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Chapter 1

Background: Community Optional Preventive Services

In 1988, a Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued to select and fund programs known as Community Optional Preventive Services (COPS).  The COPS programs were targeted to families where a child was not at immediate risk of foster care, but where primary or secondary forms of preventive services would help to avert family crises and later foster care placements.  About twenty programs were funded from the initial RFP and a subsequent RFP was issued in New York City.  Several different types of programs were initially funded, including parenting skills groups, more general community-wide education, school-based prevention, and “therapeutic” programs.  In many instances, COPS programs were authorized to serve families without determining individual eligibility and without UCR or Child Care Review Service (CCRS) requirements.  Some of these programs continued under the former Family and Children’s Services Block Grant, without a specific continuing State appropriation.  

In 2002, with the implementation of the more open-ended Child Welfare Finance provisions, which provided for 65% State reimbursement for all preventive services, funding became available for the potential expansion of COPS.   In order for a COPS proposal to be approved, local district social services (LDSS) were required to submit a plan to the appropriate regional office of OCFS’s Division of Development and Preventive Services (now the Division of Child Welfare and Community Services).  In this new fiscal environment, OCFS provided the following guidance to local social services districts in 02-OCFS-LCM-19:

1. The program is designed to serve children or youth who are not at imminent risk of foster care.  The target group to be served by the COPS program should be those considered at general risk of future foster care or crisis by virtue of one or more identified characteristics.  COPS cannot be used as a substitute or alternative to providing mandated preventive services to eligible children and families.  

2. Although individual programmatic eligibility determinations are unnecessary, there must be an acceptable method for determining cases that are eligible for Title XX Below 200% consistent with criteria outlined in Chapter 3 of the OCFS “Eligibility Manual for Child Welfare Programs”. Individual family eligibility determinations for Title XX Below 200% can be done by a simplified family-specific determination as to whether the income is below 200% of poverty and the recipients are either U.S. citizens or qualified aliens. Alternatively, the need to do individual eligibility determinations for the COPS program can be waived if the district identifies a reliable source of information to calculate the proportion of the target population that is below 200% of the poverty standard (e.g., for a school-based program the percent of students receiving subsidized school lunches). Any alternative proxy for determining eligibility for Title XX Below 200% of poverty is subject to OCFS approval. Participation in a COPS program may not be limited to those who are eligible for Title XX Below 200% and recipients of COPS services not eligible for Title XX Below 200% can be claimed under regular Title XX.

3. The “plan” submitted to the regional office must include:

· The services to be provided;

· The persons or community that will receive the services;

· The projected cost of the services; and

· Identification of any requirements for which a waiver is requested.

COPS became an administratively attractive option for LDSSs because individual client eligibility and case planning requirements could be waived.  So that COPS would be used appropriately, OCFS established approval criteria that attempted to restrict programs to those aimed at a group of individuals or families that involved children under the age of 18 at greater risk of foster care placement than the overall child population, but not at immediate risk of such placement.  For example, an approved COPS program could not serve a possible PINS or juvenile delinquent once a petition had been filed since this was deemed by OCFS as an indicator that the youngster was in immediate risk of foster care placement.  Such youngsters and their families should be offered mandated preventive services to prevent their placement.

The current survey was designed to document the use, goals, target populations, primary services, successes, and importance of programs supported by the COPS funding mechanism.  Representatives from LDSS that receive COPS funding were asked to submit a survey.  The following chapters describe the survey design, the respondents, and preliminary data.

Chapter 2

The COPS Survey: Design and Methods

Survey Design 
The COPS Survey (Appendix A) was designed to gather information about the programs supported by the COPS funding mechanism, their efforts to avert family crises and later placement, and the potential benefits to youth and families not at immediate risk for foster care.  The survey consisted of two parts.  Part I included five questions that requested background and contact data, information about the district’s child welfare priorities, a description of the difference COPS has made in programming for youth and children, and the impact, if any, reduced funding for COPS would have on districts and targeted communities or groups.  Part 2 of the survey consisted of 18 questions about the specific programs funded.  The questions concerned programs’ target populations, level of funding, type of contract secured, services administered, number of individuals served, performance targets, documentation, and achievements.  Districts were asked to complete Part 2 for each COPS program funded.  

Of note, it was beyond the scope of the survey to evaluate the effectiveness of each COPS program.  Rather, the goal of the survey was to assess the impact of COPS funding for the LDSS and its potential to benefit youth and families not at immediate risk for foster care.  
Data Collection

Representatives from each LDSS were contacted by OCFS’s Division of Child Welfare and Community Services and provided with an electronic link to the COPS Survey.  The survey was posted on September 22, 2008.  Every district that hosts a COPS program was asked to complete and submit the survey by October 17th, 2008.  Twenty-six districts submitted at least one part of the survey by the cutoff date.  To encourage additional participation, seven districts that initially did not respond but had approval for COPS funding were contacted again by the Division of Child Welfare and Community Services, with additional requests to complete the survey.  As of December 4th, 36 districts had submitted Part 1 of the survey, and 30 districts had submitted Part 2, including descriptions of 155 programs reported to be funded through COPS.  Three Part 2s were excluded from the analysis, as two were duplicates and one reported on a program supported through a Public Purchase of Services contract.  Thus, in total 152 valid program descriptions were submitted.

Analysis and Presentation of Survey Data

The Bureau of Evaluation and Research within the Office of Strategic Planning and Policy cleaned and analyzed the data.  The analyses were exploratory and descriptive in nature.  In the sections that follow, we summarize the information gathered both within district and across programs.  When describing the more open-ended responses, we identify patterns or themes within the data, and summarize accordingly.  

Chapter 3
COPS Survey: Study Sample and Results

Study Sample: Responding Districts 
As shown in Table 1, 36 districts submitted Part 1 of the COPS Survey, including 92.8% of the districts approved for COPS programs by OCFS.  The two counties that did not submit surveys (Montgomery and Saint Lawrence), but did appear on OCFS’s list of approved COPS programs, notified OCFS via phone call or email that they were no longer operating COPS programs.  Six other districts (Chenango, Cortland, Dutchess, Saratoga, Seneca, and Washington) reported supporting at least one COPS program, but approval for these programs was not reflected in OCFS’s records. This may be due to confusion on the part of the districts regarding the nature of the preventive service (e.g., optional or mandated) or incorrect records at OCFS.  One other district submitted a survey (Cayuga), but it is unclear whether the LDSS received approval for a COPS program.  

Part 2 of the survey was submitted by 30 districts.  Greene, Lewis, Madison, Nassau, Orleans, Schoharie, and St. Lawrence indicated in Part 1 that they never operated or no longer received funding for COPS programs; therefore, they did not complete Part 2 of the survey.  The 30 districts that submitted Part 2 reported supporting between 1 and 37 preventive service programs with an aggregate total of 152 programs (Table 1, column 4).  Over half of the districts funded only one or two programs, regardless of their funding level, while three districts funded large numbers of programs.  Eighty-one percent of the programs were reported to have started in 2003 or later, with 21.1% being initiated in 2006 alone.

	Table 1: Summary of Districts Responding to OCFS COPS Survey

	District
	Part 1
	Part 2
	Reported # of COPS Programs
	Reported # of Individuals Served per Month
	Total Level of Reported Funding for COPS 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Albany
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	283
	 $            199,000 

	Broome
	Yes
	Yes 
	4
	382
	            1,526,697 

	Cattaraugus
	Yes
	Yes
	4
	226
	               545,556 

	Cayuga
	Yes
	Yes
	1
	79
	               175,000 

	Chemung
	Yes
	Yes
	6
	345
	            5,495,431 

	Chenango
	Yes
	Yes
	1
	5
	                   5,000 

	Clinton
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	98
	               175,403 

	Columbia
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	230
	               323,420 

	Cortland
	Yes
	Yes
	1
	53
	               145,000 

	Dutchess
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	229
	            1,133,824 

	Erie
	Yes
	Yes
	17
	19,793
	            3,435,824 

	Genesee
	Yes
	Yes
	4
	142
	               406,695 

	Greene
	Yes
	  Not Applicable*
	 
	 
	 

	Jefferson
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	65
	               217,889 

	Lewis
	Yes
	  Not Applicable*
	 
	0 
	0 

	Livingston
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	37
	               117,103 

	Madison
	Yes
	  Not Applicable*
	 
	 
	 

	Monroe
	Yes
	Yes
	6
	1,300 
	10,724,535 

	Nassau
	Yes
	  Not Applicable*
	 
	 
	 

	New York City
	Yes
	Yes
	1
	1,400
	            8,214,000 

	Onondaga
	Yes
	Yes
	8
	3,455
	            3,168,203 

	Ontario
	Yes
	Yes
	5
	421
	            1,671,031 

	Orange
	Yes
	Yes
	11
	899
	       2,803,527 

	Orleans
	Yes
	  Not Applicable*
	 
	 
	 

	Rensselaer
	Yes
	Yes
	1
	5
	$200 per day**

	Rockland
	Yes
	Yes
	7
	1,078
	               640,319 

	Saratoga
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	72
	               438,289 

	Schenectady
	Yes
	Yes
	3
	130
	               397,000 

	Schoharie
	Yes
	  Not Applicable*
	 
	 
	 

	Seneca
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	35
	               283,294 

	Suffolk
	Yes
	Yes
	5
	426
	            2,587,058 

	Sullivan
	Yes
	Yes
	4
	159
	               183,000 

	Tompkins
	Yes
	Yes
	8
	318
	            1,220,079 

	Warren
	Yes
	Yes
	1
	60
	                 42,706 

	Washington
	Yes
	Yes
	1
	2
	                 16,000 

	Westchester
	Yes
	Yes
	37
	3,737
	            9,199,523 

	TOTAL
	36
	30
	152
	35,464
	 $    55,490,406 

	*    “Not applicable” is used to denote districts that do not receive funding for COPS programs.

	**   Full contract amount not provided; not included in estimated total.


Number of Individuals Served with COPS 

COPS programs served a wide range of individuals each month (2-19,793), with an overall monthly total of 35,464 individuals.  Programs that served only a few individuals each month generally offered mental health services, while those that served the largest number of individuals typically were school-based or recreational in nature.  Overall, ten percent of the COPS-supported programs served more than 230 people a month, and 25% served 20 individuals or less.  Table 1 displays the total number of individuals served each month by district.  The monthly total is quite substantial in New York City (1,400) and in three of the largest rest-of-state counties—Erie (19,793), Onondaga (3,455), and Westchester (3,737).  

COPS Contracts and Award Amounts

The survey included several questions about the contracts themselves, such as the award amount, type of contracting agency, type of contract, and use of donated funds.  

Program contract amounts ranged from $3,000 to just over 8.2 million dollars for the Nurse Family Partnership/Healthy Families New York COPS waiver in New York City.  In total, contracts across all districts and programs totaled $55,490,406.  Approximately 10% of the programs received $40,000 or less, while another 10% reported receiving more than $800,000.  The far right column of Table 1 displays the total contract amount for each district.  

In general, COPS programs were operated by not-for-profit agencies (68.4%).  Non-LDSS government agencies or divisions, such as probation, mental health, community services, and youth bureaus, were responsible for running about one-fourth (24.3%) of the programs.  LDSSs administered only a few programs directly (2.0%).  Donated funds were used to support about 21.7% of the COPS programs.
The type of contract used to fund COPS programs varied.  The most common contracting mechanisms were flat fees (40.8%) and performance-based (28.3%).  Contracts for units of service were used less frequently (7.2%), as were a variety of other contract methods (23.7%), such as budget-based, interdepartmental agreements and memorandums of understanding, expense reimbursements, and actual costs.  Although the type of contract varied, 89.5% of the programs specified performance targets and outcomes in their contracts.  
Primary Preventive Services Offered

The original intent behind the uncapped portion of CWF was to provide a reliable source of funding to communities, and to “encourage localities to invest in services that promote family stability and permanency of children in safe home-based settings.” (Child Welfare Financing Final Report to Legislation, page 2).  COPS funding was aimed at supporting community-based services that worked with youth and families before a serious problem developed, rather than serving youth at immediate risk for placement, with the long-term goal of reducing the need for foster care and offering a less costly alternative to placement.  The primary services reported by those responding to the COPS Survey are consistent with this goal.  

Districts were asked to provide information about the primary services delivered by COPS programs.  Thirty possible primary services were listed on the survey, and districts were able to select multiple categories to describe the program.  Table 2 ranks the primary services by the frequency of their selection.  

The wide range of primary services shown in Table 2 illustrates the diverse strategies used by the COPS programs to avert placement.  The primary service reported most often was improving educational outcomes, including bolstering academic performance, reducing truancy, promoting parent involvement, and providing educational advocacy, with nearly half (46.7%) of the COPS programs providing this service.  Linking families or youth to community services (42.8%), parenting education or support (38.8%), and PINS diversion (37.5%) were also frequently reported as a primary service.  The next most frequently selected services were family and youth empowerment, both at a rate of 28.9%.  The remaining categories were reported as a primary service for less than 20% of the programs. 

Of note, several of the programs were focused and delivered only one (11.2%) or two (14.5%) primary services, but nearly three-quarters (74.3%) of the programs offered multiple services.  Programs that delivered five or more primary services often served both youth and their families, and included services related to education, early intervention, alcohol and substance abuse, and PINS diversion.    

	Table 2: Summary of Primary Services Delivered by COPS Programs

	Type of Primary Service*
	Frequency %  

	Educational: Academic Performance, Truancy, Parental Involvement, Advocacy
	46.7%

	Community Service Linkages 
	42.8%

	Parenting Education/Support
	38.8%

	PINS Diversion 
	37.5%

	Family Empowerment
	28.9%

	Youth Empowerment 
	28.9%

	Mental Health Services
	19.1%

	Alcohol/substance abuse prevention 
	17.1%

	Alcohol/substance abuse reduction
	14.5%

	Early Intervention
	14.5%

	Other Mentoring Program 
	13.8%

	Job Training Activities
	11.8%

	Boys/Girls Club or Recreational Programs
	10.5%

	Youth Employment
	10.5%

	Respite
	10.5%

	Functional Family Therapy
	5.9%

	Family Resource Center
	5.9%

	Nurse Family Partnership/ Healthy Families NY
	5.9%

	Literacy Programs
	5.9%

	Youth Court
	4.6%

	Domestic Violence Victim Assistance
	3.9%

	Child Care
	3.9%

	Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST)
	3.3%

	Therapeutic After-School Program  
	2.6%

	School-based Prevention Programs
	2.0%

	Big Brother/Big Sister Mentoring Program
	2.0%

	Evening Reporting Center
	0.7%

	* These are not mutually exclusive categories; most COPS programs provide multiple services.


Target Service Area and Population

The majority of COPS programs were offered district wide (56.6%), with a target group (32.2%) or community (30.9%) as their focus.  Among the groups that were targeted by COPS programs were Spanish-speaking families, who often were offered community service linkages, and families with young children, who typically received early intervention services.  Additionally, mental health and substance abuse services were targeted to children or adolescents with special needs or specific risk factors.  When a particular community was the target, schools, and specific cities or zip codes were mentioned as the focus.  Regardless of the target service area or group, the primary purpose of most programs was to service families (66.4%), although some served only youth (23.0%).    

Use of Evidence Based Programs 

In addition to delineating the nature of the services provided and populations targeted, the survey included questions regarding the level of evidence supporting the programs selected.  Overall, 40.8% of the programs were described as evidence-based, accounting for 56.7% of the total funds awarded, or $31,465,577.  Examples of programs that were reported to be evidence-based include: Nurse Family Partnership, Healthy Families New York, Multi-Systemic Therapy, Parent Child Home, Functional Family Therapy, Communities that Care, and Therapeutic After School.
In addition to using evidence-based models, the districts reported that a number of programs had completed a formal evaluation (36.8%) or process review (44.1%).  Table 3 displays the use of evidence-based programs, routine case reports, formal evaluations, and process studies by the type of primary service delivered.  As shown, the highest rates of evidence-based programming were reported for early intervention programs (50%), and drug and alcohol prevention/reduction programs (48.5%), PINS Diversion programs (43.9%), and youth employment and job training programs (43.8%),.  Although only 31.3% of respite care programs utilized evidence-based models, they ranked the highest on the use of formal evaluations (56.3%) and process studies (62.5%).  In general, COPS programs paid considerable attention to compiling evidence in support of the effectiveness of their services.

 
	Table 3: Use of Evidence Based Programs, Routine Case Notes, and Evaluations

	Type of Primary Service*
	Evidence Based
	Routine Case Notes Kept
	Formally Evaluated
	Had Process Review

	Early Intervention (n=22)
	50.0%
	81.8%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	Drug & Alcohol Prevention/Reduction (n=33)
	48.5%
	72.7%
	33.3%
	42.4%

	PINS Diversion (n=57)
	43.9%
	87.7%
	29.8%
	47.4%

	Youth Employment/Job Training (n=16)
	43.8%
	81.3%
	50.0%
	56.3%

	Mental Health Services (n=29)
	41.4%
	96.6%
	41.4%
	62.1%

	Parenting Education (n=59)
	39.0%
	83.1%
	42.4%
	45.8%

	Educational Outcome Improvement (n=71)
	36.6%
	76.1%
	35.2%
	46.5%

	Community Service Linkages (n=65)
	35.4%
	75.4%
	36.9%
	40.0%

	Youth Empowerment (n=44)
	34.1%
	61.4%
	38.6%
	52.3%

	Respite (n=16)
	31.3%
	93.8%
	56.3%
	62.5%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	* These are not mutually exclusive categories; most COPS programs provide multiple services.


Documentation of COPS Programs’ Performance Targets
While the Uniform Case Record is required by statute for most child welfare practices, COPS-funded programs are permitted to provide alternative documentation of preventive services.  The alternative documentation is expected to use a proven method to replace or supplement the periodic and high quality documentation that is generally required.  Thus, an important goal of the COPS Survey was to gather information about the use and type of these alternative documentation strategies. 

COPS programs tracked performance targets in a number of different ways.  The most widely used methods for tracking performance targets involved paper-based or log systems (59.9%) and case record reviews (37.5%).  Many of the programs also reported using electronically maintained databases that relied on a stand-alone database (29.6%) or a web-based system (24.3%).  Less frequently reported strategies for monitoring performance included the use of progress and annual reports (13.2%), formal assessments, surveys and evaluations (6.6%), Uniform Case Reports (5.9%), and site visits or meetings (3.9%).  As shown in Figure 1, over two-thirds (69%) of the COPS programs used two or more strategies to track performance targets.  
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Strategies for Monitoring COPS Programs

Districts reported using a number of different techniques to monitor the implementation and performance of the COPS-supported programs, ranging from a single strategy to seven different methods (Figure 2).  The average number of strategies used by a district to monitor the implementation and performance of a COPS program was about three (mean = 3.3).  The three most frequently reported methods were discussions with program directors (87.6%), progress reports (78.9%), and review of documented performance targets (71.1%).   Other strategies included site visits (48.7%), case record reviews (17.1%), board and committee meetings (7.9%), and formal assessments, client surveys or evaluations (2.6%).  
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COPS Programs in Action: Reports of Success

Programs were asked to provide information about their three top performance areas along with evidence supporting their achievement.  We then grouped and reviewed the data within three frequently reported and relatively distinct primary service areas:  educational outcomes (46.7%), community service linkages (42.8%), and PINS diversion (37.5%).  Within each of the primary service areas, patterns emerged in both the top performance areas and program achievements.  The sections below provide brief summaries of the main performance areas or goals within the different services, the percentage of programs that provided data to support their achievements, and a description of evidence in support of the programs’ accomplishments.  

Educational Outcomes.  Seventy-one programs listed education, including improving academic achievement, truancy, parental involvement, or advocacy, as one of their primary functions.  The goals that these programs reported fell into four main areas: 1) improving school attendance, 2) improving school performance, 3) providing services, and 4) improving competency in other areas.  Fifteen of the programs cited improving school attendance as one of their main goals.  Nine of these 15 provided some evidence of success in increasing attendance at school.  Programs reported that 60% - 98% of participants improved their school attendance and that absenteeism was reduced by 78% to 82%.  Twenty-eight of the programs listed improved academic performance as a main program goal.  Of these programs, 16 provided some evidence of success.  For example, two programs reported that 98% and 100% of their participants improved their academic performance, and four programs reported 70% - 87% increases in student performance.  Twenty-one programs listed goals that fell within the service provision area, including provision of academic services and extracurricular services.  Of these 21 programs, 20 provided evidence of success.  For example, 80% of participants assigned to special education services received an evaluation through CSE.  Additionally, 149 students received tutoring services, and 277 students were offered services to improve academic performance and behavior at school.  Finally, 20 programs listed goals related to improving competency in other areas, and 12 of these programs provided evidence of success.  For example, 97% of youth in one program completed a computer skills course, 88% of families in another program improved their verbal interactions, and 70% of students in a third program participated in an after-school setting to enrich social and motor skills.

Community Service Linkages.  Sixty-five programs reported that linking youth and families to services was a primary function.  The goals for these programs addressed four main areas: 1) skill improvement, 2) service provision, 3) service coordination, and 4) medical / mental health needs.  Skill improvement was reported to be a goal for programs 39 times, with parenting and employment being the most frequently targeted skills to improve.  Of those programs citing improvement, 22 were able to provide data demonstrating their successes.  For instance, 60% of families served in one program completed parenting classes, and in another program, 86% of participating youth maintained employment for three months.  Service provision was cited as a goal 30 times, with 23 instances of quantifiable success.  Programs generally provided direct care services or support services.  Programs cited the number of clients they served in the past year, for example, temporary housing for 214 youth, legal services for 170 kinship caregivers, and phone and support services to 5,000 families.  Service coordination was listed as a goal 19 times, with 15 programs providing some evidence of success.  For example, programs reported that about 50% - 90% of clients received referrals to other community services.  Finally, programs listed medical or mental health-related goals 13 times, with 9 programs providing some evidence of success.  These programs typically addressed prenatal and well-child care.  Programs reported 92% - 100% compliance with prenatal care, 93% compliance with well-child checkups, and 96% of clients maintaining a primary care provider. 

PINS Diversion.  Fifty-seven programs reported that PINS diversion was a primary service.  These agencies listed several of their main accomplishments and indicators providing evidence of their achievements.  The accomplishments generally fell into three areas: 1) averting out-of-home placements for youth, 2) reducing the number of PINS referrals, and 3) improving school outcomes.  Averting out-of-home placement was reported as an accomplishment 42 times (74%).  Of those agencies reporting this accomplishment, 23 were able to provide some evidence of success.  In general, these programs were able to avoid out-of-home placement for 90% - 100% of youth served. Reducing the number of PINS referrals was reported as an accomplishment by 22 programs.  Sixteen of these programs provided some evidence of success, such as 67% and 74% reductions in PINS cases.  Additionally, 35% - 96% of youth served avoided PINS petitions, with a majority of programs stating that over 50% of youth served averted a PINS petitions.  Finally, 27 programs reported that student outcomes improved.  Twenty-four programs provided evidence of this, including 76% - 78% reductions in school absences and improvements in grade point averages of 8 to 22 points.  

APPENDIX A




COPS SURVEY

COPS Survey Part 1
Please complete this survey only once for your district
1. Name of District


Albany


Alleghany


Broome


Cattaraugus


Cayuga


Chautuaqua


Chemung


Chenango


Clinton


Columbia


Cortland


Delaware


Dutchess


Erie


Essex


Franklin


Fulton


Genesee


Greene


Hamilton


Herkimer


Jefferson


Lewis


Livingston


Madison


Monroe


Montgomery


Nassau


Niagara


Onieda


Onondaga


Ontario


Orange


Orleans


Oswego


Otsego


Putnam


Rensselaer


Rockland


St. Lawrence


Saratoga


Schentectady


Schoharie


Schuyler


Seneca


Steubaen


Suffolk


Sullivan


Tioga


Tompkins


Ulster


Warren


Washington


Wayne


Westchester


Wyoming


Yates


New York City


St. Regis
2. Person Completing the Survey

Name: ____________________


Title: ____________________


Phone Number: ____________________


E-mail Address ____________________

3. Please list your district's top four child welfare priorities (e.g., to prevent the progression from PINS to out-of-home placement; to reduce rates of abuse and neglect in economically disadvantaged neighborhoods; etc.):

1: ____________________


2: ____________________


3: ____________________


4: ____________________

4. What has COPS allowed your district to do that wasn't possible under traditional funding sources?

______________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________

5. What would be the impact on your community if child welfare funding for COPS programs was reduced or eliminated?

______________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________

COPS Survey Part 2
Please complete a PART II for each COPS program in your district that receives child welfare funding. For example, if child welfare funding supports three COPS programs, you will need to complete Part II three times.
1. Name of District


Albany


Alleghany


Broome


Cattaraugus


Cayuga


Chautuaqua


Chemung


Chenango


Clinton


Columbia


Cortland


Delaware


Dutchess


Erie


Essex


Franklin


Fulton


Genesee


Greene


Hamilton


Herkimer


Jefferson


Lewis


Livingston


Madison


Monroe


Montgomery


Nassau


Niagara


Onieda


Onondaga


Ontario


Orange


Orleans


Oswego


Otsego


Putnam


Rensselaer


Rockland


St. Lawrence


Saratoga


Schentectady


Schoharie


Schuyler


Seneca


Steubaen


Suffolk


Sullivan


Tioga


Tompkins


Ulster


Warren


Washington


Wayne


Westchester


Wyoming


Yates


New York City


St. Regis
2. Program

Program Name: ____________________


Date Started ____________________


Contractor Name: ____________________

3. Is the contract organization/agency that receives child welfare funds to run a COPS program


Not for Profit


LDSS


Religious organization


School / School District


Government (non LDSS)


Other: ___________________________________

4. Amount of Contract

$$ ____________________

5. Are there any donated funds used for this COPS program?


Yes


No
6. What Type of Contract was secured?


Performance Based


Flat Fee


Unit of Service


Other ___________________________________

7. Is the primary purpose of the COPS program to serve youth alone, parents alone, or youth and their parents (families)?


Youth alone


Parent(s) alone


Families


Other ___________________________________

8. Please estimate the TOTAL number of individuals who receive services from your program each month.

Individuals served per month ____________________

9. Is the COPS program offered district wide and/or does it target a particular group or community? [Check all that Apply]


District-wide


Community (e.g, zip code, neighborhood, etc.) Please specify ___________________________________



Group (e.g., single mothers, teenagers, autistic children, etc.) Please Specify ___________________________________

10. Primary service(s) delivered by COPS program (check all PRIMARY services)


PINS Diversion


Early Intervention 


Healthy Families NY/Nurse Family Partnerships 


Youth employment


Job training activities


Alcohol/substance abuse prevention


Alcohol/substance abuse reduction


Mental Health services


Respite


Domestic Violence Victim Assistance


Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST)


Functional Family Therapy (FFT)


Boys/Girls Club Programs or Recreational Programs


School-based Prevention Programs


Educational Outcome Improvement re academic performance, truancy reduction, increased parental involvement, and/or educational advocacy 


Therapeutic After-School Program


Evening Reporting Center


Family Resource Center


Literacy Programs


Youth Court


Big Brother/Big Sister Mentoring Program (BB/BS)


Other Mentoring Programs (not BB/BS)


Child Care


Youth Empowerment 


Parenting Education/Support


Family Empowerment


Community Service Linkages


Other (please specify): ___________________________________

11. Is the COPS program evidence-based?


Yes


No
12. Are there routine case notes kept?


Yes


No 


Not Applicable
13. In what ways do you track performance targets: [Check all that apply]


log book or paper system


stand alone electronic database


web based system


case records review


Uniform Case Records


Other (please specify) ___________________________________

14. How is the program monitored by the LDSS? [Check all that apply]


Site visits


Review of documented performance targets


Discussions with key informants or program directors


Progress reports or annual report


Case record review


Other method, please specify ___________________________________

15. Are the program's performance targets based on the outcomes specified in the contractual agreement with your district?


Yes


No
16. Please list the program's top three performance areas and give an example or evidence of the COPS programs achievement (actual data, impression, or anecdote).
	Performance Area
	Example or Evidence

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	


17. Has the program ever been formally evaluated? 


Yes


No
18. Has the program ever had a process review? 


Yes


No
All surveys must be submitted on line at � HYPERLINK "http://ocfs.state.nyenet/ohrd/survey/cops08/default.asp" ��http://ocfs.state.nyenet/ohrd/survey/cops08/default.asp�
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