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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Community Assets. The aim of Fostering Youth Educational Success (“Fostering YES”) was to
promote the educational success of foster youth in Cumberland County, North Carolina. The
majority of foster youth experienced multiple placements, leading to changes in school
assignments. The county and state had strong youth groups and child-and-family-serving
partnerships. The county agencies also had a strong tradition of using child and family team
meetings to engage youth and their families and their involved services in joint planning. These
assets made it possible to implement a strategy of developing youth leadership and system-ofcare collaborations to stabilize educational placements and to plan for youth permanency. At
North Carolina State University, the Center for Family and Community Engagement and the
Department of Social Work worked with Cumberland County youth and family organizations,
Social Services, Schools, Court, and Mental Health to carry out the project.
Work Accomplished. The objectives of the project were to develop a planning infrastructure that
included youth voices, to formulate data-driven policies and procedures, and to pilot and refine
curricula for foster youth, caregivers, university students, and professionals. Over the course of
the 17-month project, major strides were made in all areas, and structures were put in place to
sustain the work in the county and expand outward across the state. Early in the project, a Youth
Advisory Council and Project Advisory Council were initiated and met regularly to guide the
work. Formation of the Youth Advisory Council was possible because of hosting by Cumberland
Social Services’ independent living program and coordination by a foster care alumna with
whom the youth readily identified and whom they trusted. The training curricula were geared to
meet local and state needs and well received by foster youth, kin and licensed caregivers, school
educators, service providers, and university students. The impact was heightened by using a cotraining model of a youth or family partner trainer experienced with receiving services and an
agency partner trainer experienced with delivering services. The advisory councils reviewed
research on different approaches to supporting the educational achievement of foster youth and
then formulated plans for an educational liaison based in social services with a counterpart in
public schools.
Youth Evaluation. The evaluation was integral to carrying out the project’s action plan and
measuring its outcomes and was designed by the University in consultation with the youth and
project advisory councils. Listening to foster youth was the starting point of the evaluation. First,
focus groups were conducted to ask youth about their views on facilitators of and barriers to their
educational success. Then the results from these focus groups provided a solid foundation from
which to develop survey questions. The anonymous surveys were completed at youth meetings,
which created a safe context in which the youth could express their views and if required, could
access immediate supports. The limitation was that the sample could not be considered
representative of foster youth in the state. Nevertheless, the surveys identified that the youth
Center for Family and Community Engagement, North Carolina State University, Final Report, May 2013.
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viewed their social workers as key supports and that most youth who had attended a child and
family team meeting felt that their social workers devoted attention to their school progress.
Administrative Records. To determine the foster youth’s experience of school and placement
moves, the University linked de-identified Social Services and Schools administrative data for
youth in care three months prior to the start of the project. Using mapping technology, these data
were analyzed to determine the transportation costs related to the youth’s movement away from
their school of origin. To expedite tracking of foster youth’s placements and removals and their
child and family team meetings, Cumberland Social Services developed automated forms over
the project period. Data from the first roll-out of these forms were sent to the University, and
preliminary analyses were made of the predictors of school and placement moves. The main
challenges in analyzing these data were the high level of missing data and difficulties in
matching data sets.
Policy Development and Training. The information from the foster youth, community members,
and administrative records were used to guide policy development and incorporated into training
curricula. Feedback was sought from training participants in regards to their satisfaction with the
event and their sense of self-efficacy in applying what they learned. To ease comparison across
curricula, a template was developed for securing feedback from adult training participants. The
input from foster youth, kin and licensed caregivers, university students, and service providers
from a range of agencies was used to improve the curricula, most of which were developed for
this project.
Lessons Learned. Out of the project’s work, a number of lessons learned were identified.
To develop youth leadership:
• Having two advisory councils—one for youth and the other for community partners—
amplifies the youth voice as long as there is clear liaison between the two councils.
• Maintaining a youth advisory council requires institutionalizing the meetings within the
hosting agency; ongoing support of youth participation, including transportation to
meetings and financial appreciation of their time; and leadership skills training for youth.
To build local collaborations:
• Policy development needs to be grounded in the local context. This means scanning the
community environment and researching service options before settling on change
strategies.
To facilitate a coordinated effort of social services and schools:
• Mechanisms need to be in place to facilitate liaison between social services and schools.
This requires explicitly designating coordinators in social services and schools, having
clear role descriptions, and orienting social services workers and school personnel to how
to utilize the coordinators.
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To enhance joint planning skills:
• Pairing training for foster youth and their workers reinforces mutual learning and
facilitates transfer of learning to family group meetings.
To deepen understanding of foster youth experiences:
• Curricular delivery is enhanced through co-training by a youth partner trainer with firsthand experience of out-of-home care and an agency trainer with working knowledge of
the child welfare system.
• Co-training deepens understanding of the impact of trauma, encourages a focus on factors
promoting youth health and competence, and models youth-agency partnership.
To join county, state, and federal efforts:
• The local community needs to figure out what it can handle on its own and what it needs
to move to the state level for enactment. This especially applies to cross-sector data
sharing.
• Integrating and sustaining the efforts of child-serving agencies on behalf of the education
of foster youth requires a collaborative strategy at the county and state levels, supportive
federal legislation, and data analysis to inform training and policy.
Factors Stabilizing Placement and Schooling. The project’s evaluation identified a number of
promising avenues for stabilizing children’s placements and their schooling and areas for further
study. These include the role of sibling placements in promoting educational stability and the
role of child and family team meetings in stabilizing placements, especially if the youth and/or
school representative is in attendance. Attention also needs to be given to the interaction of
family group engagement with preparation of foster youth to take part in the meetings and how
participation in the meetings heightens the youth’s sense that their worker cares about their
school progress. Finding solutions to stabilizing children’s placements is also important from a
financial perspective. In Cumberland County, a cost-effectiveness analysis integrated with
Geographical Information System mapping identified that placement changes tend to increase
foster youth’s distance from their school of origin and as a result, the costs of transporting youth
back to their school of origin increase. Because military dependent foster children appear to
have a higher rate of school changes than non-military dependent foster children, analysis is
needed of the reasons for this difference. To build the general knowledge base, the field requires
longitudinal studies that compare the impact and costs of different strategies.
Sustained Effort. North Carolina offers a hospitable context in which to integrate the efforts of
child-serving agencies in support of the education of foster youth. State efforts are encouraged
by federal initiatives to focus not only child safety and permanency but also on wellbeing and by
new federal legislation intended to facilitate child welfare workers’ access to the school records
of foster youth. At the state level, the North Carolina Educational Stability Task Force
coordinates a cross-system assessment of foster youth’s education and serves as a platform for
policy development. In Cumberland County, a series of plans by involved agencies are in place
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to sustain the achievements realized during the Fostering YES project. The Center for Family
and Community Engagement at North Carolina State University continues to provide training to
foster youth, university students, social services, schools, mental health, guardian ad litem, and
other agencies. Additionally, the Center is conducting further analyses of foster youth data from
Cumberland County to assist the county and state in policy development.
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1.

Introduction and Overview

The aim of Fostering Youth Educational Success (“Fostering YES”) was to promote the
educational success of foster youth in Cumberland County, North Carolina. The majority of
foster youth experienced multiple placements, leading to changes in school assignments. The
county and state had strong youth groups and child-and-family-serving partnerships. The county
agencies also had a strong tradition of using child and family team meetings to engage youth and
their families and their involved services in joint planning. These assets made it possible to
implement a strategy of developing youth leadership and system-of-care collaborations to
stabilize educational placements and to plan for youth permanency. At North Carolina State
University, the Center for Family and Community Engagement and the Department of Social
Work worked with Cumberland County youth and family organizations, Social Services,
Schools, Court, and Mental Health to carry out the project.
The project's objectives were to develop a planning infrastructure that included youth voices, to
formulate data-driven policies and procedures, and to pilot and refine curricula for foster youth,
caregivers, university students, and professionals. This report assesses the extent to which the 17month project carried out these activities, identifies facilitators of and challenges to
accomplishing these activities, and evaluates their outcomes. The report highlights lessons
learned from the project.
The report is divided into the following sections:
• Section 1—describes the community context and roles of the collaborative partners,
specifies the program and its logic model, and overviews the evaluation and its strengths
and limitations.
• Section 2—summarizes the activities completed and influences on accomplishment of
this work.
• Section 3—presents the findings on achievement of the project’s proximal outcomes
concerning the foster youth and the system of care.
• Section 4—considers the project’s impact on the foster youth, local system of care, and
statewide systems; and based on the findings, makes recommendations for others
working in this field.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

1.1

Community and Collaborative Partners

1.1.1

County

Cumberland County is among the more populated counties in North Carolina with over 300,000
residents. The county’s urban center, Fayetteville, is adjacent to Fort Bragg, the largest Army
installation in the country and worldwide. Based on the most recent Census data, the county’s
median family income of nearly $45,000 is less than the national median of close to $53,000.
The percentage of the White (non-Hispanic) population is well below the national average:
63.4% nationally and 47.5% in Cumberland County; and Black persons make up 13.1% of the
U.S. population and 36.9% of the Cumberland County population.
The county has a high rate of transiency because of poverty and military connections. The rate of
homelessness is disproportionately high with the county having 3.3% of the state’s population
but 14.2% of homeless persons in families with children (North Carolina Coalition to End
Homelessness, 2012). As a result, youth are likely to experience multiple residential and school
changes as their families relocate or the youth are placed in out-of-home care. These changes tax
the resources of local child welfare, schools, courts, and mental health.
1.1.2

System of Care Collaboration

The child-and-family-serving agencies recognized that they needed to work together in order to
stabilize youth’s schooling and work toward long-term permanency goals. They could draw upon
their strong record of collaborative efforts that advanced a system of care engaging youth and
their families in decision making and wrapping needed services around them. System of care is a
practice philosophy emphasizing coordinated service delivery that adheres to the principles of
child centered, family focused, community based, multisystem, culturally competent, and least
restrictive/intrusive settings (Stroul & Friedman, 1986, pp. 16-24). A vehicle for involving youth
and families in planning is child and family team meetings (CFTs), a model of family group
decision-making (Burchard & Burchard, 2000).
In accordance with state policy, Cumberland County Department of Social Services regularly
convened CFTs to include youth, their families, and other agencies in decisions concerning outof-home placements and school arrangements. Juvenile court judges expected and demanded that
child welfare workers present CFT plans and, in addition, used mediation to address truancy.
Increasingly Cumberland County Schools conducted school-based CFTs to encourage student
and family participation in planning. And the Cumberland County Mental Health Center (local
management entity) was an outspoken and long-term champion of system of care in the state and
provided training on CFTs to mental health providers and other child-and-family-serving
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
agencies. Within the county and state, there were a number of youth organizations that supported
the project. These included LINKS, an independent-living program based in Social Services, and
SaySo, a statewide association of youth in substitute care.
The project was guided by a Youth Advisory Council, convened under the auspices of LINKS,
and by a Project Advisory Council, chaired by Social Services and with representation from
Schools, Court, Mental Health, and the youth advisory council. North Carolina State University
supported the efforts of both advisory councils; developed and provided training to foster youth,
caregivers, service providers, and university students; designed and conducted the evaluation;
and provided liaison to state-level agencies and organizations. The University had team members
focusing on youth leadership development, workforce development, policy formulation, and
evaluation dissemination.
1.2

Program Model

Given Cumberland County’s needs and history of collaboration, the goal of the project was to
ensure educational stability and permanency for foster youth by (a) engaging youth in care in
identifying facilitators and barriers and (b) strengthening the system-of-care (SOC)
infrastructure. The focus was on youth between the ages of 10 and 17 years, in out-of-home
placements, and in the custody of Social Services. Overtime, though, the focus was extended to
encompass older youth who voluntarily continued in care. Educational stability refers to
maintaining youth in the school in which they were enrolled prior to admission to care or
limiting their school re-assignments. Permanency refers to youth having long-lasting connections
to their families, whether biological, adoptive, caregiving, or social.
The project’s logic model was based on the assumption that a partnering approach is necessary to
overcome the barriers to foster youth’s educational stability and permanency and that this
approach makes it possible to tap into the resources for building the supportive infrastructure.
These inputs could then be applied to carrying out the project’s activities that included youth and
local planning, needs and strengths assessment, data-informed policy development, and
workforce development. In turn, these activities were projected to lead to the intended outcomes
for foster youth and their system of care. Figure 1 below presents the different components of the
logic model.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
Figure 1: Logic Model for Fostering Youth Educational Success Project
GOAL TO INCREASE EDUCATIONAL STABILITY AND
PERMANENCY FOR FOSTER YOUTH BY:
 Engaging youth in care in identifying facilitators and barriers
 Strengthening the system-of-care (SOC) infrastructure
NEEDS

Youth/Family barriers
►
Poor youth functioning
across critical domains
(behavioral/ emotional,
academic/vocational, health)
►
Issues with poverty,
homelessness, delinquency/
crime, substance abuse,
mental health, and domestic
violence
►
Military connection
increasing family mobility
►
Racial/ethnic disparities in
available resources/supports
►
Limited opportunities for
community engagement
Organizational barriers
►
Limited coordination of
child welfare, schools, court,
mental health, and other
services, including on
school transportation
►
Statutory restrictions on
uses of funding for youth in
care
►
Limited access to school
transportation for youth
within county and
transferring from other
counties
►
School policies affecting
transfer of school records
and course credits, student
assignment
►
Limited work force
development to ensure best
practice
►
Disparities in treatment of
youth of color

INPUTS

►

Youth leadership
organizations (e.g.,
LINKS, Teens Making
a Change, Find a
Friend)
►
Involvement of youth
and families in decision
making (e.g., child &
family teams, truancy
mediation)
►
Leadership in key
agencies (child welfare,
school, court, and
mental health)
►
System-of-care
(SOC) collaborations
(e.g., Educational
Stability Task Force,
Community
Collaborative, Truancy
Mediation Council,
Juvenile Crime
Prevention Council,
Reclaiming Futures,
LIFE program)
►
Leadership in statelevel agencies and
SOC and youth
organizations (e.g.,
SaySo)
►
Field placement and
projects of MSW
students
►
University expertise
on community practice,
evaluation, diversity,
child & family teams,
and online and in-class
education and training

POPULATION IN CUMBERLAND COUNTY, NORTH
CAROLINA:
 Youth 10-17 years in foster care (kin and non-kin) and their
families
 Child-and-family-serving organizations
ACTIVITIES
TARGETED OUTCOMES and IMPACT
Proximal
Distal Impact
Outcomes
►
Convene and consult
Foster Youth
Foster Youth
►
►
Development of
with Youth Advisory
Safe, permanent home
►
leadership within a
Council and Project
Stable and appropriate
SOC to support
Advisory Council
school assignment
educational stability
►
►
Review Cumberland
Successful transition
and permanency
County child welfare and ►Increased
into independent living
school data on trends in
►
Decreased rate of:
involvement in
stability of schooling and educational and
maltreatment,
placements of foster
placement planning
removal/multiple
youth
►
Increased
►
placements, poor health
Identify facilitators
educational and
outcomes, pregnancy,
and barriers to
placement stability
educational stability
substance use,
through focus groups
interpersonal violence,
System of Care
and surveys
and/or (re)entry into
(SOC)
►
Analyze child &
►
Increased
foster care, mental
family team (CFT)
coordination of
health facility, juvenile
documentation
services/resources at justice facility, or
►
Develop agency and
level of agency,
criminal justice
inter-organizational
local SOC, and
►
policies and procedures
Optimal well-being
community
to support educational
►
across all functional
Enhanced
stability, monitor
knowledge of foster domains (behavioral/
implementation, share
youth, university
emotional,
data across systems, and students, and agency
academic/vocational,
revise as needed
staff about
►
health)
Review resulting
facilitators of and
policies and procedures
System of Care (SOC)
barriers to
►
with state-level
Integrated access to
educational stability
organizations for input
resources across SOC
of foster youth
and modification
programs
►
Develop, deliver, and
►
Integrated and
evaluate curricular
culturally adapted
modules on foster youth
service delivery
and educational stability
►
►
Involve MSW students
Workforce educated
in the planning,
to support infrastructure
evaluation, and
curricular work
►
Disseminate strategies
to other counties, states,
and universities
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
1.3

Project Evaluation

The evaluation was integral to carrying out the project’s action plan and measuring its outcomes.
The components of the evaluation were sequenced so that earlier parts served as a foundation for
later parts. The study was designed by the University in consultation with the youth and project
advisory councils, and at different project stages, the findings were discussed with these councils
to gain their perspectives on what the data meant and how they needed to acted upon. Procedures
for data collection, transfer, storage, and reporting were approved by the University’s
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects.
Listening to foster youth was the starting point of the evaluation. The Youth Advisory Council
and Social Services provided guidance on how to involve foster youth. First, focus groups were
conducted to ask youth about their views on facilitators of and barriers to their educational
success. Then the results from these focus groups provided a solid foundation from which to
develop survey questions. Youth who attended LINKS or SaySo meetings completed the
anonymous surveys. This approach created a safe context in which the youth could express their
views and if required, could have immediate supports. The limitation was that the sample could
not be considered representative of foster youth in the state.
Attention was also paid to local resources and collaborations. Representatives from organizations
in the county were interviewed about services provided to foster youth. This made it possible not
only to identify available resources but also to assess levels of knowledge about these resources.
Key members of the Project Advisory Council were asked to complete a survey early and late in
the project to assess change in their levels of collaboration. The sample was limited in number,
but a benefit was continuity for the most part of respondents in positions of influence regarding
foster youth and educational stability.
To determine the foster youth’s experience of school and placement moves, the University linked
de-identified Social Services and Schools administrative data for youth in care three months
prior to the start of the project. Using mapping technology, these data were analyzed to
determine the transportation costs as related to the youth’s movement away from their school of
origin. To expedite tracking of foster youth’s placements and removals and their child and family
team meetings (CFTs), Cumberland Social Services developed automated forms over the project
period. Data from the first roll-out of these forms were sent to the University, and preliminary
analyses were made of the predictors of school and placement moves. The main challenges in
analyzing these data were the high level of missing data and difficulties in matching data sets.
The information from the foster youth, community members, and administrative records were
used to guide policy development and incorporated into training curricula. Feedback was sought
from training participants in regards to their satisfaction with the event and their sense of self-
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efficacy in applying what they learned. To ease comparison across curricula, a template was
developed for securing feedback from adult training participants. The input from foster youth,
kin and licensed caregivers, university students, and service providers from a range of agencies
was used to improve the curricula, most of which were developed for this project.
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2.

Project Implementation

As shown in the logic model above, the project had nine main activities. These activities
concerned development of youth’s leadership, analysis of county data, formulation of policies,
delivery of training, and dissemination of findings.
2.1

Activity No. 1: Convene and consult with Youth Advisory Council and Project
Advisory Council

The project had two advisory councils: the Youth Advisory Council consisting of foster youth
who provided guidance on the project and the Project Advisory Council consisting of agency
representatives who developed policy on foster youth and educational stability. The Project
Advisory Council had a Subcommittee responsible for developing strategic plans to be brought
to the two Advisory Councils. The University provided logistical support to both advisory
councils. An important University position was the Youth Leadership Coordinator, a former
foster youth, who served as the liaison between the two councils. The meeting topics and
participants for the Project Advisory Council and the Youth Advisory Council are detailed
respectively in Appendices A and B.
2.1.1

Youth Advisory Council

The Youth Advisory Council consisted of foster youth identified by the Cumberland County
Social Services LINKS (independent living) program coordinator. The LINKS program hosted
the council meetings, and the project’s Youth Leadership Coordinator organized the meetings.
The role of the council was to bring the youth voice into the planning, implementation, and
evaluation aspects of the project. All council youth were aged 13-18 years. The goal was to have
five council members. At each Youth Advisory Council meeting, the members received
individual $25 gift cards for their participation.
The establishment of the youth council was facilitated by the LINKS staff’s active support, the
Youth Leadership Coordinator’s understanding of the issues faced by youth in care, the ancillary
support of the Coordinator’s advisor, and the assistance of a MSW intern. Efforts were ongoing
by the Youth Leadership Coordinator to secure consistent membership when possible and to
increase youth voices when the number of youth dropped below the goal of five members.
Over the course of the project, the Youth Advisory Council met seven times and had between
two to four youth in attendance. Variations in attendance at the Youth Advisory Council
reflected changes in care and access to transportation to attend the meetings. To accommodate
scheduling conflicts, the Youth Leadership Coordinator relocated the second meeting to the
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placement facility for the majority of the Youth Council members. In addition, to increase
membership, outreach was done to participants who attended a foster youth training workshop.
The Youth Leadership Coordinator shared the views of
Having two advisory councils— the Youth Advisory Council with the Project Advisory
one for youth and the other for
Council. For the final Project Advisory Council, a youth
representative from the Youth Advisory Council also
community partners—amplifies
attended to provide direct input to the group. He gave
the youth voice as long as there
positive feedback about the importance of sustaining the
is clear liaison between the two
Youth Advisory Council. He also informed the Advisory
councils.
Council that he enjoyed being a part of the Fostering YES
Project.
2.1.2

Project Advisory Council and Subcommittee

The Project Advisory Council and its Subcommittee were composed of the four key community
organizations in Cumberland County: Social Services, Schools, Mental Health, and Court. The
role of the Project Advisory Council was to carry out planning, sharing data and resources, and
developing policy and procedures. As the Council became more aware of the specific tasks to
accomplish and in order to effectively use the time of participants, a Subcommittee was
established. The Subcommittee was charged with concrete planning between sessions of the
larger Project Advisory Council. The university helped to organize and facilitate the Advisory
Council and Subcommittee meetings. Over the entire project, seven Project Advisory Council
meetings were held. The Subcommittee met a total of five times. Although the collaborators had
very busy schedules, they made the time to take part in the meetings.
2.2

Activity No. 2: Cumberland County child welfare and school data on trends in
stability of schooling and placements of foster youth

Early in the project, Social Services and Schools in Cumberland County recognized that they
needed planning information, especially on the costs of school transportation of foster youth. A
meeting with the senior leadership of the Schools, Social Services, Courts, and Mental Health
established that all parties supported data exchanges. Because Schools and Social Services did
not have electronic means of sharing data, they each hand pulled data on youth in care as of June
30th, 2011. Although the data fields were intentionally kept quite limited, this was a laborintensive process for staff at the two agencies. Once these data were de-identified, they were
transferred to the University. Because of the format in which the data were provided, the
University had to spend extensive time reformatting the data prior to analysis. In addition, the
data were for only one point in time, thus, restricting their utility.
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In response, Cumberland County Department of Social Services explored means of more
efficiently gathering data on foster youth. They reviewed their multiple forms on the child
placement/removals and on child and family team meetings (CFT), which are a planning forum
that includes the family and involved
professionals. Their social work and
Creation of a comprehensive electronic
information technology staff worked closely
record system for foster children helps
to integrate and automate the forms, thus,
workers and supervisors by consolidating
permitting population of fields and making
different forms and supporting record
information more readily available to
searches and updates. In addition, the
workers and their supervisors.

data are more readily available for policy
development.

This infrastructure innovation made possible
by the Fostering YES initiative moved the
agency away from a paper-based to a
comprehensive electronic record system for foster children. The system was tested and refined
during the fall of 2012 and then was implemented in the beginning of 2013. Specifically, foster
care placements and removals as well as formal and informal child and family team meeting
(CFT) documentation were now entered into a multipage Microsoft Access form available to
social workers. The electronic system provided the option to: (a) create or search foster child
records, (b) update the foster care placements and removal, (c) update the children’s CFT
documentation, and (d) close/open case records. Information entered into the Microsoft Access
form was saved to a “back end” Access database.
2.3

Activity No. 3: Identify facilitators and barriers to educational stability through
focus groups and surveys

During the first 12 months of the project, the University held 3 focus groups with foster youth.
See Appendix C for a description of the focus group participants. Protocols were carefully
worked out for recruiting participants through the LINKS (independent living) program and for
obtaining guardian and youth consent. The decision was made to hold focus groups rather than
individual interviews so that staff in the next room
would be available to offer emotional support if it had
Input from foster youth is
become necessary. At the request of the Youth Advisory
crucial to developing an
Council and the LINKS coordinator, the age of
evaluation that makes sense to
eligibility was extended beyond 17 year in order to
participants and in which they
include older youth who were in the Contractual
Agreements for Residential Care (CARS) program. The
are willing to take part.
focus group participants identified issues that they faced
at school and in their placements as well as the supports that they needed.
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Drawing on the experience with designing the focus groups and on their findings, the University
in consultation with the Youth Advisory Council
Conducting focus groups
developed a foster youth survey. The survey had three
goals. The first was to discover what kinds of resources
with youth provides a solid
individuals in foster care, ages 12 and older, needed to
foundation from which to
support their educational and well-being goals. The
design survey questions.
second was to examine what kinds of planning services
and assistance individuals had received or would like to
receive to help them plan for adulthood. The third purpose was to guide practitioner training of
social workers and to improve their understanding of the supports and resources individuals in
foster care need to plan for their futures. The University administered the survey in conjunction
with meetings of the Cumberland County LINKS program and separately SaySo, a North
Carolina association of youth in substitute care. Holding the focus groups at the time of these
meetings facilitated recruitment and transportation of youth and permitted ready access to
supportive staff.
Forty youth participated in the survey. The survey was completed online by 33 participants and
in a paper format by 7 participants. The youth ranged in age
A collaborative approach to
from 12 to 24, and all were currently or formerly in the foster
care system. In the fall and winter of 2012, the surveys were
evaluation requires building
administered at a LINKS program, at two SaySo events, and
the trust so that youth can
at a youth group home. Use of these venues offered feedback
express their views and invest
from youth in Cumberland County as well as from youth
in the process. This process is
across the state. The staff then compiled the survey’s feedback
facilitated by having a foster
and shared the findings with the Project Advisory Council at
care alumna work with the
the final meeting.

youth, collecting the data in
settings in which youth are
comfortable, and support from
youth associations at the
county and state levels.

2.4

Involving the youth in the surveys took careful coordination.
The success of the process can be attributed to the rapport
developed between the Youth Leadership Coordinator and the
youth in care, the support of the LINKS program and SaySo,
and the staged approach to research that built on earlier
components.

Activity No. 4: Analyze Child and Family Team (CFT) documentation

As noted previously, Cumberland Social Services created a relational Microsoft Access database
and form system for social workers to enter placements and removals and CFT data including the
meeting referral, preparation and participants, and resulting plan into a single electronic form. In
addition, queries of the new database/form system provided up-to-date data on youth in foster
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care. In February 2013, Cumberland Social Services
transferred the data over a secure system, Velocity, to the
University. Data transfer was delayed past the originally
anticipated summer 2012 for two main reasons. The primary
reason was that the social work staff was very enthusiastic
about the new system and asked for significant additions and
modifications. The secondary reason was that the information
technology staff, in addition to making the requested
programming changes, needed to create the data queries,
which once in place were available going forward. Analysis
of the data was facilitated by the positive working
relationship established between the information technology
staff at Social Services and the research staff at the
University.
2.5

A positive working
relationship between
agency information
technology staff and
university researchers
supports data transfer
and analysis.

Activity No. 5: Develop agency and inter-organizational policies and procedures to
support educational stability, monitor implementation, share data across systems,
and revise as needed

The Project Advisory Council in conjunction with the Youth Advisory Council was designed to
develop agency and inter-organizational policies and procedures. During the early phase of the
project, attention was largely devoted to scanning the current environment and identifying
priority areas, and setting broad strategies. At this time, the University interviewed
representatives of a range of local organizations to examine the available community resources
to support foster youth.
During the middle project period, the Council established the Subcommittee to take a more
focused approach to planning and organized the discussions around a working document listing
the members’ aims, related issues, and strategies for addressing these issues. The Council
considered the findings from the focus groups that youth connected educational success with
having caring adults in their lives, and the members then
reviewed two models of supporting youth, a mentoring
Policy development needs to
program and an educational liaison, and decided to pursue
be grounded in the local
the latter option within CCDSS. Their decision was based
context. This means scanning
on national research and on the use of educational liaisons
the community environment
in some other North Carolina counties.

and researching service
options before settling on
change strategies.

In the final months of the project, the Council and
Subcommittee listened to the recommendations of the
Youth Advisory Council, reviewed the project’s
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evaluation findings, and put in place plans to sustain the accomplishments of the project. Valuing
the youth’s leadership, the members developed a plan for continuing the Youth Advisory
Council under the auspices of the LINKS program. Recognizing the importance of an
educational liaison, they worked out an arrangement between Social Services and Schools to
rollout this position in the fall of 2013. And aware of ongoing needs for youth, caregiver, and
professional development, they detailed a plan with the University to continue to receive training
under a different contract (see Section 4).
The Project Advisory Council Subcommittee concluded
that it would not pursue ways to data share at the county
level and instead to work with a state-level task force on
developing policies that all North Carolina counties would
then follow (see Subsection 2.6). The state-level approach,
in the Council members’ view, would ensure greater
resources for data sharing and greater conformity across
counties.
2.6

The local community needs
to figure out what it can
handle on its own and what
it needs to move to the
state level for enactment.
This especially applies to
cross-sector data sharing.

Activity No. 6: Review resulting policies and procedures with state-level
organization for input and modification

From the outset, state-level organizations were informed about the project, and they were
immediately supportive of its goals. These included the following North Carolina organizations:
SaySo, Foster and Adoptive Parent Association, Division of Social Services, Division of Mental
Health/Developmental Disabilities/Substance Abuse Services, Department of Public Instruction,
and Administrative Office of the Court. Over the course of the project, the University conferred
with these and other organizations through two main avenues.
The first was the advisory council for the University’s Center for Family and Community
Engagement, which included youth and family partners, public agencies, community
organizations, and other universities. The advisory
Local infrastructure building benefits council meetings were attended by Cumberland
Social Services staff, who took part in the
from wider state discussions across
discussion of the project’s work and findings. The
different public sectors. These
Center’s council provided a vehicle for informing a
discussions inform the planning and
wider group about the project and exchanging ideas
support collaborative efforts to
on how to support the academic achievement of
stabilize the education of foster
foster youth. The Center’s council was not
designed to be a vehicle for developing statewide
youth.
policies. This role was filled by a second avenue
for state-level input—the North Carolina
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Educational Stability Task Force.
Cumberland Social Services staff and the University’s team members joined the North Carolina
Educational Stability Task Force (NCESTF) initiated in 2012. This task force was chaired by the
Manager of the Court Improvement Program, North Carolina Administrative Office of the
Courts, and the members came from the judiciary, public instruction, social services, mental
health, youth organizations, community groups, and universities. Because the NCESTF is
integral to sustaining the project’s work, its goals and plans are elaborated in Section 4.
2.7

Activity No. 7: Develop, deliver, and evaluate curricular modules on foster youth
and educational stability

The project collaborators recognized the importance of preparing key stakeholders for supporting
the educational success of foster youth. Accordingly, curricular development and delivery were
incorporated into the plan for the project. The initial project period identified the specific training
topics, format, and intended participants. During the middle phase, two already developed
curricula were delivered in Cumberland County to foster youth (CFT, What’s in It for Me?) and
to service providers (Keeping It Real: Child and Family Teams with Youth in Transition). In
addition at this time, one new curriculum Believe & Achieve: Bridging the Gap! was piloted with
university students.
Keeping It Real: Child and Family Teams with Youth in Transition (Keeping it Real) and CFT,
What’s in It for Me? were two paired curricula that examine how to include older youth in the
CFT process as they seek to make plans to transition out of DSS custody. The pairing of these
trainings served to reinforce learning for each group and promote transfer of learning. Keeping It
Real was a one-day training offered to Social Services staff and community partners. This
curriculum includes a video from youth focus groups, interactive skills-building exercises, and
concrete materials to support youth involvement in CFTs and inclusive planning for transitioning
and independent living skills. Participants in the Keeping It Real training were Cumberland
County staff, including the CFT facilitator and group
Pairing training for foster
care social worker staff, working closely with youth in
the LINKS program.
youth and their workers
CFT, What’s in It for Me? was a one-day training
event offered to youth in care. The goal of this
curriculum is to support youth in better understanding
the CFT process and to engage them in a conversation
about why and how they can be involved in their

reinforces mutual learning
and facilitates transfer of
learning to child and family
team meetings.
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CFTs to develop their plans for transitioning out of care. The CFT, What’s in It for Me?
Cumberland County training involved youth placed at a local residential group home placement,
which included all of the Youth Advisory Council members at that time.
Three curricula were developed, revised, and delivered
Translation of project
during the last part of the project. These were The Journey
evaluation findings into
is the Destination, Believe & Achieve: Bridging the Gap!,
and Kinship Care. The literature, with attention to cultural
training curricula enriches
diversity, was incorporated into the training materials, as
the learning across key
were findings from focus groups, surveys, and other data
stakeholders, including
gathered throughout this project. Participants for the
foster youth, kinship
different curricula included kinship caregivers, LINKS
caregivers, service
coordinators, social workers, and educators. Delivery took
providers, educators, and
place at social services, online, and in the local
community.
university students.
Curricular delivery is enhanced Evaluation tools
were developed and
through co-training by a youth
used to evaluate the curricular modules. See Appendix D
partner trainer with first-hand
for a summary by curriculum of its participants, objectives,
experience of out-of-home care
and participant feedback, both quantitative and qualitative.

and an agency trainer with
working knowledge of the
child welfare system. This cotraining approach deepens
understanding of the impact of
trauma, encourages a focus on
factors promoting youth health
and competence, and models
youth-agency partnership.

The Journey is the Destination encouraged youth
involvement in child and family teams as a way to partner
in educational and placement goals as well as a mechanism
to support protective and promotive factors for youth in
care. This curriculum was delivered three times using a
synchronous online format. The initial delivery was offered
to members of the Project Advisory Council and their
designees. Two subsequent offerings were directed to
Social Services and other service providers across the state.
The curriculum explored resiliency and protective factors
for youth in care and offered thoughtful inclusion of foster
youth in child and family team (CFT) meetings as an
existing mechanism to enhance protective factors. This
curriculum was consistent with state and federal efforts to
increase awareness of protective factors when working
with families and youth. Delivery in partnership with the
Youth Leadership Coordinator grounded the work with youth in the realities of a traumainformed lens. Advisedly delivery of the curriculum should use a partnership model which
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included a youth partner trainer, identified as someone who had first-hand experience with outof-home care, and an agency trainer with a working knowledge of the child welfare system.
Believe and Achieve: Bridging the Gap! addressed youth access to higher education
opportunities. Curricular materials explored how placement stability affects educational
outcomes. Input from youth focus groups and community resource interviews helped to inform
participants about how to increase educational opportunities and access appropriate community
resources. The curriculum was revised following
its original pilot with university students in to
Training modalities need to be
adapt it to an audience of social workers and their
geared to the preferences and
community partners and to incorporate the
perspective of the Youth Leadership Coordinator,
availability of different training
an alumna of the foster care system. Three coparticipants. For example, a
trainers delivered the 90-minute curriculum in a
“lunch and learn” format can
“lunch and learn” format to 16 Project Advisory
work well with project advisory
Council members and their designees at the
council members from a range
Cumberland Social Services building. Participants
of organizations.
represented social services, public school system,
group homes, juvenile justice, and social work.
Kinship Care included elements from each of the first two curricula as well as information
specific to kinship care. It was intended to assist licensed and unlicensed kinship caregivers in
improving resiliency and educational outcomes for the youth in their care. In the training,
participants learned about youth educational outcomes, resiliency, protective factors, and
resources to assist the families and the youth. The Kinship Care curriculum was created and
piloted twice as part of the project. Led by two co-trainers, this 90-minute curriculum increased
the participants’ awareness of their role as kinship caregivers in supporting their child’s
education. Participants learned about the effects of trauma on foster youth and about the role of
protective and promotive factors in increasing resiliency and supporting educational outcomes.
The training was completed by16 unlicensed kinship caregivers and separately by 35 licensed
caregivers. Both events were scheduled in the evenings to
align with the schedules of the kin caregivers and included
Kinship and licensed
refreshments.

caregivers are crucial to
supporting the education of
youth in their care. They
readily attend training that
fits their time schedules and
has a welcoming atmosphere.

This work proceeded very smoothly for three main reasons.
First, the county had a strong commitment to the trainings. The
community partners identified and recruited participants,
secured training space, accommodated the trainings in their
busy schedules, and offered helpful feedback to improve the
workshops. Secondly, organizations outside of Cumberland
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supported moving the workshops beyond the county
to university classes and online forums. The third
main reason was the extensive training experience of
the Center for Family and Community Engagement.
The Center had in place well established procedures
for participant recruitment and registration, curricular
design and testing, training coordination, classroom
and online delivery, training evaluation, and access to
university distance learning resources. In addition, the
trainings benefited from the Center’s prior experience
of co-training with youth and family partners.
2.8

A strong training program is a
function of having committed
local partners, supportive
external groups, and
experienced trainers based in
an organization sustaining
their efforts over the long
term.

Activity No. 8: Involve MSW students in the planning, evaluations, & curricular
work

Throughout the project, Master of Social Work (MSW) students were involved in all aspects of
the work. The students organized meetings, conducted literature reviews, collected and analyzed
data, and developed resource materials and curricula. The project provided three paid MSW field
placements as well as learning and research opportunities to other MSW students at North
Carolina State University. In addition, two interns, who came from other universities and had
placements at Cumberland Social Services, assisted with organizing focus groups and interviews
and conducted community interviews. The project
supported the students’ coursework by providing
Involvement of graduate students in
subject matter for class papers such as the impact
the project work offers a range of
of racism on foster youth. The students made class
learning opportunities from informing presentations on the project, which further
class papers to hands-on experience
disseminated project learning. In addition, the
experience gave students the opportunity to work
with research and training.
closely with university faculty and training staff.
One MSW student whose field placement spanned her two years of study contributed extensively
to the planning, evaluation, and distribution of curricula. During the planning phase, the student
assisted with creating the research proposals for the University’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB), developing the curricula formats, deciding on the intended audiences, and attending
advisory council meetings for
member input. She then co-delivered
In-depth work by graduate students increases
the curricula to social workers, social
their skill set and builds the leadership
work students, and community
necessary for long-term change with foster
partners. In addition, this MSW
youth.
student created and delivered an
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online survey to foster youth with the help of other staff members. The student analyzed
qualitative and quantitative findings. The advisory council and community partners reviewed the
results.
2.9

Activity No. 9: Disseminate strategies to other counties, states, and universities

The project used a number of strategies for disseminating strategies to groups beyond
Cumberland County. Some vehicles such as news releases
and websites were effective early in the project in quickly
Dissemination beyond the
raising awareness of the issues faced by foster youth. Once
local level raises public
the project was underway, community and campus
awareness of foster youth
presentations continued to increase understanding of these
issues, informs development
issues and, in addition, provided venues for sharing
of curricula to broaden their
beginning project findings and gaining feedback on
relevance beyond the county
potential change mechanisms. In a more systematic way,
statewide training, online or classroom, took locally
level, and encourages statepiloted curricula to a broader audience and informed
level planning for bringing
revisions to enhance their wider relevance. Likewise,
strategies to scale.
juried state, university, and national presentations offered
the opportunity to exchange ideas about the project’s
infrastructure-building approach with a county liaison
(Williams-Gray, 2012), its findings from youth surveys
with a graduate student (Volkel, 2013), and its evaluation
methodology with university researchers (Rikard &
Pennell, 2012). The presentations to state groups such as
the North Carolina Educational Stability Task Force were
the most helpful in moving forward policy development.
See Appendix E for descriptions of presentations and
accompanying materials.
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3:

Project Outcome Evaluation

The evaluation was closely woven into all the aspects of the project. As previously noted, the
evaluation informed the development of youth leadership, training curricula, and policy. The
evaluation design and instrumentation were modified in response to the recommendations of the
Youth Advisory Council and the Project Advisory Council. All components were approved by
the University’s Institutional Review Board (see Appendix F).
The project’s logic model guided the outcome evaluation. The logic model included the intended
proximal outcomes and distal impact. Because of the short-term nature of this project, the
evaluation only measured progress on the proximal outcomes. The proximal outcomes included
three related to foster youth and two related to the system of care to support foster youth (see
Logic Model in Figure 1).
3.1

Proximal Outcome 1: Development of foster youth leadership within a system of
care to support educational stability and permanency

The Youth Advisory Council was formed as a separate body from the Project Advisory Council.
This structure, along with having a foster care alumna as the Youth Leadership Coordinator,
supported lively participation by the youth in care. To assess the development of youth
leadership through the Youth Advisory Council, three areas were taken into account: (a)
consistency of youth participation, (b) involvement in project planning, and (c) contributions to
policy development.
Consistency of Youth Participation. The Youth Advisory Council succeeded in engaging the
youth at each meeting, but the number of participants varied and fell below the goal of five
members. To maintain youth participation, the involvement of the Youth Leadership
Coordinator was crucial. She worked to secure consistent participation and to increase the
number of involved youth.
Involvement in Project Planning. The topics discussed by the Youth Advisory Council fit with
the different phases of the project and pointed to the significant contributions that the youth
made to designing and carrying out the project. During the early project phase, the focus was on
initiating the Youth Advisory Council and obtaining the members’ input on how to encourage
their continued involvement and on how to conduct the research with youth. In the second phase,
members’ attention continued to be directed to how to involve youth on the council and in the
research and, in addition, how to conduct training with foster youth. To support the work in the
final project phase and in order to plan ahead, the youth provided guidance on training follow up,
ongoing areas for youth input, and recommendations for sustaining Youth Council participation
beyond the grant.
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Contributions to Policy Development. A member of the Youth Advisory Council shared the
group’s experiences and ideas with the Project Advisory Council. Youth Advisory Council
members, along with
Three important measures of youth leadership are: (1)
other foster youth,
completed a survey
consistency of youth participation in their advisory
offered through the
council, (2) youth involvement in planning on all key
Fostering YES project
aspects of the project, and (3) youth contributions to
that contained questions
policy development through multiple means including
about the youth’s
surveys and liaison with system-of-care associations.
educational experiences
and involvement in
child and family teams. The Project Advisory Council received results of this survey as well the
Center’s advisory council, attended by the Cumberland County Department of Social Services.
3.2

Proximal Outcome 2: Increased foster youth involvement in educational and
placement planning

To assess foster youth’s involvement in educational and placement planning, two main sources
of data were used. The first was the foster youth who provided their perspectives in focus groups
and then in surveys. The second was the Cumberland Social Services’ administrative data base
on child and family team (CFT) meetings.
Focus Groups with Foster Youth. In the spring of
2012, 3 focus groups were held with a total of 15
foster youth (see Appendix C). In the focus groups,
foster youth identified facilitators of educational
success and recommended ways to enhance supports
for their education. Particularly prominent areas
identified by the youth were confidentiality,
communication, timely responses from social workers,
and educational and extra-curricular supports for youth
in care.

Two mechanisms for measuring
foster youth participation in
planning about their placements
and schools are (1) directly
asking youth above their
experiences in focus groups or
on surveys and (2) examining
agency records about their
presence at child and family
team meetings

Surveys with Foster Youth. During the fall of 2012,
members of the research team conducted surveys with
40 foster youth. In the surveys, foster youth identified
perceived and needed resources to achieve positive educational outcomes. Notably, most youth
who attended child and family team (CFT) meetings felt that their social worker paid some to a
lot of attention to their school progress. They also revealed that their social worker is their
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primary adult support. Some youth understood the benefits of remaining in care past age 18 as
seen by the high number of participants with active Contractual Agreements for Residential Care
(CARS).
Cumberland County Department of Social Services Administrative Data Base. The child and
family team (CFT) meetings are a vehicle for involving foster youth in educational and
placement planning. As noted previously, Cumberland Social Services developed an electronic
system for documenting CFTs. This system makes it possible for the agency to monitor and
assess foster youth involvement in the meetings on an ongoing basis. Through this means,
Cumberland Social Services can determine if foster youth involvement is increasing in their
educational and placement planning.
3.3

Proximal Outcome 3: Increased foster youth educational and placement stability

In assessing foster youth’s educational and placement stability, the project first used June 2011
administrative records from Cumberland County Schools and Social Services for foster youth in
care. Then in February 2013, the University received data from Cumberland County Social
Services’ newly created automated systems for Child and Family Team Meetings (CFTs) and for
Placement/Removals. The short-term nature of the project and the low rate of matching between
the 2011 and 2013 data prohibited assessing change over time in terms of foster youth
educational and placement stability.
Nevertheless, the data sets offered insights into factors affecting foster youth placement and
school stability. A cost-effectiveness analysis on school transportation was conducted with the
2011 matched School and Social Services data. This analysis integrated cost-effectiveness
analysis and geographical information system mapping. Analyses of the 2013 CFT and
Placement/Removal data sets identified predictors of school and placement changes. Because of
the extensive missing data, these findings should only be considered as pointing to directions for
future research. A benefit of the study was that evaluation methods were developed and tested
for conducting the data analyses.
3.3.1

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of School Transportation

The purpose of integrating Geographic Information System (GIS) and cost-effectiveness analysis
was two-fold. First, to provide a pragmatic method to estimate transportation costs and
placement of foster youth in Cumberland County. Second, the method employed a set of focused
cost-effectiveness models and GIS analyses to develop and inform strategic planning. The data
for the analyses come from Cumberland Social Services and Public Schools for youth in foster
care as of July 31st, 2011. Cumberland Social Services identified 278 youth in foster care as of
July 31st, 2011 as well as information such as the youth’s school of origin, school placement
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address, and foster placement address. To match their data with school performance data,
Cumberland Social Services created a unique identification using the first three letters of the
youth’s last name, the four digit birth year, the two digit birth month, and the two digit birth date
(e.g., ABC20000131). Cumberland Schools then matched the foster youth’s school performance
data for 268 of the 278 foster youth. Of the 268 matching records, the first placement address
was available for 137 youth in foster care.
The missing first placement address for approximately half of the foster youth raised concern of
a significant difference between foster youth with and without first placement address.
Moreover, Social Services and Schools were unable to provide demographic data (e.g., age, sex,
race/ethnicity) for the 268 matching records. Data from the Schools included the foster youth’s
grade level and served as the variable of comparison. A t-test of mean grade level between 137
youth with and 131 youth without first placement address (with alpha α = 0.05, degrees of
freedom t: 263.7, p = 0.48579) revealed no concern of significant difference between the two
groups.
The transportation cost formula took into consideration constant costs and variable distance and
duration of transportation:

where:

𝑇𝑇$′ = [𝑥𝑥̅ 𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 $ × 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀] + [𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 × ℎ𝑟𝑟/𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑]
T$’ is the estimated cost of a transportation event,
𝑥𝑥̅ 𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 $ is the average cost of fuel per gallon,
MPD are the miles per day to transport a foster child to school,
BHR is the base hourly rate of pay for a Social Worker, and
hr/day are the hours per day transporting a foster youth to school.

In terms of constant costs, the hourly wage for a Cumberland Social Services’ Social Worker
was $26.16. The average weekly price of gasoline came from the United States Energy
Information Administration. Given the historic fluctuations in gasoline prices, the average price
from July 2008 to July 2011 for a gallon of gasoline in Cumberland County was $2.82. The
evaluation team developed a Google Maps Application Programming Interface (API) to calculate
the average distance in miles and average duration in minutes for the foster youth’s home school
to first, second, and third foster placements. The transportation cost per foster youth was
multiplied by two to account for a transportation event to and from school. The analyses revealed
an estimated transportation cost of $6,197.66 for the 137 foster youth’s first placement event.
The transportation cost nearly doubled to $10,130.92 for 106 foster youth with a second
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placement event. The third placement event cost for 58 foster youth fell to $6,301.03. However,
there are limitations to the data and analyses.
The data from Cumberland Social Services and Schools provided very limited demographic and
educational data as well as few explanatory variables. In addition, the data were cross sectional;
therefore, it was not possible to draw any causal inference. Finally, the cost analyses only
examined fiscal costs not human costs.
3.3.2

Predictors of Placement and School Moves

Integrating cost-effectiveness
analysis with Geographical
Information System mapping is a
means of estimating average
costs of school transportation for
foster youth and determining
means of maximizing use of
funding streams. This analysis
points to areas for further study,
in particular, how placement
changes push youth further away
from their school of origin and
how these changes increase
transportation costs back to their
school of origin

Cumberland Social Services implemented an electronic
Child and Family Team (CFT) and Placement/Removal
form system in early 2013. The new form system
employed a Microsoft™ Access relational database to
connect and pre-populate information recorded on either
a CFT meeting and/or Placement/Removal forms.
Moreover, the new form system eliminated the use of
paper forms to record CFT meeting information and
foster children placements and removals. It is important
to note that the adoption of the new form system
remained in an early stage as there was a small amount
(n=95) of overlap in the CFT meeting and
placement/removal data sets. In addition, the large
amount of missing data in the analyses below was likely
a result of early initiation and adoption of the new form
system.

The analyses presented in Tables 1 – 4 are restricted to
placement cases of children entering or in foster care
(N=347). Moreover, it is important to point out that the CFT meetings are the unit of analysis in
Tables 1-4 while foster children are the unit of analysis in Tables 5-8. Tables 5 – 8 present the
analyses of data from the foster children’s placements and removals and include all children in
foster care as of March 1st, 2013 (N=252).
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Table 1: School Involvement in CFT Meeting and Foster
Children Experiencing a Placement Move N=347
Placement Move
No
Yes
Total

School Involvement
No
Yes
Total
106
13
119
77.94%
100.00% 79.87%
30
0.00
30
22.06%
0.00%
20.13%
136
13
149
100%
100%
100%

Frequency Missing = 198
Unit of Analysis: Child and Family Team Meetings

Table 1 presents the number and percentage of CFTs at which foster children experienced a
placement move when a school official was involved in the meeting. None of the foster children
experienced a placement move when a school official participated in the CFT meeting compared
to 22% percent when a school official did not participate.
Table 2: GAL Attending CFT Meeting and Foster
Children Experiencing a Placement Move N=347
Placement Move

Total

GAL Attending
No
Yes
Total
No
43
87
130
84.31% 79.82% 81.25%
Yes
8
22
30
15.69% 20.18% 18.75%
51
109
160
100%
100%
100%

Frequency Missing = 187
Unit of Analysis: Child and Family Team Meetings

Table 2 displays the number and percentage of CFT meetings at which foster children
experienced a placement move when a Guardian ad Litem (GAL) advocate attended the
children’s meeting. By and large, when a GAL advocate was in attendance 20.2% of foster
children experienced a placement move. When a GAL advocate did not attend a child’s CFT
meeting, approximately 16% of foster children experienced a placement move.
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Table 3: Foster Children in CFT Meeting and
Experiencing a Placement Move N=347
Placement Move
No
Yes
Total

Foster Youth in CFT Meeting
No
Yes
Total
94
20
114
80.34%
90.91%
82.01%
23
2
25
19.66%
9.09%
17.99%
117
22
139
100%
100%
100%

Frequency Missing = 208
Unit of Analysis: Child and Family Team Meetings

The results in Table 3 suggest a difference in placement moves when a foster child was involved
in her/his CFT meeting. The majority of foster children (90.9%) did not experience a placement
move when they participated in their meeting compared to 9.1% who did experience a move.
Table 4: Age Categories of Foster Children Experiencing a Placement Move N=347
Placement Move
No
Yes
Total

Less Than 5
107
86.99%
16
13.01%
123
100%

Age Categories
6 to 10
11 to 15 16 to 18
89
59
47
94.68%
88.06%
95.92%
5
8
2
5.32%
11.94%
4.08%
94
67
49
100%
100%
100%

Total
302
90.69%
31
9.31%
333
100%

Frequency Missing = 14
Unit of Analysis: Child and Family Team Meetings

Table 4 presents the number and percentage of CFTs at which foster children experienced a
placement move by their age range. In
Analysis of child and family team
general, a smaller percentage of children 6 to
meeting (CFT) data points to areas for
10 and 16 to 18 years of age (5.3% and 4.1%,
further study of predictors of placement respectively) experienced a placement move
compared to children less than 5 years of age
stability. In particular, placement
and children 11 to 15 years of age, 13.0% and
moves appear to be reduced by the
12% respectively.

presence at the CFT (a) the youth or (b)
a school representative.
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Table 5: Foster Sibling Group Experiencing a School Change N=252
School Change
No
Yes
Total

Sibling Group
No
Yes
Total
19
40
59
39.58% 60.61% 51.75%
29
26
55
60.42% 39.39% 48.25%
48
66
114
100%
100%
100%

Frequency Missing = 138
Unit of Analysis: Children in Foster Care

Table 5 displays the number and percentage of foster sibling groups who changed schools. The
results reveal that 39.4% of foster children who were part of a sibling group changed schools. In
contrast, 60.4% of foster children who were not part of a sibling group experienced a school
change.
Table 6: Age Categories of Foster Children Experiencing a School Change N=252
School Change
No
Yes
Total

Less Than 5
15
88.24%
2
11.76%
17
100%

Age Categories
6 to 10
11 to 15
16
23
45.71%
48.94%
19
24
54.29%
51.06%
35
47
100%
100%

16 to 18
12
44.44%
15
55.56%
27
100%

Total
66
52.38%
60
47.62%
126
100%

Frequency Missing = 126
Unit of Analysis: Children in Foster Care

Table 6 displays the number and percentage of foster children who changed schools by their age
range categories. In general, 16 to 18 year olds had the highest percentage of the age groups of
experiencing a school change (55.6%) and were followed relatively closely by the other schoolage children (6-10 years at 54.3% and 11-15 years at 51.1%). Approximately 88% of foster
children less than five years of age did not change schools compared to approximately 12% who
did. The large percentage of children less than five years old not experiencing a school change
was a result of the age group not yet being in the public school system.
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Table 7: Grade Level of Foster Children Experiencing a School Change N=252
School Change

Total

Elementary
No
36
59.02%
Yes
25
40.98%
61
100%

Grade Level
Middle
High School
10
20
47.62%
45.45%
11
24
52.38%
54.55%
21
44
100%
100%

Total
66
52.38%
60
47.62%
126
100%

Frequency Missing = 126
Unit of Analysis: Children in Foster Care

Table 7 presents the number and percentage of foster children who changed schools by their
school grade level. Foster children in high school (i.e., 9th to 12th grade) experienced the highest
percentage (54.6%) of school changes compared to foster children in elementary and middle
school, 41% and 52.4% respectively.
Table 8: Military Dependent Foster Children Experiencing a
School Change N=252
School Change

Total

Military Dependent
No
Yes
Total
No
52
3
55
54.17% 30.00% 51.89%
Yes
44
7
51
45.83% 70.00% 48.11%
96
10
106
100%
100%
100%

Frequency Missing = 146
Unit of Analysis: Children in Foster Care

Center for Family and Community Engagement, North Carolina State University, Final Report, May 2013.

26

CHAPTER 3: PROJECT OUTCOME EVALUATION
Table 8 presents the number and percentage of military dependent foster children who changed
schools. The number of military dependent children in foster
care was quite small at 10 out of the total of 106 for which this
The analysis of
affiliation was recorded. In general, a larger percentage of
placement/removal data
military dependent foster children experienced a school change
points to areas for further
than non-military dependent foster children (70% versus
45.8%).
study of predictors of school
3.4

Proximal Outcome 4: Increased coordination of
services/resources at level of agency, local system of
care, and community

stability. In particular,
school moves appear to be
reduced if children are
placed in homes with
siblings. Although the
numbers are small, military
dependent foster children
seem to experience a higher
rate of school changes.

Change in the local coordination of services and resources was
measured using the Levels of Collaboration Survey (Frey,
Lohmeier, Lee, & Tollefson, 2006). This instrument was
developed for schools and their partners in the Safe Schools,
Healthy Students initiative. The survey examines levels of
collaboration: no interaction at all (lowest level), networking,
cooperation, coordination, coalition, and collaboration (highest
level). The instrument has high reliability, ranging from .81 to .85, and is able to detect changes
over time. Participants identify their organization but not their names on the form.

For the Fostering YES project, the Levels of Collaboration Survey was completed by senior
representatives at each of the four key agencies in Cumberland County: Court, Mental Health,
Schools, and Social Services. In order to measure change, they completed the survey at two
points in time, early in the project in February 2012 and again after the conclusion of the project
in March 2013. On the survey, each of the four respondents selected the level of collaboration for
their agency with each of the other three agencies at the two
The Levels of Collaboration
times. The respondents remained the same at three of the four
Survey (Frey et al., 2006) can
agencies. In the fourth agency, the two respondents gave
identify change in collaboration
exactly the same ratings in the pre and post period. There
among system-of-care partners
were no missing responses.
over time. Bringing together these
partners appears especially to raise
For the most part, the agencies’ assessments of the level of
the school system’s sense of being
collaboration remained constant or varied by only one point
in a collaborative network.
from the pre to post surveys. The one exception was the
Schools whose average rating rose by 2 points. The combined
average scores at the start of the project was 3.33 (SD=1.25) and by the end of the project was
somewhat higher at 3.92 with a smaller spread in scores (SD= 0.96).
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3.5

Proximal Outcome 5: Enhanced knowledge of foster youth, university students, and
agency staff about facilitators of and barriers to educational stability of foster youth

Two curricula that had been developed under a separate contract were delivered in Cumberland
County, and they supported the involvement of foster youth in planning their futures, including
their education. The three curricula specifically developed for this project were all intended to
increase knowledge about the facilitators and barriers to the educational stability of foster youth.
The five curricula were designed for different groups—foster youth, caregivers, university
students, and agency staff. There was a good cross-section of workshop participants to test the
curricula, and the participant feedback indicated that each curriculum succeeded in enhancing
knowledge about the education of foster youth.
The pre-existing curricula were on CFTs and were intended to support youth inclusion in the
process. CFT, What’s in It for Me? sought to increase foster youth’s understanding of how to use
effectively their CFT meetings. This curriculum was delivered once in Cumberland County to
eight foster youth. The LINKS coordinator in Cumberland County identified that foster youth
benefited from the training and that a module on academic success was helpful. The Keeping It
Real: Child and Family Teams with Youth in Transition (Keeping it Real) was directed to service
providers and delivered once to 6 participants. The overall feedback on the curriculum was
positive.
Believe and Achieve: Bridging the Gap! was
directed to service providers and focused on
improving foster youth’s access to higher
education. This curriculum was delivered twice to a
total of 20 attendees: 7 participants in a social work
class and 13 participants from social services,
juvenile justice, schools, and university.

The training reminds adults about
making the CFT meeting welcoming
and supportive of youth participants.
This means supporting the youth in
inviting mentors or friends to their
meetings and it means that the adults
work to see the meeting from the
perspective of youth participants.

The Journey is the Destination sought to engage
foster youth and service providers in understanding
how CFTs can increase youth’s involvement in
planning. This curriculum was delivered online on
three separate occasions to a total of 24 participants who included social services, mental health,
juvenile justice, and family partners. In their training feedback, participants found very helpful
learning about two key aspects of child and family team meetings (CFTs): (a) the importance of
youth inviting mentors or friends to the meetings and (b) the importance of seeing the meeting
from the perspective of youth participants.
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Kinship Care was designed to assist licensed and unlicensed kinship caregivers in supporting the
education of youth in their care. This curriculum was delivered to a total of 50 participants: 16
unlicensed kinship caregivers and separately to 34 licensed caregivers.
Training on supporting the
A training evaluation feedback instrument for adult
educational achievement of foster
attendees was developed for the three new
youth is appreciated by caregivers,
curricula and inquired about the participants’
service providers, educators, and
increased sense of self-efficacy in supporting the
university students and increases
academic achievement of foster youth and their
their sense of efficacy in helping
satisfaction with the training. For example, a
foster youth navigate school
satisfaction item was “It seemed like this training
systems.
was designed for me.” An example of a selfefficacy item was “I am confident that I can use
what I learned about the effects of trauma to help my foster youth succeed academically.” This
11-item survey was instituted in the fall of 2012. The results for the deliveries of each of these
curricula are summarized in Appendix D: Training Curricula and Evaluation. As seen in the
summary table below, the average responses were between strongly agree and agree, indicating
overall satisfaction with the curricula and an increased sense of self-efficacy.
Believe & Achieve

Kinship Care
(Unlicensed)
N
Mean SD
14 3.6
.5

Kinship Care
(Licensed)
N
Mean SD
34 3.4
.5

The Journey is the
Destination
N
Mean SD
10
3.4
.5

3.8

3.7

3.4

3.4

3.7

3.6

3.3

3.4

N
Mean
13
3.7
Average
Satisfaction
Score
Average
Self-Efficacy
Score
4= Strongly Agree

3= Agree

SD
.5

2= Disagree

1=Strongly Disagree
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4.

Conclusions

The intent of the project was to build the infrastructure at the county and state levels to support
the educational success of foster youth. The project made major strides in all areas of its plan of
action and evaluated their effectiveness. Given the short-term nature of a 17-month project, it
was incumbent right from the outset to develop strategies to sustain the effort by state, county,
and university partners after the project’s conclusion. As a part of the cluster of U.S. Children’s
Bureau projects on child welfare and educational stability, the project also aimed to contribute to
a general knowledge base on how to encourage collaborative efforts of youth, service providers,
educators, trainers, and researchers. Accordingly the report has highlighted throughout lessons
learned from the project’s activities and evaluation. The conclusions presented here discuss how
to sustain the collaboration and make recommendations for further development of this field of
practice.
4.1

Sustaining the Impact of the Collaborative Efforts

North Carolina offers a hospitable context in which
Integrating and sustaining the
to integrate the efforts of child-serving agencies in
efforts of child-serving
support of the education of foster youth. State
efforts are encouraged by federal initiatives to
agencies on behalf of the
focus not only child safety and permanency but
education of foster youth
also on wellbeing and by new federal legislation
requires a collaborative
intended to facilitate child welfare workers’ access
strategy at the county and
to the school records of foster youth. At the state
state levels, supportive federal
level, the North Carolina Educational Stability
legislation, and data analysis
Task Force coordinates a cross-system assessment of
foster youth’s education and serves as a platform for
to inform training and policy.
policy development. In Cumberland County, a series
of plans by involved agencies are in place to sustain the
achievements realized during the Fostering YES project. The Center for Family and Community
Engagement at North Carolina State University continues to provide training to foster youth,
university students, social services, schools, mental health, guardian ad litem, and other agencies.
Additionally, the Center is conducting further analyses of foster youth data from Cumberland
County to assist the county and state in policy development.
4.2

Monitoring and Assessing the Impact of the Collaborative Efforts

Key agencies in the state agreed to form the North Carolina Educational Stability Task Force
(NCESTF) after attending a national conference. In November 2011, state representatives
participated in the Child Welfare, Education and the Courts: A Collaboration to Strengthen
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Educational Successes of Children and Youth in Foster Care conference in Arlington, Virginia
(https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=sites&srcid=bnJjNHRyaWJlcy5vcmd8Y29weXxneD
o2NGNjOWZjOWJkN2M3YWY2). On their return, the North Carolina Administrative Office
of the Courts (AOC) convened the NCESTF to discuss
The Uninterrupted Scholars Act
means of increasing the educational stability of foster
youth. The task force included representatives from the
(January 2013) creates an
judiciary; guardian ad litem; court improvements
exception to the Family
program; state and county social services; department of
Educational Rights and Privacy
public instruction, including migrant education; youth
Act (FERPA) so that social
advocacy organization, homelessness programming, and
services can access foster
universities, including North Carolina State University.
To assess the state’s performance, the NCESTF selected
measures from the Family Court Review entitled
Education Well-being: Court Outcome Measures for
Children in Foster Care
(http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/fcre.2012.50.i
ssue-3/issuetoc). The final set of metrics look at school
changes when changing living placement, school transfers
while under court jurisdiction, hearings addressing
children’s education, and hearings with the children’s
education decision makers present. To gather the
necessary data for completing these measures, the task
force is considering ways to connect the data systems of
the courts, schools, and social services. The plan is to
conduct a pilot test with a few counties.

children’s educational records
without parental or child consent.
To monitor the impact of this
legislation, states need to adopt
relevant metrics. Measuring
accomplishment of these metrics
requires data sharing by schools,
social services, and courts. These
findings need to be translated
into guidance for judges making
decisions about the placement of
children.

In addition, the NCESTF is developing and testing a bench card for judges. The bench card will
provide pointers to judges on areas in which to inquire about the academic performance of foster
youth and means of preventing unnecessary school changes. The task force will also monitor the
impact of the Uninterrupted Scholars Act which became law in January 2013. This law created
an exception to the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) so that social services
can access foster children’s educational records without parental or child consent.
4.3

Sustaining the Collaborative Effort in the County

Cumberland County developed a plan of action to sustain the momentum achieved through the
Fostering YES project. Specifically, the plan supports youth leadership and encourages liaison
between child welfare and schools.
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4.3.1

Youth Leadership

Cumberland Social Services designated the LINKS independent living coordinator to support the
continuation of the Youth Advisory Council.
The council members and the Youth Leadership
Maintaining a youth advisory council
Coordinator from the Center for Family and
requires institutionalizing the meetings
Community Engagement provided Cumberland
within the hosting agency; ongoing
Social Services with a number of
support of youth participation,
recommendations on how to involve youth.
including transportation to meeting
These include identifying young people
dedicated to leading and maintaining the group;
and financial compensation for their
ensuring that youth have adult supporters to
time; and leadership skills training for
encourage their efforts; offering financial
youth.
compensation for the council members’ time;
facilitating support from SaySo, including
information and leadership skill training; and
connecting the council to the monthly LINKS meetings which are in a central location and with
transportation provided.
4.3.2

Educational Liaison

Cumberland County Department of Social Services and Schools reached an agreement on
establishing an educational liaison. Both organizations recognized that in the past they could
informally handle issues affecting students and their families because the staff at the two
agencies knew whom to contact. Given extensive
At the county level,
turnover of Social Services staff, a formalized
mechanisms need to be in place
arrangement was now needed. To facilitate
to facilitate liaison between
communication between the two systems, Social Services
social services and schools. This designated the LINKS coordinator as the educational
liaison, and Schools designated the school social work
requires explicitly designating
coordinator to serve as the counterpart.

coordinators in social services
and schools, having clear role
descriptions, and orienting
social services workers and
school personnel to how to
utilize the coordinators.

Using materials from the NCESTF, Cumberland Social
Services developed the role description for its educational
liaison. The tasks of the Social Services educational
liaison are to share information as needed, serve as a point
person between schools and child welfare, identify
concerns and ensure a coordinated response, conduct
trainings on policies and programs, advocate for students,
attend relevant professional development activities, and complete regular reports. Specifying
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these tasks was seen as a way to systematize already in place functions, rather than becoming an
overload on the LINKS coordinator. The Social Services liaison role is to commence in the fall
2013. To encourage a supportive context, Cumberland Social Services and Schools will inform
their staff about the educational liaison arrangements and invite the other’s liaison to their staff
gatherings and trainings.
4.4

University Supports for the Collaborative Efforts

In addition to collaborating with NCESTF, the Center for Family and Community Engagement at
North Carolina State University continues to provide technical assistance to support the
education of foster youth. This includes statewide training and data analysis.
4.4.1

Statewide Training

Ongoing statewide training
supports local efforts and
encourages cross-county
exchanges that broaden the
understanding of participants
and lead to the adoption of
innovative approaches.

The Center offers the curricula developed under Fostering
YES through another training contract and will develop new
curricula using findings from the project. Trainings will
continue to be offered in Cumberland County, especially in
support of their foster youth leadership and educational
liaison efforts. In addition, by moving curricula online, the
Center is able to connect Cumberland participants to groups
across the state. The Center has found that these crosscounty exchanges broaden the understanding of participants and lead to the adoption of
innovative approaches. The Center is able to deepen these understandings through its co-training
model with youth/family partner trainers and agency partner trainers.
4.4.2

Interdisciplinary Data Analysis

The Center researchers, a Sociologist and Social Worker, are conducting further analyses of
Cumberland Social Services data on placement/removals and CFTs in collaboration with an
econometrician. Funding for this ongoing
collaboration is provided by the University’s
The university can enrich data
College of Humanities and Social Sciences
analyses through interdisciplinary
and by the Center. The econometrician gave
collaborations with expertise in such
prior consultation for the preliminary costareas as child welfare, social
effectiveness analysis of school
structures, and economics.
transportation and foster care.
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4.5

Recommendations

Recommendations are offered here for undertaking or supporting projects to promote the
educational success of foster youth and more generally to build the knowledge base.
Project Administrators. Advancing the educational success of foster youth requires a multipronged approach that encompasses youth leadership development, workforce development, and
data-informed policy. Each of these areas informs the other but keeping them coordinated
requires a collaborative effort drawing on the expertise of state, county, and university partners.
To tap into this expertise, project administrators need to establish planning bodies at the local,
state, and national levels and to ensure sharing of findings in an iterative fashion over the course
of the project so that each phase can build upon learning from earlier ones. Attention must be
devoted right from the start on how to sustain the effort after the project’s conclusion. This can
be accomplished through developing supportive structures and policy, identifying and applying
measures for monitoring and assessing progress, and offering curricula to a range of
stakeholders.
Project Funders. Turning around the educational outcomes for foster youth takes a long-term
approach that links the work of different projects, tests different change strategies, supports
dissemination of these strategies to other communities, and encourages bringing these
innovations to scale through funding, policy, and legislation. The cluster approach is one
important strategy for doing so. Another is creating funding opportunities that connect
educational stability to mutually supportive initiatives such as strengthening family group
engagement; ending homelessness; helping military families with transitions before, during, and
after deployments; assisting the families of children with disabilities; and if children need to be
removed from their homes, finding and supporting kin caregivers.
General Field. The Fostering YES project identified a number of promising avenues for
stabilizing children’s placements and their schooling and areas for further study. These include
the role of sibling placements in promoting educational stability and the role of family group
engagement meetings in stabilizing placements, especially if the youth and/or school
representative is in attendance. This research can build upon findings that family group meetings
expedite family reunification and encourage kinship care (Pennell, Edwards, & Burford, 2010;
Sheets et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2012). Attention also needs to be given to the interaction of
family group engagement with preparation of foster youth to take part in the meetings and how
participation in the meetings heightens the youth’s sense that their worker cares about their
school progress. Finding solutions to stabilizing children’s placements is also important from a
financial perspective. In Cumberland County, a cost-effectiveness analysis integrated with
Geographical Information System mapping identified that placement changes tend to increase
foster youth’s distance from their school of origin and as a result, the costs of transporting youth
back to their school of origin increase. Because military dependent foster children appear to have
Center for Family and Community Engagement, North Carolina State University, Final Report, May 2013.
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a higher rate of school changes than their non-military dependent counterparts, analysis is needed
of the reasons. For instance, the children may have already experienced frequent school changes
making destabilization all the more likely on entry into care, or the school change may result
from children being moved from schools on base to schools in the community once they were no
longer residing with their families. To build the knowledge base, the field requires longitudinal
studies that compare the impact and costs of different strategies. In order to achieve this aim,
strategies are needed to enhance the interoperability of data systems through creating universal
identifiers and common data standards. Supported strategies need to be disseminated to a wide
group of stakeholders including the foster youth and their families, caregivers, and involved
service providers and educators.
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APPENDIX A: PROJECT ADVISORY COUNCIL AND SUBCOMMITTEE
Acronyms:
CCDSS: Cumberland County Department of Social Services
DJJDP: Department of Juvenile Delinquency and Prevention
NCESTF: North Carolina Educational Stability Task Force
NCSU: North Carolina State University
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Table A-1: Project Advisory Council
Date

Location

Participant #

Organizations

Topics

10/09/12

CCDSS

8

DSS, Schools,
NCSU

Youth Surveys, Training &
Evaluation, Transportation,
Educational Liaison

01/10/13

CCDSS

16

DSS, Schools,
Mental Health,
NCSU

Overview of Project Work
and Evaluation Findings,
Planning for the Future

Table A-2: Project Advisory Council – Subcommittee
Date
Location
Participant #
Organizations
Topics
10/31/12 Teleconference
12
DSS, Mental Health,
Youth Advisory Council,
NCSU
Youth Surveys, Youth
Training, Training Updates,
Automated Forms,
Educational Liaison
12/04/12

CCDSS

11

DSS and NCSU

Youth Advisory Council,
Youth Surveys, Training &
Evaluation, Transportation

02/04/13

CCDSS

5

DSS, Schools,
NCSU

Educational Liaison,
CCDSS-CCS Agreement
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Table B-1: Youth Advisory Council
Participant
Age Ranges
#/Type
4 total/
15-18
3 males
1 female

Date

Location

Topics

10/18/12

CCDSS

12/28/12

Falcon
Children’s
Home

3 total/
2 males
1 female

16-18

Youth Survey Feedback,
Social Worker-Youth
Communication

01/17/13

CCDSS

3 total/
2 males
1 female

16-18

End of Project Fostering
YES!, Youth Advisory
Council Sustainability,
Importance of Continuing
Youth Workshops

Training Follow-up, Youth
Survey, SaySo Local
Chapter
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Date
03/15/12
04/05/12
05/10/12

Table C-1: Youth Focus Groups
Location
Participant #/Type
CCDSS
5 total/
5 females
CCDSS
7 total/
5 males, 2 females
CCDSS
3 total/
3 males
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Dates delivered
11/28/12

Table D-1: Believe & Achieve: Bridging the Gap! N = 13
Location
Participant #
Organizations
CCDSS

13

DSS, DJJDP, Student Interns,
CC Schools

Note: Curriculum addresses youth access to higher education opportunities. Curricula materials
explore how placement stability affects educational outcomes. Direct input from youth focus
groups and community resource interviews helps inform participants about how to increase
educational opportunities and access appropriate community resources.

Table D-2: Kinship Care (Unlicensed), Kinship Care (Licensed) N = 50
Dates delivered

Location

Participant #

Organizations

01/24/13

CCDSS

16

None

01/31/13

Harvest Baptist Church

34

North Carolina Foster and Adoptive
Parent Association (NC FAPA)

Note: Curriculum includes elements from each of the first two curricula as well as information
specific to kinship care. It assists licensed and unlicensed kinship caregivers in improving
resiliency and educational outcomes for the youth in their care. In the training, participants learn
about youth educational outcomes, resiliency, protective factors, and resources to assist the
families and the youth.

Dates delivered

Table D-3: The Journey is the Destination N = 24
Location
Participant #
Organizations

11/07/12

Online

6

DJJDP, Mental Health, Family
Partner, DSS, Group Home Case
Managers & Program Managers

01/09/13

Online

5

DSS

01/16/13

Online

13

DSS

Note: Curriculum encourages youth involvement in child and family teams as a way to partner in
educational and placement goals as well as a mechanism to support protective and promotive
factors for youth in care.
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Table D-4: October 2012-February 2013: Participants by Organization for Curricula (Believe &
Achieve: Bridging the Gap!; Kinship Care (Unlicensed & Licensed); The Journey is the
Destination), N = 72
Organization
Participant #
DJJDP
2
DSS
23
Family Partner
1
Group Home (Case Managers/Program Managers)
5
Mental Health
1
NC Foster and Adoptive Parent Association
34
NC State University
1
Public Schools
5

Table D-5: October 2011-February 2013: Participants by Organization for Curricula (Believe &
Achieve: Bridging the Gap!; Kinship Care; The Journey is the Destination), N = 78
Organization
Participant #
DJJDP
2
DSS
24
Family Partner
1
Group Home (Case Managers/Program Managers)
5
Mental Health
1
NC Foster and Adoptive Parent Association
34
NC State University
6
Public Schools
5
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Table D-6: Training Evaluation Feedback – Believe and Achieve: Bridging the Gap! N = 13
Questions
I feel satisfied with the
training I participated in
today
I feel satisfied with what
I learned today
I am glad that I attended
the training
It seemed like this
training was designed for
me
I will be able to achieve
most of the goals that I
set to help my youth
successfully transition to
post-secondary education
I can obtain the
outcomes developed for
this training
I have the skills to
prepare my foster youth
for post-secondary
education just as well as
my peers can prepare
them
I can find ways to access
resources to help my
foster youth achieve
her/his post-secondary
educational goals
I am confident that I can
use what I learned about
the effects of trauma to
help my foster youth
succeed academically
I believe I can serve as
an advocate for my foster
youth in pursuing postsecondary education
I am certain that I can
use knowledge that I
gained from this training
to help my foster youth
plan for her/his
educational future
OVERALL AVERAGE

n

Strongly
Agree =4
10
76.9%

Agree
=3
3
23.1%

Disagree
=2
0
0.0%

Strongly Disagree
=1
0
0.0%

Mean
3.8

Std.
Dev
.4

10
76.9%
12
92.3%
10
76.9%

3
23.1%
1
7.7%
3
23.1%

0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%

0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%

3.8

.4

3.9

.3

3.8

.4

13

8
61.5%

4
30.8%

1
7.7%

0
0.0%

3.5

.7

13

8
61.5%

4
30.8%

1
7.7%

0
0.0%

3.5

.7

13

6
46.2%

7
53.8%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.5

.5

13

10
76.9%

3
23.1%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.8

.4

13

8
61.5%

5
38.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.6

.5

13

11
84.6%

2
15.4%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.8

.4

13

12
92.3%

1
7.7%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.9

.3

13

9.5
73.4%

3.3
25.2%

0.2
1.4%

0
0.0%

3.7

.5

13

13
13
13

Note. The table does not include the pilot of this curriculum, which used a different feedback form.
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Table D-7: Training Evaluation Feedback – Kinship Care (Unlicensed), N = 14
Questions
I feel satisfied with the
training I participated in
today
I feel satisfied with
what I learned today
I am glad that I attended
the training
It seemed like this
training was designed
for me
I will be able to achieve
most of the goals that I
set to help my youth
successfully transition
to post-secondary
education
I can obtain the
outcomes developed for
this training
I have the skills to
prepare my foster youth
for post-secondary
education just as well as
my peers can prepare
them
I can find ways to
access resources to help
my foster youth achieve
her/his post-secondary
educational goals
I am confident that I
can use what I learned
about the effects of
trauma to help my
foster youth succeed
academically
I believe I can serve as
an advocate for my
foster youth in pursuing
post-secondary
education
I am certain that I can
use knowledge that I
gained from this
training to help my
foster youth plan for
her/his educational
future
OVERALL AVERAGE

n

Strongly
Agree =4
11
78.6%

Agree
=3
3
21.4%

Disagree
=3
0
0.0%

Strongly Disagree
=1
0
0.0%

Mean
3.8

Std.
Dev
.4

11
78.6%
9
64.3%
7
50.0%

3
21.4%
5
35.7%
7
50.0%

0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%

0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%

3.8

.4

3.6

.5

3.5

.5

14

7
50.0%

7
50.0%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.5

.5

14

9
64.3%

5
35.7%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.6

.5

14

8
57.1%

6
42.9%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.6

.5

14

9
64.3%

5
35.7%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

14

7
50.0%

7
50.0%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.5

.5

14

9
64.3%

5
35.7%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.6

.5

14

12
85.7%

2
14.3%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.9

.4

14

9
64.3%

5
31.2%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.6

.5

14

14
14
14
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Table D-8: Training Evaluation Feedback – Kinship Care (Licensed), N = 34
Questions
I feel satisfied with the
training I participated in
today
I feel satisfied with
what I learned today
I am glad that I attended
the training
It seemed like this
training was designed
for me
I will be able to achieve
most of the goals that I
set to help my youth
successfully transition
to post-secondary
education
I can obtain the
outcomes developed for
this training
I have the skills to
prepare my foster youth
for post-secondary
education just as well as
my peers can prepare
them
I can find ways to
access resources to help
my foster youth achieve
her/his post-secondary
educational goals
I am confident that I
can use what I learned
about the effects of
trauma to help my
foster youth succeed
academically
I believe I can serve as
an advocate for my
foster youth in pursuing
post-secondary
education
I am certain that I can
use knowledge that I
gained from this
training to help my
foster youth plan for
her/his educational
future
OVERALL AVERAGE

n

Strongly
Agree =4
13
38.2%

Agree
=3
20
58.8%

Disagree
=2
1
2.9%

Strongly Disagree
=1
0
0.0%

Mean
3.4

Std.
Dev
.5

16
47.1%
18
52.9%
12
35.3%

18
52.9%
15
44.1%
17
50.0%

0
0.0%
1
2.9%
5
14.7%

0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%

3.5

.5

3.5

.6

3.2

.7

33

12
35.3%

20
58.8%

1
2.9%

0
0.0%

3.3

.5

34

13
38.2%

21
61.8%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

34

13
38.2%

21
61.8%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

34

14
41.2%

20
58.8%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.6

33

12
35.3%

21
61.8%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

32

13
38.2%

19
55.9%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

34

13
38.2%

21
61.8%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

34

14
39.8%

19
57%

7
2.1%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

34

34
34
34
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Table D-9: Training Evaluation Feedback – The Journey is the Destination, N = 10
Questions

n

Strongly
Agree =4
4
36.4%

Agree
=3
6
54.5%

Disagree
=2
0
0.0%

Strongly Disagree
=1
0
0.0%

Mean
3.4

Std.
Dev
.5

4
36.4%
4
36.4%
3
27.3%

6
54.5%
6
54.5%
7
63.6%

0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%

0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%

3.4

.5

3.4

.5

3.3

.5

10

4
36.4%

6
54.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

10

4
36.4%

6
54.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

10

5
45.5%

5
45.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.5

.5

10

4
36.4%

6
54.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

10

5
45.5%

5
45.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.5

.5

10

5
45.5%

5
45.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.5

.5

I feel satisfied with the
training I participated in
today
I feel satisfied with
what I learned today
I am glad that I attended
the training
It seemed like this
training was designed
for me
I will be able to achieve
most of the goals that I
set to involve youth in
their CFTs
I can obtain the
outcomes developed for
this training
I have the skills to
identify strengths in
youth in care just as
well as my peers
I can find ways to
access resources to help
youth build resilience
I am confident that I
can use what I learned
about resilience and
protective factors
I believe I can support
the ability of youth in
foster care to use CFTs
to participate in and
contribute to making
their long-range plans
I am certain that I can
use knowledge that I
gained from this
training to make plans
with youth in CFTs

10

10

4
36.4%

6
54.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

OVERALL AVERAGE

10

4
38%

6
52.9%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3.4

.5

10
10
10
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Table D-10: Believe and Achieve: Bridging the Gap!- Qualitative Summary
Most Helpful
How to Improve
Better understanding of foster care system,
Additional resources on tutoring/mentoring
Resources shared
Additional information/focus on the child
Having PowerPoint as visual aid
welfare system
Better understanding of foster youth obstacles
with their education
Group brainstorming activities
Data Source: Participant feedback for July 17, 2012 training.

Table D-11: Kinship Care (Unlicensed) – Qualitative Summary
Needed Resources
What Worked Well
Transportation and related costs,
Having a small group of participants to allow
Financial support from DSS,
for better discussions,
Tutoring services,
Presenting on a variety of topics (resiliency,
trauma, education),
Improved school-parent communication,
Assistance procuring school uniforms,
Participant feedback throughout training,
Having training in familiar location,
Afterschool opportunities,
Improved services/resources linkage between
Catering the event,
Having gift cards
Cumberland County and other counties,
Helpful, supportive, empathetic social workers,
Increased knowledge of IEPs and CFTs,
Regular forum for unlicensed providers to
express concerns
Data Source: Trainer Reflective Notes

Table D-12: Kinship Care (Licensed) – Qualitative Summary
Needed Resources
What Worked Well
Participants were not vocal about needed
Having a PowerPoint handout for each
resources, but most seemed appreciative of
participant to write on,
Being available after the training, if possible,
having a good social worker
for individual feedback and interaction
Data Source: Trainer Reflective Notes
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Table D-13: The Journey is the Destination – Qualitative Summary
Most Helpful
What Worked Well
Having knowledgeable trainers with easy to
Having easy to understand/follow information,
understand visual aids,
Multiple forms of communication,
Networking with others and hearing their
Allowing participants to talk/listen to each
other
perspectives,
Learning the importance of inviting mentors or
friends to CFT meeting,
Being reminding that the CFTS are not about
the workers and to try to see things from a
different perspective
Data Source: Participant Surveys
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Rikard, R. V., & Pennell, J. (2012, October). Integrating GIS & cost analyses: Mapping school
transportation for foster youth. In N. Persaud (Chair), multipaper session, An examination of cost
analysis from different perspectives, sectors, and programmes, at 26th Annual Conference of the
American Evaluation Association, Minneapolis, MN.
This panel presentation by the Center for Family and Community Engagement
researchers described the method of estimating foster youth transportation costs, using
Geographic Information Systems data, and the results of the analyses.
Stokes, C., Allen-Eckard, K., Volkel, J. (2013, March). Fostering YES. Presentation at the
Networking Alliance, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC.
This presentation by the Youth Leadership Coordinator and members of the Youth
Leadership Committee highlighted some of the outcomes of the youth focus groups,
youth surveys, and the Youth Advisory Council. Participants learned that youth value
their social workers as the main supportive adult in their lives. Older and younger youth
benefit from participating in their child and family team (CFT) meetings, from engaging
in extracurricular activities such as sports, and from remaining in contact with their
biological family members.
Volkel, J. (2012, October). Fostering YES. Presentation at 1st Annual Research and
Underrepresented Populations Panel, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC.
This panel presentation provided an overview of the Fostering YES project. Participants
learned about the educational obstacles faced by the majority of youth in foster care
across the state, but especially in Cumberland County, NC.
Volkel, J. (2013, March). In their own words: Fostering youth educational success(YES!). 8th
Annual Graduate Student Research Symposium, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC.
Nationwide, youth in foster care often experience negative economic, social, and
educational outcomes. Youth from foster care are overrepresented in the lowest income
brackets, homeless shelters, prisons, mental institutions, and as public assistance
recipients. North Carolina youth in foster care experience similarly disheartening
outcomes. Cumberland County Department of Social Services, public school system,
mental health system, juvenile court system, and the Center for Family and Community
Engagement (CFFACE) collaborated to assess the opportunities and obstacles related to
the youths' educational stability and success. The participatory research project involved
youth in foster care providing input to direct the project objectives as well as potential
outputs. From March to May of 2012, focus group interviews with youth in foster care
Center for Family and Community Engagement, North Carolina State University, Final Report, May 2013.
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provided direct feedback on perceived obstacles and opportunities for educational
success. The youths’ responses were coded and analyzed using ATLAS.ti
and then ranked by a Youth Advisory Council. In late 2012, Cumberland County youth in
foster care (n= 40) completed an online mixed methods survey designed to further
explore the educational needs and resources. Qualitative and quantitative analyses reveal
that youth often feel marginalized and stigmatized by peers and adults in their lives.
Combined with the youths' frequent housing and school relocations these problems
contribute to their low academic performance, poor interpersonal skills, and negative
self-image. In addition, youth often feel isolated and restricted from engaging in
extracurricular activities that might help them learn social skills or motivate them to do
well in school. In general, the youth feel unprepared and unsupported for the challenges
of securing a high school diploma. The findings provide important insight to guide foster
care policy and practice.
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Fostering Youth Educational Success (YES!)
http://cfface.chass.ncsu.edu/Fostering_Yes/index.php
Dr. Joan Pennell

Dr. Karen Bullock

Center for Family & Community Engagement

Department of Social Work

http://www.cfface.org

http://socialwork.chass.ncsu.edu/

Who are the Partner Organizations?

What is Fostering YES?

Cumberland County Department of Social

A project to support foster youth success in their

Services, Public Schools, Mental Health, and

school, home, and community. This project gives

County Court System collaborate with North

foster youth a say in their educational planning

Carolina State University.

and builds community capacity.

Who funds the Project?
A U.S. Department of Health & Human Services,
Administration for Child and Families, Children’s
Bureau grant supports the project.

Why is the Project Needed?
Foster youth have frequent changes in where
they live and go to school, leading to increased
grade-level retentions. On average, foster youth
in Cumberland County attend six schools.
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APPENDIX F: INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVALS
North Carolina State University is a land-grant
university and a constituent institution of the
University of North Carolina

Office of Research and Innovation
Division of Research Administration

Campus Box 7514
Raleigh, North Carolina 27695-7514

From:

Deb Paxton, IRB Administrator
North Carolina State University
Institutional Review Board

919.515.2444 (phone)
919.515.7721 (fax)

Date: November 8, 2012
Title: Fostering YES - Training Evaluation
IRB#: 2908
Dear Joan Pennell
The research proposal named above has received administrative review and has been
approved as exempt from the policy as outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations
(Exemption: 46.101. b.2). Provided that the only participation of the subjects is as described
in the proposal narrative, this project is exempt from further review.
NOTE:
1. This committee complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of Federal
Regulations. For NCSU projects, the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429.
2. Any changes to the research must be submitted and approved by the IRB prior to
implementation.
3. If any unanticipated problems occur, they must be reported to the IRB office within 5
days.
Please forward a copy of this letter to your faculty sponsor, if applicable.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Deb Paxton
NC State IRB
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