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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Building on the 2018 Charlottesville Child Welfare report, this study investigates racial disproportionality
- overrepresentation of racial groups in the child welfare system relative to their presence in the population
- and racial disparity - less favorable outcomes for some racial groups compared to others - for children
interacting with the Charlottesville Department of Social Services over a three year period, from January
1, 2015 to December 31, 2017. We focus here on the child as the unit of analysis, following children from
referral to exit from the system, focusing especially on foster care outcomes.

Racial Disproportionality: A disproportionate number of referrals to CPS are for Black children who
compose about twice the proportion of referred children relative to their population. Multiracial children
are also over-represented in referrals relative to their population in Charlottesville by about 30%.

Referral Frequency: Some of this over-representation stems from the greater frequency of referrals
for Black and multiracial children. Multiracial childrenreceived, on average, 2.4 referrals and Black children
received 2.1 referrals compared to 1.8 referrals on average for White children.

Post Referral Decision Points: Among children referred to CPS, Black children are slightly more likely
to be screened in, at 72%, than White children, at 70%. Among children with screened-in referrals, cases
involving multiracial children are the most likely to be investigated (63%), followed by cases involving Black
children (55%). Among cases involving White and Hispanic children, 47% and 46% are assigned to investiga-
tion. There are no meaningful racial differences in the probability that an investigated case is substantiated
or that a child’s environment is determined to be unsafe.

Entering Foster Care: Multiracial children have a much higher probability of entering foster care, at
28%, than do White or Black children, at 14% and 13%, or Hispanic children, at 4%. Among the most com-
mon reasons reported for removal of children - neglect, parental drug use, and inadequate housing - inad-
equate housing is more likely be cited as a reason in cases involving multiracial children (at 35%) compared
to White and Black children (21%). Parental drug use is slightly more likely to be cited as a reason in cases
involving White children (at 36%) compared to Black or multiracial children (at 26% and 27%).

Foster Care Placement: Among children in foster care during the study period, 71% were in a foster
family environment, with 30% in kinship care. This is much higher than the overall state’s rate of kinship
care (6%) and in line with the national average (32%). Multiracial children are more likely to be in non-
relative foster care (56%) compared to Black and White children (38% and 30%). There is no evidence of
racial differences in placement stability - whether the number of placements or the time spent in a given
placement - or in the overall time children spend in foster care.

Leaving Foster Care: Children in foster care are nearly universally working with child welfare profes-
sionals towards a permanency goal. This does not vary by race. Among the small number of children who
exited foster care, almost all experienced outcomes consistent with their case goals. Among children who
exited foster care during the study period, half were reunified with their families. The rate of reunification
was higher among White children. Black children were more likely to be adopted relative to White or mul-
tiracial children. Given the limited number of observations, these findings should be considered suggestive.

Limitations: It is important to note that while the literature on racial disproportionality in child welfare
suggests that higher rates of poverty in communities of color explains some of the disproportionality, the
dataunder study here did not include family economic security variables and therefore we could not control
for poverty in assessing disproportionality.

Potential directions for future research are suggested, including investigation into the causes of referral
disproportionality, higher rates of investigation among black or multiracial children, and the definition and
experiences of multiracial children.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Racial disproportionality in the U.S. child welfare system has been an ongoing concern among practitioners,
advocates, and researchers for the last two decades. A wealth of studies has repeatedly shown that children
of color and their families are disproportionately represented in the child welfare system in America. More
specifically, considerable research has documented the overrepresentation of racial minorities in referrals
to Child Protective Services (CPS) and in Foster Care (Child Welfare Information Gateway 2016; Maloney
etal 2017).

The extent of racial disproportionality varies across the country. In Virginia, quarterly reports from Vir-
ginia’s Child Protective Services Accountability System indicate that, in 2018 across the Commonwealth,
29% of reports to CPS involved Black children,! though Black children make up only 20% of the state’s child
population, for a racial disproportionality index of 1.4.2 In the city of Charlottesville, 57% of referrals to CPS
were for Black children, though Black children make up only 25% of Charlottesville’s child population, for a
racial disproportionality index of 2.2. Referral to child protective services for alleged maltreatment is only
the first interaction children and their families may have with the child welfare system.

Building on the 2018 Charlottesville Child Welfare Study (Claibourn, McClintock et al 2018) this report
continues to examine the data on child referrals to Charlottesville’s Department of Social Services, with a
focus on identifying racial and ethnic differences in the experiences of children interacting with the child
welfare system. Conducted for the Charlottesville Department of Social Services by the UVA Public In-
terest Data Lab, this study analyzes racial disproportionality in referral to child protective services, racial
disparity in post-referral decisions (whether children are screened in, whether their cases are investigated,
whether children are removed from their home), and racial differences in experiences in foster care (rea-

sons for removal, placements, exit from foster care).

2 RESEARCH AND DATA

2.1 BACKGROUND RESEARCH

Research has repeatedly documented the higher rates of involvement with child protective services among
racial minority families (Bowman et al 2009; Johnson et al 2007; Maloney et al 2017; Putnam-Hornstein
et al 2013; Rolock 2008). Disparities occur for different ethnic and racial minorities - Blacks, Latinx, Na-
tive Americans - depending on the particular demographic composition and history of a place, and across
multiple decision points and outcomes - referrals, investigations, removal from the home. At the same
time, a variety of explanations for the troubling overrepresentation and unequal experiences of minority
families in the child welfare system have been proposed (Fluke et al 2011). From disproportionate need,

whereby marginalized minorities experiencing greater poverty and economic insecurity experience more

! Among reported children for whom race is known; the number of multiracial children is not provided in the quarterly reports.

2Aracial disproportionality index is the ratio of percentage of children by race at a given point in the child welfare system over
their percentage in the general population. Child population estimates are based on the American Community Survey’s 2013-2017
5-year estimates.
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fragile family environments as a result, to racial bias, whether expressed as discrimination on the part of in-
dividuals in and out of the child welfare ecosystem or as the differential impact of institutions and policies
on families of color.

One of the most robust results in studies of
race and maltreatment is the central role of so-

Racial disproportionality: the difference in the

rates of children of a given race in the child cioeconomic status as a predictor of maltreatment

el e e presen N elovers risk. Indeed, poverty and economic insecurity have

S0 e e, (BHEEreme ey 15 carmmanty been repeatedly identified as key risk factors for

C . o maltreatment and interaction with child protective
conveyed as a racial disproportionality index

services. Drake goes so far as to say: “The relation-

(RDI), the ratio of percentage of children by

race at a given point in the child welfare system ship between poverty and child maltreatment is

over their percentage inthe general population. probably the most scientifically certain and largest

magnitude effect in the field of child welfare re-
Dl clsaeite the darnee i cuiesie: search” (2011, pp. 100). Poverty itself is correlated

witlitin e el weliare sysien s ekl with additional maltreatment risk factors - sub-

. . . T stance abuse, mental illness, incarceration, single-
groups. Disparity captures inequality in expe-

riences between one racial group and another. parent families - as well as greater exposure to

agencies and actors connected to the child welfare
ecosystem. In the current study, we do not have
data on maltreatment risk or on a family’s economic status, but see no reason why the persistent relation-
ship between economic fragility and risk of child maltreatment found throughout research should be absent
here.®

Maltreatment risk and poverty are likely to increase the chance that a child is referred to child protec-
tive services. Such areport or referral is the first action on which racial differences can arise. Bias in report-
ing of child abuse and neglect has been a longstanding concern (Krase 2013) and evidence suggests that
poverty, and the greater concentration of Black families in areas of higher poverty, explains much of the
disproportionate referral of Black children for alleged mistreatment (Drake, Lee and Jonson-Reid 2009).

Once areferral is made, cases of alleged abuse and neglect are processed through a sequence of deci-
sion points. Figure 1 depicts the general series of decisions made as part of the child protection and welfare
process. Families are referred to child protection and screened in or out based on the information provided
in the referral: e.g., is the alleged victim in the relevant jurisdiction, under 18; does the report include be-
havior that meets the threshold of maltreatment, is the alleged abuser in a care-taking role; does the agency

have sufficient information to locate the child.

3Importantly, the correlation between poverty and interaction with the child welfare system is understood as stemming from
structural consequences of poverty - fewer support systems, greater stress - not from the characteristics of parents in poverty.
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TABLE 1: CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM FLOWCHART

Suspected child
abuse or neglect.

Y

Professional or community member reports
suspected abuse to CPS. Worker screens report.

|
Y L]

Situation does not meet the State's
definition of maltreatment, or
too little information is supplied.
Report is “screened out.” Caller
may be referred elsewhere.

Report is “screened in.”

Y / Y

Safety concerns exist Safety concerns and There are no safety
and/or risk is significant. risk are moderate. concerns and risk is low.

! { ' y |

CPS may conduct a
family assessment.

! — ¥ 1 ¥

CPS investigates. <

Evidence of Insufficient evidence Child welfare or No services are found
abuse or neglect: of abuse or neglect: community-based to be appropriate.
“Substantiated" “Unsubstantiated” services may be offered Family may be
or “Founded.” or “Unfounded.” to address family needs. referred elsewhere.

v L
L
Child has been harmed
and a risk of future Low or no risk of

abuse or ongoing safety future abuse found.
concerns are present.

'

Case closed.

v

Y

!

Family may be referred
for voluntary services.

" Child st ith family. . o
Court petition . el Stays with Tam Risk minimized.
may be filed Services are provided to Case closed
) the child and family. ’
Child is placed in out-of-home care and services
are provided to the child and family.
|
v [] Y []
Reunification Custody to Termination of parental rights Independent living
with family. a relative. and acloption or permanent with permanent
legal guardianship. family connections.

From Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2013.

Many states, including Virginia, implement a Differential Response System, meaning if a report is ac-
cepted, families may be assigned for assessment or for investigation. Assessment is intended to engage the
family and the family’s support network, identify family needs, and generate services to meet those needs
without seeking to substantiate maltreatment. Investigations seek to determine if abuse or neglect was
likely to have occurred and may lead to service provision and/or removal of a child from the home. If in-
vestigated, a finding is reported for the investigation substantiating likely maltreatment or concluding the
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report was unfounded. At each of these decisions, racial disparity could emerge, such that families of color
become more likely than white families to experience a negative outcome.

Placement of children out of their home represents another set of decisions. When abuse or neglect
is substantiated or a child is determined to be subject to future harm, the agency must decide if in-home
family preservation and support services are likely to be sufficient to keep a child safe or if, instead, a child
should be removed from the home and enter foster care. The decision to pursue foster care sets in motion
another sequence of outcomes: where a child is placed, in family foster care or residential care; the stability
or number of placement transitions a child experiences; the amount of time a child remains in foster care;
and the path by which children exit the foster care system.

While the evidence of racial difference in post-referral decisions varies across states and jurisdictions,
past work has found more consistent evidence of racial disparity for investigation decisions and entry into
foster care, but less for substantiation (Bowman et al 2009; Fluke et al 2011). In addition, children of color
are frequently found to have longer stays in foster care, further exacerbating disproportionality in the com-
position of children in foster care. Finally, studies have often found disparities in exit, in particular, with
lower rates of reunification and adoption for Black children (Fluke et al 2011; Hill 2006).

2.2 2018 CHARLOTTESVILLE CHILD WELFARE STUDY

To better understand whether the persistent racial disparities uncovered in other research are present in
Charlottesville, and where such disparities are most prevalent, we began examining Charlottesville’s child
welfare case load in early 2018 in collaboration with Charlottesville’s Department of Social Services (Clai-
bourn, McClintock et al 2018). Using administrative data on reports made to Child Protective Services from
July 1, 2014 to June 30, 2017, we assessed racial disproportionality in the composition of referrals, racial
disparity in post-referral decisions, and racial differences in a subset of foster care outcomes. We found
that Black and multiracial children are overrepresented among referrals to CPS relative to the population,
with Back children making up twice the percent of referrals compared to their percent of the local child
population and multiracial children reported to CPS at about 1.4 times over their population size. There
were no racial differences in whether referrals were screened in, or accepted, though equivalent screen-
in rates carry the referral disproportionality forward. The next step, whether to investigate the report or
respond with a family assessment for services, was the place in which we say greater racial disparity, with
cases involving multiracial and Black children more likely to be investigated. Once investigated, cases for
children of color and White children were equally likely to be substantiated.

In the 2018 study, we were able to follow referrals through the initial decision flow, but were unable
to reliably match referrals to a child’s removal from the home into foster care. A separate set of analyses
examined Charlottesville’s foster care cases. Here, again, multiracial children were highly overrepresented
among children entering foster care during these three years with a disproportionality index of 3.8. Black
children were also overrepresented in this subset, at nearly 1.7 times over their population size. Analysis
revealed racial differences in the initial out-of-home placement, with Black and multiracial children more

likely to be placed in a foster family compared to White children and less likely to be placed in kinship care.
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Looking at all substitute care experienced by a child, however, Black children were more likely to spend
some time in kinship care relative to White children. Black children also experienced a greater number of
placements, indicating more transitions, compared to White children, but there was no racial disparity in
overall time spent in foster care.

As a caveat, while the literature underscores the importance of family economic conditions on child
welfare outcomes, and on racial differences in these outcomes, we did not have information on economic
characteristics to incorporate into the 2018 study. Consequently, we could not determine the extent to
which the differences we noted were driven by potentially greater need among families of color versus dif-

ferential treatment by the child welfare system.

2.3 THE CURRENT STUDY

Thisstudy againrelies on administrative data provided by the Virginia Department of Social Services (VDSS).
The child-level data from both the Virginia Child Protection Accountability System (CPS data) and from the
Foster Care system (FC data) was extracted, merged, and de-identified by the Office of Research and Plan-
ning at VDSS. Table 2 outlines the nature of the data provided for the study.

While the 2018 study initially used referrals as the unit of analysis, comparing the racial composition
of referrals to the population and following the referral through the post-referral decision flow, this study
treats the child as the unit of analysis, examining the experiences of children, who may be subject to multiple

referrals during the study period, as they move through a similar set of decisions.

TABLE 2: THE CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES AND FOSTER CARE DATA SOURCES

e Referral data: Children referred to Charlottesville DSS from January 1, 2015 to December
31, 2017 (n=1,427). Includes age, race, ethnicity, and gender of referred children; nature of
reported maltreatment; the number of referrals for each child during this three year period,;
whether a child, subsequent to any referral, was ever screened in, was ever investigated, ever
received a substantiated finding of maltreatment, and ever received a safety determination of

unsafe.

e Foster caredata: Amongthe childrenreferred to CPS, children entering care between January
1, 2015 to December 31, 2017 (n=182). Includes child disability status, family structure, and
Title IV assistance; date of removal from home, reasons for removal from home, presence of
prior entry into foster care, and current placement type; date child existed custody, and reason

for exit.

e Foster care placement history data: Placement history of children entering foster care be-
tween January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2017 (n=182). Includes date of entry for each new
placement, type of placement, date of exit for each placement, and reason for exit.
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The Virginia Department of Social Services worked with us to merge the administrative data on chil-
dren referred to Charlottesville’s Department of Social Services with the data from the local foster care
system, allowing us to follow a child’s path from report to the decision to remove a child from the home.
Consequently, we can analyze the removal decision, an outcome omitted from the 2018 study, and canin-
corporate information on agency decisions prior to removal in analysis of foster care outcomes.

In addition, this study incorporates information that allows us to dive deeper into the foster care expe-
rience by investigating removal reasons and controlling for characteristics like a child’s family structure. As
in the 2018 study, however, we do not have access to information about a family’s economic stability, so
this remains a possible confounder of the racial differences we uncover in our analysis.

In the next Section, we again assess the evidence for racial disproportionality in who is referred to So-
cial Services and analyze the likelihood of repeated referrals for children by race and ethnicity. Section 4
investigates racial differences in whether a child is screened in and investigated or assessed, along with the
outcomes of investigations. Section 5 begins by examining the likelihood of a child entering foster care. In
addition, we assess the characteristics of children entering foster care during the study period and inves-
tigate the reasons given for removal. In Section 6 we turn to foster care outcomes like current placements
and transition experiences. Finally, Section 7 focuses on how children leave foster care.

Defining Race: Measuring race and ethnicity is an imperfect endeavor. Classifications are reductive
and may not accurately reflect anindividual’s self identity or changing conceptual understanding. We
understand race as socially defined with racial differences deriving primarily from the inequality con-
structed to reinforce racial categories. We are limited, though, in how we can capture racial and eth-
nic identity in this study. Population estimates from the U.S. Census are not structured to permit
dis-aggregation of multiracial children into individual racial categories, and the population of several
census-identified minority groups in Charlottesville is not large enough to measure with accuracy.
We are left with White, Black, multiracial, Hispanic and Asian as available classifications.  For anal-

ysis of referrals and post-referral decisions, we incorporate all five race/ethnicity categories where

possible. The local child welfare data includes only 12 referred children identified as Asian over the

study period, so as we move further down the post-referral decisions, we reduce the analysis to only
White, Black, multiracial, and Hispanic children. Among the smaller number of children entering fos-
ter care, only two are identified as Asian and two as Hispanic. Consequently, when we are analyzing

foster care outcomes, we focus on White, Black, and multiracial children only.

In this report, we follow the APA style guide in which racial and ethnic groups are designated as proper nouns and are
capitalized.

3 REFERRALTO CHILD WELFARE
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3.1 RACIAL DISPROPORTIONALITY

Racial disproportionality, the over- or under-representation of a racial or ethnic group relative to their pop-
ulation, has consistently been an issue in the American child welfare system. In the 2018 study, the most
noteworthy racial difference was found in referrals to the child welfare system. Figure 1 examines referral
disproportionality in this new data set. The top panel of Figure 1 presents the percent of reports made to
CPS by the race and ethnicity of the child referred compared to the percent of children by race and ethnicity
in Charlottesville’s population.*
The differences are quite drastic. Black chil-
der 18, yet 56% of the referrals made to the child o0

welfare system involve Black children. Similarly,

50.8 (+0.9)

75%-

while 8.2% of children in Charlottesville are mul-

Race

. . . . . . I white
tiracial, 10.9% of referrals involve multiracial chil- s = Bk
26.4 (£3.2) ultiRace
dren. Conversely, 24% of referrals involve White P

25%-

children, while 50.8% of Charlottesville’s child pop- 52029

10.2 (£ 1.3)

ulation is White. Referrals involving Hispanic and

2013-2017 Population 2015-2017 Referrals

Asian children also occur at rates below what their

. . . Racial Disproportionality Index in Referrals
presence N the pOpu|atI0n m|ght Suggest. Among Children Referred to CPS between January 2015 and December 2017;

Population Proportions from 2013-2017 American Community Survey

The bottom panel of Figure 1 translates these

White -

percentages into a racial disproportionality index

(RDI), making the relative degree of over- or un- Bleck] oo
. . e I white
derrepresentation more explicit. To account for MultiRace = Black
MultiRace
the uncertainty about the population sizes, particu- e

Hispanic-

larly for smaller populations, the RDI also incorpo-

rates the uncertainty by providing lower and upper
bOUndS derived from the marginS Of error for pop' o Disp(r)i)zgort(i)i)ar?ality Ir?tfex (%gz% Conflidencellﬁtervaﬁs) ’
ulation estimates. RDI values of one reflect equal Figure 1: Proportion of children in the Charlottesville popula-
representation of a group in referrals and in the tion and referred to Charlottesville DSS by race and ethnicity.
population, RDIs greater than one suggest a popu-

lation is overrepresented compared to their population composition, and RDlIs less than one mean a popu-
lation is underrepresented.®

Black children are the most highly over-represented group in reports made to CPS with an RDI of 2.1.

“4Local child population estimates are from the American Community Survey 5-year survey, 2013-2017. Sent to approximately
3.5 million addresses per year, the 5-year estimates provide up-to-date estimates for localities that may be changing rapidly be-
tween censuses. As these are estimates derived from surveys, and thus subject to variability due to sampling error, margins of
error are provided. Larger margins mean the estimate is less accurate.

SFigure 1 graphs the RDI values on a logarithmic scale allowing us to show bars that are equal in length on either side of one.
That is, an RDI of two, where children are twice as likely to be in the referral set compared to their presence in the population will
be the same length as an RDI of 0.5, where children are half as likely to be in the referral set compared to their presence in the
population.
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That is, Black children compose about twice the proportion of referred children relative to their popula-
tion. Multiracial children are overrepresented in referrals by about 34% (though with a confidence interval
ranging from 1.03, or near parity, to 1.92, nearly double the population proportion). Hispanic children, who
were not analyzed separately in the 2018 study, are under-represented in referrals, as are White children;
and Asian children appear especially infrequently relative to their population.

In Charlottesville, referral to CPSis particularly high and disproportionate for Black and multiracial chil-
dren. This greater contact with the child welfare system from referrals could generate disproportionality
at later stages - investigations, removal from home - even if there are no additional racial or ethnic differ-
ences in decisions and outcomes post referral. Section 4 will turn to this question of disparity, that is, once

referred to the system, whether children of color are subject to different decisions and outcomes.

3.2 REFERRAL FREQUENCY

This over-representation of Black and multiracial children among referrals to CPS could result from reports
made on a greater proportion of Black and multiracial children or by individual Black and multiracial chil-
dren being referred more frequently to CPS, or both. To understand this process better, we examined the
referral frequency among children to understand if there are differences in how frequently a report was
made on any particular child by race and ethnicity.

Figure 2 provides the average number of times

Average Number of Referrals for Referred Children by Race . . .
Among Children Referred to CPS between January 2015 and December 2017 Ch | Id ren were referred tO CPS dur| ng th IS three'
more than once, with multiracial children receiving

2.8 reports on average during this period and Black
v children receiving an average of 2 reports each.
Both of these averages are sufficiently greater than
o the average for White and Hispanic children to be

White Black Multirace H\sﬁanlc Asian

Not: represets sgniant year period by race and ethnicity. Black and mul-

difference from White and Hispanic
children at p < .10

tiracial children were more likely to be referred

considered statistically reliable.®
Figure 2: Average number of referrals per child made to the At the same time, there are a greater number
Charlottesville DSS by race and ethnicity. of Black children referred at least once to CPS dur-
ing this period than any other race or ethnicity com-
bined. Among children referred at any time during this period, 799 are Black, 342 are White, 156 are mul-
tiracial, 87 are Hispanic, and 12 are Asian. A greater number of Black children are reported to CPS and, at
the same time, Black children are likely to receive more reports than White children. But multiracial chil-
dren receive the most repeated referrals to the child welfare system.

SA statistical test for the difference in average referrals between Black and White children produces ap = 0.055; between
Black and Hispanic children, the test generates ap = 0.055. The tests comparing multiracial children to White, Black, and Hispanic
children all generate p < 0.001. While the magnitude of the differences in the average number of referrals for Black and multiracial
children relative to Asian children is similar, the number of Asian children in the data set is small, making it harder to characterize
this population with confidence.
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A note about statistical uncertainty: Throughout the study, we will present descriptive statistics -
average number of referrals by race, the proportion of children screened in by race. To the extent our
concernis with the population of children interacting with the child welfare system in Charlottesville
during 2015-2017, we have observations on the full population and the differences presented can be
understood as the true observed difference.

To the extent our concern is with not just the children who interact with DSS during this period,
but with past and future children who may interact, we will treat the data as a sample generated by
a process that would produce additional samples in past or future years. For this purpose, our anal-
ysis will present measures of precision and uncertainty about racial differences. These statistical or
inferential tests speak to how much information or evidence we have about the process that gener-
ated this data and whether such a process is likely to generate similar differences in the future. More
specifically, these tests assess how much evidence we have that a world in which there are no racial
differences would produce the differences we see in this sample of data.

Our measures of precision will generally be credibility intervals, or the range of racial effects that

are compatible with the data; these will be presented for predicted outcomes based on statistical

models that control for a child’s race along with other characteristics of the child’s case or experi-
ence. Our measures of uncertainty will generally be p-values on inferential tests. These should be
understood as measuring the compatibility between a hypothesis of no racial difference and the dif-
ferences we observe in the study data.

Because the data set is comparatively small, particularly when examining children in foster care,
we know that we have limited information to make inferences about the larger processes. Conse-
guently, we will not use an arbitrary p-value to denote differences that are statistically significant or
not, but will use the p-value along with the size of the estimated difference, the amount of information
available to us, and prior work to make a judgment about whether a difference should be understood
as important.

Finally, because such judgments are always necessary and always somewhat subjective, we are
committed to a practice of open and transparent inquiry by providing the complete results of multiple

model specifications in the appendix and sharing our code online.

3.3 MODELING REFERRAL FREQUENCY

To analyze differences in frequency of referral further, we estimated a statistical model for the number of
referrals as a function of race and ethnicity of the child while controlling for other attributes that might ac-
count for repeated referrals. More specifically, we estimate a negative binomial model, a common model
for predicting counts of events, like number of referrals, in a given period. We include race and ethnicity
along with gender, age, and alleged maltreatment indicators as predictor variables. Age and alleged mal-
treatment, in particular, may represent alternative explanations for a higher rate of referral. Age deserves
some additional consideration. Examining the age of a child’s first referral (during this three-year study pe-
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riod) revealed some racial differences. Multiracial children had the youngest average age at first referral,
at 6.1 years, followed by Black children, at 7.0 years. These average ages were both significantly lower than
those for White and Hispanic children, whose average ages at first referral were 7.8 and 8.7 respectively.
It’s not clear why multiracial children should come to the attention of CPS a full year younger than Black
children, who themselves are nearly a full year younger than White children when first referred. But age
will be an important control variable throughout this study to help us differentiate between racial effects
and age effects.

The full model of referral frequency is pre-

Predicted Number of Referrals by Race

sented in the appendix (Table Al). Here we fo-

White -

cus on the expected number of referrals for each

- L child by race and ethnicity to address the question:
Race . . . .
whie do children from one racial or ethnic group receive
Mulirace- e : lack .
4 Hispanic more reports of maltreatment than children from
@ Asian
Hispanic- —_ another group given they share similar character-

istics like gender, age, and alleged maltreatment?

Asian- \ g

| | | The model indicates that Black and multiracial chil-
Predicteld6 Number of égferrals #

Note:erro bars are 909% crecible nervals dren continue to have asignificantly higher number

12

Figure 3: Predicted number of referrals by race and ethnicity of referrals on average, even when controlling for
based on negative binomial model controlling for gender,age, age, gender, and suspected maltreatment. Figure 3
and alleged maltreatment types.

visualizes the number of referrals by race predicted
by the model with a 90% credibility interval around the predicted value.” The credibility intervals provide
ameasure of the variability of predicted values.?

Whether Black and multiracial children are subject to more maltreatment or subject to more biased
judgment by those making reports we cannot determine with the available data. But it is telling that even
whenwe account for types of maltreatment reported in referrals, multiracial and Black children are subject
to more repeated reports.

This disproportionality in referrals for Black and multiracial children, and the greater number of refer-
rals made on Black and multiracial children, remain a clear point of racial difference, though one generated
from outside the Department of Social Services. The greater frequency of calls about multiracial and Black
children could reflect greater risk or differences in economic insecurity which might look to outsiders like

neglect. Alternatively, it may be driven by more frequent encounters with agencies and actors who are man-

“Throughout the report, figures presenting model predictions are based on the fullest model specification presented in the
Appendix, the final model in each table, in this case Model 2. Model predictions are generated by first simulating model coeffi-
cients, drawn from the coefficient distributions defined by the models’ coefficient estimates and standard errors, then assigning
all observations the value of a single racial or ethnic category and generating average model predictions, then repeating the model
predictions with observations assigned to each possible race or ethnicity group. These average predictions are presented in the
figures as point estimates with 90% credibility intervals, defined by taking the 5th and 95th percentile prediction values from the
predictions generated by the 1000 simulated model estimates.

8Effects estimated from a sample of data are always imprecise. Imprecision arises from, for instance, limited data - there may be
hints of arelationship between race and an outcome but we don’t have enough cases to be certain - or from variability - there may
be some evidence of a relationship between race and an outcome but there is a lot of variation around that pattern, with sufficient
counter examples in the data, that we aren’t especially certain. The credibility interval seeks to quantify our uncertainty.
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dated reporters or by bias on the part of referrers. Other work on the Charlottesville community points to
the presence of greater economic insecurities among Black and multiracial children, which speaks to the
broader needs to ameliorate economic and racial inequities in Charlottesville. At the same time, individuals
referring children to child protective services are generally trying to ensure a child receives the services he
or she needs to be healthy. A fuller commitment to funding and providing services that ensure all children
can thrive, whether from local government agencies, nonprofit organizations, or elsewhere, would likely
help reduce this referral disparity by reducing the appearance of neglect created by routine poverty.

Summary

e A disproportionate number of referrals to CPS are for Black children who compose
about twice the proportion of referred children relative to their population. Multira-
cial children are also over-represented in referrals relative to their population in Char-
lottesville by about 30%.

Some of this over-representation stems from the greater frequency of referrals for

Black and multiracial children. Multiracial children received, on average, 2.4 referrals
and Black childrenreceived 2.1 referrals compared to 1.8 referrals on average for White
children.

4 CHILD WELFARE DECISION POINTS

4.1 POST-REFERRAL DECISION FLOW

After cominginto contact with the child welfare system, children face anumber of “decision points” at which
caseworkers may decide to escalate the child’s interaction with the system. These decision points include

determining whether a child should:
e beinitially screened into the system,
e have their case formally investigated by a caseworker,
¢ have a substantiated finding as a result of an investigation, or
e be considered unsafe in their current living arrangement.

These decision points, visually represented in Table 1, represent a gradual increase in the severity of
a case. Determinations at these decision points are made by DSS caseworkers according to criteria set by
the Virginia Department of Social Services. In the analysis to follow, we investigate whether any systematic

differences across groups are evident at key decision points.
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Figure 4: Movement of children through screened in, investigation, provision of services, substantiated finding, safety determination, and removal from home by race.

Movement of Children through Post-Referral Decisions by Race
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To provide an overall view of the rate at which children are subject to each outcome - screened in ver-
sus screened out, investigated or assessed, services provided or no services, a substantiated finding or no
finding, a determination of safe or unsafe environments, and, ultimately, removal to foster care - Figure 4
shows the rate at which children move through these decision points by race.” The vertical axis represents
the number of children and is different for each group; they are plotted to enable relative comparisons of
rates. The colors reflect the final decision - removal to foster care.

Figure 4 provides a high-level view of decision-point paths by race. Multiple differences stand out: (1)
the higher rates in which Black and especially multiracial children are screened in compared to White chil-
dren referred to the agency (the height of the first white bar); (2) the higher rates at which Black and mul-
tiracial children are investigated and receive services (the heights of the second and third bars); and (3)
the higher rates at which multiracial children are removed from the home (the height of the last bar). We
examine each decision point in more detail below.

Looked at another way, Figure 5 presents the racial composition of children at each decision point, with-
out connecting the sequence of decisions. We've already seen that Black and multiracial children are over-
represented among referrals to CPSrelative to their presence in the population. Figure 5 follows this break-
down through subsequent decisions. The number of children subject to each decisionis displayed above the
relevant bar.

If the proportion of each group remains steady throughout the decision sequence, the apparent over-
representation of Black and multiracial children at subsequent decision points is more likely to be aresult of
their overrepresentation in referrals. Alternatively, if the proportion of Black or multiracial children grows
from referrals to screened in to investigations and so forth, this is more likely to be a result of disparate

outcomes.

Racial Composition of Children Subject to Decision
Among Children Referred to CPS between January 2015 and December 2017

1396 996 533 177

0.75-

Race

[ white
. Black
. Multirace
. Hispanic
. Asian

0.50-

Proportion

Refer Screen Investigate Finding Unsafe Removal
Decision

Figure 5: Proportion of children at each decision point by race and ethnicity.

?Only the aggregated results for White, Black, and multiracial children are shown here. The number of Hispanic and Asian
children in the data set is fairly small and only two children of each ethnicity referred during the study period were removed to
foster care. Given this small number, tracing these children through these decisions risks making them identifiable.
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Among children referred to the child welfare system during this study period, 24.5% where White. A
slightly smaller percent of children screened in were White, 22%, and an even smaller percent of children
whose cases were assigned to investigation or whose cases had substantiated findings were White, at 19.7%
each. We see a jump in the composition of children whose case was ever designated as unsafe, with 25.9%
of these cases involving White children. And among children removed from their homes into foster care,
22% are white, the same proportion of children who were initially screened in.

The pattern is slightly different for Black children. While initially 57.2% of children reported to CPS
for suspected abuse or neglect were Black, 57.9% of children whose cases are screened in are Black. The
proportion of Black children jumps slightly among the cases investigated, to 58.9%, and then drops more
notably among cases with a substantiated finding, to 54.2%. The proportion rises again, so that Black chil-
dren make up 57.4% of cases receiving a determination of unsafe, and then falls starkly among children
taken into foster care, to 48.3%. While the percent of children removed from their homes who are White
resembles the proportion of children whose referrals have been screened in that are White, the proportion
of children who are removed from their homes is quite a bit less than the proportion of screened in referrals
involving Black children.

Among multiracial children, the only other racial or ethnic group with sufficient numbers to discern a
pattern, the pattern is one of increasing over-representation. Among referrals, 11.2% involve multiracial
children. Among children screened in, the proportion rises slightly to 12.6%. Among cases assigned to in-
vestigation, the proportion involving multiracial children jumps more markedly, to 15.8%, with multiracial
children composing an even larger proportion of cases with a substantiated finding, at 19.2%. Among chil-
dren whose cases are determined to be unsafe, the proportion of multiracial children drops a bit to 16.7%.
But among children removed from their homes, the proportion who are multiracial jumps decidedly, to
27.2%. Multiracial children exhibit the biggest difference in composition between screened in referrals and
removal to foster care.

4.2 MODELING DECISION POINTS

To more fully examine whether decisions in the child welfare system are consistent for children of all races,
we developed a series of statistical models for each of the previously discussed decision points as a function
of race and ethnicity of the child and controlling for additional characteristics of the case.

The statistical models, primarily logit models, test for systematic differences in the probability of a given
outcome on the basis of included characteristics of the case. The results of the models address the ques-
tion: are cases involving children from one racial group more likely to experience an outcome (e.g., screened
in, investigated, substantiated, unsafe determination) than cases involving children from another racial
group given they share similar characteristics like gender, age, alleged maltreatment, number of referrals
or screened in referrals?

Each decision or outcome is coded as 1 if a child experiences the highlighted outcome, and 0 otherwise.
For example, referred children whose cases are accepted or screened in are coded as 1; referrals for chil-

dren that were screened out are coded as 0. The likelihood of being a 1, screened in, is then modeled as a
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function of the race of the child and a series of additional control variables. We focus here on whether the
race of the child increases the decreases the probability of an outcome.

The models for each outcome use only the data on the subset of children eligible for a given decision
point in each model. Consequently the number of observations for each model decreases as an outcome
moves further along the decision tree. As the number of observations decrease, so do our racial categories,
as the smallest categories contain too few observations to estimate with precision. For the models with
acceptance of referred cases and for assignment to investigation among accepted cases we use five racial
or ethnic categories - White, Black, multiracial, Hispanic and Asian. For the model of substantiation of mal-
treatment, we use only White, Black, multiracial, and Hispanic. And for the model of safety determination,
we reduce this further using only White, Black, and multiracial.

The full model results can be found in tables A2 through A5. Here we emphasize the relationship be-
tween race and each outcome.

Families are referred to child protection and screened in or out based on the information provided in the
referral. Some evidence exists that Black and multiracial children are more likely to have referrals screened
in than are White children, and the models based only on race and ethnicity, gender, and age do suggest
that all children of color are more likely to be screened in than White children. Once we control for alleged
maltreatment and number of referrals, however, the only racial difference that remainsisfor Black children,
who continue to have a higher probability of being screened in compared to White children with similar
characteristics.

This is evident in the first panel of Figure 6 which presents the predicted probability of being screened
in by race and ethnicity along with 90% confidence intervals.1° The average predicted probability of being
screened inis 72% for Black children compared to 70% for White children, holding all other variables con-
stant. While not a large difference, a statistical test generates a p = 0.063; given the consequences of being
screened for interaction with the child welfare environment, we view this difference as meaningful.

Once screened into the system, cases are put on one of two tracks -- family assessment or investigation.
Investigations occur when there are immediate child safety concerns, when certain forms of maltreatment
such as sexual abuse or physical injury are alleged, or when a child has received three or more screened-in
referrals in the past year. If the alleged maltreatment does not require an investigation and if there are no
immediate safety concerns, screened-in cases can be addressed through family assessment. Family assess-
ments have the potential to be more flexible than investigations and do not imply the same level of severity.

A model of the likelihood that a case is investigated using only race and ethnicity, gender, and age as
predictors provides evidence that Black and multiracial children have a significantly higher probability of
having their cases assigned to investigation relative to White children. After controlling for forms of alleged
maltreatment and the presence of three or more screened in referrals within a year, we continue to see
evidence that Black and multiracial children whose cases are screened into the system are more likely than
White children to have their cases investigated rather than referred to family assessment.

The second panel of Figure 6 depicts the average predicted probability of assignment to investigation as

Opredictions are estimated from Model 3 in Table A2.
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race varies holding all other characteristics constant. Among screened in children, the average probability
of investigation for cases involving White children is 47%; for cases involving Black children, the probability
increases to 55%11 and for cases involving multiracial children, the probability is 63%.12

Investigations canresultin afinding of abuse or neglect, which confirms that a child has been mistreated,
or in no finding. For this outcome, we see no evidence of any racial differences. The probability of a sub-
stantiated finding from low to high severity is consistent for children in each racial group. The third panel
of Figure 6 presents these predicted probabilities.

Finally, DSS caseworkers may also make a determination that a child is unsafe in their current living en-
vironment. Unsafe determinations are relatively rare, with only six percent of screened in cases receiving
this designation overall. A model of the likelihood of receiving a determination of unsafe as a function of
race, gender, and age shows no racial difference. Including additional controls - type of alleged maltreat-
ment, three or more screened in referrals, and indicators for whether a case was investigated and had a
substantiated finding - generates a small and marginally significant effect for multiracial children,® such
that multiracial children are slightly less likely (at four percent) than White children (at eight percent) with
similar characteristics to receive such a designation.

To summarize, on top of the over-representation of Black and multiracial children in referrals to the
child welfare system, Black children who are referred during this three-year period are somewhat more
likely than White children to be screened in at some point. Further, among screened in cases, those in-
volving Black and multiracial children are more likely to be assigned to investigation. We see no notable
evidence of racial disparity for substantiation of maltreatment in investigated cases and little evidence for
determinations of safety. These findings, which control for additional characteristics of the child and the
case, arein line with the general trends we saw in Figure 4 and generally mirror the findings from the 2018

study of post-decision referrals. We turn next to the final decision in that sequence - entry into foster care.

1A statistical test of this difference generates ap = 0.023.
12 A statistical test of this difference generates ap = 0.003.
13 A statistical test of this difference generates ap = 0.115.
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Figure 6: Predicted probability of being screened in (top panel), investigated (middle panel), and having substantiated finding
(bottom panel) by race and ethnicity based on a logit/ordinal logit model controlling for gender, age, alleged maltreatment
\types, and number of prior referrals. Note that the range of the horizontal axis varies for each panel; probabilities canngthe

visually compared across panels. 17
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e Among children referred to CPS, Black children are slightly more likely to be screened

in, at 72%, than White children, at 70%.

¢ Among children with screened-in referrals, cases involving multiracial children are the

most likely to be investigated (63%), followed by cases involving Black children (55%).

Among cases involving White and Hispanic children, 47% and 46% are assigned to in-

vestigation.

e There are no meaningful racial differences in the probability that an investigated case

is substantiated or that a child’s environment is determined to be unsafe.

5 FROM REFERRAL TO FOSTER CARE

5.1 ENTRY INTO FOSTER CARE

The removal of a child from the home is one of the most challenging and severe outcomes in the child wel-

fare system decision flow, pursued only with court commitment or parental agreement. According to the

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission’s report, Virginia, overall, has the lowest rate of removing

children from their homes; the study does not differentiate by race and ethnicity (JLARC 2018). Figures 4

and 5 suggested racial differences in the local rates at which children are removed from their homes and

placed into foster care. In particular, multiracial children appeared to have a higher rate of entry into foster

care and to be disproportionately represented among children entering care.

Here we investigate removal from the home
more fully, developing a logit model of removal
from the home as a function of race and eth-
nicity, gender of the child and age at first refer-
ral, type of alleged maltreatment, the presence
of three or more screened in referrals within a
year, and whether the case was ever investigated,
was ever substantiated, and was ever deemed un-
safe. Though most children entering foster care
will have had their cases investigated and substan-
tiated, children can enter foster care through other
paths. Consequently, all children who were ever
screened in are included in the model. The full re-
sults are provided in Table A6 in the Appendix. Pre-
dicted probabilities of removal from the home by

Predicted Probability of Removal to Foster Care by Race

02
Predicted Probability of Removal
te: error bars are 90% credible intervals.

Figure 7: Predicted probability of removal to foster care by

18

race and ethnicity based on a logit model controlling for gen-
der, age, alleged maltreatment types, number of prior refer-
rals, and presence of an investigation, substantiated finding,
and unsafe determination.
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race and ethnicity are presented in Figure 7.

The model reveals that multiracial children are significantly more likely to be removed from the home
relative to White children with the same profile of maltreatment, screened in referrals, investigation track,
findings, and safety determinations.* Hispanic children, though, are markedly less likely to be removed
from the home.’® Figure 7 shows the magnitude of the effects. Among White and Black children, the av-
erage likelihood of entering foster care was 14% and 13%, respectively. Among multiracial children, the
likelihood is 28%, or twice as likely. For Hispanic children, the average likelihood is 4%. The number of
Asian childrenin the datais small so the predicted likelihood of entering foster care, 18%, is very imprecise.

This is an outcome we were unable to analyze in the 2018 study and it adds to the weight of evidence
of disparate outcomes, particularly for multiracial children. Again, these average probabilities hold many
other characteristics constant - alleged maltreatment, number of prior referrals, whether a child was in-
vestigated, whether an investigation produced substantiated findings, and whether the environment was
deemed unsafe; these are all characteristics that could, and do, affect the likelihood of removal from the
home.

It is worth considering what this category - multiracial - means in the local context. While we did not
have the individual racial categories for multiracial children in the study data for this project, in the 2018
study, 93% of multiracial children in the local child welfare data were recorded as Black and White (Clai-
bourn, McClintock et al 2018). There is little reason to expect this to be different less than a year later.

To better understand the racial difference seen here, we examine the reasons for removing a child from
his or her home. First, however, we want to understand more about the population of children in foster

care.

5.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE

We describe some additional characteristics of children removed to foster care. These characteristics are
important in their own right and will be used as additional controls in subsequent models.

Among the subset of children entering foster care during the study period, 40 are categorized as White,
87 as Black, and 49 as multiracial; only two children are categorized as Asian, two as Hispanic, and two are
not categorized. Consequently, throughout the analysis of foster care outcomes, we focus on comparisons
between White, Black, and multiracial children.

About 21% of children entering foster care in Charlottesville during these three years have been diag-
nosed with some disability. This is lower than the rate of documented health problems found among chil-
dreninfoster care statewide, at 31% (JLARC 2018). Comparing across racial groups, 18% of Black children,
29.5% of multiracial children, and 25% of White children entering foster care in Charlottesville received
some type of disability diagnosis. Possible diagnoses include emotional disturbances (anxiety, ADHD), in-
tellectual or cognitive disabilities, physical disability, hearing or vision impairments, or other medically-
diagnosed conditions requiring special care. Figure 8 shows the proportion for overall disability and each

14 A statistical test of this difference generates ap < 0.001.
15 A statistical test of this difference generates ap = 0.049.
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disability type by race.

Of the children who have been diagnosed, most
receive only one type of diagnosis, the most com- Efﬁzi'ci:tE'udDri;gEﬁ:iasngioﬁfiare after Referral to CPS
mon of which is an emotional disturbance. Twelve
percent of the Black children, 27.3% of the multira-
cial children, and 22.5% of the White children in

foster care in Charlottesville are recorded as hav-

o
w

Note: * represents significant
difference atp < .10
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Among the possible disabilities captured here, this

Proportion of Children with Diagnosis

HELL . .

General Emotional Medical Intellectual Phyélcal Vlsua\/Hear\ng

race to generate a statistically significant test of dif- Type of Diagnosis

is the only diagnosis that differs sharply enough by

16 H if- .
ference.”® No other diagnoses showed marked dif Figure 8: Proportion of children in each racial group diagnosed

ferences by race, and for many types of disabilities with each type of disability. 'General’ represents the presence
. . . . of a diagnosis of any type.
only a few children received the diagnosis in ques-

tion.

Literature suggests that children with disabilities may be more likely to be placed into foster care and
to remain in care for a longer time than children without disabilities (Slayter 2016). The greater rate of
emotional disturbance among multiracial children could contribute to the greater likelihood of removal to
foster care among these children. Because of this, we will use disability diagnoses as a control variable in
the analysis to follow.

Family structure may also impact child out-

Family Structure of Children Removed from Home by Race . .
Among Children Entering Foster Care after Referral to CPS ComeS, SO we |nc|ude a Contr0| for Whether Chll'

1.00-

153 dren are coming from a family headed by a single
parent or by two parents in the models to follow.”

0.75-

Looking at how caregiver family structure varies

Family Structure

gom Mo among the different racial subgroups in this popu-
lation may also help identify race-based disparities.

] For caregiver family structure, we see that 60%
ool of White children, 68% of Black children and 87% of
e Rece o chid e multiracial children came from homes with one par-

Figure 9: Proportion of children from single- and two-parent ent. A significance test on the hypothesis that the

households by race among children removed from home. distributions among the races were identical gen-

erated strong evidence that multiracial children en-

tering foster care are more likely to be coming from single-parent homes.!8

16 A statistical test for independence between race and diagnosis of emotional disturbance generates a p = 0.087.

7We consolidated the child’s family structure into a single indicator for one-parent (single mother or father) or two-parent
households (married or unmarried). Among the 30% of two-parent households from which children were removed in this period,
only five were unmarried couples. Among the 70% of single-parent households from which children were removed, only eight were
composed of single fathers.

18 A statistical test for independence between race and diagnosis of emotional disturbance generates a p = 0.015.
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Finally, the JLARC report noted that younger children are making up a greater proportion of Virginia's
foster care population over time, with children under 12 comprising 58% of all children in foster care across
the statein 2018. Among children entering foster care during the study period in Charlottesville, 77% were
under 12. Black and multiracial children entering foster care were somewhat more likely to be under 12, at
79% and 78%, compared to White children (71%).

5.3 REASONS FOR REMOVAL

In the child welfare system, children may be removed from their homes through two methods. The first
type of removal is voluntary, meaning the parents willingly give up their child to DSS. The second type of
removal is court-ordered, which means parents are ordered to relinquish their child to DSS, mostly likely
in response to evidence of child abuse or neglect. Among children entering foster care in Charlottesville,
nearly all are removed from the home by court-order, but there is a small difference by race, with White
children removed voluntarily 10% of the time, multiracial children removed voluntarily 11% of the time,
and Black children removed voluntarily only 3% of the time.1?

When a child is taken into foster care, a case worker must cite one or more reasons for removing a child
from his or her home. Figure 10 displays the most frequently cited reasons for removal and the propor-
tion within each racial group for whom each reason was recorded. On average, two removal reasons are

recorded for each child entering foster care; this does not vary by race of the child.

Reasons for Removal from Home by Race
Among Children Entering Foster Care after Referral to CPS

Note: * represents significant
difference at p < .05

c

5 Race

5 I white
8— B Black
= B wultirace

Reason for Removal

Figure 10: Proportion of children removed from home for each available reason by race.

19 A statistical significance test of these differences generated a p = .178, a value that suggests a meaningful difference in the
context of this small sample size and the magnitude of the difference.
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Overall, the most common removal reasons are
neglect (cited in 58% of cases), parent drug abuse
(29%), and inadequate housing (24%).2° There is
no discernible racial differences in the frequency
with which neglect - defined as negligent treat-
ment or maltreatment, including failure to provide
adequate food, clothing, shelter or care - is given
as a reason.?! Parental drug use, or a caretaker’s
compulsive use of drugs that is not of a tempo-
rary nature, is a more common reason in the re-
moval of White children, but these differences are
not statistically significant.?? Similarly, multiracial
children appear more likely to be removed due to
inadequate housing, that is, housing facilities that
are substandard, overcrowded, unsafe or other-
wise inadequate, but again, these differences are
not strong enough to say with confidence that they
represent real differences in the underlying popu-
lations.23

Less common removal reasons include inabil-
ity to cope (cited in 13% of cases), parental alcohol
use (13%), behavior of the child (12%), and physi-
cal abuse (10%). Among these reasons, Black chil-
dren are significantly more likely to be removed
because of a parent’s compulsive use of alcohol;2*
White children are significantly more likely to be

removed for physical abuse.?®

Inability to cope,
defined as a physical or emotional illness or dis-
abling condition affecting the caretaker, appears
to be cited slightly more frequently for multiracial
children, though the test of significant differences
does not fully support a conclusion of a clear differ-

ence.?® There is no suggestion that removal due to

Race

Race

Race
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Figure 11: Predicted probability of most frequent removal rea-

sons by race based on logit models controlling for gender, age,
child disability status, family structure, alleged maltreatment
types, number of prior referrals, and presence of substanti-
ated finding and unsafe determination. Note that the range
of the horizontal axis varies for each panel; probabilities can-
not be visually compared across panels.

20The JLARC report notes that, statewide, just under half of children are removed because of neglect in 2018; the percent re-
moved for parental drug abuse has been growing, reaching about 28% in 2018.

21 statistical test of these differences generates ap = .981.
22 statistical test of these differences generates ap = .240.
237 statistical test of these differences generates ap = .446.
24 statistical test of these differences generated ap = .004.

25 A statistical test of these differences generates ap = .05.

26 A\ statistical test of these differences generates ap = .271.
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a child’s behavior varies across race.?”

The least common reasons cited include parental incarceration (recorded in 7% of cases), relinquish-
ment (6%), and parental abandonment (3%). Only for parental incarceration is there a discernible racial
difference, with this reason being used most often in the removal of Black children.?8

While we do not see strong evidence of racial differences in the most common reasons for removal -
removal for neglect, parental drug use, and inadequate housing - these impact the most children so we
chose to examine them more deeply by developing a logit model for each of these reasons as a function of
race while controlling for other characteristics likely toimpact removal reasons. The modelincludes gender,
age at removal, whether a child was disabled, comes from a single-parent family, and alleged maltreatment
types, number of prior referrals, and the presence of substantiated findings or a determination that the
environment is unsafe. The full results are provided in Tables A7 through A8 in the Appendix. Predicted
probabilities of removal for each of the most frequent three reasons based on these models are presented
in Figure 11.

When controlling for other characteristics, several of which vary by race as well (e.g., family structure,
number of prior referrals), a few racial differences begin to emerge. The predicted probabilities in the bot-
tompanel of Figure 11 indicate thatinadequate housingis more likely to be cited as areason for the removal
of multiracial children, holding other attributes constant. That is, a multiracial child has an average likeli-
hood of having inadequate housing cited as a reason for removal of 35%; a White or Black child with the
same characteristics - same age, gender, maltreatment profile, prior referrals and substantiated findings -
has an average likelihood of 21% of removal for this reason.?’

Aless stark, but still discernible racial difference, appears in the likelihood that parental drug use is cited
as areason for removal (Figure 11, middle panel). In this case, White children have a higher average prob-
ability of encountering this reason, at 36%, relative to otherwise similar Black and multiracial children who
have a 26% and 27% chance, respectively, of removal due to parental drug abuse.3°

Multiple racial differences are evident at the point at which children enter foster care. Most notably,
multiracial children have a higher probability of removal from the home relative to otherwise similar White
or Black children. Multiracial children, too, are more likely to come from single-parent homes, a condition
that can exacerbate economic vulnerability, and to receive a diagnosis of an emotional disturbance. Finally,
multiracial children appear more likely to have inadequate housing cited as areasonfor their removal, which
also speaks to greater economic insecurity.

Removal for inadequate housing, the third most common reason givenfor achild’s entry into foster care,
is particularly troubling given the community’s ongoing shortage of affordable housing. This, and the racial
difference in removal for parental drug abuse, speak to needed services that would be necessary to keep
families intact. These services may be needed more by different communities, such that decisions about

service investment could have unintentionally disparate impacts.

27 A statistical test of these differences generatesap = .821.

A statistical test of these differences generatesap = .015.

29 A statistical test of this difference generates a p = 0.145.

S0 statistical test of these difference generatesap = 0.244 and p = 0.263.
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Summary

e Multiracial children have amuch higher probability of entering foster care, at 28%, than
do White or Black children, at 14% and 13%, or Hispanic children, at 4%.

e Among the most common reasons reported for removal of children - neglect, parental
drug use, and inadequate housing - inadequate housing is more likely be cited as area-
son in cases involving multiracial children (at 35%) compared to White and Black chil-
dren (21%). Parental drug use is slightly more likely to be cited as a reason in cases in-

volving White children (at 36%) compared to Black or multiracial children (at 26% and
27%).

6 FOSTER CARE OUTCOMES

6.1 FOSTER CARE PLACEMENT

We turn next to a set of outcomes and experiences among children entering foster care during this study
period, the nature of a child’s current placement and placement transitions.

When children are removed from their homes and placed in foster care, there are multiple out-of-home
environments in which they could be placed. The vast majority, 71% of the children entering foster care in
this period, are currently in a foster family. This is in line with federal law, which requires that children
be placed in the least-restrictive setting possible (42 U.S.C. 675(5)). Foster families might be related to
the child, kin placement,3! or unknown to the child. Kinship placements tend to be more stable than non-
kinship placements and have been found in some research to improve the likelihood of legal permanence
(Koh 2010); when possible, social services seeks to place children in kinship foster care. Overall, 30% of
children entering foster care during these three years are placed with kin and 41% are placed in traditional,
unrelated, foster families. This compares favorably with the JLARC's report noting that in 2016, only six
percent of children in foster care were in relative care, well below the national average of 32%.

Figure 12 examines the share of Black, White, and multiracial children currently in each type of out-
of-home care setting. The starkest difference is for multiracial children, who are most likely to be in a tra-
ditional, non-kin, foster family. Fifty-three percent of multiracial children who entered foster care during
this period are placed in such settings, nearly twice the percent of multiracial childrenin relative foster care
(27%). Multiracial children are also notably more likely than Black and White children to be in nonkinship
foster family care.32

Black children are slightly more likely to be in non-kin foster family care (38%) than in kinship care (30%).
White children are equally likely to be placed with either type of foster family, with 33% of White children
in each placement type. Outside of these most common out-of-home care environments, we see additional

31Kin placements can also include fictive kin, or adults who are already in a close relationship with a child.
32 statistical test of these differences generates ap = 0.011.
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Current Placement Setting by Race
Among Children Entering Foster Care after Referral to CPS
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Figure 12: Proportion of children in each placement setting by race

racial differences. White children are more likely than Black or multiracial children to be placed in a group
home. Black children are more likely to be in a pre-adoptive home or trial home environment than White
or multiracial children.

The differences in placements are shaped by a variety of constraints - the presence of extended fam-
ily, the resources within a family’s network, the needs of a child - and not a direct result of race. These
constraints, though, may themselves vary by race. To better account for some of these differences, we esti-
mated a logit model of placement in kinship care as a function of race and a series of characteristics likely to
impact a child’s placement. Kinship care is considered to be the least restrictive setting on the continuum
of out-of-home placements and is the first choice of child welfare professionals when a child needs to be re-
moved from his or her home. Building from previous work analyzing kinship care placements (Woodmass
et al 2017), we control for a child’s gender, age at removal, and disability status, as well as whether a child
comes from a single-parent family and the most frequent removal reasons. The full model is provided in
Table A10 in the Appendix.

Figure 13 plots the likelihood that a child would be placed with a kin foster family holding other char-
acteristics equal. Black and multiracial children have very similar average probabilities of kin placement:
29% and 27%, respectively. White children have an average likelihood of kin placement of 34%. While this
difference is nontrivial, we have insufficient data to conclude that these differences are reliable.®®

33 statistical test of these differences generates a p = 0.546 for the difference in the average probability between Black and
White children, and a p = 0.498 for the difference in the average probability between multiracial and White children.
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The mOdel does indicate that age is an impor- Probability of Placement in a Kin Foster Family by Race

tant predictor - older children are less likely to be
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in particular, suggests serious economic insecurity. Probability of Placement in a Non-Kin Foster Family by Race
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Figure 13: Predicted probability of placement with kin fos-

acteristics is 38%; the probability for White chil- ter family and with non-kin foster familiy by race based on

drenis 30%. logit quels controlling for gender, age, child disability sta-
tus, family structure, and reasons for removal.

6.2 PLACEMENT STABILITY

Childrenin foster care often experience multiple transitions between out-of-home placements. Placement
instability - more placement transitions, less frequent stays in a placement - can be traumatic for children
and child care professionals work to minimize the number of foster care placements and the overall time
spent in foster care.

To assess these outcomes by race, we examine the distribution of number of placements experienced
by children in foster care during this study, the number of weeks children spend in each placement, and the
number of weeks spent in foster care overall.

The top panel of Figure 14 shows the distribution in number of placements by race. The distributions
for each group are overlaid and the median, or middle value of, number of placements is shown. While the
median number of placements among multiracial children is higher, at 4 (solid line) compared to 2.2 (dotted
line) and 2 (dashed line) for White and Black children, respectively, the differences are not large enough for
us to say with confidence that they are generalizable.3* The shape of the distributions is also very similar.
Thereis anunfortunately long tail - generated by one extreme outlier - among multiracial children in foster

care, but these distributions provide no evidence of overall racial differences in the placement stability of

34A statistical test of the difference in these medians generates a p = 0.993.
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childrenin foster care.

Another dimension of stability is the time spent in each out-of-home placement, with longer stays rep-
resenting greater stability. This is presented in the middle panel of Figure 14. Again, there is no evidence
of substantial racial differences. Multiracial children have the shortest median time in each placement, at
20 weeks (the solid line) and Black and White children have median times in each placement of 24 (dashed
line) and 25 (dotted line) weeks.3>

The final panel of Figure 14 shows the distribution of overall time in foster care by race. Across all chil-
dren in foster care, the median time in care is 85 weeks, or about 20 months. This is very similar to the
median length of stay in the state overall, 19 months (JLARC 2018). Among multiracial children, the me-
dian time spent in all out-of-home care is 94 weeks (the solid line), while Black children have a median time
of 82 weeks in foster care (dashed line) and White children have a median of 91 weeks (dotted line).3¢ The
difference in overall time in out-of-home care between multiracial and Black children is more notable here,
though we don’t have enough information to assert with confidence that these differences are stable.

We estimated models of each of these outcomes, again controlling for additional characteristics like
age, gender, disability status, family structure, and key reasons for removal. The full results are provided in
Tables A12 - A14 in the Appendix. In each case, we continue to see no discernible differences by the race of
a child.

Summary

e Among children in foster care during the study period, 71% were in a foster family en-
vironment, with 30% in kinship care. This is much higher than the overall state’s rate of

kinship care (6%) and in line with the national average (32%).

Multiracial children are more likely to be in non-relative foster care (56%) compared
to be Black and White children (38% and 30%). While White children are slightly more
likely to be placed in kinship care, we cannot say with confidence that these differences
are reliable.

There is no evidence of racial differences in placement stability - whether the number
of placements or the time spent in a given placement - or in the overall time children
spend in foster care.

35 A statistical test of the difference in these means generates a p = 0.749.
36 A statistical test of the difference in these means generates ap = 0.183.
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Number of Placements By Race
Among Children Entering Foster Care after Referral to CPS
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Figure 14: Number of out-of-home placements while in foster care (top panel), distribution of time (in weeks) spent in each
out-of-home placement (middle panel), and duration of time (in weeks) spent in foster care overall (bottom panel) by race.
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7 LEAVING FOSTER CARE

7.1 CASE GOALS

While in foster care, child welfare professionals work with children and their families to develop a perma-
nency plan detailed in a client’s case goal. Reunification with family is the expected permanency plan for
most children, though this is not viable in all circumstances.

Among children entering foster care during this period, reunification was the permanency plan for 36%
of cases, followed by adoption (33%), and living with a relative (20%). For purposes of this assessment, each
of these are considered permanent outcomes. The remaining case goals are emancipation (the goal in 6%
of cases) and long-term foster care (1%). A case goal had not yet been established for five percent of the
children who entered care when the data was obtained for this study.

While reunification is the primary goal, some

. . .. Case Goals by Race and Time in Care
form of permanency for a child is the top priority Among Children Entering Foster Care after Referral to CPS

Less than a year 1to 2 years

for children in foster care. Figure 15 displays the -

. . . 0.75-

proportion of children whose case plan entailed a oc0]

permanency outcome by race and time in care. Vi- oz
0.00- Case goal

sually and statistically, there is little difference in N —— B rorsermanency gon

. 1.00- . Permanency goal
case goal assignment by race. Permanency out- *
comes are nearly universal within case goals; only  os-
for children who've been in foster care for an ex- °*
0.00-

tended period of time do we see a slight uptick in e B wutace Whte Bl iface

Proportion

non-permanency outcomes. The results of addi- Figure 15: Proportion of children with permanency and non-
tional modelingare provided in Table A15 inthe Ap- permanency case goals by race

pendix. These models reinforce the conclusion that
achild’s race is not related to the presence of a permanency outcome in the case goal.

This does not imply equal outcomes, of course. Case goals may not always describe a child’s actual out-
come upon leaving foster care. In order to draw conclusions about how children leave foster care, we turn

to an analysis of discharge reasons.

7.2 REASONS FOR DISCHARGE

Among the children who entered foster care during the 2015-2017 time period, 65 were discharged and
113remainedincare attheend of 2017. The childrenthat were discharged experienced one of five possible
outcomes: reunification (49%), custody transfer to another relative (20%), adoption (18%), emancipation
(11%), and custody transfer to another agency (2%). Because only one child was discharged due to transfer
to another agency, that observation was excluded from further analysis.

These outcomes are somewhat better than the overall state outcomes. The JLARC report indicates that
54% of foster care children in Virginia who were 12 or over when entering foster care age out of the fos-
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ter care system. Another 26% are reunified with their families. Nationally, the numbers are 25% aging out
and 53% exiting to family reunification. For comparison, only 14 children who exited foster care in Char-
lottesville during the study were 12 or older. Among these, six children - or 43% - aged out of the system
and five - or 33% - were reunified with their families.
Figure 16 shows the proportion of children
Discharge Reason by Race

Among Children Exiting Foster Care after Referral to CPS from each racial group discharged to each outcome.

Reunification was the most frequent discharge rea-

o
£y

Rote:? "‘-” son for children of all races. While White children

dmerence atp<.01

experienced a higher rate of reunification than did

Race

o Black or multiracial children during this period, the

e number of observations is small (64 cases), so while

sizable, we cannot say with confidence that the dif-

J ferences are generalizable. Multiracial children ap-
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Figure 16: Proportion of children discharged for each reason the custody of a relative, but again, the number of

by race. casesis smallenoughthat we are not confident such

differences would obtain in additional data. One

difference is both substantial and statistically significant: Black children are more likely to be adopted rel-
ative to White and multiracial children in foster care.

We estimated a multinomial logit model to predict the reason for discharge as a function of race while
controlling for additional characteristics: gender, age, the presence of a diagnosed disability, family struc-
ture and the most frequent reasons for removal from the home. Figure 17 shows the predicted probability
of a child from each racial group experiencing each type of discharge reason.

Black children continue to have a higher likeli-
Predicted Probability of Discharge Reason by Race

hood of leaving foster care through adoption rela- Adopion Custody Tander (Relate)
tive to White and multiracial children after control- Whie-
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probability of aging out of foster care (emancipa- Figure 17: Predicted probability of each discharge reason by

tion) by race. race based on a multinomial model controlling for gender,
. . L. age, child disability status, family structure, and reasons for
As noted earlier (Figure 15), the majority of case removal.

goals for children in foster care were permanency

goals, with no significant differences by race. Given the importance of securing permanent and stable
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homes for children in foster care, we evaluated how often children achieve the expressed case goal.
Finally, Figure 18 shows that in almost all cases,

. . Discharge Reason Matches Case Goal
Chlldren WhO have been dlSCharged from foster Among Children Exiting Foster Care after Referral to CPS

1.00-

care experienced outcomes consistent with their
case plan goal. The exceptions were primarily chil-
dren with a reunification goal who, instead, were

Case Goal Achieved

.No

adopted or whose custody was transferred to a LB

Proportion Matching

relative. While the achievement of case goals is

slightly lower for Black children, the small num-

ber of observations involved means we cannot
White Black Multirace

draw strong generalizations that these differences Race

would persist over a larger sample. Overall, this is Figure 18: Proportion of children exiting foster care for rea-
a positive result; Charlottesville’s DSS is generally sons that match the case goal.

successful in placing children in permanency out-

comes in accord with the collaboratively determined goals.

Summary
e Childrenin foster care are nearly universally working with child welfare professionals

towards a permanency goal. This does not vary by race.

¢ Amongthe small number of children who exited foster care, almost all experienced out-
comes consistent with their case goals.

e Among children who exited foster care during the study period, half were reunified

with their families. The rate of reunification was higher among White children. Black
childrenwere more likely to be adopted relative to White or multiracial children. Given
the limited number of observations, these findings should be considered suggestive.
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8 REVIEW & CONCLUSION

This study builds on a 2018 study of racial disparity in Charlottesville’s child welfare system. In the earlier
study, we saw that Black and multiracial children are over-repesented in the population of children referred
to CPS, but that referrals were screened in or out at equivalent rates across racial categories. We noted,
as well, that cases involving multiracial and Black children were more likely to be investigated than similar
cases involving White children, but that investigated cases were substantiated at equal rates across racial
categories. Looking at foster care in 2018, we observed that Black and multiracial children made up a dis-
proportionate percent of children in foster care. Black children were more likely to spend some time in
kinship care relative to White children, and experienced a greater number of placements, indicating more
transitions, compared to White children, but there was no racial difference in the amount of time spent in
foster care.

8.1 REFERRALS

The 2019 study revisited the question of referral disproportionality, this time treating Hispanic ethnicity
separately. We continue to see Black and multiracial children making up a disproportionate number of over-
all referrals to CPS. More Black and multiracial children are being reported to child safety professionals and these
children are reported more frequently. In addition, Black and multiracial children receive the first referral at younger
ages. This remains one of the starkest points of racial difference, and yet it is a decision point over which the
Department of Social Services has limited control.

We cannot say to what degree this overrepresentation reflects greater maltreatment risk among Black
and multiracial children, greater economic insecurity which could appear to observers like neglect, more
frequent interactions with agencies and mandated reporters which amplifies surveillance of Black and mul-
tiracial families, or reporter bias such that similar observations among children of a different race or ethnic-
ity elicit different levels of concern. Given the known economic disparities in Charlottesville that intersect
with race, there’s little question that systemic, city-wide efforts to ameliorate both economic and racial in-
equity is necessary to address some part of the racial disproportionality in child welfare referrals. A more
robust commitment to funding and services to ensure all children and families can thrive would likely re-
duce this referral disparity.

That Child Protective Services may be perceived as the central referring entity for all kinds of child and
family needs - not just maltreatment - may have the unintended side effect of increasing the exposure of
families of color to CPS when other services or providers may be more appropriate. While the Department
of Social Services can help families identify these additional services, the strain of interactions with Child
Protective Services on families should not be discounted.

Individuals referring children to child protective services are, of course, seeking to ensure a child re-
ceives the services he or she needs. It is no doubt uncomfortable to suggest that reporters might be biased
in their perceptions of a child’s needs, yet work on implicit bias has clearly demonstrated the widespread

presence of embedded and unconscious stereotypes we all bring to bear in our judgments. To the extent
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racial disproportionality stems from conscious or unconscious discrimination in the community, it is a chal-
lenge for all of us. Local departments have limited agency to effect wide-scale culture change, but this is all
the more reason for careful consideration of downstream decisions.

8.2 DECISION FLOWS

In this current analysis, we re-analyzed the post-referral decision flow, this time focusing on the child as
the unit of analysis, not the referral. Visualization of children’s path through each of the decision points
suggests that cases involving Black and multiracial children are screened in at higher rates than cases in-
volving White children, that Black and multiracial children’s cases have higher rates of investigation and
service provision, and that multiracial children have higher rates of removal from the home. Subsequent
analysis looked at each decision in turn, controlling for additional characteristics of a child’s case - age,
gender, alleged maltreatment types, and prior referrals or screened-in referrals. In statistical models of
each decision, we find that Black children have a small but potentially meaningfully greater chance of hav-
ing cases screened in once referred and, more notably, that cases involving Black and multiracial children
have higher probabilities of being investigated. No clear racial difference in substantiation of investigated
cases or in determinations of safety emerged from the models.

As in the 2018 study, the most troubling result here is in the higher likelihood of investigation for multira-
cial and Black families reported to CPS. We cannot say that this is a result of bias, though we can say this is
not fully accounted for by a different pattern of alleged maltreatment by race or by racial differences in
whether children have already received three previously screened-in referrals. There are any number of
additional characteristics of the cases or children referred to CPS that may differ by race and which were
not included in this data or our analysis. Additional exploratory or qualitative analysis of the fuller array
of characteristics of cases that are correlated with a child’s case being investigated might help identify the

reasons for this difference and whether the likely reasons are warranted or subject to intervention.

8.3 FOSTER CARE ENTRY

Because VDSS matched the records across CPS and foster care for this analysis, we were able to investi-
gate the full flow of a child through the sequence of decisions, including the decision to remove a child from
the home. A model of removal reveals that while Black and White children have equivalent likelihoods of
removal from the home, multiracial children are notably more likely to be removed from the home relative to
White or Black children with the same profile of maltreatment, screened in referrals, investigation track, findings,
and safety determinations. The magnitude of this difference, more than twice the probability, means a clear
understanding what is meant by multiracial in our locality is essential. In our 2018 study, most of the chil-
dren categorized as multiracial in the administrative data were recorded as being Black-White multiracial.
However, this racial categorization is likely to be challenging to capture correctly. Before moving on, it is
worth validating thisdatatoensureitis being recorded appropriately and with reference to the most recent

knowledge.
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Among children entering foster care during the study period, 21% have a diagnosed disability, some-
what lower than the state-wide rate. The only racial difference that emerges here is for a diagnosis of emo-
tional disturbance, with Black children in foster care about half as likely to have received such diagnoses.
Additionally, 70% of children entering foster care in this time frame were from single-parent households,
with multiracial children more likely than White or Black children to be from single-parent homes.

The 2019 study also afforded us the opportunity to examine the reasons given for a child’s removal from
the home. The most common reasons were neglect, parent drug abuse, and inadequate housing. Upon
deeper analysis, only removal for inadequate housing generated evidence of racial differences, with this
reason being cited more frequently for multiracial children. While less commonly cited as reasons, parental
abuse of alcohol, physical abuse, and parental incarceration evidenced some racial differences, with parental
alcohol use and incarceration somewhat more likely to be cited as reasons for removal for Black children
and physical abuse somewhat more likely to be cited as a reason for removal for White children.

Among these reasons to remove a child from the home, inadequate housing is especially concerning. Adequate
affordable housing has been a long-running concern in the Charlottesville community, and with regards to
children’s welfare, seems to be impacting multiracial children in foster care more strongly. This is another
reminder that the welfare of children in our community is tied to the health and well-being of our com-
munity more broadly. Improving child welfare is not strictly the responsibility of the Department of Social
Services, but relies on the collective investment in and services to promote the economic security of all our

citizens.

8.4 FOSTER CARE EXPERIENCES

We re-examined foster care placement, stability, and exit, this time including reasons for removal and addi-
tional familiy characteristics in the analysis. The majority of children entering foster care during the study
period are placed in a foster family setting, with 30% in kinship care - far above the statewide rate of 6%
- and 41% in a non-relative foster family - far below the state wide rate at 81% (JLARC 2018). Models
of placement in relative foster care, controlling for removal reasons and family/child characteristics, re-
vealed small racial differences, with White children slightly more likely to be in kinship care; this difference,
though, was not strong enough for us to be confident that it reflects a broader pattern. Models of place-
ment in non-relative foster care, though, suggests more notable racial differences, with multiracial children
considerably more likely to experience a non-relative foster family placement setting.

Analysis of placement stability - the number of placement transitions experienced by a child, of place-
ment duration - the length of time children spent in a given foster setting, or or overall time spent in foster
care generated no evidence of racial disparity.

Finally, nearly all children in foster care are working with child welfare professionals towards a perma-
nency goal, regardless of race. Among children who exited foster care during the study period, nearly half
were reunified with their families, 20% had custody transferred to a relative, 18% were adopted, and 11%
aged out of foster care. These outcomes compare favorably to outcomes in the Commonwealth. There

were, though, a few racial differences. Black children in foster care had a higher probability of exiting to
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adoption compared to White and multiracial children, while White children had a slightly higher rate of re-
unification compared to Black children.

While the goal of families and child care professionals is reunification, this is not always possible. The
models of discharge reasons additionally suggest that children removed due to inadequate housing are
more likely to exit foster care to adoption or relative custody than reunification; similarly, children removed
due to parental substance abuse are more likely to be discharged from foster care to relative custody or
emancipation than reunification. These suggest, again, larger system-wide needs within the community,
particularly to address the more challenging barriers to thriving families - substance abuse, housing, and
mental health. For instance, early work on the effects of supportive housing suggests some benefit to fam-

ilies trying to keep their families intact (Dohler et al 2016).

Given the consensus in the research on the importance of family economic and social conditions in child
welfare outcomes, and in understanding racial disparity in those outcomes, that we cannot control for in-
come or economic insecurity remains a limitation of our analysis. Nevertheless, the study highlights some

clear questions on which researchers and practitioners might fruitfully focus.

1. What accounts for referral disproportionality? Is disproportionality more apparent by some types
of referrals, for some types of maltreatment, or in some places or locations? If so, this could suggest

possible targets of interventions.

2. What accounts for the higher rates of investigation among cases involving multiracial or Black chil-
dren? Do investigated cases share similarities, beyond those included in this study, that could help
identify mechanisms? Qualitative case studies or more expansive exploration of case characteristics
might help hone in on the reasons, a necessary step in developing a response.

3. What does multiracialism mean in this community? Is this category heterogeneous or dominated by
particular multiracial combinations? Is the way race is captured in the data valid for these children

and families, insofar as a simple measure of a complex construct allows?

4. To the extent that multiracial category is capturing a real segment of the Charlottesville population,
are there attributes or challenges these families are especially likely to experience that might account
for the higher rates of entry into foster care or of removal due to inadequate housing? More informa-
tion about this population, from case studies or enhanced administrative data could shed more light
on these findings.
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UVA PUBLIC INTEREST DATA LAB

The UVA Public Interest Data Lab is led by Michele Claibourn and jointly sponsored by the University of Vir-
ginia Library, and the Frank Batten School of Leadership and Public Policy as part of the Community Policy,
Analytics, and Strategy Lab. This Lab provides data science experience to University of Virginia students in
service of the public interest. Lab members

e gain practice exploring, cleaning, analyzing, modeling, visualizing, and communicating about data;

o while working collaboratively, openly, and reproducibly and attending to the ethical implications of
our work;

e onaproject that serves the needs of community partners working for justice and equity.

Towards those ends, we have shared our syllabus, code, and decisions developed and made during the course
of this research on our GitHub Repository: Data for Democracy, Public Interest Data 2019. Please di-
rect questions regarding the Lab or the work represented in our repository to Michele Claibourn, mclai-
bourn@virginia.edu.

2019 LAB MEMBERS

Michele Claibourn, Director
Charlotte McClintock, Project Manager
Brago Aboagye-Nyame
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Stuart deButts
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Carolynn McElroy

Rishabh Nagpal
Carolyn Ours

Ana Polkovnichenko
Savannah Quick

UVA COMMUNITY POLICY, ANALYTICS, & STRATEGY LAB

The Community Politics, Analytics and Strategy Lab (CommPAS) sponsors the community-oriented work
and collaboration between the Batten School of Leadership and Public Policy and the UVA Library’s Stat-
Lab. Through courses and research projects, the CommPAS Lab works in partnership with local agencies,
nonprofits, and citizen groups to produce actionable research and resources. The CommPAS Lab brings
students into community-engaged research where they learn about local challenges and while developing
and applying their policy and data science skills in the service of our community partners.
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APPENDIX

MODEL RESULTS: REFERRALS

Table A1: Number of Referrals to CPS

The following model estimates the effect of race and other variables on the number of times a child
is referred to CPS among children who received at least one referral during the study period. We incor-
porated variables sequentially into the negative binomial model, first including race, gender, and age and
age-squared (Model 1), then adding alleged maltreatment types (Model 2). The model presents the effect
of each variable on the expected count.

e Race: Across both model specifications, Black and multiracial children experience significantly more
referrals compared to White children. Hispanic childrenreceive fewer referrals relative to White chil-
dren. Asian American children do not differ from White children in the expected number of referrals.

e Gender: When controlling for alleged abuse types, which may themselves differ by gender, boys ex-
perience slightly more referrals on average than do girls.

o Age: Age strongly predicts the number of reports made on a child, with older children receiving more
reports up to a point; the effect of squared age indicates that beyond a certain age, the effect of age
declines.

e Alleged Abuse Type: Children who are believed to be physically abused, neglected, or sexually abused
receive more referrals on average.
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Table A1: Negative Binomial Model of Number of Referrals

(1) (2)
Black 0.149*** 0.141***
(0.053) (0.052)
Multiracial 0.429*** 0.311***
(0.072) (0.070)
Hispanic —0.174* —0.172**
(0.106) (0.103)
Asian —0.204 —0.314
(0.266) (0.261)
Male 0.040 0.057*
(0.043) (0.041)
Gender Unknown —0.013 0.187
(0.288) (0.282)
Age Missing —0.585"** —0.402***
(0.120) (0.121)
Age 0.050*** 0.043***
(0.015) (0.015)
Age-squared —0.004*** —0.003***
(0.001) (0.001)
Alleged Physical Abuse 0.433***
(0.047)
Alleged Physical Neglect 0.392%**
(0.049)
Alleged Sexual Abuse 0.456***
(0.084)
Alleged Mental Abuse 0.002
(0.050)
Alleged Substance Exposed Infant 0.056
(0.119)
Constant 0.521*** 0.123*
(0.069) (0.081)
Observations 1,396 1,396
Log Likelihood -2,352.659 -2,261.358
Akaike Inf. Crit. 4,725.317 4552716

Note:
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*p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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MODEL RESULTS: POST-REFERRAL OUTCOMES

Tables A2 - A5: Cases of Referred Children Ever Screened In, Investigated, Founded, or Unsafe

The following models estimate the effect of race and ethnicity along with other variables on the proba-
bility that a child is ever screened inamong children referred to CPS, that a child ever has their case assigned
to an investigative track among children screened in, that a child has ever received a substantiated finding
of abuse or neglect among children screened in and investigated, and that a child has has ever received a de-
termination that they are unsafe among children screened in. We incorporated variables sequentially into
the logit/ordered logit models, first including race, gender, and age (Model 1), then adding alleged maltreat-
ment types (Model 2), and finally adding the number of referrals a child received during the study period (for
the screened in model), or whether a child has had 3 screened in reports within a year (for the investigation
and substantiation models), or whether a child has had 3 screened in reports within a year, has had their
case investigated, and has had a substantiated finding (for the determination of safety model) (Model 3).

The models present the effect of each variable on the probability that a given decision is made in the child’s
case.

Table A2: Child Ever Screened In

e Race: Across all of our model specifications, Black children referred to CPS are more likely to be
screened in relative to White children with similar characteristics. Multiracial, Hispanic, and Asian
children appear more likely to be screened in relative to White children when only demographics are
used as predictors; once alleged maltreatment and number of referrals are included in the model,
these effects disappear.

e Gender: Boys are somewhat less likely to be screened in relative to girls when controlling for only
demographics and alleged maltreatment; the effect weakens when the number of referrals is added
to the model.

e Age: Age hasastrongrelationship with the probability a child reported to CPS has their case screened
in, with older children less likely to be screened in than younger children.

e Maltreatmenttypes: Every type of alleged maltreatmentincreases the likelihood that acaseis screened
in relative to the absence of that maltreatment type. Physical neglect and physical abuse appear to
be the most strongly related.

e Number of referrals: Holding demographics and alleged maltreatment constant, a greater number of
referrals over the study period reduces the likelihood that a child’s case is screened in.

Table A3: Child’'s Case Ever Investigated

e Race: Across all of our model specifications, multiracial and black children who have been screened
in during the study period are more likely to have their cases assigned to an investigation track than
are White children with similar characteristics (including the presence of there or more screened in
referrals within ayear). Asian children are less likely to have their cases investigated relative to White
children.

e Gender: Boys are more likely to have their cases assigned to investigation relative to girls; the effect
remains consistent across all specifications.

e Age: Age does not appear related to the probability that a child’s case is assigned to investigation.

o Maltreatment types: Allegations of physical abuse, physical neglect, and sexual abuse all increase the
odds that a child who's referral has been screened in will have their case investigated. Allegations of
sexual abuse are the most strongly predictive.

e Three or more screened in referrals in a year: Children who have had three screened in referrals
within a 12-month period are more likely to be assigned to investigation.

Table A4: Child’'s Case Ever Substantiated
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e Race: There is no apparent racial difference in the likelihood that an investigated case yields a sub-
stantiated finding.

e Gender: The investigation of cases involving boys is slightly more likely to generate a substantiated
finding than investigated cases involving girls.

o Age: Age has no effect on whether an investigated case ends with a substantiated finding of maltreat-
ment.

o Alleged Abuse Type: Investigated cases thatincluded allegations of physical neglect or of sexual abuse
are more likely to result in a substantiated finding.

e Three or more screened in referrals in a year: Investigations involving children who have had three
or more screened in referrals within a year are considerably more likely to generate a substantiated
finding.

Table A5: Child’s Case Determined Unsafe

e Race: There is no apparent difference in the likelihood that a case involving a Black child receives a
determination of unsafe relative to a case involving a white child. However, cases involving multiracial
children areless likely to receive adetermination of unsafe, relative to those involving White children,
when controlling for the presence of an investigation and substantiated findings. In other words, in
cases with similar maltreatment allegations and in which the investigation track and substantiated
findings are the same, multiracial children are less likely to be deemed unsafe than White children.

e Gender: There is no persistent effect of gender on whether a child’s case is determined to be unsafe.
e Age: Age has no effect on whether a child’s case is determined to be unsafe.

o Alleged Abuse Type: Cases involving allegations of mental abuse are less likely to receive a determi-
nation of unsafe. Cases involving physical neglect are more likely to receive a determination of unsafe
initially, but this effect disappears when the presence of an investigation and a finding are included in
the model. Cases involving allegations of physical abuse appear less likely to receive a determination
of unsafe once the presence of an investigation and a finding are controlled for.

e Three or more screened in referrals in a year: There is no effect of having three or more screened in
referrals within a year on the likelihood that a case receives a determination of unsafe.

e Ever investigated, ever substantiated: A substantiated finding strongly increases the likelihood that
a child will be determined unsafe.
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Table A2: Logit Model of Ever Screened In

(1) (2) (3)

Black 0.331%** 0.445* 0.633**
(0.147) (0.318) (0.341)
Multiracial 0.615*** —0.331 0.173
(0.243) (0.523) (0.535)
Hispanic 0.475** 0.475 0.530
(0.280) (0.614) (0.657)
Asian 2.045** 0.984 0.946
(1.064) (1.688) (1.807)
Male —0.254*** —0.501** —0.383
(0.129) (0.285) (0.301)
Unknown Gender —2.424*** —1.494 —1.459
(1.061) (1.948) (2.395)
Age Missing —2.381*** —2.303*** —2.994***
(0.255) (0.558) (0.653)
Age —0.123*** —0.162*** —0.186***
(0.013) (0.030) (0.033)
Alleged Mental Abuse 4.363*** 4.511***
(1.104) (1.129)
Alleged Physical Abuse 5.038*** 5.781***
(0.446) (0.516)
Alleged Physical Neglect 6.070*** 7.002%**
(0.384) (0.483)
Alleged Sexual Abuse 3.791%** 4.588***
(0.572) (0.658)
Number of Referrals —0.501***
(0.073)
Constant 1.871*** —1.019*** —0.463
(0.186) (0.372) (0.398)
Observations 1,396 1,396 1,396
Log Likelihood -747.320 -199.434 -179.762
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,512.641 424,869 387.523
Note: *p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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Table A3: Logit Model of Ever Investigated among Children Screened In

(1) (2) (3)
Black 0.285** 0.383*** 0.390***
(0.161) (0.170) (0.171)
Multiracial 0.842*** 0.748*** 0.755***
(0.236) (0.249) (0.250)
Hispanic —0.207 —0.071 —0.042
(0.289) (0.304) (0.304)
Asian —0.899* —1.451* —1.426*
(0.695) (0.980) (0.980)
Male 0.294*** 0.364*** 0.365***
(0.130) (0.136) (0.137)
Age Missing 0.873*** 0.643* 0.684**
(0.382) (0.398) (0.399)
Age 0.013 —0.004 —0.001
(0.014) (0.015) (0.015)
Alleged Mental Abuse —0.077 —0.108
(0.151) (0.152)
Alleged Physical Abuse 1.055*** 1.038***
(0.183) (0.184)
Alleged Physical Neglect 1.150*** 1.120%**
(0.230) (0.231)
Alleged Sexual Abuse 4.645*** 4.636™**
(1.035) (1.035)
3+ screened in referrals in year 1.637***
(0.640)
Constant —0.361*** —1.682*** —1.695***
(0.183) (0.299) (0.300)
Observations 995 995 995
Log Likelihood -672.501 -619.063 -614.632
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,361.002 1,262.127 1,255.264

Note:
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*p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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Table A4: Ordered Logit Model of Ever a Finding among Children Screened In and Investigated

(1) (2) (3)
Black —0.099 —0.134 —0.094
(0.242) (0.244) (0.247)
Multiracial 0.267 0.203 0.255
(0.300) (0.306) (0.308)
Hispanic 0.256 0.339 0.422
(0.444) (0.446) (0.448)
Male 0.284* 0.349** 0.367**
(0.186) (0.190) (0.191)
Age Missing —1.870*** —1.806*** —1.717***
(0.755) (0.764) (0.765)
Age —0.023 —0.022 —0.016
(0.020) (0.021) (0.021)
Alleged Mental Abuse 0.197 0.150
(0.201) (0.203)
Alleged Physical Abuse —0.171 —0.169
(0.210) (0.211)
Alleged Physical Neglect 0.580** 0.543*
(0.335) (0.337)
Alleged Sexual Abuse 0.837*** 0.852***
(0.332) (0.335)
3+ screened in referrals in year 1.227%**
(0.414)
Observations 530 530 530
Log Likelihood -497.385 -492.106 -487.875
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1012.77 1010.211 1003.750

Note:
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*p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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Table A5: Logit Model of Ever Unsafe among Children Screened In

(1) (2) (3)

Black —0.248 —0.200 —0.400
(0.335) (0.340) (0.474)
Multiracial 0.010 0.066 —0.922*
(0.446) (0.451) (0.586)
Male 0.371* 0.345 —0.234
(0.289) (0.291) (0.382)
Age —0.042* —0.024 0.033
(0.031) (0.031) (0.042)
Alleged Mental Abuse —0.603** —1.199***
(0.341) (0.423)
Alleged Physical Abuse —0.130 —0.949**
(0.374) (0.450)
Alleged Physical Neglect 2.218*** —0.520
(1.034) (1.314)
Alleged Sexual Abuse —15.541 —18.767
(919.113)  (1,254.924)
3+ screened in referrals in year 0.691
(0.611)
Ever Investigated —0.329
(1.267)
Ever a Finding 6.619***
(1.348)
Constant —2.550*** —4.510*** —5.351%*
(0.382) (1.095) (1.592)
Observations 885 885 885
Log Likelihood -200.995 -191.876 -93.376
Akaike Inf. Crit. 411.990 401.752 210.753
Note: *p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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MODEL RESULTS: FOSTER CARE

Table Aé: Entering Foster Care

The following model estimates the effect of race and ethnicity along with other variables on the proba-
bility that a child enters foster care among children with screened in referrals. We incorporated variables
sequentially into the logit model, first including race, gender, and age (Model 1), then adding alleged mal-
treatment types (Model 2), and finally adding indicators for whether a child had three or more screened in
referrals withinayear, had aninvestigated case, a substantiated finding, and adetermination that they were
unsafe (Model 3). The model presents the effect of each variable on the probability that a child is removed
from their home and taken into foster care.

e Race: Across all model specifications, multiracial children are more likely to enter foster care relative
to White children. Hispanic children are less likely to enter foster care than are White children with
similar characteristics.

e Gender: While the initial model, controlling only for demographic characteristics, shows evidence
that boys are somewhat more likely than girls to enter foster care, this effect disappears when mal-
treatment allegations, and the presence of three ore more screened in referrals, an investigation, a
finding, or a determination of unsafe are controlled for in the model.

e Age: Age does not have any discernible effect on the likelihood that a child enters foster care.

e Alleged Abuse Type: Allegations of physical abuse and of substance-exposed infants increase proba-
bility that a child enters foster care.

e Three or more screened inreferralsin ayear: The presence of three or more screened inreferralsina
year reduces the likelihood that a child enters foster care when also accounting for whether a case is
investigated and substantiated. While this is a counter-intuitive result, we expect that the predictive
force of multiple screened in referrals is already captured in the investigation and substantiation, as
these multiple screened in referrals increaesd the likelihood of each of these outcomes..

e Ever investigated, substantiated, or unsafe: Cases that are investigated, that are substantiated, and
that receive a determination of unsafe are all more likely to result in a child entering foster care.

Cemm

46 PAS



Table Aé6: Logit Model of Removal to Foster Care among Children Screened In
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(1) (2) (3)
Black —0.070 —0.003 —0.123
(0.241) (0.246) (0.306)
Multiracial 1.267** 1.231%** 1.286***
(0.278) (0.284) (0.345)
Hispanic —2.279*** —2.228*** —2.081**
(1.029) (1.031) (1.057)
Asian 0.316 0.471 0.456
(0.812) (0.830) (0.981)
Age 0.013 0.018 0.028
(0.019) (0.021) (0.026)
Male 0.245* 0.238 0.028
(0.188) (0.192) (0.234)
Alleged Mental Abuse —0.333* —0.321
(0.223) (0.272)
Alleged Physical Abuse 0.938*** 1111
(0.214) (0.255)
Alleged Physical Neglect 0.496** —0.113
(0.284) (0.310)
Alleged Substance Exposed 1.143*** 1.446***
(0.385) (0.472)
3+ Screened in Referrals in Year —1.185*
(0.769)
Ever Investigated 0.794**
(0.296)
Ever a Finding 1.469***
(0.287)
Ever Unsafe Determination 3.044***
(0.480)
Constant —2.072%** —2.846*** —3.591***
(0.273) (0.407) (0.479)
Observations 959 959 959
Log Likelihood -382.233 -369.022 -266.969
Akaike Inf. Crit. 778.466 760.045 563.938

Note:
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*p<0.2; *p<0.1; **p<0.05
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MODEL RESULTS: REMOVE REASONS

Tables A7 - A9: Most Common Removal Reasons

The following models estimate the effect of race and other variables among children removed from the
home, on the probability that a child is removed from the home for the most frequently recorded reasons:
removal for neglect, inadequate housing, and parent drug use. We incorporated variables sequentially into
the logit models, first including race, gender, and age (Model 1), then adding child disability diagnosis and
family structure (Model 2), then adding alleged maltreatment types, whether there was a substantiated
finding and at what severity, and whether a determination of an unsafe environment was made (Model 3).
The models present the effect of each variable onthe probability that agivenreasonis recorded as areasons
for removal relative to the absence of that reason.

Table A7: Removal for Neglect

e Race: Across all of our model specifications, there are no clear racial effects on the likelihood of chil-
dren being removed for neglect, the most frequent reason recorded for children in foster care.

e Gender: Gender does not predict removal for neglect under any specification.
o Age at removal: Age at removal does not predict removal for neglect.

e Family structure: Coming from a single-parent home is not related to the likelihood of removal from
the home due to neglect.

e Maltreatment types: Only alleged sexual abuse is related to removal for neglect, with reporter iden-
tification of potential sexual abuse increasing the probability a child is ultimately removal for neglect.

e Substantiation/Finding: Presence of a low or moderate finding increases the odds that removal for
neglect will be recorded for a child.

e Safety determination: When a caseworker indicates that a child’s environment is unsafe, the odds
that a child will be removed for neglect decrease.

Table A8: Removal for Inadequate Housing

e Race: For removals for inadequate housing, multiracial children are somewhat more likely than White
children to be removed for this reason based on Model 3, the model controlling for maltreatment,
findings, and safety determination.

e Gender: Gender does not predict removal for inadequate housing under any specification.

o Ageatremoval: Age atremovalis associated with removal for inadequate housing, with older children
being less likely to be removed for this reason.

e Family structure: Coming from a single-parent home is not related to the likelihood of removal from
the home due to inadequate housing.

e Maltreatment types: Allegations of mental abuse and physical abuse in the referral is associated with
a lower probability of removal for inadequate housing.

e Substantiation/Finding: A moderate or high finding reduces the probability that removal for inade-
quate housing will be recorded for a child.

e Safety determination: When a caseworker indicates that a child’s environment is unsafe, the odds
that a child will be removed for reasons of inadequate housing increase.

Table A9: Removal for Parental Drug Use

e Race: For removal due to parental drug use, there’s initial evidence that multiracial children are less
likely to be assigned this removal reason (Models 1 and 2), but when controlling for maltreatment and
findings, this effect weakens, suggesting that some of the initial difference may be drive by differences
in the preceding outcomes like determination of safety.
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Gender: Males are more likely to be removed for parental drug use.

Age at removal is associated with removal for parent drug use, with older children being less likely to
be removed for this reason.

Family structure: Coming from a single-parent home is not related to the likelihood of removal from
the home due to parental drug use.

Maltreatment types: The likelihood of removal for parental drug use is related to allegations of phys-
ical abuse, which lowers the probability of this reasons, to allegations of physical neglect, which in-
creases the odds of this reason, and to substance exposed infants, which increases the probability a
child is removed due to parental drug use.

Substantiation/Finding: Amoderate finding reduces the chance that parental drug use will be recorded
for a child.

Safety determination: When a caseworker indicates that a child’s environment is unsafe, the odds
that a child will be removed for parental drug use increase.
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Table A7: Logit Model of Removal for Neglect

(1) (2) (3)
Black —0.114 —0.107 —0.087
(0.381) (0.384) (0.415)
Multiracial —0.077 —0.017 —0.203
(0.437) (0.447) (0.500)
Male 0.155 0.158 0.018
(0.308) (0.313) (0.335)
Age at removal 0.013 0.017 0.018
(0.029) (0.030) (0.035)
Child Disabled —0.160 —0.318
(0.388) (0.437)
Single Parent Family —0.206 —0.351
(0.347) (0.385)
Mental Abuse Allegation 0.175
(0.487)
Physical Abuse Allegation —0.313
(0.376)
Sexual Abuse Allegation 1.369**
(0.754)
Physical Neglect Allegation 0.092
(0.430)
Substance Exposed Infant —0.453
(0.662)
Finding: Low 1.007**
(0.601)
Finding: Moderate 1.366***
(0.580)
Finding: High 17.095
(789.689)
Unsafe Determination —1.037**
(0.542)
Constant 0.208 0.337 0.192
(0.418) (0.471) (0.594)
Observations 178 178 178
Log Likelihood -120.920 -120.650 -109.383
Akaike Inf. Crit. 251.839 255.300 250.766

Note:

*p<0.2; *p<0.1; **p<0.05
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Table A8: Logit Model of Removal for Inadequate Housing

(1) (2) (3)

Black 0.058 0.100 0.003
(0.458) (0.462) (0.502)
Multiracial 0.555 0.539 0.866*
(0.501) (0.512) (0.595)
Male —0.172 —0.236 —0.175
(0.358) (0.367) (0.410)
Age at removal —0.054* —0.066** —0.080**
(0.034) (0.037) (0.043)
Child Disabled 0.497 0.760*
(0.448) (0.510)
Single Parent Family —0.012 —0.048
(0.408) (0.450)
Mental Abuse Allegation —1.504**
(0.816)
Physical Abuse Allegation —1.218"**
(0.503)
Sexual Abuse Allegation —0.412
(0.940)
Physical Neglect Allegation 0.038
(0.500)
Subtsance Exposed Infant —-0.731
(0.760)
Finding: Low —0.445
(0.728)
Finding: Moderate —1.562***
(0.772)
Finding: High —2.317*
(1.416)
Unsafe Determination 1.174**
(0.688)
Constant —0.829** —0.827* —0.057
(0.485) (0.554) (0.692)
Observations 178 178 178
Log Likelihood -96.322 -95.717 -84.310
Akaike Inf. Crit. 202.645 205.435 200.621
Note: *p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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Table A9: Logit Model of Removal for Parental Drug Use

(1) (2) (3)
Black —0.248 —0.275 —0.600
(0.426) (0.432) (0.515)
Multiracial —0.750* —0.756* —0.741
(0.528) (0.536) (0.664)
Male 0.738*** 0.768*** 0.937***
(0.366) (0.376) (0.446)
Age at removal —0.142*** —0.137*** —0.077**
(0.037) (0.038) (0.045)
Child Disabled —0.192 0.192
(0.495) (0.575)
Single Parent Family 0.045 —0.079
(0.395) (0.460)
Mental Abuse Allegation 0.496
(0.575)
Physical Abuse Allegation —0.813**
(0.492)
Sexual Abuse Allegation —15.798
(983.116)
Physical Neglect Allegation 0.821*
(0.593)
Substance Exposed Infant 2.640***
(0.940)
Finding: Low —0.475
(0.710)
Finding: Moderate —1.580***
(0.717)
Finding: High —0.089
(1.103)
Unsafe Determination 1.506***
(0.617)
Constant —0.021 —0.046 —0.923
(0.461) (0.529) (0.759)
Observations 178 178 178
Log Likelihood -94.912 -94.829 -76.717
Akaike Inf. Crit. 199.825 203.659 185.433

Note:
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*p<0.2; *p<0.1; **p<0.05

Camm

PAS



September 2019
MODEL RESULTS: CURRENT PLACEMENT

Tables A10 - A11: Placement in Foster Care

We incorporated variables sequentially into the binomial logit models of whether a child is placed in a
kinship foster family and whether a child is placed in a non-kin foster family, first including race, gender, and
age (Table A10, Model 1), then adding the diagnosis of a disability and parent household structure (Model
2), and finally adding the top five reasons for removal from the home - neglect, parental alcohol use, inad-
equate housing, parental drug use, and physical abuse (Model 3). The models, incorporating observations
on children removed from their homes during the study period, present the effect of each variable on the
probability a child in foster care is placed with kin relative to all other placement environments (nonkin-
ship foster family, group home or institution, pre-adoptive home or trial vist, and independent living) or on
the probability a child in foster care is placed with a non-kin foster family relative to all other placement
environments.

Table A10: Placement in Kinship Foster Care

e Race: Race was not a significant predictor of placement in kinship care.

e Gender: Gender was a marginally significant predictor in model (2), when controlling for race, age,
child disability status and family structure, with males marginally more likely to be placed with kin;
but the effect disappears when adding controls for removal reasons. We don't review this result as
robust.

e Age atremoval from home: Thereis some evidence, Models 1 and 3, that as a child gets older they are
decreasingly likely to be placed in kinship care.

e Presence of a diagnosed disability: A disability diagnosis is not related to the probability that a child
is placed with relatives.

o Single parent household: Coming from a single parent household is a strong and positive predictor of
foster placement with kin. Coming from a single-parent household increases the odds that a child is
placed in kinship care.

e Removal reasons: Amongthe most common removal reasons, removal for inadequate housing is most
strongly related to the probability of being placed in kinship care, with children removed for this rea-
son less likely to be in a kin environment. Removal for neglect is also predictive of placement, though
less strongly, with children removed for reasons of neglect more likely to be placed in a kinship envi-
ronment. Removal due to parental drug or alcohol use or due to physical abuse were not predictive
of placement in kinship foster care.

Table A11: Placement in Non-Kin Foster Care

e Race: Multiracial children have a higher probability of placement in a non-kin foster family relative to
White children across all model specifications.

e Gender: Boys are less likely to be placed in a non-relative foster family than are girls.

e Age atremoval from home: As a child gets older they are less likely to be placed in non-relative foster
family environment.

e Presence of a diagnosed disability: A disability diagnosis is not related to the probability that a child
is placed in a non-kin foster family.

e Single parent household: Coming from a single parent household is not related to placement in a non-
kin foster home.

e Removalreasons: Amongthe most common removal reasons, removal for physical abuse, for parental
alcohol abuse, and for inadequate housing all increases the likelihood that a child is placed in a non-
relative fostar family.
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Table A10: Logit Model of Placement with Kin

(1) (2) (3)
Black —0.192 —0.322 —0.271
(0.405) (0.424) (0.449)
Multiracial —0.280 —0.581 —0.362
(0.475) (0.499) (0.534)
Male 0.338 0.495* 0.348
(0.338) (0.353) (0.375)
Age at removal —0.042* —0.044 —0.052*
(0.032) (0.034) (0.037)
Child Disabled —0.210 —0.106
(0.448) (0.476)
Single Parent Family 1.328*** 1.454***
(0.446) (0.467)
Removal: Neglect 0.792***
(0.379)
Removal: Parental Alcohol 0.123
(0.549)
Removal: Inadequate Housing —1.237***
(0.512)
Removal: Parental Drug 0.379
(0.417)
Removal: Physical Abuse 0.382
(0.616)
Constant —0.562 —1.456*** —1.930***
(0.445) (0.558) (0.705)
Observations 178 178 178
Log Likelihood -106.642 -101.371 -94.437
Akaike Inf. Crit. 223.285 216.742 212.873

Note:
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*p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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Table A11: Logit Model of Placement with Non-Kin Foster Family

(1)

(2)

(3)

Black 0.292 0.330 0.409
(0.403) (0.406) (0.440)
Multiracial 0.901*** 1.021*** 1.266***
(0.455) (0.469) (0.503)
Male —0.567** —0.608** —0.739***
(0.320) (0.328) (0.354)
Age at removal —0.072%** —0.071*** —0.059**
(0.031) (0.032) (0.034)
Child Disabled —0.023 —0.229
(0.414) (0.442)
Single Parent Family —0.414 —0.357
(0.359) (0.388)
Removal: Neglect —0.345
(0.342)
Removal: Parental Alcohol 1.164***
(0.554)
Removal: Inadequate Housing 1.020%**
(0.397)
Removal: Parental Drug 0.083
(0.406)
Removal: Physical Abuse 1.190***
(0.583)
Constant 0.103 0.364 —0.122
(0.434) (0.490) (0.619)
Observations 178 178 178
Log Likelihood -114.394 -113.722 -105.767
Akaike Inf. Crit. 238.787 241.444 235.534

Note:
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MODEL RESULTS: PLACEMENT STABILITY

Tables A12- Al14:

The following models estimate the effect of race and other variables among children removed from the
home on the number of different placements children experience in foster care, the time spent in each
placement on average, and the overall time spent in foster care. We incorporated variables sequentially
into the negative binomial and duration models, first including race, gender, and age (Model 1), then adding
child disability diagnosis and family structure (Model 2), then adding common removal reasons (Model 3).
The models present the effect of each variable on the expected count of placement transitions or the ex-
pected weeks spent in foster care.

Table A12: Number of Foster Care Placements

Race: Thereis no evident effect of race on the number of placements experienced by children infoster
care.

Gender: Boys experience fewer placement transitions on average than do girls.

Age at removal: Age affects the number of average placements experienced by childrenin foster care,
such that older children have more placements.

Child disability: Children diagnosed with a disability experience more placement transitions, on av-
erage.

Family structure: Coming from a single-parent home is not related to the number of placements chil-
dren experience in foster care.

Removal reasons: Only removal for inadequate housing has any relationship with number of place-
ments, such that children removed for this reason have a slightly lower average number of placement
transitions.

Table A13: Duration of Time in Individual Placements

Race: There is no evident effect of race on the average time children spend in individual placements.
Gender: There is no effect of gender in the average time children spend in individual placements.

Age at removal: The older a child is at the time they enter foster care, the longer the average time
spent in each placement.

Child disability: Child disability has no apparent effect on the average time children spend in a given
placement.

Family structure: Coming from a single-parent home is not related to the time spent in individual
placements.

Removal reasons: Children taken into foster care due to parental alcohol abuse or drug abuse have a
higher average length of time in a given placement.

Placement type; Placement in a kin or non-kin foster family, relative to other placement types, does
not affect the average time spent in a given placement.

Table A14: Duration of Time in Foster Care

Race: There is no evident effect of race on the average time children spend in foster care.
Gender: There is no consistent effect of gender on the average time children spend in foster care.

Age at removal: The older a child is at the time they enter foster care, the longer the average time
spent in care on average.

Child disability: Child disability has no consistent effect on the average time children spend in foster
care.

Family structure: Coming from a single-parent home increases the average time children spend in
foster care.

Removal reasons: Children taken into foster care due to parental alcohol abuse or drug abuse have a
higher average length of time in foster care.
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Table A12: Negative Binomial Model of Number of Placements in Foster Care

(1) (2) (3)
Black —0.020 —0.002 —0.017
(0.116) (0.117) (0.119)
Multiracial 0.080 0.090 0.057
(0.128) (0.132) (0.135)
Male —0.226*** —0.257*** —0.236***
(0.094) (0.095) (0.097)
Age at removal 0.058*** 0.055*** 0.052***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Child Disabled 0.220*** 0.234***
(0.106) (0.108)
Single Parent Family —0.064 —0.061
(0.105) (0.106)
Removal for Physical Neglect —0.033
(0.094)
Removal for Parental Alchohol Abuse —0.213
(0.171)
Removal for Inadequate Housing —0.157*
(0.117)
Removal for Parental Drug Abuse —0.046
(0.119)
Removal for Physical Abuse —0.151
(0.166)
Constant 0.575%** 0.603*** 0.731%**
(0.135) (0.147) (0.175)
Observations 178 178 178
Log Likelihood -356.654 -354.447 -352.071
Akaike Inf. Crit. 723.308 722.893 728.141

Note:
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*p<0.2; **p<0.1; **p<0.05
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(1)

(2)

(3)

Black 0.077 0.044 0.077
(0.253) (0.255) (0.273)
Multiracial —0.233 —0.300 —0.005
(0.290) (0.296) (0.316)
Male —0.014 0.001 —0.250
(0.211) (0.216) (0.233)
Age at removal 0.058*** 0.055*** 0.059***
(0.020) (0.021) (0.024)
Child Disabled 0.037 0.183
(0.237) (0.247)
Single Parent Family 0.260 0.091
(0.240) (0.259)
Removal for Physical Neglect 0.265
(0.225)
Removal for Parental Alchohol Abuse 0.800***
(0.319)
Removal for Inadequate Housing —0.011
(0.262)
Removal for Parental Drug Abuse 0.421*
(0.261)
Removal for Physical Abuse 0.056
(0.365)
Placement is Non-Kin Foster Family —0.045
(0.345)
Placement is Kin Foster Family 0.214
(0.347)
Observations 476 476 476
Log Likelihood -451.436 -450.801 -444.024

LR Test

9.482* (df = 4)

10.751** (df = 6)

24.306*** (df = 13)

Note:
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*p<0.2; *p<0.1; **p<0.05
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(1) (2) (3)
Black 0.204 0.076 0.183
(0.245) (0.251) (0.256)
Multiracial —0.359 —0.527** —0.276
(0.284) (0.293) (0.303)
Male 0.144 0.262* 0.016
(0.198) (0.203) (0.218)
Age at removal 0.050*** 0.056*** 0.077***
(0.021) (0.021) (0.022)
Child Disabled —0.336* —0.187
(0.239) (0.249)
Single Parent Family 0.509*** 0.519***
(0.224) (0.239)
Removal for Physical Neglect 0.110
(0.209)
Removal for Parental Alchohol Abuse 0.695***
(0.313)
Removal for Inadequate Housing —0.222
(0.247)
Removal for Parental Drug Abuse 0.779***
(0.247)
Removal for Physical Abuse 0.130
(0.335)
Observations 178 178 178
Log Likelihood -468.158 -464.663 -454.918

LR Test

9.870*** (df = 4)

16.860** (df = 6)

36.351** (df = 11)

Note:
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MODEL RESULTS: LEAVING FOSTER CARE

Table A15: Case Goal

We estimated a logit model for the presence of a permanency outcome in a child’s case goal among
children removed from the home. We incorporated variables sequentially into this model, first including
race, gender, and age (Table A15, Model 1), then adding whether a child is diagnosed with a disability, the
family structure of their birth home, and the number of weeks a child has been in foster care (Model 2),
then adding common removal reasons (Model 3). The models present the effect of each variable on the
probability of a child’s case goal being a permanency outcome (reunification, adoption, living with a relative)
relative to a non-permanency outcome (emancipation, long-term foster care).

e Race: Race has no evident relationship with whether a child’s case goal involves a permanency out-
come across any model.

e Gender: There are no differences by gender in whether a child’s case goal involves a permanency
outcome across any model.

o Age at Current Removal: The age of a child when removed from the home is consistently related to
the presence of a permanancy goal in a child’s case plan, with older children less likely to have a per-
manency outcome as a goal.

e Child Disability: Disability is not related to whether a child’s case goal involves a permanency out-
come.

e Family structure: The family structure of a child’s birth family is related to permanency goals; children
from single-parent homes are more likely to have a permanency outcome as a case goal.

e Weeks in Care: The number of weeks a child has been in the foster care system is not related to
whether a child’s case goal involves a permanency outcome.

e Removalreasons: The reason for achild’s removal from the home are also predictive of apermanency
goal as part of the case plan. Children removed due to parental drug use, parental alcohol use, or
inadequate housing are all less likely to have a permanency goal.
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Table A15: Logit Model of Permanency Case Goal

permanancy
(1) (2) (3)
Black —0.216 —0.243 —0.434
(0.602) (0.628) (0.797)
Multiracial 0.364 0.045 —0.236
(0.735) (0.770) (0.966)
Male 0.236 0.203 0.651
(0.495) (0.513) (0.695)
Age at Removal —0.154*** —0.156*** —0.346***
(0.049) (0.052) (0.088)
Child Disabled 0.114 0.084
(0.590) (0.726)
Single Parent Family 0.857* 1.238**
(0.542) (0.686)
Weeks in Care 0.002 —0.002
(0.003) (0.004)
Removal: Neglect —0.568
(0.686)
Removal: Parental Drug —1.245*
(0.784)
Removal: Inadequate Housing —2.400***
(0.706)
Removal: Parental Alchohol —2.312%**
(0.843)
Constant 3.385*** 2.707*** 7.070%**
(0.786) (1.004) (1.798)
Observations 177 177 177
Log Likelihood -58.325 -56.972 -40.306
Akaike Inf. Crit. 126.649 129.944 104.612

Note:
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Tables A16 and A17: Discharge Reason

We estimated a multinomial logit model for discharge reason among children who exited foster care
duringthe study period, to estimate the relationship of case characteristics with the likelihood of each of the
four outcomes (reunification, adoption, custody transfer to a relative, and emancipation) simultaneously.
We incorporated variables sequentially into this model, first including race, gender, and age (Table A16,
Models 1-3), then adding whether a child is diagnosed with a disability and the family structure of their birth
home (Table A16, Models 4-6). Finally, we present a model incorporating reasons for removal (Table A17).
The results for emancipation in this third model are quite fragile, given the small number of observations
that experienced this outcome (only 7), so the results for this outcome should not be treated as robust or
meaningful. The models present the effect of each variable on the probability of emancipation relative to
reunification, on adoption relative to reunification, and on custody transfer relative to reunification.

e Race: Across all model specifications, Black children were more likely than White children to exit fos-
ter care through adoption and custody transfer versus reunification. Multiracial children were more
likely than White children to exit to custody transfer versus reunification.

e Gender: Across all models, males were less likely to exit to custody transfer than reunification com-
pared to girls. The effects of gender on probability of emancipation and adoption were inconsistent
across model specifications.

e Age at removal from home: As a child gets older, they become less likely to achieve any of these dis-
charge outcomes (reunification, adoption, and custody transfer) and more likely to age out of the
system without achieving permanency. In addition, older children are consistently less likely to be
adopted relative to reunification.

e Presence of a diagnosed disability: Model (4) suggests that children who have been diagnosed with a
disability were more likely to be emancipated versus reunified with families, but the chances of adop-
tion or custody transfer compared to reunification were not affected by their diagnosis.

e Family structure: There was no effect of coming from a single parent home on the reason for dis-
charge.

e Removal reasons: Focusing on adoption and custody transfer compared to reunification, removal in
response to parental drug use increased the odds that a child lives with arelative rather than reunifies
with parents. Removal for inadequate housing also increases the probability of adoption and trans-

fer to a relative over reunification. Removal for neglect has no reliable relationship with discharge
reason.
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Table A16: Multinomial Logit Model of Discharge Reasons

Emancipation Adoption Custody Transfer (Relative) Emancipation Adoption Custody Transfer (Relative)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Black 0.429 2.799*** 1.930* —2.244 3.097** 1.872*
(1.732) (1.355) (1.191) (3.266) (1.387) (1.212)
Multiracial 0.357 0.499 2.068** —1.367 —0.841 1.851*
(1.455) (1.656) (1.207) (2.051) (2.186) (1.284)
Male —2.060* 1.921** —1.209* —-3.637* 1.187 —1.310**
(1.458) (1.041) (0.749) (2.570) (1.158) (0.789)
Age at Removal 0.662*** —0.329*** 0.073 0.767*** —0.459*** 0.105
(0.285) (0.135) (0.078) (0.333) (0.186) (0.086)
Child Disabled 3.531* 2.393 —1.097
(2.498) (1.954) (1.301)
Single Parent Family 3.408 —1.391 0.874
(3.490) (1.214) (1.005)
Constant —9.589*** —2.715** —2.590*** —13.783*** —1.353 —3.235%**
(4.480) (1.447) (1.246) (6.476) (1.794) (1.496)
Observations 64 64 64 64 64 64
Residual Deviance 98.645 98.645 98.645 84.847 84.847 84.847
Akaike Inf. Crit. 128.645 128.645 128.645 126.847 126.847 126.847

Note:

*p<0.2; **p<0.1; ***p<0.05
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Table A17: Multinomial Logit Model of Discharge Reasons

Emancipation Adoption Custody Transfer (Relative)
(1) (2) (3)
Black —75.731%** 3.946* 2.669**
(0.00005) (2.137) (1.390)
Multiracial —35.910"** —0.075 2.163*
(0.127) (2.586) (1.488)
Male 2.943* 1.689 —1.582**
(2.292) (1.537) (0.938)
Age at Removal 26.596 —0.491*** 0.138*
(35.916) (0.241) (0.097)
Child Disabled 77.536%* 2.786 —1.457
(0.00005) (2.572) (1.492)
Single Parent Family 202.353*** —1.339 1.210
(2.419) (1.575) (1.172)
Removal for Parental Drug Use 8.839*** —0.788 1.949**
(2.292) (1.714) (1.065)
Removal for Neglect 166.662*** 0.699 —0.613
(0.015) (1.535) (0.947)
Removal for Inadquate Housing —137.456*** 3.786*** 2.371***
(0.00000) (1.729) (1.176)
Constant —619.838*** —3.291 —4. 775
(2.419) (2.731) (1.993)
Observations 64 64 64
Residual Deviance 98.645 98.645 98.645
Akaike Inf. Crit. 117.405 117.405 117.405

Note:

64

*p<0.2; *p<0.1; **p<0.05
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