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Community-Based Care
Review of Lead Agency Financial Position and
Comprehensive System of Care Analysis

Specific Appropriation 330, of the General Appropriations Act (Chapter 2020-111, L.O.F.) for state
fiscal year 2020-2021, provides authorization for funds for Community-Based Care. This
appropriation included the following proviso language:

From the funds provided in Specific Appropriation 330, the department shall conduct a
comprehensive, multi-year review of the revenues, expenditures, and financial position
of all Community-based Care Lead Agencies and shall cover the most recent two
consecutive fiscal years. The review must include a comprehensive system-of-care
analysis. All lead agencies must develop and maintain a plan to achieve financial viability
which shall accompany the department’s submission. The department’s review shall be
submitted to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives by November 1, 2020.

Similar proviso language was included in the 2019-2020 General Appropriations Act, and pursuant to
this direction, on November 1, 2019, the department submitted a comprehensive, multi-year review of
the revenues, expenditures, and financial position of the Community-Based Care (CBC) lead agencies
as well as the required comprehensive system of care analysis. This year’s report updates the
information on the financial position and system of care analysis for the fiscal year that ended June 30,
2020. Information by CBC lead agency or other sub-state area focuses on the most recent two fiscal
years as specified in the proviso language. As with last year’s report, statewide financial information
and statewide program measures are shown for the past five years to provide historical context.

Analysis includes statewide and lead agency financial information as well as trends in key measures of
the entry of children into the child welfare system, measures related to children in care, and measures
related to exits from the child welfare system. The system of care information shown in the report
focuses on variables that are most likely to influence expenditures which affect the financial position
of the CBC lead agencies. Historical trends are shown as well as performance by the CBC lead
agencies and other entities that are part of the system of care. Another section of this report provides a
profile of each CBC lead agency with five-year historical trends showing funding, core services
expenditures, and child counts for each lead agency.

COMMUNITY-BASED CARE

There are 17 Community-Based Care (CBC) lead agencies that each cover specific geographic areas
within the 20 Judicial Circuits in Florida. Several lead agencies cover more than one geographic area
and areas may include one county or multiple counties. In two instances, the CBC lead agency serves
two geographic areas under separate contracts; therefore, the charts and tables in this report that
display CBC lead agency information show 19 separate entries. The following map shows the
Department of Children and Families (DCF) Regions, the Judicial Circuits, and the CBC lead agency
areas.
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Chart 1
DCF Regions, Judicial Circuits and CBC Lead Agencies

In the various tables and charts contained in this report that are not statewide, information is shown by
geographic areas based on the relevant organization. In many cases, the areas shown are the CBC lead
agencies. For others, the relevant organizational entity may be the child protective investigations
entity (either Sheriff’s Office or DCF) or the Judicial Circuit. In referencing the CBC lead agencies,
different reports use slightly different terminology for some organizations. In this report, lead agencies
with long names may be referenced by a shorter descriptive name. In an appendix to this report is a
table that shows the lead agency names from fiscal reports which is often the legal name of the entity,
the caseload reports and the descriptive name used in the narrative of this report.
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REVENUES

The revenue for CBC lead agencies largely consists of federal and state funds appropriated by the
Florida Legislature. The federal funds include sources that are dedicated to child welfare purposes
including funds authorized by provisions of the Social Security Act through Title IV-B child welfare
services, Title IV-B Promoting Safe and Stable Families, Title IV-E funds for Foster Care, Title IV-E
funds for Adoption Assistance, Independent Living and Education and Training VVoucher funds, and
other federal funds from sources such as the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA).
Each of these federal sources generally require state matching funds and local match is required for the
Promoting Safe and Stable Families funds.

In addition to federal funds that are dedicated to child welfare, there are additional federal funds that
may be used in child welfare based on decisions made by the legislature. These include the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant funds authorized by Title IVV-A of the Social
Security Act and the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) authorized by Title XX of the Social
Security Act. The TANF funds require a commitment of state maintenance of effort funds while
SSBG does not require state match.

A significant factor in the ability of CBC lead agencies to use federal funds with flexibility is a child
welfare waiver approved for Title IV-E foster care funds. Normally, federal rules restrict the use of
Title IV-E foster care funds to costs associated with out-of-home care. Funds cannot be used for
services to prevent entry into out-of-home care. In 2006, Florida requested and received federal
approval to receive a capped allocation of federal funds in lieu of the normal matching funding
relationship. The waiver enabled the state to use the funds with great flexibility for a variety of child
welfare purposes including family-based services to prevent or divert entry into out-of-home care. The
waiver was subsequently extended through September 30, 2019. Florida was the first state in the
country to be approved for a statewide capped allocation waiver.

With the flexibility provided by the Title IV-E waiver, the flexibility inherent in the TANF block grant
and SSBG funding as well as state funding, the majority of the funds available to the CBC lead
agencies could be used as best determined by the lead agencies to meet the needs of children and
families in their communities. The Title I\VV-E waiver ended on September 30, 2019.

Using the funds appropriated, the Department of Children and Families contracts with each CBC lead
agency to provide child welfare services. Collectively, CBC lead agencies were appropriated $886.9
million in SFY 2015-2016. This has grown to over $1 billion in the SFY 2020-2021. The following
table shows the total funds available by fiscal year. These include funds appropriated for the year and
funds carried forward from the prior year. An additional $8 million in risk pool funding has been
appropriated for SFY 2020-2021.

These funds include funds that are restricted in their use and funds that may be used with flexibility by
the CBC lead agencies. For example, funds for maintenance adoption subsidies are restricted and can
only be used for that purpose. While these restricted funds are part of the CBC lead agency contracts,
they are managed at the state level by the department. Similarly, funds for independent living are
restricted to that purpose and the CBC lead agency can only use these designated funds for that
purpose.
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Consistent with the flexibility and restrictions outlined above, section 409.991 F.S., defines all funds
allocated to CBC lead agencies as “core services funds” with specified exceptions. The exceptions
include the examples listed above of maintenance adoption subsidies and independent living funds as
well as funds provided for child protective services training, designated mental health wrap-around
services funds, and funds for designated special projects. The statute also lists nonrecurring funds as
an exception to the definition of core services funds; however, in practice most of the nonrecurring
funds that have been appropriated have been used for the same type of services as the recurring core
services funds. Examples of nonrecurring funds used like core services funds include risk pool
appropriations and “back of the bill” authorizations designated in the General Appropriations Act.

The following table summarizes the funds available for CBC lead agencies and differentiates the core
services funds from the funds not defined as core services.

Table 1
Community-Based Care Funds by State Fiscal Year

SFY 2015-2016 through SFY 2020-2021 (in $ millions)

The amendments to the initial core services allocation include items such as risk pool funding,
appropriations provided in “back of the bill” sections to the General Appropriations Act, Legislative
Budget Commission (LBC) actions, prior year excess federal earnings, etc. In the CBC lead agency
profiles that are part of this report, this historical summary is shown for each of the lead agencies and
more detail is shown on risk pool and other adjustments. In addition to the federal and state funds
appropriated by the legislature and incorporated into the contracts between the department and the
CBC lead agencies, some of the lead agencies receive revenue from local sources such as local
government or foundations.

EXPENDITURES

Given the restrictions on maintenance adoption assistance, independent living and other non-core
services outlined above, as well as the fact that these funds are largely managed and coordinated at the
state level, the expenditures that are most relevant for this report are the core services expenditures.
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These expenditures include the use of both recurring core services funding as well as nonrecurring
funds from sources such as the risk pool or “back of the bill” provisions from the appropriations act.

The following table shows the expenditures on administration and core services expenditures for the
past five fiscal years.

Table 2

Administrative Expenditures and Core Services Expenditures by State Fiscal Year
SFY 2015-2016 through SFY 2019-2020 (in $millions)

The expenditures on administration are separate from core services expenditures, but it should be noted
the administrative costs increased in total amount and by percentage of total expenditures for the first
time since SFY 2016-2017.
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Chart 2

CBC Lead Agency Administrative Costs by State Fiscal Year
with Percentage of Total Allocation

The expenditures on core services by category have been generally stable when viewed in the
aggregate. The profiles by CBC lead agency will show that greater variation exists within some lead
agencies. The following chart shows the same information as the table above except that the
information is shown as a percentage of the total core services expenditures per fiscal year.

Chart 3

Core Services Expenditures by State Fiscal Year
Percentage by Category
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The percentage of core services funds spent on case management increased in SFY 2019-2020 from
52% to 56%. Expenditures within the remaining categories were stable with the exception of declines
in Other Client Services and training, but increasing percentage on safety management services.

The following charts focus on the expenditure patterns by CBC lead agency for each of the past two
fiscal years.

Chart 4

Core Services Expenditures Percentage by Category
SFY 2018-2019 by CBC Lead Agency — Sorted by Dependency Case Management

In SFY 2018-2019, CBC lead agencies varied significantly in their expenditure patterns by category.
For all lead agencies, the largest category of expenditures was case management with the percentage
ranging from a high of 60% of core services expenditures by Children’s Network of Southwest Florida
to a low of 45% by Families First Network. Five lead agencies spent over 20% of core services funds
on facility-based care with the highest percentage in Eckerd — Pasco and Pinellas Counties. Among
those with a high percentage of funds spent on facility-based care, Communities Connected for Kids,
Eckerd in Hillsborough County and ChildNet in Palm Beach County had little or no expenditures on
prevention services. In some cases, the use of core services on prevention services may be influenced
by community funds outside of the CBC lead agency budget. In Broward County, for example, the
Children’s Services Council commits funds for prevention and diversion services for children involved
in the child welfare system.

In SFY 2019-2020, dependency case management continued to be the largest category of expenditures.
Eckerd Community Alternatives in Pasco and Pinellas Counties increased the percentage of core
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services funds going to licensed facility-based care from 21% in SFY 2018-2019 to 26% in SFY 2019-
2020. In contrast, Family Support Services of North Florida spent 5% of core services funds on
licensed facility-based care and 14% on prevention. The programmatic implications of these
expenditure patterns will be discussed in more detail in later sections of this report.

Chart 5

Core Services Expenditures Percentage by Category
SFY 2019-2020 by CBC Lead Agency — Sorted by Dependency Case Management

THE SYSTEM OF CARE

The child welfare system of care includes a number of elements. Reports of allegations of abuse or
neglect are made to a central Child Abuse Hotline operated by DCF. Calls are screened to determine if
the criteria are met to initiate an investigation. If criteria are met, the report is referred to a Child
Protective Investigator (CPI). Protective investigations are performed by DCF in most of the state. In
seven counties, the CPI function is performed by the Sheriff’s Office. These counties are Broward,
Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Pinellas, Seminole, and Walton Counties.

When a CPI determines that a child is in danger, services may be provided to protect the child in the
home or the child may be removed from the home. If a child is removed, there is a shelter hearing
before a juvenile judge and, if approved by the court, the child may be removed from the home and
enter out-of-home care. Children who enter out-of-home care may be placed with a relative or a non-
relative with an established relationship with the child. Relative or non-relative placements are not
licensed but are subject to a background check and a home study to ensure that the placement is an
appropriate setting for the child. Alternatively, the child may be placed in licensed foster care, either
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in a family-setting or in a facility-based setting. When the conditions that caused the child to be
removed are mitigated, the child may be reunified with the family or, if reunification is not possible,
the child may be placed permanently with a guardian or parental rights may be terminated and the
child may become part of a new family through adoption.

This report analyzes the many dynamics that are part of the system of care, with specific focus on how
these dynamics have changed over time and differences among CBC lead agencies on key measures of
system of care performance. The report emphasizes factors that most directly affect the financial
circumstances of CBC lead agencies and will most significantly affect their financial viability going
forward.

THE CHILD PROTECTION AND CHILD WELFARE CONTEXT

There are slightly over four million children in Florida. Fortunately, most children in Florida do not
come to the attention of the child welfare system. Last fiscal year, the Florida Abuse Hotline (Hotline)
received 539,015 contacts. These included calls, faxes, and web-based reports. Of these, 327,120
were child abuse or neglect contacts or special conditions reports related to children. Of these
contacts, 232,385 were screened in, with 215,337 meeting the statutory criteria to be investigated and
17,045 to receive follow up as special conditions. As a result of reports investigated, 69,057 were
opened for family support services, in-home child protective services, or out-of-home care with 35,510
being the out-of-home care number over the course of the fiscal year.

The following diagram shows the relationship between the volume of reports to the Hotline and the
numbers that result in entry into care.

Chart 6

Of calls to the Hotline, the significant majority of allegations are related to neglect, rather than to
abuse. This is consistent with the trends reported by most states. Poverty plays a significant factor in
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the lives of many families that are the subject of these calls. The child poverty rate varies substantially
among counties, however most child poverty estimates are based on sampling that combines
information for multiple years, so year-to-year trends are difficult to show accurately, particularly for
local areas. The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation prepares county health ranking profiles each year
using U.S. Census, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) data to estimate child poverty
rates for each county in Florida. In 2020, the statewide estimate is that 19.99% of children under age
18 were below poverty. However, county rates ranged from a low of 7.30% in St Johns County to a
high of 38.50% in Highlands County. The following chart shows the estimated child poverty rate for
each of the CBC lead agency areas in 2020.

Chart 7

It is important to stress that most children in families that are in poverty are not abused or neglected
and there is no suggestion of a causal relationship between child poverty and involvement with the
child welfare system. However, many of the stressors and adverse childhood experiences seen in
children and families that come into contact with the child welfare system are made worse by
economic distress associated with poverty.

CHILD PROTECTIVE INVESTIGATIONS

From SFY 2014-2015 to SFY 2019-2020, the total number of accepted child abuse reports (initial,
additional, supplemental, and special conditions) decreased from 234,016 to 205,308. This represents
a decrease of approximately 12.27%. It should be noted that COVID emergency orders issued in the
spring of 2020 played a significant role in this decline.
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Just as poverty varies among CBC lead agency areas, the volume of child protective investigations also
differs from area to area. The following charts show the rate of child protective investigation per 1,000
children in the population. The child population data is based on estimates from the Office of
Economic and Demographic Research.

The first chart shows the information for SFY 2018-2019 followed by the same calculation for SFY
2019-2020.

Chart 8

The charts show that while the rate varies by area, the patterns are consistent in the two years shown.
In both years, the four of the five CBC lead agency areas with the highest rates of CPI intakes and the
five CBC lead agencies with the lowest rates of CPI intakes are the same. The unusually low rate of
intakes in Miami-Dade County is a long-standing feature of child protection data.

Chart 9
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PREVENTION SERVICES

When children are the subject of an allegation of abuse or neglect and the investigation determines that
there is risk to the child, one of the first issues faced by CPIs is whether danger can be mitigated by
provision of services so that the child can safely remain in the home and not come deeper into the child
welfare system. The tools available to CPIs to deploy prevention services depend on the close
coordination between the CPI entity and the CBC lead agency. One indicator of the commitment of
CBC lead agencies to support CPIs in making prevention services available is the percentage of core
services funds spent on prevention services. These include core services expenditures on families
where the children are not currently adjudicated dependent.

The expenditures on prevention services on Chart 10, for SFY 2018-2019 show a range from 16% of
core services expenditures to little or no expenditures. The statewide average was 6%. The
expenditures shown in this category include funds spent on prevention services for families with
children not yet adjudicated dependent as well as family support and family preservation services.
Family Support Services of North Florida had the largest percentage followed by St Johns Family
Integrity Program. Four lead agencies spent between 10% and 14% of core services funds on
prevention. In most cases, these funds are spent on services for children in their own home, however,
there are exceptions.

Chart 10

Prevention Services Expenditure Percentage
State Fiscal Year 2019-2020

Nine lead agencies spent less than 6% in prevention services. In some areas, the commitment of core
services funds may be influenced by other community funding outside of the CBC lead agency budget.
For example, in Broward County, the Children’s Services Council (CSC) commits significant funding
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to prevention services for dependent children. In the report prepared for risk pool funding in March
2016, it was noted that the Broward CSC provided $9.2 million for prevention and diversion services
targeted to children in the child welfare system. In addition, the CSC provided $1.5 million in
independent living services and $600,000 in kinship supports. In Pinellas County, the Juvenile
Welfare Board includes prevention of child abuse and neglect as one of its primary areas of focus and
annually commits around $20 million to this priority.

In SFY 2019-2020, the statewide percentage of expenditures on prevention services remained stable at
around 6%, with Family Support Services of North Florida and St Johns Family Integrity Program
remaining the two CBC with highest percentage of prevention expenditures.

Chart 11

Prevention Services Expenditure Percentage
State Fiscal Year 2019-2020
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REMOVALS, DISCHARGES AND OUT-OF-HOME CARE

The following chart shows five-year statewide trends in removals, discharges, and the number of
children in out-of-home care. The scale on the left axis shows the monthly number of removals and
discharges, while the scale on the right axis shows the number of children in out-of-home care as of the
end of each month.

For removals and discharges, the dotted lines show trends based on a 12-month moving average.

The chart shows that the overall number of children in out-of-home care was 21,567 at the end of July
2015. This number since then increased to 22,781 at the end of June 2020.

Removals were 1,344 children in July 2015 and were 1,158 in July 2019 while discharges were 1,014
children in July 2014 and 1,108 children in June 2020.

Looking at the dotted trend lines, when the discharges exceed the removals the number of children in
out-of-home care declines, and when the number of removals is greater than the number of discharges
the resulting number of children in out-of-home care increases. On a statewide basis, removals
exceeded discharges up to July 2018 and both are currently showing a decline. Variations in removals
and discharges among CBC lead agencies is a significant factor in costs. When children are in out-of-
home care, another key variable in cost is the cost per child which is largely a function of the child’s
placement setting.

Chart 12

The above chart summarizes some of the key statewide trends. In the later profiles for each CBC lead
agency, this chart is shown for each lead agency.

The next section of this report focuses on the key variables in the system of care. These include
removals, type and costs of settings for children in out-of-home care, discharges, and the timeliness of
legal processes that affect the movement of children through the system.
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REMOVAL RATES

A critical variable affecting each CBC lead agency is the rate at which children are removed from their
homes.

The following chart shows the total removals within closed investigations by month over the past five
state fiscal years, as was shown in the previous chart. The solid green line shows the number of
removals and the dotted green line shows a 12-month moving average, reflecting the trend. This chart
indicates that the trend of removals is declining from 1,206 removals a month in July 2015 to about
918 removals monthly in June 2020.

Chart 13

Because CBC lead agencies vary significantly in size, the comparative information on removals will be
shown as a removal rate per 100 children investigated in closed investigations. The blue solid line on
the above chart shows this rate by month through June 2020 and the blue dotted line shows the 12-
month moving average. On a statewide basis, this shows a similar trend as the overall number of
removals with the removal rate declining to less than 5 children per 100 investigated by June 2019.
Note that as total child abuse investigations and alleged child victims within investigations decline the
removal rate for children can increase. This is the case for the last quarter of SFY 2019-2020 as
COVID emergency orders significantly reduced incoming child abuse investigations.

REMOVAL RATES BY CHILD PROTECTION ENTITY

The following charts show the removal rate per 100 alleged child victims in closed investigations for
each of the past two state fiscal years. The first two charts show the rate by Child Protection Entity.
This is the Sheriff’s Office in seven counties and DCF in the other areas of the state.

The areas served by Child Protection Entities does not necessarily correspond to the areas served by
the CBC lead agencies. The same information that is shown in Chart 14 and Chart 15 by Child
Protection Entity, is displayed by CBC lead agency area in Chart 16 and Chart 17.
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Chart 14

In the chart above for SFY 2018-2019, the highest area of removal relative to alleged child victims
investigated is in Walton County, followed by Manatee County and Hillsborough County. All three
areas are areas where a Sheriff’s Office performs CPI activities. The lowest removal rate areas were in
Circuit 4 (Jacksonville area), Circuit 3 (Taylor County and surrounding counties), and Circuit 8
(Alachua County and surrounding area). In SFY 2019-2020, areas that were above the statewide rate
in 2018-2019 generally continued to remove children at a rate that was above the statewide rate. Areas
that were below the statewide rate in SFY 2018-2019, generally continued to remove children at a rate

that was below the statewide rate.
Chart 15

In SFY 2018-2019, the highest removal area of the state removed 2.32 times as many children per 100
investigated as the lowest area of the state. In SFY 2019-2020, this number increased to 3.28.
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The statewide removal rate in SFY 2019-2020 increased from 5.08 in the prior year, to 5.31 per 100
alleged child victims in closed investigations. The removal rates in 18 of the 23 child protection
jurisdictions that conducted investigations across both years increased from the SFY 2018-2019 rate.
Walton County Sheriff’s Office experienced the greatest increase in removal rate, increasing from 8.08
in SFY 2018-2019, to 10.28 in SFY 2019-2020, an increase of 2.2; the Pasco County Sheriff’s Office
and DCEF Circuit 3 had the next highest rate increases with 1.81 and 1.70, respectively.

Avreas that experienced a decline in removal rates were much more stable than areas that experienced
increases. The Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Office and the Pasco County Sheriff’s Office showed
declines of 0.84 and 0.81, respectively.

It is important to note that many factors influence the rate of removal. Differences in removal rates
may indicate variations in practice or may reflect differences in the extent to which active in-home
measures to provide safe alternatives to removal are available in the community. Differences may also
reflect community differences in factors that place children at risk, such as substance abuse. It also
should be noted that as child abuse intakes decrease, so does the number of alleged victims within
investigations. As such, the variability between SFY 2018-2019 and SFY 2019-2020 removal rates is
possible the result of COVID emergency orders issued in the spring of 2020.

REMOVAL RATES BY COMMUNITY-BASED CARE LEAD AGENCY AREA

The following two charts show the same information, but with the data displayed by CBC lead agency
area rather than by the entity performing the investigation. Removals are a significant factor in the
financial viability of CBC lead agencies.

Chart 16
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Chart 17

As the above chart shows, when the removal rate information is shown by CBC lead agency, three
areas stand out as having high removal rates over the last two SYFs: Eckerd Community Alternatives-
Hillsborough, Eckerd Community Alternatives-Pasco/Pinellas, and the Safe Children Coalition in
Manatee, Sarasota, and DeSoto Counties. All three areas have generally been in the top four areas for
removal rates per 100 alleged child victims across both SFYs.

CHILDREN IN CARE

The workload of CBC lead agencies and their contracted providers includes both children who are in
their home receiving services and children in out-of-home care. Children in-home include children
receiving voluntary or court-ordered protective services as an alternative to entry into out-of-home care
and children who have been reunified with their families and remain under supervision. This chart
shows the long-term trends.

As Chart 18 shows, the number of children in in-home care was at 12,274 in July 2015. This number
has decreased steadily since that time and closed at 10,710 in June 2020. The number of children in
out-of-home care was at 21,576 at the end of June 2015 and increased over the next two years before
declining over the next three and closing at 22,467 at the end of July 2020. Children in-home and
children in out-of-home care both receive case management services, but the costs beyond case
management are much less for children in-home.
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Chart 18

The following charts show the number of in-home children per 1,000 children in the population. The
first chart shows SFY 2018-20109.

Chart 19

The next chart shows the same information for SFY 2019-2020.
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Chart 20

Families First Network, Partnership for Strong Families, and Community Partnership for Children
continue to have the highest rate of children in in-home care relative to child population in each of the
past two fiscal years. Citrus Health Network had the lowest in-home care rate in SFY 2019-2020.
Overall, the state in-home care rate dropped slightly on a year-over-year basis from 2.62 to 2.47.

CHILDREN IN OuUT-OF-HOME CARE

From a financial perspective, the number of children in out-of-home care is a major factor for each
CBC lead agency. The following information examines the numbers of children in out-of-home care
and the composition of the out-of-home care caseload by type of placement. The following charts
show the number of children in out-of-home care relative to the population of children in the state for
the most recent two state fiscal years, followed by the longer-term trend.

As the long-term chart indicates, the trend per 1,000 children in out-of-home care follows the trend in
the number of children in out-of-home care.
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Chart 21

The following charts show the rate of children in out-of-home care per 1,000 child population by CBC
lead agency for the most recent two fiscal years.

Chart 22
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Chart 23

These charts underscore some of the recent changes in trends seen among CBC lead agencies. The
statewide out-of-home care rate has decreased. Seven lead agencies had increases in the rate and
twelve lead agencies had decreases in the rate of children in out-of-home care per 1,000 children in the
population. The largest increases were in Brevard Family Partnership and Kids of Florida. The largest
decreases were observed within the ChildNet-Broward and Kids Central, Inc., systems of care. The
ranking of the lead agencies remained fairly consistent over the two fiscal years with the lead agencies
with the highest rates having over three times the rate of children in out-of-home care per 1,000
children in the population as the rate of the lead agencies with the lowest rates.

OUT-OF-HOME CARE BY PLACEMENT SETTING

A significant factor in the overall cost of out-of-home care is related to the type of setting in which a
child is placed. The following chart shows the number of children in care and the number in each
placement setting over time. Relative care includes children placed with relatives after a home study
to ensure that the home is appropriate; non-relative care is placement with a person who has an
established relationship with the child such as a Godparent, family friend, coach etc. These settings
are sometimes referred to as “fictive” kin. Family licensed care is placement in a licensed family
foster care setting and facility-based care is placement in a setting such as a group home or residential
treatment center.

The chart shows information related to statewide placement setting trends over time. The shaded area
on the scale on the right axis shows the overall number of children in out-of-home care by month.
Over the five years shown, this number increased from 21,567 children to 22,467 children. The
placement setting types are shown on the scale indicated on the left axis. For example, the number of
children in relative placement decreased from 9,579 to 7,891. This decline was the result of shifting
traditional relative/nonrelative placements to paid Level 1 foster home placements beginning in
October 2019. When these Level 1 relative/nonrelative foster home placements are included within
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the traditional relative/nonrelative counts, the trend indicates an increasing number of children residing
in relative/nonrelative placements.

Even with the Level 1 shift, the chart indicates that the largest number of children were placed in foster
homes and relative placements. Group care includes emergency shelters and group homes.
Nonrelative care is placement with people who are not related to the child but have an established
relationship with the child. This type of care has grown over time and now exceeds group care.
Residential treatment centers are indicated on the chart as “Res Treatment”. “Other” is a composite
category of juvenile justice placements, missing children, visitation, and respite placements.

Note the steady decline in the number of children residing in group home placements during a period
of increasing out-of-home care numbers.

Chart 24

The following charts compare the percentage of children in different out-of-home care placement
settings by CBC lead agency for SFY 2018-2019 and SFY 2019-2020. The type of setting in which a
child is placed is important both programmatically and financially. Children who have been abused or
neglected have already suffered trauma and removal from their home, no matter how justified, is also
traumatic. Placement with a relative or with a non-relative who already knows and has a relationship
with the child can soften the blow for these already traumatized children. Where there is a fit and
willing relative to care for the child, this is often the first option when it is necessary to remove a child
from the home.

Relative care is not licensed but relatives are screened and a home study is performed prior to
approving the placement. Relatives may receive a stipend to help care for the child at a rate that is
higher than a traditional TANF “Child Only” payment but below the level of payment for licensed
family foster care. The Relative Caregiver stipend is only available for children who have been
adjudicated dependent by the court.
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Non-relative care is similar to relative care but there is not a legal or blood relationship with the child.
Non-relatives may receive a stipend and are subject to the same screening and home study
requirements as relatives providing care. Non-relatives have an existing relationship with the child and
provide a familiar place for the child to live.

When there is no appropriate relative or non-relative to care for the child, children are placed in
licensed family foster care or licensed facility-based care such as a group home or residential treatment
center. For most children, with the exception of children with specific behavioral or other therapeutic
treatment needs, family-based licensed care is a much better alternative than facility-based care.

Families provide a more normal childhood experience. This is an important consideration for all
children but is particularly important for young children. CBC lead agencies generally try to avoid
placing pre-teenagers in facility-based settings. When a CBC lead agency has a high proportion of
children in facility-based settings, it is likely an indication that the number of family foster homes is
insufficient. Facility-based placement is also sometimes used to keep sibling groups together, which
can also indicate a need for more innovative foster parent recruitment.

Family-based license care is provided by licensed foster parents who receive training and meet
licensing standards in order to care for children. Licensed settings are limited to five children, with
some exceptions. Licensed family foster parents receive payment to offset the cost of caring for
children. The amount of payment depends on the age of the child and may also vary based on the level
of placement intensity needed by the child.

Facility-based care is provided in licensed congregate settings. These settings may include emergency
shelter care, group care, or residential treatment. Facility-based settings generally include a larger
number of children than family-based care and may include facilities that provide a more intensive
treatment setting for children with special needs such as children with behavioral health needs.
Facility-based care is the highest cost care in the system of care.

Because of the higher cost associated with facility-based care as well as programmatic concerns about
younger children in non-family settings, the following charts delve more deeply into the trends of
children in facility-based care and the extent to which the use of facility-based care for different age
cohorts varies by CBC lead agency.
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Chart 25

Chart 26

The most notable change shown in the Charts 25 and 26 is the decrease in the percentage of children in
group care statewide. Sixteen of the 19 CBC lead agencies experienced a decrease in the percentage of
children in group care in SFY 2019-2020. One CBC, Eckerd Community Alternatives-Pasco/Pinellas,

experienced an increase in excess of 0.50%. The following chart shows the overall trends in the
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number of children with counts also shown by age group. The total number of children in group care
across all age groups has decreased.

Chart 27

While the chart above shows the longer-term trends in the number of children and youth in group care,
the following charts show the percentage of the age cohorts by CBC lead agency as of June 30, 2020 as
a percentage of the children in licensed care. In reading this information, it is important to note that
the numbers shown represent the children in group care as a percentage of the number of children in
licensed care. In other words, children in relative care, non-relative care, and any other setting are
excluded and only children in licensed family or facility-based care are included in the denominator of
the calculation. In addition, the information shown is as of a point in time rather than a state fiscal year
average. This is because children’s ages change over time so they may begin the year in one age group
and end the year in another group.
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Chart 28

The chart above shows the youth ages 13 through 17 who are in facility-based licensed care as a
percentage of the youth of that age who are in a licensed out-of-home care placement. In other words,
46.77% of youth ages 13-17 who are in a licensed out-of-home care placement are in facility-based
care at the statewide level, with the other 53.23% placed in a foster home. Community Partnership for
Children has the largest percentage of teens residing in licensed care that are placed in facility-based
care, followed by Eckerd Community Alternatives-Hillsborough and Families First Network. Eight
CBC lead agencies have more than half of the children ages 13-17 placed in licensed care residing in a
group care setting.

Given the relative cost of group care compared to family-based care the high percentage of adolescents
in group care is a significant cost driver for many lead agencies. Development of appropriate family-
based settings for these youth would be both a programmatically and a fiscally sound strategy.
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Chart 29

While a sizable percentage of youth ages 13 through 17 placed in group care, for children ages 6
through age 12 the statewide percentage is 13.12%. The highest percentage is located within the

Families First Network system of care, while Family Support Services of North Florida had the lowest
percentage as of June 30, 2020.

Chart 30
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For the youngest group of children, those age 5 and younger, eleven lead agencies have no children in
facility-based care while the other eight lead agencies all have less than 1% of children in licensed care
placed in a group setting. Families First Network and Eckerd Community Alternatives-Hillsborough
had the highest percentage of group care for the youngest age cohort and these two CBCs account for
50% of the total number of children in licensed care age 0-5 placed in group care settings. While these
percentages represent a relatively small number of children, 22 statewide, the use of facility-based care
for young children raises a number of programmatic concerns.

Earlier charts showed the percentage of children in different placement settings. It was noted that
some relatives and some non-relatives may receive a stipend to help offset the cost of caring for the
child. From a CBC lead agency financial perspective, there is no cost to the CBC lead agency for
these stipends. These stipends are paid from statewide accounts outside of the CBC appropriation.
Costs associated with case management or other services may be reflected in dependency case
management or other client services categories of core services expenditures for children in relative or
non-relative care.

For children in licensed care, however, the cost of payments to foster parents or to group care or other
facility providers are paid from lead agency funds. The high cost of facility-based care makes this a
significant factor for CBC lead agencies with high percentages of children in this type of care.

The charts below show the percentage of core services expenditures by CBC lead agency for each of
the past two fiscal years.

Chart 31

Percentage of Core Services Expenditures on Licensed Care
CBC Lead Agency — SFY 2018-2019



Financial Position and System of Care Analysis Page 30
Chart 32

Percentage of Core Services Expenditures on Licensed Care
CBC Lead Agency — SFY 2019-2020

MEDIAN COST PER CHILD OF LICENSED CARE

While the above charts show the cost of licensed care as a percentage of core services expenditures,
another way to compare the cost of care is to examine the expenditures on children. The following
charts show the median monthly payment for a child. To calculate this rate, the amount paid for each
child, age 0 through age 17, was obtained from FSFN payment data along with the number of bed days
for all children for whom a payment was made in SFY 2019-2020 for licensed family care or licensed
facility-based care (group care). This was converted to a monthly equivalent rate by multiplying the
daily amount paid times 30 days. The median monthly equivalent rate was then calculated. The
median rate is in the middle of all monthly payments. Half of the payments are above this amount and
half are below. This is preferable to the average payment because averages can be skewed by a small
number of very high cost children.

Chart 33 shows the median monthly equivalent rate by lead agency for licensed family care and chart
34 shows the same information for licensed group care.

Chart 33 shows that ChildNet in Palm Beach county had the highest median payment at $787 monthly,
with six other lead agencies with median payments between $561 and $750. Children’s Network of
Southwest Florida had the lowest median rate at $457 with eleven other lead agencies with median
rates between $462 and $497.
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Chart 33

Median Monthly Family Foster Home Payment
SFY 2019-2020

Chart 34 shows the same information for the median monthly payment for group care. As this chart
shows, group care is significantly more costly than licensed family-based care with the median
payment of a month of facility-based care being over eight times the cost of the median payment of a
month of family foster care.

Kids First of Florida has the highest median rate for group care, although it should be noted that this
lead agency has one of the lowest percentages of children in group care. As shown on Chart 26 above,
Kids First of Florida had the second lowest percentage of children in group care, so the median rate
reflects a small number of relatively costly children. Similarly, Family Support Service of North
Florida, Partnership for Strong Families, and Brevard Family Partnership was relatively low in the
percentage of children in group care, but the median rate was high compared to other lead agencies.

A low percentage of children in group care combined with a relatively high cost may indicate that
group care is being used for children and youth in most need of intensive treatment and supervision.



Financial Position and System of Care Analysis Page 32

Chart 34

Median Monthly Group Home Payment
SFY 2019-2020

PERMANENCY

There are three federal measures of permanency that cover children that exit care in less than 12
months, between 13 and 24 months, and over 24 months.

The percentage of children who exit foster care to permanency in less than 12 months is a particularly
important measure of the ability of a system to respond to situations where children can move quickly
and safely through the processes and avoid lengthy stays in foster care. The following two charts show
this measure by CBC lead agency based on children entering care in SFY 2017-2018 and SFY 2018-
2019.
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Chart 35

For children entering care in SFY 2017-2018, Brevard Family Partnership had the highest percentage
of children achieving permanency in 12 months at 54.38%, while Community Partnership for Children
had the lowest percentage at 23.70%.

Chart 36
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For children entering in SFY 2018-2019, Brevard Family Partnership had the highest percentage of
children who achieved permanency within 12 months at 50.98%, while Community Partnership for
Children had the lowest at 25.54%. The statewide percentage declined from 39.82% to 37.20%.

Exi1Ts (DISCHARGES) FROM CARE

Entries into out-of-home care and the type of settings used for children in care are two of the key
variables that affect the financial viability of CBC lead agencies. Another key variable is related to
discharges. Variation in discharge rates may be due to a number of factors such as the efficiency of
legal processes, effectiveness of case managers in working with families, and the success of the CBC
lead agency in recruiting and supporting potential adoptive families.

The following chart shows the five-year trend in the number of discharges from care and the rate of
discharges per 100 children in out-of-home care. Both measures are important and need to be
considered in the context of other factors. If there is an increase in entries into care, this may be
followed by an increase in discharges resulting in a relatively stable number of children in care. If
discharges increase but the rate of discharge does not, it indicates that discharges are not keeping pace
with entries which results in an increase in the number of children in care. Because there tends to be
month-to-month variation in discharges, the 12-month moving average is a good measure of the
overall trends.

The trend shows that the number of discharges were stable between SFY 2015-2016 to SFY 2017-
2018. They then entered a period of decline; discharges declined between SFY 2015-2016 and SFY
2019-2020

Chart 37

The following charts show the discharge rate by CBC lead agency for SFY 2018-2019 and SFY 2019-
2020.
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Chart 38

In SFY 2018-2019, the statewide discharge rate was 6.43 per 10 children in out-of-home care. Family
Support Services of North Florida had the highest rate at 8.27 per 10 children in out-of-home care,
while Kids First of Florida, Inc. had the lowest rate at 5.16 discharges per 10 children in out-of-home

care.
Chart 39
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In SFY 2019-2020, the statewide rate declined to 6.03 discharges per 10 children in out-of-home care.
Family Integrity Program had the highest discharge rate per 10 children in out-of-home care at 8.15,
while Eckerd Community Alternatives-Pasco/Pinellas had the lowest rate at 4.88.

The following two charts show the percentage for discharges by discharge type for the most recent
fiscal years. These are sorted by the percentage discharged through reunification.

Chart 40
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Chart 41

Eckerd Community Alternatives-Hillsborough had the highest percentage of discharges due to
reunification in SFY 2018-2019 and ChildNet-Palm Beach had the highest in SFY 2019-2020. Family
Support Services of North Florida had the highest percentage of discharges to adoption in SFY 2018-
2019 and SFY 2019-2020.

REENTRIES INTO CARE

When children exit care, the goal is for them to achieve permanency and not reenter care. The
following measure shows the extent to which that goal is not achieved and children have reentered
child welfare. A high rate of reentry indicates that children have not left care in a stable situation.
While a low reentry rate is the desired outcome, like many child welfare measures, the rate must be
considered in context. A very low reentry rate could indicate an overly cautious approach, so the rate
of reentry and the rate of exit to permanency should both be evaluated.
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Chart 42

There were some significant changes in reentry rates from SFY 2016-2017 to SFY 2017-2018. Kids
First of Florida, Inc. experienced a 9.21% improvement that moved them from fifteenth in the state for
SFY 2016-2017 entries to first for SFY 2017-2018 entries. Children’s Network of Southwest Florida
experienced a 5.42% decline and went from fifth in the state to eighteenth. Community Partnership for
Children continued to have the lowest percentage of non-reentry in the state at 83.75% and 85.04% for
both SFYs, respectively.
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Chart 43

TIMELINESS OF L EGAL PROCESSES

A properly functioning system of care contains many elements. The following three measures are
related to the efficiency of the legal processes that are part of child welfare. The first measure below
shows the median number of days it took for children to go through the first stage of the dependency
court process. This first stage covers the court process of shelter hearing, arraignment, appointment of
counsel for the parents, pre-trial hearings, and trial. This stage of the process ends with a final
disposition or decision by the court on custody, reunification services, and conditions for return of the
child. The chart graphs the median number of days for this court process and illustrates that measure
by Judicial Circuit. Half of the children took less than the median number and half took longer to
reach disposition. The statewide goal to complete this process is 90 days. Delays in the court process
can affect service delivery times and ultimately delay permanency for the child.

The law requires that a child removed from home reach disposition within 90 days. A court may grant
limited continuances, but this additional time must not exceed 60 days (for a combined total of 150
days) except in extraordinary circumstances. Several factors that can delay the proceedings include the
need to conduct diligent searches for missing parents and available court time for trials that can last
several days.
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Chart 44

As the above chart shows, the statewide median from shelter to disposition was 55.0 days in SFY
2018-2019. Circuit 14 (Bay, Calhoun, Gulf, Holmes, Jackson, Washington) and Circuit 7 (Flagler,
Volusia, Putnam, St. Johns) had the highest number of days to disposition. In contrast, Circuit 4 (Clay,
Duval, Nassau), Circuit 6 (Pasco, Pinellas), and Circuit 12 (Desoto, Manatee, and Sarasota) had the
shortest time from removal to disposition order.

Chart 45
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For SFY 2019-2020, the statewide median increased to 56.0 days. Circuit level data was not dissimilar
with SFY 2018-2019 data with the exception of Circuit 14 (Bay, Calhoun, Gulf, Holmes, Jackson,
Washington) failing to meet the 90-day shelter to disposition requirement.

Chart 46

Chart 46 above shows the percentage of all active dependent children in out-of-home care at the end of
SFY 2018-2019 with a goal of reunification that lasted for more than 15 months without any
Termination of Parental Rights (TPR) activity being commenced. The same measure for SFY 2019-
2020 is shown in Chart 47. The law requires the court to hold a permanency hearing every 12 months
where the primary consideration is the child’s best interest. If the child will not be reunified with a
parent, the law gives preference to other permanency goals such as adoption and permanent
guardianship. At the 12-month hearing, the court may not change the permanency goal but may direct
the department to file a TPR Petition within 60 days. Alternatively, the department may file a TPR
Petition in the absence of a goal change or order from the court if the action is supported by the law
and it is determined to be in the child’s best interest.

By month 15, there should be very few cases where the court and the department are still pursuing
reunification. The chart tracks the percentage of children in these unusual circumstances by circuit. A
lower percentage indicates that permanency goals are better aligned with the statutory guidance and
timeframes. The statewide average for SFY 2018-2019 was 5.86%. In SFY 2019-2020, the
percentage had increased to 6.21%.
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Chart 47

Circuits with a high percentage may indicate barriers to permanency such as a lack of timely referrals
to providers that can achieve a demonstrated change in the parent’s behavior, a failure to address an
incarcerated parent, or a failure to establish paternity. Circuit 10, which includes Hardee, Highlands,
and Polk Counties, had the highest percentage at over 14% for SFY 2018-2019 and Circuit 13
(Hillsborough) had the highest percentage for SFY 2019-2020. Circuit 1 (Escambia, Okaloosa, Santa
Rosa, Walton) had the lowest percentage across both SFYs.

The third measure of legal processes is the number of days it took for children to go through the TPR
process. This is the court process that releases a child for adoption. It begins with the filing of a
petition and continues through service of process; advisory hearing and appointment of counsel; pre-
trial hearings; trial; and ends with a final signed order or decision by the court entered into the official
legal record. The federal goal is for adopted children to achieve a final adoption within 24 months of
removal. Time taken up by the court process directly affects the State’s ability to achieve this goal and
help children move more quickly and safely to a new permanent family. There are many factors that
can delay the proceedings including the need to conduct diligent searches, publish on missing parents,
prepare complex cases, and find available court time for trials that can last several days.
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Chart 48

In SFY 2018-2019, the state median was 159 days. Circuit 13 (Hillsborough) had the longest time
between TPR petition and final order at 257 days. Circuit 4 (Clay, Duval, and Nassau counties) was
the lowest at 71 days.

Chart 49

In SFY 2019-2020, the state median was 172 days. Circuit 13 (Hillsborough) time from TPR petition
to final order decreased significantly to 239 days but remained the slowest in the state. Circuit 4 (Clay,
Duval, Nassau) remained has the highest performer in the state at 77 days.
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CONCLUSION

As the information in the previous tables and charts demonstrates, the child welfare system is
extraordinarily complex and dynamic. However, the formula for success, both in terms of child well-
being and financial viability, is straightforward.

e Children who are at risk of removal but who can safely remain at home through the provision
of services should remain in the home and receive prevention and diversion services, as long as
there is no compromise on the imperative of child safety.

e For children who must be removed from their home and a relative or a close family friend is
willing and able to provide a safe place to live, this is often the best option.

e For children where a relative is not an option, the best choice is often a family foster home.
Children with specialized therapeutic needs can often be cared for in a therapeutic foster home
with foster parents who have specialized training and skills.

e For children needing specialized therapeutic care that cannot be provided even within a
specialized therapeutic family home, placement in a facility-based setting is appropriate.

e Regardless of placement, children who enter out-of-home care and who can be reunified when
the conditions that led to the removal are remedied, should be reunified as soon as it is safe to
do so with support services to the family to reduce the chance of re-entry.

e When children cannot be safely reunified with their biological parents, timely efforts must be
made to achieve permanency through adoption or permanent guardianship.

As the material in this analysis shows, CBC lead agencies, working with partners in their communities
and Judicial Circuits who come closest to operating in accordance with these principles are most likely
to be successful financially. Where lead agencies are projecting deficits that threaten their financial
viability, their performance on the measures detailed in this report are likely to include the causal
factors. The causal factors and the actions planned by the lead agency will be addressed in the
financial viability plans submitted by those agencies.

All CBC lead agencies are required to submit financial viability plans. The actions referenced in their
plans are designed to affect many of the measures in this summary and their success in meeting the
milestones outlined in their plans will depend on their ability to isolate and change the dynamics in
these measures that are most influencing their systems of care.

Following this summary report is a profile of each CBC lead agency that recaps some of the key
dynamics and provides a longer historical perspective on some of the measures. After the CBC
profiles, the financial viability plans submitted by the lead agencies are included.

Additional detailed data at the CBC level can be found on the Center for Child Welfare’s website
(http://www.centerforchildwelfare.org/) under Results-Oriented Accountability and the Child Welfare
Dashboard found on the DCF website,
https://www.myflfamilies.com/programs/childwelfare/dashboard/.
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Community-Based Care Lead Agency Names

The charts in this report reference commonly used names for CBC lead agencies. In some cases,
initials or abbreviations have been used. Listed below are the abbreviations and the names that may be
found in the report or narrative entries for the CBC lead agencies.

Abbreviation | CBC Lead Agency Used on Most Charts | May Also Be Referenced As.

BBCBC Big Bend CBC

BFP Brevard Family Partnership

CN-B ChildNet-Broward

CN-PB ChildNet-Palm Beach

CNSWF Children's Network of SW FL, Inc.

CHN or

CFCN Citrus Health Network Citrus Family Care Network
CCK Communities Connected for Kids Devereux CBC

CPC Community Partnership for Children

Eckerd Community Alternatives —
E-H Eckerd - Hillshorough Hillsborough

Eckerd Community Alternatives —
Pasco & Pinellas, Eckerd Community

E-PP Eckerd Community Alternatives Alternatives — Pasco/Pinellas
EF Embrace Families
FEN Families First Network Lakeview Center
FSSNF Family Support Services of North FL
HFC Heartland for Children
KCI Kids Central, Inc.
KFF Kids First of Florida Inc
PSF Partnership for Strong Families
SCC Safe Children Coalition Sarasota YMCA
St. Johns Board of County
SJFIP St. Johns Family Integrity Program Commissioners

More information on each lead agency can be found in the Profiles section of this report.
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Community-Based Care
Lead Agency Profiles

The following report shows a profile of each of the Community-Based Care (CBC) lead agencies. The
profiles provide historical information on funding, expenditures and caseload dynamics for the past
five years. The information includes:

A summary table showing the counties included in the geographic area, the Judicial Circuit
served by the lead agency, the region of the department, the entity performing the child
protective investigation function, the entity providing children’s legal services and the case
management organizations with which the lead agency has subcontracts. In addition, there is
an indicator as to whether there were audit exceptions noted in the most recent CPA audit. For
lead agencies with audit exceptions, there is a brief description of the nature of the exceptions
in an appendix following the profiles.

A map showing the location served by the lead agency.

A Total Funding chart showing the funding allocated to the lead agency since state fiscal year
2015-2016. This chart shows core services funding, nonrecurring adjustments, and a subtotal
of adjusted core services funding. Funding for activities not defined as core services funding is
also shown. Maintenance Adoption Subsidy funding is shown following the subtotal since this
is essentially a pass-through which is managed at the state level by the department.

A chart showing removals, discharges, and the number of children in out-of-home care with
trend data since July 2015. The numbers shown on the chart are as of July 2015 and as of June
30, 2020. The total number of children in out-of-home care is graphed on the scale shown on
the right side of the chart. The scale shown on the left side of the chart is related to the monthly
removals and discharges. In addition to the monthly number of removals and discharges, a
trend line based on a twelve-month moving average is shown.

A table showing the expenditures on core services and administration each fiscal year
beginning with state fiscal year 2015-2016. The percentage of administrative costs is
calculated based on the total year end allocation including maintenance adoption subsidies.
The table then shows core services expenditures for each category of core services.

o0 Dependency case management is the area of largest expenditures. This category
includes case management provided to both in-home and out-of-home situations.

o0 Adoption Services, Promotion and Support includes services provided through federal
Title I'V-E adoption assistance funds and associated state match as well as Promoting
Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) funds provided for adoption promotion and supports
under Title 1\V-B, part 2 of the Social Security Act.

o Prevention includes funds spent to provide services to children not yet in the
dependency system which includes waiver savings, Social Services Block Grant
(SSBG) funds and PSSF funding for family preservation and support.
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o Other Client Services includes services provided through state funds for in-home, out-
of-home, or adoption services not included in another category.

o Training includes both training for staff as well as for foster parents or adoptive parents.

o0 Licensed family foster care funding includes maintenance payments for the care of
children in family foster care who meet state licensure requirements.

0 Licensed facility-based care funding includes maintenance payments and related
administrative costs for providers of care in congregate settings. These settings include
emergency shelters, group care, and residential treatment.

o Other is a funding category for any other expenditures that do not fit into another
category. This category also includes services for Victims of Sexual Exploitation, a
funding source that was added in SFY 2014-2015.

The table with expenditures on core services and administration is followed by a graph that
shows the core services expenditures by fiscal year by category. This provides a visual
perspective on the trends in expenditures.

The final chart in the profile for each lead agency shows children in out-of-home care by
placement setting. The overall number of children is shown on the scale indicated to the right
of the chart and the scale for the placement settings is shown on the left side of the chart. The
placement settings include children in relative care (light green); children in the care of non-
relatives who generally are people who have a relationship with the child such as a Godparent,
a teacher, a coach, etc. (blue); children in licensed family foster care (yellow); children in group
care (dark green); residential treatment (red); and any other settings (purple). Other settings
could include children in hospitals, juvenile justice facilities, etc.
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