services   398   87.7 ________________________________________________________________________  Life Skills     210   87.1 Home-Based Intervention   194   86.6 County-Designed Services   588   85.6 
	Overall, 57.1% of service authorizations in the other permanency group achieved permanency at any time after initiation of Core Services. As displayed in Table 34, four of the services (substance abuse treatment, life skills, IFT, and home-based interventions) had permanency rates that were higher than the group total. Specifically, substance abuse treatment had the highest permanency rate at 68.6%, while sexual abuse treatment had the lowest rate at 26.3%. As displayed in Table 35, 9.8% of children in the 
	Table 34 
	Permanency Achieved at Any Time after Service Initiation for Other Permanency Group 
	________________________________________________________________________  Service             Frequency  Percent ________________________________________________________________________  Substance Abuse Treatment   384   68.6 Life Skills     162   67.2 Intensive Family Therapy   129   63.9 Home-Based Intervention   133   59.4 ________________________________________________________________________  Mental Health Services   247   54.4 County-Designed Services   360   52.6 Day Treatment    16   28.1 Sexual Ab
	Permanency Outcomes for Other Permanency Group 
	______________________________________________________________________________________   Reunified  TPR/Adopt.  APR/Guard. Emanc.  No Perm.  ________  ________  ________  _______    _______    Service        Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%)  Freq. (%) Freq. (%) ______________________________________________________________________________________  Substance Abuse Treatment 42 (7.5)  182 (32.5)  160 (28.6)  31 (5.5)  145 (25.9) Life Skills 33 (13.7)  69 (28.6)  60 (24.9)  16 (6.6)  63 (26.1) Intensive Family 
	DISCUSSION The following discussion summarizes the findings from this study while laying the foundation for future theoretical and applied research regarding service delivery in child welfare. The conclusions and implications should be interpreted in light of the methodological limitations of the study. Conclusions According to the findings, the Core Services Program contributes positively to the permanency and safety of children and families in Colorado. Specifically, Core Services appear effective in keep
	Overall, the service types were very comparable on most outcomes for the three permanency goal groups. For the remain home group, sexual abuse treatment and mental health services had the most outcomes above the group total. For the return home group, IFT and mental health services had the most outcomes above the group total. For the other permanency group, IFT had the most outcomes above the group total. Although no individual service was associated with more positive outcomes within each or across all per
	The service type with the most inconsistent results is day treatment, which was due in part to the inherent variability of its smaller sample size. For example, day treatment had the highest removal rate but the lowest rate of recurrence of abuse or neglect for the remain home group. The removal rate may be explained by the high-risk nature of the population served by day treatment, while the recurrence rate reflects that this population is in the child welfare system because of delinquency and not abuse or
	home group. For the other permanency group, day treatment had the highest rate of moves to a less restrictive placement, but the lowest rate of two or fewer placement settings. This last finding may be due to these children and youth starting in more restrictive placements, but experiencing more placement moves because of their behavioral problems. Sexual abuse treatment also yielded conflicting results, in that it had the lowest rate of new case involvement for the remain home group, but the highest rate o
	 The subgroup analysis yielded interesting results regarding the relative effectiveness of county provided Core Services and purchased Core Services. The two 
	groups were compared using chi-square tests for home-based intervention, IFT, life skills, sexual abuse treatment, and county-designed services on each outcome for each permanency goal group. In addition to substance abuse treatment and day treatment, mental health services were not included because counties do not directly provide treatment or therapy, only assessment and coordination of services. Overall, there was no clear advantage for either group, as each had significantly better outcomes for some ser
	Although it was appropriately designed and implemented, this study encountered numerous methodological challenges. Perhaps the most obvious limitation is that the 
	populations served by each service type are nonequivalent. Although this was somewhat controlled for by separating the sample into three permanency goal groups, there are still measured and unmeasured demographic, behavioral, and placement differences between children and youth receiving Core Services. For example, the lack of a risk-level variable precluded the ability to make more precise comparisons between service types. A second limitation is the likely variability in how Core Services are provided by 
	As stated earlier, the design of the study is problematic in trying to evaluate the effectiveness of Core Services relative to other child welfare interventions. To provide a baseline for comparison, the overall results for some outcomes (i.e., recurrence of abuse or neglect, reentry, placement moves) were compared to the federal PIP goals. However, these comparisons are based on different time frames, as the Core Services outcomes were measured from service initiation or closure rather than client open dat
	Lastly, there were some data analysis limitations in this study. Specifically, the new case involvement outcome was calculated by dividing all service authorizations with a new case opening by the entire sample rather than the subsample of service authorizations with a case closure. As an estimated 50% of cases remain open after service closure, the actual new case involvement rate may be double what is reported 
	here. However, this should impact all service types equally, so the between-service comparisons for this outcome are still appropriate.  Implications  The results of this study have important implications for the practice, policy, and research of child welfare in Colorado. Based on the encouraging results, the Core Services Program should be expanded to better serve more children and families. For example, new evidence-based practices could be added to the service offerings. Furthermore, outcome data should
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	Appendix A  Program Areas for Child Welfare Services  There are three target groups for Child Welfare in the following program areas: 
	Program Area 4 - Youth in Conflict Target Group 
	A. Children and youth who are beyond the control of their parents or guardians. 
	A. Children and youth who are beyond the control of their parents or guardians. 
	A. Children and youth who are beyond the control of their parents or guardians. 

	B. Children and youth who have committed acts that could cause them to be adjudicated a delinquent child by the court.   
	B. Children and youth who have committed acts that could cause them to be adjudicated a delinquent child by the court.   


	 Services for this target group are provided to reduce or eliminate conflicts between youth and their family members or the community when those conflicts affect the youth’s well-being, the normal functioning of the family or the well-being of the community. The focus of services shall be on alleviating conflicts, protecting the community, re-establishing family stability, or assisting the youth to emancipate successfully.    Program Area 5 - Children in Need of Protection Target Group 
	A. Children whose physical, mental, or emotional well-being has been threatened or harmed due to abuse or neglect.  
	A. Children whose physical, mental, or emotional well-being has been threatened or harmed due to abuse or neglect.  
	A. Children whose physical, mental, or emotional well-being has been threatened or harmed due to abuse or neglect.  

	B. Children who are subjected to circumstances in which there is a reasonable likelihood that they are at risk of harm due to abuse or neglect by their parents or caretakers which shall include children who are alleged perpetrators and are under age of 10. 
	B. Children who are subjected to circumstances in which there is a reasonable likelihood that they are at risk of harm due to abuse or neglect by their parents or caretakers which shall include children who are alleged perpetrators and are under age of 10. 


	 Services for this target group are to protect children whose physical, mental or emotional well-being is threatened by the actions or omissions of parents, legal guardians or custodians, or persons responsible for providing out of home care, including a foster parent, an employee of a residential child care facility, and a provider of family child care of center-based child care.    Program Area 6 - Children in Need of Specialized Services 
	A. Children for whom all efforts at reunification with the family are exhausted. The parent child relationship may or may not be terminated. The child must have had prior eligibility in another target group. 
	A. Children for whom all efforts at reunification with the family are exhausted. The parent child relationship may or may not be terminated. The child must have had prior eligibility in another target group. 
	A. Children for whom all efforts at reunification with the family are exhausted. The parent child relationship may or may not be terminated. The child must have had prior eligibility in another target group. 

	B. Young adults who have emancipated from foster care and who are in need of continuing support and services toward becoming self-sufficient. 
	B. Young adults who have emancipated from foster care and who are in need of continuing support and services toward becoming self-sufficient. 

	C. Children with subsidized adoption or Medicaid only services.   
	C. Children with subsidized adoption or Medicaid only services.   


	 Services for this target group are to fulfill statutory requirements in the interests of permanency planning for children.     This document was originally prepared by the Jefferson County Department of Human Services. 
	Appendix B 
	Core Services Descriptions 
	 Day Treatment: comprehensive, highly structured services that provide education and therapy to children and their families.  Home-Based Intervention: services provided primarily in the home of the client and include a variety of services, which can include therapeutic services, concrete, services, collateral services, and crisis intervention directed to meet the needs of the child and family.  Intensive Family Therapy (IFT): therapeutic intervention with all family members to improve family communication, 
	Appendix C  County-Designed Core Services    
	County 
	County 
	County 
	County 

	Service Type   
	Service Type   


	Adams 
	Adams 
	Adams 

	Supervised Visitation 
	Supervised Visitation 


	 
	 
	 

	Youth Intervention Program 
	Youth Intervention Program 


	Arapahoe 
	Arapahoe 
	Arapahoe 

	 Family Empowerment 
	 Family Empowerment 


	 
	 
	 

	Multi-Systemic Therapy Direct Link 
	Multi-Systemic Therapy Direct Link 


	 
	 
	 

	Family Group Decision Making  
	Family Group Decision Making  


	Boulder 
	Boulder 
	Boulder 

	CET/TDM (Community Evaluation Team) 
	CET/TDM (Community Evaluation Team) 


	 
	 
	 

	Adoption Counseling  
	Adoption Counseling  


	Broomfield 
	Broomfield 
	Broomfield 

	Day Treatment Alternative 
	Day Treatment Alternative 


	 
	 
	 

	Multi-Systemic Therapy  
	Multi-Systemic Therapy  


	Denver 
	Denver 
	Denver 

	Emerson Street School 
	Emerson Street School 


	 
	 
	 

	Multi-Systemic Therapy 
	Multi-Systemic Therapy 


	 
	 
	 

	Direct Link 
	Direct Link 


	 
	 
	 

	Domestic Violence Intervention 
	Domestic Violence Intervention 


	 
	 
	 

	CET/TDM (Team Decision Making) 
	CET/TDM (Team Decision Making) 


	 
	 
	 

	Functional Family Therapy  
	Functional Family Therapy  


	Douglas 
	Douglas 
	Douglas 

	None  
	None  


	El Paso 
	El Paso 
	El Paso 

	Mediation 
	Mediation 


	 
	 
	 

	Nurturing Program 
	Nurturing Program 


	 
	 
	 

	Day Treatment Alternative 
	Day Treatment Alternative 


	 
	 
	 

	Domestic Violence Intervention 
	Domestic Violence Intervention 


	 
	 
	 

	Multi-Systemic Therapy Direct Link  
	Multi-Systemic Therapy Direct Link  


	Jefferson 
	Jefferson 
	Jefferson 

	Multi-Systemic Therapy 
	Multi-Systemic Therapy 


	 
	 
	 

	Family Group Decision Making Direct Link Functional Family Therapy      
	Family Group Decision Making Direct Link Functional Family Therapy      



	Larimer 
	Larimer 
	Larimer 
	Larimer 

	Foster Care Adoption Support 
	Foster Care Adoption Support 


	 
	 
	 

	Multi-Systemic Therapy 
	Multi-Systemic Therapy 


	 
	 
	 

	Reconnecting Youth 
	Reconnecting Youth 


	 
	 
	 

	CET/TDM (Family Options) 
	CET/TDM (Family Options) 


	 
	 
	 

	Family Group Decision Making 
	Family Group Decision Making 


	 
	 
	 

	Day Treatment Alternative  
	Day Treatment Alternative  


	Mesa 
	Mesa 
	Mesa 

	Structured Parenting Time 
	Structured Parenting Time 


	 
	 
	 

	Youth Intervention Program Adolescent Support Group               Parenting Skills  
	Youth Intervention Program Adolescent Support Group               Parenting Skills  


	Pueblo 
	Pueblo 
	Pueblo 

	Structured Parenting Time 
	Structured Parenting Time 


	 
	 
	 

	Youth Outreach Life Skills Apprenticeship  
	Youth Outreach Life Skills Apprenticeship  


	Weld 
	Weld 
	Weld 

	Day Treatment Alternative 
	Day Treatment Alternative 


	 
	 
	 

	Reconnecting Youth 
	Reconnecting Youth 


	 
	 
	 

	Multi-Systemic Therapy 
	Multi-Systemic Therapy 


	 
	 
	 

	Foster Care Adoption Support 
	Foster Care Adoption Support 


	 
	 
	 

	 
	 



	                        This document was originally prepared by the Colorado Department of Human Services. 
	Appendix D  Less Restrictive Placement Outcome   To calculate the values for the less restrictive placement outcome for the other permanency group, the placement end reason was reviewed for each service authorization. The following list indicates the end reasons used for each possible outcome. If the placement end reason was “other” or “court order,” the specific placement types were reviewed and the out-of-home placement hierarchy was used to determine the outcome. The hierarchy starts with the least restr
	 Needs less restrictive setting 
	 Needs less restrictive setting 
	 Needs less restrictive setting 

	 Reunification 
	 Reunification 

	 Adoption 
	 Adoption 

	 Treatment successful 
	 Treatment successful 

	 Tribal home visit 
	 Tribal home visit 

	 Requested by provider (if positive move occurred after) 
	 Requested by provider (if positive move occurred after) 


	 2. Maintained in Current Placement (Same) 
	 No new placement 
	 No new placement 
	 No new placement 

	 Same provider/same service  
	 Same provider/same service  

	 Same provider/new service 
	 Same provider/new service 

	 Provider closed 
	 Provider closed 


	 3. Moved to Placement in Same Level of Care (Neutral) 
	 New provider/same service  
	 New provider/same service  
	 New provider/same service  

	 Emancipation 
	 Emancipation 


	 4. Moved to More Restrictive Placement (More) 
	 Needs more restrictive setting 
	 Needs more restrictive setting 
	 Needs more restrictive setting 

	 Treatment not successful 
	 Treatment not successful 

	 Adoption disrupted 
	 Adoption disrupted 

	 Requested by provider (if only end reason or negative move occurred after) 
	 Requested by provider (if only end reason or negative move occurred after) 


	  
	Out-of-Home Placement Hierarchy  
	1. Kin/Tribal Custody  
	1. Kin/Tribal Custody  
	1. Kin/Tribal Custody  

	2. Kinship Care  
	2. Kinship Care  

	3. Family Foster Home  
	3. Family Foster Home  

	4. Child Placement Agency 
	4. Child Placement Agency 

	5. Group Home 
	5. Group Home 

	6. Residential Child Care Facility (RCCF) 
	6. Residential Child Care Facility (RCCF) 

	7. Residential Treatment Center (RTC) or Therapeutic Residential Child Care Facility (TRCCF) 
	7. Residential Treatment Center (RTC) or Therapeutic Residential Child Care Facility (TRCCF) 

	8. Psychiatric Residential Treatment Facility (PRTF) 
	8. Psychiatric Residential Treatment Facility (PRTF) 

	9. Detention Center  
	9. Detention Center  

	10. Department of Youth Corrections  
	10. Department of Youth Corrections  

	11. Psychiatric Hospital 
	11. Psychiatric Hospital 


	  



