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UPP Database

Data was extracted from the UPP database on
QOctober |, 2013. The eight Campus Coordina-
tors enter data into this web-based tool regard-
ing incoming students, field placement, gradua-
tion, employment and program completion. The
database was launched in 2009, therefore, analy-
sis of database records is limited to those stu-
dents who began the UPP program in 2009 and
after. The database houses many records for
students admitted prior to 2009, but because
there was no formal tracking mechanism for
those records, the available information for that

UPP Administrator Focus Groups

The purpose of focus groups with UPP students
was to gather information on all facets of the
program from the student interns’ perspectives
and to elicit suggestions for improvements. The
focus groups were conducted at each of the 8
Universities between March of 2013 and May of
201 3by the State UPP Coordinator, who is em-
ployed on contract by the Institute for Human

Services {IHS), .

# Focus Group

Participants

University of Akron I 3

Summit County Children Services
Stark County Department of Job & Family Services

2043 UPP Evaluation

time period is often incomplete. In addition to report-
ing routine descriptive statistics, analyses were con-
ducted to answer the following questions:

¢ Is there a relationship between GPA and program
completion?

* |s there a relationship between type of degree
and retention?

e |s there a relationship between University and
program completion?

® s there a relationship between University and
retention?

The facilitator asked open-ended questions on these

topics:

¢ The process in place for admittance to the pro-
gram

*  The students’ reasons for enrolling in UPP
Child welfare course work and integration with
field placement
The field placement experience
Role of the Campus Coordinator

+ Career plans

Ficld Placement Agencies

Butter County Department of Job & Family Services
Hamilton County Department of Job & Family Services
Montgomery County Department of Job & Family Services
Preble County Department of job & Family Services

University of Cincinnati 9 I

Cleveland State University 7

Cuyzhoga County Department of Children & Family Services

Athens County Children Services

Belmont County Department of job & Family Services
Fairfield County Department of Job & Family Services
Monroa County Department of Job & Family Services
Muskingum County Children Services

Ohio University [ 1

Delaware County Department of job & Family Services
Franklin County Children Services

Richland County Children Services

Union County Department of job & Family Services

Ohio State University 5 8

University of Toledo

Lucas County Children Services
4 Ottawa County Department of Job & Family Services
Wood County Department of Job & Family Services

Clark County Department of Job & Family Services
Champaign County Department of Job & Family Services

Wright State University 8 Greene County Department of Job & Family Services
Miami County Children Services
Montgomery County Department of Job & Family Services
A Mahaning County Children Services
R S Trumbull County Children Services
Total 3 47 10 60

B¥s for the Ohio Child Weltare Training Program, Movember 30, 2013




UPP Case Studies

The UPP case study activities were
conducted from March of 2012
through December of 2012 with the
intent to increase the understanding of
program operations at each of the
eight Universities, including similarities
and differences in program operations
and components. Focus groups, sur-
veys, email interviews, and face-to-face
interviews were used to determine
how University practices were similar
and different in the following areas:
s Recruitment of UPP students
»  Application process
s  Field Placement Practices
s Acceptable field placement activi-
ties
Engagement Skills Practice
Assessment Skills Practice
Hiring Process

e Program value within the social
work department
Student Performance
UPP Program Communication
Practices

e  UPP course structure

Case studies were conducted on
each of the eight UPP Universities to
answer these questions. In addition
to reviews of course syllabi, recruit-
ment materials, field placement man-
uals, and field course materials, data
was collected by a research assistant
under the oversight of the Institute
for Human Services. Data sources
and number of participants are out-
lined below. All data was triangulated
to present a comprehensive picture
of the complete practice at each of

the eight Universities.

il
Questionnaires

*8 Groups
*69 Students

o8 Campus Coordinators

1

+232 SW Students
+30 Non-UPP SW Faculty
#28 UPP Field Supervisors

*7 UPP Directors

*5CW Course Instructors
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Surveys
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1Cw
Course
Instructor

3 Field
Supervisors

11 Current
ugpe
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OsuU
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1Cw
Course
Instructor

4 Field
Supervisors

14 Current

upPP
Students

ut

16 Student

2 Facuity
Surveys

1 Cw
Course
Instrucior

3 Field
Supervisors

- b Current
Upp
Students

YSU WSU

24 Student
Surveys

2 Faculty
Surveys

1CwW
Course
instructor

3 Field
Supervisors

9 Current
UPP
Students

24 Student
Surveys

3 Faculty
Surveys

3 Field
Supervisors

11 Current
upp
Students
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Supervisors

4 Current
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Comparison of UPP Racial Composition to NASW Racial Composition since 2009

NASW

UPP
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m Caucasian = BlackfAfrican American  ® Hispanic/Latino Other

Trajectory of UPP Students in 1 and 2 year programs since 2009

N Gained Em- N Still Em- % Stilt Em-

University Program Length ployment st [

| {-year program
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Comparison of UPP programs with 1 & 2-year options or BSW & MSW options

Ohio University, University of Cincinnati, VWright State nation refers to the junior and senior program. Similarly,
University, and the University of Toledo offer program Chio State University, Ohio University, University of Cin-
participants the option to participate in the UPP pro- cinnati, and University of Toledo, offer the UPP program
gram as a junior and senior or to participate in the pro-  to Master’s Students. At Ohio State University, University
gram as a senior only. The |-year BSW designation of Cincinnati and University of Toledo, Master’s students
refers to the senior program. The 2-year BSW desig- can participate in the UPP program for one or two years.

Created by the Institute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Wetfare Training Program, November 30, 2013
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Ohio University University of Cincinnati
f-year 2-year BSW MSW BSW MSW
Graduates [M1:] 25 % 2 % Graduates 28
[ Gai.ned
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ment
Still em Stilt em-
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Z
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Analyses EE

Sivariate analyses were conducted to test the following
hypotheses:

I. There is a refationship between University and pro-
gram completion.

2. There is a relationship between county of hire and
employment retention.

3. There is a relationship between type of degree
(BSW or M5W) earned and employment retention.

4. There is a relationship between University and em-
ployment retention.

5. There is a relationship between type of program (|
or 2 year) and employment retention.

6. There is a relationship between Student GPA and

employment retention.

Only the hypothesis regarding the relationship between
University and program completion was supported by
this analysis. All other hypotheses could not be accept-

ed, meaning, there was no relationship between any of
the identified variables.

A chi-square test of independence was performed to
examine the relation between University and program
completion. The relation between these variables was
significant, X2 (6, N = 56) = 29.799, p <.0l. This sug-
gests that students attending certain universities were
more likely to complete UPP program requirements.
Further exploration is necessary to determine the rea-
son for this effect. It is Yikely that this effect could be
due to more accurate student tracking at some Univer-
sities.

When examining the percentage of students who are
still employed by degree or program type, it appears
there is a slight difference, this analysis confirms that
there is no difference on retention by degree or pro-

gram type.

vervitis for tha Ohio Child YWelfare Training Program, November 30, 2013
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Agency # of students Agency # of students Agency # of students
Ashtabuta 2 Greene 8 Portage |
Athens 17 Hamilton 24 Preble |
Belmont | Huron 1 Richland 3
Brown 2 Lake 2 Ross I
Butler 13 Logan | Stark 7
Champaign 1 Lucas 16 Summit 24
Clark S Mahoning 12 Trumbull 12
Clermont 2 Marion | Union 2
Cuyahoga 19 Medina 2 Vinton 4
Delaware 5 Miami 1 Warren 3
Erie | Menroe I Wayne 3
Fairfield 3 Montgomery 14 Wood 4
Franklin 43 Muskingum 5 Total 271
Geauga 2 Ottawa 2

Created by the Instinute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2013
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Lawrenoe

. 5 orfewer

County # of Grads County # of Grads County # of Grads
Ashtabula 2 Guernsey I Monroe |
Athens 5 Hamilton 23 Montgomery 6
Butler | Hardin 2 Portage 2
Champaign | Highland I Preble I
Clark 3 Lake | Stark 3
Clermont 2 Lorain 2 Summit 2
Cuyahoga 4 Lucas 6 Trumbull 7
Defiance | Madison I Tuscarawas |
Fairfield 3 Mahoning 3 Union |
Franklin 40 Marion I Vinton |
Geauga 2 Medina | WWarren 2
Greene 4 Mercer | Wayne |
Total !

FESE Bry T TP BTUTE T Humrian serwces for the Ohle Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2043



Data from focus groups, surveys, email and tele-
phone interviews was triangulated to develop an
understanding of UPP operations at all eight Uni-
versities. In general, recruitment, selection, place-
ment, hiring, and course structure varied among the
universities. Common and unique program ele-
ments are outlined below.

Page |1

Key stakeholder perception of the program is
also presented. This includes University staff and
faculty perception of UPP, and faculty and Field
Supervisors’ perception of student preparedness.
In general, UPP directors and non-UPP faculty
have positive perceptions of the UPP. UPP Field
Supervisors often found UPP students to be well-
prepared for hire.

Recruitment of UPP Students

Common recruitment practices:
¢ Al Campus Coordinators visit Sophomore or
Junior Classes to present information about

the UPP

e 7 Campus Coordinators use posters, flyers or
other materials to advertise the program

¢ 5 Campus Coordinators communicate with
non-UPP faculty about UPP

s 5 Campus Coordinators communicate with
students via listservs

Social Work Faculty recognized the following
UPP recruitment activities:

« Campus Coordinators talk to students in all
Social Work classes

s  Information about UPP is provided during pre-
social work courses
Brochures and flyers
UPP information is presented during student
advising

e  UPP information is provided during Social
Work student orientation

s  UPP information is included in Social Work

department websites

Social Work Student program awareness:

o 23% of Non UPP students tock one or more
of the CW courses

Unique recruitment practices:
* | Campus Coordinator hosts a recruit-
ment event

¢ | Campus Coordinator hosts UPP infor-
maticnal meetings

e | Campus Coordinator attends student
orientation

Student Awareness

Job Fair

|

- Case

Stuely Analysis

41% Knew of the UPP

Application Process

Common application activities:

All use the standard UPP application with case
scenarios
All complete interviews with students

Unique application activities:

2 Campus Coordinators use a rubric to score the
applications

| Campus Coordinator has field supervisors score
the applications

| Campus Coordinator does not accept students
with a GPA below 3.5

Students at two universities thought the application
process was competitive

| Campus Coordinator uses an activity during the
interview in which students are asked to describe
their perceptions of pictures of different situations.

Created by the Institute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2013
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Applicant Screening Criteria

GPA (3)

Understanding of Child Wel-
fare (3)

Personal Statement (3)
Experience (2)

Emotional Stability (2)
Sincerity

Maturity

change

Ties to commitment References

Academic Record
Past Job and Volunteer

Strong belief people can

interest in Child Welfare
Family/Personal History

2013 UPP Evaluation

® How students respond to ques-
tions

Long-term traits

Proper Documentation

Proper Grammar

Campus Coordinator Instinct
Diversity

How well the student seems to
fit with Social Work

Common Field Placement Process:

s At all eight Universities, students identify their
top choices
Most students get their first choice
Seven Universities notify students of placement
acceptance immediately

Field Placement Practices

Unique Field Placement Process:

4 Carnpus Coordinators schedule placement in-
terviews

2 Campus Coordinators provide some assistance
with scheduling placement interviews

2 Campus Coordinators require students set up

Field Supervisors reported the following personal or professional benefits to being a field supervisors
Stipend (some agencies compensate Fietd Supervisors with a stipend)

2. Personal professional development
3. Teaching and seeing students grow
4. Having a pool of qualified, trained applicants

Acceptable Field Placement Activities

Common Field Placement Activities:

* Student interns do many activities done by a
paid caseworker

s Caseworkers review and approve documen-
tation and activities

e  All are permitted to have supervised and un-
supervised client contact

e Most students are permitted to view records
and practice entering data into SACWIS.

Unique Field Placement Activities:

Students at 2 Universities identified they carry
their own cases
Students at | University indicated that they could

“follow” cases independently

Common Engagement skills practice activi-

ties:

s Attend home visits

e Lead home visits

s  Observe and conduct interviews

¢ Most have face-to-face and telephone interac-
tions with families

Opportunities to develop skills in engaging

clients in the caseworker relationship:

*  Process a recording of the student engaging a
client with a Field Supervisor

=  Field Supervisor or caseworker practices en-
gagement skills with the student

e  Attend training on engagement

WLTUTE Tor Furnan wer

Engagement Skills Practice

Initial engagement with a family—initiating first
contact, conducting first interviews

Shadowing case workers in the field

Assigned as co-workers on cases, do the primary

work, but always in the presence of an agency
worker

Home visits

Supervision

Client contact via face-to-face, telephone, email
and text messaging

Participate in family team meetings

Conduct interviews

t8a for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2013




Assessment Skills Practice

Common Assessment skills practice activi-

ties:

¢  Observe assessments

e  Most have opportunity to complete assessment in
second semester

¢ Most are able to conduct family and safety assess-
ments with supervision

Unique Assessment skills practice activities:
¢ Students from three Universities thought they
would benefit from more assessment practice

Field Supervisors frequently identified the
following assessment practice opportuni-
ties:

Safety assessments

Shadowing caseworkers

Family assessments

Preparation for case planning

Reunification assessments

Home visits

Common hiring support activities:

+  Students select the agencies at which they are
most interested in working

¢ 7 Campus Coordinators notify students of job
openings

Hiring Process

Unique hiring support activities:

* | Campus Coordinator makes first contact with
hiring agency HR

* 4 Campus Coordinators contact agency HR to iden-
tify openings

s 4 Campus Coordinators require students to con-
duct all steps in the job seeking process

e  Students from 5 Universities have help from Field

Supervisors with the application process

Program Value within the Social Work Department

Program value within the social work
department

*  Highly valued by SW departments
+  Popularity is growing

Non-UPP Faculty Perception

e 94% of Non-UPP faculty surveyed knew about
the UPP

e 89% of Non-UPP faculty surveyed could iden-
tify ways in which the UPP program was pro-
moted

¢ 89% of Non-UPP faculty surveyed had a posi-
tive opinion about the UPP program

Non-UPP faculty identified the following ex-

pectations of the UPP program:

¢ Students develop an understanding of child welfare

¢  Students become advocates for the child welfare
system

e  Students be better prepared for work in the child
welfare system

e Students gain employment at Public Children Ser-
vice Agencies

# 6 Campus Coordinators have weekly communi-
cation with students

® 6 Campus Coordinators have routine communica-
tion with major counties near their University

®  E-mail is a frequent method of communication for
all Campus Coordinators

Communication Practices

¢ Campus Coordinators communicate with field super-
visors most frequently via email; however, they rou-

tinely use face-to-face and telephone contact.

¢ Campus Coordinators communicate with UPP Direc-
tors weekly, monthly or several times a year

fe L
Created by the Institute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Welfare Tralning Program, November 30, 2013




Student Performance

The following reasons were provided for not hiring UPP

students:
¢ No openings

* No opportunity to hire yet because are currently supervising their

first student

2013 UPP Evaluation

e T IO i l..c.u.ulitu.oouooalc\:
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82% of UPP Field Supervisors
believed the UPP interns were
prepared for hire (n=28).
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UPP field supervisors indicated what percentage of UPP students they would hire

12% would have
hired between
75 and 80% of

12 % would have
hired 50% or less
of the UPP stu-
dents they have
supervised

16% would have
hired between
60 and 70% of
the students

they supervised

the UPP stu-
dents they su-
pervised

32% would have
hired between
85 and 90% of
the UPP stu-
dents they su-

pervised

32% would have
hired more than
90% of the UPP
students they
supervised

Field Supervisors frequently identified »  They know SACWIS
the following reasons for hiring UPP s They know CAPMIS
students: e  They don’t need CORE training
®  Writing abilicy »  They understand the “real world” of child welfare
s  Students are ready to “hit the ground run- work
ning” ¢ Field supervisors already know students’ skill level
@ Child Welfare I above, there is no consistency across Universities
i regarding the required readings
S Attendance Polic +  Topics for additional readings include:
y P B
i e Most Universities include attendance in
the final course grade
s 3 Universities will give a student an “F” ¢ Evidence-based prac- ¢ Risk and protective
for missing excessive classes tice factors
= 2 Universities explicitly state that at- ¢  Engagement ¢ Feminist approach to
tendance is mandatory ¢ Domestic Violence child welfare
O Substance Abuse ¢ Attachment and loss
Testing §  Mental Health 0  African American fam-
Universities use a combination of the follow- {0  Child Welfare ilies in therapy
ing testing procedures to evaluate student ¢ Working with adoles- ¢ Cultagrams
knowledge acquisition: cents in foster care 0 Placement experience
* 5 Universities have a final exam ©  Retention of child 0  Racial disproportional-
' * 4 Universities have a midterm exam welfare workers ity
@ s 2 Universities use 2-3 quizzes through- 0 Sexual abuse ¢  Ethics
out t!me cr..mrse . 0 Neglect ¢ Family policy
w s | University requires weekly quizzes 0  Maternal support ¢  Gay and lesbian youth
3 ¢ Adolescent sex of- ¢ Interviewing
Course Reading Requirements fenders ¢ AIDS
5 * Al Universities require the Field Guide 0 Risk assessment ¢ Cultural competence
to Child Welfare ¢  Abuse and neglect ¢ Intake and assessment
7 Universities require additional readings faualities 0  Concurrent planning
2 Universities require the same addition- ¢ Stress and coping ¢ Motivational inter-

al readings
Qutside of the 2 Universities identified

S

model of child mal-
treatment

viewing

Ces for the Ohio Child Wetfare Training Program, November 30, 2013




Child Welfare I Assignments

5 Universities require students to complete a case
assessment of some type

2 Universities require students to participate in 2
debate and write a paper on debate

Unique assignments:

¢ Values paper

¢ Discussion board posts

<

Pre-service training & reflection paper on
working with families

Culture presentation

Historical society paper

Case plan

Interview of child welfare worker and paper
Movie reflection on ethics

L=aR -t e e e ]

L ]

Attendance Policy

Maost Universities include attendance in the final
course grade

4 Universities will give a student an “F" for missing
excessive classes

2 Universities explicitly state that attendance is
mandatory

Testing

With the exception of one University that only gives a
final exam, Universities use a combination of the fol-
lowing testing procedures to evaluate student
knowledge acquisition:

SUniversities have a final exam

3 Universities have a midterm exam

2 Universities test on child development and a test
on separation and placement

2 Universities use 2-3 quizzes throughout the
course

| University uses weekly quizzes

Course Reading Requirements

All Universities require the Field Guide to Child

Welfare

All Universities require additional readings

3 Universities require very similar additional read-

ings- these include:

¢ Bolby (1970) readings on Attachment, Separa-
tion and Loss

Child Welfare IT

¢  Fahlberg {1969) readings on Attachment, Sepa-
ration and Placement

2 Universities require the following additional read-

ings:

¢ Dave Pelzer series

0 Anwwone Fisher

Qutside of the two Universities identified above,

there is no consistency across Universities of the

required readings

Topics for additional readings include:

Developmental disabilities

Attachment

Mult-systems approach

Trauma

Child welfare staff retention

Re-entry in child welfare

Children of color

Foster care adjustment

Visitation

Siblings and out-of-home placement

importance of biological families

Kinship care

Child development

Permanency planning

Foster care system

=2+ I e+ e BRIl R+ I+ 3" =]

Child Welfare I1 Assignments

3 Universities use a life book assignment

2 Universities use a research paper on child abuse
and neglect and developmental disabilities
Additional assignments required by one Universicy
Paper on secondary traumatic stress

Safety Assessment

Family Assessment

Resource Guide & Presentation

Discussion board posts

Case application briefs

Research term paper

Case scenario

Paper and oral presentation (topic unspecified)

Created by the Institute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Welfare Tralning Program, November 30, 2013



For each focus group topic, the author has sum-
marized the common points and responses
made by a majority of the students under the
caption of “Trends”. This term indicates a
summary of the ideas or positions of a majority
of the focus group participants across the state.

In each section, the author also provides an
“Analysis” comment. Generally, the author

2013 UPP Evaluation

intends for these comments to clarify or provide
additional information to add context to the
*“Trends” listing. The “Analysis” sections may also
reflect the opinicn of the author.

Actual quotations from focus group participants are
utilized throughout the report. Generally, these
quotes express a point or opinicn held by a large
number of students, or provide a perspective or
suggestion worthy of note.

Admittance to the UPP

Referred By

Screening/Application Process*®

Professor CCPDireCt or Class UPP Student Interviews Application Form
resentation
15 25% 38 63% 15% 93 93% 60 100%
n=60

* All students who completed an interview also completed an application. All program participants complet-

ed an application.

Trends

Recruitment/Referral

® Recruitment activities carried out by
Campus Coordinators continue to be
the key factor in attracting students to
UPP,

e  Many students hear about the program
from other professors or from materials
the Campus Coordinators have pre-
pared for general use. (| heard about
UPP at the University Orientation.”)

Application/Interview Process

e All focus group participants recalled
completing a written application form as
part of the admission process for UPP.

* Al but four respondents recalled com-
pleting an interview in addition to their
application.

n=60
* Participants may cite more than one reason

e Almost all students recall that the written applica-
tion process included an application form, an es-
say and completing a case scenario exercise.

e At five of the eight Universities, the students indi-
cated that the application process was
“competitive”.

¢ “When | learned about UPP | kept it to myself so
others would not apply.”

Analysis

e The universal use of a standard application form
was noted at the eight Universities.

* Respondents at the majority of Universities saw
the application process as competitive during the
past school year. This rating of “competitive” (or
not) tends to fluctuate from year to year. it is
likely related to the number of students who are
applying for UPP, rather than any drastic changes
in approach by the Campus Coordinators.

Reason for enrolling in the UPP

serndes for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2013




Trends

Analysis

Though the opportunity for employ- .
ment was a significant motivation, over
50% of the students in this cohort

came to the program with an existing
interest in a child welfare career.

A pertinent student comment: "l

wanted to work with children. The .
money was an incentive and | liked that

you had the opportunity to get hired.”

“l wanted to

Students coming into UPP with an ex-
isting interest in child welfare appear to
be a strong trend. For the past five
years, a majority of focus group partici-
pants have listed this factor as a prima-
ry reason for enrolling in the program.
Approximately 20% of UPP participants
continue to be “attracted” to child
welfare by contact with the Campus

work with
children. The

money was
incentive and |

liked that you

Coordinator. (| was not sure about

Children Services, but taliking with
sparked my interest.”)

had the
opportunity to

Child Welfare Courses
General opinion of course:

Trends

Students at all eight Universities viewed the Child
Welfare | and Child Welfare Il courses positively.
Students appreciate the strong focus on relevant
child welfare topics and the use of “real life” exam-
ples, including involvement in “role play”.

Typically, the courses are not seen as “difficuit”, but
as more “practical” than other social work courses.
(“The class work is more real life. | remember in-
formation more than from other classes.”)
Generally, the students appreciated hearing Instruc-
tors draw on their personal experiences in present-
ing information (“Applying the work is the key").
Students from two schools mentioned that some of
the material in CW |l is “repetitive” of topics cov-
ered in other social work courses.

get hired.”

The “Field Guide to Child Welfare” four (4) vol-
ume text was also generally viewed as informative
and “useful”. ("l saw the books on the shelves at
the Agency. | will keep my books.”)

Analysis

The comments of these respondents reflect the
continued popularity of the courses. Across the
state, these classes are seen as valuable learning
experiences.

These UPP students represent a population of
learners who value “role play” as a learning tool.
The most appreciated Instructors are those who
blend this technique into their teaching, or at min-
imum, ask “What would you do as the casework-
er!” after presenting a “real life” child welfare
scenario,

Specific classroom lessons that directly relate to field placement work

Trends

Focus Group respondents mentioned approximately

23 different lesson topics that directly related to

field work. The most frequently mentioned were:

¢ Techniques for identifying child abuse and ne-
glect;

¢ Assessment skills (including case planning);

¢ Client engagement skills (including interview-
ing);

¢ Stages of child development.

Also mentioned as significant:

¢  Points to consider in making placement deci-
sions;

0 The basics of good casework techniques;
¢ How to identify available community support
services.

Analysis

Each year, students generally identify the same key
lessons in their coursework.

This consistency from year-to-year indicates that
there is likely a basic level of continuity among the
UPP Instructors across Ohio in teaching these
courses.

Created by the Institute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, Neovember 30, 2013
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Suggestions to improve integration of courses with field placement experience:

Trends e  Students at two Universities suggest that it would be
¢ Students suggest that even more role play type better for students to take both courses before the
activities would be appreciated. (“More interac- internship begins.

tive activities in class and less PowerPoints.");
e More exposure and attention to the details of Analysis

' SACWIS and CAPM.IS: ) e The students strongly desire opportunities to prac-
*  The text books are in need of updating; tice casework skills in response to the “real life” sce-

narios.

Role of ihe Field Instructor)gupervisor

[ (The PCSA Administrator who supervises the UPP Intern)

Intern selection process and assignment to Field Instructor/Supervisor

Trends “Adoption/Foster Care Supervisor”, “Lead Training
e Depending on the University, students may list Supervisor™). Other students were assigned to Field
a minimum of three and as many as four Public Instructors who carried various titles (eg, “QA
Children Service Agencies (PCSA) as placement Supervisor”, “Agency Director”, “Intake Casework-
options. er”).
* Almost 85% of focus group participants were
successfully placed at their top choice field Analysis
placement agency. ¢ Campus Coordinators played a key role in ensuring
e Students at six of the eight Universities found that most students were placed at their top choice
the interview process for an internship position agency option.
to be “competitive” and “tense”. (| had my o Developing placement slots for UPP and managing
| game face on.”) the delicate process of matching interns with agen-
e Approximately 70% of the students were as- cies is probably the greatest challenge faced by the
signed to a line level unit supervisor for field Campus Coordinator.
instruction. Though most of these were e  Success at this task involves a combination of com-
“Intake” or “Ongoing” Supervisors, some spe- munication skills, the ability to assess the strengths
cialty area supervisors were also assigned stu- and weaknesses of interns in promoting a field
dents (eg., “Assessment  Supervisor”, placement match and establishing a good system for

i collaboration between University and Agency.

Completion of the Learning Contract

|  Trends o  Students at five Universities reported that the pro-

e  All University Schocls of Social Work require stu- cess of completing the Learning Contract went
dents to complete a standardized “learning con- relatively smoothly with assistance from Field Su-
tract” regardless of their field placement arrange- pervisors and Campus Coordinators. (“She made it
ment. simple.”)

s  Field Supervisors assisted UPP interns in the com- *  Respondents from three Universities tended to
pletion of this document, often with assistance find the process “confusing”. (*l hate it. It asks
from the Campus Coordinator. what | need to learn when ! don’t know what |

+  Swudents at all eight Universities reported being don’t know.”)
familiar with the “UPP Field Practicum Manual” and
most found this to be a useful tool in completing Analysis
the Learning Contract ("It was helpful”). »  Progress is being made in making the Learning

s Students at only three schools reported familiarity Contract process a more positive experience, as
with the document “Key Field Experience Activities reported this year at the majority of UPP schools.
for UPP Interns: A Guideline”. (This is a resource » Renewed attention to the use of available resource

_ document developed in 201 | by a multi-disciplinary tools (i.e., the “Manual” and the “Guideline’) might
i work group, intended to bring more uniformity to also help in this regard.

the UPP internship experience).

————

for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2013




Trends

Almost all interns reported having a positive experi-
ence with their Field Supervisors, indicating that
they benefited from “good relationships™ and
“broad exposure™ to the agency. (“My Field Super-
visor wanted me to get what | needed out of the
field experience and she followed through.”)

Also, students at six universities noted deliberate
attention te linking field experiences to course
work.

There was a mixed report on how well Field Super-
visors “organized the internship”. At four schools
the reports were positive (“There was a system in
place”). Students at the other Universities reported
less attention to organization. (The Field Supervisor
was “helpful but unstructured”).

Only approximately five focus group respondents
reported a poor experience with their Field Super-
visor. Typically this was due to the lack of Supervi-
sor availability. {"] was my own supervisor. | had to

Role of Field Instructor/Supervisor in organizing internship and linking course to field work

arrange things to do and had no exposure to oth-
er units.”)

It was generally reported that “shadowing” expe-
riences went well. Several students reported that
they were assigned to “caseworker mentors” and
that this technique worked well.

Analysis

A strong Intern-Field Supervisor relationship is
the key to a successful placement. It is apparent
that a large majority of UPP students had a posi-
tive experience in this regard.

There continues to be a need to bolster the
“organization” of the Field experience component.
Maore widespread use of the “Key Field Experi-
ence Activities for UPP Interns: A Guideline” as a
resource tocl should help in meeting that objec-
tive,

“My Field Supervisor wanted me to get what I needed out of
the field experience and she followed through.”

_-"'-'-'-F

Students’ suggestions for Field Instructors/Supervisors

Trends

The only common “trends” noted were the im-

portance of having some “structure” for the intern-

ship and the value of utilizing “caseworker men-

tors”. One respondent even implied that the use of

mentors could enhance “organization”. ("Assign a

caseworker at start to work with intern for organi-

zation purposes.”)

However, several individual focus group respond-

ents offered unique, specific suggestions for Field

Supervisors. For example:

& “Let interns know up front what they are al-
lowed to do.”

¢ “More coordination” (with others involved in
UPP).

¢ “Have an interest in teaching.”

¢ “Orient the unit about UPP."
¢ “More shadowing with a wider variety of
caseworkers.”

Analysis

These are constructive suggestions that are wor-
thy of attention.

Campus Coordinators regularly schedule orienta-
tion and training for PCSA, Field Supervisors, but
attendance is irregular. If Field Supervisors attend
training more regularly, additional consistency
could be possible during the field placement expe-
rience.

Created by the Institute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2013
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Field Placement Experience

General thoughts on field experience (impressions, reactions)
Trends

When asked to describe the internship experience ina
word or a phrase, students used approximately 35
different adjectives or phrases in response. The two
sentiments that were expressed most frequently about
the internship:

It was an “eye-opening” educational experience. {“All
encompassing;” I learned a lot.”)

At the same time, the respondents rated this
“challenging” learning experience as “exciting”,
“enlightening”, and “amazing”.

Almost all comments were positive (e.g, “valuable’™ en-
riching™), but there were about three negative replies (e.g.,
“awkward;” “not helpful”).

*  When asked who (by title} had the greatest positive influ-
ence on their internship, the Field Supervisors tallied the
most votes by far. It was also noted that agency case-
workers provided a positive influence.

Analysis

These very positive “general thoughts” on the field experi-
ence provide a good indicator of the students’ general
satisfaction with UPP.

The most valuable or dramatic learning experiences in the field placement

Trends

The respondents in these focus groups described
having been involved in over 38 distinct child wel-
fare activities that they found to be “most valuable”.
These ranged from “finding beds for a family” to
seeing a teen at Juvenile court “locked in shackles”.
The most frequently mentioned valued learning
experiences were:

Involvement in child removals/placements;
Observing team meetings;

« Direct client contacts (e.g., “Going on an initial investiga-
tion with a caseworker”).

Analysis

®  Most students seek a degree of independent activity or, at

minimum, the opportunity to “practice” casework func-
tions while being observed (e.g. *dealing with resistant
clients, which is out of my comfort zone").

A number of interns noted that their field experiences
affirmed their choice of child welfare career. (“| helped on
a reunification and realized that this is what | wanted w
do.”)

Students’ suggestions to make field experience more meaningful

Trends

Suggestions were made covering more than fifteen
distinct areas. Several suggestions reflect the following
common themes:

¢ Allow interns to follow a case from start to finish.
¢ Clarify policies regarding allowing interns to have

direct involvement in cases.
¢ Review the time allotted for the field experience.

{“Two days a week is not enough.”)

Other suggestions:

¢ Have Supervisors make better use of the UPP
Handbook.

¢ Require Field Supervisors to be unit supervisors,
not managers.

¢ Do not require UPP students to take the Univer-
sity’s general field seminar, it is repetitive.

¢  Provide general orientation to the agency.

¢ Complete Child Welfare courses prior to com-
pleting the internship.

0 Have interns visit other counties (e.g., arrange to
visit both large and small counties).

0 Provide broader exposure to the whole agency.

¢ Establish uniformity of placement activities across
county agencies.

0 Provide early training on SACWIS.

¢ Address the issue of needing a client release form

for intern involvement.

Analysis

Following of a case from intake to service in ongoing
(including child placements and court action, if applica-
ble) has emerged as a top suggestion of interns over the
past three years. The logistics of making this arrange-
ment during the term of an internship might be chal-
lenging, but this option should be explored by the PCSA

with the support of the Campus Coordinator.

e  The concept of expanding the duration of the field

placement or adjusting the schedule was frequently
mentioned by this group. (“Might be better to have all
class one half and then be an intern almost full time for
15 weeks.”) University administrators would likely need
to be involved in review of these types of options.
Several respondents also noted the need for more clari-
ty and “uniformity” in UPP policy regarding direct client
contacts by interns.

e  The utilization of the “Key Field Experience Activities

for UPP Interns: A Guideline” could benefit students
and Field Supervisors and would serve to promote
more consistency in the UPP internship experience
statewide.

Additionally, interns are looking for three basic compo-
nents for a meaningful field experience: some struc-
ture; broad exposure to all agency departments; and

strong and consistent supervision,

L for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program, November 30, 2013
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Opinions on the Statewide Nature of the UPP

UPP has been designed to provide employment
opportunities at Public Children Services Agen-
cies {PCSA) across Ohio. Students were asked if
they intended to take advantage of that feature of
the program.

Only in _ocal Re-
5 4%
n=

Student Comments
e “Having the opportunity to move is

Open to seeking PCSA employment

“UPP benefits the
agencies. We are
more focused on
wanting to learn
about child
welfare than the
average social
work student.”

good, but | have family ties.” Analysis

¢ “Some small counties pay very little, |  *
could not pay my bills.”

o (I am open to maving)..."there is a
need to reinforce the state wideness
point with the county agencies.”

“I'm very mobile.” *
“Counties should move more quickly

to allow UPP students to apply. They

lose students.”

Will seek Aspire to | Interest in
PCSA case- Supervi- a MSw

work job sion degree

57 95% | 39 % 54 920%
n=
“UPP is awesome.
= Keep it going B
forever.”
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Probably understandably, students
tend to focus their initial job search
efforts to their region. Also, a signifi-
cant number are “tied” to their local
area by way of personal commitments.
However, it is significant that over 50%
of UPP students are open to exploring
PCSA jobs across Ohio.

Planning for a Child Welfare Career

Trends

Concluding comments were very posi-
tive:

¢ “lintend to get an MSW and go
into supervision in child welfare.”

0 “UPP is awesome. Keep it going
forever.”

0 “The experience of UPP is so bene-
ficial that the money payment is
just the cherry on the ice cream.”

4 “We feel special in UPP. Everyone
else is going crazy in their field
placements.”

¢ “UPP benefits the agencies. We are
more focused on wanting to learn
about child welfare than the aver-

age social work student.”

Analysis

.

98% of these UPP participants intend
to enter the child welfare field. This is

a good indicator of program success.
A significant interest in obtaining an

MSW degree and aspiring to eventual-
ly become a supervisor is also noted.




Trends
»  According to students, the most often mentioned
benefits of the seminar are:

&  Receiving feedback on field experiences and
having the Campus Coordinator lead discus-
sions to “link” class work and field work.

{  Receiving emotional support and discussing
“self-care” issues

#  Obtaining information about the job market
and how to prepare for employment interviews

¢ In general, students expressed positive opinions
about the seminar experience.

Trends
e Students expressed positive perceptions of Campus
Coordinators. They reported Campus Coordina-
tors assisted students as follows:
¢ Readily available for support and information
{“Goes out of her way to help you™);
¢ Diligent about making visits to the field place-
ment site and advocating for the intern as ap-
propriate. (Asks “YWhat is the student doing
good and what ¢an she work on?”);

Role of the Campus Coordinator

An
[ ]

Benefits of group seminar with Campus Coordinator

alysis

Campus Coordinators at five Universities conduct
seminars exclusively with UPP students.

At the other three schools, UPP students attend a
seminar with a mix of social work students who
have varying areas of concentration. This seminar
may or may not be conducted by the Campus
Coordinator.

For the most part, the student respondents
seemed satisfied with the seminar arrangement
they happen to have at their school and do not
seek to have an alternative format.

How does the Campus Coordinator assist students

¢  Gives regular attention to linking class lessons
to field experiences;

{  Also, students at all eight schools indicated
that they had a “good understanding” of the
UPP Agreement as exphined by the Campus
Coordinator.

Analysis

Campus Coordinators show a deep commitment
to their students and to UPP. The students recog-
nize this commitment when they see it. (“She
wants us to stretch and grow.™)

chcshnsssssdsnsaanhy

(The Campus Coordinator] “Goes out of her way to help you.”

“He creates a positive environment.”

.
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Trends

¢ Students suggested that UPP could recruit more stu-
dents if prospects were approached earlier and cur-
rent UPP students were involved in the process.

e “Start talking to potential UPP students at freshman

or sophomore year for them to better understand

the program.”

Suggestions for Campus Coordinator to improve the UPP experience

Analysis

The general comments from these focus group
respondents reflect a high degree of satisfaction
with the Campus Coordinators. (“He creates a
positive environment.”)
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