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Evaluation of Iowa’s subsidized Guardianship Program

Introduction to the report

This report presents an analysis of the implementation process and outcomes achieved over two years of Iowa’s Subsidized Guardianship Title IV-E Waiver Program, from the program’s inception in February 2007 through February 2009.  As of January 2009, 1381 youth had been assigned to the experimental group and 606 to the control group, for a total of 1987 in the study. Fourteen guardianships involving 20 children were established during that time. Randomization ceased after January 2009, when the Department of Human Services opted to make use of the option available through the new Fostering Connections legislation to open subsidized guardianship to any eligible youth.  Findings presented in this report are derived from the analysis of case data, from follow-up interviews with caseworkers to track the decision-making process, from interviews with caseworkers, supervisors, and administrators regarding program implementation, and from a survey of court personnel.  
Introduction to Iowa‘s Subsidized Guardianship Program

Iowa’s IV-E Waiver Program for Subsidized Guardianship Program began in February 2007 with a primary goal of improving permanency outcomes for older children in foster care. Building on the work of previous IV-E Waiver demonstrations (i.e., Illinois, Wisconsin, and Tennessee), the assumption was that the availability of a guardianship subsidy would facilitate permanency for youth through a transfer of permanent and legal custody to a guardian with whom the child had a positive and significant attachment.
Iowa’s Subsidized Guardianship Program used an experimental design, in which youth who met the eligibility criteria were randomly assigned to the experimental group (option of a subsidized guardianship) or the control group (received the standard services, without the option of a subsidized guardianship).  Youth were randomly assigned in a ratio of 2:1, which allowed the majority of youth the subsidized guardianship option while permitting a sound test of the impact of the intervention on child welfare outcomes.  
Eligibility criteria for the IV-E Waiver included the child’s age, sibling status, permanency goal, and placement status, as follows: 
Age: 
An eligible child had to be at least 12 years old or a sibling of a child who was at least 12 years old;
Permanency goal:  An eligible child had a documented permanency goal of guardianship or another planned permanent living arrangement, and the Department of Human Services had determined that reunification or adoption were not in the child’s best interest;
Placement Status:  An eligible child had lived in a licensed foster care home for at least six of the past 12 months.
All youth meeting the above criteria were randomly assigned to the experimental or control group by the Central Office of the Department of Human Services in the 2:1 ratio of experimental to control groups. Keeping control over the randomization process at central office was implemented in order to enhance the integrity of random assignment, critical to the validity of an experiment.  
Implementation Process for Subsidized Guardianship 

At project start-up, DHS Central Office staff prepared a training program and delivered it state-wide through the ICN conferencing system.  The training program began with an explanation of the purpose of the subsidized guardianship program, the eligibility criteria, and the random assignment process. The training program walked participants through the steps of how to establish a guardianship, beginning with reviewing the list of youth in the experimental group that would be generated monthly  to make sure that each child met the eligibility criteria, assessing whether subsidized guardianship was appropriate for the child, and reviewing the monthly list with one’s supervisor during supervision sessions.  
If subsidized guardianship was determined to be an appropriate option, the next step was to inform the prospective guardian about the program. A brochure explaining the program, rights and responsibilities of guardians was developed to assist in explaining the program to prospective guardians.  A Guardianship Subsidy Application needed to completed, child abuse, sex offender registry, and criminal background checks needed to be completed.  
A family team meeting would be convened in order to bring together the prospective guardian, family, and child, to develop a plan addressing the child’s needs for safety, permanency and well-being, to identify needed resources, and to negotiate the subsidy.  The amount of the subsidy was to be based on the child’s age, with an increment if a sibling group was involved, and higher for children with special needs.  No foster care special issuances such as clothing, child care and school fees would be permitted for guardianships, but a maximum of $700 per child for legal expenses associated with finalizing the guardianship was permitted.
At this point, a recommendation would be made to the court to establish a subsidized guardianship, as only a court has the jurisdiction to establish guardianship and payment of a subsidy required a court order awarding guardianship.  In the recommendation to the court, the worker was advised to explain services that were provided to the family to remedy the situation that led to the child’s removal, to explain why reunification or adoption were not viable options, and the recommendation of the family team meeting for guardianship as the permanency option. It would be important to demonstrate that the prospective guardian had a significant relationship with the child, a long-term commitment to the child, and was able to meet the needs of the child for safety and stability.  While it was desirable that the child had lived continuously with the prospective guardian for the past six months prior to seeking guardianship, this requirement could be waived if there was evidence of a strong relationship between the child and the prospective guardian.  
If a court order for guardianship was obtained, the next steps included completing and signing the Guardianship Subsidy Agreement, sending the Notice of Decision, and notifying the IV-E IM Worker to complete a Medicaid application.  Subsidized Guardianship cases would remain open with the Department of Human Services for purposes of payment, but otherwise casework services were withdrawn as the guardian and child(ren) would begin to establish a permanent family relationship without Department and court involvement.  
Description of the Study Sample


The study sample includes a total 1987 children, of whom 1381 were randomly assigned to the experimental group (option of subsidized guardianship) and 606 to the control group (no option of subsidized guardianship). Randomization began in February 2007 and ended in January 2009.  Nearly half of the cases were randomized in the first month of the waiver, representing the large number of children already in DHS custody who met the waiver criteria. After the first month, the number of new cases ranged from a low of 17 to a high of 68 in any given month—between one and three percent of the total study sample. Table 1 illustrates the number of children assigned to the experimental and controls groups during each month of the study period. 

Table 1. Number of Cases by Month
	Month
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	February 07
	672
	70%
	291
	30%
	963
	48%

	March  07
	34
	62%
	21
	38%
	55
	3%

	April 07
	53
	79%
	14
	21%
	67
	3%

	May 07
	42
	69%
	19
	31%
	61
	3%

	June 07
	36
	68%
	17
	32%
	53
	3%

	July 07
	26
	54%
	22
	46%
	48
	2%

	August 07
	35
	85%
	6
	15%
	41
	2%

	September 07
	31
	69%
	14
	31%
	45
	2%

	October 07
	42
	62%
	26
	38%
	68
	3%

	November 07
	30
	71%
	12
	29%
	42
	2%

	December  07
	27
	68%
	13
	33%
	40
	2%

	January 08
	36
	75%
	12
	25%
	48
	2%

	February 08
	36
	71%
	15
	29%
	51
	3%

	March 08
	49
	73%
	18
	27%
	67
	3%

	April 08
	35
	73%
	13
	27%
	48
	2%

	May 08
	20
	71%
	8
	29%
	28
	1%

	June 08
	19
	68%
	9
	32%
	28
	1%

	July 08
	19
	79%
	5
	21%
	24
	1%

	August 08
	30
	73%
	11
	27%
	41
	2%

	September 08
	33
	66%
	17
	34%
	50
	3%

	October 08
	22
	52%
	20
	48%
	42
	2%

	November  08
	14
	82%
	3
	18%
	17
	1%

	December 08
	18
	64%
	10
	36%
	28
	1%

	January 09
	22
	69%
	10
	31%
	32
	2%

	TOTAL
	1381
	
	606
	
	1987
	


Figure 1 illustrates the number of cases randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups each month, revealing the large number of cases assigned in the first month.
[image: image1.emf]
Figure 1.  Number of Cases Randomly Assigned Each Month
Geographic distribution
The Iowa Department of Human Services’ field operations are organized into eight service areas, each of which oversees child welfare services in a number of Iowa’s 99 counties. Table 2 indicates the number and percentage of cases assigned to the experimental and control groups in each service area.  Service area was not factored into the randomization formula; thus the percentage of cases in the two groups is not identical across service areas.  The Ames and Des Moines services areas have slightly higher percentages of experimental cases, the Davenport, Dubuque and Waterloo services areas slightly lower percentages of experimental cases, while Cedar Rapids, Council Bluffs, and Sioux City have relatively equivalent percentages of experimental and control cases.  

Table 2.  Number of Cases by Service Area
	Service Area
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Ames
	162
	11.7%
	45
	7.4%
	207
	10.4%

	Cedar Rapids
	230
	16.7%
	93
	15.3%
	323
	16.3%

	Council Bluffs
	137
	9.9%
	57
	9.4%
	194
	9.8%

	Davenport
	131
	9.5%
	78
	12.9%
	209
	10.5%

	Des Moines
	321
	23.2%
	131
	21.6%
	452
	22.7%

	Dubuque
	95
	6.9%
	55
	9.1%
	150
	7.5%

	Sioux City
	185
	13.4%
	80
	13.2%
	265
	13.3%

	Waterloo
	120
	8.7%
	67
	11.1%
	187
	9.4%

	TOTAL
	1381
	
	606
	
	1987
	



The distribution of cases in the experimental and control groups according to service area is further illustrated in Figure 2 on the following page.  
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Figure 2.  Distribution of Experimental and Control Cases by Service Area.

The geographic distribution of cases in the experimental and control groups can also be examined at the county level. Iowa has a relatively small child welfare population served by 99 counties, many of which are small, rural counties. Table 3a-3h depict, within each service area, the number of cases randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups in each county.  Many of the smaller counties had a handful of cases eligible for the subsidized guardianship program; specifically, 60 out of Iowa’s 99 counties (61% of counties) had a total of 10 or fewer children in the experimental group. As expected, the counties with larger child welfare populations also had more potential subsidized guardianship cases [i.e., Polk County (Des Moines), 227 experimental cases, Woodbury County (Sioux City), 128 experimental cases, Linn County (Cedar Rapids), 85 experimental cases, Pottawattamie County (Council Bluffs), 68 experimental cases, and Johnson County (Iowa City), 63 experimental cases].  
Table 3a. Number of Cases by County in Ames Service Area

	County
	Experimental            
	                Control
	           Total

	Calhoun
	8
	.6%
	4
	.7%
	12
	.6%

	Hamilton
	6
	.4%
	4
	.7%
	10
	.5%

	Hardin
	4
	.3%
	1
	.2%
	5
	.3%

	Humboldt
	5
	.4%
	1
	.2%
	6
	.3%

	Jasper
	15
	1.1%
	1
	.2%
	16
	.8%

	Marshall
	33
	2.4%
	7
	1.2%
	40
	2.0%

	Pocahontas
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	Poweshiek
	11
	.8%
	2
	.3%
	13
	.7%

	Story
	18
	1.3%
	9
	1.5%
	27
	1.4%

	Tama
	9
	.7%
	3
	.5%
	12
	.6%

	Webster
	46
	3.3%
	13
	2.1%
	59
	3.0%

	Wright
	4
	.3%
	0
	----
	4
	.2%

	TOTAL for Ames Service Area
	162
	11.7%
	45
	7.4%
	207
	10.4%


Table 3b. Number of Cases by County in Cedar Rapids Service Area

	County
	Experimental            
	                Control
	           Total

	Appanoose
	6
	.4%
	2
	.3%
	8
	.4%

	Benton
	5
	.4%
	3
	.5%
	8
	.4%

	Davis
	     2
	.1%
	1
	.2%
	3
	.2%

	Iowa
	1
	.1%
	2
	.3%
	  3
	.2%

	Jefferson
	4
	.3%
	0
	----
	4
	.2%

	Johnson
	63
	4.6%
	15
	2.5%
	78
	3.9%

	Jones
	5
	.4%
	2
	.3%
	7
	.4%

	Keokuk
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	Linn
	85
	6.2%
	47
	7.8%
	132
	6.6%

	Mahaska
	33
	2.4%
	9
	1.5%
	42
	2.1%

	Monroe
	1
	.1%
	1
	.2%
	2
	.1%

	Wapello
	19
	1.4%
	9
	1.5%
	28
	1.4%

	Washington
	3
	.2%
	2
	.3%
	5
	.3%

	TOTAL for Cedar Rapids Service Area
	230
	16.7%
	93
	15.3%
	323
	16.3%


Table 3c. Number of Cases by County in Council Bluffs Service Area

	County
	Experimental            
	                Control
	           Total

	Carroll
	16
	1.2%
	5
	.8%
	21
	1.1%

	Cass
	9
	.7%
	4
	.7%
	13
	.7%

	Crawford
	5
	.4%
	2
	.3%
	7
	.4%

	Guthrie
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	Harrison
	16
	1.2%
	5
	.8%
	21
	1.1%

	Mills
	6
	.4%
	3
	.5%
	9
	.5%

	Montgomery
	8
	.6%
	4
	.7%
	12
	.6%

	Page
	8
	.6%
	2
	.3%
	10
	.5%

	Pottawattamie
	68
	4.9%
	32
	5.3%
	100
	.5%

	TOTAL for Council Bluffs Service Area
	137
	9.9%
	57
	9.4%
	188
	9.5%


Table 3d. Number of Cases by County in Davenport Service Area

	County
	Experimental
	Control
	           Total

	Cedar
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	Des Moines
	32
	2.3%
	13
	2.1%
	45
	2.3%

	Henry
	6
	.4%
	5
	.8%
	11
	.6%

	Lee
	23
	1.7%
	11
	1.8%
	34
	1.7%

	Louisa
	2
	.1%
	5
	.8%
	7
	.4%

	Muscatine
	18
	1.3%
	14
	2.3%
	32
	1.6%

	Scott
	47
	3.4%
	30
	5.0%
	77
	3.9%

	TOTAL for Davenport 
Service Area
	131
	9.5%
	78
	12.9%
	209
	10.5%


Table 3e. Number of Cases by County in Des Moines Service Area

	County
	Experimental
	Control
	           Total

	Adair
	3
	.2%
	1
	.2%
	4
	.2%

	Boone
	17
	1.2%
	4
	.7%
	21
	1.1%

	Clarke
	11
	.8%
	1
	.2%
	12
	.6%

	Dallas
	15
	1.1%
	4
	.7%
	19
	1.0%

	Decatur
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	Lucas
	1
	.1%
	1
	.2%
	2
	.1%

	Madison
	11
	.8%
	1
	.2%
	12
	.6%

	Marion
	13
	.9%
	1
	.2%
	14
	.7%

	Polk
	227
	16.4%
	109
	18.0%
	336
	1.7%

	Ringgold
	6
	.4%
	5
	.8%
	11
	.6%

	Union
	5
	.4%
	1
	.2%
	6
	.3%

	Warren
	7
	.5%
	3
	.5%
	10
	.5%

	Wayne
	2
	.1%
	0
	----
	2
	.1%

	TOTAL for Des Moines 
Service Area
	321
	23.2%
	131
	21.7%
	452
	22.7%


Table 3f. Number of Cases by County in Dubuque Service Area

	County
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Allamakee
	2
	.1%
	4
	.7%
	6
	.3%

	Buchanan
	11
	.8%
	2
	.3%
	13
	.7%

	Clayton
	5
	.4%
	3
	.5%
	8
	.4%

	Clinton
	15
	1.1%
	10
	1.7%
	25
	1.3%

	Delaware
	2
	.1%
	2
	.3%
	4
	.2%

	Dubuque
	28
	2.0%
	17
	2.8%
	45
	2.3%

	Fayette
	4
	.3%
	1
	.2%
	5
	.3%

	Howard
	2
	.1%
	0
	----
	2
	.1%

	Jackson
	10
	.7%
	1
	.2%
	11
	.6%

	Winneshiek
	16
	1.2%
	10
	1.7%
	26
	1.3%

	TOTAL for Dubuque 
Service Area
	95
	6.9%
	55
	9.1%
	150
	7.5%


Table 3g. Number of Cases by County in Sioux City Service Area

	County
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Buena Vista
	5
	.4%
	2
	.3%
	7
	.4%

	Cherokee
	9
	.7%
	2
	.3%
	11
	.6%

	Clay
	8
	.6%
	1
	.2%
	9
	.5%

	Dickinson
	6
	.4%
	7
	1.2%
	13
	.7%

	Emmet
	5
	.4%
	1
	.2%
	6
	.3%

	Ida
	3
	.2%
	2
	.3%
	5
	.3%

	Kossoth
	0
	-----
	1
	.2%
	1
	.1%

	Lyon
	2
	.1%
	0
	----
	2
	.1%

	O’Brien
	2
	.1%
	2
	.3%
	4
	.2%

	Osceola
	4
	.3%
	1
	.2%
	5
	.3%

	Palo Alto
	0
	----
	4
	.7%
	4
	.2%

	Plymouth
	8
	.6%
	1
	.2%
	9
	.5%

	Sioux
	5
	.4%
	2
	.3%
	7
	.4%

	Woodbury
	128
	9.3%
	54
	8.9%
	182
	9.2%

	TOTAL for Sioux City 
Service Area
	185
	13.4%
	80
	13.2%
	265
	13.3%
	


Table 3h. Number of Cases by County in Waterloo Service Area

	County
	Experimental
	Control
	Total
	

	Black Hawk
	63
	4.6%
	40
	6.6%
	103
	5.2%

	Bremer
	12
	.9%
	7
	1.2%
	19
	1.0%

	Butler
	4
	.3%
	4
	.7%
	8
	.4%

	Cerro Gordo
	9
	.7%
	6
	1.0%
	15
	.8%

	Chickasaw
	11
	.8%
	0
	----
	11
	.6%

	Floyd
	3
	.2%
	7
	1.2%
	10
	.5%

	Franklin
	5
	.4%
	1
	.2%
	6
	.3%

	Grundy
	4
	.3%
	1
	.2%
	5
	.3%

	Hancock
	1
	.1%
	2
	.3%
	3
	.2%

	Mitchell
	4
	.3%
	1
	.2%
	5
	.3%

	Winnebago
	0
	-----
	1
	.2%
	1
	.1%

	Worth
	4
	.3%
	0
	----
	4
	.2%

	TOTAL for Waterloo 
Service Area
	120
	6.6%
	67
	11.1%
	187
	9.4%
	

	TOTAL
	1381
	606
	1987


Demographic characteristics

Children randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups were compared statistically on key demographic variables to identify any initial differences between the two groups.  Chi-square tests of association were used for categorical variables and independent samples t-tests for interval level variables.  These comparisons concluded that the experimental and control groups were quite similar on most demographic characteristics. 


Gender:  The gender distribution was nearly equivalent in the experimental group (Table 4).  In the control group there were slightly more females than males (53% compared with 47%), but this difference was not statistically significant. 
Table 4.  Gender of Children Randomly Assigned
	Gender
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Female
	695
	50.3%
	321
	53.0%
	1016
	51.1%

	Male
	686
	49.7%
	285
	47.0%
	971
	48.9%

	TOTAL
	1381
	
	606
	
	1987
	


Race and ethnicity:  To examine the racial and ethnic composition of the study population, race and ethnicity were merged into one variable that allowed for all combinations represented in the experimental and control groups.  These data are presented in Table 5.  White, non-Hispanics comprise the largest percentage in the study, nearly 78% of the experimental group and 72% of the control group, and there is no apparent explanation for this discrepancy based on the randomization procedures. African-Americans represent nearly 13% of the experimental group and 16% of the control group.  White Hispanics represent nearly four percent of the experimental group and six percent of the control group.  Native Americans represent about two percent of the experimental and control groups. Asians, Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders, and Native American/Hispanics each represent less than one percent of each group.  Race and ethnicity were not documented for approximately three percent of the experimental and control groups.  A chi-square test of association found that white, non-Hispanics were slightly over-represented in the experimental group compared all other racial/ethnic groups X2(1, N=1987)=7.00, p<.01. 

Table 5.  Race and Ethnicity
	Race and ethnicity
	  Experimental 
	      Control
	Total

	Native American
	28
	2.0%
	11
	1.8%
	39
	2.0%

	Asian
	11
	.8%
	4
	.7%
	15
	.8%

	African American
	175
	12.7%
	96
	15.8%
	271
	13.6%

	Pacific Islander/Native American
	1
	.1%
	2
	.3%
	3
	.2%

	White/non-Hispanic
	1075
	77.8%*
	439
	72.4%*
	1514
	76.2%

	White/Hispanic
	53
	3.8%
	34
	5.6%
	87
	4.4%

	Native/Hispanic
	0
	--
	2
	.3%
	2
	.1%

	Unable to Determine
	38
	2.8%
	18
	3.0%
	56
	2.8%

	Total  N
	   1381
	   606
	  1987


*p<.01
Age: Children’s ages at the time of random assignment were equivalent between groups, with a mean of 15.2 (SD 2.2) in the experimental group and 15.2 (SD 2.1) in the control group.  Table 6 below illustrates the number of children of each age in the experimental and control groups. Fewer than five percent of the total children in the sample were younger than age 12, the age established for eligibility for random assignment.  When a sibling was 12 or older and eligible for subsidized guardianship, the younger siblings were also included.  In the experimental group, 63 children were younger than 12; in the control group 25 children were younger than 12,  

There are a larger number of children who were already 18 years old (88 in the experimental group and 37 in the control group) at the time of random assignment and an additional 10 children in the experimental group and 2 in the control group who were older than 18 at the time of random assignment.  These assignments were made erroneously in the first month of the waiver and the problem was corrected after that time. 

Another observation from Table 6 is the modal age of 17, indicating that the largest percentage of children from both groups were 17 years old at the time of random assignment (nearly 28% of the experimental group, 25% of the control group), Child’s age emerged as a key consideration in caseworkers’ decisions about pursuing the subsidized guardianship option, and will be discussed later in this report.

Table 6.  Age in Years at Time of Random Assignment
	Age in Years
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	2
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	3
	0
	           ----
	1
	.2%
	1
	.1%

	4
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	5
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	6
	5
	.4%
	2
	.3%
	7
	.4%

	7
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	8
	6
	.4%
	5
	.8%
	11
	.6%

	9
	15
	1.1%
	3
	.5%
	18
	.9%

	10
	9
	.7%
	3
	.5%
	12
	.6%

	11
	22
	1.6%
	11
	1.8%
	33
	1.7%

	12
	94
	6.8%
	35
	5.8%
	129
	6.5%

	13
	94
	6.8%
	48
	7.9%
	142
	7.1%

	14
	167
	12.1%
	71
	11.7%
	238
	12.0%

	15
	210
	15.2%
	107
	17.7%
	317
	16.0%

	16
	272
	19.7%
	127
	21.0%
	399
	20.1%

	17
	383
	27.7%
	153
	25.2%
	536
	27.0%

	18
	88
	6.4%
	37
	6.1%
	125
	6.3%

	19
	7
	.5%
	2
	.3%
	9
	.5%

	20
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	TOTAL
	            1381
	              606
	            1987

	
	
	
	


Siblings:  As noted previously, efforts were made to keep sibling groups intact.  For a child randomly assigned to the experimental group, his/her siblings would also be eligible for subsidized guardianship.  Table 7 below illustrates the number of siblings identified at the time of random assignment.

Table 7. Total Number of Siblings Identified at Time of Random Assignment
	Number of siblings 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	1
	412
	29.8%
	185
	30.5%
	597
	30.0%

	2
	346
	25.1%
	155
	25.6%
	501
	25.2%

	3
	316
	22.9%
	115
	19.0%
	431
	21.7%

	4
	174
	12.6%
	82
	13.5%
	256
	12.9%

	5
	86
	6.2%
	46
	7.6%
	132
	6.6%

	6
	33
	2.4%
	16
	2.6%
	49
	2.5%

	7
8 or more
	7
7
	.5%
.6%
	2
5
	.3%
.8%
	9
12
	.5%
.7%

	Total
	          1381
	          606
	        1987


Service history


The experimental and control groups were compared on initial measures related to their service history with the Iowa Department of Human Services (IDHS).  These measures were used to analyze initial equivalence between the groups and to provide descriptive information useful in understanding the use of subsidized guardianship as a permanency option


Child abuse and neglect:  We compared the child maltreatment histories of both groups in terms of the type of maltreatment children had experienced, the number of alleged and substantiated incidents according to type of child maltreatment, and the total number of episodes of all types of maltreatment for each child.  


The types of maltreatment in this data set are: child neglect, physical abuse, sexual abuse, medical neglect, emotional abuse, and “other.”  In this analysis we examined unduplicated incidents.  For example, if both parents were investigated for neglecting the same child on the same intake date, this was counted as one incident, not two.  

Neglect was the predominant form of child maltreatment, consistent with Iowa’s larger child welfare system and national statistics.  Within the study population, over 76% of the experimental group and 75% of the control group had a least one allegation of child neglect that was assessed through the child protection system.  The mean number of neglect allegation incidents was 2.3 (SD= 2.4) in the experimental group and 2.28 (SD = 2.3) in the control group.  Table 8 depicts the actual number of alleged neglect incidents for both groups.   
Table 8. Total Neglect Allegations
	Neglect allegations
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	322
	23.3%
	150
	24.8%
	472
	23.8%

	1
	331
	24.0%
	137
	22.6%
	468
	23.6%

	2
	240
	17.4%
	92
	15.2%
	332
	16.7%

	3
	173
	12.5%
	74
	12.2%
	247
	12.4%

	4
	104
	7.5%
	60
	9.9%
	164
	8.3%

	5
	71
	5.1%
	36
	5.9%
	107
	5.4%

	6
	55
	4.0%
	23
	3.8%
	78
	3.9%

	7
	25
	1.8%
	11
	1.8%
	36
	1.8%

	8
	18
	1.3%
	13
	2.1%
	31
	1.6%

	9
	19
	1.4%
	4
	.7%
	23
	1.2%

	10
	6
	.4%
	4
	.7%
	10
	.5%

	11
	4
	.3%
	1
	.2%
	5
	.3%

	12
	5
	.4%
	0
	----
	5
	.3%

	13
	5
	.4%
	0
	----
	5
	.3%

	14
	2
	.1%
	1
	.2%
	3
	.2%

	15
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987


About 56% of children in the experimental group and 54% in the control group had at least one incident of substantiated child neglect.  The mean number of neglect incident substantiations was .99 (SD = 1.3) for the experimental group and .97 (SD = 1.2) for the control group.  Table 9 illustrates the number of substantiated incidents of neglect.   

Table 9.  Total Neglect Substantiations
	Neglect Substantiations
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	619
	44.8%
	276
	45.5%
	895
	45.0%

	1
	412
	29.8%
	172
	28.4%
	584
	29.4%

	2
	208
	15.1%
	104
	17.2%
	312
	15.7%

	3
	79
	5.7%
	26
	4.3%
	105
	5.3%

	4
	32
	2.3%
	18
	3.0%
	50
	2.5

	5
	17
	1.2%
	5
	.8%
	22
	1.1%

	6
	9
	.7%
	3
	.5%
	12
	.6%

	7
	2
	.1%
	1
	.2%
	3
	.2%

	8
	1
	.1%
	1
	.2%
	2
	.1%

	9
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	10
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987



Physical abuse was the second most common type of child maltreatment. About 52% of the experimental group and 50% of the control group had at least one allegation of physical abuse recorded in DHS’s data system (Table 10). The mean number of physical abuse allegations was 1.04 (SD = 1.5) in the experimental group and .92 (SD = 1.2) in the control group. 

Table 10. Total Physical Abuse Allegations
	Physical Abuse Allegations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	661
	47.9%
	301
	49.7%
	962
	48.4%

	1
	371
	26.9%
	161
	26.6%
	532
	26.8%

	2
	171
	12.4%
	85
	14.0%
	256
	12.9%

	3
	95
	6.9%
	30
	5.0%
	125
	6.3%

	4
	44
	3.2%
	16
	2.6%
	60
	3.0%

	5
	14
	1.0%
	7
	1.2%
	21
	1.1%

	6
	9
	.7%
	3
	.5%
	12
	.6%

	7
	7
	.5%
	3
	.5%
	10
	.5%

	8
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	9
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	10
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	11
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	12
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	   1987



Substantiated incidents of physical abuse were fewer; about 24% of the experimental group and 22% of the control group had at least one substantiated incident of physical abuse at some time in their service history (Table 11). The mean number of such incidents was .32 (SD = .6) in the experimental group and .27 (SD = .6) in the control group.

Table  11.  Total Physical Abuse Substantiations
	Physical Abuse Substantiations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1042
	75.5%
	473
	78.1%
	1515
	76.2%

	1
	265
	19.2%
	105
	17.3%
	370
	18.6%

	2
	54
	3.9%
	23
	3.8%
	77
	3.9%

	3
	17
	1.2%
	5
	.8%
	22
	1.1%

	4
	3
	.2%
	0
	---
	3
	.2%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987


The majority of children in both groups did not have any allegations of child sexual abuse. At least one allegation of child sexual abuse was investigated for about 29% of the experimental group and 32% of the control group (Table 12). 

Table 12. Total Sexual Abuse Allegations
	Sexual Abuse Allegations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	971
	70.3%
	409
	67.5%
	1380
	69.5%

	1
	290
	21.0%
	126
	20.8%
	416
	20.9%

	2
	88
	6.4%
	42
	6.9%
	130
	6.5%

	3
	19
	1.4%
	22
	3.6%
	41
	2.1%

	4
	11
	.8%
	1
	.2%
	12
	.6%

	5
	2
	.1%
	2
	.3%
	4
	.2%

	6
	0
	----
	3
	.5%
	3
	.2%

	8
	0
	----
	1
	.2%
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987



Sexual abuse was substantiated for approximately 15% of children in the  experimental and control groups (Table 13). 

Table  13.  Total Sexual Abuse Substantiations
	Sexual Abuse Substantiations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1178
	85.3%
	515
	85.0%
	1693
	85.2%

	1
	169
	12.2%
	77
	12.7%
	246
	12.4%

	2
	29
	2.1%
	10
	1.7%
	39
	2.0%

	3
	3
	.2%
	4
	.7%
	7
	.4%

	4
	2
	.1%
	0
	---
	2
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987



The other types of child maltreatment: medical neglect, emotional abuse, and “other” were less frequent in the study population. Medical neglect was alleged for about six percent of the experimental and control groups (Table 14).

Table 14. Total Medical Neglect Allegations
	Medical Neglect Allegations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1295
	93.8%
	572
	94.4%
	1867
	94.0%

	1
	69
	5.0%
	31
	5.1%
	100
	5.0%

	2
	15
	1.1%
	2
	.3%
	17
	.9%

	3
	2
	.1%
	1
	.2%
	3
	.2%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987



Substantiated incidents of medical neglect were few in this population; less than 2% of the children in either group had substantiated medical neglect in their service history (Table 15).

Table  15.  Total Medical Neglect Substantiations
	Medical Neglect Substantiations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1359
	98.4%
	599
	98.8%
	1958
	98.5%

	1
	21
	1.5%
	7
	1.2%
	28
	1.4%

	2
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987


Incidents of alleged emotional abuse, similar to medical neglect, were found for about six percent each in the experimental and control groups (Table 16).

Table 16. Total Emotional Abuse Allegations
	Emotional Abuse Allegations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1298
	94.0%
	565
	93.2%
	1863
	93.8%

	1
	72
	5.2%
	35
	5.8%
	107
	5.4%

	2
	8
	.6%
	6
	1.0%
	14
	.7%

	3
	3
	.2%
	0
	----
	3
	.2%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987


Incidents of emotional abuse were substantiated for about three percent of the experimental group and four percent of the control group (Table 17).

Table  17.  Total Emotional Abuse Substantiations
	Emotional Abuse Substantiations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1341
	97.1%
	579
	95.5%
	1920
	96.6%

	1
	35
	2.5%
	26
	4.3%
	61
	3.1%

	2
	5
	.4%
	1
	.2%
	6
	.3%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	   1987


Other types of allegations of child maltreatment were investigated for about 13% of the children in each group (Table 18). The specific types of allegations in this group were not detailed.  This group might have included cohabiting with a sex offender, exposing a child to drugs, and/or manufacturing drugs in the presence of a child—forms of maltreatment in Iowa that might not be captured in the other categories. 

Table 18. Total “Other” Abuse Allegations
	Other Allegations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1204
	87.2%
	528
	87.1%
	1732
	87.2%

	1
	133
	9.6%
	57
	9.4%
	190
	9.6%

	2
	31
	2.2%
	16
	2.6%
	47
	2.4%

	3
	9
	.7%
	4
	.7%
	13
	.7%

	4
	3
	.2%
	1
	.2%
	4
	.2%

	5
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	   1987


These “other” types of allegations were substantiated for about five percent of children in the experimental and control groups (Table 19).

Table  19.  Total “Other” Substantiations
	Other Substantiations 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1351
	95.2%
	577
	95.2%
	1892
	95.2%

	1
	60
	4.3%
	24
	4.0%
	84
	4.2%

	2
	5
	.4%
	5
	.8%
	10
	.5%

	3
	1
	.1%
	0
	----
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	   1987


Figures 3 and 4 below illustrate the average number of allegations and substantiations by type of maltreatment, for the experimental and control groups. These figures indicate that the two groups are comparable in terms of the type and extent of maltreatment.  
[image: image3.emf]
Figure 3.  Type of Child Maltreatment Allegation by Group


[image: image4.emf]
Figure 4.  Type of Maltreatment Substantiations by Group


The total number of incidents of child maltreatment that were investigated prior to random assignment in the subsidized guardianship waiver program averaged 3.52 (SD=3.2) for the experimental group and 3.42 (SD = 2.9) for the control group, a difference that was not statistically significant.  Table 20 below depicts the total number of child maltreatment incidents investigated prior to the waiver, for the experimental and control groups. About two-thirds of the children experienced between one and five child abuse intake assessments. Five percent of children, however, experienced 10 or more child abuse intake assessments prior to the waiver program.

Table 20.  Number of Child Abuse Assessments Prior to Waiver
	Number of child abuse incidents (pre-waiver)
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	175
	12.7%
	80
	13.2%
	255
	12.8%

	1
	241
	17.5%
	108
	17.8%
	349
	17.6%

	2
	234
	16.9%
	94
	15.5%
	328
	16.5%

	3
	167
	12.1%
	77
	12.7%
	244
	12.3%

	4
	172
	12.5%
	67
	11.1%
	239
	12.0%

	5
	101
	7.3%
	53
	8.7%
	154
	7.8%

	6
	87
	6.3%
	38
	6.3%
	125
	6.3%

	7
	56
	4.1%
	25
	4.1%
	81
	4.1%

	8
	46
	3.3%
	20
	3.3%
	66
	3.3%

	9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
20
	24
22
17
8
10
8
5
3
2
2
1
	1.7%
1.6%
1.2%
.6%
.7%
.6%
.4%
.2%
.1%
.1%
.1%
	19
11
7
3
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
	3.1%
1.8%
1.2%
.5%
..2%
.2%
.2%
.2%
--
--
--
	43
33
24
11
11
9
6
4
2
2
1
	2.2%
1.7%
1.2%
.6%
6%
.5%
.3%
.2%
.1%
.1%
.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	   1987


 
Out-of-home placement:  Several variables were examined relative to out-of-home placement history. The first was the number of times that the child was removed from home.  Table 21 presents the number of removals for all children in both groups.  The majority of children (nearly 68% in the experimental group, 60% in the control group) had one removal from home, while about 21% of the experimental group and 25% of the control group had two removals from their home.  The number of children with increasing numbers of  removals decreases in frequency, representing proportionately smaller percentages of cases. Compared with the control group, the experimental group had, on average, fewer removals (X = 1.5, SD=9) in the experimental group compared with the control group (X=1.7, SD = 1.2).  Substantively this difference does not seem very meaningful, and might reflect a very small number of cases in the control group with excessively high numbers of removals.

Table 21.  Number of Times Child was Removed from Home
	Number of Times
Removed from Home
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	1
	930
	67.3%
	365
	60.2%
	1295
	65.2%

	2
	293
	21.2%
	150
	24.8%
	443
	22.3%

	3
	104
	7.5%
	63
	10.4%
	167
	8.4%

	4
	40
	2.9%
	11
	1.8%
	51
	2.6%

	5
	8
	.6%
	9
	1.5%
	17
	.9%

	6
	6
	.4%
	4
	.7%
	10
	.5%

	7
	0
	----
	2
	.3%
	2
	.1%

	10
	0
	----
	1
	.2%
	1
	.5%

	15
	0
	----
	1
	.2%
	1
	.5%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	    1987



Number of placement episodes:  Experimental and control group children were compared on the average number of placements that they had experienced prior to assignment to the waiver.  The mean was 5.6 (std. dev. = 4.0) for the experimental group and 5.8 (std. dev. = 4.1) for the control group, not statistically different.  Table 22 below depicts the number of placements experienced by all children .prior to random assignment.

Table 22.  Number of Placements Prior to Waiver
	Number of Placement
Episodes
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	1
	111
	8.0%
	36
	.59%
	147
	7.4%

	2
	214
	15.5%
	88
	14.5%
	302
	15.2%

	3
	183
	13.3%
	86
	14.2%
	269
	13.5%

	4
	174
	12.6%
	72
	11.9%
	246
	12.4%

	5
	132
	9.6%
	76
	12.5%
	208
	10.5%

	6
	132
	9.6%
	54
	8.9%
	186
	9.4%

	7
	105
	7.6%
	38
	6.3%
	143
	7.2%

	8
	95
	6.9%
	35
	5.8%
	130
	6.5%

	9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
More than 20
	53
36
28
28
18
13
11
12
9
12
4
4
7
	3.8%
2.6%
2.0%
2.0%
1.3%
.9%
.8%
.9%
.7%
.9%
.3%
.3%
.6%
	32
19
21
11
5
5
5
4
6
2
3
4
4
	5.4%
3.1%
3.5%
1.8%
.8%
.8%
.8%
.7%
1.0%
.3%
.5%
.7%
.7%
	85
55
49
39
23
18
16
16
15
14
7
8
11
	4.3%
2.8%
2.5%
2.0%
1.2%
.9%
.8%
.8%
.8%
.7%
.4%
.4%
.8%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	   1987


Case management responsibility:  Children in the study population had primary case management responsibility either by DHS or by JCS (Juvenile Court Services)—the former if they were in DHS care due to child maltreatment, the latter if they were in DHS placements due to criminal activity (Table 23).  JCS supervised children were eligible for the subsidized guardianship option if they met all program requirements; however JCS case managers work within the juvenile court system, not the Iowa Department of Human Services, and did not participate in the subsidized guardianship training.  About eight percent of the population in both the experimental and control groups were under JCS case management.  In the experimental group in particular, this amounted to 110 children who were eligible for a subsidized guardianship.   

Table 23.  Cases by Primary Case Management Responsibility
	Primary Case Mgmt 
	              Experimental
	                   Control
	                 Total

	DHS
	1271
	92.0%
	557
	91.9%
	1828
	92.0%

	JCS
	110
	8.0%
	49
	8.1%
	159
	8.0%

	TOTAL
	      1381
	         606
	         1987


Permanency Goals: Children eligible for random assignment to subsidized guardianship began their experience in the study with a limited range of permanency options, as reunification and adoption had been ruled out as permanency options. At the time of random assignment, children in the experimental and control groups had one of three permanency goals:  another planned permanent living arrangement, transfer custody or guardianship to a relative, or transfer custody or guardianship to a suitable person.  Table 24 below shows that APPLA was the original permanency goal for about 93% of children in both the experimental and control groups.

Table 24.  Permanency Goals at Time of Random Assignment
	Permanency Goal
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Another Planned Permanent 
Living Arrangement
	1286
	93.1%
	566
	93.4%
	1852
	93.2%

	Transfer Custody or Guardianship to Relative
	62
	4.5%
	26
	4.3%
	88
	4.4%

	Transfer Guardianship/Custody 
to Suitable Person
	33
	2.4%
	14
	2.3%
	47
	2.4%

	TOTAL
	    1381
	
	606
	
	1987
	

	
	
	
	


Placement level: We examined the last known placement level for children in the study at the time of random assignment to the experimental or control group.  The range of placement levels is illustrated in Table 25.  The modal placement level for both groups was a family foster home, identified for about 55% of the experimental group and 56% of the control group.  The second largest category was comprehensive group foster homes, which 15% of the experimental group and 16% of the control group had as the last identified placement level. Combining all types of known group and institutional care (community and comprehensive group foster homes, enhanced residential treatment centers, psychiatric medical institutions, shelters, detention facilities, hospitals, and state institutions, 38% of the experimental group and 36% of the control group were living in these settings at the time of random assignment to the study. As will be noted later in this report, the high percentage of youth living in institutional settings turned out to be an important factor in caseworkers’ decision-making about pursuing subsidized guardianship. Unlicensed relatives represented a very small percentage of placement levels (two to three percent).   

Table 25  Last Known Placement Level at Time of Random Assignment
	Placement
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Licensed foster family home
	759
	55.0%
	338
	55.8%
	1097
	55.2%

	Community Group foster home
	92
	6.7%
	29
	4.8%
	121
	6.1%

	Comprehensive group foster home
	206
	14.9% 
	100
	16.5%
	306
	15.4%

	Enhanced residential Treatment
	116
	8.4%
	44
	7.3%
	160
	8.1%

	Psychiatric Med Inst for Children
	  5
	.4%
	0
	--
	5
	.3%

	Independent Living
	66
	4.8%
	24
	4.0%
	90
	4.5%

	Shelter
	81
	5.9%
	36
	5.9%
	117
	5.9%

	Other Medicaid Placement
	1
	.1%
	0
	--
	1
	.1%

	Subsidized adoptive placement
	1
	.1
	0
	--
	1
	.1%

	Detention facility
	10
	.7%
	2
	.3%
	12
	.6%

	Hospital
	2
	.1%
	1
	.1
	3
	.2%

	Unlicensed non-relative
	10
	.7%
	5
	.8%
	15
	.8%

	Unlicensed relative
	22
	1.6%
	19
	3.1%
	41
	2.1%

	State Inst for Juveniles
	5
	.4%
	7
	1.2%
	12
	.6%

	State Inst Mental Health
	3
	.2%
	1
	.2%
	4
	.2%

	State Training School
	2
	.1%
	0
	--
	2
	.1%

	TOTAL
	    1381
	     606
	   1987


Total time in out of home care:  We compared the experimental and control groups on the total length of time in out of home care as of the date of data extraction (February 2009).  This was derived by calculating the number of days from the starting date to ending date of each placement, summing these, and, for children whose last placement had not ended, adding the number of days from the starting date of the last placement until the date of data extraction.  We then converted days to years (Table 26).  


We found that for the population of children eligible for random assignment to subsidized guardianship, there was no significant difference between groups in terms of their total time in care. The mean number of years in care for the experimental group was 3.96 (SD = 2.3) and for the control group, 3.95 (SD = 2.2).   Overall, 18% of children spent less than two years in care, 56% between two and five years, and 26% spent five years or longer in care.

Table 26.  Total Years in Out-of-Home Care
	Number of years
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	0-0.99
	33
	2.4%
	16
	2.6%
	49
	2.5%

	1-1.99
	219
	15.9%
	89
	14.7%
	308
	15.5%

	2-2.99
	333
	24.1%
	130
	21.5%
	463
	23.3%

	3-3.99
	265
	19.2%
	131
	21.6%
	396
	19.9%

	4-4.99
	170
	12.3%
	89
	14.7%
	259
	13.0%

	5-5.99
	120
	8.7%
	53
	8.7%
	173
	8.7%

	6-6.99
	89
	6.4%
	36
	5.9%
	125
	6.3%

	7-7.99
	64
	4.6%
	26
	4.3%
	90
	4.5%

	8-8.99
	39
	2.8%
	17
	2.8%
	56
	2.8%

	9-9.99
	19
	1.4%
	5
	0.8%
	24
	1.2%

	10-10.99
	13
	0.9%
	6
	1.0%
	19
	1.0%

	11-11.99
	4
	0.3%
	3
	0.5%
	7
	0.4%

	12-12.99
	8
	0.6%
	4
	0.7%
	12
	0.6%

	13-13.99
	3
	0.2%
	1
	0.2%
	4
	0.2%

	14-14.99
	1
	0.1%
	0
	--
	1
	0.1%

	15-15.99
	1
	0.1%
	0
	--
	1
	0.1%

	TOTAL
	     1381
	      606
	     1987

	
	
	
	


Outcomes

Child Safety: Child maltreatment reports after random assignment 
To compare the safety of children in the experimental and control groups after random assignment, child abuse assessments that took place after each child’s date of random assignment were counted.  As illustrated in Table 27, 92% of the experimental group and 90% of the control group experienced no child maltreatment assessments after this point in time. The mean number of child abuse assessments after random assignment was .10 (SD = .4) for the experimental group and .11 (SD = .4) for the control group, not a significant difference.  One hundred and eighteen children in the experimental group and sixty in the control group had another child abuse intake after their date of random assignment. 
Table 27. Child Abuse Assessments After Random Assignment
	Number of assessments after random assignment 
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	1263
	91.5%
	546
	90.1%
	1809
	91.0%

	1
	99
	7.2%
	53
	8.7%
	152
	7.6%

	2
	15
	1.1%
	5
	.8%
	20
	1.0%

	3
	3
	.2%
	2
	.3%
	5
	.3%

	4
	1
	.1%
	0
	--
	1
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	     606
	   1987


Changes in permanency goal:  At the time of random assignment and as previously noted, all children in the study had one of three permanency goals: another planned permanent living arrangement, transfer custody/guardianship to a relative, or transfer custody/guardianship to a suitable person.  Over the course of the study period, four other permanency goals were identified for a number of these children: adoption, remaining in the home, returning home, and transferring custody to the other parent. Table 28 below presents permanency goals for all children in the experimental and control groups at the time data were extracted for analysis (February 2009).
Table  28.  Permanency Goal at Time of Data Extraction
	Permanency Goal
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Adoption
	46
	3.3%
	20
	3.3%
	66
	3.3%

	Another Planned Permanent 
Living Arrangement
	1095
	79.3%
	477
	78.7%
	1572
	79.1%

	Remain in the Home
	88
	6.4%
	24
	4.0%
	112
	5.6%

	Return Child to Home
	84
	6.1%
	53
	8.7%
	137
	6.9%

	Transfer Custody or Guardianship to Relative
	42
	3.0%
	23
	3.8%
	65
	3.3%

	Transfer Custody to Other Parent
	6
	.4%
	2
	.3%
	8
	.4%

	Transfer Guardianship/Custody 
to Suitable Person
	20
	1.4%
	7
	1.2%
	27
	1.4%

	TOTAL
	    1381
	     606
	   1987



As illustrated in table 28, at the time of data extraction fewer children in both groups had APPLA as their permanency goal compared to their original goal at the time of random assignment (see table 24). Originally 1286 children in the experimental group and 566 in the control group had APPLA as the permanency goal. At the time of data extraction, 1095 children in the experimental group and 477 in the control group had this permanency goal. To statistically test whether the experimental and control groups had different proportions of children with a goal of APPLA, either before or after random assignment, chi-square tests of association were conducted.  At the time of random assignment, 93.4% of the experimental group and 93.1% of the control group had a goal of APPLA.  At the time data were extracted, 78.7% of the experimental group and 79.3% of the control group had a goal of APPLA.  Both groups significantly reduced their proportion of children with a goal of APPLA (using McNemar’s test, experimental group X2=138.31, p=.000; control group X2=68.53, p=.000). There was no difference between the experimental and control groups in the amount of change.

Although all children eligible for random assignment for the Subsidized Guardianship Waiver were those for whom reunification or adoption had previously been ruled out, at the time of data extraction 46 children in the experimental group and 20 in the control group had a permanency goal of adoption, and 84 in the experimental group and 53 in the control group now had a permanency goal of returning home. 
Tables 29 and 30 below illustrate, for the experimental and control groups respectively, changes in permanency goal according to each child’s original permanency goal.  For example, five percent of children in the experimental group and seven percent of children in the control group whose original permanency goal was APPLA had their goal changed to “return home.”  When the original goal was relative custody or guardianship, 29% of the experimental group had this same goal at the time data were extracted, about 16% had their goal changed to returning home or to their other parent’s custody, 11% had the goal of adoption, and 37% had their goal changed to “APPLA.”  These data illustrate the fluidity of permanency goals, their responsiveness to changes in the child’s and family’s circumstances, as well as broader changes in child welfare practice. 
	Original goal
	Return home
	Other parent
	Relative
	Suitable person
	Adoption
	Remain in home
	APPLA
	Total

	Relative custody
	8      12.9%
	2     3.2%
	18     29%
	2     3.2%
	7     11.3%
	2     3.2%
	23     37.1%
	62

	Suitable person
	6     18.2%
	0     ---
	6     18.2%
	4     12.1%
	4     12.1%
	1     3.0%
	12     36.4%
	33

	APPLA
	70     5.4%
	4     .3%
	18     1.4%
	14     1.1%
	35     2.7%
	85     6.6%
	1060   82.4%
	1286

	
	84
	6
	42
	20
	46
	88
	1095
	1381


Table 29.  Experimental Group Changes in Permanency Goal 
Table 30. Control Group Changes in Permanency Goal

	Original goal
	Return home
	Other parent
	Relative
	Suitable person
	Adoption
	Remain in home
	APPLA
	Total

	Relative custody
	9     34.6%
	0      --
	11     42.3%
	0     --
	1     3.8%
	1     3.8%
	4     15.4%
	26

	Suitable person
	2     14.3%
	0     --
	2     14.3%
	1     7.1%
	1     7.1%
	0     --
	8     57.4%
	14

	APPLA
	42     7.4%
	2     .4%
	10     1.8%
	6     1.1%
	18     3.2%
	23     4.1%
	465     82.2%
	566

	
	53
	2
	23
	7
	20
	24
	477
	606 


Placement changes after random assignment:  As another outcome measure, we examined the number of placement changes that occurred after random assignment.  Nearly equal percentages of children in the experimental and control groups (53%) experienced no subsequent placement changes after the waiver.  Of those who did experience another change in placement, about 20% had one change.  Table 31 presents the number of placement changes after random assignment, for the experimental and control groups.  The mean number of placement changes after the waiver was 1.16 (SD dev = 1.8) for the exp group and 1.11 (std dev = 1.7) for the control group.  

Table 31.  Number of Placement Changes after Random Assignment
	Number of Placement Changes
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	0
	740
	53.6%
	322
	53.1%
	1062
	53.4%

	1
	282
	20.4%
	126
	20.8%
	408
	20.5%

	2
	129
	9.3%
	67
	11.1%
	196
	9.9%

	3
	90
	6.5%
	39
	6.4%
	129
	6.5%

	4
	51
	3.7%
	18
	3.0%
	69
	3.5

	5
	27
	2.0%
	9
	1.5%
	36
	1.8%

	6
	27
	2.0%
	8
	1.3%
	35
	1.8%

	7
	16
	1.2%
	8
	1.3%
	24
	1.2%

	8
	7
	.5%
	6
	1.0%
	13
	.7%

	9
	6
	.4%
	1
	.2%
	7
	.4%

	10
	3
	.2%
	2
	.3%
	5
	.3%

	11
	1
	.1%
	0
	---
	1
	.1%

	12
	2
	.1%
	0
	.---
	2
	.1%

	Total
	    1381
	    606
	    1987


Permanency status 


We examined the issue of permanency in a number of different ways, but one important overriding caveat to these analyses is that we used a single point in time, the date of data extraction, as our reference point for evaluating permanency. The date of data extraction for the analysis of all case outcomes was the end of February, 2009, two years into the waiver program. If changes occurred after that date, they are not captured in this data extraction. 


First we examined the last known status for all children in the study population, dividing them into those who were under age 18 at the time of data extraction and those who were over age 18. Tables 32 and 33 present the last known status for these sub-populations, respectively, and compare the experimental and control groups. The last known status was derived as follows: if the child was still in placement at the time of data extraction, we used that placement level as the last known status. If the child’s last placement                        had ended and there was no new placement start date, we used the exit reason for the last placement that ended as the last known status. 


One of the observations is that children end up in a wide variety of placement settings and situations.  For children under age 18, licensed foster family care was the most common setting, found in about 42% of the cases in both groups. Comprehensive group foster homes were the next most frequent settings (11% of the experimental group and 14% of the control group), followed by return home (ten percent of the experimental group, and nine percent of the control group).   
Table 32. Last Known Status – Children Under Age 18
	Last known status
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Licensed foster family
	320
	42.4%
	152
	42.9%
	472
	42.6%

	Community group foster care home
	33
	4.4%
	12
	3.4%
	45
	4.1%

	Comprehensive group foster home
	83
	11.0%
	48
	13.6%
	131
	11.8%

	Enhanced residential treatment
	39
	5.2%
	18
	5.1%
	57
	5.1%

	PMIC
	13
	1.7%
	4
	1.1%
	17
	1.5%

	Independent living
	20
	2.6%
	9
	2.5%
	29
	2.6%

	Shelter
	12
	1.6%
	6
	1.7%
	18
	1.6%

	Subsidized adoption
	3
	.4%
	8
	2.3%
	11
	1.0%

	Adoptive placement
	19
	2.5%
	10
	2.8%
	29
	2.6%

	Detention facility
	15
	2.0%
	8
	2.3%
	23
	2.1%

	Hospital
	3
	.4%
	0
	--
	3
	.3%

	Nonrel unlicensed
	7
	.9%
	5
	1.4%
	12
	1.1%

	Relative, unlicensed
	22
	2.9%
	9
	2.5%
	31
	2.8%

	State Inst MH
	2
	.3%
	1
	.3%
	3
	.3%

	State Training School
	4
	.5%
	3
	.8%
	7
	.6%

	State Resource Ctr
	0
	--
	1
	.3%
	1
	.1%

	Return home
	75
	9.9%
	29
	8.2%
	104
	9.4%

	Custody other parent
	7
	.9%
	3
	.8%
	10
	.9%

	Placed suitable person
	6
	.8%
	0
	--
	6
	.5%

	Aged out of care
	7
	.9%
	3
	.8%
	10
	.9%

	Death
	1
	.1%
	0
	--
	1
	.1%

	Change in placement
	15
	2.0%
	4
	1.1%
	19
	1.7%

	Change in place level
	18
	2.4%
	6
	1.7%
	24
	2.2%

	Runaway
	11
	1.5%
	2
	.6%
	13
	1.2%

	Guardianship
	20
	2.6%
	13
	3.7%
	33
	3.0%

	Total
	    755
	    354
	   1109

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



For children over 18, the most striking observation is the large percentage who exited their last placement by aging out of care. Nearly 65% of children in the experimental group and 61% of the control group left care by aging out.  Keeping in mind that the modal age for children in the population eligible for random assignment was 17, the large percentage of these youth who aged out of care, while discouraging, is not surprising. The second most common exit reason for children over 18 was returning home, found for 12% of the experimental group and 11% of the control group.  

Table 33. Last Known Status – Children Over Age 18
	Last known status
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	Licensed foster family
	42
	6.7%
	24
	9.5%
	66
	7.5%

	Community group foster care home
	0
	--
	2
	.8%
	2
	.2%

	Comprehensive group foster home
	4
	.6%
	1
	.4%
	5
	.6%

	Enhanced residential treatment
	1
	.2%
	0
	--
	1
	1%

	PMIC
	1
	.2%
	0
	--
	1
	.1%

	Independent living
	7
	1.1%
	5
	2.0%
	12
	1.4%

	Detention facility
	1
	.2%
	0
	--
	1
	.1%

	Adoptive placement
	0
	--
	4
	.6%
	4
	.5%

	Return home
	76
	12.1%
	27
	10.7%
	103
	11.7%

	Custody other parent
	2
	.2%
	0
	--
	2
	.2%

	Placed suitable person
	6
	1.0%
	1
	.4%
	7
	.8%

	Supervised apartment
	1
	.2%
	0
	--
	1
	.1%

	Aged out of care
	405
	64.7%
	154
	61.1%
	559
	63.7%

	Change in placement
	20
	3.2%
	14
	.5.6%
	34
	3.9%

	Change in place level
	21
	3.4%
	8
	3.2%
	29
	3.3%

	Runaway
	26
	4.2%
	12
	4.8%
	38
	4.3%

	Guardianship
	9
	1.5%
	4
	1.6
	13
	1.5%

	Total
	    626
	    252
	   878

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Using the child’s last known status, we compared all of the children in the experimental and control groups on whether they had attained any of the following permanency statuses:  return home, transfer of custody to the other parent, adoption, or guardianship. In the experimental group 214 out of 1381 (15.5%) had attained one of these permanency statuses, and in the control group 95 out of 606 (15.7%) had. The groups were quite similar on this measure; both group had a low rate of permanency achievement, as far as can be ascertained by the date of data extraction.   

Permanency through adoption or guardianship

To answer the question of whether a higher percentage of children in the experimental group achieved permanency relative to the control group, we looked specifically at adoptions and guardianships.  We examined these types of permanency in two ways: 1) through the percent of adoptions or guardianships established after the waiver that were still intact at the time of data extraction; and 2) through the percent of adoptions or guardianships that were established in relation to permanency goal. 

Permanency through adoption:  A total of 48 children were placed in adoptive homes after the date of random assignment, 27 in the experimental group and 21 in the control group.  In the experimental group, 26 out of the 27 (96.3%) were intact at the time of data extraction. For the control group, 17 out of 20 (85%) were still intact. 

In comparing permanency through adoption in relation to the permanency goal, the number of children who were adopted after the waiver out of the total number of children for whom adoption was the permanency goal at the time of random assignment could not be calculated because adoption was not the original permanency goal for any child in the experimental or control groups.  With respect to the current permanency goal, 46 children in the experimental group and 20 in the control group had the goal of adoption at the time of data extraction.  Of these children, 24 out of 46 (52.2%) in the experimental group and 11 out of 20 (55%) in the control group had an adoptive placement after the date of random assignment, and all of these placements were still intact at the time of data extraction.   In sum, for cases in which adoption was established as a permanency goal, a little over half resulted in an adoptive placement and none were disrupted, at least as by the time of data extraction.

Permanency through guardianship:  With respect to the subsidized guardianships established through the waiver, 18 out of the 20, or 90%, were sustained by the time of data extraction. 
In evaluating permanency through guardianship, we also included those guardianships established without the subsidy.  In comparing the experimental and control groups on the percentage of children for whom guardianships were established and did not disrupt, we examined guardianships that were established before and after the waiver.  In the experimental group, there were 24 children for whom guardianships were established before the waiver and 33 after the waiver.  Before the waiver, six out of 24 (25%) in the experimental group were sustained and three out of 12 (25%) in the control group were sustained.  After the waiver, 28 out of 33 (85%) in the experimental group and 16 out of 17 (94%) in the control group were sustained.  This seems to indicate an overall improvement in the stability of guardianships for both groups, with the important caveat that the pre-waiver figures are based on a longer window of time.  

We also calculated achievement of permanency through guardianship according to permanency goals established at the time of random assignment. A total of 95 children in the experimental group and 40 children in the control group had an original permanency goal of transfer of custody or guardianship to a relative or suitable person.  Guardianships (including those with a subsidy) were completed for 31 children in the experimental group, or 32.6%, and 17 in the control group, or 42.5%.  We point out that the permanency goal of “transfer of custody or guardianship to a relative or suitable person” is not exactly the same as a permanency goal of legal guardianship. But by this as the closest measure, the experimental group as whole was less successful in establishing guardianships than the control group.

Next we examined establishment of guardianships according to the permanency goal at the time of data extraction.  At this second time point,   “transfer of custody or guardianship to a relative or suitable person” was the permanency goal for 62 children in the experimental group and 30 children in the control group.  Using these numbers as the denominator, 50% percent of the experimental group and 56.7% of the control groups established guardianships.

With regard to re-entry into foster care, we also compared the experimental and control groups on this measure. Specifically, we examined the proportion of children in guardianships who re-entered care, the proportion of children who were reunified but subsequently re-entered care, and the proportion of children in adoptive placements who re-entered care.  

Re-entries into care following reunification occurred for 73 children, 3.7% of the sample.  In the experimental group, 49 children (3.5% of the experimental group) re-entered care following the date of random assignment.  Four percent of the control group re-entered care after reunification, also after the date of random assignment.  The two groups did not differ statistically on the rate of re-entry into care following reunification.

Subsidized guardianships


During the first two years of the waiver, 20 subsidized guardianships were established, two of which were terminated. In this section we present a profile of the cases for which subsidized guardianship was established. We also descriptively compare the subsidized guardianship cases with the larger experimental and control groups. Statistical comparisons are not possible due to the very small number of subsidized guardianship cases.

The 20 subsidized guardianship cases were established within seven of Iowa’s eight service areas, and were facilitated by a total of 10 caseworkers.  The Ames service area had five of these cases; Council Bluffs and Davenport each had four; Sioux City, Waterloo and Des Moines each had two cases; Cedar Rapids had one. The Dubuque service area did not have any subsidized guardianships during the first two years of the waiver.  All of the children for whom subsidized guardianships were established had DHS as the primary case management entity; none had Juvenile Court Services as case manager.

Demographic characteristics


One-half of the 20 children for whom subsidized guardianships were established were found in sibling groups. Three sibling pairs had subsidized guardianships established, as did one sibling group of four.  The other 10 children were individual subsidized guardianships.  The two subsidized guardianships that were disrupted were for individual children, not members of sibling groups.
The gender distribution for subsidized guardianships was equal, at 10 females and 10 males. Very similar numbers are found in the overall study population: 50% female in the experimental group, 53% female in the control group.

The racial and ethnic distribution of the subsidized guardianship group was as follows: 15 children (75%) were White, non-Hispanic, two children (10%) were African-American, two children (10%) were Native American and one child (5%) was White-Hispanic. These numbers are fairly similar to the overall study population.  

The mean age of children for whom subsidized guardianships were established was 12.55 (SD=3.5), which is lower than the mean age for the experimental group as a whole (X=15.2, SD=2.2) or the control group (X=15.2, SD=2.1). However the mean is affected by the fact that there are four sibling groups with children under age 12, including one two-year-old, one eight-year-old, two nine-year-olds, and two eleven-year-olds. Among the other children for whom guardianships were established, two were age 12, one age 13, five age 14, two age 15, and four age 16.  
Service history

Children for whom subsidized guardianships were established had an average of 4.25 (SD= 3.1) incidents of child abuse/neglect prior to the waiver.  This is a slightly higher mean than that of the larger experimental group (X = 3.52, SD=3.2) or the control group (X = 3.42, SD = 2.9).  

Looking at specific types of child maltreatment allegations (table 34), we found that all of the children who received subsidized guardianships had experienced at least one allegation of child neglect.  This is a higher percentage than the experimental or control groups as a whole, in which 76% of children had at least one allegation of neglect. Medical neglect allegations were also more frequent in the subsidized guardianship cases (20%, n=4, compared with six percent in the larger experimental and control groups). 

With regard to other types of maltreatment allegations, fewer children who received subsidized guardianships had a previous allegation of physical abuse (40% compared with 52% in the experimental group and 50% in the control group).  Similarly, sexual abuse allegations were also lower among subsidized guardianship cases (20%, n=4 compared with 29% in the experimental group and 32% in the control group).  With one child having a previous allegation of emotional abuse, the proportion was comparable to the larger population.  “Other” types of allegations were higher in the subsidized guardianship group (35% compared with 13% in the larger population), but we do not have specific information about the nature of these allegations. 
Table 34.  Alleged Child Maltreatment Subsidized Guardianship Cases

	Number of incidents
	Alleged neglect
	Alleged Physical abuse
	Alleged sexual abuse
	Alleged Medical neglect
	Alleged emotional abuse
	Alleged other

	
	#
	%
	#
	%0
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	0
	0
	---
	12
	60%
	16
	80%
	16
	80%
	19
	95%
	13
	65%

	1
	7
	35%
	4
	20%
	4
	20%
	3
	15%
	1
	5%
	6
	30%

	2
	1
	5%
	3
	15%
	0
	---
	1
	5%
	0
	---
	1
	5%

	3
	3
	15%
	1
	5%
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---

	4
	2
	10%
	0
	--
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---

	5
	3
	15%
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---

	6
	3
	15%
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---

	7
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---

	8
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---

	9
	1
	5%
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---



Table 35 presents data on the frequency and types of substantiated child maltreatment among the subsidized guardianship cases. The pattern is similar to that of allegations, with subsidized guardianship cases having proportionately more substantiations for neglect, medical neglect, and “other” types of maltreatment, and lower for physical and sexual abuse.
Table 35.  Substantiated Child Maltreatment Subsidized Guardianship Cases

	Number of incidents
	Neglect
	Physical abuse
	Sexual abuse
	Medical Neglect
	Emotional abuse
	Other

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	0
	2
	10%
	17
	85%
	19
	95%
	18
	90%
	20
	100%
	16
	80%

	1
	9
	45%
	3
	15%
	1
	5%
	2
	10%
	0
	---
	4
	20%

	2
	7
	35%
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---

	3
	2
	10%
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---
	0
	---


We examined placement histories, including the number of times a child was removed from home as well as the number of different placements experienced. The children participating in the subsidized guardianship program had a mean of 1.15 removals from their home (SD=0.5). Eighteen (90%) of the children participating in the program were removed from their home once (Table 36). One child was removed twice and one child was removed three times from home. Comparing to the overall study population, the average number of removals among these 20 children was slightly lower than either the experimental group (X = 1.49, SD= .8) or the control group (X = 1.66, SD = 1.2). 

Table 36.  Prior Removals and Placements in Subsidized Guardianship Cases 

	Number
	Removals from home
	Placements prior to waiver

	1
	18
	90%
	2
	10%

	2
	1
	5%
	4
	20%

	3
	1
	5%
	4
	20%

	4
	0
	--
	4
	20%

	5
	0
	--
	2
	10%

	6
	0
	--
	2
	10%

	7
	0
	--
	1
	5%

	8
	0
	--
	1
	5%


The children in the subsidized guardianship program had a mean of 3.75 (SD = 1.9) different placements prior to the assignment to random assignment. Table 36 above displays the number of prior placements for each child.  The average number of placements is lower than the overall study population (X = 5.56, SD = 4.0 in the experimental group, X= 5.76, SD = 4.1 in control group). 

The total time the children spent in various out of home placements throughout their life had a mean of four years (SD = 1.5). One child (5%) spent one year in out of home placement, one child (5%) spent two years, six children (30%) spent three years of their life in out of home placements, six children (30%) spent four years in out of home placements, two children (10%) spent five years, three children (15%) spent six years and one child (5%) spent seven years in out of home placements. These numbers are somewhat lower than the overall study population with a mean of 4.44 for the experimental group (SD = 2.3) and a mean of 4.46 for the control group (SD = 2.2), perhaps affected by the presence of younger siblings.

At the time of random assignment, 11 children (55%) were placed with a licensed foster family home, three children (15%) were in a community group foster care home and three (15%) were in a comprehensive group foster home, two children (10%) were in an enhanced residential treatment and one child (5%) was in an unlicensed relative placement. 

The original permanency goal of the children participating in the subsidized guardianship program was Another Planned Permanent Living Arrangement for 19 children (95%) and Transfer Guardianship/Custody to Suitable Person for one child (5%). These numbers are fairly comparable to the numbers in the overall population, though none of the children who ended up with subsidized guardianships had a permanency goal of transfer custody or guardianship to a relative.

Outcomes

The last permanency goal for the children participating in the program changed considerably from the original goal.  Twelve children (60%) had a subsequent goal of transfer custody or guardianship to relative.  For six children (30%) the last permanency goal is transfer guardianship/custody to a suitable person. One child’s (5%) goal is remain in home and one child’s (5%) goal is APPLA. These numbers are substantially different from the overall population, in which APPLA is the predominant permanency goal

No new child maltreatment investigations were conducted for the children assigned to the subsidized guardianship program after the beginning of the program. This is slightly lower than the larger population, in which 91% of the experimental group and 90% of the control group had no child maltreatment allegations after random assignment.
The final status of the children, at the time data for the study were extracted, reveals that 18 (90%) were still in the subsidized guardianship, while the other two children were not.  The two children whose subsidized guardianships disrupted included one 16-year-old male whose reason for exiting the placement was running away, and one 15-year-old female whose guardianship ended at the request of the guardian, and was in a licensed foster family home. Overall these numbers differ substantially from the overall study population, for whom about 15% had achieved some form of permanency. Though few in number, 90% of the subsidized guardianships were sustained, showing the promise of this permanency option when it is used.    

Implementation study


In this section we present findings on the implementation of the subsidized guardianship program, based on four sources of data:  1) interviews with case managers to track the decision-making process on individual cases; 2) semi-structured interviews with case managers who facilitated subsidized guardianships and case managers who did not; 3) semi-structured interviews with supervisors and administrators regarding their perception of implementation; and 4) court survey data, primarily from county attorneys.

Tracking the decision-making process


For the first two years of the study, telephone interviews were conducted with case managers regarding youth who were randomly assigned to the experimental group, the youth who were eligible to receive a subsidized guardianship on the basis of age, time in foster care, permanency goal, and sibling group status.  The purpose of the interview was to track the decision-making process for each case assigned to the experimental group.  
About three months after random assignment, the evaluation staff sent an email message to the case manager of each child in the experimental group, explaining the purpose of the contact and requesting a date and time when the evaluation team member could call the case manager to discuss the case. After setting up an appointment, the evaluation team member telephoned the case manager at the agreed up date and time and asked a series of questions about whether subsidized guardianship was being considered in that case, and if not, what the reasons were for not pursuing the subsidized guardianship option. 

 By the end of data collection in February 2009, interviews had been conducted with the case managers for 747 youth who were randomly assigned to the experimental group, a response rate of about 54%. An additional 47 interviews were attempted but not completed due to a change in the assigned caseworker.
From the start of these interviews, it was apparent that subsidized guardianship was being considered for a small percentage of those children who were eligible for it.  Of the 747 interviews completed, subsidized guardianships were in the process of being established for 19 youth (3%), and were being considered in another 33 cases (4%). By the time of the follow-up interview, 21 youth (3%) had already been placed in adoptive settings or guardianships without the subsidy, placements that had occurred prior to the date of random assignment. Below we present summary data from these interviews, and include quotes from the caseworkers illustrating the variety of reasons offered for, in most cases, not pursuing subsidized guardianship.


We found several types of situations in which the caseworker did not consider  subsidized guardianship as a feasible option for the child.  Some situations were quite clear—for example for (35 youth case closed) or 165 youth (22%) had already turned 18 at the time of the interview, and therefore would no longer be eligible for the program. Age of the child was a factor that appeared to be important in a number of ways. For example, in addition to those who had already turned 18, another 54 children (7%) were close to turning 18, and the caseworker did not believe it would be feasible to set up a subsidized guardianship so quickly.    

“She aged out of foster care six months ago. There wouldn’t have been enough time to establish the guardianship.”


Even though none of the children in the study population had an original case goal of reunification, a substantial number of children had returned to living with family at the time of the follow-up interview.  Seventy youth, or nine percent of the experimental group cases for whom follow-ups were completed, had returned home.

“She will turn 18 in about four months. The plan is for her to go to her dad’s upon aging out.”

“Her aunt and uncle already obtained guardianship on their own, before the SG program started.” 

“She just turned 18 and her case has been closed. She was in residential placement throughout her entire DHS case and was never close to being able to return home due to her own issues.  Her mother still had parental rights throughout our case and was very involved with her and the treatment program.”  


The potential loss of services was cited as a reason for not pursuing subsidized guardianship in many cases.  One common situation involved youth who were aged 16 and older.  The potential loss of PALS/MIYA/Aftercare services if older children were to establish a guardianship instead of aging out of care was a concern for caseworkers of 56 youth (seven percent).  In 35 cases (five percent) the youth was in an independent living program.  In 35 instances (five percent) the caseworker’s concerns about loss of services were specifically financial—the youth would not be eligible for as much financial benefit, and therefore subsidized guardianship would not be in his or her best interest.

“This young man has been in the same foster home for three years.  Parental rights are not terminated, one parent is incarcerated and the other has serious drug problems, but there is continued contact.   He will be turning 18 within the year and is college bound. The foster parents want him to be eligible for all financial benefits.  I didn’t talk with the foster parents because I didn’t think subsidized guardianship was a good idea.”

“I can sum it up in two words:  college funding.”  They (six individual youth in the experimental group) will not be eligible for some funds if they were to change to subsidized guardianship, so I’m not considering it.  

“This would have been a good option if she would have still been eligible for PALS/MYIA—this is the main reason I’m not considering subsidized guardianship.  She is very connected to foster parents; she changed her last name to that of her foster parents to achieve permanency.” 


In the majority of interviews, a decision not to pursue subsidized guardianship was made early on, based on the caseworker’s assessment of the appropriateness of the program.  

“I haven’t talked to the foster parents. This would probably not work out because they wouldn’t want to make a permanent commitment.”
“These are four siblings in the same foster home.  The big issue is the loss of financial support.  This is a very stable foster placement, all the kids have been there for two years-- it’s a perfect placement. DHS does a lot of things for them, including day care, camp tuition, bus passes, sports, sports camps, clothing allowances.”

However, there were also cases in which foster parents had been consulted about their interest in becoming guardians.  In 36 cases (five percent) the caseworker indicated that the foster parents were unsure but were considering it.  In 86 cases (11.5%) the caseworker reported that the foster parents were not interested in subsidized guardianship, either because they did not want to lose DHS support, they did not want the child to lose services to which they would be entitled in foster care, or because they provided foster care to numerous children and did not want to establish a different status for one or more children.   

“I mentioned the program to her foster parents, but they need assistance like the clothing allowance and 4-H fees.”

“I talked with the foster parents about this.  The foster parents have been doing foster care for 15 years—they have never done a guardianship or an adoption. They believe there will be more opportunities for the child after graduation if she remains in foster care.”

Another oft-cited reason for not considering subsidized guardianship concerned the child’s current level of instability.  For example in 140 cases (19%) the caseworker noted that the youth was in group/residential/shelter placements with no apparent options for a legal guardian.  For 106 of these youth (14%), the caseworker commented that their behavior was too unstable to consider a subsidized guardianship.  An additional 39 youth (five percent) had had recent placement changes, and the caseworker believed that it was too soon to consider a subsidized guardianship. In 14 cases (two percent) the youth had run away from the current placement; therefore the subsidized guardianship option could not be pursued.

“These are two siblings, aged 13 and 16. Their placements have been chaotic. One has been in his current placement for one month, while the other is currently in shelter. There is no potential guardianship relationship.”

“She had to be removed from her foster home due to her behaviors, so there will be no need to pursue subsidized guardianship for her.”

“Subsidized guardianship is not a realistic possibility. He has been in residential treatment on and off for the past five years, and is not doing very well at all. He has a lot of aggressive behaviors.  He doesn’t have the connections for a subsidized guardianship.”

“He was adopted at age 10 but later came back into care and has been in multiple out of home placements, shelter, residential treatment, and independent living.  The adoption has not been dissolved, but he has almost no connection with the adoptive parents. Now he is on the run.  There is no one even for an appropriate placement, let alone a subsidized guardianship.”

There were also situations in which the caseworker reported having discussed subsidized guardianship as an option with the youth.  In 32 of these cases (four percent), the caseworker reported that they youth was not interested.

“I talked to her about subsidized guardianship. She’s 16 years old and has been foster care since age 12. She wasn’t interested--she is loyal to her mother, sees her several times a week, and wants to return home.”  
“She decided that she wanted to be adopted, so I have submitted the paperwork for termination of parental rights to occur so that she can be adopted by her current foster family. This happened right after subsidized guardianship was proposed to her!”

Another category of responses reflected systemic challenges in implementing the subsidized guardianship program.  Specifically, in 57 cases (eight percent) the caseworker did not know about the subsidized guardianship program or understand it well enough to approach a potential guardian.  

“I wasn’t aware that she was in the experimental group until I received your email.” 

“I don’t know anything about subsidized guardianship, I didn’t know I was supposed to do anything.”

A small number of cases (4) involved interstate communications (the potential guardian lived in another state), and in these cases the worker did not know that subsidized guardianship was a possibility. Some workers did not see an added benefit of subsidized guardianship over a stable foster home.

“He is in a foster home with his brother.  Subsidized guardianship doesn’t make sense. I didn’t approach the foster parents about it because both boys have been doing well.”

“This young woman is in a stable foster home. The parents are committed to keeping her for another two years.  She is mentally retarded and gets the MR waiver services.  I don’t remember much about subsidized guardianship. I’ll think about talking with the foster parents about it, but I haven’t so far.”

There were also a small number of unique situations in which the caseworker had tried to pursue subsidized guardianship but was unable to do so due to program rules.
“I started to pursue a subsidized guardianship with the aunt, but ran into a snag—a memo stating that if a child was previously in a guardianship he/she is not eligible for subsidized guardianship.  The child’s placement with the aunt is stable, this would have been a good option for the family and I had talked with the aunt about it—but now I have to take back the offer.” 

Based on the follow-up interviews with caseworkers over two years into implementation, subsidized guardianship is still being actively pursued or considered in a relatively small percentage of cases.  Certain child-related factors are often cited as reasons to not pursue the option of subsidized guardianship, including the child’s age, placement setting, behavioral challenges, and service needs, including services otherwise available to youth who age out of foster care.  Several foster parent-related factors also come up repeatedly; specifically foster parents’ need for ongoing DHS support, financial supports that children would lose with guardianship, and foster parents’ preference for their current role.  

Interviews with Caseworkers 


Semi-structured interviews were conducted with social workers who helped to facilitate subsidized guardianships and another group of social workers who were not directly involved in establishing a subsidized guardianship.  For the first group, we contacted all of the ten social workers who were involved in the 20 guardianships.  Six of the ten (60%) participated in an interview.  For the second group, we drew a random sample of social workers, stratified by service area, who had at least three children in the experimental group but who had not completed a subsidized guardianship. Sixteen of the twenty-four caseworkers contacted agreed to participate in an interview, a response rate of 67%. 

The interview included questions about workers’ understanding of the subsidized guardianship program, their experience with implementation, perceptions of how challenging they found different facets of the subsidized guardianship program, and their perspectives on subsidized guardianship as a permanency option.  We also asked about their years of experience and educational background.

Background and experience

In both groups—workers who had completed a subsidized guardianship, and those who had not-- the majority of workers interviewed had considerable experience in their positions.  Only one worker had been employed in his/her current position for one year; nine were in their positions from three to six years, and 11 workers were in their positions for nine or more years.  With regard to educational background, all workers interviewed held a bachelors degree, either in social work (6), human services (5), or a related field such as sociology, psychology, counseling, education, or criminal justice. Two are working towards the Master of Social Work degree. Caseload size varied across workers in both groups, mostly ranging from a low of 17 to a high of over 50. There was one exception, an individual who is in a position with a caseload of over 100. 

Training for subsidized guardianship
Workers were asked about whether they participated in a variety of activities to learn about the subsidized guardianship program. One-half of the workers who completed at least one subsidized guardianship and 80% of those who did not reported having participated in the ICN training at the program’s inception in January 2007.

One-half of the workers who completed at least one subsidized guardianship and 27% of those who did not participated in CIDS calls when subsidized guardianship was discussed. Seventeen percent of the workers who completed at least one subsidized guardianship and 47% of those who did not reported participating in a service area meeting when subsidized guardianship was the focus.

Individual instruction about subsidized guardianship from one’s own supervisor was reported by 83% of the workers who completed at least one subsidized guardianship and by 73% of those who did not complete a subsidized guardianship.  About half of the workers in each group considered their peers to be a source of information about SG.

All of the workers who completed at least one subsidized guardianship and 80% of those who did not reported having read program materials and brochures about SG.

Assistance from Central Office regarding specific cases was reported by one-half of the workers who completed a subsidized guardianship and by 13% of those who did not. 

Other sources of information mentioned by workers included a licensing worker and the University of Iowa evaluator.  Activities which were most helpful in their understanding of the program included the online manual, the pamphlet, conversations with supervisor and peers, help from Central Office, and the initial ICN training. In sum, most workers had been exposed to some of the training activities offered in support of the subsidized guardianship program.
Knowledge of the SG program

 The interviews asked several questions related to workers’ knowledge about the subsidized guardianship program. Most of the respondents (83% in the group who had completed a subsidized guardianship and 93% in the group who did not) knew that termination of biological parents’ parental rights was not necessary in order to establish a subsidized guardianship.  Similar percentages of workers knew the correct answer to the age requirements for SG.   

In response to a question about who was eligible to become a subsidized guardian, all of the workers who had completed a guardianship compared with 60% of those who did not knew that foster parents and relatives of a child were eligible to become subsidized guardians.  All of the workers who had completed a guardianship and 73% of those who had not knew that a child was not eligible for PALS/Aftercare services if a subsidized guardianship was established. All but one of the workers who had completed a subsidized guardianship and 47% of the group who did not believed that once SG was established, a child lost eligibility for the education and training voucher.
These questions indicate some need for additional training or reinforcement of the initial training so that all caseworkers are fully informed about who is eligible to become a guardian under the program guidelines and specifically what services would be available and not available to youth who participate in the program.  
Experience with the SG program
Learning about group assignment:

When workers were asked to report how they got to know about whether youth on their caseload were eligible for subsidized guardianship, most workers indicated that they received an e-mail, phone call, or a message from their supervisor.  On this question, workers who were involved with subsidized guardianships did not differ from those who had no direct experience.  Some were unsure of the process, commenting that they thought it came from their supervisor, or that they received a spreadsheet marking control and experimental groups.  One worker admitted learning about group assignment when the University of Iowa evaluator called to follow up on the decision about whether subsidized guardianship was being considered.  
          Deciding whether to proceed with subsidized guardianship

When asked how the workers decided whether to proceed with subsidized guardianship, the group of workers who had some direct experience with arranging subsidized guardianship indicated checking with parents, foster parents, the child, and supervisor, as well as determining the appropriateness of the placement. Some of the workers’ responses were:  “speak with the family that the child is living with to see if they are eligible”; and “meet with mother, custodian, and providers involved, get their perspectives on this option and see that everyone agrees it is the best option for the child.” One worker noted that the specific circumstances of the case influenced his/her decision—“subsidized guardianship was an option that the biological parent(s) could support because it did not require termination of their parental rights.” 
Among the group of workers who had no direct experience with subsidized guardianship, many did not know how they would proceed.  Two of these workers indicated that they thought the decision about subsidized guardianship was made by someone else: “It is decided by someone else. We are only informed if a guardianship is established.”  One worker described the process as follows: “We look to see if there are any interested parties for guardianship and what the consequences are for the child related to that choice.” Another remarked “I determine if there is a potential guardian in the picture;” and “I determine if the child can live in a house setting versus a residential setting.”   Some workers mentioned talking with different combinations of individuals (discussing with supervisor, with the foster parent, with the potential guardian and child, other relatives.  One worker said the decision can be made based on the experience level of the DHS worker:  “when you have been here long enough you can tell from the client’s history where they will be successful.” 

What factors are considered?

Workers noted a variety of factors that they considered in deciding to pursue subsidized guardianship as an option.  These included the relationships between the child, potential guardian, and birth family; the guardian’s commitment to the child; the potential loss of financial and service related-benefits, both for the child and foster parents; services that might be needed by the family and child; the child’s wishes with regard to guardianship; and the status of the child’s current placement.  One worker indicated the necessity of having a home study completed prior to the decision.  One worker stated “if a child has adoption as an option rather than just guardianship, you go for adoption because it is much more permanent, but guardianship is the next best option. However, 90% of my kids have no one, no family or anyone that is interested in them – they may get a phone call from a parent once a year. Most of my kids will age out of the system.” 

Discussion with supervisor

Most workers, those who did and did not have direct experience with subsidized guardianship, indicated that they do discuss the case with their supervisor. A few workers said there would be a specific meeting assigned for this purpose, such as “a monthly meeting with supervisor to talk about permanency.” One worker indicated that he/she does not specifically discuss subsidized guardianship with the supervisor. 

Use of family team meetings

Regarding family team meetings held on the issue of subsidized guardianship, there was an almost even division between workers who indicated they will hold a family team meeting, workers who indicated they would not, and workers who said it is a case by case decision. One of the workers said specifically they do not hold such a meeting although they know they are supposed to according to the procedures for subsidized guardianship.

Reasons for not exploring subsidized guardianship

Workers were asked whether they had chosen not to explore subsidized guardianships for any of the following reasons:  1) worker did not know enough about the subsidized guardianship program; 2) workers thought the child was too close to turning 18; the child was in a restrictive setting such as residential or group care with no strong adult connection; 4) child has not had a stable placement for at least six months; 5) worker thought that the child’s behavior was too unstable to establish a subsidized guardianship;  6) worker could not identify a potential guardian with whom to discuss the option; and 7) worker did not want the child to lose potential benefits such as PALS and Aftercare.

Those workers with experience in completing a subsidized guardianship most frequently noted loss of benefits for foster parents and children, child being too close to 18, child staying in restricted setting with no strong adult connection; and child’s behavior too unstable to establish subsidized guardianship as reasons they had used for not pursuing this option in specific cases.
In the group of workers who did not complete any subsidized guardianships, the three main reasons noted for not considering subsidized guardianship were that the child was living in a restricted setting, behavior was too unstable, and inability to identify a potential guardian (9 workers each). The next most frequently mentioned reason among these workers was loss of benefits for foster parents and children (8).

Challenges in implementing the subsidized guardianship program

Social workers were asked to rate their perceptions of how challenging they found various facets of the subsidized guardianship program (not a challenge; somewhat challenging; or very challenging) and were provided an opportunity to comment on each.  

Their own understanding of the subsidized guardianship program
Three key perspectives emerged from the question regarding how well they understood the subsidized guardianship waiver program.  One group of workers felt that the current trainings offered have adequately prepared them for making use of the option.  A second group of workers felt that they did not know enough about the program to recommend participation.  A third group of workers appeared unsure of why anyone would choose to use subsidized guardianship, as they [workers] did not see concrete benefits to program participation. Workers in both groups—those who did and did not complete subsidized guardianships – indicated some difficulties in their own understanding of the program. Other comments offered in response to this question were: “no one knows how it works and could help,”  “I did not have anyone to go to with my questions,” and “with every new program it takes a long time to gather information.”

 Random assignment/not being able to offer subsidized guardianship to control group families

The requirement for random assignment, and the fact that control group children were not eligible for the subsidized guardianship waiver, was regarded as very challenging by more than half of the workers from both groups.  There was a widespread feeling that the random assignment process posed a barrier to using subsidized guardianship, and a preference that subsidized guardianship be opened up to everyone and that the worker would be given discretion about proposing this as a permanency option.  Some workers expressed the opinion that the random assignment did not take into account any of the client’s or potential guardian’s financial barriers that may hinder the feasibility of subsidized guardianship. One comment that typifies a general sentiment was ““I think we could achieve permanency for a lot more families if we could open it up to everyone.” 

Identifying potential guardians for youth in the experimental group
Most workers in both groups found identifying potential guardians to be somewhat of a challenge. The ease of identifying potential guardians for youth varies from case to case, as this task may be very easy [pre-identified relatives] or extremely difficult depending on the specific situation.  Several workers indicated that the current foster parents of the child, the most likely potential guardians, may not want to lose future and/or current support services that are currently needed by themselves [the foster family] or the child. Another issue regarding foster parents is that they do not envision their role as that of permanent caregivers for the child.

Talking with youth in the experimental group about the program
Talking with youth regarding subsidized guardianship was not identified as a challenge by most workers from both groups.  Workers offered a variety of responses with regard to talking with youth about subsidized guardianship. One barrier to talking to youth was the worker’s own understanding of the program; some workers did not feel that they knew enough about the program to talk comfortably with eligible youth. As one worker said, “It’s hard to explain when I do not understand it myself.”  It was also indicated that there was a difference in the level of understanding/comprehension between older and younger children regarding subsidized guardianship and its intended purpose, and that the older the children were, the easier it was to talk to them about the subsidized guardianship option.  A common response was that the worker did not talk with you because of the youth’s particular needs and situations.  Some workers felt that many youth are not interested in moving forward with SG without their parents’ involvement.  Finally,  workers reiterated the importance of not speaking with the youth until an appropriate potential guardian has been located first and additional logistical considerations have been fully taken into account so as to avoid installing false hope within the child if it does not materialize.

Dealing with sibling groups around subsidized guardianship eligibility
 
Many of the social workers who had not been directly involved in arranging subsidized guardianship did not know how to deal with the issue of sibling groups because they had not encountered it.  Those who had some experience, including experience with sibling groups, were more inclined to view this as a challenge.  One worker commented that a potential guardian was willing to pursue subsidized guardianship, but taking care of three siblings with insufficient financial support was hard.  Another response was that some sibling groups have too great a span in ages or are simply too large and as a consequence would be quite challenging to arrange a subsidized guardianship with the same family.

Talking with foster parents about becoming subsidized guardians
Those workers who had direct experience with SG reported greater ease in talking with foster parents about becoming subsidized guardians.  The one worker in this group that found talking with foster parents challenging indicated that this had to do with the loss of benefits for the foster parent and child.  Talking with foster parents about subsidized guardianship was rated as a greater challenge by workers who did not have direct experience with subsidized guardianship.  Several workers stated that they have not encountered the need to talk with foster parents about participation in the subsidized guardianship program because they did not see the program as being in the best interest of the youth.  In addition, many of these social workers stated that one primary difficulty in talking with foster parents about becoming subsidized guardians is not being able to provide enough concrete and consistent information. Workers also stated that it was difficult to point out the positive components of the subsidized guardianship program to foster parents because the foster parents and child will lose many services and supports they may need in the future.

Loss of support services to foster parents/children

Most workers in both groups indicated loss of support systems as a challenge. Some of the workers focused on loss of support to foster parents as a very difficult issue.  One worker commented that “foster parents love their children but need the support. Continuing without it is a very scary proposition.”  Other workers focused on the child-- for example if the child is not planning to go to college, loss of support was not as much of a problem.  

Several frontline workers who had not had direct experience with subsidized guardianship were unable to answer this question because they had not yet encountered this situation.  Other workers who had no direct experience were unsure of which support services were lost with subsidized guardianship participation. According to a number of workers, the benefits of subsidized guardianship over foster care are not apparent due to the loss of support services when the case is closed with DHS.

Subsidized guardianship for older youth and their eligibility for PALS/Aftercare services
The issues around subsidized guardianship for older youth and the potential loss of services available to youth who age out of foster care was considered a major challenge of the program by most of the workers interviewed. Many frontline workers do not see the benefits to participation in subsidized guardianship for older youth because they lose too many services and saw this as being a “deal breaker.” The loss of benefits was connected to a sense of moral obligation to kids who have been in the system for a long time, and therefore deserve support as they enter adulthood.  As one worker said, “We have an obligation towards the children who were in the system for a long time to become stable young adults.”  A related point was that subsidized guardianship program does not meet the needs of older children:   “It does not address enough issues for older youth and independent living.” Other workers felt that they are receiving inconsistent information about the program and are therefore unsure what to make of the subsidized guardianship program and associated services.  Some workers believe that subsidized guardianship lacks the provision of financial security for families that is commonly provided to foster-care families.

Completing the paperwork for subsidized guardianship
Most of the workers from the group that had experience with subsidized guardianship did not believe paperwork to be a great challenge. One worker in this group did note this as challenging: “no one knew the paperwork, including the judge and the county attorney.”  There was also an identified issue regarding the need for better integration of the SG paperwork with the current Department’s data entry (FACS) system because the current process is currently not "user-friendly" and is often confusing.

Many of the workers who did not have direct experience with subsidized guardianship stated that they did not have an opinion because they had not yet completed this paperwork, or they felt that they lacked the necessary knowledge surrounding the paperwork and logistical requirements associated with applying for subsidized guardianship. Others stated that there is also the general anxiety associated with the implementation of any new state program and the confusion of attempting to complete the new paperwork.  

Court support for establishing subsidized guardianship
Three major themes emerged from the interviews regarding workers’ perceptions of the ease and process of locating and initiating court support for establishing subsidized guardianship.  Some workers felt that their local courts were very supportive of establishing subsidized guardianship.  Many workers who had no direct experience with subsidized guardianship indicated that they did not know if their local court system would support the program because they had not yet recommended this option to the court.  Other workers stated that their local court systems had significant confusion surrounding the specific jurisdiction of where the subsidized guardianship program fit [whether it be in juvenile court or district court].  Finally, a number of workers stated that some of the judges and attorneys in the various judicial districts that are split on their level of support for the subsidized guardianship program and consequently, these workers are having to learn what specific judges and attorneys are looking for and then tailor their approaches to win court support for the subsidized guardianship option.

Subsidized Guardianship as a Permanency Option

Reasons that Subsidized Guardianship is a good permanency option: Among workers who had completed a subsidized guardianship, the main reason that this was considered a good permanency option was the aspect of “having a home forever.” The second mentioned reason by workers from this group was the ability to maintain some contact with the biological family.
The main reason SG was considered a good permanency option by the group that did not complete any subsidized guardianships had to do with achieving physical and emotional stability for the child and a lifelong connection. Other benefits mentioned are the authority of the guardian over the child:  a guardian “would have ability to make decisions”; DHS leaving the child’s life (“DHS continual involvement can make child very nervous”). One worker mentioned the ability to maintain a relationship with biological parents as a benefit as well. 

Reasons not to use subsidized guardianship as a permanency option : The most common reason given by workers who completed subsidized guardianships regarding when  not to use this option had to do with the loss of benefits, services and support, for example “if the family is willing to give up the clothing allowance and eligibility for free/reduced childcare.”  Another aspect mentioned is behavior of the child might disrupt the subsidized guardianship and then the child is left with nothing:  “if the child’s behavior is not stable and the subsidized guardianship fails, this is not in the child’s best interest.” One worker commented that “permanency does not change behavior.” 

Among the group of workers who did not complete a subsidized guardianship, the most common reason mentioned for not using the option was also loss of benefits. Other reasons mentioned were the child’s condition such as mental health or behavioral issues.  For example, “a child with severe mental health, behavioral needs or is in an institution where it would be costly for the child and family to cover aftercare and educational services.” Another factor noted in this group was age “if child is 16 or older.”  Finally, placement characteristics (guardianship placement is not available or is premature), and the child’s wishes (“the child is not willing to have a guardianship”) might make subsidized guardianship undesirable as a permanency option.

Reasons why Iowa’s subsidized guardianship program is infrequently utilized: The group that completed at least one subsidized guardianship was asked why they believe the program is underutilized in Iowa. In their responses they mentioned again the loss of services as a substantial reason, that there is “no need to lose services over this,” the loss of services was “scary for foster parents.” They also mentioned the program as being too restrictive with regard to eligibility criteria (for example, age of the child).  Finally, the use of the randomized design was seen as a barrier to utilization “because we cannot select families to participate.”  One worker said that not being able to choose which cases to refer to subsidized guardianship was a problem, and that there were cases in the control group that would have been appropriate. Workers who did not complete a guardianship were not asked this question.


Other observations in order to better understand Iowa’s subsidized guardianship program: In the question regarding other observations there was little difference between the two groups regarding the topics raised and no new issues raised by the workers. The loss of benefits and supports – both monetary and emotional was a major issue in the interviews. Some of the concerns regarding the program had to do with the lack of information about it, the scarcity of e-mails and the lack of written easily available information to read. Another main issue was the lack of involvement and control over the process expressed by workers. 

Interviews with Supervisors and Administrators 

To obtain supervisors’ and administrators’ perspectives on implementation, we drew a random sample, stratified by service area.  Out of 16 selected for the sample, eleven individuals agreed to be interviewed for this study, a response rate of 69%. Two of these individuals had been in their position for up to three years, five were in their position between three and seven years, and four had been in their position for more than ten years.

Training for subsidized guardianship

Administrators and supervisors were asked about whether they participated in a variety of activities to learn about the subsidized guardianship program.  All individuals interviewed had read program materials about subsidized guardianship. All but one had participated in the ICN training at the program’s inception in January 2007, and all but one had participated in service area meetings during which subsidized guardianship had been a focus. Eighty-two percent reported having participated in CIDS calls when SG was discussed.

Individual instruction about SG from one’s own supervisor was reported by 72% of the administrators and supervisors, and about 64% received information about the program from their peers. Twenty-seven percent reported receiving advice from Central Office on specific cases. 

When asked about other sources of information, three individuals mentioned email updates, two noted the pamphlet on facts and myths about subsidized guardianship as a useful source of information, and one noted talking to other staff members about youth who might benefit from subsidized guardianship. 

The most valued training activity noted by administrators and supervisors was the initial face to face training, mentioned by 64% of respondents. Other individuals mentioned the CIDS calls with the service area and discussing eligibility with Central Office staff.  One respondent mentioned specifically that the rollout of the program was well planned. 

Activities seen by the interviewed Administrators and Supervisors that could be helpful to use for increasing the level of supervisory/administrative understanding and thus, contribute to their staff’s understanding of the Subsidized Guardianship Program are to provide augmentations to the current subsidized guardianship training program.  These augmentation suggestions include: (1) provide hands on training regarding how to incorporate the Department’s existing Data Entry System (FACS) with the subsidized guardianship Program; (2) provide case-study examples of the subsidized guardianship implementation process to front-line workers to help fill-in “practice-gaps” that come up; (3) provide a brochure that explicitly outlines the differences between adoption vs. guardianship; and (4) provide ongoing “bullet-point” handout reminders for frontline workers who are not routinely exposed to the subsidized guardianship program.

Experience with the subsidized guardianship program
Learning about group assignment
Addressing the question about how workers learned about who is in the experimental and control groups, 64% said the information was received through an email from Central Office, which was forwarded to the workers. A smaller percentage (27%) mentioned monthly emails with lists that remind workers and update them on eligibility. One individual mentioned the initial ICN and one supervisor mentioned telling their staff directly. 
Deciding whether to proceed with subsidized guardianship

In response to the question regarding how a decision to proceed with subsidized guardianship is made, a few common themes were raised: 1) if a determination was made that subsidized guardianship was in the best interest of the child; 2) meetings and discussion held between the worker and the supervisor; 3) issues that have to do with the foster parent, such as a conversation with them, whether they would agree, and what needs to occur for them to agree; 4) whether the child meets the eligibility criteria; and 5) one individual mentioned using the family team meeting as a way to decide. 
What factors are considered?

Supervisors and administrators identified a variety of factors that are  considered in deciding to pursue subsidized guardianship: (1) determine if the identified client is placed in the experimental or control group thus, qualified to participate; (2) determine if the client and/or caretaking family need additional services not offered by the subsidized guardianship program in order to be successful and maintain safety; (3) determine the level of support from the court, the family-team, and the transition specialist for the plan of subsidized guardianship as a possibility to meet the needs of the client; (4) determine the future plans of the child to continue their education past high school and if they need the educational and support services offered as part of foster family care; (5) determine if the client (older clients) has a desire to proceed with the plan of subsidized guardianship; (6) determine the current placement’s level of stability, current level of emotional commitment, and the placement’s/client’s ability to bond with one another; and (7) the likelihood that that the child can/will reunify with their biological family.
Discussion with worker
Most of the respondents (73%) said they discuss each case with their workers. One said they do not. Another said that it was the expected process, that it had happened thus far and hoped it will actually happen further, and one said it depends on the case, since some cases do not require much discussion—they are clearly not appropriate candidates.

How potential guardians are informed about subsidized guardianship
According to all but one respondent, the most common way potential guardians are informed about subsidized guardianship is through a conversation with the caseworker. The second most common method is providing the potential guardian with a pamphlet about subsidized guardianship. One respondent mentioned using the transition planning specialist and another said parents are informed during a family team meeting. 

Use of family team meetings

According to the respondents, family team meetings are not generally convened when deciding about subsidized guardianship. Twenty-seven percent of the respondents indicated that their workers convene a family team meeting when subsidized guardianship is being considered; the same percentages said their workers don’t.  Two individuals mentioned that when children over the age of 15 or 16 are involved, they may be invited to a family team meeting to discuss subsidized guardianship.

Challenges in implementing the subsidized guardianship program

Administrators and supervisors were asked to rate their perceptions of how challenging they found ten facets of the subsidized guardianship program and were provided an opportunity to comment on each. The facets were rated as either (1) not a challenge; (2) somewhat challenging; or (3) very challenging. 

Workers’ understanding of the SG waiver program
Workers’ understanding of the subsidized guardianship program was perceived not to be a challenge by about one-third of the respondents; slightly more believed that this was somewhat of a challenge, but few found workers’ understanding to be very challenging. The main reason given for it being a challenge had to do with how new is the program and the lack of information among workers. Other challenges had to do with workers’ not knowing the differences between subsidized guardianship and adoption and not understanding the value of guardianship from the perspective of permanency for the child and family. 

Random assignment/not being able to offer subsidized guardianship to control group families
Most of the respondents (73%) indicated that the random assignment process was very much of a challenge. About half mentioned there were many suitable youth in the control group who were not able to be considered because of the waiver requirement of random assignment.  Respondents noted staff frustration over the random assignment process because caseworkers could not offer the program to those for whom they felt it would be useful.

Identifying potential guardians for youth in the experimental group
Most respondents (73%) found identifying potential guardians to be somewhat of a problem. Among the comments offered in response to this question were difficulties in finding guardians for children who were in placements other than foster homes or children with challenging behaviors.  One respondent noted that “not all kids have someone who is willing to be a subsidized guardian;” and another “wished the foster parent’s commitment would be deeper,” noting the different commitment expectations by DHS and foster parents. One respondent noted the new fostering connections legislation which will hopefully improve the process of identifying potential guardians.

Talking with youth in the experimental group about the subsidized guardianship program
Talking with youth about the possibility of subsidized guardianship was considered somewhat of a challenge by half of the respondents, because workers found it hard to translate the program to them.  As one individual commented “it’s like dangling a carrot—the kid might want it but families do not.”  A number of respondents indicated that their workers would not talk to the youth about this if there was no interest from a potential guardian, that they would talk to the foster parent first.  In many cases when youth were in group care or did not have a clearly identified potential guardian, this option was not discussed with the youth. 

Dealing with sibling groups around subsidized guardianship eligibility
Perceptions of the challenges of dealing with sibling groups around subsidized guardianship eligibility were almost equally divided between those who felt this was not a problem, somewhat challenging, and very challenging. Most respondents said that they had not encountered such a situation. A few said they would anticipate it being a challenge because it might be hard to find appropriate guardians for sibling groups. One respondent did not receive information that siblings of a child in the experimental group were also eligible.  
Age requirements 

Most respondents (64%) did not find the age requirements to be a challenge for the workers. Four individuals commented that they hoped the age limit would be lowered from the current guidelines, since it is easier to place younger children.
Talking with foster parents about becoming subsidized guardians
Respondents were equally divided in feeling that their workers found talking to foster parents about subsidized guardianship not challenging or somewhat challenging. When this was perceived as somewhat challenging, comments had to do with workers not understanding the program, not seeing a lot of benefits to it, not having enough answers to the foster parents’ questions, and not being sure that foster parents have the information they need to make an informed decision.


Loss of support services to foster parents/children

The majority of respondents (73%) believed that workers found loss of support services to foster parents to be a very challenging concern. The comments offered in response to this question included loss of various benefits, including college funding, clothing allowances, aftercare services, and other services.
Subsidized guardianship for older youth and their eligibility for PALS/Aftercare services
Many respondents (64%) noted that workers’ not pursuing subsidized guardianship with older children in order to keep their eligibility for PALS/Aftercare services was a very challenging concern with the subsidized guardianship program.  One respondent noted that foster parents tend to decline subsidized guardianship for these same reasons, that the loss of aftercare services was a disincentive to establishing subsidized guardianship.

Completing the paperwork for subsidized guardianship
None of these respondents had completed the paper work or knew what specifically was involved. One respondent had heard that the paperwork was cumbersome.

Court support for establishing subsidized guardianship
In general court support was not indicated as a program challenge. However, some individual comments indicate variation across jurisdictions.  For example, “one judge in one county does not want to close cases, and prefers to see the kids through aging out.”  One respondent said that if the team makes the decision, the court will support it.  Another respondent noted a case in which the judge and guardian wanted a subsidized guardianship, but the youth was in the control group.

Other challenges in implementing subsidized guardianship  

One respondent said that the requirement that the child has been living in a licensed foster home for a specified time period was a challenge, because more than one-third of placements are with relatives who are not licensed foster care providers.  Other challenges noted by respondents included the age requirement, the random assignment process; foster parents not wanting to commit to the program; and time constraints. 
Subsidized Guardianship as a Permanency Option
Reasons that Subsidized Guardianship is a good permanency option:  On the question about what makes SG a good permanency option, the most frequent responses concerned the ability to achieve permanency for children—including providing a sense of security and belonging, not having to suffer further losses, the ability to maintain a relationship with the birth family, the child can say “this is my home, I have a family.”   Other responses concerned the end of systems involvement, including court involvement, closing the case and getting DHS out of their lives, and reducing caseloads.  One respondent noted that subsidized guardianship as a good option for youth who are not going to college.
Reasons not to use subsidized guardianship as a permanency option: When asked about reasons not to use subsidized guardianship, the most frequently noted concerns were related to specific child characteristics or behaviors (such as safety concerns, mental health issues, the child behavior’s too challenging, criminal behavior, child’s age).  Nearly 50% suggested that losing benefits would be a reason not to use subsidized guardianship.  Also nearly 50% of respondents raised the issue of commitment, either on behalf of the foster parents or on behalf of the system reluctant to lose control over the case. Two respondents mentioned that adoptive placement, when possible, is a better option, one respondent said they
 would not consider it when working towards family reunification, and one respondent was concerned with how subsidized guardianship can deal with siblings. 
Other observations in order to better understand Iowa’s subsidized guardianship program:  When asked about changes in staff reaction to the subsidized guardianship program over time, respondents were equally divided in noting that staff were becoming more accepting of the program as they get used to it, ongoing frustration by staff due to the random assignment to experiment and control groups, and more neutral responses including “status quo” and “no change.” One respondent said that the program is not very popular among staff. 

When asked to provide the interviewer with any other observations in order to better understand how subsidized guardianship was working in Iowa, many of the themes that emerged from previous questions were reiterated.  These included frustration with the experiment and control group situation, difficulties in helping foster parents to understand the program, and the difficulties with loss of benefits for older children for whom subsidized guardianships are established. 

Court perspectives on implementation


Interviews with caseworkers, administrators and supervisors indicated variation in court support for subsidized guardianship. To collect court perspectives on the program at the second year of implementation, a brief web-based survey was distributed to juvenile court judges and county attorneys.  The survey was designed using conditional logic, with questions added depending on the level of experience that individuals had with the program.


The low response rate overall in itself may be indicative of lack of familiarity with the subsidized guardianship program. Out of 11 juvenile court judges and 99 county attorneys, 14 individuals responded to the survey.  Thirteen identified themselves as county attorneys, and one identified him/herself as “other.”  Thus the survey most closely represents the opinions of county attorneys, who make up 93% of the sample. However even the representativeness of this sample is questionable, since the response rate among county attorneys is only 13%.  Nevertheless, the perspectives of these individuals are still useful in understanding how Iowa’s child welfare system has responded to subsidized guardianship.

 The first question, “Have you heard of Iowa’s subsidized guardianship program?” generated responses of “yes” by eight respondents (57% of the sample) and “no” by the remaining six. The six respondents who had not heard of the program were not asked any further questions. 


When asked how they had learned about the subsidized guardianship program, the modal response (n=4) was by working on a case in which subsidized guardianship was being considered.  The second most frequent response (n=3) was from talking with peers.  Two respondents indicated that they had read materials about subsidized guardianship, and one each reported having participated in a local meeting at which the program was discussed, and having filed guardianships under the program.  


In response to the question “Have you been involved in a case in which subsidized guardianship was considered,” six individuals indicated “yes” and two said “no.”  A subsidized guardianship was established according to four respondents; one indicated that the guardianship was not established.  


With regard to the four instances in which subsidized guardianship was established, two reported that permanency was achieved for the children and two indicated that permanency was not achieved.  Comments from the latter two respondents were: 1) the case was still pending; and 2) although guardianship is a permanency option, it isn’t a permanent solution for most children.


In response to the question “What are your thought about subsidized guardianship as a permanency option for children/youth?” the following comments were offered.  These comments indicate the range of perspectives about subsidized guardianship as a permanency option:


“Good program.  Takes burden off of juvenile court.”


“In limited situations, this would be appropriate.”

“Subsidized guardianship could be used inappropriately as an alternative to a termination of parental rights preventing children from getting a fresh start out of a dysfunctional family - dysfunction often not limited merely to the parents whose rights are being restricted or terminated. The subsidy would likely be given to a family member who would also likely maintain contact with parents who would continue to subject the children to some level of emotional harm.”

“I believe it is a good plan when there is a decent prospect of the parent becoming available for placement in the future. When the parents have demonstrated that they will not be able to do so at any time, I believe that a Termination of Parental Rights and subsequent adoption is more appropriate.”

“It is not permanent.”

“In some cases, it can be a necessary and perhaps the only option available for a child, especially an older child with serious disorders including those resulting from sexual abuse.”

The survey question asked about suggestions for improving Iowa’s subsidized guardianship program. There were two responses to this question. One individual suggested that better and quicker recognition of when subsidized guardianship is the best or only option available would be helpful.  The second individual expressed concerns about having the county attorney represent the state in these proceedings and advocated for an independent party to assure the best interests of the child.

Cost Analysis of Subsidized Guardianship
While Testa (2008) reported that two studies showed days in foster care were reduced by 208 and 269 days, respectively; little evidence exists regarding the cost-effectiveness of subsidized guardianship. This section presents the cost associated with services for individuals after assignment to experimental and control groups and compares those costs between the two groups. 

The cost for individuals was calculated based on eighty-eight cost items broken down by the following specific cost of services: 

1. Family Centered Dollars from TANF funding
2. Family Centered Dollars from IV-E funding
3. Family Centered Dollars from IV-B funding
4. Family Centered Dollars from SS Block Grant
5. Family Centered Dollars from SSI
6. Family Centered Dollars from state funding exclusively
7. Family Centered Dollars from Title XIX
8. Family Centered Dollars from misc. resources
9. Foster Care Services Dollars from TANF funding
10. Foster Care Services Dollars from IV-E funding
11. Foster Care Services Dollars IV-B funding
12. Foster Care Services Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
13. Foster Care Services Dollars from SSI funding
14. Foster Care Services Dollars from state funding exclusively
15. Foster Care Services Dollars from Title XIX funding
16. Foster Care Services Dollars from misc resources
17. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars from TANF funding
18. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars from IV-E funding
19. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars IV-B funding
20. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
21. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars from SSI funding
22. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars from state funding exclusively
23. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars from Title XIX funding
24. Foster Care Maintenance Dollars from misc resources
25. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars from TANF funding
26. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars from IV-E funding
27. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars IV-B funding
28. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
29. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars from SSI funding
30. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars from state funding exclusively
31. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars from Title XIX funding
32. Foster Care Group Care Services Dollars from misc resources
33. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars from TANF funding
34. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars from IV-E funding
35. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars IV-B funding
36. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
37. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars from SSI funding
38. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars from state funding exclusively
39. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars from Title XIX funding
40. Foster Care Group Care Maintenance Dollars from misc resources
41. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars from TANF funding
42. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars from IV-E funding
43. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars IV-B funding
44. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
45. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars from SSI funding
46. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars from state funding exclusively
47. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars from Title XIX funding
48. Foster Care Independent Living Services Dollars from misc resources
49. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars from TANF funding
50. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars from IV-E funding
51. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars IV-B funding
52. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
53. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars from SSI funding
54. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars from state funding exclusively
55. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars from Title XIX funding
56. Foster Care Independent Living Maintenance Dollars from misc resources
57. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars from TANF funding
58. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars from IV-E funding
59. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars IV-B funding
60. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
61. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars from SSI funding
62. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars from state funding exclusively
63. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars from Title XIX funding
64. Foster Care Shelter Services Dollars from misc resources
65. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars from TANF funding
66. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars from IV-E funding
67. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars IV-B funding
68. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
69. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars from SSI funding
70. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars from state funding exclusively
71. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars from Title XIX funding
72. Foster Care Shelter Maintenance Dollars from misc resources
73. Subsidized Guardianship Group Dollars from TANF funding
74. Subsidized Guardianship Group  Dollars from IV-E funding
75. Subsidized Guardianship Group Dollars IV-B funding
76. Subsidized Guardianship Group Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
77. Subsidized Guardianship Group Dollars from SSI funding
78. Subsidized Guardianship Group Dollars from state funding exclusively
79. Subsidized Guardianship Group Dollars from Title XIX funding
80. Subsidized Guardianship Group Dollars from misc resources
81. Subsidized Adoption Group Dollars from TANF funding
82. Subsidized Adoption Group  Dollars from IV-E funding
83. Subsidized Adoption Group Dollars IV-B funding
84. Subsidized Adoption Group Dollars from SS Block Grant funding
85. Subsidized Adoption Group Dollars from SSI funding
86. Subsidized Adoption Group Dollars from state funding exclusively
87. Subsidized Adoption Group Dollars from Title XIX funding
88. Subsidized Adoption Group Dollars from misc resources
From the eighty-eight cost items, seven general cost categories were aggregated for the purposes of the present analysis:

· family centered services (FamCtrd), 
· foster care services and maintenance (FCSvcMaint), 
· foster care group care (FCGroup), 
· foster care independent living (InLiv), 
· foster care shelter (Shelter), 
· subsidized guardianship (SubGard), and 
· subsidized adoption (Adoption)
Table 37 below presents the mean, standard deviation and N for the seven cost categories of services for the control and experimental groups.  Overall, the total cost of services for the experimental group mean was $353.05 less than the control group. In this analysis, the delta symbol (∆) is used to represent the absolute difference in cost between the experimental and control group.  The mean cost for the experimental group was lower for family centered services (∆ = $119.59), foster care services and maintenance (∆ = $399.50), foster care group care (∆ = $45.66), independent living (∆ = $8.80) and adoption (∆ = $72.16). The mean cost for the control group was lower for shelter care (∆ = $178.99), and as expected of course, for subsidized guardianship (∆ = $113.68). 

Table 37.  Mean Costs for Categories of Services  

	Type of Placement
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N

	FamCtrd
	1196.42
	2122.042
	1381
	1316.01
	2107.576
	606
	1232.90
	2117.826
	1987

	FCSvcMaint
	6397.86
	7806.345
	1381
	6797.36
	8013.593
	606
	6519.70
	7870.258
	1987

	FCGroup
	10208.62
	21306.401
	1381
	10254.28
	21594.415
	606
	10222.54
	21389.218
	1987

	IndLiv
	848.58
	3347.172
	1381
	857.38
	3351.592
	606
	851.26
	3347.679
	1987

	Shelter
	1153.66
	3185.038
	1381
	974.67
	263.954
	606
	1099.07
	3028.611
	1987

	SubGuard
	113.68
	991.623
	1381
	.00
	.000
	606
	79.01
	828.258
	1987

	Adoption
	281.09
	1626.843
	1381
	353.25
	1908.224
	606
	303.10
	1717.384
	1987

	TOTAL
	20199.9
	21390.001
	1381
	20552.95
	21750.525
	606
	20307.58
	21495.725
	1987

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The analysis also revealed that among those in the control group 39 were over 18 and in the experimental group there were 98 over age 18. Table 38 provides a comparison of cost data between the experimental and control group for those 18 and under and those over 18. 
Table 38.  Mean Costs of Experimental and Control Group, Under and Over Age 18
	Type of Placement
	Age 
Group
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	
	
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Family Centered
	under18
	1280.75
	2173.868
	1283
	1406.53
	2149.511
	567
	1232.90
	2117.826
	1987

	
	above18
	92.51
	530.791
	98
	.00
	.000
	39
	
	
	

	FCSvcMaint

	under18
	6679.39
	7983.051
	1283
	7107.60
	8125.928
	567
	6519.70
	7870.258
	1987

	
	above18
	2712.08
	3149.404
	98
	2286.95
	4072.771
	39
	
	
	

	FCGroup
	under18
	10912.34
	21924.015
	1283
	10874.48
	22163.876
	567
	10222.54
	21389.218
	1987

	
	above18
	995.53
	3668.778
	98
	1237.64
	4272.634
	39
	
	
	

	IndLiv
	under18
	762.57
	3114.605
	1283
	827.44
	3412.845
	567
	851.26
	3347.679
	1987

	
	above18
	1974.59
	5459.114
	98
	1292.70
	2269.239
	39
	
	
	

	Shelter
	under18
	1240.05
	3287.991
	1283
	1041.71
	2712.390
	567
	1099.07
	3028.611
	1987

	
	above18
	22.62
	223.914
	98
	.00
	.000
	39
	
	
	

	Subguard

	under18
	122.36
	1028.310
	1283
	.00
	.000
	567
	79.01
	828.258
	1987

	
	above18
	.00
	.000
	98
	.00
	.000
	39
	
	
	

	Adoption
	under18
	292.37
	1671.443
	1283
	377.06
	1970.600
	567
	303.10
	1717.384
	1987

	
	above18
	133.44
	840.247
	98
	7.05
	44.030
	39
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 39, below, summarizes the cost comparison for the general cost categories and the total cost for those in the two age categories (i.e., those over 18 and those under 18 at the time of assignment to the experimental or control condition). The results reported are difference scores where negative numbers indicate lower cost for the experimental condition compared to the control group. Positive numbers indicate higher cost for the experimental group compared to the control group.
Table 39.  Differences in Costs of Services   
	Type of Placement
	Under 18
	Above 18

	FamCtrd
	-$125.78
	$92.51

	FCSvcMaint
	-$428.21
	$425.13

	FCGroup
	$37.86
	-$242.11

	IndLiv
	-$64.87
	$681.89

	Shelter
	$198.34
	$22.62

	SubGuard
	$122.36
	$0

	Adoption
	-$84.69
	$126.39

	TOTAL
	-$344.99
	$1,106.44

	
	
	


The results indicate that the total cost of services for the experimental group mean was $344.99 less than the control group for those under 18; however, for those 18 and over at the time of assignment the total cost of services was $1106.44 more for the experimental group than for the control group. The mean cost for the experimental group for those over 18 was 425.13 more for foster care services and maintenance compared  $428.21 less for the experimental group among those under age 18 at the time of assignment to a condition. 

Subsidized guardianship is generally not appropriate for those over 18. Therefore, Table 40, below presents the mean, standard deviation and N for the seven cost categories of services of the control and experimental groups with analysis restricted to those who were under at time of assignment. There are 137 individuals over 18 at the time of assignment, restricting the analysis to those under 18 results in N = 1850. For those under 18 the total cost of services for the experimental group mean was $344.99 less than the control group. The mean cost for the experimental group was also lower for family centered services (∆ = $125.78), foster care services and maintenance (∆ = $428.21), independent living (∆ = $64.87) and adoption (∆ = $84.69). The mean cost for the control group was lower for foster care group care (∆ = $37.86), shelter care (∆ = $198.34), and subsidized guardianship (∆ = $122.36). 
Table 40.  Mean Costs of Services for Youth Under Age 18  

	Age <18
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N

	FamCtrd
	1280.75
	2173.868
	1283
	1405.53
	2149.511
	567
	1319.30
	2166.628
	1850

	FCSvcMaint
	6679.39
	7983.051
	1283
	7107.60
	8125.928
	567
	6810.63
	8027.339
	1850

	FCGroup
	10912.34
	21924.015
	1283
	10874.48
	22163.876
	567
	10900.74
	21991.814
	1850

	IndLiv
	762.57
	3114.605
	1283
	827.44
	3412.845
	567
	782.45
	3280.167
	1850

	Shelter
	1240.05
	3287.991
	1283
	1041.71
	2712.390
	567
	1179.27
	3123.484
	1850

	SubGuard
	122.36
	1028.310
	1283
	.00
	.000
	567
	84.86
	858.105
	1850

	Adoption
	292.37
	1671.443
	1283
	377.06
	1970.600
	567
	318.33
	1768.405
	1850

	TOTAL
	21289.83
	21741.908
	1283
	21634.82
	22040.517
	567
	21395.56
	21828.473
	1850

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Cost of Subsidized Guardianship
Table 41 presents the cost data by category and total restricted to those for whom a subsidized guardianship took place.  While most of the cost is attributable to the cost of subsidized guardianship and foster care service maintenance, the total cost for this group was less than the average (mean) total cost for either the experimental or control group.  The mean cost for those in subsidized guardianship was $15,411.20 compared to $21,750.53 for the control group and $21,390.00 for the experimental group. The median cost for those in subsidized guardianship was $14,902.88 compared to $15,603.09 for the control group and $15,823.28 for the experimental group.
Table 41.  Costs Associated with Subsidized Guardianship  
	Type of Placement
	
	
	

	
	Mean
	SD
	N

	FamCtrd
	333.43
	559.078
	20

	FCSvcMaint
	6492.65
	3578.733
	20

	FCGroup
	.00
	.000
	20

	IndLiv
	.00
	.000
	20

	Shelter
	13.72
	61.347
	20

	SubGuard
	7849.40
	2739.186
	20

	Adoption
	722.01
	2222.542
	20

	TOTAL
	15411.20
	3997.951
	20

	
	
	
	


Median Cost
Finally, cost data are generally not normally distributed and this is true of the data examined in this study.  With wide ranges and non-normal distributions, the calculation of median measures of central tendency rather than mean costs provide a more robust statistic.  Using the data for those under 18 used to produce Table 40, above, Table 42 below shows that the median cost for six of the seven cost categories was 0. For FCSvcMaint the median cost was $3640.14 for the experimental group and $4426.37 for the control group. Overall, the median cost for FCSvcMaint was $3740.89 and the experimental group median was $786.23 less than the median cost of the control group. The median total cost for the control group was $15,603.09 and for the experimental group the median total cost was $15,823.28. Using median cost calculations, the experimental group total cost was $220.19 less than the control group.  
Table 42.  Median Costs for Categories of Services  
	Type of Placement
	Experimental
	Control
	Total

	
	Median
	Valid N
	Median
	Valid N
	Median
	Valid N

	FamCtrd
	.00
	1283
	.00
	567
	.00
	1850

	FCSvcMaint
	3640.14
	1283
	4426.37
	567
	3740.89
	1850

	FCGroup
	.00
	1283
	.00
	567
	.00
	1850

	IndLiv
	.00
	1283
	.00
	567
	.00
	1850

	Shelter
	.00
	1283
	.00
	567
	.00
	1850

	SubGuard
	.00
	1283
	.00
	567
	.00
	1850

	Adoption
	.00
	1283
	.00
	567
	.00
	1850

	TOTAL
	15823.28
	1283
	15603.09
	567
	15759.98
	1850

	
	
	
	


Discussion


Based on the data available after two years of implementation of the Title IV-E Waiver for Subsidized Guardianship, we can draw several conclusions regarding program implementation and outcomes achieved.  These conclusions are based on an integration of findings from the various data sources used in this study.


Random assignment

Random assignment to the two conditions was accomplished as planned, and by most measures we found the two groups to be comparable.  Gender, age at the time of random assignment, extent of child maltreatment history, type of maltreatment allegations and substantiations, number of placement episodes, time in out of home care, permanency goals, and placement settings, were all comparable between the experimental and control groups.


White/non-Hispanics were slightly over-represented in the experimental group relative to other racial/ethnic groups, and the experimental group had a slight lower number of removals from home compared to the control group. Some of the state’s service areas had a higher proportion of experimental cases than others.  


The only aspect of random assignment that was problematic was that at the first randomization, children who had 18 were included; however this problem was subsequently corrected. We do have confidence that the experimental and control groups are comparable and that no biases entered into the randomization process.
Program implementation


Full implementation of the subsidized guardianship program most likely proceeded too quickly.  While most staff at each level (caseworkers, supervisors and administrators) participated in at least some of the training activities related to implementation of subsidized guardianship, there is ample evidence from a variety of sources that there are gaps in understanding about the program, eligibility requirements, specific services  that are maintained or lost with establishment of a subsidized guardianship, or even the value of subsidized guardianship over other options, including a stable foster care placement.  Some of these gaps have made it difficult for caseworkers to seriously consider subsidized guardianship as a permanency option or to explain it to youth, foster parents or a child’s relatives.


Some of the training supports put in place were valued by staff, such as the initial ICN training, the availability of assistance from Central Office on specific cases, and the brochures that were developed about the program.  However, subsidized guardianship does not seem have achieved the necessary “buy-in” to be successful on a large scale.  Some suggestions that emerged in staff interviews—such as the need for ongoing training about the program—might have helped to broaden the understanding and acceptance of this program more widely.  One of the difficulties, noted early in this report, was how geographically dispersed the experimental cases were in Iowa’s child welfare system.  Many of Iowa’s 99 counties are small, rural areas, with relatively small numbers of cases in the experimental group. Over two years, and without direct experience in establishing a subsidized guardianship, it is easy to understand how some staff lost whatever familiarity they had with it through the initial training.


There also appear to be some stakeholders who could have benefitted from training in the subsidized guardianship program. For example, a small but not insignificant number of youth in the experimental group had a juvenile court service worker as their case manager, yet juvenile court workers were not trained in the subsidized guardianship program.  The low survey response rate from juvenile court judges and county attorneys suggests that court personnel might also have benefitted from more training in subsidized guardianship as a permanency option.  This idea finds some support from interviews with DHS workers, supervisors and administrators, who suggested that there is variation in the courts’ acceptance of subsidized guardianship. 


Also noted early in this report, nearly half of all of the cases in this study were randomly assigned during the first month of implementation. What appears to have happened in most cases is that workers reviewed the list of experimental cases with their supervisors at the time they received it, made a determination of the appropriateness of subsidized guardianship, and did not necessarily reconsider the option with the same cases again. With hindsight, this might have been too heavy a burden at the time that the program was just beginning.     


Target Population

With 20 subsidized guardianships established, of which two had disrupted, we consider whether the target population identified for this program posed particular challenges. The eligibility criteria for Iowa’s subsidized guardianship program were based on three variables: 1) age: an eligible child had to be at least 12 years old or a sibling of a child who was at least 12 years old; 2) permanency goal: an eligible child had a documented permanency goal of guardianship or another planned permanent living arrangement, and the Department of Human Services had determined that reunification or adoption were not in the child’s best interest; and 3) placement status: an eligible child had lived in a licensed foster care home for at least six of the past 12 months.
From the analysis of case data, we learned that the modal age for children in the study was 17, and from interviews with caseworkers we learned that a number of issues were considered when assessing the feasibility of subsidized guardianship with older youth.  One large concern was that older youth would stand to lose a variety of benefits if they were to establish subsidized guardianships.  This was a particular concern for caseworkers with regard to youth who planned to attend college.  In response to the documented lower educational attainment among youth who age out of foster care (i.e., Collins, 2001; Courtney & Dworsky, 2006), there has been an increase in resources available to this population. Thus, many caseworkers feel that older foster youth who are college-bound are better off aging out of care in order to take full advantage of these financial resources.  Concerns about youths’ age and loss of benefits affected decisions regarding youth from the age of 16 on.

Another issue related to the age of the child had to do with the perceived length of time it would take to establish a guardianship.  If a youth was randomly assigned to the subsidized guardianship program after age 17, by the time the discussions with guardian and youth, guardianship application, and court hearing were completed, the youth would have already aged out.  

With regard to permanency status, at the time of random assignment all children in the experimental and control groups had one of three permanency goals (another planned permanent living arrangement, transfer custody/guardianship to a relative, or transfer custody/guardianship to a suitable person), but by the end of data collection the range of permanency options had expanded to include adoption and reunification—two options that were supposed to have been ruled out.  These data show that permanency goals are more fluid in response to changes in the child’s situation, the family situation, and in child welfare practice.    

Placement status also seems to be an important variable that has affected the use of subsidized guardianship. When we examined the child’s placement setting at the time of random assignment to the waiver, 55% of the experimental group were living in foster family homes, while 38% were living in some type of group care or institutional setting.  For those in the latter group, interviews with caseworkers regarding their decision-making almost without exception noted that that the child’s placement and/or behaviors related to that placement precluded consideration of subsidized guardianship.  However since they must have lived in a licensed foster home placement for at least six of the last twelve months, this population of youth did meet the eligibility criteria for random assignment.


For those children living in foster family settings, a different set of issues were raised regarding the viability of subsidized guardianship.  Sometimes the placement was described as too new to consider this option; sometimes caseworkers felt that foster parents needed the extra financial supports that would be lost with subsidized guardianship (such as day care, clothing allowance, funds for camps, sports, etc.) or the support available from a DHS caseworker; sometimes caseworkers felt that foster parents did not want to make a permanent commitment to any particular child; and sometimes caseworkers did not see any added value to subsidized guardianship over an otherwise safe, stable, and successful foster care placement.  


Also included in the target population were youth who were under case management of a juvenile court officer rather than a DHS caseworker. Since the juvenile court workers were not involved in training for subsidized guardianship and because by and large they function as “probation officers” rather than social workers, they probably should have been excluded from the random assignment process.  It would have been unlikely for these staff to initiate a subsidized guardianship.  Because these youth met all of the other eligibility criteria, however, they were randomized and included in this study.


It is possible that the target population for Iowa’s subsidized guardianship program was defined too broadly, bringing in large numbers of children and youth for whom it was unlikely that caseworkers would be able to establish subsidized guardianship. This could be the issue underlying concerns about the random assignment protocol. We heard clearly that the random assignment was perceived as problematic for workers—that they believed there were youth in the control group that would have been good candidates for subsidized guardianships and that they would have preferred being able to select the most appropriate cases. It is possible that caseworkers were overwhelmed with cases that were not only complex but also selected by someone other than themselves for this fledgling program. With DHS’s decision to end the Title IV-E waiver and open subsidized guardianship up as a permanency option to all who meet the eligibility criteria, there will an opportunity to observe whether the program is used more frequently once caseworkers have more autonomy to pursue this permanency option.


Guardianship Cases


 While few in number, the subsidized guardianships that were established under the waiver program were successful in achieving permanency. This is evidenced by the fact that 90% of the subsidized guardianships were intact at the time of data extraction. Furthermore, none of the children in subsidized guardianships had a subsequent child maltreatment intake after the date of random assignment. 
Children for whom guardianships were established were younger than the average for the population as a whole, but this was due to the presence of sibling group—younger siblings reduced the average age.  Guardianship cases also were distinctive in that all had some child neglect allegation in their history, while proportionately fewer involved physical or sexual abuse. These cases had proportionately more child maltreatment intakes, but fewer removals and placement changes relative to the larger population studied.

Permanency 

This study has yielded some other important information about permanency outcomes for the larger population. For both the experimental and control groups, we noted a significant decrease in the use of APPLA as a permanency goal. Using the last known status for all children in the experimental and control groups to determine whether they had attained any of the following permanency statuses: return home, transfer of custody to the other parent, adoption, or guardianship, we found that about 16% of children in both groups had attained one of these permanency statuses. This is a fairly low rate of permanency achievement, as far as can be ascertained by the date of data extraction.  

We also found it useful to examine outcomes separately for children under and over age 18. For children under age 18, licensed foster family care was the most common last placement setting, found in about 42% of the cases in both groups. Comprehensive group foster homes were the next most frequent setting for those under 18 (11% and 14% of experimental and control groups), followed by return home (ten and nine percent of experimental and control groups). For children over 18, the most striking observation was the large percentage who exited their last placement by aging out of care--nearly 65% of children in the experimental group and 61% of the control group.  The second most common exit reason for children over 18 was returning home, found for 12% and 11% of the experimental and control groups.  Even though reunification was not a permanency goal for any of the youth at the time of random assignment, this became the goal for a sizable number of youth, and attention to the needs of older youth as they reunite with family is an issue of growing importance. The current effort underway to strengthen family interaction during placement is one promising strategy for supporting successful reunification.
There were some other bright spots in the data. When we compared guardianships that were established before and after the waiver program, we found an overall improvement in the stability of guardianships (with or without the subsidy) for both groups, with the important caveat that the pre-waiver figures are based on a longer window of time.  

We also noted that even though none of the children in this study had a permanency goal of adoption at the time of random assignment, 48 children were placed in adoptive homes after the date of random assignment. In the experimental group, 96% of these adoptive placements were intact and in the control group, 85% were still intact at the time of data extraction. 
Recommendations
Iowa DHS has already made the decision to end the waiver program and make subsidized guardianship available as a permanency option to youth who meet the eligibility criteria. Given the small number of subsidized guardianships that were established under the waiver and the level of effort needed to maintain the random assignment process, we concur with this decision. We offer the following recommendations in order to increase the use of subsidized guardianship as a permanency option.

Practice:   The data suggest that caseworkers could benefit from additional training and skill development, not only in the mechanics of establishing subsidized guardianship but in identifying potential guardians—significant family/kin/others with whom the child has had a meaningful attachment, and in understanding how child behavior may be affected by the absence of permanency. Placements in group and residential settings need not preclude the possibility that permanency through a subsidized guardianship can be established, but smaller caseloads, additional practice techniques, and skillful supervision may be needed to support caseworkers in identifying potential guardians when the child is not currently living with a potential guardianship family.

Subsidized guardianship is one of several options available to establish permanency for children, and each child and family situation should be carefully evaluated to determine the best option.  In this study we have seen successful outcomes achieved through guardianship, reunification, and adoption. We have also seen how many children are leaving care without having established permanency. With time and experience, and as its status changes from that of a waiver program to one of the available options, we expect subsidized guardianship to come to be more accepted as a permanency option.   

Policy:   Several policy issues are raised by the findings in this study. First, it is clear that caseworkers are weighing the decision about subsidized guardianship against the financial costs inherent in the loss of services and supports to children and foster parents.  Subsidized guardianship, in comparison with the benefits available through foster care and those available to youth who age out of care, is the weaker option.  The “value” of permanency is not, for the most part, perceived as greater than the value of aftercare/PALS, clothing allowances, daycare subsidies, etc.  If the benefits of subsidized guardianship could be made more comparable to the benefits of foster care and aging out, it appears that caseworkers would consider this option more seriously.    
Because subsidized guardianship is expected to be cost-neutral, it will only be available as an option if the child is in a paid placement.  In this study it was not possible to determine how many family foster care placements were relative placements. However, it is likely that subsidized guardianship will be more appealing to foster parents who are relatives/kin of the child and who see themselves as permanently connected to the child. Therefore to increase the use of subsidized guardianship, it may be necessary to increase the use of relatives/kin as paid foster care providers.   

With such a small number of cases that went to subsidized guardianship, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions about the costs associated with the program. In this study, cases that participated in subsidized guardianship cost less, on average, than the larger population of experimental or control cases. Though while not conclusive, the results pertaining to cost are encouraging.  

Evaluation:  Since the decision was made to terminate the Title IV-E Waiver before a sufficient number of guardianships had been established for purposes of sampling, this report does not include the perspectives of the clients who received subsidized guardianships.  It will be important to obtain client perspectives as the subsidized guardianship option is made more broadly available to children and families. It will also be important to evaluate the stability of those guardianships that have been established thus far; as noted previously, 90%of the subsidized guardianships are still intact, but the window of observation is less than two years.  

In sum, although the number of subsidized guardianships established thus far has been small, the waiver program has permitted a test this permanency option and the results are promising in terms of outcomes and associated costs. Moreover this study has identified some important factors that have impeded widespread use of subsidized guardianship and has provided substantial information on the population of youth eligible for the guardianship option.  
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