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Forward by Dr. Thomas A. Bryer
Instructor, PAD 6825, CrossSectoral Governance
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The University of Central Florida is a partnership institution. President Johhaditt
emphasized the central place of the university in our CentratlBlodmmunity. This imperative
exists at all levels of theniversity. College of Health arféublic Affairs(COHPA) Dean
Michael Frumkin urges faculty to integrate research and teaching with community need; he
demonstrates such acts through his own workhWICOHPA Dr. Nancy Ellis directs the
Center for Community Partnersh@psn office that strives to broker relationships between
community leaders in government, nonprofit, and private agencies, and the expert faculty within
the College. ItisthroughDE | | i s6 initiative that | ed me to
Cabinet in 2007.

The Department of Publicdininistration also maintains se@ter that provides
partnership opportunities with communigaders and institutiont/nder the leadership of
depatment chair, Dr. May Ann Feldheim, and é€nhter director, Dr. Naim Kapucu, the Center for
Public and Nonprofit Managementorks to conduct relevant research that meets thevadd
needs of nonprofit and government agencies. The Center boasts theotdlentt he depar t me
nationally and internationally accomplished faculty.

This report is the compilation of thirteen weeks of hard work by twiwgygraduate
students enrolled in the DeusaanttieerosSecmbl Publ i c
Governance. Unlike previous iterations of the course, which | helped originate at the University
of Southern California in 2005, this summer, | have taught the course as a service learning
course. The Orange County Chantbehhaace éosrdirateomm i n et
across chileserving agencies in the county, a means-ocas their attention collectively on
prevention rather than treatment, and a desire to reduce service duplication as well as service
gaps in meeting the needs of childia the county. My students were going to learn theoretical
and practical tools needed to successfully engage in networking and collaboration across
government, nonprofit, and private secté& thus had an opportunity to help meet a
community need usintipe intellect and passion of our student body.

The sections of this report that follow are all written by my students. | have served as
editorial advisor and facilitator of the writing process. All words, ideas, and, importantly,
recommendations are o@d by members of the class. For thirteen weeks | had the honor of
standing in front of the twentfjve students whose names are affixed to this report. | endorse
their conclusions. They are the fruit of hundreds of combined hours of work; recommendations
are grounded in the data they collected and are consistent with the rtostaip theoretical
developments in crossector collaboration and networking.

Thank you for your interest. | look forward to the potential for future partnership, through
servie learning, research, consultation, or advisement. For the children in our community, our
partnerships must be successful.



Executive Summary

Dr. Thomas Bryer, Department of Public Administration, University of Central Florida,
taught agraduate classnitled CrossSectoral Governanda Summer 2009The class provide
students with the theoretical and practical tools needed to successfully engage in networking and
collaboration across government, nonprofit, and private sectors. Among the topics covered
during the courseverenetwork development and evaluation, conflict management, consensus
building, and public participation.

The course wakaught as a service learning coynseaning students both developed
knowledge of theory and applied that themryurtherance of a community godlhe clasof
twenty-five studentsvorked for thirteen weekwith the Orange County Children's Cabinet and
the larger chileserving community in Orange County, Florida. The Cabinet was in search of a
plan to enhance codraition across childerving agencies in the county, a means-focas
their attention collectively on prevention rather than treatment, and a desire to reduce service
duplication as well as service gaps in meeting the needs of children in the Guudénts in the
class sought to apply their skills and knowledge to address these objectives.

This report is divided into eight primary sections. First, a review of literature on
collaboration and networking in child serving agencies is presentedieligsy grounds the
work of this class in a selection of academic literature. Overall, the review identifies some
positive examples from around the country in developing effective networks across child serving
agencies but also identifies drawbacks andlehgés that need to be overcome.

Second, a review of current practices in Florida is offered. In this section, the authors
describe the strengths, weaknesses, and challenges associatedwmithdels ofchild serving
agency coordination and collaboratiq1)Chi | dr ends Ad3)Ofltialcdr €redd er s,
Cabinets(3)Chi | dr en 6 s Sand(4)Judieal ChauitiCoortiLéad Agencies

Third, data are presented from a survey of child serving agencies in Orange County.
These data offer a glimpsethe diversity of agencies and complexity of needs and barriers
faced by the agencies. The survey was designed and administered by the Survey Mapping
Commi ttee of the Orange County Childrends Cab

In the next seeral sections, interview data are analyzed to report on several facets of
network development. A total of 62 interviews were conducted with officials in the nonprofit
sector, private sector, public/governmental sector, and in the faith community. Tleegeunt
data were uses to address the following issues.

First, interview respondents reported on who they would like to see become part of a
network, paying particular attention to the strengths of each potential network member. Second,
respondents consided what kinds of relationships they would like to have with other agencies
in the community. Here, there was consensus that agencies in the child serving community
needed to enhance their information sharing capacity and ability. Respondents alsoezbnsider
the prospects of sharing resources, jointly producing services, and pursuing a policy agenda with



state and local elected officials. The first two considerations were deemed too complex for the
shortterm, but longterm, they may be viable purposes toue.

Third, respondents considered their preferences for how they would a network, such as an
information sharing network, to be governed and managed. They examined a variety of options,
including the use of a lead agency that would be a member oétilverk and would be the
primary mover to ensure network objectives are met. Respondents were mixed in their
assessment of this governance structure, on one hand appreciating the efficiency that might be
possible, but worried aboptacing too little emphas on consensus and dialogue among
members of the larger community. Alternativerespondents considered a ggiiverned
network, but this idea was largely dismissed as resulting in the network adrift. Third, they
considered the use of a neutral, thirdtpaetwork administrative organization. This option was
attractive for some, given the {nmased perspective the organization would bring to the table, but
there was concern that the network would lack direction, focus, and efficiency.

These different iterests and perspectives led to a set of recommendations for the future
of the child serving community in Orange County. In the final section, a set ofteimart
intermediateerm, and longerm recommendations are proposed, along with a set of
consideréions, challenges, and action steps. The final core recommendation calls for the
development of an information sharing network, per the feedback received from the interviews.
The challenge was identifying a governance structure for the network that wsule éoth
positive momentum to accomplish objectives of the community while also ensuring optimal buy
in and participation from the larger community, including all sectors and the faith community.

To that end, a hybrid governance structure is recomngefi@eencourage brodmhsed
participation across sectors, sgtiverned suitommittees would serve as the base and heart of
the network. These sutbmmittees woulde formed according to serviaeeeas, such as basic
needs, dependency, delinquency, andsitem to independent living. Two additional sub
committees would be established for the faith community and the law enforcement/judicial
community. Each subommittee would appoint a single member to represent its interests on a
steering committee. Thismmittee would serve as a lead agency by consensus. In addition to
the subcommittee members, five additional members would be drawn from agencies identified
in the analysis as central actors in the existing network: (1) Department of Children and Families
(2) Orange County School District, (3) Family Services of Metro Orlanddj€djt of Florida
United Way, and (5) Orange County Health Department.

To ensure the steering committee can focus on visioning and direction setting, and to not
be bogged dowhrokering communication and information sharing across sectors or service
areas, it is recommended that a network administrative organization be appointed. This entity
would serve as facilitator, convener, information keeper, database manager, andrperbaps
depending on the direction from the steering committee. Last, and also subject to the direction of
the steering committee, would be an advocacy committee. This committee would form to pursue
the policy objectives expressed in the interviews.

Overal, this recommended governance structure aligns with the interests and goals
expressed by interview respondents, while also recognizing the existing relationships in place. It



builds on what exists, and looks to the future for what is possible. Ultimttelpetwork can
evolve, once trust develops and relationships prove sustainable, into a joint service delivery
networl® a true collaborative partnership across sectors and service areas.
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Literature Review of Collaboration and
Networking in Child Serving Agencies

Introduction

Child-serving networks encompass services such as mental illness, education, foster care,
and nutrition for children of various communities. The objective of this literature review is to
highlight thebenefits and the challenges that have arisen from using collaborative networks for
the childserving community. There are many factors that can contribute to the success of
network collaboration, but there are also quite a few that can hinder the pafgsaeshk a
partnership. First, we look at the history of collaborative networks and their role irsehiidg
communities. Next, we examine the importance of ebéld/ing networks. Third, we focus on
the organizational and structural determinantsuatessful collaboration with an emphasis on
partnership selection, interdependence, structural variation, trust and respectasekiet
contracting, and accountability. Through these various topics, we can see how beneficial
network collaboration canetfor the childserving communities.

History

Theconcept of integrated services traces back as eattya970s TheDepartment of
Health, Education, and Welfare began to fund the service provision of health care through
neighborhood centerg/ith aview to reducing fragmentation and segregation inherent in highly
specializel programs. Over the years, people have come to realize the advantages of
integrated approado service provision in child welfardmong these reasons are the following:
(1) allows for the ease of entry and flexibility both inside and between individual care systems
(2) provides comprehensive and highality serviceswhich are sufficient to theeeds of
children and familiesand(3) the service system is organized for broader accountability, not only
responsible to funders but also to children, families and the neighborhood and community where
they live (lllback, 1994). AdditionallyThe Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), promised tansformwelfare ands perhaps one of the most
dramatic change$at encouragstates to contract with fgrofit firms to provide welfare
services. Advocates of privatization claimed tligivate sector efficiencwould offer poor
families better Bias&MayramMdody,r200618%.s moneyo (

According to Dias and Maynafdoody (2006), government agencies have been using
contracting as a form of privatization since the1960s. Under these corntoattactedcase
managers are required to deliver services while their managers are required to place clients
quickly and inexpensively in jobs. This is something often met with conflict between supgrvisor
and case workerAustin (2003) notes during the viese reform period in the hited States
(1996 to 200} the focus has been on reducing case loads but little attention was given to helping
organizations make changes to social services delivery.



Importance of Child Serving Networks

Integration of matal health, child welfare education, substance abuse treatment, and
other juvenile justice systems is vital to help deal with adolescent behavioral issues (Howell,
Kelly, Palmer & Mangum2004). Howell et al.(2004)s uggest MAshort term int
targeting a specific problem are not | ikely 't
services delivered for an extended time are needed to achieve positive ootnrhéd) This
showcases the neéat collaborative services to help tacklerious childserving issuewith
which communities are dealing. Since youth problems and issuetotbednultifaceted rather
than singularthe need foa collaborative networlteaturingmultiple agencieghat deal with a
comprehensive variety of isstig important sahatchildren will not fall through the cracks of
fragmented systems (Howell et al., 2004).

Unfortunately, the youth serviséeld is scattered with many failed collaborative
initiatives in which the challenges have made agencies@ashizations uneagboutadopting
this approach. There needs to be a creation of a network infrastructusitttaincludes
planning, funding, developing, integrating, and delivering of esessoral services to the
community to make certain the in@tiuals who need the services will not be limited to access
(Howell et al, 2004). An example of this is exemplified in the following statement:

Family Treatment Court (FTC) is designed to serve individuals who have a

neglect case against them with amtdial allegation®f alcohol or substance

a b u sAs éf February 2007, there was at least one operational or actively

planning FTC in almost every county in New York State. Currently, there are 171
operational and an additional 25 FTCs being planned attresdate involving

7,324 active participants. Since the FT
successfully completed the programe(v York StateOffice of Children and

Family Services, 2007, p. 19).

Resultsshowedthatparticipants were more likelp enter treatment, enter treatment more
quickly, and complete treatmembder the FTC systenChildren of participants spent fewer days
in outof-home placements and were more likely todamitedwith their parents.

A key service provesuccessful in Milwaukee and Indianapolis is a wraparound model
of service deliveryhat canbines juvenile justice, mental health, child welfare, and other factors
targetng youth and familiesfowell et al, 2004). Wraparound highlights the importance of
service planning and delivery in which fAparen
services, integration of services and delivery systems, flexibility in the funding and providing of
services, and individualized, strengthesed familyand commuity-centered, culturally
competent servicegHowell et al, 2004 p. 152).

Ultimately, Howell et al (2004) suggesineed fothe developmentf coordinated efforts
anda comprehensive strategy made by the public and private sectors to wogaevittherto
deliverthe services thatre needed by children and familieBhe comprehensive strateigy
comprisedf:



1. Strengthening and focusim the family, which holds the prime responsibility
to teach morals and valuas well agprovide guidanceral support tats children

2. Supportingagencies and organizations such as schools, the community, and
religious institutions in developing and nurturing yquth

3. Promotingyouth delinquency prevention as the best approach on tackling the
issue of juveite delinquency

4. Interveningas soon as possibkhen delinquency occute help prevent any
future incidents and to prevent fitsine offenders from becomingpeat

offenders

Communities must work witbneanother to focus on an assessment of atgnpial risk factors
involving youth delinquency and target this issue with prevention and early intervention
programs (Howell et al., 2004) The integration of services for children and familiegital to
help with this approach.

Organizational and Sructural Components ofCollaboration

As network plays a significant role in child welfare services, the appropriate design of a
network and its structural form are critical for child welfare networks to succeed. Network
managers need to understand howhoose and @svarious forms of collaborativeetworks,
and have a clear knowledge on the controlling fadtatnfluence the success and viability of
their networks.

Partnership Selection

Network collaboration can be influenced based on partthects® andvarious
associated factor&raddy and Chen (2006) investigate partner selection factors with the Family
Preservation Program in Los Angeles, which is a network of a public leadyaaysth 30+
nonprofit agencieslhe researchers founke pariner selection was based on meeting
programmatic need and was positively associated eullaborative effectivenesBy doing so,
they increased their int@rganizational relationships, coordination of serviees|
communication. Additionally, they found

Partners selected because of a shared vision have the expected positive impaet on inter
organizational relationships and on organizational development. Such partners appear to
reduce transaction costs and thus improve the operation of the partnasséymected.

The impact of successful past collaborations, however, was not as expected. These
partners had a negative impact on irgeganizational relationships. Perhaps multiple
collaborations with the same partner raise concerns about dependerdnyy(&mnd Chen,

2006 p.17).

Someof the advantages outlined for using commubigged networks as social providers are
private sector efficiencgnddecentralzed service deliverylhe costs to the public agency are
high if it has to monitor and manage Itiple partnershipsso most of them contract out that
responsibility toalead organizationGraddy and Chen (200&)so note that many public



agencies have mandated network development plans as part of their Request for Proposal
process.

With regard toorganizational size, large organizations have greater financial and human
resources and are better able to absorb costs of developing and sustaining partnerships. It is
therefore expected they will have sufficient budgets to support development ofciveffe
network. Sma#rorganizations will need to form partnerships since they lack resources to meet
contractual requirement8lso, how dependent an organization is on resouacestheimetwork
experience will influencéheability and willingness téorm partnerships. Organizations often
times form partnershipsased on previousorking relationshipgGraddy and Chen, 20Q06)

Organizational constraints such as technological, political and cognitive limits affect
some organizations. Establishing alltas will help these organizations have access to new
technologies and new markets. Further, clients in social services have diverse ethnicities and
multiple problems and few organizations can meet them all, so these services are often referred
outto anoher organization.

Interdependence

Foracoordinated and collaborative service system in child welfare to succeed, there are
some structural factors to be taken into consideration. The efficacy of collaborative network
necessitates a high level of interagency coordination. Rivard and Morr2G@8) dentify the
underlying determinants contributing to effective and sustainable coordination of interagency
activities inachild services system as the initial impetus wanes. They hold better coordination is
associated with greater resource exchangka higher level of interdependency, and also a
stronger feeling held by participamto can influence the decision and policy formulation in the
network. The greater interdependency exists in-otganization relationships, suchtasough
sharing fhancial resourceshe more the partners feel they can influence the policy and programs
in the networkRivard and Morrissetherefore suggest network managers shpalgsufficient
attention to deliberately fosiag interdependency in collaborative mésjeand pfacemore
emphasis on the ways through which the goals and missions of individual agencies are facilitated
by partners in the netwarKhisis vital to empoweng participating agencies to determine the
course of actions in designing policies gmdgrams at the network level. This means the
network decision making should be based on consensus building and < londay
stakeholders as possible.

Structural Variation

Some scholars advocate a commuhigged partnership model for child services.
Waldfogel (1998) suggests the commutbgsed paradigm is a more viable approach to
providing child protection service (CPS) system. To build on the criticdétie conventional
CPS system, he brings in the partnership model of CPS in which publicggR8es share the
task of child protection with a wider range of partners in the community such as churches, public
hospitals, child care providers, housing managers, extended family members as wellassie
and the like. Put simplysome lowrisk cass can be left to the assistance from community or
neighborhood. The author suggests the operation of comrhasgd partnership for child



protection, when public CPS agencies and their partners work as dhegogn tap the synergy
derived from crossgency service planningink to communityhelpers, and differentiate
responses respectively from CPS agencies and community Welafogel (1998) also suggests
this helpsestablish a set of more appropriate services which ensure the aggressive actions to
rescue children at high risk without unnecessarily coercive intervention withdkwamilies.

Other scholars, however, favapublic-private model othechild services system.
Lewandowski and GlenMaye (2002) condrdtesearch om public-private malel of
collaborative, teantased efforts to deliver child welfare servicésey focused oatructural
norns of collaborative teams in child welfare servidtese am member s6 perceptio
collaborative processes and family participation in team progess®the structural barriers to
team effectiveness. They firfidst that collaborative teams are represente¢irbg downward
ranking child welfare, mental health, education, legal, judicial, medical, substance abuse, law
enforcement, and religio@gencies. he existence and growth of a teaptessitates network
champions, anthe satisfaction among team membargé¢ly depends on role clarifyositive
professional relationsh) mutual respecand the unity of purpose. This suggests teams must
find viable strategies for improving consensus building, and valuing diversity and team work.

3Cb6bs and 3NO6s

The literatureonpublipr i vat e partnerships makes refer g

t hree NO6s. I n net wo r &ooperatibn, cdrdinatian, and collabbodaten A 3 C6 s
are vital. On the other hand h e & Betworlks pnetwork structures, and networking are
equally necessary (Brown & Keast, 2003). A Wh

networks are concerned with teguctural arrangements between entities, that is, the density of
interconnection and patterns of relationshifBrown & Keast, 2003p. 120. Additionally,

successful network collaboration can often depend upon sacrifices from various agencies to build

a stronger network. Trust is also a large indicator of successful netwakaraliion. Horwath

and Morriso( 2007) discuss the fA3CO6s 0,itahodd be adysed t a nt
that there are additions of coalition or joint structur@9(2. Horwath & Morrison (2007) also

notethese particular additions lead networks to sacrifice some of their autonomy for an

integration that merges organizatsoto create a joint identity.

There are several examples of agency collaboration found lettature. One example
of agency collaboration in these partnerships can bewgiein the judiciary system in New
York City. Desperately short of judicial resourcdge Chief Administrative Judge of New York
requested the Legislature create 39 newgstiips essential to meet the critically important
needs of New Yor kds f a(New York Stateéafiicel of Childreh @ahd e n c a s
Family Services, 2007)i Ther e wer e 153 judges assigned to
judges in NYC and 10# the courts outside of NY&XNew York StateOffice of Children and
Family Services, 2007, p).9rhis was the beginning of agency collaborations; the state started to
recognize working together to find common ground with stakeholders and the community
organizatims whichhelp children and families would call for a broader approach, imgute
intervention of other state agencid®y working together and forming partnerships between
agencies within the state and working with its sister stidtesate has been able to reduce the



strain on it limited resources withbdecreasing the services to tient base and in some cases
evenadd additional services.

Trust and Respect

In order to ensure successful execution of services to the comptbaiyarious
agencies involved need to be able to trust each other. There are entire articles devoted to the trust
issue among communiyased organizations. For instance, according to Alexander and Renee
(2007), the Family to Family Initiative was involveda longitudinal study from 1998 to 2007.
The particular prograraddressed network developed to strengthen families in risky
neighborhoods and train foster families to better serve clients. The network consisted of one
public agency and nine commuybased nonprofits. A large issue which needed to be
overcome between all the agencies was trust. In fact, many of the nongtbébehated by the
public agency at the start of the network; thusst was quite strained. The researchers
identified that one of the main differences between the agencies was they were in different
sectors of providing services. The nonprofits felt that the public agency was not adequately
interacting with the commity, which provided much of the distrust. However, once they
developed an understanding of roles and how they could work together, the feelings of distrust
dissipated. All in allfrust was identified as a precursor to partnership and the single most
important component to a stable partnership (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Lewicki,
McAllister, & Bies, 1998; Seppanen, Blomqvist, & Sundqvist, 2007; Van Slyke, 2007 as cited by
Alexander & Renee, 2009).

Otherscholardurther mention the trust factor r@gling crosssector relationships. When
it comes to crossector relationships, it is important for mutual respect to arise since
Aunder standing each otherodés roles is crucial
professions (Crossectoral pragcts kindle mutual respe@005 paragraph 3 Many times,
individual members within crossectoral agencies do not realize and understand the amount of
work and the rationales behind decisions being made. From child protection to sociahdork
the edication system, members are not familiar with what goes on within other agencies or
organizations. It is important to have the mutual understanding and respect in order for
collaboration amongst agencies in a cresstoral network to be successful (Crssstoral
projects kindle mutual respe@005) It is also important for teachers, counselors, health
professionals, or social workers to know their own agencies and be able to represent their
agencies accordingly. Throughgtknowledgethe creation o& support structure within a
crosssectoral network can lead &positive multi-disciplinary working environment between
the varying organizations/agenci€rosssectoral projects kindle mutual respect, 2005)

Market-Based Contracting

Theliterature refers to the government contracting services to various comrbasieg
organizations amarketbasedcontracting. There are several positive and negative issues with
this type of networking. According to Dias and Maynitdody (2006) the government iits
study had contracted out the welfare services to a company call@ppivhich failed in the
first year due to not meeting contractual agreements. The contract was renewed under the same
parent company but the programs werdeclVorkOpts and Exodus. Work@pwas required to



accept an extended Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) in this new contract and
case load size was not to exceed thirteen families per worker. Additionalasddired to

accommodate the case lo&das and Maynard/oody (2006)noted a lot of tension resulted

from meeting job placement goals for the client and profit quotas. Case managers and their
supervisors clashed because case workers primarily wanted to help theiraclcerigpressed
Opeopclame first. & Thi s o6 dgoalgwhiach werdadheridgitoct ed t he
contract obligations. Management was often times emotionally detached and financially

motivated a well asfocused on results stipulated in the contracts with the gowerhagency.

The program was eventually damaged because of this impasse between the client
centered staff and their supervisors. Dias and Maynard Moody (aB@g)oted this is typical in
the implemerdtionprocess of welfare services when legislatitempt to bring the market
model of contracting to sociakrvice reform. Additionally, Dias and Maynard Moody (2006)
n o tthee pdiicy and contract mandated implementing job placement and case management but
without any incentives to make the two elensembrk together, the contract only served to
aggravate trational organizational dilemmas (p. 20%).essencéNorkOpts was unable to
balance the priorities of the contract with the demands of line staff and clients.

Austin (2003)pointed outhatcommunity-basedagencies were contracted dat
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families in an effort to assist familésansition into
employment. One positive benefit of privatizing was social service agencies moved from a
bureaucratic environment wieethey had to account for tax payer dollamsone where they
functioned as communituilding institutions providing leadership in partnership with others.
The nonprofit sector has since been growing and undergoing its own transformation in spite of
increased pressures from competition and government accountability.

Austin (2003) also notedther advantages of markeased relationships with
communitybasedagencies, as outweighing the disadtages. The advantages includeabidity
to fulfill legislative mandges, increase efficiency, gdiexibility in service start up and
termination and improve service qualiSome of the disadvantages include insufficient
competition among nonprofit service providers, difficulty in measuring performance and
accountabilityand increased transaction co@tsistin, 2003)

Accountability

The issue of accountdiby is also widely discussed in literature on child welfare and
marketbased relationships. In their article, Whitaker e{2004) loolkedat how accountability is
handled by the governments ahe private or nonprofit sector partnerships. They indicate
governments and nonprofits can learn lessons from each other rather than blame others for
mistakes. The authoes| s 0 p o i nmore public setvioed arg/paid for by the governments
butdeliverek by nonprofit organi z di5).Whiakey et &l.\AD04Y a k er e
point out four areathatcan be addressedgarding accountability in relationships
responsibility, disation, reporting, reviewing and revising.

Withregardtao esponsi bi |l it ysomeomesperaon arbrganizationis hele d | i
to answer for performance expected by some significa ot her 6 ( Romsek and Dl



cited byWhitaker et al 2004, p. 117. The parties need to treat each other witpees

Addi t i opradude g ysefui dgreement, the discussion needs to be very frank, very

explicit. The participants need to clarify their mutual assumptions, expectations, and

contributions. hiey need to eliminate ambiguity, to expose and work out their diffeseio

build rapport and trusto (Behn, 2001 as <cited

According to Whitaker (2004Yiscretion involves the dap-day fulfilling of
performance expéations and reporting occurs where the authors relay information on
performane, whichis crucial to accountability. This is one way agents will know if the
respective parties are carrying out their responsibiliidgitionally, Whitaker (2004) indicated
reviewing and revising implied someone has to be responsible for reviewing the relationship
between the government and private parties and make deabiont changing it.

Conclusion

Overall, there are various factors which contribute to successful network collaborations.
Many of these partnerships hgwevided benefits to children and families, while some have
controversial effects on children. It can be seen through various examples in the literature, that
structural components of a network have contributing effects on the outcomes that clients
produe. Therefore, it is vital for the Orange County child serving community to utilize the
literature findings to develop a successful and effective network to serve children and families.



Current Practices in Florida

The State of Florida has a number of different groups, organizations, and entities that
have the common goal of serving children. The four main organizational structures that were
identified were: Childrendés Adv cBeavecegCothelsnt er s,
and Judicial Circuit Court Lead Agencies. Each one of these organizations shares the ultimate
common goal of assisting the children in their communities; however they are all organized and
function differently. Many of these organizais ceexist within the same communities, with
some significant overlapping of services.

Chil drends Advocacy Centers
What is a CAC?

Chil drends Advocacy Centers are places of
These centers offer the necessaidythat children need in dealing with the mental, physical, and
emotional trauma, through a network of core chileserving agencies and service providers.

CAC:s offer therapy and medical examination within their communities. Since these
organizations @ communitybased, they offer services to best fit the needs of the community
they serve, utilizing community serviqeoviders.

Il n creat-ocugedandrioc hi €dt ening environment o f ol
provide safe and comfortable settings ¢hildren to report their mistreatment to service
providers These providerarrange for investigation by the appropriate law enforcement or child
protection agency, offer psychological and physical recovery services, provide support for
families and indvziduals who suspect abuse of a child, and work toward prevention and
intervention of child abuse.

Floridais hometotwenty hr ee chi |l drends advoeasedy cent er
CACs are members of the FloridaFNCACwor k of Ch
FNCACO6s mission is fAto improve Floridabds resp
devel opment, growth, and continuation of CACSG

Since the late 1970s, the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services
worked to createhild-serving agencies to prevent and intervene in child abuse. In 1985, the

National Childrends Advocacy Center was <creat
including Florida. In 1994 Daytona Beach opened the first CAC in Florida. The Florida
Net work of Childrends Advocacy Centers was <cr

of Florida communities seek to open CACs in order to improve thebsgly of their children.
Organization and Operations of FNCAC and CACs

As mentioned priot, he FIl ori da Network of Childrenods
all the community Childrendés Advocacy Centers
on the board of the FNAC in order to ensure that their communities remain engaged with and
comected to the operations of this network. Ma
focal point for the sharing of ideas througho
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The FNCAC used paid and volunteer staff to fulfill the mission. Sta# positions include:

CEO, Program Specialist, and an Administrative Assistant. The FNCAC is governed by a Board
of Directors whose members have affiliations with community CACs, the Florida Department of
Education, Florida Department of Health, kdar Department of Law, and the Office of the State
Attorney.

Chil drendés Advocacy Centers are organized
amongst agency directors. These agencies are controlled internally, based on their individual
organization systerand board regulations, but meetings are arranged to communicate
information between these agencies and the community CAC. Some CACs schedule weekly staff
meetings, quarterly supervisory board meetings, and an annual Multidisciplinary Team Meeting
(MDT) in order to ensure effective information sharing and nieltel communication.

The staff composition of a CAC may include directors, therapists, case managers, advocacy
specialists, and development coordinators. A board of directors is also created, gnatudin
executive board and board members from community agencies and interested citizens.

CACs network with chileserving agencies through formal Memoraoél Understanding
(MOUSs), which are contractually binding, and informal referral systems within thencaity.
Also, based on Florida Statute, some cisiaving agencies are legally bound to community
CACs such as education systems and departments of law.

The National Chil drenbds Alliance (NCA) acc
regulations folCAC adherence. NCA also reviews the practices and efficiency of CACs every
three years in order to grant reaccreditation and fuUbAEs rely on funding in order to operate,
as with all nonprofit organizations. Some CACs require dues as a part of membkardh
FNCAC members must also contribute funds. NCA receives and distributes grants to CACs and
CAC networks nationally; FNCAC also distributes grants to the member CACS. Most funds,
however, are raised by individual CACs who fundraise to private dolcc@ources. In order to
acquire funding from the NCA and FNCAC, data must be submitted by the CACs to these
overarching groups. Other funders also require reporting as a stipulation of donating to the
CACs.

Most notably, CACs express the importanceata collection and reporting in order to
maintain guidance to the mission, compliance to the community, and acquisition of funds. These
reports include such items as strategic plans and plan revision, budget, and program report (based
on responses tourrent practicesurvey found irthe Appendix).

The following table shows all twenthiree Florida CACg¢from www.fncac.org:
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http://www.fncac.org/

County H Center H County H Center \
Lee .
. X Chil dr e
Alachua Child Advocacy Charlotte, Advocacy Center @
Center, Inc. Hendry, and .
Southwest Florida
Glades
Ki mber |l yiq
Gulf Coast Marion County
Bay Chil dr ¢ Marion Chil dr e
Advocacy Center| Advocacy Center,
Inc.
. Emerald Coast
Chil dr ¢ .
Brevard Advocacy Center ( Oﬁgi’;ﬁ & A dvcc:)chaé IantrerE
Brevard County Ing ’
BrowardCounty Orange County
Broward Sexual Assault Orange Chil dr €
Treatment Centel Advocacy Center
. Chil dr e
Collier County
Collier Child Advocacy Osceola Advocacy Center
: for Osceola County
Council, Inc
Inc.
Kristi House, Inc.
Dade Orlowitz-Lee Pasco |Pasco Kids First, Ir]
Chil dr ¢
Advocacy Center
Duval, Baker . .
' ’ First Coast Child . .
Clay, Nassau, & Protection Team Pinellas Help A Child, Inc.
St. Johns
. Gul f Coa Chil dr e
Escambia House, Inc. e Advocacy Center
Mid Florida Sant a Ro
Hernando Community Santa Rosa H
: ouse
Services, Inc.
The Chi | .
Highlands Advocacy Center ¢ Seminole K|ds_House of
- Seminole, Inc.
Highlands County
The Chil
Hillsborouah Chi | dr e n| Volusiaand ||Advocacy Center ¢
9 Center Flagler Volusia and Flagle|
Counties
Lake/Sumter
Lake & Sumter Chil dr ¢

Advocacy Center,
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http://www.childadvocacycentergainesville.org/
http://www.childadvocacycentergainesville.org/
http://www.cac-swfl.org/
http://www.cac-swfl.org/
http://www.cac-swfl.org/
http://www.kimberlyscottage.org/
http://www.kimberlyscottage.org/
http://www.kimberlyscottage.org/
http://www.kimberlyscottage.org/
http://www.kimberlyscottage.org/
http://www.cacbrevard.org/
http://www.cacbrevard.org/
http://www.cacbrevard.org/
http://www.eccac.org/
http://www.eccac.org/
http://www.eccac.org/
http://www.eccac.org/
http://www.broward.org/sexualassault
http://www.broward.org/sexualassault
http://www.broward.org/sexualassault
http://www.caccollier.org/
http://www.caccollier.org/
http://www.caccollier.org/
http://www.kristihouse.org/
http://www.kristihouse.org/
http://www.kristihouse.org/
http://www.kristihouse.org/
http://www.kristihouse.org/
http://www.gulfcoastkidshouse.org/
http://www.gulfcoastkidshouse.org/
http://www.santarosakidshouse.org/
http://www.santarosakidshouse.org/
http://www.kidshouse.org/
http://www.kidshouse.org/
http://www.fljud13.org/CJC/index_cjc.htm
http://www.fljud13.org/CJC/index_cjc.htm
http://www.childrensadvocacy.org/
http://www.childrensadvocacy.org/
http://www.childrensadvocacy.org/
http://www.childrensadvocacy.org/

FloidaChi | drends Cabinet s

Overview

There are five childrends cabinets in the
of Seminole, Brevard, OrangandOsceola; the counties of Polk, Hastings, and Highlands house
a joint childrends cabinet. While some el emen

they did not come into existence until July 2007 when the Florida legislature created them in
order b increase cooperation between child agencies.

Since the cabinets have been around for two years, not much is known about the
effectiveness and impact of them. Other than Seminole County, none of the other cabinets have
an actual webgiathe n®s . a OclcicelodmaeC®s | drends Cabi
very soon. Pol k, Hastings, and Highlands does
Circuit Chil dr en s -medalsevidericef the nEwness dfhe cakinesf we b
as they are still trying to find their own identity, network structures, and shared purpose.

The mission of the cabinets, as written by th

To ensure that the public policy of Florida relating to children and youth pesmo
interdepartmental collaboration and program implementation in order for services
designed for children and youth to be planned, managed and delivered in a holistic and
integrated manner to improve the salifficiency, safety, economic stability, héeaénd
quality of life of all children and youth in Florida.

This mission is the stateds goal for the crea
to enhance better cooperation between agencies so services can be offered more efiitiently a
effectively to fulfill the needs of Floridads

Osceola County has set an example to other formative cabinets since they have been in
existence since the year 2000 under a different péimeeOsceola Youth Action Committee. In
changing the naméhe cabinet remained loyal to its organizational format that had proved
effective in the past. That being said, operations have improved with the cabinet now that there is
more state support and greater emphasis on collaboration.

Another cabinetthaths been progressive is the 10th C
the fact that this cabinet involves three different counties with many different needs to address,
incoming president Terri Saunders affirms the effective collaboration that this caliciates.

Just like in Osceola, the 10th circuit historically had good coordination and collaboration

between agencies despite the fact that it was not a recognized entity before. And, just as in the

case with Osceola, collaboration has been improvedlgreath emphasis on the effort to

continue improvements toward better communication and a more united shared vision. The same
goes for Seminoleds Childrenbés Cabinet as the
cabinet, but still recognize the nefed betterment.
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Challenges

Perhaps one of the biggest obstacles in Orange County is to mitigate the diverse
perceptions of community and culture. Because the 10th Circuit has been able to manage the
challenge of a diverse makeup, this cabinet servaa agemplary template for the Orange
County Childrenés Cabinet. However, Orange Co
Tensions exist across cities and within the county. In addition,-sbiling agencies tend to be
less enthused about collabting with members of all sectors.

Diversity in Orange County exists naturally because of the size of the county and the
population demographics. Orange County is also still a relatively new and progressive county;
therefore, Orange County seeks to finddantity that is loyal to the community and the culture.
Priorities have been focused on other issues than a jointsghilthgnetwork.

Anot her i ssue t hat Childrenbs Cabinets f ac
from the SemdosmoCebsn€hi $sdatas t hat t he cabi ne:

i s always updating and i mproving our Memb
thing that the state didndot have a shotgun
more of a synchronized approach between agencsivering their services. There

will come a point where it shouldndét be vo
Our challenge is determining the best way to go about that.

The system of Chil drends Ca b ifronethestateramdst us e
from sector leaders to bring people together toward a united mission and facilitate cooperation
and collaboration. The task of facilitation is daunting, but if the cabinets can play the role of an
effective facilitator, better agreemsmwill result, ideas and information can be effectively
communicated, and the overall interests of ekéddving agencies can be addressed and met.

Children Service Councils
History

The existence of funding dedicated to providing child services dates back to 1945 when
legislation was passed; this paved the way for the establishment of a special district, funded by
taxes in Pinellas County. The creation of the special taxing distgthe first of its kind in the
United States. Six decades | ater, Florida is
eight of which are independent special districts, while the remaining three are dependent special
districts.
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Children's Services Councils
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The indegndent special districts have vetgproved taxing authority, while the
dependent special districts do not possess such authority and must rely on alternate funding
mechanisms. The ability for counties to create an independent special district (byaapigan
authorized under Florida Statute 125.901. Chapter 125 delineates parameters for the makeup of
the council governance. It also makes a specific distinction that these funds are not to support
school district programs (Title XI Chapter 125).

Organizaion and Operations of CSCs

The Florida Childrenb6s Services Council S
districts which fund childrends services. Whi
they each develop their own mission and gdesed on the identified needs within the
community. Further, they model their own performance measures and perform data collection in
collaboration with the county as well as other relevant stakeholders within the community to
assist in needs determiratifor its citizenry (Council, 2009). Funding allocation is prioritized
based on the outcome of the data analysis which identifies the services and programs that are
needed and can provide the most effective use of available resources.

Examination of seeral councils that exist within Florida provides a feel for the differing
governance structures as well as the resource allocation to ensure effective service to the families
and children in need. The Chil dr eapegndentSer vi ces
council, created by Local Ordinance #348 on June 28, 1988, comprised of ten members.

Current funding priorities iclude maternal and child health, afsmhool care, mental health,

child abuse preventiotargetedunding/demonstration projectnd critical source providers.

Data measurements reported annually include child health anthewed statistics, prenatal

care, juvenile justice offenses, youth substance abuse, child abuse/neglect and physical health
(20082009 Annual Report).

The Juvenile Welfare Boarddéds Childrends Ser

example of an independent council, consisting of twenty two members. Major funding
allocations include child maltreatment, school readiness, school success, specrilizadiae
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support, family counseling, neighborhood family support, out of school time, youth intervention
and system suppofAnnual Performance Report for Funded Programs ZIIB)

The Childrends Services Counciodncilof St . Luc
comprised of ten members. Funding priorities for this council include promoting healthy families
and babies, promoting school readiness and school success, promoting family building and

strengthening, promoting healthy lifestyles and teen pregraesgntion, and promoting
recreational activities and youth developm@®08 Annual Report to the Community)

Judicial Circuit Court Lead Agencies

Overview

Florida is divided into five regions (Northwest, Central, Suncoast, Southeast and
Southern)within these regions, there are twenty lead agermselsplayed below

Family First Network, Inc. Big Bend Community Based Partnership fqr Stronger Basq
Care Families, Inc.,
: : : Kids Central, Eckerd CommunityPartnership for
Kids First of Florida Community Alternative Children Inc.
St. Johns Board of County Partnership for Stronger Family Services of Metro
Commissioners Families, Inc. Orlando, Inc
Heartland for Children, Inc. Our Kids, Inc. Sarasota Family YMCA, Inc.
Hillsborough Kids, Inc. Big Bend @mmunity Based Child anq Family
Care, Inc. Connections, Inc.
Our Kids. Inc. Childnet Inc. CBC of Seminole, Inc.
CBC of Brevard, Inc United for Families, Inc. Childr €ENnos
Southwest Florida, Inc.

These lead agencies work to manage child welfare via community based care. Each lead
agency has a contact person and is aligned to a DCF manager. In order to further understand how
these lead agencies operate and are organized, a survey was createslaaddddo a
representative from each. The survey can be viewd#tilippendixunder current practices
surveys

Lead agencies are established in accordance to Florida Statute 409.1671 and are governed
by nonprofit and private incorporation laws, sushadicles of incorporation, blaws,
hierarchical organizational structures, board of director supervision, and various teams that focus
on specific operations of the agency. These are both publically and privately funded.

According to the responding léagencies they provide comprehensive and dynamic
services that are often exhaustive, provided on limited resources and governed by both state local
reporting mandates and lawkhese lawsnake it difficult to focus on the important goal of
serving the chdren. These agencies receive their referrals to intervene from the registry abuse
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hotline. These child service agencies reported that they provided services to children in need

such as foster care, abused, neglected, and abandoned clsdnenchildrerwere either new

into the system while still others were in need multisystem intervention. The scope of services

of fered is varied and dependent upon the indi
medical and social servicggovide goods to the che such as toys and hygiene suppléesd

offer case management, foster care placement, adoption assistance, traininguffisghcy,

and counseling.

Lead agencies indicated that that they had collaborative relationships and were in
networks withsuch organizations as Department of Children and Families, Department of
Juvenile Justice, Agency for Persons with Disabilities, Guardian Ad Liteefsith-based
community,advocacyorganizationsand local bundationsThe agencies indicated that thed
provided services that benefited children. However, the agencies did not provide statistics to
back these assertions. A discussion with a lead child serving agency manager revealed that under
the present structure, the number of adoptions increasslftiid, the number of children in
care had gone down, and the overall caseloads had been reduced lbgaldadigencies offered
information about their organizational composition and provided copies of the annual report
from which information for this rept was extracted.

A major challenge that lead agencies face is that often thesesehvithg agencies are
misunderstood. This theory suggests that the shortfall is systematic and not an indication that
individual agencies are inadequate. Another chg#lén that there is a lack of a shared vision
amongst chileserving agencies and a great lack in funding to unite agencies toward a shared
goal of prevention. In terms of funding, the funding ladder is too complex and needs to be
simplified in order to béer distribute and regulate incoming funds for clsédving agencies;
this includes grants, donations, and government funds such as Medicaid and subsequent
maintenance of Title IVE waiver that is required in retain to eligibility for children in need. Lea
agencies are required to report to the state and federal government and often times these
reporting requirements are too stringent, excessive, or ineffective in fulfilling the purpose.

Conclusion
These current practices inform the development of rev@mdations that fit the unique

context of Orange County. It is to this task that we turn now, as we introduce data collection and
findings from a crossection of community members from the county.
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DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

The analysis and recommendations provided in this report are based on a variety of
sources. Students in the course were divided into seven groups: (1) Literature Review of
Collaboration and Network in Child Serving Agencies, (2) Florida Current PractesssaRh,

(3) Survey and Network Analysis, (4) Interviews with Orange County Nonprofit Agencies, (5)
Interviews with Orange County Faith Organizations, (6) Interviews with Orange County Private
Organizations, and (7) Interviews with Orange County GoverrnPellic Agencies.

The fruits of the first two groups were read in the sections that preceded this one. The
current practices group conducted a review of annual reports and websites for bodies in Florida;
they also conducted phone and email interviewh widividuals throughout the state. Students
in the literature review group conducted a comprehensive analysis of academic literature
utilizing resources available at the University of Central Florida.

A survey designed by the Survey Mapping Committee bfe Or ange County C
Cabinet was wutilized to understand the curren
serving community. Three analytical approaches were applied to the data collected through the
survey. First, SPSS, a statisticalte@re package, was used to crteisulate and generate
descriptive statistics. Second, UCINET, a network analysis software package, was utilized to
assess existing relationships and power positions in the county today. Third, NVivo, a qualitative
data anbysis software package, was utilized to interpret responses to a set of open ended
guestions on the survey. The total response to the survey was 89. The characteristics of
respondents are detailed in the section that follows.

Students conducting interwies worked for more than a combined 100 hours to conduct
and analyze responses. A total of 62 interviews were conducted in approximately 10 weeks.
Twentysix interviews were conducted with officials in the nonprofit sector; 18 interviews were
conducted inhe public/governmental sector; 10 interviews were conducted with officials in the
private sector/private individuals; 9 interviews were conducted with leaders in the faith
community. Students analyzed data utilizing a theme analysis approach in whiatetitdied
core themes through different levels of analysis. Raw data are available upon request.

The interview gquestions are located in the appendix, listed @wamunity Survey and
Interview GuidesSurvey questions are available upon request.
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An Overview of the Child Serving Community:
Service Areas and Barriers

The child serving community in Orange County spans government, nonprofit, and private
sectors. Issues addressed by the community are complex andaetéid. In considering the
ability to join components of the community together into a collaborative network, these
characteristics need to be understood. Based on a survey, detailed in the methodology section of
this report, the following is understood regarding the child serangmunity in Orange
County.

The majority of respondents were from Aanofit agencies. For this reason, the data will
provide limited information on the government/public and private/for profit organizations that
responded to the survey. Additionally, doehe disproportionate number of nprofit agency
responses in comparison to government/public and private/for profit organizations, further data
will need to be collected before results can be considered valid with a reasonable percentage of
confidencgrefer toFigurel and Table 1).

Figure 1: Percentage of respondents by institutional status

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

- N/A or no response
- Governmen t/public
D Non-profit

- Private/for profit

18



Table 1: Percentage of respondents by institutional status

Government/public, private/for profit, non -profit?

Frequen Perce Valid Cumulativ
cy nt Percent e Percent
Valid N/A or no 7 113 11.3 11.3
response
Government/p 12 19.4 19.4 30.6
ublic
Non-profit 32 516 51.6 82.3
Private/for 11 17.7 17.7  100.0
profit
Total 62 1000  100.0

Figure 2: Services provided by age group

i

Count

7=

[

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

I
N/A or no response Government/public Non-profit

Who does your agency
provide services to?

Children 0-4
Adults 18-21
Related/Caregiving Adults
All
0-21
5-21
T o-11
[s17
[ Some age group of children and
their caregiver

Wo-17

Private/for profit

Figure2 (above) provides information on the age group(s) served by each type of institution.
In all categories of neprofit, government/public, and private/for profit, there is at least one

agency

af fi

ated

Wi

t h

t h dcedQdall 4gd graps@rsl th€ira b i n e t

caregivers. However, major variations noted include:
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e Agegroup® is not serves by privatel/ for profit
Cabinet

e Government/public and private/for profit organizations respondingetsuhvey do not
provide services to both children and their caregivers

e Government/public and private/for profit organizations responding to the survey do not
provide services to caregivers in any capacity

The data retrieved regarding services prodifieee~igure3, below) offer some insight as to
where services may be duplicated and where shortages are occurring. For example:

Case management, while there is a possibility it is offered by some of the agencies that provide
multiple services, is onlg specialized service for ngmofit agencies.

Figure 3: Services provided by agency status

_ What services does
our agency provide, ar
contract to provide?
12.57 Mental Health
Education
Medical
Basic ne=ds (2.9, food
ciothing, shelier]
10,0 Case managemsant
Other
I Ay 1-3
[ any 4-6
'g [ &y 7-10
1 7.5
O
5.0
) |_h | I-"
METil ] W |

Mi& or no Government/public Man-profit Privateffar profit
response

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

The lack of data is helpful in assessing the status of organizations affiliated with the
Chil drends Cabinet. Specif iesshdwlaryaffiliafioa.Wiler gover
majority of network ties are ngorofit organizations, with private/for profit companies a second.

All three status categories contain organizations which serve both large and small numbers of
clients Figure4).

20



Figure 4: Number of clients served by institutional status

Approximataly how many clents do you
EEMVE Ina yEGIT
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T 4 M 18311 W&o
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W 158200 W 5700
1200 [d7ao
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[H 2000 [Ja00
2— Moooooo M asooo
Oz=0 @ s000
Ozs00
MIA or ne response  Governmentpublic MNon-profit Private/for profit
Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?
Figure 5: Waiting list by institutional status
2 Do you have a waiting
list?
W ves
H o
20
- 15
c
=1
=]
[&]
107
c—
o~

MiA ar no respanse Govermment/public Mon-profit Privatelfor profit

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

One concern for many agencies is the number of clients who must wait for services. Some
causes for this include:

¢ Funding
e Manpower shortages
e Services unavailable
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e Lack of networking with capable agencies

While there may be little assistance with funding, even this deficiency can be decreased
through networking with capable agencies. Better corroboration between agencies will provide
eachwith knowledge of where funding is being directed and services are currently available.
Survey data from those affiliated with the Ch
a stumbling block for all types of agencies involved in the netvesrdn if all are not affected
(SeeFigure5). The statistical data show that each is affected about the same, with more agencies
in each category reporting a wait list th#ot, the disproportionate number of Apifits being
due to the number of neprofits that responded to the survey.

The length of time varies greatly on the type of program offered by each agemnae6,
below). This is true for government/public, Rprofit, and private/for profit agencies. The
majority reported wait lists of are than 50 clients. Wait time varied greatly from agency to
agency and program to program.

Figure 6: Length of wait list and number of clients on wait list

2 How Ion? is your wait
’ 1st?

Depends on

pregramivaries

0-50 clients

Maore than 30 clients

1.5 0 -6 weeks

More than & weeks

Unknown

Count

Govemment/public Mon-profit Privateffor profit
Government/public, private/for profit, nen-profit?

Non-profits reported the shortestit time for actual services, and the majority of private/for
profit respondents reported services rendered within 7 days; however, all institutions maintained
that the type of service or program had some influence on the waitRigueg7).
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Figure 7: Wait time for receiving services

Bar Chart

What is the average
length of time to

access services?
Depends on
program/varies

Up to one day

66— 2 - 7 days
8 days to 4 weeks
4 weeks to 6 months
6 months to 1 year
Don't know or N/A

N/A or no response Government/public Non-profit Private/for profit

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?
Overwhelmingly, agencies reported both receiving clients by referral from other agencies and
a majority of clients who receive services from multiple service proviéfegsres 8 and 9).

Figure 8: Clients received by referral Figure 9: Referrals received

30 Do you receive client 257 Are your clients
referrals from other receiving services from
agencies? other agencies?
W ves W ves
o o] [ M2 or unknown
20
= o 15
g £
H =
2 5]
@ o
10
10
P
WA ornaresponse. Govermmentipubic Non-profi Privatetfor profi NIA or no response Governmentpublic Mon-profit Private/for profit
Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?
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Figure 10: Clients denied service due to lack of funding

Count
=
|

ra
1

What percentage of
clients do you have to
turn away due to a lack
of funding?
Wo0-25%
[ 25% - 50%
Os19%-75%
W s

MiA ar no
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Government/public Man-profit Private/ffor profit

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

Figurel0 (above) shows the number of clients who are denied services by each institution
Some results (Refer to Table 2) indicate that:

Non-profits turn away the majority of potential clients due to funding issues

Of the 54 agencies responding to whether or not they turn away clients due to funding
issues, 61.1% reported they do turn awants

The majority of agencies turn away 25% or less of their potential clients

Table 2: Percentage of clients turned away due to lack of funding
What percentage of clients do you have to turn away due to a lack of funding?

Frequen Perce Valid Cumulativ

cy nt Percent e Percent
Valid 0-25% 24  38.7 44.4 44.4
26%-
50% 6 9.7 111 55.6
51%-
7504 3 4.8 5.6 61.1
N/A 21 33.9 38.9 100.0
Total 54 87.1 100.0
Missi  System 8 129
ng
Total 62 100.0
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Figure 11: Agencies with further outcome data

Do you have outcome
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The majority of agencies have information regardingome data they are willing thare
with the Chil dr é&igupedl).Cabi net net wor k (

Figure 12: Agencies that provide services in other languages

20+ Do you provide you
services in languages
other than English?
M ves
H o
20
o
c
=
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Q
107
o

MNI& or no response  Sovemnmentpublic Mon-profit Privateffor profit

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

All groups by institution contain a large number of organizations that provide services in a
language other than Englishigure12). Figure13 shows that clearly, the majority of
organizations who provide alternate language program provide theramsBpHowever,

Creole and others were mentioned across the board. Many provided services in multiple
languages.
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Figure 13: Alternate languages for programs

20 In what other
languages are your
programs availabla?

M Spanish

M Spanish and Creole

[ Spanish, Creols, and other
15 Wl Spanish and othsr

Count

M4 or no response Government/public Meon-profit Private/for profit

Government/public, private/for profit, non-profit?

Agencies provide a variety of services, as noted above, but they are limited in their ability
to meet the complex needs of clients. Figldshows the services identified in opended
responses that are most often requested by clients but which thediegpagency cannot meet.

Figure 14: Client service requests not provided by gency

Service Reguests Mot Provided

Mumber of coding references
=]

Health Services
Counzeling

Housing ar Sheter
Professional Develop
Food or Mutrition
Legal Assiztance
Child Care

Financial Aszsistance
Education Azsistance
Cither

Transportation

Case Management
Community Safety
Citizenship Testing
Parerting Skils

Mode

Many organizations report transportation as a barrier for clients receiving seRiga® (
15). While this has typically been addressed as a rural probl&mweported among survey
members that even in urban and suburban Orange County, many clients have trouble finding
transportation to needed services.
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Figure 15: Transportation as a barrier
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Figure 16: Location of services
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Responses varied grgatith regard to the location of services provided. A large number
indicated they provided services in the following locations:

e Office
e Community
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Schools
Home
Online
Other

All provided services throughout the community. The biggest area of discrepancy noted is
that many did not provide services online. In this age of technology, online servigdalde
many clients to includinghutins and those with transportatibarriers.

Figuresl7 and18 show the top listed barriers to either service delivery or client benefit
from services delivered. Response categories are based on open ended responses by survey
respondents. Funding is the most often cited barrier, aldtthgclient access to services,
including the lack of transportation. Numerous other barriers are seen in the figures below.

Figure 17: Barriers to service celivery
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Figure 18: Barriers to client benefit
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Recommendations

Based on survefindings, the following recommendations can be offered:

Better oversightto reduce duplication of services, over@lase managemenis a
crucial component for this goal. Organized case management of client services will allow
an agency to better deterraiwhere a client should be directed.

Consider changes that are likely to occur in the future Organizations change over
time and although a contract needs to be solid and binding, there should also be a way to
balance the needs of each organization wheméeeds change.

Strong leadership is essential in creating harmony among network memberghe
network needs to have leaders who encourage members to join in and view the changes
as positive and beneficial to the organization. Animosity between netwgakiaations

in any way, such as competition for scarce resources, can be minimized if all members
are part of the process and informed of changes as they occur. Strong, confident
leadership can be an important influence on members when changes areltaarthat

can cause uncertainty about the future.

Continue togprovide and receive client referralsfrom outside agencies.

Further analysis of the datais needed to determine the validity of the survey data, with
respect to the number of responses frooheastitutional category. Additionally,

specific services provided by each agency will assist in determining which network ties
need strengthening and where improved networking may help reach more clients.
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Evaluate outcome data from other agencies-urher research will also provide
information that agencies are wilg) to share regarding their outcome data.

Prioritize and decrease barriersaf f ect i ng cl i entsd abil
transportation, language, etc.

Increase location of sevices available or network with agencies that provide more
options for clients.

Consider networking with agencies that can assist other agensigtifig up online
services.
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Possible Network Members and What They Bring tdhe Table

A series of possible network members has been created for recommendation to the
Orange County Childrends Cabinet. Net wor k me
child-serving community. These potential network members are sourced from redponses
interview questions from the public sector, private sector, nonprofit sector, and tHeafzeth
community regarding the surveyed popul ationods

Respondents from all sectors ameterethet hat t h
collaborative body should be comprised of representatives from all sectors and even unaffiliated
individuals. Several service areas are presented with the feeling that these service areas should
be represented within the network in decisioaking capacities.

Public sector members will bring administrative and governance capabilities to the
cabinet; however, many respondents are wary of too much public agency control. Another
benefit of including the public sector in the hierarchy ofdhlkeinet is that government funds and
grants may be more secured and there may be greater legislative influence in favor of child
serving agencies.

Private sector members can also offer greater funding opportunities since these
organizations have a wideagge of private donors and clients. These organizations operate
independently from government subsidy and may be able to assist the cabinet in building
autonomy. Private organizations can also promote the importance of performance and
organizational evaldin.

Nonprofit organizations are mission driven and could be vocal in guiding the cabinet in
its adherence to the overall purpose and client need. In addition, these groups have large pools
of volunteers that can be encouraged to work alongside theetaibipromoting the cause and
filling human resource gaps. Fundraising efforts can also be managed by these members.

Finally, representation by fatbased community leaders is also desired. These groups
have many current ties with agencies of allaecand casteerthe network toward stronger and
broader collaborations. These groups also recruit many locals into the congregations who can
serve as volunteers for the cabinet.

Each of theserosssectormembersvould contribute to the overall collabative effort of
the network by knowledgably representing his/her service amd working towards the
wellbeing of children and families. Through the collaboration of multiple seth&sietwork
canlimit servicegaps reducesuperfluous service deliversnaintain an effective governance
structure, employ services from multifarious soursesure funding from grants and private
donors, and better and more attentively ¢ar¢he client bas@ the children of Orange County.

Public/Government Sector

In creating a network, there are some actors and organizations that need to be involved.
Some of these potential network members identified by the public sector interviews include
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faith-based service providers, members of boards of local foundationsiduadidonors,

business sector, community leaders, parents, youth, educational sector, health care community,
child advocates, Head Start, Coalition for the Homeless, University of Central Florida, Public
regulatory Agencies, volunteer organizations,amdnr i t i on speciali sts. The
Center serves as a facility to Falihsed service providers have a great diversity of services to
deliver to children and families and many do not turn clients away. Business sector community
leaders often see on executive boards of nqmofit or philanthropic organizations not only to

give back to their community, but also to make recommendations on how to more efficiently run
business. The Florida Nurses Association, Early Learning Coalition, and Gdelatelo Dental

Society are forces in the health care community that should be included in the network. The
University of Central Florida faculty is often capable of writing and facilitating grants that better
serve community or societal needs through uative programs and services. Volunteer efforts

can reduce program costs and increase the visibility of a cause. Looking to other counties such as
Hillsborough for a model of child serving activities may also provide a suitable stakeholder.

In terms of stkeholders who have the greatest amount of interest in thesetmiohg
community, the public sector respondents identified children and their families as the primary
stakeholders. Others include the court system, the National Association for the Méntally
(NAMI), Mothers Against Drunk Driving, and the Department of Children and Families. Many
agencies feel that the particular need they serve is of utmost importance for theimggbf
children and families within Orange County probably because #ethe consequences of the
situations they deal with. For example, a scHmmdrd official might feel that education is the
critical need in the community, while a substance abuse counselor may believe that dealing with
drug issues is the most importargain which to assist children and families.

Finally, the public sector assigned salience to stakeholders within Orange County that
have high levels of power to set policy and elicit change. These powerful entities include city
government and county conisgioners, local celebrities like Orlando Magic team members, the
Bush Charitable Foundation, the Philips Foundation, Universal Foundations, United Way,
judges, the juvenile commission, community leaders, business leaders, hospitals, and the Orange
CountySchool Board. Certain individuals named include Judge Perry, Linda Stewart, Andy
Gardner, Dean Cannon, Mary Beth McKean, Rich Morrison from Florida Hospital, and Jerry
Kasip from Lakeside Alternatives.

Private Sector

There was an agreement amongst the private sector respondents that a varied group of
people must be involved to be able to capture many viewpoints of children services. The
consensus is that it will take a community effort, and anyone that has an inéeface with
children or anyone that is interested in the well being of the community should be involved.
Some specific examples include executives from varying sized agencies, regional decision
makers, the juvenile court system, health and human sgr¥ath based agencies, and
associations that represent client groups like the foster care associations.

Answers regarding the highest interest stakeholders were varied within the private sector,
but many stated that all the stakeholders have a largardrof interest in this issuSeveral
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respondents mentioned the juvenile justice systmwell asparents and schools/educators. One
lead organization that was mentioned Wwamily Services of Metro Orlando (FSMQ@s well as
Orange County Health andukhan Services. Executive directors of ypnfits, legislators, and
citizen groups were also noted as potential high interest stakeholders.

Yet again, state and local legislators and local government councilmen and
commissioners were cited numerouslydsivate sector agencies as powerful stakeholders in the
community, as were large non profits, other community leaders, and parents. The university
could also be a powerful stakeholder. Other specific agencies that were mentiched are
Department of Chdren and FamilieDepartment of Juvenile Justice, and the Health
Department. FSMO and Healthy Start were other powerful stakeholders that were mentioned.
One interviewee noted that the power should be equally weighted between providers and
funders, but th roles must be defined. Parentd #me media were also mentioned as possible
power stakeholders, depending on how they exercised their role.

Nonprofit Sector

Nonprofit organizations would also like to see representatives from mental health
organizations, as well as representatives from healthcare organizations which would include
local hospitals, the Department of Health, Medicaid, community health centeredtik
Council of East Central Florida, Health Central Hospital, and the Destiny Foundation. In
addition, many agencies would like to see the school system involved or some representative
from Orange County Public Schools. These agencies acknowledgéuktisahool system is
important because they often are the ones withtolayay contact with children. Other popular
network members include more involvement from the fadked organizations, big business
such as the Orlando Magic, the local universiigsh as the University of Central Florida,
political and legislative decision makers from the local, state, and even federal government, and
members of the juvenile justice system.

In regards to stakeholder involvemenamy agencies believe that anywsee
organization thaserves a child or family in some way should have the greatest interest. In
addition, the juvenile justice system was also a common answer since they are the ones that have
the most experience and knowledge into what's wrong wittirehiand possibly how to treat it.
Parents, the child, the school system, and the community in general are also believed to be some
of the stakeholders that should have the greatest amount of interest. Finally, one agency believed
that funding organizatits such as United Way or the Funders Forum should have a great amount
of interest.

Nonprofits show consensus in that the most salient stakeholders are government officials,
such as those from the city, county, and state, have the most power in theatwusitpuld be
included. In addition, business leaders and big business also was an answer for many agencies,
especially businesses such as Disney or the Orlando Magic. The community, anepthgetax
and voters, were also viewed as powerful in the gobetause they elect the leaders who
determine what gets done, who gets funded, and what the priorities are for the community.
Finally, some agencies believe that the school system, the Department of Children and Families,
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the Department of Juvenile Jugti@and hospitals or healthcare providers also have great power
in the county and should be included.

Faith-Based Community

Similarly, faith-based respondents feel government agencies, nonprofits, food banks,
foster parents, local community members, sthand other educational institutions, parents, the
business community, and faibased organizations should all be involved in a potential future
network in Orange County. Particularly mentioned at a broader level were bishops, brothers,
parentsandteachers. Specifically named agencies included Habitat for Humanity, the Salvation
Army, and Rescue Mission.

The majority of the faittbased respondents state that the parents/family/homes have the
greatest interest in the chig®rving work. Faitkbasedrganizations were stated next along with
educators, community/county, nonprofits, law enforcement, psychologists, counselors, foster
families and government and according to these interviewees, stakeholders with power include
County Government, specifitalMayor, Churchedarge, specifically Christian Service Center,
schools/education system, Department of Children and Families, nonprofits, foundation leaders,
religious leaderssome private sector leade@ne respondent mentioned by name, Joel Hunter,
and Bishop Wenski, the Roman Catholic Bishop, as key stakeholders in thedsdt
community.

Conclusion
In conclusionjt is clear that there is interest in seeing a wide array of agencies and
individuals represented in a network of the child serving community. A challenge in bringing

this diversity together is observed through the examination of how this diversityaatburr
represented. We turn to this topic next.
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Current Relationships

A survey, designed by Childrenodalto@abi net
group of service viders to identify the existinipatures of service providers and to identify the
relationships among these service providéaally, 89 representatives from various
organizations completed the surwag SurveyMonkey.com

Some questions of the survey relevant to network analysis were used to analyze the
currentrelationship between organizationsthe child serving communityhe questions that
were used afor network analysis were the following:

1. Please complete your dact information below (includes company name)

2. Please list the name of agencies / programs you refer clients to, or contact with,
for additional services.

3. Please list the name of agencies / programs you receive referrals from.

4. From what sources does yoweacy receive its funding? Rank in order (From 1
to 6, 1 refers to most and 6 refers to least).

The sirvey was intended to be completed for only one representative for each
organization. Since, for some organizations, more than one representative abthglsigvey;
their responses were aggregated into one. After aggregating multiple responses into one, totally
62 organizations were entered into UCINET softwareanalysisA 62 X 62 matrix was created
to look at the relationships between organizatimsed on the responses to survey ques#ons
and3aboveOr gani zati ons & e prbfit, angd private aneé majorniending, non
source that organizations receivefitading were used as attributata to look at the
relationship among organizatis.
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Current Relationsd Network Visualization

Figure 19: NetDraw Visualization of Relationship Networks (Refer to with sector entity)

Orange County Public Schools (OCPS) and the Orange County Department of Children
and Families (DCF) have a high refer to base as indicated by the black lines in the table. The
l ines show a high number of pri vatesgin((bldth) ue) ,
that refer directly to them. In addition the map indicates that OCPS and DCF are key players in
the child serving community and that a lot of agenm@éasr clients to them for information or
service
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